




































































































Recommendations V.3, V.4, V.S, and V.6 below are costly, and will require 
new funding. While recognizing the merit of the recommendations, the 
members of the AB 2184 Task Force were hesitant to endorse costly 
initiatives. Yet PACE believes the activities included in the following 
recommendations are critical to the development of an effective, unified 
child care and development system. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendation V.1 CDE/CDSS should adopt a new family fee schedule 
based on a percentage of the Standard Reimbursement Rate or its 
replacement. Fees should be charged per child, with a charge for each 
additional child at reduced rates. Overall rates should not exceed 15% of gross 
family income. (See Task m Report) 

Recommendation V.2 All families should be required to contribute to the 
cost of their children's care. (Fees may be waived for children receiving Child 
Protective Services, if collection of fees interferes with placement of the 
child.) Families with incomes below 25% of the State Median Income should 
be given the option of providing in-kind services rather than monetary 

payment. All funds obtained through parent fees which exceed 
administrative costs for collection of family fees should be used for program 
expansion. (See Task m Report) 

Recommendation V.3 CDE and COSS should immediately start to develop 
and implement a "census" of all children receiving child care and 
development services to provide baseline information and answer the most 
basic policy questions. Arrangements should be made with Head Start to 
include Head Start children in the census. This census should not be limited 
to providers with automated systems. (See Task II Report) 

Recommendation V.4 A study should be conducted to determine the 
extent to which child care and development are available· to (a) children 
receiving child protection services, and (b) low-income families eligible for 
subsidized care. These families should include but not be limited to, working 
families receiving public assistance, those in transition from public assistance, 
and those working but not receiving public assistance. 
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Recommendation V.5 The Department of Education and the Department 
of Social Services should develop a five-year plan to develop and implement 
a joint state/ county automated management and data collection system for 
child care and development services. This system could either be an 
expansion of current CDE/CDSS data systems, or a separate system with 
interfaces to the current systems. This system would manage the 
administrative functions of child care and development services, such as 
eligibility determination and re-certification, fee collection, and waiting list 
management and intake; a by-product of this system would be data collection. 
(See Task II Report) 

• All County Welfare Departments, local child care administrative 
entities, and, to the extent possible, providers, would be hooked up to 
the county data center. Where automation currently exists, current 
software would remain in place, using translation tools. Data would 
be shared over the network. 

• Confidentiality would be ensured by establishing different access 
privileges for users. 

• Users would require training about how the network works, and how 
to use new data sharing tools. For sites which do not need much 
automation, World Wide Web software would be developed to 
enable them to share data and access information. 

• In order to develop this infrastructure, the state should give families 
an individual identification number, and use bar-code technology to 
receive and enter data into the data collection system, as well as run 
daily administrative operations. For families on AFDC, this number 
should be integrated into AFDC data systems. For providers who do 
not need a computer, such as license-exempt providers, tools should 
be developed to permit providers to enter ID numbers on receipts or 
other forms which could be sent to a local administrative agency or 
county welfare office to be scanned into the system. 

Recommendation V.6 Computerized waiting lists should be established at 
the community level, replacing individual waiting lists maintained by each 
provider. The waiting list function should be coordinated with development 
of the local computerized management system, possibly as a first step. It 
should be phased in over several years, dependent on community capacity to 
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manage the function. Community waiting lists should incorporate the 
following features: (See Task V Report) 

• a single application form for all child care and development 
programs and providers 

• a statewide, 800 phone number to access all community waiting lists 

• multiple access points. Parents would be able to obtain information 
or sign on to a waiting list at computer terminals at county welfare 
departments, existing child care centers, local administrative agencies, 
schools, libraries, etc. 

• parent selection of care. Parents would be allowed to select specific 
programs, centers, providers or neighborhoods where they would 
like their children to receive care 

• required participation of all providers who maintain waiting lists 

• on-going parent education on child care and development services 
for waiting list applicants 

• an assessment component to ensure that the waiting lists meet the 
needs of parents and providers, and are cost-effective. 

Recommendation V.7 The lowest income first rule for program entry from 

community waiting lists should be modified. Families on the waiting list 

should be grouped by income level, so that families with incomes between 0 

and 25% of the SMI, for example, would receive higher priority for 

enrollment than those with incomes in the range of 26-50% of the SMI. 

Within the income groupings, families would be enrolled on a first come, 

first served basis. (See Task VI Report) 
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VI. COST AND EmCrENCY: fUNDING FOR CHn.o CARE AND DEVELOPMENT 

ANALYSIS 

Funding for child care and development services 
Surveys of Department of Education child care and development programs 
conducted during Phase m of the California Cares Project provided 

policymakers with a stark fact: the families receiving services through COE as 
well as COSS have very low incomes. Families usually enter COE programs 
with incomes far below the maximum eligibility level of 84% of the state 
median income; although only about 30% of the families entering 

Department of Education are on the AFDC rolls, their incomes at program 

entry would qualify a large number for public assistance. Similarly, few 

families enrolled in COE programs have incomes close to the exit eligibility 
standard of 100% of the SMI; over 90% of families in surveyed programs had 
income levels below 75% of the SMI. 

The surveys also told us that there are hundreds of families with extremely 

low incomes on waiting lists unable to access state-subsidized programs 

because of limited spaces. 

Although we have little information on families in COSS child care 

programs, we know that participants must be on the AFDC rolls in order to be 

eligible for all programs except Transitional Child Care. Thus their incomes 
are very low, almost always below 50% of the SMI. Transitional Child Care 

imposes no income eligibility, but participants must have "graduated" from 
AFDC to enroll in the program. 

Our finding is that virtually all families enrolled in subsidized programs are 
in similar financial circumstances, and equally in need of child care services, 
whether or not they are on AFDC. It is not clear why families with very low 
income levels are enrolled in COE programs but not on AFDC; one theory 
posed by several providers was that state-subsidized care may make enough of 
a difference to a low-income family's budget that they do not feel compelled 
to enroll in AFDC. If so~ provision of care to non-AFDC families may well 
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keep families out of AFDC, and additional services may reduce the welfare 
roll, resulting in savings to the state and federal government. 

State and Local Administration 
Throughout the two-and-a-half years of the California Cares Project, PACE 
has been struck by the frustration expressed by dedicated, hard-working 
Department of Education and Department of Social Services staff who are 
trying to administer very complex child care and development systems with 
inadequate resources. Over the past 40 years, the child care and development 
system has grown with so many confusing and overlapping statutes, 
regulations, and policies, that nobody can fully understand or effectively 
administer it. As a result, PACE and the many participants in the California 
Cares project, including state department staff, child care providers, 

representatives of local organizations providing child care support services, 
and county welfare department personnel, have spent many hours 

attempting to identify those aspects of the system which could be pared away 
or simplified without harm to the children and families served by child care 
and development programs. 

In theory, streamlining programs and administrative processes should free 
up staff and funds to be used elsewhere. At the state level, we believe that is 

unlikely to happen. Over the last few years, as funding for state positions has 

been repeatedly cut back, department staff have been unable to accomplish all 
but the most essential functions to keep programs running and money 
flowing. Many efforts required to operate high quality programs, such as 
research, curriculum oversight, regular professional consultation and 
technical assistance, have been reduced, and even functions required by law 
or regulation have been cut back. 

In reality, development and implementation of many of the 
recommendations included in the Phase m report will impose new costs to 
the Department of Education and Department of Social Services. 
Development of systems for consolidated program management and data 
collection at both the state and county level will also impose front-end costs, 
but are critical to integration of federal- and state-funded services, policy 
development, and provision of seamless services. 
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Delegating more responsibility to local child care councils for planning and 
priority-setting will also require additional funding, as well as the 
establishment of systems at the county level to collect data, keep track of 
eligibility, collect family fees, and manage community waiting lists. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Recommendation VI.1 If adequate funds cannot be generated from 
efficiencies resulting from coordination of program administration and 

procedural streamlining, funding for child care and development services 

should be augmented to ensure that adequate services are available to serve 
(a) children in need of protective services, and working families (b) receiving 
public assistance, (c) with very low incomes (below 50% of SMI), who are at 
risk of going on public assistance without child care assistance, and (d) who 
are in transition from public assistance to self-sufficiency. (See Tasks I and VII 

Reports) 

Recommendation VI.2 Direct services providers should be relieved of 
some of the time-consuming duplicative administrative activities they are 

currently required to perform. With the establishment of streamlined local 

administrative entities and computerized capabilities, these functions can be 
more efficiently performed by agencies charged solely with administrative 

activities. Currently, COE direct services contractors are permitted to use 15% 

of their contracts for program administration, Alternative Payment Programs 
are allocated up to 15% above services for administration as well as 5-10% 
for support services, and County Welfare Departments spend 20-25% of 

their child care funds for administration.1 9 A portion of these administrative 

funds should be diverted to fund streamlined local administrative functions. 
Another portion should be spent to assist providers in connecting to 

community waiting lists, automated record keeping, and eligibility 
determination. In addition, efficiencies should be realized by coordinating or 
consolidating support functions currently provided by Alternative Payments 
and Resource and Referral programs. (See discussion of county-wide 
administrative services above and Task VII Report) 

19 Administrative costs for COE programs and COSS programs administered by County Welfare 
Departments cover different administrative functions, and are not comparable. 
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CONCLUSION 

Current child care and development policies do not adequately serve children 
and families in California. For all the achievements and innovations of the 
state's child care and development services-and there have been many­
over the past 50 years the system has become a confusing, inefficient 
patchwork of programs which no longer serves families as well as it should. 

The purpose of the California Cares project was to analyze this complex 
system of 18 programs, three payment mechanisms, multiple sets of eligibility 
standards, and a myriad of confusing, often conflicting rules, and to make 
recommendations to reconstruct a cohesive system of policies and programs 
to meet the needs of families and children in the foreseeable future. 

Thousands of hours were spent by a wide-ranging group of researchers, child 
care and development providers, county administrators, and state agency staff 
who contributed their insight, expertise, and experience in providing 
information, discussing policy trade-offs, and offering wisdom; this project 
could not have been accomplished without them. The recommendations 
listed above are informed by their work. 

Throughout the report is the explicit and implicit recommendation for 
improved coordination and cooperation by state and local agency staff. This 

overarching recommendation is consistent with agreement across the state 
that seams in the current system have made the lives of children and their 
parents more difficult as they search for, and participate in, subsidized child 
care and development programs. These seams must be repaired. 
In the coming months, as these recommendations make their way toward 

implementation, there will be many obstacles to face. The most critical point 
to hold in the forefront of discussions is that any changes that are made in the 
child care and development system must, before all else, benefit children and 
their families. 
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Appendix A 

California Cares Phase II 

Short Term Child Care and Development 
Policy Strategies for California 

1) Formalize interagency collaboration among the AB 2184 Task Force agency 
members through an interagency agreement or a small, separate unit focused 

on cooperative/ collaborative activities among the agencies. 

2) Reduce the number of separate statutory programs, without reducing the 

range of families eligible for services, or the types of care available to families. 

3) Eliminate nonessential regulatory burdens through a joint interagency 

review of current regulations and administrative procedures. 

4) Reduce the number and types of contracts issued by COE. 

5) Establish a single child care and development application for all programs. 

6) Strengthen and clarify the role of local child care planning councils. 

7) Establish formal links between local agencies, including county welfare 

departments, organizations with Resource and Referral or Alternative 

Payment Program contracts, and Head Start agencies. 

8) Lower the maximum income eligibility level for COE program entry. 

9) Develop local centralized, computerized waiting lists with multiple points 

of access. 

10) Reform the provider reimbursement rate structure and process. 

11) Reform the family fee schedule. A new schedule should be income­

sensitive, and take into account family size, number of children in care, etc. 
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12. Develop a child care and development data collection system which 

collects, on a regular basis, information on the supply and demand for care, 

cost of care, and quality of services. 
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Appendix B 

California Cares 
Phase Ill Workgroup Membership 

California Department of Social Services 

Jan DeSilva-Child Care/Cal-Learn Programs Section 
Harriett Hopgood-AFDC Policy Implementation Bureau. 
Bill Jordan-Employment & Refugees Programs Branch 
Marilyn Nenzel-Perez-Child Care/Cal-Learn Programs Section 
Linda Nissen-Community Care Licensing 
Nancy Remley-Cal-Learn 
Oshi Rueles--Research Branch 
Tom Shetka-Child Care/Cal-Learn ProgTams Section 
Donna Valadez-Health and Welfare Data Center, SAWS, Application Support Section. 
Bruce Wagstaff-Welfare Programs Division 
Debora L. Wender-Children and Family Services Division, Children's Services Branch. 
Tom Williams-Administration Division, Estimates Bureau. 
Gale Wright-Child Care/Cal-Learn Section 

California Department of Education 

Maria Balakshin-Child Development Division 
Pat Gardner-Child Development Division 
Jane Henderson-Child, Youth Family Services Branch 
Richard Kai-Fiscal and Administrative Service 
Francis Louie-Child Development Division 
Maureen Lu -Child Development Division 
Stan Moriguchi-Administrative Management and Special Projects Unit 
Marie Murata-Child Development Division 
Bill O'Neill-Accounting Office 
Janet Poole-Child Development Division 
Donna Salaj--Contract Office 
Kathie Scott-Education Finance Division 
Steve Shaltes-Audits 
Mike Silver-Administrative Management and Special Projects Unit 
Judy Stucki-Education Finance Division 
Alice Trathen-Child Development Division 
Jan Volkoff-Evaluation and Technology Division 
Richard Whitmore-Finance Technology and Planning Branch 
Phyllis Wilburn-Administrative Management and Special Projects Unit 

Governor's Office of Child Development and Education/Other Agencies 

Liz Aghbashian-Department of Finance 
Michael Jett-Governor's Office of Child Development and Education 
Melissa McNabb-Governor's Office of Child Development and Education 
Kristyn Staby-Governor's Office of Child Development and Education 
Giovanna Stark-Child Development ProgTams Advisory Committee 
Paul Warren-Legislative Analyst Office 
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Local Child Care and Development Representatives: 

Sharon Baskett 
Riverside County Office of Education 
Children and Family Services Division 

Don Boice 
Social Services Coordinator 
Santa Oara County Office of Education 

Jean Bushee 
San Mateo County 

Penni Clarke 
Sacramento County 

Penny Cox 
San Bernardino County 

Pam Dodd 
Los Angeles Child Care and Development Council 

Bill Ewing 
Pomona Unified School District 

Fred Ferrer 
Gardner Children's Center 

Jill Harper 
Administrator, Child Development Program 
Placer County Office of Education 

Carol Hill 
Humboldt Child Care Council 

Fran Kipnis 
California Child Care R &: R Network 

Michelle Kunkel 
Community Resources for Children 

Alette Lu ndeberg 
Santa Oara County 

Kathy Maleske-Samu 
Child Care Coordinator 

Diane Mapes 
Children's Services Unit 
Riverside County Office of Education 
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Cliff C. Marcussen 
Options 

Bill McFadden 
LADPSS 
Los Angeles County 

Paul Miller 
Tri-Counties Children's Center 

Ellen Ortiz 
Child Care Programs Manager 
Santa Cruz County 

Vivian Schupbach 
San Mateo County Human Services 
]TED Division 

Meg Sheldon 
Yolo County Dept. of Social Services 

Patty Siegel 
California Child Care R & R Network 

Donna H. Smith, R.N. 
Child Care Coordinator 
Bureau of Operations 
County of Los Angeles Department of Children and Family Services 

Gerlinde Topzand 
San Diego Co. Dept of Social Services 

Charlene Tressler 
Child Development Association 

Lisa Velarde 
Children's Home Society 

Ed Warren 
PACE 

Vivian Weinstein 
Los Angeles Child Care Planning Council 

Jaci White 
Child Action 

Kathy White 
Child Care Coord. Council of San Mateo Co. 
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AppendixC 
Membership of Local Child Care Planning Councils 

Established by AB 2141 of 1991 

"Membership on the council should include, but need not be limited to, 
representatives from the following: 

(1) County and city government officials or elected officials 
knowledgeable about local planning issues, child care, recreation, and social 
services for children and families. 

(2) County office of education. 
(3) School districts and community colleges within the county. 

Representatives should be knowledgeable about child care and development 
programs. 

(4) Local state-funded child care resource and referral agency. 
(5) Local government child care coordinator. 
(6) Child care and Head Start providers and child development experts. 
(7) Parents who use child care services. 
(8) Employers, labor organizations and community organizations 

knowledgeable about child care, including child care provided by sectarian 
organizations, in the community. 

(9) A representative of the Native Tribal Councils, if there is a Native 
Tribal Council within the county." 
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