












































the lowest supply of preschool capacity? This would be an
improvement on simply allocating to the poorest neighbor-
hoods, or to those with the lowest API scores.

Yet ideally an allocation strategy would take into account the
balance between current supply and family demand. For ex-
ample, let’s take two hypothetical zip codes with the same
number of preschool enrollment slots. Then let us assume that
in zip code A we observe no vacant enrollment slots and long
waiting lists at existing preschools, as well as a comparatively
high maternal employment rate. In contrast, within zip code B
we observe vacant enrollment slots, no families on waiting lists,
and low maternal employment. The likely demand response
would be much greater in zip A compared to zip B.

Thus a third targeting strategy would be to concentrate new
resources on communities where pent-up demand for
preschooling is greatest—where current supply is especially scarce
relative to the level of family demand. This pent-up demand
approach, as with the first two strategies, must be balanced
against other criteria, such as ensuring that UPS dollars go into
communities where parents can not afford preschool fees, or
where child-level gains are likely to be the strongest.

This targeting method does require thicker data from preschool
organizations. The estimates that follow stem from PACE’s
1999 survey of just under one thousand preschool or center
directors and one thousand FCCH providers, when we asked
about vacancy levels and waiting lists. These phone interviews
were conducted for the needs assessment, conducted by the
L.A. child care planning council.

One limitation with these existing data is that they reflect
complete interviews with directors from just over one-third of
all preschool organizations that were operating countywide in
1998, and about one-sixth of all FCCHs. In addition, the

sample was drawn to provide reliable estimates at the SPA, not
the zip-code level. We only report data for zip codes in which
we completed at least three director interviews.'® But this does
not guarantee that zip-level estimates of enrollment vacancies
or waiting lists are reliable. A survey of all preschool directors
would be required to estimate true levels of pent-up demand.
Even then, other demand factors—including maternal educa-
tion and employment levels, family income, ethnicity and
language—should complement waiting list data.'”

Table 2 describes average vacancy levels as reported by pre-
school directors, averaged across zip codes within each SPA.
The differences are modest. SPAs 4 and 5, running from central
Los Angeles, including South-Central, west to Santa Monica
and Culver City, show the lowest vacancy levels at 9 and 7
vacant slots, respectively. Vacancy levels range up to 14 slots (in
the San Fernando Valley, suburban SPA 2), representing about
one-fifth of their total enrollment capacity.

Table 3 displays corresponding data on waiting lists that may,
or may not, be maintained by preschool directors. In general,
fewer directors reported waiting lists (with one or more
families signed-up), relative to the greater number who re-
ported vacancies. Still, these survey data led to an estimated
100,000 families who appeared on a waiting list for a preschool
program.'® We do not know if some families appear on mul-
tiple waiting lists, signing-up at different preschools.

Table 3 does show some variation across SPAs in the average
number of families appearing on waiting lists, ranging from 8.3
families in the far north, SPA 1, which includes Lancaster and
Palmdale, to 30 families in central Los Angeles and in East L.A.
and suburban communities to the east, including South Gate,
Vernon, and Whittier (SPAs 4 and 7).
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When we make estimates of vacancy levels at the zip-code level,
clear patterns are more difficult to discern. This may be due to
measurement error, since our sampling strategy was designed
to yield reliable SPA, not zip-level, estimates.

With this in mind, Figure 6 displays the number of vacant slots
as a percentage of enrollment capacity. We only include zip
codes for which data were reported by at least three preschool
directors. Vacancy levels are somewhat higher in zip codes with
stronger maternal employment rates and higher household
income. This can be seen on the map—with red areas on the
west side of the Valley and the far eastern suburbs. But we also
see relatively high vacancy levels reported in parts of South-
Central and East L.A. This suggests that preschool supply in
some poor communities has kept pace with family demand. On
the other hand, other zip codes in these poorer regions show
low vacancy rates.

The waiting list estimates are fairly consistent, showing the flip-
side of vacancy patterns. Figure 7 shows generally longer
waiting lists, as a share of enrollment capacity, in zip codes that
have lower household income and weaker maternal employ-
ment. These correlations are weak, however. You can see that
preschool directors in many South-Central zip codes reported
relatively short waiting lists, again suggesting that supply has
kept pace with expressed demand. On the other hand, two zip
codes right along the Harbor Freeway, south from USC, and
parts of East L.A. display longer waiting lists. Preschool direc-
tors in the North Hollywood and Northridge areas also re-
ported a good deal of excess demand, with long waiting lists.

Our statistical analysis did show that predominately Latino zip
codes often have longer waiting lists, suggesting that in a subset
of these communities, demand is outpacing available supply.
More complete survey data should be collected to see if this

TABLE 2. Preschool enrollment vacancy levels by SPA for Los Angeles County, 1999

Service Planning Count of all Count of
Area [SPA] center-based preschools
programs serving children,
surveyed 3-5 years
1. Antelope Valley 36 25
2. San Fernando 192 168
3. San Gabriel 144 131
4. Metro 77 71
5. West 58 55
6. South 92 86
7. East 71 61
8. Harbor/South Bay 125 108

Count of Mean nhumber Vacant slots as
preschools of vacant percentage of
reporting one (o] enroliment
or more capacity
vacant slots

8 11 18%

94 14 20%

88 12 20%

4?2 9 16%

25 7 13%

48 10 20%

a1 13 20%

54 10 17%




TABLE 3. Preschool waiting lists by SPA for Los Angeles County, 1999

Service Planning

Count of surveyed

Count of pre-

Mean number Children on waiting

Area [SPA] preschools serving schools with of children on list as percentage of
children, age 3-5 years a waiting list waiting list* enroliment capacity

1. Antelope Valley 25 7 8 16%

2. San Fernando 168 75 33 41%

3. San Gabriel 131 60 23 42%

4. Metro 71 37 30 56%

5. West 55 37 26 49%

6. South 86 46 29 54%

7. East 61 28 31 43%

8. Harbor/South Bay 108 61 30 55%

* Includes only preschools that maintain a waiting list.

relationship is robust across a greater number of preschools.
This analysis of pent-up demand could further pinpoint those
Latino communities where supply is relatively low and demand
factors are strong.

A thorough analysis of FCCH capacity is beyond the scope of
the present paper. We did find, however, that vacancy rates were
fairly high, especially compared to generally few vacancies in
preschools. In SPA 3, for example, which includes the San
Gabriel suburbs of Arcadia and Pomona, FCCH providers
reported that vacancies equaled 37% of their licensed capacity.
Even when we asked about their preferred number of children,
vacancy levels ranged from 24% of enrollment capacity in SPA
5 (West L.A.) to 29% in SPA 4 (central Los Angeles).

In short, if quality FCCH programs were to be included in the
UPS initiative, many more children could be accommodated by

the existing stock of FCCH providers. And these providers
express strong interest in enrolling additional children for
whom they already have licensed capacity. On the other
hand, vacancy levels drop lower in some poorer commu-
nities, where the sector is less robust economically, with
fewer stable FCCHs surviving over time, compared to
middle-class communities where both supply and vacancy
levels range higher.

Other methods can be used to estimate pent-up demand, or
what some would call unmet need, for preschool programs.
The county’s needs assessment, for instance, estimated
potential family demand from the number of preschool-age
children in each zip, the maternal employment rate, and
stronger demand linked to parents’ welfare-to-work
participation. An assumption was made about the share
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Los Angolas County
Figure 6: Vacant Child Slots in Preschools as Percentage
of Enrollment Capacity by Zip Code, 1999
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Los Angedes County
Figure 7: Families on Waiting Lists for Preschool Slots as a
Percentage of Enrollment Capacity by Zip Code. 1999 PACE
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who would prefer to use licensed care, including preschools
or FCCHs. Then, this potential level of family demand was
compared to current supply."

Comparing Who Benefits Under Alternative
Targeting Strategies

Figure 8 illustrates how these targeting strategies would result
in the allocation of new dollars to differing communities. This
map displays the 25 zip codes that come in lowest on each of
two indicators examined above: those zips with the lowest
mean API scores and those with the lowest enrollment capacity.

First, let’s look at the 25 zip codes with the lowest API scores for
elementary schools, marked in green. These are concentrated in
south-central L.A. and heavily Latino communities in the
Valley, including the city of San Fernando. Some of the orange
areas, particularly in East L.A. and the San Gabriel area, are
among the lowest API zips. The orange zips are those that
would qualify under both targeting criteria.

Second, the blue zip codes have the lowest enrollment capacity
supply per 100 children, age 3-5. These are largely outside
South-Central, appearing in Long Beach, parts of East L.A., and
the North Hollywood area. Again, the orange zips also include
some of the lowest 25 zips in terms of preschool supply.

When we include the third criteria of long waiting lists, one zip
code—90262—falls into all three targeting criteria. This is the
Lynwood community which falls among the lowest 25 zips in
terms of API scores, enrollment capacity, and among those
with the longest waiting lists.

This map illustrates how relying on a single targeting criteria,
such as low API scores, would lead to allocations that could
ignore neighborhoods with the greatest scarcity of preschool

supply. The good news is that this likely stems from three
decades of progressively targeting child care and preschool aid
on the poorest communities. But this means that other com-
munities—ranging from low-income to lower middle-class in
family composition—display lower enrollment capacity and
higher pent-up demand.

Policy Implications

California has dramatically boosted investments in public child
care since the mid-1990s. The state’s current budget shortfall
and shifting federal priorities have slowed progress, limiting the
number of low-income and blue-collar families who can find
affordable, quality care. Even during the boom years, little
growth occurred in quality preschools. Instead, billions of new
dollars have been allocated into unregulated child care pro-
vided by individuals.

Thus within these historical constraints and institutional
arrangements, funding aimed at broadening access to pre-
school for young children must be allocated prudently. And
with the state now spending $3.1 billion in child care and
preschool programs annually, meaningful steps toward UPS
will necessarily involve recasting current funding streams, now
flowing from 23 different programs run from Sacramento.

So, how should we weigh alternative ways of targeting scarce
resources on new preschool efforts? This report suggests three
possible strategies, driven by two policy aims: Expand
access for children who will benefit most and where families
will respond in a robust fashion, expressing strong demand
for preschooling.



Los Angeles County
Figure 8: Alternative Targeting Criteria: Low API Scores &
Low Preschool/Center Supply, 1999—2001
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State and local governments could allocate taxpayer dollars to
the communities where school children perform at very low
levels. In the case of Los Angeles, this would move dollars into
the poorest communities. But some of these neighborhoods
already enjoy relatively strong supply of center-based programs.
Improving the quality of these centers and preschools may be
advisable. But it’s not clear that expansion of enrollment slots
would spark increased demand from parents, especially where
maternal employment levels remain low.

In this light, considering school performance (API scores) and
relative supply of center-based programs would yield more
effective investments. We need to learn more about how
different groups of parents will respond to the availability of
new preschool slots. Ideally, dollars could be invested in
communities where pent-up demand is greatest, that is, where
families’ interest in preschools far outstrips available supply.

Overall, we have much to learn about how families will respond
to various preschool options. The fact that we have so much to
learn argues for alternative allocation strategies, aimed at
different kinds of neighborhoods. This would allow for system-
atic learning about how parents respond to new options — and
how preschool organizations themselves respond to new
incentives and challenges.
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12This ratio is the average count of families on waiting lists, divided
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> API data were extracted from the state Department of Education
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“More detailed supply data appear in the Network’s annual Child
Care Portfolio. New 2002 data will shortly be available to update
this analysis.

"The overall median household income level for Los Angeles County
in 2000 equaled $42,189, according to the census bureau. The
median state income was $47,493.

'®We obtained basic data from 237 zip codes for Los Angeles County.
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enrollment capacity data for at least three preschools or center-
based programs, and waiting list reports from at least three
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