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Introduction  
 
California’s current child care subsidy system is a complex web of many different 
programs. Although this multitude of programs and rules creates a complicated system, it 
is important to keep in mind that each of these separate programs has a history and exists 
for a reason. Before making significant alterations in California's intricate and dynamic 
child care system, it is essential to understand the policy considerations underlying the 
current configuration, and the likely effect of any changes on vulnerable families and 
children. 
 
State responsibility for the care and education of young children in low-income working 
families in California dates back to 1943, when publicly funded child care centers were 
opened for women working in the war effort. The high-quality child care centers that are 
the descendants of the 1943 centers, which serve working low-income families on a full-
year, full-day basis, are often called “Title V” centers. Since then, California has 
struggled with the question as to whether the primary purpose of child care is as a work 
support for parents or an educational and nurturing experience for children. As did those 
who established family friendly quality centers in the 1940s, we believe that child care 
has to meet both goals. When children are in out of home care at a young age it is critical 
to meet their developmental needs. As more parents enter the workforce, it is critical that 
quality child care is structured so they can use the most appropriate care for their children 
 
Over the last two years, with little opportunity for thoughtful discussion, the Governor 
presented numerous proposals to contain costs and make significant policy changes 
affecting low-income families eligible for child care subsidies. Even though child care 
advocates, the Women's Caucus and other Legislative allies managed to stop the 
proposed child care cutbacks for the current budget year, it is clear that we face great 
challenges in the coming budget year.  
 
In the summer of 2002, several members of the Planning Committee initiated the 
workgroups. We initially saw the workgroups as precursors to the process that would 
develop a broad and inclusive vision and implementation plan for child care. The Child 
Care Master Plan, Senate Bill 390, carried by Senator Escutia in the 2002 session, was to 
be the vehicle for this process.  The Bill passed both the State Senate and Assembly, but 
was vetoed by the Governor. His veto message said in part: Development of a Master 
Plan as required by this bill would create unsustainable Proposition 98 General Fund 
and non-Proposition 98 General Fund cost pressures of several hundred million 
annually, according to the Department of Finance at a time when resources are limited.  
Furthermore, until resolution is reached with the Legislature and stakeholders regarding 
reforms to the State’s child care policy, a bill of this nature is premature.  While we still 
believe this is the time we most need this bill, we needed to move on.  
 
After the veto, the workgroups were reformulated.  In September 2002, the Children’s 
Roundtable Child Care Committee – co-chaired by the Child Care Law Center and the 
California Child Care Resource and Referral Network –  initiated a planning process with 
four focused workgroups to provide an opportunity for a broad group of concerned 
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parents, child care providers and other child care professionals and advocates to continue 
work to develop and implement a vision of the system California’s children need and 
deserve and to discuss potential funding cuts in this context.  Legislative staff members 
and agency staff participated in the workgroups as well.  The first meetings were held in 
November of 2002. The workgroups went through their second transformation when the 
Governor’s budget in January called for  realignment of child care. At that time we 
suspended our work while we reviewed the realignment proposal. The second meetings 
were postponed from January 2003 to March 2003 to enable us to analyze the new 
proposals.  
 
We did not envision that these workgroups would come to consensus and recommend 
cuts, but rather would discuss long-term context, define policy options, look at the impact 
of proposals on families, child care staff and the child care system and identify consensus 
where it did exist. The groups each held two meetings and had email discussions through 
listservs between meetings. Interim reports were presented in numerous venues including 
the Children’s Roundtable and CDPAC meetings. 337 people participated in the process 
via one or more of the four workgroups listservs; more than 200 people attended at least 
one meeting. While we do not claim to be representing the entire community, we do feel 
that many voices are incorporated in these reports. The attached reports from each group 
represent a concise summary of those long term issues, policy considerations and 
proposals.  
 
Please feel free to contact the workgroup facilitators and members of the steering 
committee for additional information.  
 
In closing, we want to thank the 337 participants who were so thoughtful, committed and 
kept the interest of families and children always in the forefront and those in the 
legislature who have preserved access to quality child care for so many children and 
families.  
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Access, Affordability and Eligibility Workgroup  
Final Report                              

 
 
 Workgroup Overview 
 
The Access, Affordability and Eligibility (AA&E) workgroup meetings, held on 
November 8, 2002 and March 4, 2003, were attended by more than 55 people, including 
a wide range of child care advocates, legislative staff, local planning council members, 
AP program staff and parents.  Between the two meetings, more than 150 people signed 
on to the AA&E listserv.  The workgroup’s long-term vision, as well as 
recommendations and related issues about equity, eligibility, family fees and time limits, 
are described below. 
 
It is important to note that the workgroup’s recommendations were developed following 
the release of the Governor’s budget which made clear that California’s budget deficit 
was far greater than had previously been anticipated. It also included a proposal for 
realignment of CalWORKs Stage 2 and Stage 3 child care from state administration by 
the California Department of Education to the counties.  
 
Workgroup Objectives 
 
•  To formulate longer-term priorities that address equity and related goals for subsidized child care. 
• To attempt to reach consensus on access, affordability and eligibility issues that are likely to be under    

consideration in the 2003 legislative session. 
 
Overview of Access, Affordability & Eligibility Issues 
 
Eligibility: CalWORKs-connected families are generally eligible for child care subsidies 
only if the parent(s) or other adult(s) need child care in order to work or participate in 
some other approved welfare-to-work activity.1 Families who have a child protective 
services referral for child care due to risk of abuse or neglect are also eligible for child 
care subsidies.2 Generally, eligibility for non-CalWORKs child care subsidies is based on 
income, and includes a requirement that child care is needed because the parent(s) are 
working or engaged in work-related activity.3 With few exceptions, families must fall 
below 75% of the State Median Income (SMI), which is adjusted for family size, in order 
to be eligible for child care subsidies. 
 
Family Fees 
Under California’s current system, families receiving subsidized child care may be 
required to pay a portion of its cost.  A family that receives a child care subsidy, and 
whose income is more than half of the SMI, must pay a “family fee,” with the precise 
amount rising gradually until the family’s income reaches 75% of the SMI.4 Even when 
the cost of care could be fully covered by the subsidy under the regional market rate, 
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families with incomes between 50 and 75% of SMI must pay a family fee to help cover 
the cost of care.  

 
Federal law does not specifically limit the total fees that a family receiving child care 
assistance can be charged.  However, the Child Care and Development Fund, the law 
governing the use of federal funding for child care, does require that fees be 
"affordable,"5 and that they not impede equal access to child care.6 The Department of 
Health and Human Services (DHHS) recommends a cap of 10% of a family's income for 
fees7, regardless of the number of children in care.  
 
Time Limits 
Time limits only apply to families who enter the subsidized system through CalWORKs. 
While a family receives CalWORKs cash assistance, and the adult is working or 
participating in a welfare-to-work activity and meets other program requirements, the 
family has a right to receive CalWORKs child care in either Stage 1 or Stage 2 as long as 
they are otherwise eligible.8  Once an adult transitions off CalWORKs cash assistance, 
there is a right to receive subsidized child for an additional 24 months.9 Once the 24 
months of post-CalWORKs child care eligibility is exhausted, families may be 
transitioned to Stage 3 if a funded slot is available.10 There is no entitlement to continued 
child care assistance in Stage 3; however, the intent of the legislature is that “former 
recipients who have left aid for employment … continue to receive child care services 
after they no longer receive aid as long as they require those services and meet the 
eligibility requirement.”11  Former CalWORKs recipients who are forced back on 
assistance12 may receive multiple 24-month periods of eligibility for child care services.13 
 
Workgroup Discussion and Consensus Items 
 
Long-Term Vision: 
At the initial AA&E workgroup meeting, there appeared to be general consensus on the 
following long-term priorities: 
 

1. Recognize that families are interested in achieving and maintaining genuine self-
sufficiency for themselves and their children, and though there may not be 
complete consensus as to what constitutes self-sufficiency, it is clear that access 
to quality child care can play a critical role in enabling families to move toward 
self-sufficiency.   

2. Recognize that low-income families don’t want funding for their child care 
subsidies to come from cuts to funding for CalWORKs families, or from cuts to 
other social services and family supports. 

3. In assessing need for child care, consider all circumstances which make families 
particularly vulnerable (e.g. parents and children with disabilities, families with 
infants and toddlers, domestic violence, geographic isolation, lack of 
transportation, substance abuse, limited English proficiency, and limited 
education). 

4. Promote access to quality care regardless of income. 
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5. Enforce California’s commitment that welfare reform policies should make it 
possible for parents to work and become self-sufficient by providing child care 
subsidies and other supportive services. 

6. With respect to eligibility, base policy decisions on accurate data regarding the 
current child care system, and analyze the impact on families and children 
carefully before initiating any changes. 

7. Develop flexibility for CalWORKs child care time limits and recognize that time 
limits can be a barrier to moving toward self-sufficiency, as they do not permit a 
holistic assessment of families’ circumstances. 

8. Design a fee system that is simple for parents, providers and agencies; include a 
realistic determination of administrative costs for any changes to fee system; 
examine how increases in fees affect children’s access to quality child care; and 
assess impact of increased fees on families’ budgets. 

 
CalWORKs Stage 3 Child Care 
Those attending the second meeting began with a discussion of CalWORKs Stage 3 child care in the 
context of the Governor’s original proposal to eliminate Stage 3 entirely. Several points were raised, 
including: 
 

1. The state made a commitment to parents which it must honor; the state must think about why the 
program was put in place, and that if it is cut in a way that recycles parents back to CalWORKs 
cash aid, it defeats the whole purpose of the policy to support families in transitioning from 
welfare to work. 

2. It is essential to look at the whole subsidized care system and not isolate Stage 3; while we 
recognize that changes and even some cuts to child care may be necessary, they must be done in 
ways that take into account the needs of families and with the least harm to the system as a 
whole. 

 
In an initial straw vote on Stage 3, no one voted to eliminate Stage 3. 
  
Income Eligibility 
We discussed whether eligibility for entry into and exit from subsidized child care should be maintained 
at the current income level of 75% of SMI, or whether it should be reduced. The group came to the 
following consensus regarding considerations if changes are proposed. changes, although one attendee 
consistently maintained there should be no consideration of change to income eligibility levels: 
 

1. We do not support changes in income eligibility; however, if any changes are proposed in 
income eligibility, those changes should be permitted for a limited time only, with an automatic 
increase once the state is out of the worst of the budget crisis.   

2. If there are changes to income eligibility, they should be changed for the whole subsidized 
system, not just for Stage 3.  

 
Age Eligibility 
The central question here was whether the age of eligibility for children in subsidized child care should 
be lowered below the current state cut-off at age 14, and if so, what sorts of protections should be in 
place to ensure the safety of children while their parents are working. There was no consensus 
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supporting a change. There was discussion, however, that any proposal to lower the age of eligibility for 
subsidized care should not be made unless there were guaranteed access to after-school programs 
available for older children and protections in place for children who need transportation to get home or 
who need care during non-traditional hours.  Also, participants agreed that it is more important to spend 
available funds on providing protections for families that need care for older children, rather than 
investing in expanding lower-cost after-school programs. 
 
Family Fees 
Several variations on proposals to increase family fees were discussed, with the following results: 
  

1. Near consensus was reached on maintaining the maximum fee levels at 8% of family income. 
80% of the meeting’s attendees favored maintaining the current system that does not impose fees 
until families reach a minimum of 50% of SMI. A similar majority was opposed to the proposal 
to change from a “per family” rate to a “per child” rate. The other 20% of the meeting’s 
attendees were open to considering rates based on the number of children as long as the fee for 
each additional child was lower than the initial fee. 

2. 80% of the meeting’s attendees were also opposed to imposing increased family fees based on 
the cost of care, and felt it would have a detrimental effect on parental choice, as well as reduce 
parents’ ability to select high-quality but more expensive care. 

3. There was no consensus in the group as to whether the subsidy payment agency should be 
responsible for collecting the family fees, or whether each provider should have that 
responsibility. 

 
Time Limits 
We discussed imposing limits on the length of time families could receive subsidies.  Most attendees 
were opposed to time limits, even though the current uncertainty around continuation of Stage 3 creates 
real hardships for families.  

   
                                                 
1 California Welfare & Institutions Code §§ 11323.2(a)(1), 11325.23(d), 11322.9(f)   
2 California Education Code § 8263(b)(1). 
3 California Education Code § 8263(a)(2)(C). 
4 Cal. Educ. Code § 8263(f), MPP § 47-110(f)(1), MPP § 47-240.1 (Stage 1); 5 C.C.R., §§ 18108 et seq.  
(general child care), 5 C.C.R. §§ 18414, 18429, California Department of Education Management Bulletin 
00-14, September 2000, available at 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/cyfsbranch/child_development/downloads/mb0014.pdf; and Management Bulletin 
00-14a, September 2000, available at 
http://www.cde.ca.gov/cyfsbranch/child_development/downloads/mb0014a.pdf. 
5 See, e.g., 45 C.F.R. § 98.43(a).  
6 45 C.F.R. § 98.43. 
7 63 Federal Register 39,960.  
8 California Welfare & Institutions Code §§ 11323.2(a)(1), 11325.2(a)(1), 11322.9(f).  Eligibility for 
CalWORKs child care Stages 1 is governed by California Education Code § 8351(a), California 
Department of Social Services Manual of Policies & Procedures § 47-101 et seq.  Eligibility for CalWORKs child 
care Stage 2 is governed by California Education Code § 8343(a), 5 C.C.R. §§ 18400 et seq. 
9 California Education Code § 8351, California Department of Social Services Manual of Policies & 
Procedures § 47-230.1  (Stage 1).  California Education Code §8353, 5 C.C.R. §18400(f) (definition of 
“former recipient”), 18406(a)(3)(B), 18408(b), (Stage 2).   
10 California Education Code § 8354, 5 C.C.R. § 18404(p), 18421. 
11 California Education Code § 8350(a). 
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12 Including those who must return to assistance because they cannot find child care.  Inability to find child 
care is a major factor in welfare receipt. A 1996 study found that 24 percent of families who had been off 
welfare for over a year reported that their children cared for themselves, and a stunning 75.6% reported that 
their children participated in no activities. Heather Boushey and Bethney Gundersen, The Economic Policy 
Institute, When Work Just Isn’t Enough: Measuring  Hardships Faced by Families Moving from Welfare to 
Work, June 2001, at 15.. 
13 This option is only available to families in which the adults have not exhausted their 60-month lifetime 
eligibility for CalWORKs cash assistance. 
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Staff Compensation, Retention, and Professional Development 
Workgroup – Final Report                              

 
Workgroup Overview 
 
Over 40 people attended two workgroup meetings and over 120 people participated in the 
listserv for this workgroup. The workgroup’s recommendations and related issues about 
compensation and professional development, for the long-term, as well as in light of the 
current state budget crisis and the possibility of realignment, are described below.   
 
Workgroup Long Term Goals     
 

• To build a 21st century early care and education workforce that addresses the 
developmental and educational needs of children and families  

• To build a professional development and compensation infrastructure that 
supports the early care and education workforce 

 
Workgroup Objectives  
 

• To develop legislative proposals for the 2003 legislative year that begin to address 
barriers to strengthening the early care and education workforce and its 
infrastructure (short-term strategy)  

• To formulate legislative and public policy agendas that address longer term 
strategies to meet the overall goals (long-term strategy) 

 
Overview of Compensation, Retention, and Professional Development Issue1 

 

The positive effects of child care quality on virtually every facet of children’s 
development is one of the most consistent findings in developmental science (Shonkoff 
and Phillips, 2000). Children in good to excellent child care score higher on tests of 
cognitive and language development, have better relations with peers, and are more 
cooperative and less likely to be aggressive or have behavioral problems. 
 
Research clearly supports the link between child care provider wages and the 
provision of high-quality care.  Furthermore, clear associations have been made 
between the amount of formal education and specialized training early childhood 
providers receive and positive outcomes for children. 
 
Child care is not just a “work support” for parents, but essential to help prepare children 
for school and for life. We must continue and increase efforts to educate policy makers, 
parents, K-12 educators, and the general public about the importance of early care and 
education, and ensure that compensation and professional development issues are 
considered in all early care and education policy and planning. 
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Consider:  
• Numerous studies link higher child care provider wages to better quality child 

care.  Programs that pay higher wages employ better trained and educated 
teaching staff. Wages are the primary determinant of provider turnover - a feature 
of child care quality that is associated with poorer outcomes for children 
(Whitebook and Bellm, 1999).  

• Optimal health and developmental outcomes for children are linked with 
providers who receive higher levels of compensation, have more advanced 
education and specialized training in child development, and who are responsible 
for fewer children.  

• Child care teachers with education and training comparable to that of elementary 
school teachers earn approximately half as much, work a longer year, and receive 
fewer benefits. Assistants in centers and home-based programs earn, on average, 
less than $10 per hour.  

• The current maximum education requirement for child care teachers in most 
programs in California is six semester units in courses in early childhood 
education (ECE) from a post-secondary institution; family child care providers 
have no requirements beyond health and safety workshops. Research shows that 
providers are most effective when engaged in comprehensive and integrated 
programs of education in child development. Ample research demonstrates that a 
Bachelor’s degree with specialized early childhood training is associated with 
more effective job performance as a teacher of a group of young children. 

• In California, formal professional preparation in early childhood education is 
provided primarily through the community college system, and secondarily 
through the state university system. Non-formal training is primarily offered 
through child care resource and referral agencies and training organizations, and 
at conferences and in-service programs, often in the form of specialized 
workshops. 

• There is virtually no coordination of training among agencies to ensure that a 
range of training and support services is available to providers over an extended 
period. Different colleges offer different levels of courses, there is minimal 
uniformity among coursework, very few courses are offered in languages other 
than English, and little training is available in certain important topics such as 
child mental health, cultural and language diversity, special needs, and working 
with parents. 

 
The recommendations below address the need to create an improved professional 
development and compensation system that recognizes, trains, and compensates early 
education providers as professionals, thereby supporting their ability to provide children 
with the best possible start in life. 

 
Workgroup Issues/Recommendations  
 
1.  Expand compensation and professional development opportunities. 
In recent years, California has invested in compensation and professional development 
initiatives that offer financial rewards, not actual salary increases. There is no 



Child Care Workgroup Report  Page 10 

 

comprehensive program to lift the floor on wages or to promote the importance of 
professional growth.  

 
Recommendations in light of realignment and need for systems change 

• Maintain current funding for compensation initiatives (statewide CARES and AB 
212, local initiatives, etc.) as one step to promote a system of appropriate wages 
for ECE staff and providers. 

• Maintain focus on importance of paying early childhood educators a living wage 
• Create and maintain a linkage between professional development and 

compensation  
• Include professional development and compensation in State Master Plans on 

Education, child care, and school readiness 
• Build on the positive elements of the existing professional development system  
• Do not bifurcate the system and de-professionalize the field by moving child care 

out of the Department of Education (preschool vs. full time child care) 
• Do not jeopardize existing child care programs while realignment is being 

considered; de-link July 1, 2003 cut off of funds for child care programs (“cliff”) 
with realignment 

• Implement a legitimate hearing process for quality improvement money which 
allows for public input to the Department of Finance before submitting plans to 
the federal government  

 
2.  Develop and implement consistent statewide professional development standards 
(based on core competencies). 
California has a complex system for regulating child care services.  Center-based 
programs are required to be licensed, but regulations vary for centers depending on the 
form in which they receive public dollars. Additional regulations govern family child 
care providers, and those offering home-based license exempt care are not required to 
meet any training or safety standards.  
 
Recommendations in light of realignment and need for systems change 

• Within systems change proposals, create firewalls to protect child care and other 
services and retain statewide standards and mandates 

• Retain existing level of funding as well as statewide standards 
• Reform current system and standards:  

o Create commonality of basic core competencies for all people who work 
with  children  
o Develop a continuum of training and professional development 
approaches and  competencies which include implementation and 
enforcement policies 

• Involve licensing in system reform 
 

3.  Align professional education and preparation with statewide standards. 
California lacks coordination among various training institutions, there is no coherent, 
agreed-upon curriculum about what constitutes appropriate core competencies for 




