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Regular Meeting
Early Childhood Development and Early Learning Task Force

Wednesday, May 4, 2022
5:00 P.M.

Members

Dr. Vera Vignes, Chair
Efran Aguilar
Geoff Albert
Toni Boucher

Lila Guirguis
Ree A. Harris-hludson
Dr. Dianne Philibosian

Marie Kanne Poulsen, Ph.D
Ernesto Saldana

Tony Santilena
Blanca Siebels
Melani Smith

Susan C. Wood

Staff

Michelle Garrett, Assistant to the City Manager
Danica Borja, Recording Secretary

Meeting Information

Agendas and related documents are available for public review on the City website at:
https://www.citvofpasadena.net/commissions/early-childhood-development-early-

learnino-task-force/

To request meeting materials in alternative formats or other disability-related
modifications or accommodations necessary to facilitate meeting participation, please

contact the City Manager's Department as soon as possible at (626) 744-4333 or
rumartinez@cityofpasadena.net. Providing at least 72-hour advance notice will help

ensure availability.

Language translation services may also be requested with 72-hour advance notice by at
(626) 744-4333 or rumartinez@citvofpasadena.net. Habra servicio de interpretacion

disponible para estas juntas llamando (626) 744-4333.



Public Participation 

The following meeting will take place solely by teleconference/videoconference. 

Members of the public may participate electronically in the open session portion of the 
meeting. 

Access to the meeting is as follows: 

Video Conference: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81463426534 

OR 

Phone: 1 (669) 900-6833-Webinar ID: 814 6342 6534 

Public Comment Instructions 

If you wish to provide comments, you may do so as follows: 

1. Advance correspondence, to become part of the record:

Members of the public may submit correspondence of any length prior to the start
of the meeting, at the following email address: rumartinez@cityofpasadena.net.
These comments will be provided to the members of the body if received by 4:30
p.m. on the day of the meeting, and will become part of the meeting record. They
will not be read aloud. Correspondence received after that time will be provided
to members of the body later.

2. Live public comments during the meeting:

During the meeting, members of the public may provide live public comment on
an agenda item, at the time the Chair solicits public comment, by either (a) if
using the Zoom program, selecting the "raise hand" function; or (b) if participating
by telephone, pressing *9 to raise your hand. Public comments are limited to 2
minutes each, and the Chair or the Commission may limit this time if reasonable
under the circumstances.

Your phone call to the Commission meeting will be recorded as part of the
Commission meeting. By staying on the line and making public comment during
the Commission meeting, you are agreeing to have your phone call recorded.

If you need a reasonable modification or accommodation pursuant to the Americans 
with Disabilities Act because you are unable to participate electronically as set forth 

above, please contact the City Manager's Department as soon as possible at 
(626) 744- 4333 or rumartinez@cityofpasadena.net.
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Agenda
Early Childhood Development and Early Learning Task Force

Wednesday, May 4, 2022
5:00 P.M.

Regular Meeting
Pasadena City Hall

100 North Garfield Avenue

1. Call To Order/Roll Call

2. Approval of Minutes

3. Public Comment

4. Welcome & Review Meeting Objectives - Vera Vignes, Task Force Chair

5. Preview of Pasadena Early Childhood and Family Demographics & Health
Status - Stella Clingmon Simon, Maternal, Child & Adolescent Health
Program Coordinator

6. Review of EDI Data - Efren Aguilar

7. Review of Early Childhood Services and Supports - Toni Boucher

8. Questions and Open Discussion

9. Adjournment

*

*Attachments

Posting statement: I hereby certify that this Agenda, in its entirety was posted on the
City Council Chamber Board S249, and the bulletin board in the rotunda area at City
Hall, 100 North Garfield Avenue on or before the 28th day of April 2022, by 5:30 p.m.
The agenda may be viewed at the City's website at
https://www.citvofpasadena.net/commissions/earlv-childhood-development-earlv-
learnina-task-force/

Dr. Vera Vignefe, Chair
ECDEL Task Force

(^n^^/,
Michelte-Garret
Assistant to the Manager



Distribution:
Early Childhood Development and Early Learning Task Force
City Council Pasadena Weekly
City Clerk Los Angeles Times
City Manager Star News
City Attorney Pasadena Journal
Hastings Library



 

ITEM #2 

 

 

Approval of Minutes 

April 20, 2022 



 
 
 
 
 

Special Meeting 
Early Childhood Development and Early Learning Task Force 

Wednesday, April 20, 2022 
5:00 P.M. 

 
 
Task Force Members Present: Chair Vera Vignes, Marie Poulsen, Tony Santilena, Blanca 
Siebels, Toni Boucher, Efren Aguilar, Geoff Albert, Melanie Smith-Hill, Lila Guirguis, Ree 
Harris-Hudson, Carla Hegwood (Ex-Officio) 
 
Task Force Members Absent: Susan Wood (excused), Dianne Philibosian (excused), Ernesto 
Saldana (excused) 
 
Staff Present: Michelle Garrett, Assistant to the City Manager, Danica Borja, Recording 
Secretary, Vannia De La Cuba, Dion O’Connell, Pat Bowie (Consultant) 
 
1. Call to order 

Chair Vignes called the meeting to order at 5:12 P.M.   
 

2. Roll call 
Staff Garrett called the roll and a quorum was established for the Task Force. 

 
3. Review Meeting Objectives 

Chair Vignes reviewed meeting objectives. 
 
4. Brown Act Overview – Dion O’Connell, Deputy City Attorney, City of Pasadena 

Staff O’Connell provided a presentation on the Brown Act. 
 
5. 2015 Early Childhood Development Policy, Resolution and Context 

Chair Vignes provided historical context on the Early Childhood Development Policy that 
was adopted by City Council on March 23, 2015. 

 
Task Force Member Aguilar presented on the five domains (Physical health and well-
being, social competence, language and cognitive development, emotional maturity, 
communication skills and general knowledge) of the Early Development Instrument (EDI) 
and the sub-domains. 
 
There were no public comments. 

 
6. 2015 Policy Implementation Strategies & Progress 

Staff (Hegwood) provided a presentation on the Master Plan for the Young Child Structure 
and a brief overview of the eight building blocks. 
 



There were no public comments. 
 
7. Questions and Open Discussion 

Patricia Bowie provided a brief summary about the discussion and the policy and opened 
the floor for discussion and questions of the charge. The Brown Act was discussed further 
in detail by Staff O’Connell to highlight what task force members can do in between 
meetings as to not violate meeting rules. Ad hoc meetings can potentially be formed so 
that information is shared appropriately and does not violate the Brown Act. Task Force 
Member Poulsen and Siebels requested that meeting materials be provided prior to the 
meeting. Staff Garrett commented that materials could be made available if they receive 
appropriate approvals beforehand. Staff Garrett commented that Dr. Goh and Dr. Feaster 
from Pasadena Public Health Department would be in attendance at the May 4th meeting 
to provide key data and metrics about early childhood data in Pasadena. Staff Garrett 
suggested emailing potential agenda items to Chair Vignes to discuss during the bi-
weekly city-consultant debrief meetings to determine whether proposed agenda items 
make it onto future agendas. Task Force Member Guirguis suggested that members of 
the task force go in more depth and provide additional information on the relationship 
between Office of the Young Child, Growing Together, and ACT. 
 
There were no public comments. 

 
8. Motion Adopting Task Force Regular Meeting Schedule 
 

After discussion, it was moved (Santilena) and seconded (Poulsen) to establish a regular 
meeting schedule for the Early Childhood Development and Early Learning task force on 
the first and third Wednesday of each month from 5-7 PM. (Motion carried) 

 
In Favor: Chair Vignes, Aguilar, Albert, Boucher, Guirguis, Harris-Hudson, Polusen, 
Santilena, Siebels, Smith-Hill   
Opposed: None 
Abstain: None 

 
9. Adjournment 

It was moved by (Santilena) to adjourn the meeting and seconded (Poulsen) to adjourn 
the special meeting. (Motion carried) 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:07 P.M. 
 
 

 
 
  

X
Danica Borja
Recording Secretary

X
Michelle Garrett
Assistant to the City Manager



ITEM #7

Review of Early Childhood Services and Supports



Center on the Developing Child W HARVARD UNIVERSITY

RE-ENVISIONING EARLY CHILDHOOD POLICY AND PRACTICE 
IN A WORLD OF STRIKING INEQUALITY AND UNCERTAINTY 

New Science+ More Diverse Voices= Greater Impact 
Jack P. Shonkoff, M.D. 

January 2022 

The current early childhood ecosystem is fueled by extensive knowledge about child 
development, mountains of data from program evaluations, and continuing public fascination 
with the developing brain. Its energy is sustained by the tireless efforts of providers of early care 
and education, primary health care and social services, policymakers, advocates, and families 
raising young children under a wide range of conditions. 

Over the past two decades, the "brain science story" has made a powerful case for investing in 
the early childhood period. During the last two years, a devastating pandemic has exacerbated 
longstanding inequalities and disrupted vital services, while a groundswell of social activism has 
brought broader public attention to the deeply embedded inequities of institutional and systemic 
racism. These converging challenges have intensified the demand for fresh thinking about the 
future of the early childhood field. The opportunity to leverage advances in science, on-the
ground experience and expertise, and a richer diversity of voices to drive a critical re-envisioning 
is compelling. The need to jump on this opportunity together, at this moment in time, is urgent. 

More than half a century ago, an unprecedented convergence of child development research and 
political will in the United States led to the creation of Head Start. Its goal was simple yet bold
to level the playing field before school entry for children living in poverty. Beginning in the 
early 2000s, growing awareness of the impact of early experiences on the developing brain 
catalyzed increased investment in policies and programs focused on young children and families 
around the world and across the political spectrum. Today, in a world that is still reeling from a 

global pandemic-and will never be the same-advances in the science of adversity and 
resilience offer new fuel for more effective strategies to address three particularly pressing 
needs: 

• To expand the longstanding focus of the early childhood ecosystem on poverty and
educational achievement to also address the critically important issues of systemic racism
and lifelong health.

• To help shape new approaches to promoting healthy development that are matched to the
diverse assets and needs of families raising young children in a wide variety of circumstances
and cultural contexts.

• To stimulate new ideas about how to respond more effectively to specific challenges
identified by service providers, clinicians, educators, policymakers, and community leaders
across a broad range of contexts.

Envisioning a Science-Informed Mindset Shift for an Expanded Early Childhood Agenda 

The current framework for policies and programs is guided by three core concepts of early 
childhood development (ECD) that constitute what we might now call ECD 1.0: (1) the impact 
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Introduction

For over two years, early care and education (ECE) professionals have put their own health at risk to
provide care for thousands of California’s children, enabling parents to go to work with the assurance
that their children are in safe and nurturing environments and developing foundational skills. As the
COVID-19 pandemic has continued and new variants of the virus have emerged, ECE professionals
have met increasingly rigorous health and safety standards1 and bravely navigated the challenges of
COVID-19 outbreaks, which have shuttered their classrooms or programs for days or weeks at a time.
California’s ECE workforce – comprised mostly of women of color2 – has provided an essential
service and a critical measure of constancy for families during an unusually difficult time.

California’s 2021-2022 State Budget Act included over $3.0 billion in new funding3 for ECE, an
investment made possible in part through funding California received from the federal American
Rescue Plan Act.4 These new ECE dollars are being used in multiple ways, including to provide
flexible stipends to ECE programs; to waive fees for families in state-subsidized ECE programs
through June 2022; to raise provider reimbursement rates; to build and renovate ECE facilities; to
establish a training fund for family child care providers; to fund thousands of new child care spaces;
and to begin phasing in universal transitional kindergarten.5 However, the pandemic exacerbated
decades-old challenges for the ECE field and created new ones, and the most recent budget
investments – though robust – are not sufficient to adequately address these challenges. For
example, low wages, staffing shortages, teacher recruitment and retention issues, higher cleaning
and sanitation costs, and the persistent stress and trauma created by the pandemic are struggles
that continue to confront ECE professionals and families across the state.

This report highlights the recent COVID-19 pandemic experiences of over 600 Los Angeles County
ECE professionals who responded to an online survey and/or participated in focus groups in
November and December, 2021. It provides critical data and recommendations that can help inform
policymakers and ECE community members as they consider what investments are needed to
stabilize ECE programs through the current pandemic crisis, to provide a critical foundation for the
ECE system moving forward, and to better support a field that has been undercompensated and
under-resourced for far too long. This report also shines a light on the need to ensure that programs
have necessary information and resources to take advantage of new dollars.

Key recommendations are highlighted below, and are addressed in more detail throughout the
report and on page 24.

1

Pandemic Experiences, Persistent Challenges, and
Workforce Needs of Los Angeles County
Early Care and Education Professionals

1 County of Los Angeles Department of Public Health. (January 11, 2022). Guidance for early childhood education providers: guidance
and best practices. http://www.ph.lacounty.gov/media/Coronavirus/docs/education/GuidanceEarlyChildhoodEducation.pdf
2Austin, L., Edwards, B., & Whitebook, M. (2018). California’s ECE workforce: What we know now and the data deficit that remains.
Berkeley, CA: Center for the Study of Child Care Employment, Institute for Research on Labor and Employment, University of
California, Berkeley. https://cscce.berkeley.edu/californias-ece-workforce/
3 K. Schumaker, personal communication, February 11, 2022.
4 Administration for Children and Families. (2021). Child care funding released in American Rescue Plan. https://www.acf.hhs.gov/
media/press/2021/child-care-funding-released-american-rescue-plan
5 2021-22 State Budget. Enacted budget summary. https://www.ebudget.ca.gov/budget/publication/#/e/2021-22/BudgetSummary



Recommendations

• Increase provider reimbursement rates to a level that enables providers to pay themselves
and their staff a fair wage.

• Fund more stipends for higher education coursework and paid professional development for
early educators in all ECE settings.

• Fund more professional development training on working with Dual Language Learners (DLLs)
and children with special needs, as well as specialists who can work with ECE professionals to
provide critical early intervention services.

• Fund outreach strategies to recruit more current and aspiring bilingual ECE professionals to
work with DLLs.

• Expand outreach efforts to ECE professionals regarding new grant programs and other
funding opportunities.

OVERVIEW OF ECE SURVEY DESIGN, RESPONDENTS, AND FOCUS GROUPS

In fall 2021, Child360 and Early Edge California created an online survey designed to elicit feedback
about the challenges ECE professionals were facing as the pandemic continued, and about the
workforce-related and financial support they needed. During the first several weeks of November,
the survey was administered to individuals working in ECE programs throughout Los Angeles County
for whom Child360 and the Child Care Alliance of Los Angeles (CCALA) were providing quality
improvement services. It was also administered to a group of ECE professionals working in the
Pomona Unified School District who were not receiving these services.

In total, 618 early learning professionals completed the survey, including 499 providers and
119 teachers. Providers included executive directors; assistant directors; directors; principals;
administrators; family child care owners; and site supervisors. Teachers included both assistant and
lead teachers. Over 82 percent of survey respondents were people of color6, with 52 percent
identifying as Latinx/Hispanic, and 17 percent identifying as Black/African.

Fifty-eight percent of survey respondents worked at a center, and 42 percent worked at a
family child care home.7 Of the respondents who worked at centers, over 40 percent worked at an
ECE program at a school district, and smaller percentages worked at nonprofit or community-based
organizations, independent/private programs, or ECE programs at a community college or four-year
university.

Please indicate the type of program for which you work.

Family child care
home 42%

25%

16%

13%

4%ECE program
at a school district

ECE program at a
community-based
organization or

nonprofit

Number of respondents: 618

Independent/
private center-
based program

ECEprogram at
a community
college or

4-year university

2

6 47 of the 618 survey respondents self-identified with multiple races/ ethnicities.
7 Survey respondents included 244 providers and 112 teachers who worked at a center, and 255 providers and 7 teachers who worked
at a family child care home.
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Approximately half of providers funded their programs through multiple sources. Thirty-nine
percent received California State Preschool Program (CSPP) funding, and 45 percent received
parent fees.8 Other sources of funding included General Child Care funding (28%), Alternative
Payment Program funding (23%), Early Head Start funding (11%), Head Start funding (8%), and
funding to run transitional kindergarten (1%).

Seventy-one percent of respondents worked at sites serving multiple age groups, with 93
percent serving preschoolers, 69 percent serving toddlers, 53 percent serving infants, and 42
percent serving school age children.9 Furthermore, 195 respondents worked at sites serving all
four of the aforementioned age groups, and over 84 percent of these respondents worked at family
child care homes.

Over 91 percent of respondents provided in-person care, while 7.5 percent provided both in-
person care and distance learning, 0.7 percent provided distance learning only, and 0.7 percent
worked at programs that were currently closed.10

Over 60 percent of respondents reported that their programs were open and had never
previously closed.11 This was especially true of respondents who worked at family child care homes,
83 percent of whom reported that their programs had remained open throughout the pandemic. In
addition, nearly 38 percent of respondents worked at programs that were previously closed, but
were now open; 1.5 percent worked at programs that were temporarily closed with an unknown re-
opening date; 0.3 percent worked at programs that were temporarily closed, but planning to
reopen before the end of the year; and 0.2 percent were at programs that were permanently closed.
Across all programs, respondents were most likely to report having been closed for between
13 and 18 months (29%), between one and three months (26%), and between 10 and 12
months (20%).12 ECE programs at school districts were more likely to report having been closed for
between 10 and 18 months (likely due to local school district mandates), while family child care
homes and independent/private center-based programs reported shorter closures of one to three
months.

In the survey, provider respondents were asked about financial and workforce challenges facing their
programs, and about how and whether they planned to utilize ECE relief and expansion funding
included in the 2021-22 California State Budget. Both provider and teacher respondents were also
asked about the needs and challenges of families in their programs, about the types of workforce
support and professional development training they would like to receive, and about how they
believed quality should be defined in preschool and infant-toddler settings. Further, teacher
respondents were asked what specific challenges they were facing as educators and what would
make their jobs more manageable.

In order to further explore key issues addressed in our online survey, we held two small focus
groups: one with eight providers and another with seven lead teachers. Providers were from
nonprofit and community-based programs, family child care homes, and programs affiliated with
school districts. Teachers were from nonprofit programs and programs that were affiliated with a
school district or community college. All of the participants worked in Los Angeles County, and all
worked at sites that received some form of state funding. Focus group participants were asked to
share their thoughts on the main issues that were addressed in survey responses. Findings from our
online survey and focus groups are discussed in the sections below.

8 617 respondents answered this question.
9 604 respondents answered this question.
10 604 respondents answered this question.
11 604 respondents answered this question.
12 229 respondents answered this question.
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FINANCIAL CHALLENGES CAUSED BY THE PANDEMIC

The COVID-19 pandemic has had a devastating financial impact on the ECE sector.13 Many ECE
providers have experienced significant drops in enrollment and incurred increased costs related to
cleaning and sanitation, personnel, distance learning, and facilities modifications needed to meet
health and safety guidelines. These financial pressures have been particularly damaging, given that
many ECE programs already operate on razor-thin margins,14 and many ECE professionals make near
poverty wages.15 The survey data below illuminates some of the key financial challenges that
providers are currently facing.

In fall 2021, when provider respondents answered a question about their program’s revenue,
51 percent reported that there was a gap between the total monthly cost of running their
programs and the amount of reimbursement/revenue they received.16 ECE programs at
community colleges or four-year universities most frequently reported a funding gap, followed by
independent/private center-based programs and family child care homes.

Is there a gap between the total (current) monthly cost to run your program and
the reimbursement/revenue you receive?

13 U.S. Chamber of Commerce Foundation. (2020). The importance of childcare to U.S. families and businesses. https://
www.uschamberfoundation.org/sites/default/files/EarlyEd_Minis_Report6_121420_Final.pdf
14 Oncken, L. (2016). The first pillar of care: Cost. In B. Schulte, A. Durana, N. Mooney, S. Howe, L. Oncken, A. Lieberman, A. Garcia, &
E. Weingarten, The New America Care Report. Washington, DC: New America. https://www.newamerica.org/in-depth/care-report/
first-pillar-care-cost/
15 McClean, C., Whitebook, M., & Roh, E. (2019). From unlivable wages to just pay for early educators. Berkeley, CA: Center for the
Study of Child Care Employment, University of California, Berkeley. https://cscce.berkeley.edu/from-unlivable-wages-to-just-pay-for-
early-educators/
16 410 providers answered this question.
17 Providers who worked at ECE programs at a community college or four-year university reported the largest gaps, with half of these
providers who responded to the question reporting gaps of between $15,001 and over $20,000.

FCC

Gap No Gap

Of the 210 providers reporting a gap between the total monthly cost of running their programs and
the amount of reimbursement/revenue they received, nearly half (46 percent) reported a gap of
between $3,001 and $10,000, and just over a quarter (26 percent) reported a gap of under
$3,000.17 In addition, of the 412 providers who responded to a question about their financial
situation, only 42 percent indicated that they could cover their costs through June 2022, and over 29
percent of this subset reported that they may need to implement layoffs.

Some ECE programs experienced reduced enrollment. Of the 489 providers who answered a
question about whether they were operating at or below capacity, 72 percent reported that they
were operating below capacity.

Number of respondents: 410

61% 39%

Independent 64% 36%

College 80% 20%

Nonprofit 25% 75%

District 29% 71%



When respondents were asked why they were not operating at maximum capacity, they most
frequently reported that they did not have enough families enrolling in their programs to reach full
capacity. In addition, 30 percent of survey respondents who were not operating at full capacity
indicated that they were choosing not to reach maximum enrollment because they were concerned
about health risks associated with COVID-19.18 Further, 28 percent of respondents who were not
operating at full capacity indicated that they did not have sufficient staff to operate their programs at
full enrollment, and 20 percent reported that they had insufficient space to operate at maximum
capacity and still keep children socially distanced. Information gathered from providers in our focus
groups could help explain why some providers are seeing fewer families enrolling their children in
their programs. Providers shared that some parents are not sending their children to in-person ECE
settings because they fear COVID-19, or because they previously looked for child care but were
unable to find it, and have simply stopped looking. They also noted that some parents who are now
working from home prefer to keep their children at home.

If you are not operating at maximum capacity, please indicate why (select all that
apply).

Number of respondents: 353

Please indicate whether you are operating at or below capacity.

Below capacity At capacity

Not currently
operating

Number of respondents: 489

72% 21%

1%

Not enough
children enrolling in

myprogram to
reach full capacity

Choosing not to
reachmaximum

enrollment due to
COVID-19 health risks

Not enough staff to
operate the

programat full
enrollment

Other

Notenoughspace
formaximum
capacitywith

social distancing
58% 20%

30% 9%

28%

18 353 providers answered this question.
19 California Department of Social Services. (2021). Child care bulletin no. 21-07. https://www.cdss.ca.gov/Portals/9/Additional-
Resources/Letters-and-Notices/CCBs/2021/CCB%2021-07.pdf?ver=2021-09-14-094523-033
20 Ibid.

Ultimately, decreased enrollment has made it challenging for some ECE programs to cover
their expenses. While the state has implemented a hold harmless provision intended to bolster
providers’ financial stability, it has not closed all financial gaps. The hold harmless provision enables
providers who contract directly with the state to be reimbursed at 100 percent of their contract
maximum reimbursable amount or net reimbursable costs, whichever is less.19 The provision also
enables voucher-based providers to be reimbursed based on the maximum authorized hours of care,
regardless of any gaps in attendance of children in their programs.20 However, the hold harmless
provision only applies to costs associated with serving children who receive state-subsidized care.
Consequently, when a provider experiences a drop in enrollment of children who are not receiving

5
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state-subsidized care, the hold harmless provision does not provide financial relief for this revenue
loss. Some providers rely exclusively, or partially, on fees from families not receiving subsidized care
to cover the cost of running their programs, and reduced enrollment of these families has had a
negative financial impact.

In addition to experiencing drops in enrollment, some providers have seen their expenses increase
due to costs associated with frequent and extensive cleaning and sanitizing, facilities modifications
to accommodate social distancing, hiring additional staff to help with cleaning and/or to ensure that
low adult-child ratios and small, stable groups of adults and children are maintained, and other
factors. Ultimately, while there is variability in providers’ financial circumstances, for some providers,
reduced enrollment and/or additional costs have made it more challenging to cover necessary
expenses.

When asked about the costs they were worried about being able to cover during the school year,
providers most frequently cited personnel costs (for current staff), toys and outdoor equipment, and
hiring additional staff.21 Further, hiring additional staff was the cost most frequently cited as a
challenge by center providers, while toys and outdoor equipment was the challenging cost most
frequently cited by family child care providers.

Which, if any, of the following costs are you worried about being able to cover
during this school year? Please check all that apply.

Toysandoutdoor
equipment

Personnel costs
(for current

staff)

Cleaning supplies
and PPE 43%

48%

48%

41%

47%

39%

14%

21%

34%

7%

15%

Classroom
materials

(paper, books,
crayons, etc.)

Rent/mortgage

Hiring
additional staff

Facilities costs
(renovation/
expansion)

Internet charges

Other

Formula, milk,
and/or food

None of the
above

21 Additional staff have been hired during the pandemic for a variety of reasons. For example, they have been hired to ensure that low
adult-child ratios and small, stable groups of adults and children are maintained; to help school-age children with homework or with
distance learning classes when schools have closed for COVID-related reasons; and to assist with the constant cleaning and sanitizing
that has been required during the pandemic.

Number of respondents: 412
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NEW FUNDING FOR THE ECE FIELD
California’s 2021-2022 State Budget Act provided financial relief to ECE programs and families
struggling with the financial impacts of COVID-19, as well as funding to increase access to ECE
programs and to renovate and construct ECE facilities. Our data demonstrates that while these
investments will provide critical assistance to these programs and the families they serve, the ECE
field remains underfunded and under-resourced, and increased efforts are needed to ensure that
ECE professionals are apprised of and equipped to take advantage of relief or expansion funds
available to them.

Reimbursement rate increases

It is well recognized that the early childhood workforce is chronically underpaid. A Learning Policy
Institute (LPI) brief reported that “child care and preschool educators, who are disproportionately
women of color, earn one third to one half of the wages of K–12 educators, and over half rely on
public assistance to make ends meet.”22 The California Legislature recently made strides in
addressing this problem by including reimbursement rate increases in the 2021-22 State Budget for
providers who operate state-subsidized ECE programs. The Regional Market Rate (RMR) has
historically been applied to voucher-based providers, and the Budget raised the RMR ceiling from
the 75th percentile of the 2016 RMR survey to the 75th percentile of the 2018 RMR survey, effective
January 1, 2022. In addition, providers with direct contracts with the state are now reimbursed at the
greater of the 75th percentile of the 2018 RMR survey, or the contract per-child reimbursement
amount as of December 31, 2021, the Standard Reimbursement Rate. In addition, the Budget
brought all license-exempt providers to 70 percent of the licensed family child care home rate
ceiling, effective January 1, 2022 through June 30, 2023.23 It is of note that while voucher-based
providers in Los Angeles County saw their rates increase, many voucher-based providers (particularly
centers) in rural counties did not.24

When provider respondents were asked how they planned to use additional funding they
would receive from increased reimbursement rates, they most frequently indicated that they
would use the funding to increase staff wages and to purchase classroom materials (books,
whiteboards, crayons, toys, etc.). In addition, one provider in our focus group stated that she
would use additional funding to take care of building maintenance (e.g., flooring) at her site, while
another provider indicated that she would hire mental health professionals and clinical psychologists
to address the mental health needs of children and families in her programs.

22 Learning Policy Institute. (2021). Building a national early childhood education system that works. Palo Alto, CA: Learning Policy
Institute. https://learningpolicyinstitute.org/sites/default/files/product-files/LPI_Early_Childhood_Education_2021_BRIEF.pdf
23 2021-22 State Budget. Enacted budget summary. Health and human services. https://www.ebudget.ca.gov/2021-22/pdf/Enacted/
BudgetSummary/HealthandHumanServices.pdf
24 California Assembly Budget Subcommittee No. 2 on Education Finance. Agenda (Tuesday March 8, 2022). https://
abgt.assembly.ca.gov/sites/abgt.assembly.ca.gov/files/March%208%20Agenda%20Early%20Education%20and%20Gov%20Proposals.pdf
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Beginning in January 2022, many California ECE providers who operate early
learning programs with state subsidies will see an increase in their
reimbursement rates. How would you use this increased funding at your site?
Please check all that apply.

Topurchase
classroom
materials

To purchase PPE
and/or cleaning

supplies

To purchase
technological

devices for the
children

(tablets, etc.)

36%

49%

35%

25%

9%

19%

21%

16%

For infrastructure
needs (facilities
renovation, etc.)

To purchase
food

To paymy rent/
mortgage

To build up
financial reserves
formy program

Tohire additional
staff (but

maintain current
wages)

Myprogram
doesnot receive
statesubsidies

To provide
benefits (e.g.

health and dental
care) formy staff

Other35%

35% 9%

To increasestaff
wages 53% 24%

To hire additional
staff (and

increasewages)

25 Child Care Resource Center. (2022). Child care providers’ rates are still not keeping pace with inflation. Fact sheet available upon
request at dsavage@ccrcca.org.
26 California Department of Social Services. (2022). Subsidized child care stipends. https://www.cdss.ca.gov/inforesources/cdss-
programs/calworks-child-care/child-care-stipends

While these recent reimbursement rate increases will assist providers in covering the costs of running
their programs, the rates themselves are based on an outdated market rate survey from 2018, are
not keeping pace with inflation,25 and do not reflect the true cost of providing ECE services.
Ultimately, until providers are paid at a rate that reflects the true cost of care, it will be extremely
difficult for them to provide themselves and their staff with the equitable wages, health benefits, and
retirement security that they deserve.

Provider stipends

California’s 2021-22 Budget included funding for provider stipends to assist programs in meeting
challenges caused by the pandemic, such as increased cleaning and sanitation costs and lower
enrollment, and to help them remain open or to reopen.26 Specifically, the state legislature

Number of respondents: 353



appropriated federal ARPA funding to provide one-time stipends to providers in the amount of $600
per subsidized child enrolled in preschool and child care programs.27 These stipends were distributed
by the California Department of Social Services (CDSS) and the California Department of Education
(CDE) in fall 2021.When survey respondents were asked if they were aware of these stipends,
71 percent responded affirmatively, 18 percent responded that they were unaware of the stipends,
and 11 percent indicated that they did not operate a state-subsidized program.28 Providers who
worked at programs at school districts were least likely to be aware of the stipends, with only 52
percent reporting knowledge of this funding opportunity. Several provider respondents reported that
they were not in charge of managing the finances of their programs, and this might help explain the
lack of awareness about stipend opportunities among some respondents. Nonetheless, the fact that a
portion of providers was unaware of the stipends indicates a need for more vigorous outreach to ECE
providers to ensure they are aware of new funding opportunities.

Providers who received the stipends were asked how they planned to use the dollars. The 287
providers who responded to this question most frequently indicated that they would use
stipend dollars for personal protective equipment and/or cleaning supplies, and for employee
salaries.

If you operate a state-subsidized ECE program and received stipend funding,
how do you plan to use the dollars? Please check all that apply.

Number of respondents: 287

PPE and/or
cleaning supplies

Employee
salaries

Rent/mortgage

Other

Employee
benefits (e.g.

medical, dental)

Employee
stipends57% 18%

54% 14%

43% 12%

Facilities renovation
or expansion

Myprogram
didnot receive
stipend funding

27% 6%

Waiver of family fees

California’s 2021-22 State Budget waived fees for families receiving subsidized child care and
development services for fiscal year 2021-2022,29 and providers were to be reimbursed in full for
these fees. The waiver of family fees was intended to support low-income families who were
struggling from the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic. When provider respondents were asked how
the fee waiver policy had impacted their programs, 36 percent indicated that families in their
programs had been able to keep their child(ren) enrolled because they did not have the burden
of paying family fees.30 In addition, 27 percent indicated that they believed new families were able
to enroll their child(ren) into their programs because they did not have the burden of paying fees.

27 The 2021-22 State Budget also included federal ARPA funding for a one-time stipend for all licensed centers and family child care
homes. These Licensed Child Care Facility Stabilization Stipends were authorized to be distributed by the CDSS, and were intended to
help stabilize existing programs and to provide support in covering increased costs associated with operating during the pandemic.
California Department of Social Services. (2021). Licensed child care facility stabilization stipends. https://www.cdss.ca.gov/
inforesources/cdss-programs/community-care-licensing/child-care-licensing/licensed-stipends
28 409 providers answered this question.
292021-22 State Budget. Enacted budget summary. Health and human services. https://www.ebudget.ca.gov/2021-22/pdf/Enacted/
BudgetSummary/HealthandHumanServices.pdf
30 339 providers answered this question.

9
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31 California Assembly. Floor report of the 2021-2022 budget (November 4, 2021). https://abgt.assembly.ca.gov/sites/
abgt.assembly.ca.gov/files/Final%20Floor%20Report%20of%20the%202021-22%20Budget%20%28November%202021%29.pdf
32 147 providers answered this question.
33 California Department of Social Services. (2022). Child care and development infrastructure grant program. https://
www.cdss.ca.gov/inforesources/child-care-and-development/infrastructure-grant-program#FAQs
34 411 providers answered this question.

Unfortunately, eight percent of providers reported that they had not been reimbursed for the fees
that were waived for families.

New child care slot funding

California's 2021-2022 State Budget included a commitment to expand child care access by adding
120,000 child care slots in 2021-22, growing to 200,000 new slots by 2025-26, should the state's
economic condition support this increase.31 In anticipation of this new funding for child care slots,
provider respondents were asked whether or not they planned to apply for new General Child Care
and Development (CCTR) funding. The General Child Care and Development Program is one of the
state programs that subsidizes child care spaces.

Of the 410 providers who answered a question about whether they would apply for new
CCTR funding, 62 percent responded in the affirmative. Family child care providers and
providers who worked for independent/private center-based programs were the most likely to
indicate that they would apply for CCTR funding.

Providers who were not planning to apply for new slot funding were asked why this was the
case. The most common reasons given were that they did not have adequate physical space to
serve more children (20% of respondents), and, due to a staff shortage, they could not serve
additional children and still maintain required child-staff ratios (20%).32 Other frequently cited
reasons were that providers were already at licensed capacity for their sites (18%), and there was
insufficient demand from families for more spaces at their sites (18%). Finally, 14 percent of
respondents indicated that they were not planning to apply for new slot funding because the per-
child reimbursement they received was insufficient to cover the costs of serving additional children.
Ultimately, it is evident that a variety of barriers will inhibit the ability of some providers to apply for
new slot funding.

New infrastructure grant funding

California’s 2021-22 State Budget included $250 million for a new infrastructure grant program that
is being administered by the CDSS. The Child Care and Development Infrastructure Grant Program
is designed to expand access to early care and education opportunities for children by providing
resources to build new facilities and to retrofit, renovate, repair and expand existing facilities.33 $100
million is available for minor construction, renovations and repairs, and $150 million is available for
major construction of shovel-ready child care facilities. Non-LEA (local educational agency) providers
who meet specific criteria are eligible to apply for the grants, and the Request for Applications (RFA)
for Minor Renovations and Repairs was released in February 2022.

Of the 410 providers who answered a question about whether they were aware of the
infrastructure grant funding prior to taking the survey, 80 percent reported that they had
been unaware that grant funding was available. Family child care providers and independent/
private center-based programs were the least likely to know about the funding opportunity. After
being informed about the infrastructure grant funding, over 41 percent of providers indicated that
they would apply for the funding, over 40 percent indicated that they were unsure of whether they
would apply, and over 17 percent indicated that they would not apply for the funding.34 Family child
care providers and independent/private center-based programs most frequently reported that they
intended to apply for infrastructure grant funding.

Providers who indicated that they did not plan to apply for infrastructure grant funding were asked
why this was the case, and 51 percent responded that they did not know if they were eligible to
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apply for the funding.35 Other frequently cited reasons included not knowing enough about the purpose
or parameters of the grant funding to apply (22 percent of respondents), their site not being in need of
new construction or renovation (21 percent), and not knowing where to go to apply for the funding (19
percent).

Ultimately, the fact that a significant percentage of providers was unaware of the infrastructure grant
program suggests that ECE providers are not necessarily aware of state budget developments as they
occur. This context makes it all the more imperative for vigorous outreach to be conducted to providers
by state agencies to ensure that they are aware of new funding opportunities, and for funding eligibility
guidelines and applications to be user-friendly and clear.

ADDITIONAL CHALLENGES FACING ECE PROFESSIONALS

In addition to dealing with the challenge of reduced revenues/reimbursement, many ECE providers are
grappling with staff recruitment and retention challenges. Further, low compensation in the field and
the constant risk of being exposed to COVID-19 are significantly impacting the morale, sense of well-
being, and economic security of both teachers and providers.

Challenges facing providers

When provider respondents were asked to identify the most significant challenges their programs were
facing, they most frequently cited difficulty finding qualified substitute teachers, difficulty
finding qualified preschool teachers, and difficulty in keeping children socially distanced and/or
wearing masks. In a similar vein, when provider respondents were asked if they had been able to
fill all staff positions at their programs with qualified individuals, 51 percent indicated that they
had not been able to do so.36 Providers at nonprofit organizations most frequently reported staffing
challenges, with 63 percent indicating that they had not been able to fill all staff positions with
qualified individuals.37 In addition, recruiting assistant/associate teachers appeared to be a specific
challenge, with nearly 19 percent of providers identifying these positions as difficult to staff.38

What are the most significant challenges your program is facing right now? Please
check up to three answer choices.

Finding qualified
preschool teachers

Need for
technological

devices for children

Finding qualified
infant/toddler

teachers

Need better
access to

COVID testing

Retaining
current staff

Number of respondents: 362

Other

Need broadband
service for

children’s families

None of
the above

32% 9%

24% 9%

22% 8%

20% 6%

Keeping children
socially distanced
and/or in masks

Need more
bilingual assistants
and/or teachers

32% 13%

Finding qualified
substitute teachers

Need for PPE
and/or cleaning

supplies
35% 17%

35 73 providers answered this question.
36 353 providers answered this question.
3759 nonprofit providers answered this question.
38 351 providers answered this question: “What positions, if any, have been difficult to staff?”
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When providers were asked why they believed they were having trouble recruiting staff, they
most frequently responded that qualified candidates are not applying due to low
compensation in the ECE field. Several providers in our focus group echoed this sentiment, noting
that it is difficult to compete for employees with companies like fast-food chains, which can pay more
per hour and whose job openings require less education. One of the teachers in our focus group
also highlighted the chronic nature of low compensation in the ECE field, stating, “[Low]
compensation has been an issue for years . . . that push to go and get our bachelors, go and get
credentials, to go get our masters . . . we’ve done it with the promise of, ‘the salary’s going to catch
up’ . . . It’s been years, the salary hasn’t caught up. So, at this point, it’s like, we’ve heard the story
before, so I think that’s why you’re seeing the exit of many early childhood educators saying, ‘I can’t
afford to wait anymore for [compensation] to catch up’.”

When providers were asked why they believed they were having trouble recruiting lead teachers, the
second most frequently cited reason (following low compensation) was that qualified candidates are
not applying due to fear of potential exposure to COVID-19 in ECE settings. The third most
frequently cited reason was that qualified candidates have left the field to pursue other professions.
When the same question was asked of providers regarding recruiting assistant teachers or substitute
teachers, the second most frequently cited response was that when only part-time work is available,
candidates do not apply because they feel the compensation is not worth the effort.

Providers were also asked whether they were having difficulty retaining staff, and if so, why
they thought this was the case. Their responses were similar to ones they gave when explaining
recruitment issues. The most frequently cited reason for difficulty in retaining staff was that
staff are seeking other employment where they can earn higher wages. Providers also
frequently indicated that staff are experiencing burnout related to the stresses and pressures caused
by COVID-19.

If you are having difficulty retaining staff, why do you think this is the case?
Please check all that apply.

Number of respondents: 353

Staff seeking
higherwages
elsewhere

Not having
difficulty

retaining staff

Staff experiencing
burnout from

COVID stresses

Staffworried
aboutCOVID

exposure

Staff have
caregiving

responsibilities
that keep them
fromworking

Staff
experiencing
mental health
challenges

50% 20%

37% 19%

34% 16%

I do not offer
health, dental, or
other benefits

Other26% 6%

Several participants in our focus groups highlighted the impact that staff retention challenges can
have on individual programs and on the ECE field. One provider explained, “It’s definitely hard to
keep good staff when you find them. And [when they leave], it puts you back to having to try to find
somebody that understands early childhood education and who’s willing to work for whatever we’re
able to pay.” Further, a teacher suggested that how and whether the issue of retention is addressed
will “be a dictator of where [the ECE] field is going to go, because you need to retain good
teachers.” She further opined, “If you don’t have people that are well versed in this field, it’s going
to be a disaster at some point.”
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Insufficient
compensation

Managing
COVID-related

health situations

Sense of
burnout

Not experiencing
significant
challenges

Mental health
challenges due
to the pandemic

Number of respondents: 100

Other

Completing time-
consuming DRDP

assessments

Insufficient
flexibility from
admin about
curriculum

40% 15%

37% 8%

35% 3%

33% 2%

Worry about
COVID-19
exposure

Lack of health,
dental, or other

benefits
52% 17%

When teacher respondents were asked what would make their jobs more manageable, they
overwhelmingly pointed to higher compensation as a solution. They also frequently cited more
support in working with children with special needs, and more opportunities to participate in
communities of learning with fellow ECE professionals.

Challenges facing teachers

When teacher respondents were asked to identify the most difficult challenges they were facing,
they most frequently cited worry about being exposed to or infected with the COVID-19
virus, followed by insufficient compensation.

One teacher in our focus group explained that she does not always have adequate support or
resources to fully observe COVID protocols. In addition, she and several other teachers noted that
some parents send their children to school when they are ill. One teacher said she understood that
parents need to keep their jobs and that young children cannot stay home by themselves, but she
felt that parents were not considering the impact of their actions on teachers. Several teachers also
expressed frustration at what they perceived as a lack of empathy and consideration on the part of
administrators regarding the health risks to which teachers are exposed.

Teachers in our focus groups also expressed great frustration about low compensation in the field.
One teacher stated, “I don’t think we can brush over the importance of adequate salary for our
field. I . . . have been in the field for over thirty years and we do not have a livable salary range.”
Another teacher shared that she was struggling with the question of whether or not to remain in the
field because of the low compensation. She stated, “I found myself really questioning if I wanted to
stay within this field because I do feel like I’m making a sacrifice to my personal comfort and
financial stability in order to do something that I’m passionate about. It’s really sad that I can’t keep
this as my profession forever and get better at it because the money is just not enough. And we’re
seeing that there’s so many jobs in many other fields that pay so much more, and it’s so much less
work.” This same teacher also suggested that the “cultural mentality” of preschool being viewed as
babysitting would not change until there was “some equity in compensation” with K-12 education.
Finally, another teacher pointed to the problem of small differentials between the salaries of new
and veteran teachers. She stated, “It’s sad, because I noticed [that when] a new teacher comes in,
that teacher is making almost the same amount of money that I am making after 18 years.”

What are the most difficult challenges you are facing right now as an early
educator? Please check up to three answer choices.
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What would make your job as an early educator more manageable? Please
check up to three answer choices.

Number of respondents: 100

Higher
compensation

More support for
childrenwith
special needs

Moreparticipation
in communities of

learning

Health, dental,
and/orother

benefits

Noneof the
above

More flexibility
forwhat and
how I teach

62% 28%

37% 13%

34% 8%

To focus less on
academics andmore on

social-emotional
development

Other30% 2%

Teachers in our focus group emphasized that they needed more support in working with children
with special needs. One teacher shared that she has nine children in her classroom with
Individualized Education Programs (IEPs),39 and she does not have the bandwidth or resources to
provide them with all the early intervention40 assistance they need, while also attending to the needs
of the sixteen other children with whom she is working. Another teacher noted that she has no
special education training and is struggling to serve a child who has autism, while also supporting
the other twelve children in her classroom. Further, another teacher cited the need for both
behavioral specialists and speech pathologists in her district. She stated that she sees many children
who need speech and language services but who are only working with a speech pathologist for
approximately a half-hour per week, with three or four other children at the same time.

Teachers in our focus group also stressed that completing mandatory child assessments, such as the
Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP),41 is inordinately time-consuming and can make it
difficult for teachers to have the time they need with children and to help them develop critical skills.
Several teachers also emphasized that they are being asked to focus more on the development of
children’s academic skills at the expense of social-emotional skills, such as self-regulation and
problem solving. One teacher stated that children need to be able to “play with peers, communicate
with the teacher . . . and share toys.” Another teacher emphasized that children need to “learn
regulating strategies so . . . they are able to [have] these skills for a lifetime.” She further expressed
that time spent on paperwork and the pressure to push academics “pulls [her] away” from “just
being there with the kids on the floor, teaching them how to take the deep belly breaths, how to use
their big voice, how to say [things] in a firm, respectful way and get their wants and needs handled
without causing harm to themselves and harm to others.” She stated that teachers need to be able
to “do what we came to this profession to do [which] is to help children learn how to be positive
members of society.” Ultimately, several teachers suggested that the content of the DRDP
assessment tool, and the frequency with which teachers are asked to utilize it, should be re-evaluated
and that they should be afforded more time to focus on social-emotional learning.

39 “The IEP is a written document that describes any accommodations, modifications, or related services a student [who is found to be
eligible for special education services] needs in order to receive an appropriate education. It also lists goals and objectives, which are
used to measure a student’s progress and determine whether the program and placement are appropriate.” Disability Rights
Education and Defense Fund. (2022).The IEP cycle. https://dredf.org/special-education/special-education-resources/the-iep-cycle/
40 “Early intervention is the term used to describe the services and supports that are available to babies and young children with
developmental delays and disabilities and their families.” Centers for Disease Control and Prevention. (2019).What is “early
intervention”? https://www.cdc.gov/ncbddd/actearly/parents/states.html
41 “The Desired Results Developmental Profile (DRDP) assessment instrument is designed for teachers to observe, document, and
reflect on the learning, development, and progress of children, birth through 12 years of age, who are enrolled in early care and
education programs and before- and after-school programs. The assessment results are intended to be used by the teacher to plan
curriculum for individual children and groups of children and to guide continuous program improvement.” California Department of
Education. (2021). Introduction to desired results. https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/cd/ci/desiredresults.asp
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NEEDS AND CHALLENGES OF FAMILIES IN ECE PROGRAMS
Survey respondents were asked about the early care and education needs of families in their
programs, about the challenges families were facing, and about their own concerns for children in
their programs. Respondents overwhelmingly reported that families needed full-time care, with
preschool being the most requested service, closely followed by toddler care. Survey respondents
most frequently identified stress as a significant challenge facing families in their programs and
reported concern that children were dealing with multiple stressors at home.

When provider respondents were asked what type of care the majority of families in their program
needed, 82 percent cited full-time care, 13 percent cited part-time care, and 5 percent cited care
during nontraditional hours (early mornings, evenings and/or weekends).42 In addition, of the 20
providers who indicated that families needed care during nontraditional hours, 18 were family child
care providers.

When provider respondents were asked what services had been most requested by families in their
programs over the last three months, they most frequently cited preschool services (60 percent) and
toddler care (58 percent).

During the last three months, which services have been most requested by
families in your program(s)? Please check all that apply.

Number of respondents: 396

Preschool services

Toddler care

Infant care

All of the
above

Careduring
nontraditional

hours

After school
care60% 25%

58% 18%

47% 14%

School-age care
(ages 5-12)

Noneof the
above27% 4%

When survey respondents were asked to identify the most prevalent challenges facing families
in their programs, they most frequently cited stress and financial insecurity. It is also noteworthy
that several other challenges frequently cited by respondents (e.g. joblessness, housing insecurity,
and illness related to COVID-19) can contribute to and/or cause the stress being felt by ECE families.
Further, one of the providers in our focus groups noted that families are feeling stress due to fear of
contracting COVID-19. This provider stated that some parents ask her if she knows whether other
families in the program have attended group events such as weddings, and they ask if she can find
out if these families have had COVID tests.

Another provider noted that her program surveyed families about their needs and provided a list of
potential items they could check, such as clothing, food, and mental health assistance. She stated
that, interestingly, the items parents most frequently selected were parent training on child
development, identifying extra activities to do with their children, and learning to use technology.

42 396 providers answered this question.
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Housing
insecurity

Illness related
to COVID-19

Struggling to
afford ECE
services

Unable to find
child care during
nontraditional

hours

Difficulty securing
services for

special needs
children

Number of respondents: 461

Other

Homelessness

None of
the above

40% 19%

39% 17%

33% 8%

28% 3%

Joblessness
Fear related to
immigration

status
43% 21%

Financial
insecurity

Struggling to
find ECE
services

58% 23%

Stress Food
insecurity69% 27%

Another provider noted that parents in her program have asked for more communication with the
teachers about what is taking place in the classroom, since parents have not been allowed into the
center due to the health risks of COVID-19.

What are the most prevalent challenges facing families in your program right
now? Please check all that apply.

When respondents were asked what concerns they had for the children in their programs,
they most frequently responded that children were dealing with multiple stressors at home.
Respondents also frequently cited as a concern children exhibiting challenging behaviors due to
trauma they have experienced. In addition, one provider expressed concern that children who are
behind in certain skills due to challenges associated with COVID will not receive the empathy or
extra support needed from adults when we emerge from the pandemic. She stated, “I’m concerned
that people will not be understanding as soon as we get back to normal. They’ll forget that when
[children] were two or three years old, they were trying to catch up and they didn’t have certain
developmental experiences. They’re going to need more support. I’m concerned that it’s just going
to keep moving faster and that gap’s going to get bigger between where they are and where they
need to be . . . There’s a certain extent to which I truly feel a sadness in regards to my children,
because I look at them and think, ‘is the world going to continue to be understanding of what we’re
going through right now?’ I’m thinking of that poor child who lost his mother. Is it going to matter to
anybody two years from now when that child’s still struggling with other things?”
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Children dealing
with multiple

stressors at home

Children exhibiting
challenging

behavior due to
trauma

Children not
meeting

developmental
benchmarks

None of the
above

Children’s
mental health

needs not being
addressed

Number of respondents: 435

Children receiving
inadequate

support for their
disabilities

Other

54% 28%

37% 22%

30% 2%

29%

43 Early Edge CA. (2022). Dual language learners (DLLs). https://earlyedgecalifornia.org/ece-priorities/dual-language-learners/
44 Ibid.
45 580 respondents answered this question.
46 427 respondents answered this question: “If you serve Dual Language Learners, what percentage are they of the children in your
program?”
47 576 respondents answered this question.
48 Overall, respondents identified twenty-two different languages spoken by children in their programs.
49 579 respondents answered this question.
50 580 respondents answered this question.

Which, if any, of the following concerns do you have for the children in your
program? Please check all that apply.

WORKING WITH DUAL LANGUAGE LEARNERS
In California, nearly 60 percent of children ages five and younger live in a home where a language
other than English is spoken.43 These children, who are learning two or more languages at the same
time, or are learning a second language while continuing to develop their first (or home) language,
are known as Dual Language Learners (DLLs).44 The majority of survey respondents reported serving
DLLs in their programs. In addition, respondents reported a multiplicity of languages spoken by
children in their programs and by themselves. Further, respondents identified several key barriers to
offering dual-language programs, in which children are taught literacy and content in two languages
(English and another language).

Nearly three-quarters of survey respondents reported serving DLLs45, and 43 percent of these
respondents worked in programs in which at least half of the children served were DLLs.46
When respondents were asked to identify the languages spoken by children in their programs, 95
percent indicated that children in their programs spoke English, 78 percent reported that
children in their programs spoke Spanish, and 14 percent indicated that children in their
programs spoke Mandarin.47 Smaller percentages of respondents indicated that children in their
programs spoke Arabic (8%), Armenian (5%), Cantonese (6%), Farsi or Dari (4%), Korean (8%), and
Tagalog (6%).48 Survey respondents themselves reported fluency in a wide variety of languages,
including American Sign Language, Arabic, Armenian, Cantonese, Dari, Dutch, English, Farsi, Hindi,
Korean, Lithuanian, Mandarin, Russian, Sinhalese, Serbian, Somali, Spanish, Tagalog, and Urdu.
However, respondents most frequently reported speaking fluent English (83 percent) and
Spanish (56 percent).49

Forty-four percent of survey respondents reported serving children in a dual-language
program50, and just over 87 percent of these respondents reported that the non-English language
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Lack of training
on effective

dual-language
program practices

Lack of materials
in the home
language

Lack of qualified
staff who speak
children’s home

language

Number of respondents: 161

Other

66% 48%

55% 11%

51 253 respondents serving children in a dual-language program answered this question: “If you are serving children in a dual-
language program, what is the non-English language of instruction?”
52 277 providers answered this question.
53 125 family child care providers and 49 district-based providers answered this question.

of instruction was Spanish.51 In addition, provider respondents who did not provide a dual-
language program for enrolled children were asked if they would like to do so in the future,
and 58 percent answered in the affirmative.52 Family child care providers and providers who
worked at district-based programs expressed the greatest interest at 66 percent and 67 percent,
respectively.53

Providers who expressed interest in offering a dual-language program in the future were
asked to identify barriers to doing this, and they most frequently cited a lack of training on
effective dual-language program practices. In addition, a provider in one of our focus groups
stated that she would need guidance on program requirements, including staff qualifications, in
order to offer a dual-language program. Further, a teacher in one of our focus groups cited the need
for more bilingual staff in order to run a dual-language program, and another teacher suggested that
bilingual educators who can provide ECE services in a second language should receive additional
compensation for utilizing this skill.

If you would be interested in providing a dual-language program in the future,
what are the barriers to doing this? Please check all that apply.

WORKFORCE SUPPORTS FOR ECE PROFESSIONALS
In our survey, ECE professionals were asked to indicate their interest in a variety of supports
designed to help them increase their credentials and qualifications, hone their craft, and gain
knowledge and skills to more effectively serve children and families in their programs. Both provider
and teacher respondents most frequently reported an interest in paid professional development and
in stipends to enroll in higher education courses. In addition, providers frequently cited an interest in
professional development related to managing and mentoring staff and in business management,
and teachers frequently cited an interest in professional development related to supporting diverse
children and in instructional support. More detailed findings are included below.

Workforce supports

When survey respondents were asked what workforce supports would be most helpful to them,
providers most frequently indicated interest in receiving paid professional development that takes
place outside of work hours. This was followed by an interest in stipends to enroll in higher
education courses. Teachers also most frequently reported interest in receiving paid professional
development, but their top preference was for training that takes place during traditional work
hours. Teachers also indicated a strong interest in stipends to enroll in higher education courses.
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Which of the following workforce supports do you feel would be most beneficial
to you? Please check all that apply.

Rankings Providers Teachers

1
Professional development in which they are paid
to participate outside of traditional work hours
(55%)

Professional development for which they receive
paid time off to participate during traditional work
hours (61%)

2 Stipends to enroll in higher education courses
(52%) Stipends to enroll in higher education courses (55%)

3
Professional development for which they receive
paid time off to participate during traditional work
hours (49%)

Professional development in which they are paid to
participate outside of traditional work hours (48%)

4 Coaching (44%) Coaching (37%)

5 Mental health support (39%)
Career advisement on what courses to take to
increase professional qualifications, where to find
these courses, etc. (32%)

6 Training on business operations (39%) Mental health support (31%)

7
Career advisement on what courses to take to
increase professional qualifications, where to find
these courses, etc. (33%)

Training on business operations (13%)

Number of respondents: 476

Several ECE professionals in our focus groups emphasized the benefit of stipends in furthering their
education. One provider noted that a stipend she received from Child360 (then Los Angeles
Universal Preschool) enabled her to receive her bachelor’s degree when she was working as an ECE
teacher. She noted that the stipend represented “a lot of money for [her]” at the time. In addition, a
teacher in one of our focus groups shared that when she was a young mother with four children,
receiving a stipend enabled her to pay for child care and books while she was going to school and
earning her degree. Further, one provider emphasized that receiving paid release time to attend
class or to study had been very beneficial to teachers in her program.
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Survey respondents identified over thirty specific topics on which they were interested in
receiving professional development training. Providers most frequently reported interest in
professional development on managing and mentoring staff and business management.
Teachers most frequently reported interest in professional development on working with children
with challenging behaviors. A challenging behavior has been defined as “any repeated pattern
of behavior, or perception of behavior, that interferes with or is at risk of interfering with the
child’s optimal learning or engagement in pro-social interactions with peers and adults.”54 The
Center for the Developing Child at Harvard University also explains that “problematic behaviors
may need to be treated as a result of the ACEs or other traumatic experiences someone has had,
as opposed to addressing them as simply willful and/or punishable actions.”55 Trauma-informed
care or services are characterized by this understanding. Indeed, children who have experienced
trauma “may have impairments across the developmental domains – physical, cognitive, social
and emotional, and language and literacy – that manifest as challenging and troubling behaviors
in the classroom.”56 Ultimately, it is important that professional development provided to early
educators on behavior management include training on trauma-informed care.

Supporting
diverse children

45%

Teacher Provider

37%

14%

12%

12%

8%

4%

0%

15%

18%

52%

18%

11%

8%

8%

3%

Instructional
support

Business and
professional

growth

Health and
safety

Development

Observations
(DRDP, ASQ,

etc.)

Family
Engagement

ECE
(general)

54 Smith, B., & Fox, L. (2003). Systems of service delivery: A synthesis of evidence relevant to young children at risk of or who have
challenging behavior. Tampa, FL: University of South Florida, Center of Evidence-Based Practice; Young Children with Challenging
Behavior. http://ohiofamilyrights.com/Reports/Special-Reports-Page-4/Systems-of-Service-Delivery-A-Synthesis-of-Evidence-
Relevant-to-Young.pdf
55 Center on the Developing Child at Harvard University. (2022). ACES and toxic stress: Frequently asked questions.
https://developingchild.harvard.edu/resources/aces-and-toxic-stress-frequently-asked-questions/
56 Statman-Weil, K. (2015). Creating trauma-sensitive classrooms. National Association for the Education of Young Children.
https://www.naeyc.org/resources/pubs/yc/may2015/trauma-sensitive-classrooms

Professional development preferences

Professional development preferences

Survey respondents were asked on what professional development topics they were most interested
in receiving training. Providers most frequently cited interest in topics related to business and
professional growth, and teachers most frequently cited interest in topics related to supporting
diverse children and instructional support.

Number of respondents: 471
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On what topics are you most interested in receiving professional development
right now?

Providers in our focus groups highlighted their interest in receiving professional development on
business and office management. One provider stated that she needed assistance in organizing her
files, while another noted that she needed professional guidance in making better, more efficient use
of her office space. Further, another provider expressed a desire to receive guidance on putting
together an employee handbook and on other administrative responsibilities.

Both teachers and providers in our focus groups highlighted the need for professional development
on social-emotional learning. One teacher stated that she would like to receive training on “more
practical uses of social-emotional interventions that fit into supporting the flow of a classroom.” In
addition, several providers explained that there is a need for this training because they are serving
more children who lack social-emotional skills. One provider explained that they are seeing children
who “haven’t been nurtured in ways that they typically [would] when they’re in our programs . . . we
are definitely seeing more children who are lacking empathy, they’re lacking the ability to engage
with their peers, engage with other adults.” She continued, “Really focusing on that social-emotional
[piece], and boosting their self-esteem, I think . . . is so key right now.” Another provider explained,
“We have a lot of kids that are not able to socialize with other kids, they’re not able to express their
feelings or they’re withdrawn from the rest of the group because they’re scared . . . And then there
are some kids that want to come and hug and play with them, and then the other ones move away
or they don’t know how to react, they don’t know how to say certain things that they need to
express.”

In addition, several teachers in our focus group highlighted the benefit of providing workshops for
parents on the importance of spending one-on-one time with their children at home, and of
providing examples of simple activities parents can do with their children that support social-
emotional learning. One teacher also emphasized the importance of setting realistic expectations for
parents and of approaching parent education in a “very thoughtful, loving way.”

Finally, one teacher suggested that thought should be given as to when professional development
trainings are offered or scheduled for teachers. For example, she noted that participating in trainings
at the beginning of the school year is less effective because teachers are grappling with a host of
logistical issues during this time. She explained, “You’re not thinking about week ten when you’re
going to implement certain things; you’re thinking, ‘How do I get through this week?’” She also
suggested that providing coaching in tandem with professional development was helpful. In
speaking of an effective training she had attended, she said, “There was coaching. There was

Providers Teachers
Managing and mentoring staff
(56 respondents identified this topic)

Challenging behaviors, behavior management
(29 respondents identified this topic)

Business management (35) Working with children with special needs or developmental
delays (10)

Career growth and leadership (31) Language & literacy (10)

Family engagement (30) STEAM (10)

Observations (DRDP, ASQ, etc.) (30) Social-emotional development (9)
Stress/mental health and work-life balance of
caregivers (26) Working with Dual Language Learners (DLLs) (8)

Applying for funding and grants (23) Child observations (8)

Challenging behaviors, behavior management (22) Child mental health and trauma (6)
Working with children with special needs or
developmental delays (20) Family engagement (4)

*Only the most frequently identified topics are listed above.

Number of respondents: 471
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57 Ninety-five percent of respondents reported that children in their program spoke English, 78 percent reported that children in their
program spoke Spanish, and 14 percent reported that children in their program spoke Mandarin. Overall, respondents identified
twenty-two different languages spoken by children in their programs.

Which of the following academic and/or career goals would you like to pursue?
Please select all that apply.

Providers Teachers
Learn an additional language to better communicate
with children and families in my program (30% of
respondents)

Learn an additional language to better communicate with
children and families in my program (26% of respondents)

Engage in policy and/or advocacy work related to ECE
issues (28%) Obtain a Bachelor’s degree (25%)

Obtain a Bachelor’s degree (24%) Obtain a Master’s degree (22%)

Obtain a Master’s degree (22%) Engage in policy and/or advocacy work related to ECE
issues (16%)

I am not interested in pursuing any of these options,
even if financial or time constraints did not pose
challenges (16%)

I am not interested in pursuing any of these options, even
if financial or time constraints did not pose
challenges (14%)

Obtain a Ph.D. or other Doctorate degree (15%) Become a director (13%)

Obtain a multiple-subject teaching credential (11%) Become a lead teacher (13%)

Become a director (11%) Obtain a multiple-subject teaching credential (13%)

Become a lead teacher (8%) Obtain a Ph.D. or other Doctorate degree (9%)

Number of respondents: 476

INDICATORS OF QUALITY IN ECE PROGRAMS
Survey respondents were asked what, in their opinion, should be the key indicators of quality in
preschool programs and in infant/toddler programs, respectively. They were able to check up to six
indicators from a list that was provided to them. Ultimately, respondents most frequently identified
“a safe and stimulating environment for children” as a key indicator for both types of programs. In
addition, respondents identified the same eight indicators as the most critical for both types of
programs (see the table below).

support. Not from an administrator, not from my direct supervisor, but from someone else that wasn’t
supervising and evaluating me. I had the freedom to actually learn. Like children at times, I made
mistakes, and I learned from them. And I was guided, and I was able to participate without the fear
of being punished or reprimanded for my learning process. I think that’s what needs to change.
Because we’ve all attended [trainings], we’ve heard these great, amazing ideas, but they usually stay
in that little folder or pamphlet.”

Academic and career goals

In addition to being asked about preferred professional development trainings and other workforce
supports, survey respondents were asked what academic or career goals they would like to pursue.
Learning an additional language to better communicate with the children and families in their
programs was the most frequently selected option by both providers and teachers. This result speaks
to the linguistic diversity of the families being served by respondents.57 Earning a bachelor’s degree
was the second most frequently selected goal by teachers, and engaging in policy or advocacy work
related to ECE was the second most frequently cited goal by providers.
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Key indicators of quality in a preschool program Key indicators of quality in an infant/toddler program
A safe and stimulating environment for children (87% of
respondents)

A safe and stimulating environment for children (85% of
respondents)

Responsive teacher-child interactions (79%) A loving and nurturing environment for children (82%)

A loving and nurturing environment for children (78%) Responsive teacher-child interactions (76%)

Strong support for literacy and language development
(59%) A welcoming environment for parents (60%)

A welcoming environment for parents (54%) Strong support for literacy and language development
(48%)

The program regularly and effectively communicates
with parents (27%)

The program regularly and effectively communicates with
parents (32%)

Staff are well trained on diversity, equity and inclusion
(25%)

Staff are well trained on diversity, equity and inclusion
(23%)

All lead teachers have at least 24 units in early childhood
education, or child development, or both (23%)

All lead teachers have at least 24 units in early childhood
education, or child development, or both (21%)

All lead teachers have a child development permit (18%) Staff are well trained in serving children with special needs
(17%)

All lead teachers have Bachelor’s degrees (17%) All lead teachers have Bachelor’s degrees (14%)

All lead teachers have professional experience in a
classroom setting with preschool age children that is
comparable to 24 units of education (15%)

Staff are well trained in trauma-informed care practices
(14%)

Staff are well trained in serving children with special
needs (15%) All lead teachers have a child development permit (14%)

Staff are well trained in trauma-informed care practices
(13%)

All lead teachers have professional experience in a
classroom setting with preschool age children that is
comparable to 24 units of education (12%)

Staff are well trained in serving Dual Language Learners
(11%)

Staff are well trained in serving Dual Language Learners
(10%)

All lead teachers have demonstrated proficiency in the
California Early Educator Competencies (8%)

All lead teachers have demonstrated proficiency in the
California Early Educator Competencies (10%)

Only parents can determine what quality means for their
child (5%)

Only parents can determine what quality means for their
child (6%)

Number of respondents: 435

When participants in our focus groups were asked to identify key indicators of quality in a preschool
setting, multiple providers stressed that preschool programs should prepare children for
kindergarten, engage children in learning through play, and foster social-emotional learning. In
addition, several teachers indicated that quality in a preschool classroom could be gauged by the
children’s reactions. As one teacher put it, “I think you need to see happy kids. You need to see
kids that are learning and engaged and communicating.” She stressed that environments need to
be created in which children feel safe, where they are learning, and where they can make mistakes
and “it’s ok because it’s part of how we learn.” Another teacher indicated that quality could be
identified as “the quiet chaos of a happy, healthy, emotionally stable classroom.” In addition, one
teacher suggested that the time-consuming nature of completing DRDP assessments creates stress
for teachers that can take away from the quality of their teaching.
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RECOMMENDATIONS
The results of our ECE survey and focus groups indicate a need for the following investments and
practices to better support the ECE workforce and families with young children, both now and in
the months ahead.

• Increase provider reimbursement rates to a level that enables providers to pay themselves
and their staff a fair wage and better cover the cost of running their programs. Unless
reimbursement rates are increased, it also will be difficult for providers to take advantage of
new slot funding and to attract the educators needed to help them expand their programs.

• Fund more professional development training for early educators on working with Dual
Language Learners (DLLs), as well as outreach strategies to recruit more current and aspiring
bilingual educators to work with DLLs. Consider creating financial incentives or increasing
compensation for educators who choose to work in dual-language programs.

• Fund more stipends for higher education coursework and paid professional
development for early educators in all ECE settings. Further, ensure that funding is
sufficient for programs to provide substitutes, if needed, when ECE professionals are
attending trainings or courses. In addition, fund the development of trainings on business
management, mentoring and managing staff, trauma-informed care and support for behavior
management in the classroom, STEAM, language and literacy, and social-emotional learning,
if these trainings are not available in sufficient numbers. Further, consider funding
conversational language classes for ECE professionals who want to better communicate with
linguistically diverse families in their programs.

• Expand outreach efforts to ECE professionals regarding new grant programs or other
funding opportunities. Consider setting aside funding for outreach in new grant programs or
other funding opportunities, to enable the California Department of Social Services (CDSS) to
expand its outreach efforts to ECE professionals, and to partner with state associations and/or
local agencies to inform hard-to-reach populations (such as license-exempt providers and
family child care homes) about new funding.

• Fund more professional development training on working with children with special
needs, as well as specialists (e.g., speech pathologists, behaviorists, physical therapists)
who can work with ECE professionals to provide critical early intervention services to children
in their programs. The type and number of specialists hired should be based on individual
ECE program needs.
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This project also benefited from the expertise of the following organizations and individuals: the Child Care Alliance of Los
Angeles; Nina Buthee, Every Child California; Patti Herrera, School Services of California, Inc.; Donna Sneeringer, Child Care
Resource Center; Deborah Stipek, Stanford Graduate School of Education; and the ECE professionals who generously gave their
time to complete our online survey and to participate in our focus groups. We are grateful to them for their contributions and
support.

This research was funded by First 5 LA, a leading public grantmaking and child advocacy organization, and managed in
partnership with community partners.

Implementing these recommendations will
enable ECE programs to better weather the
ongoing pandemic and to address the
persistent challenges of staff recruitment,
retention, and burnout. In addition,
implementing these recommendations will
open doors for ECE professionals to advance
in their careers, to expand their capacity to
serve diverse children and their families, and
to take advantage of new state funding
opportunities available to them. Further,
implementation of these recommendations
will demonstrate respect and provide critical
support for a workforce that has been
chronically undervalued and under-resourced.
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