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SUMMARY 

Motion Krekorian-Rodriguez-O'Farrell (C.F. 19-0213) instructed the City Administrative Officer 
(CAO), in consultation with the City Attorney and the Department of Recreation and Parks (RAP), 
to report on the necessary components for a proposed 2022 ballot measure to generate revenue 
for child care programs that serve children between the ages of O and 18. The revenue would be 
used for, but not be limited to: 1) Funding a child care voucher program (building on the COVID 
framework); 2) Securing debt obligations to perform capital improvements at existing and new City 
child care facilities; and, 3) Funding the operations and maintenance of City child care facilities. 
The proposed measure was envisioned to be similar to the City and County of San Francisco's 
Proposition C. 

This Office met with the City Attorney, RAP, the Economic and Workforce Development 
Department (EWDD), and the newly created Community Investment for Families Department 
(CIFD), to obtain input regarding the expansion of child care services in the City and the impact of 
the COVID-19 pandemic on these services. Based on these discussions, this report provides a 
programmatic framework for children ages O to 5. This framework differs from the COVID-19 
framework given the proposed funding source. The child care services funded by COVID-19 federal 
stimulus dollars provided programmatic flexibility. Potential voter-approved measures, which would 
authorize the issuance of bonded indebtedness or generate revenue from local taxes, limits 
programmatic flexibility and the City Council must make a finding of public benefit to ensure that 
the initiative would not constitute a gift of public funds. 

This report also provides a discussion of the City and County of San Francisco's Proposition C, a 
review of the requirements associated with placing revenue measures on the upcoming 
November 8, 2022 General Municipal Election ballot, and tax revenue options to fund a City
sponsored child care program. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

That the City Council, subject to approval of the Mayor: 

1. Determine whether a measure to fund a City-sponsored Child Care Program should be 
placed on the November 8, 2022 Municipal Election Ballot; 

2. If the City Council chooses to place a revenue measure on the November 8, 2022 ballot: 

\ 
a. Request that the City Attorney, with the assistance of the City Administrative Officer, 

prepare and present the necessary Resolutions and Ordinances for the proposed 
ballot measure; 

b. Consider the following finding of public benefit for this program: 
According to WeeCare's 2022 Los Angeles City Childcare Impact Report, child 
care related challenges cost the City of Los Angeles an estimated $2.58 billion 
in productivity and wage losses annually, and it is estimated that 20,181 
employees leave the workforce each year due to these challenges. As such, 
we find that the City's economy would benefit greatly from providing affordable 
child care services, as even a minor increase in the annual workforce 
participation of 1.5 percent would result in 186,219 more jobs, $8.64 billion in 
additional wage earnings, and $803.9 million in additional tax revenue to the 
City. 

c. Approve the programmatic framework for the use of the tax revenue from the 
proposed ballot measure and/or portions of this framework; and, 

d. Approve one of the following preferred tax options, which would generate $60 to $90 
million annually for the first 10 years of the program, to fund capital and operations 
for the City of Los Angeles' Child Care Program: 

L A GO Bond of up to $500 million and a Parcel Tax of up to $0.0126, or a rate 
that generates approximately $30 million in annual revenue, based on square 
footage of improvements for residential and non-residential properties. 
Improvements are defined as all assessable buildings and structures on the 
land. The GO Bond would fund the capital and the Parcel Tax would fund the 
operations; or 

ii. A Parcel Tax of up to $0.0252, or a rate that generates approximately $60 
million in annual revenue, based on square footage of improvements for 
residential and non-residential properties to fund the capital and operations for 
the first 10 years. The tax would be reduced to approximately $0.0126, or a 
rate commensurate with $30 million in annual revenue, for the square footage 
of improvements after the construction program is complete. 
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BACKGROUND 

In 1986, the RAP began offering licensed child care programs throughout the City of Los Angeles. 
The program expanded to 26 facilities (Attachment A) and with funding assistance from the 
California Department of Education, the RAP provided affordable quality child care services to 
many working families. During the Great Recession, both city and state subsidies for child care 
programs were eliminated, resulting in the closure of all, but two (2) RAP child care centers in Fiscal 
Year (FY) 2010-11. The RAP continues to operate these two child care centers at Jim Gilliam Child 
Care Center at the Jim Gilliam Recreation Center and Ralph M. Parsons Preschool at EXPO Center 
at affordable and reduced rates based on state grant eligibility. There are also 17 child care 
organizations currently operating on RAP property (Attachment B). These organizations pay either 
free or reduced rent for the use of these sites. 

Economic Impact 

According to WeeCare, the largest network of licensed family child care providers in the nation, the 
lack of accessible and affordable child care has resulted in an estimated 13 percent decline in 
women's employment with children under the age of five since 2018. The report further notes that 
based on 2020 data, child care-related challenges in the City of Los Angeles result in $2.58 billion 
in productivity and wage losses annually; $1.11 billion due to absenteeism from the lack of child 
care and $1.4 7 billion due to employee turnover and the cost of replacing/training new staff. An 
estimated 20,181 employees leave their job each year in the City due to these child-care 
challenges. 1 

Access to affordable child care increases parents' labor force participation, particularly among 
single mothers. WeeCare estimates that even a modest 1.5 percent increase in workforce 
participation would result in 186,219 more jobs, $8.64 billion in additional wage earnings, and 
$803.9 million in additional tax revenue to the City.2 See Attachment H for a copy of the WeeCare, 
2022 Los Angeles City Childcare Impact Report. 

COVJD-19 Jmpact on Child Care 

The COVID-19 pandemic further strained child care availability. Over 8,500 child care centers in 
California closed between March 2020 and April 2021 due to state health mandates, leaving 
thousands of families without child care throughout the state. Out of the 1,797 childcare facilities in 
the City, 254 closed due to the pandemic, which translated to a loss of 13,500 licensed enrollment 
openings.3 This was further exacerbated by school closures. As a result, many parents were unable 
to return to work due to the lack of child care. Those child care centers that remained open could 
not operate at full capacity due to decreased enrollment, increased social distancing requirements, 
and staffing shortages. 

The COVID-19 pandemic has further aggravated the inequalities between men and women in the 
workforce nationwide. In January 2021, four times as many women as men left the labor force due 

1• 2· 
3

• 4 WeeCare, 2022 Los Angeles City Childcare Impact Report, March 2022 
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to inadequate child care. Participation in the labor force by women has fallen to its lowest point 
since the 1980s, with Black and Latina mothers disproportionately affected. Twenty-nine percent 
of Latina women and 24 percent of Black women were involuntarily working part-time compared to 
17 percent of all women.4 

As a response to the COVID~19 emergency, the Mayor and Council approved an allocation of $10 
million in Coronavirus Relief Funds (CRF) for the former Housing and Community Investment 
Department (HCID) to support the Child Care Voucher Program (C.F.20-0829). The HCID 
contracted with The Child Care Alliance, which is a network of Los Angeles County resource and 
referral/alternative payment agencies that can process applications for vouchers, connect families 
to child care, and distribute funding to child care providers. Approximately $5.6 million of the $10 
million allocation was used to issue a total of 7,823 vouchers for 3,080 children of low-income 
families and essential workers, which covered three months of child care (September to December 
2020). The Mayor and Council also allocated $11.5 million from CRF Funds to the EWDD for a 
Child Care Regional Relief and Recover Fund, which provided grants to the child care sector within 
the City (C.F. 20-0683 and C.F. 20-0147-S38). This funding, leveraged with philanthropic 
resources, provided grants to 6_83 child care providers throughout the City. 

San Francisco Proposition C 

As requested by the Council, this Office reviewed the City and County of San Francisco's 
Proposition C ballot measure and assessed the potential for a similar type of initiative in the City of 
Los Angeles. On June 5, 2018, the San Francisco electorate approved Proposition C (Baby Prop 
C), a Commercial Rent Tax for Child Care and Early Education, now commonly known as the Early 
Care and Education for All Initiative. The measure passed with 51 percent of the vote. Specifically, 
the measure authorized an additional gross receipts tax on commercial property leases with annual 
gross receipts of over $1 million. Nonprofit organizations and other small businesses were exempt 
from this tax. 

The Baby Prop C ballot measure outlined uses for the additional tax collection. Fifteen percent of 
the General Fund revenue collected is for any use, as determined by the City and County of San 
Francisco. The remaining 85 percent of the tax collection is designated for child care and early 
education, which funds the following eligible programming: 

• Support for quality early care and education for children under the age of six in San 
Francisco families at 85 percent of the State Median Income (SMI); 

• Support for quality early care and education for children under the age of four in San 
Francisco families earning up to 200 percent of the Area Median Income (AMI); 

• Investment in comprehensive early care and education services that support the physical, 
emotional, and cognitive development of children under the age of six; and, 

• Increase compensation (including but not limited to wages, benefits, and training) of care 
professionals and staff in order to improve the quality and availability of early care and 
education for children under the age of six. 

The Howard Jarvis Taxpayers Association (Howard Jarvis Group) challenged the legality of 
Proposition C, claiming that a two-thirds super majority approval was required, as the measure was 
a special tax. The appeals court disagreed. The appeals court concluded that because the San 
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Francisco measure was voter initiated, the special tax only required a majority for approval, and 
the California Supreme Court declined to review the appeals court ruling to Baby Prop C in April 
2021.The Baby Prop C differs from the ballot measure described in this report, as it is a City Council 
initiative. A City-initiated special tax measure requires that two-thirds of the voters approve the 
measure (as also noted by the court in the San Francisco case). 

A City general tax measure, however, only requires 50 percent plus one to pass. The difference 
between a special tax and a general tax is based on how the proceeds from the tax are 
used. Proceeds from a special tax must be used for a specific purpose, and the purpose must be 
outlined in the ballot measure. Proceeds from a general tax can be used for any "General Fund" 
purpose. 

The Baby Prop C tax became effective in 2019, however, implementation of the program was 
delayed due to the Howard Jarvis Group case. The City and County of San Francisco is currently 
in the planning phase of the program. San Francisco now estimates approximately $230 million in 
annual revenue. Despite the pandemic, the City and County of San Francisco states that this 
revenue stream continues to be stable due to long-term lease agreements on commercial property. 

This Office would caution that the City and County of San Francisco has a high concentration of 
technology, financial, and business activity in a small geographic area with less competition from 
the regional rental market. The City of Los Angeles, however, is much larger geographically and 
risks losing commercial tenants to neighboring cities (e.g. Burbank, Pasadena, and Glendale) and 
counties (e.g., Orange County), should the City increase the gross receipts tax on commercial 
property leases. In addition, the workplace is changing rapidly, as more businesses transition to a 
telecommuting/mobile work environment, thereby requiring less office space, which may result in 
a potential decline in lease revenue as commercial leases expire. 

CITY OF LOS ANGELES PROPOSED FRAMEWORK 

Prior to determining the appropriate funding source of the potential ballot measure, it is necessary 
to develop the proposed framework and identify the funding needed, both one-time and ongoing 
costs. As requested by the Council, this Office analyzed the potential for 1) a child care voucher 
program which builds off of the new COVID framework; 2) Securing debt obligations to perform 
capital improvements at existing and new City child care facilities; and, 3) Funding the operations 
and maintenance of City child care facilities. We received input from the Office of the City Attorney, 
the RAP Department, the EWDD, and the CIFD. 

Limitations of Tax Measures 

As a result of COVID-19 federal stimulus funding, City departments were able to develop programs 
to meet the needs of seniors, low-income households, and small businesses. These programs 
include the Child Care Voucher Program and the Child Care Regional Relief and Recover Fund. 
Eligible uses for revenue generated by local tax measures, however, are more restrictive and the 
City's assistance cannot be perceived as a gift of public funds. The City Attorney has advised that 
the City should make a finding of public benefit to provide affordable child care services. 
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This finding would outline that providing affordable child care services would allow City residents 
to return/participate in the workforce and therefore increase the economic activity and tax revenue 
to the City. The finding of public benefit would allow the City to use the revenues from a voter
approved tax measure to provide certain affordable child care services. The City would be able to 
contract with private, non-profit child care service providers to provide child care or use of City
operated RAP facilities. The City would also be able to pay for additional child care at privately
operated non-profit child care centers to expand the number of available slots to serve low-income 
households. In addition, the City could also provide paid fellowships to individuals working towards 
a child care degree who train at City-operated child care centers. The City's child care 
classifications require either a four-year degree or an associate of arts degree from a recognized 
college or university. 

This Office proposes a three-pronged framework for a City Child Care Ballot measure consisting of 
the following: 

1) Rehabilitation, development, and operation of City-owned child care facilities; 
2) Workforce Supportive Services to increase work experience by providing paid fellowships at 

RAP sites to individuals working to earn a child care degree; and, 
3) Increase private non-profit service provider capacity by paying for child care slots for low

income households. 

Framework Discussion 

1. Rehabilitation, Development and Operations of RAP City-owned Facilities 

Rehabilitation of Existing Facilities: This component focuses on the rehabilitation of existing City 
facilities that were formerly used as child care facilities. The 24 City child care facilities that closed 
in 2011 would be reopened at existing RAP locations. All facilities would service children ages 2 to 
5. The existing facilities cannot accommodate children ages Oto 23 months, as these facilities do 
not have the facility size requirements or infrastructure for newborns and infants. According to the 
RAP, new facilities must be constructed to meet State child care licensing requirements for infants. 

The 2021-22 Adopted Budget provided $20 million in one-time funding for the rehabilitation of 1 0 
of the 24 child care centers that closed during the Great Recession (Attachment C.1) along with 
nine-months funding in operating costs. The RAP expects the facilities will become operational 
during the latter part of 2022-23. The Department has requested a total of 80 positions to operate 
these centers, which include the following City classifications: Child Care Associates, Child Care 
Center Directors, and Child Care Program Managers. By filling these positions with City employees, 
the City may avoid staffing challenges that private child care operators experienced such as 
vacancies and high turn-over. These are pre-existing City classifications. The Department currently 
has six, authorized, full-time positions in these classifications at the two child care centers that it 
currently operates. 

While the rehabilitation of 10 centers is funded in the 2021-22 Budget, one-time funding of 
approximately $19.48 million is needed to rehabilitate the remaining 14 RAP child care centers as 
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well as other one-time non-capital costs of $0.45 million (Attachment C.2). This results in costs 
totaling $39.5 million for 24 RAP child care centers. The other one-time costs include the purchase 
of technology equipment, furniture, and child care-related equipment such as play kitchens and 
cubbies. Further, approximately $5.90 million is required on an ongoing basis to fund the operating 
costs at these 14 centers. The total annual cost of operating all 24 facilities is estimated at $10.16 
million. It should be noted that there may be state or federal funding available to help support the 
operation of these centers. 

Total Estimate: Number of children to be served at 24 facilities = 918 
Total Estimate: Capital costs for 14 centers= $19.48 million (one time) 
(Rehabilitation (capital costs) of 10 centers funded in the 2021-22 Budget) 
Total Estimate: Operating costs for 24 centers= $10.16 million annually (ongoing) 
Total Estimate: Other costs for 24 centers: $0.92 million (one-time) 

Development of New, City-owned Child Care Facilities: In addition to reopening the 24 RAP 
facilities, this program seeks to develop new child care facilities in underserved areas. The 
Department is proposing 17 locations for the construction of new facilities to bridge the gap for child 
care services. Unlike the City's existing facilities, these new facilities will be constructed with the 
capacity to service infants and children ages O to 5. These locations also represent the densest 
areas within the City where child care would be most needed. The Department conducted an 
expedited assessment of its current recreation sites that could accommodate new child care 
centers. Only two of the proposed sites would require acquisitions in Hollywood and Koreatown. 
The proposed 17 locations and estimates are identified in Attachment C.3. Additional analysis of 
the proposed sites would need to be conducted to ensure these are the highest need areas, which 
meet the City's social equity goals. 

If the new centers focused on providing infant care (ages O to 2.9), the average capacity would be 
approximately 35 children per site, for a total of 595 children. The costs to construct and operate 
the 17 new centers, include: 

Capital Costs: $445 million, or approximately $26 million for each new center. 

Operating Costs: $8.98 million. The operating costs to provide infant care are expected to 
be higher due to the higher staff to participant ratio required. 

Other Costs: $670,000 in one-time, non-capital costs for furniture, fixtures and equipment 
(FFE) (technology equipment, furniture, and child care-related equipment such as play 
kitchens and cubbies). 

The estimated timeframe for completing this construction program is between seven (7) and 10 
years, which is highly dependent on funding and staffing availability for the Bureau of Engineering 
(BOE). The BOE would serve as the project manager for the capital portion of this program. 
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2. Workforce Supportive Services: This component would support the development of a trained 
workforce by providing paid internships/fellowships to students at RAP sites working towards a 
child care-related degree. 

3. Increase Private Non-Profit Service Provider Capacity: In order to further expand child care 
services, the City could increase capacity for low-income families with existing, private, non-profit 
child care providers. The City would pay either partially or fully fund a number of slots reserved for 
low-income families that meet established eligibility criteria. These providers would contract with 
the City, which may include services during non-traditional work hours and/or weekends. 

The estimated cost for the proposed framework is outlined in the chart below. 

TtlC tEt' tf P oa OS s 1ma e or ropose dF k ramewor 
Capital Costs Annual Operating Other 

(One-time costs) Costs (One-time costs)* 
In millions In millions In millions 

A) Reopen 10 of the 24 $15.74 $4.26 $0.47 
RAP child care centers (Funded in 2021-22 

Adooted Budaet) 
B) Reopen remaining 14 
child care centers $19.48** $5.90 $0.45 
C) Open 17 additional child 
care facilities $445.00 $8.98 $0.67 
D) Annual Maintenance N/A To be determined N/A 

D) Workforce Supportive N/A To be determined N/A 
Services 
E) Increase Private Non- N/A To be determined N/A 
Profit Service Provider 
Capacity 
Sub-Total $464.48*** $19.14 $1.59 

Estimate: Annual Ongoing Operating Costs - Years $17.03 
1-10: 
Estimate: Annual Ongoing Operating Costs - after $19.14 
Year10 

*Other one-time costs furniture, fixtures and equipment (FFE): include the purchase of technology 
equipment, furniture, and child care-related equipment such as play kitchens and cubbies. Costs are higher 
for locations serving infants. 
**This amount may be reduced as the Mayor's FY 2022-23 Proposed Budget includes $3.55 million to 
rehabilitate three (3) of the 14 remaining child care sites. 
***Excludes the $15.74 million funded in the 2021-22 Adopted Budget. 
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Based on the known one-time and on-going costs for the proposed framework, the annual minimum 
revenue required for years 1 -10 would be $60 million to $90 million for the rehabilitation of the 
additional 14 centers and assuming a construction schedule of up to 10 years to construct 17 new 
child care sites. This estimate should cover the costs that have not yet been determined, annual 
maintenance, workforce supportive services and increasing the capacity of private non-profit 
service providers. If the City Council approves the overall programmatic framework, this Office 
would recommend that the capital, operating and maintenance costs for the RAP child care centers 
be prioritized before funding is allocated to workforce supportive services and increasing private 
non-profit provider capacity. 

Ballot Requirements and Schedule 

Proposition 218 requires that any new tax assessed by a local government must, first, be submitted 
to the electorate for approval. A general tax requires majority approval. A special tax requires a 
two-thirds vote to approve. The City's General Election will be held on November 8, 2022. Based 
on the deadlines contained in the City Election Code and the City Council's recess schedule, the 
last day for the Council to request the City Attorney to prepare the necessary election documents 
for measures appearing on the general election ballot is June 21, 2022. The last day for the Council 
to adopt Resolutions of Necessity (required for bond measures) is June 28, 2022. The last day for 
the Council to adopt all final election resolutions and ordinances is June 29, 2022. The City Clerk's 
election calendar provides for specific information regarding these deadlines. Since this is a 
regularly scheduled Municipal Election, the Council may present both general tax and special tax 
measures on the November 2022 ballot, as outlined below. 

Ballot Deadlines 
Council 

Last Date 
Request Last Date to Adopt 

for 
City Attorney Resolution of 

Council To Adopt 
Ballot 

to Prepare Necessity 
Election Date of Election Resolutions (required for the Resolutions 

(125 days issuance of bonds) (110 days Prior) 
prior) 

State 
General 
Municipal June 21, 20221 June 28, 20222 June 29, 20222 November 8, 2022 

1 The legal deadline of E-125 falls on an anticipated Council Recess day (7/6/2022); therefore, the deadline is moved up two weeks to ensure compliance with 
subsequent ballot measure resolution deadlines that follow. 

2 The legal deadline ofE-110 falls on an anticipated Council Recess day (7/21/2022); therefore, the deadline is moved up to the Wednesday preceding a holiday 
and anticipated Council Recess. Resolutions of Necessity for bond measures must be adopted at the meeting before the final election resolutions. 

Funding Options 

Attachments D - G summarize revenue options for the proposed child care ballot measure. These 
options include a General Obligation (GO) Bond measure, Parcel Tax, Sales Tax, and Gross 
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• A General Obligation (GO Bond) is a voter-approved measure that authorizes the City to 
issue bonded indebtedness and impose an ad valorem property tax on residential and non
residential property to secure and repay the outstanding bonded indebtedness. Proceeds 
from GO Bonds can only be used towards the acquisition or improvement of real property 
under the California Constitution (other federal tax conditions may also apply if the bonds 
are issued on a tax exempt basis). Accordingly, proceeds from a GO Bond cannot be used 
towards, among other things, services and operation or maintenance expenses. A GO Bond 
requires two-thirds voter approval. Attachment D outlines this information and includes a 
table with the projected tax rate per $100,000 of assessed value. 

• A Parcel Tax is a special tax that requires a two-thirds voter approval. It is levied on parcels 
set at a flat rate charge per parcel or on the square footage of improvements for residential 
and non-residential parcels. Improvements are defined as all assessable buildings and 
structures on the parcel. A Parcel Tax cannot be based on a property's value. Revenue 
generated by this tax may be used to fund a variety of local government programs, projects, 
or services. The services do not have to benefit the property directly. The revenue use is 
restricted to the designated public programs, projects, and/or services approved by the 
voters under the ballot measure (Attachment E). 

• A Sales Tax is a consumption based tax imposed on goods and certain services. It may be 
a General Fund or a Special tax. A General Fund Tax requires a majority vote and the 
proceeds can be used for any general fund purpose. It does not require a designation, but 
a companion advisory measure may be separately adopted by the voters with the uses 
designated for child care programs. A Special Tax requires two-thirds voter approval and its 
use must be for a specific purpose. Accordingly, as part of the ballot measure, revenues 
from sales tax must be designated for child care programs. Attachment F outlines the 
revenue generations based on 0.25, 0.50 or 0.75 percent increase. The current sales tax in 
the City is 9.5 percent, which would increase to 9.75, 10, or 10.25 percent, respectively. An 
increase in the sales tax is regressive, as this type of tax increase disproportionately affects 
lower income households. 

• A Gross Receipts Tax is a tax imposed on total revenue generated from business activity, 
or specifically revenue from commercial leasing activity, similar to that imposed by San 
Francisco's Proposition C. The gross receipts tax differs from an income tax, which is 
imposed on the profits from business activity. It should be noted that the City does not have 
the data to calculate revenue using a tax structure similar to San Francisco's Proposition C 
since the current gross receipts tax on real property leasing activity does not distinguish 
between taxpayers of residential, commercial, storage, mixed use, and undefined property 
types. If the Council chooses the Gross Receipts Tax option, outside consulting services will 
be required to analyze the anticipated tax revenue to be included in the ballot measure 
language. Using a combination of City gross receipt data, County property tax data, and 
other sources, consultant expertise will be required to estimate the City's mix of commercial 
and warehouse properties to identify the subset of properties that are leased, and to 
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associate this subset with data pulled from the larger gross receipts tax data for real property 
leasing activity. (Attachment G). 

This Office would not recommend a sales tax because of its regressive nature, or an increase to 
the gross receipts tax on commercial leases because the City does not have the data to calculate 
the potential revenue and the unknown market changes in the commercial leasing market. A Flat 
Rate Parcel Tax may also be regressive as it does not take into account the parcel size. We would 
propose that the City Council consider either 1) a combination of a GO Bond to fund the capital and 
a Parcel Tax to fund the operations, or 2) a Parcel Tax to fund both the capital and operations costs 
of the proposed program. A GO Bond of up to $500 million and a Parcel Tax of up to $0.0126 based 
on square footage of improvements, or a rate that generates approximately $30 million in annual 
revenue, would be required to implement the overall program. If a Parcel Tax is selected, a tax of 
approximately $0.0252 per square footage of improvement, or a rate that generates approximately 
$60 million in annual revenue, could be required to fund the capital and operations for the first 10 
years during the development of new centers. The tax could be reduced to up to $0.0126 per 
square footage after the construction program is complete. 

It should be noted that if the combination of a GO Bond and a Parcel Tax is preferred, it would 
require two separate questions (measures) on the ballot, one for the GO Bond and one for the 
Parcel Tax. 

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

There is no impact on the General Fund as a result of the recommendations in this report. 

FINANCIAL POLICIES STATEMENT 
The actions recommended in this report comply with the City's Financial Policies. 

Attachments 

A: List of 26 Child Care Centers Operated by the Department of Recreation and Parks prior to the 
Great Recession 

B. List of Child Care Organizations Operating on RAP Property 

C1. List of 10 RAP Child Care Centers Funded to Reopen 
C2. Funding Required to Reopen the Remaining 14 RAP Centers 

C3. Proposed One-time Capital Cost Estimate to Develop 17 Additional Child Care Centers 
D. General Obligation (GO) Bonds 

E. Parcel Tax 
F. Sales Tax 

G. Gross Receipts Tax on Commercial Leasing Activity 

H. WeeCare, 2022 Los Angeles City Childcare Impact Report 

MWS: YC:JS:08220036c 
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ATTACHMENT A 

List of 26 Child Care Centers operated by the Department of 
Recreation and Parks prior to the Great Recession 

CD Facility Name 
1 Downey Child Care 

1 Echo Child Care Center 

2 Victory Valley Childcare Center (at Valley Plaza 
Park) 

3 Tarzana Child Care Center 
5 Palms Child Care Center 
5 Robertson Child Care Center 
6 Branford Child Care Center 
7 Hubert Humphrey 

8 Algin Sutton Child Care Center 
8 Loren Miller Child Care Center 
8 Van Ness Child Care Center 
9 EXPO Center - Ralph M. Parsons Preschool* 
9 South Park Child Care Center 
10 Baldwin Hills Child Care Center 
10 Ira C. Massey Childcare Center 
10 Jim Gilliam Child Care Center* 
11 Penmar Child Care Center 
12 Mason Child Care Center 
12 Northridge Child Care Center 
12 Winnetka Child Care Center 
13 Glassel! Park Child Care Center 
14 Evergreen Child Care Center 
14 Eagle Rock Child Care Center 
15 Banning Child Care Center 
15 Harbor City Child Care Center 
15 Peck Park Child Care Center 

*EXPO Center - Ralph Parsons Preschool and Jim Gilliam Child Care Center did not close during the Great 
Recession and are currently operated by RAP. 
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ATTACHMENT B 
List of Child Care Organizations Operating on RAP Property 

Head Start 

Organization Site Capacity 

Children's Institute, Inc. Algin Sutton Recreation 57 
Center 

Children's Institute, Inc. Green Meadows 23 
Recreation Center 

Children's Institute, Inc. J. Tatum/Harvard 35 
Recreation Center 

Foundation for Early Childhood Across from Boyle Heights 40 
Education Recreation Center 
Mexican American Opportunity Ross Snyder Recreation 40 
Foundation Center 
Volunteers of America Valley Plaza Park 37 

C f N oooera 1ve ursery S h C 00S 

Organization Site Capacity 

Canyon School, Inc. Las Palmas Senior Citizen 30 
Center 

Encino Parents Nursery School Encino Park 21 

Los Feliz Nursery School Griffith Park Pool & Sports 28 
Center 

Options for Learning Highland Park Recreation 40 
Center 

Rustic Canyon Coop Nursery 
Rustic Canyon Park 40 

School 
Sherman Oaks Coop Nursery Sherman Oaks Recreation 24 
School Center 

Studio City Coop Nursery School Studio City Recreation 24 
Center 

Hilltop Nursery School Bellevue Recreation Center 44 

Rancho Nursery School Cheviot Hills Pool Building 30 

Traditional Child Care 

Organization Site Ca_pacity 
Mar Vista Institute. Culver-Slauson Park 34 
Mount Washington Preschool City Hall South (Joy Picus 60 
and Child care Center, Inc. Child care Center) 
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ATTACHMENT C 

1. List of 10 RAP Child Care Centers Funded to Reopen 

The 2021-22 Adopted Budget provided $20 million for child care facility rehabilitation and 
nine-months funding for the operation of 10 of the 24 child care centers that closed during 
the Great Recession. 

Full-Time Part-Time Total 
Capital 
Cost* 

(12 (12 Ongoing {facility 
Facility Name months) months) Expense Budget Capacity rehab) 
Victory Valley Child 
Care Center (at $183,305 $189,145 $17,052 $389,502 40 $2,010,000 
Valle_y_ Plaza Park) 
Branford Child 

$183,305 $189,145 $17,052 $389,502 40 $1,083,500 Care Center 
Van Ness Child 

$183,305 $170,134 $17,052 $370,491 40 $1,666,500 Care Center 
South Park Child 

$237,405 $189,145 $17,052 $443,602 38 $2,076,000 Care Center 
Ira C. Massey Child 

$183,305 $170,134 $13,826 $367,265 30 $1,787,500 care Center 
Echo Child Care 

$183,305 $189,145 $17,052 $389,502 40 $1,204,500 Center 
Evergreen Child 

$183,305 $189,145 $17,052 $389,502 40 $1,364,000 Care Center 
Banning Child Care 

$183,305 $132,111 $11,326 $326,742 30 $2,738,894 Center 

Downey Child Care $183,305 $170,134 $13,826 $367,265 30 $968,000 

Hubert Humphrey $183,305 $170,134 $14,552 $367,991 30 $841,500 
Program 
Admin./Staff $425,237 $20,005 $13,000 $458,244 
Com_Q_uter/Software 

Total $2,312,387 $1,778,377 $168,842 $4,259,606 358 $15,740,394 

*Funded in 2021-22 Adopted Budget 
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ATTACHMENT C 

2. Funding Required to Reopen the Remaining 14 RAP Child Care Centers 

CD 
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5 
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The initial funding required for the remaining 14 of the 24 child care centers closed during 
the Great Recession is $25.83 million (one-time capital costs of $19.48 million for child care 
facility refurbishment and full year funding of $5.90 million for staff, plus one-time non-capital 
costs of $0.45 million . 

Full-Time Part-Time Total Capital Cost 
(12 (12 Ongoing (facility 

Facility Name monthsJ months) Expense Budget* Capacity rehab} 
Tarzana Child 

$194,115 $195,447 $17,052 $406,614 40 $1,025,000 Care Center 
Palms Child Care 

$194,115 $195,447 $17,052 $406,614 40 $1,250,000 Center 
Robertson Child 

$194,115 $195,447 $17,052 $406,614 40 $1,375,000 Care Center 
Algin Sutton Child 

$194,115 $195,447 $17,052 $406,614 40 $1,250, 000** Care Center 
Loren Miller Child 

$194,115 $195,447 Care Center $17,052 $406,614 40 $1,125,000 

Baldwin Hills Child 
$194,115 $195,447 Care Center $17,052 $406,614 40 $1,375,000 

Penmar Child Care 
$194,115 $195,447 Center $17,052 $406,614 40 $1,875,000 

Mason Child Care 
$194,115 $195,447 Center $17,052 $406,614 40 $1, 125,000** 

Northridge Child 
$194,115 $195,447 $17,052 $406,614 40 $1,875,000 Care Center 

Winnetka Child 
$194,115 $195,447 Care Center $17,052 $406,614 40 $1,125,000 

Glassel! Park Child 
$194,115 $195,447 Care Center $17,052 $406,614 40 $1,250,000** 

Eagle Rock Child 
$194,115 $195,447 $17,052 $406,614 40 $925,000 Care Center 

Harbor City Child 
$194,115 $195,447 $17,052 $406,614 40 $2,025,000 Care Center 

Peck Park Child 
$194,115 $195,450 $17,052 $406,617 40 $1,875,000 Care Center 

Program Support 
{facility $208,144 . $208,147 
maintenance) 

Total $2,925,754 $2,736,261 $238,728 $5,900,743 560 $19,475,000** 

*Excludes one-time non-capital costs of $0.45 million. These one-time costs include the purchase of 
technology equipment, furniture, and child care-related equipment such as play kitchens and cubbies. 
**This amount may be reduced as the Mayor's FY 2022-23 Proposed Budget includes funding for the 
three (3) sites noted. 
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ATTACHMENT C 

3. Proposed One-time Capital Cost Estimate to Develop 17 Additional Child Care 
Centers 

CD Facilitv Name Scope of Work 
Capital Cost 

Estimate* 
Demolish existing picnic pavilion and $18,000,000 

1 Lincoln Park construct new child care center 
Demolish/relocate existing tennis court and $18,000,000 

1 Sycamore Grove Park construct new child care center 
Demolish existing recreation center and $40,000,000 
construct multipurpose building to include 

2 North Hollywood Park child care center 
Demolish existing recreation center and $40,000,000 
construct new multipurpose recreation 

3 Reseda Park building to include child care center 
Lanark Recreation 

Construct new child care center $15,000,000 
3 Center 

Griffith Park - Construct new multi-purpose recreation $40,000,000 
4 Riverside Drive building to include child care center 

Sepulveda Recreation Demolish existing old gymnasium and 
$18,000,000 6 Center construct new child care center 

Demolish existing recreation center and 
construct new multipurpose recreation $40,000,000 

6 Sun Valley Park buildina 
Demolish existing recreation center and 
construct new multipurpose recreation $40,000,000 

7 Sunland Park buildina 
Sylmar Recreation Demolish existing old gymnasium and 

$18,000,000 7 Center construct new child care center 

9 Green Meadows Park 
Demolish existing pool and pool building and 

$18,000,000 construct new child care center 
Acquire land and construct new child care 

$20,000,000 10 Koreatown Acauisition facility 

10 Lafayette Park 
Construct new child care center in triangular 

$15,000,000 area currently used for temoorarv housinQ 
Acquire land and construct new child care 

$20,000,000 13 Hollvwood Acauisition facility 

14 Hazard Park Construct new child care facility $15,000,000 
Highland Park Senior Demolish existing building and construct 

$30,000,000 14 Center new multi-use buildina to include child care 
Demolish existing recreation center and 

Rosecrans Recreation construct new multipurpose recreation $40,000,000 
15 Center buildina to include child care center 

Total $445,000,000 
*Excludes one-time non-capital costs of $0.67 million. These one-time costs include the purchase of 
technology equipment, furniture, and child care-related equipment such as play kitchens and cubbies. 
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A GO Bond measure requires the approval of 2/3 vote of the electorate in order for the City to be 
authorized to issue GO Bonds. Proceeds from the GO Bonds can only be used for the acquisition 
or improvement of real property. An ad valorem property tax will be imposed on taxable residential 
and non-residential property to secure and repay the bonded indebtedness. 

State law currently limits the annual maximum interest rate to be paid on GO Bonds at 12 percent. 
That limit can be set at a lower rate. The interest rate on March 31, 2021 was 2.637 percent for tax
exempt bonds and 3.324 percent for taxable bonds. Information regarding the tax rate on $100,000 
of assessed value. 

1. Type Special Tax (requires a 2/3 vote) 

2. Authorized Issuance A. $500 million 
Amount B. $750 million 

C. $1 billion 
D. $1.5 billion 

2 Term for repayment 20 years (or based on the City Debt Policy) 

3 Uses A. Finance the construction of child care facilities and acquire 
real property for child care facilities. 

B. New acquisition, construction, renovation, or 
improvements. 

4 Maximum Interest Rate A. Limit set by State law, currently 12 percent 
B. A rate lower than State law 

5 Additional Proposed 1. Allocation process should include an Annual Plan to 
Provisions determine funding priorities. 

2. Administered by a designated Department(s), with 
oversight by a Citizens Oversight Committee and an 
Administrative Oversight Committee/ 

3. Citizens Oversight Committee (3 appointed by Mayor, 4 
appointed by Council. 

4. Administrative Oversight Committee (Mayor, CAO, CLA or 
designee). 
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ATTACHMENT D - GENERAL OBLIGATION (GO) BONDS (CONT) 
Projected General Obligation Bonds Tax Rate per $100,000 of Assessed Value 

Tax Rate Per $100,000 of Assessed Value 
Fiscal Year Existing City New Overlapping GO Bonds Total 

Ending GO Bonds and Child Care 
LAUSD LACCD Authorization GO Bonds* 

2023 $ 12.02 $ - $ 136.79 $ 29.80 $ 178.61 

2024 15.58 1.33 132.36 29.49 178.77 

2025 14.62 1.27 125.32 29.22 170.42 

2026 14.61 2.49 120.14 28.96 166.19 

2027 15.34 2.38 109.39 28.98 156.09 

2028 14.58 3.50 93.51 28.82 140.41 

2029 14.18 3.34 94.29 28.57 140.38 

2030 13.07 4.36 94.09 28.11 139.64 

2031 11.67 4.16 93.94 27.86 137.64 

2032 11.17 5.10 93.80 28.60 138.67 

2033 10.08 4.86 91 .07 23.66 129.67 

2034 9.63 4.63 85.19 17.52 116.97 

2035 9.19 4.41 25.60 17.39 56.59 

2036 8.77 4.19 25.10 3.16 41.22 

2037 8.35 3.98 24.61 16.59 53.53 

2038 7.95 3.77 24.13 16.62 52.47 

2039 7.14 3.58 23.22 17.63 51.57 

2040 5.44 3.39 22.75 10.81 42.38 

2041 5.11 3.20 18.66 9.63 36.61 

2042 4.79 3.02 18.28 8.18 34.28 

2043 3.52 2.85 11.10 7.91 25.38 

2044 1.51 2.23 10.87 7.64 22.26 

2045 - 2.10 10.69 7.38 20.17 

2046 - 1.55 2.06 7.11 10.72 

2047 - 1.45 - 6.85 8.30 

2048 - 0.95 - 6.59 7.54 

2049 - 0.89 - 6.33 7.22 

2050 - 0.44 - - 0.44 

2051 - 0.41 - - 0.41 
Average (2023 7.53 2.75 51.27 16.53 78.09 - 2051) 
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1. Cost figures for a new child care GO bond are based on a $500 million authorization. issued over 9 years on a tax-exempt basis. The 
first issuance is assumed to occur in 2023, with repayment to begin in 2024. Tax will be applied to residential and non-residential 
properties. 

2. Taxable Assessed Valuation as of January 1, 2021 totaled $723.77billion. 
3. Repayment is based on a 5 percent interest rate. Actual interest rates may differ as rates are dependent on market conditions at the time of 

bond issuance. We cannot fully predict what interest rates will be in the future. 
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A Parcel Tax is a Special Tax and requires 2/3 voter approval. Use of the tax revenue must be 
specified. Revenue estimates for a parcel tax based on a flat charge or on the square footage of 
improvements are outlined in the chart to follow. 

1 Type Special Tax (requires 2/3 vote) 

2 Potential Rate A. Flat charge per each parcel within the City, includes all 
assessable residential and non-residential; or 

B. Charge based on square footage of improvements on 
residential and non-residential properties. Improvements 
are defined as all assessable buildings and structures on 
the land. 

3. Amount Potential annual revenue based on estimated square footage of 
improvements (residential and non-residential): 

A. A $0.0084 tax per square footage per year could generate 
$20 million. 

B. A $0.0168 tax per square footage per year could generate 
$40 million. 

C. A $0.0335 tax per square footage per year could generate 
$80 million. 

Potential annual revenue based on 792,559 parcels in the City of 
Los Angeles (residential and non-residential): 

D. A $25 per year parcel tax could generate $20 million. 
E. A $50 per year parcel tax could generate $40 million. 
F. A $100 per year parcel tax could generate $80 million. 

4 Possible Sunset A. No sunset 
B. 10 years 
C. 20 years 
D. Another designated sunset date 

5 Uses A. Finance the construction of child care facilities acquire real 
property. 

B. New acquisition, construction, renovation, or 
improvements. 

C. Services, operations and maintenance. 

(Chart continued on next page.) 
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1. Bonds may be issued as needed and secured by Parcel 
Tax. 

2. Allocation process should include an Annual Plan to 
determine funding priorities. 

3. Administered by a designated Department(s), with 
oversight by a Citizens Oversight Committee and an 
Administrative Oversight Committee/ 

4. Citizens Oversight Committee (3 appointed by Mayor, 4 
appointed by Council. 

5. Administrative Oversight Committee (Mayor, CAO, CLA 
or designee ). 
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ATTACHMENT F - SALES TAX 

A Sales Tax may be either a General or a Special tax. Sales taxes are regressive taxes and any 
increase will have a disproportionate impact on low-income households. 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Type 

Rate 

Sunset 

Uses, if General 

Uses, if Special 

Additional Proposed 
Provisions (if Special 
Tax) 

A. General (majority vote) 
B. Special (requires a 2/3 vote) 

A. 0.25 percent increase ($163 million annually) 
B. 0.50 percent increase ($326 million annually) 
C. 0.75 percent increase ($489 million annually) 

A. No sunset 
B. 10 years 
C. 20 years 
D. Another designated sunset date 

No designation of uses required. A separate companion advisory 
measure could be adopted with the uses designated for child care 
as outlined below. 

A. Finance the construction of child care facilities and acquire 
real property. 

B. New acquisition, construction, renovation, or 
improvements. 

C. Maintenance and operations. 

1. Bonds may be issued as needed and secured by the 
incremental Sales Tax increase. 

2. Allocation process should include an Annual Plan to 
determine funding priorities. 

3. Administered by a designated Department(s), with 
oversight by a Citizens Oversight Committee and an 
Administrative Oversight Committee/ 

4. Citizens Oversight Committee (3 appointed by Mayor, 4 
appointed by Council. 

5. Administrative Oversight Committee (Mayor, CAO, CLA or 
designee). 
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ATTACHMENT G - GROSS RECEIPTS TAX ON COMMERICAL PROPERTY LEASING 
ACTIVITY 

A Gross Receipts Tax may be either a General or a Special tax. The City's current gross receipts 
tax on all real property leasing activity (commercial, storage, residential) is $1.27 per $1,000 of 
gross receipts (0.127 percent). The tax rate increases in the chart below are applicable to 
commercial and warehouse leasing activity (1 percent and 3.5 percent, respectively). The chart 
illustrates potential revenue from an additional gross receipts tax on leases with annual gross 
receipts over $1 million. This Office does not have the necessary data to calculate revenue using 
a tax structure similar to San Francisco because City tax data does not distinguish between 
property types for leasing activity. Therefore, the revenue estimate for a similar tax structure below 
(between $94 million and $330 million) reflects the combined base for commercial and storage 
activity, as inferred from a prior tax study on residential leasing activity. As none of these values 
can be presented in the ballot measure as estimated revenue, further study on the City's tax base 
and resulting revenue will be required. 

1 Type A General (majority vote) 
B. Special (requires a 2/3 vote) 

2 Rate A Greater than $1 million (commercial, storage) - increase current rate by 
1 percent. ($94 million) 

B. Greater than $1 million (commercial, storage) -increase current rate by 
3.5 percent. ($300 million) 

3 Sunset A No sunset 
B. 10 years 
C. 20 years 
D. Another designated sunset date 

4 Uses, if General No designation of uses required. A separate companion advisory measure could 
be adopted with the uses designated for child care as outlined below. 

5 Uses, if Special A Finance the construction of child care facilities and acquire real 
property. 

B. New acquisition, construction, renovation, or improvements, the 
projects of which may be carried out in partnership with public, private 
or non-profit parties. 

C. Maintenance and operations. 

6 Additional 1. Allocation process should include an Annual Plan to determine funding 
Proposed priorities. 
Provisions (if 2. Administered by a designated Department(s), with oversight by a 
Special Tax) Citizens Oversight Committee and an Administrative Oversight 

Committee. 
3. Citizens Oversight Committee (3 appointed by Mayor, 4 appointed by 

Council. 
4. Administrative Oversight Committee (Mayor, CAO, CLA or designee). 
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WeeCare at a Glance 

Mission 

To inspire, connect, and support both families and childcare providers to 

make affordable, sustainable, and world-class childcare accessible to all families. 

About WeeCare 

WeeCare is the largest network of licensed family childcare providers in the nation, providing access to 
affordable, high-quality childcare for all families while supporting childcare providers in operating sustainable 

businesses. WeeCare's provider network consists of 98% female-run businesses and more than 82% people of 
color. WeeCare is a woman-owned business headquartered in California and is 87 times more efficient with 
funding 

1 
than other childcare company or program with the highest impact of results per dollar. in 2021 alone, 

WeeCare supported over 65,000 childcare providers and 200,000 new families throughout the nation. 

Families use WeeCare to find, tour and enroll with the perfect childcare provider for their family. WeeCare 
supports families along the way with messaging, photo and video updates, and health and safety features 
through the app. Using WeeCare, families save over 30 hours finding care through traditional, old-fashioned 
methods of calling providers to find out about their available capacity. 

Childcare providers are supplied with the support and tools they need to manage and grow their business with 

ease, including enrollment and finance management, tuition payment collection, and a professionally developed 

curriculum. On average, providers who use the platform earn two to three times more income and save over ten 

hours per week by reducing administrative tasks. 

WeeCare's innovative real-time capacity matchmaking technology increases providers' enrollments by matching 

families to their exact openings while keeping them within the capacity and ultimately reducing the 

administrative burden of providers and the footwork of families. Thus, providers can earn more and more 

families find care that fits their needs. WeeCares technology provides a common-sense solution to the 

antiquated and outdated processes that have systemically held back communities to offer a more accessible 
and equitable solution for all. 

WeeCare is a tech-based solution and centralized network that uses real-time data and tools to support its 

community of childcare providers, children, and families with 24/7 real-time support in over 20 different 

languages, including Spanish, Chinese, Filipino, Tagalog, Cebuano, Batangueno, and Russian. WeeCares' 

abilfty to access real-time data provides the most accurate insights and is key to monitoring the quality and 

safety of programs with continuous quality improvements. 

WeeCare solves considerable systemic ecosystem challenges through its modem Community Childcare 

Programs. It provides a better experience for the families, children, and providers with increased transparency 

and accessibility while decreasing administrative costs traditionally associated with community programs. 



Purpose of the Report 
Early care and education is a critical concern for children, parents, employers, and communities as a whole. 

Childcare is essential to support the workforce and plays a significant factor in Los Angeles City overall economic 
development. The purpose of this report is to inform and provide a compilation of data and research to conduct a 
needs assessment of early education and childcare in Los Angeles City. This data describes key information of the 
early care and education ecosystem in Los Angeles City, which will service to assist in planning and implementing 
programs and initiatives. 

The report is broken down into the following sections: 

1. Los Angeles City Population Demographics Analysis and Impact of Childcare 
2. Childcare Landscape Analysis in Los Angeles City 
3. Childcare Provider Perspective 
4. Family Perspective 
5. Employer Perspective 

6. Economic Analysis of Childcare Challenges in Los Angeles City 

Data Sources 

The information in this report comes from a variety of local, county, state and national sources. We also used 
WeeCare's data to compile a more comprehensive look at the state of childcare in Los Angeles City using 
WeeCare's access to a wealth of real-time data.The intent is to provide the most recent information related to the 
target population. Data and relevant notes are documented through out the document. 

Critical Findings 

• One in One in Five (18%) people in Los Angeles City lives in poverty as defined by the US Census, however 

2 out of 3 households in Los Angeles City have less household annual income necessary to cover the true 
cost of living 

• Childcare tuition is almost 1/4 (24.5%) of median household income in Los Angeles City 

• For every 7 children there is only 1 licensed slot available 

• 86 percent of childcare providers are serving significantly fewer children than they were prior to the 

pandemic and, on average, enrollment is down by 67 percent18 

• 77,205 children in Los Angeles are eligible to receive government assistance through subsidies for childcare 

but are not able to be served through existing programs and are not receiving assistance 

The impact of childcare-related challenges, in Los Angeles Cityis significant - with $2.58 Billion productivity 

and wage losses annually, and an estimated 20,181 new family employees leaving their jobs each year. 

• For those who have left the workforce entirely, the primary reason (64%)was the inability to find childcare 

solutions that meet their needs vs 29% not able to afford childcare, and only 18% stated that it was due to 
not finding work 



• An estimated 1.50% increase in the Los Angeles City's workforce participation rate by families with young 

children through childcare programs would result in 186,219 more jobs 54, $8.64 Billion in additional wage 

earnings, and $803,903,393 in extra annual tax revenue in Los Angeles City 

• 20% of employers are currently willing to increase their investment in childcare needs. However, 49% of 

employers would be likely to provide additional childcare assistance if the government offered 
supplementary incentives. 



Los Angeles City City Population Analysis 

Regions of Los Angeles City 
Los Angeles City is located in Los Angeles 

County County, in the state of California. Los 

Angeles City, is 469.1 square miles with 

8,484population per square mile, higher than 

California (239.1) population per square mile. 

There are 96 Zip codes covering Los Angeles 

City.' 

The Families of Los Angeles City 
According to U.S. Census, as of April 2020, there is an estimated 3.9 Million individuals who reside in Los Angeles 
City. 

Population Growth 
Fertility rates increase over-18 month period increased by 5% when childcare program costs are made available to 

the public and reduced childcare tuitions.3 

Los Angeles City population has increased by approximately 5.09% over 10 years from 2010 to 2020, according to 

the U.S. Census 4 which is significantly lower than the 10.43% increase in Los Angeles County, 5.33% for the 

state of California, and significantly less than average growth rate for Southern US Cities with populations of 

50,000 was 11.4%. 

Population of Mothers 
There is more than 80,000 mothers with one or more children ages 0-5 residing in Los Angeles City.4 



Population of Children Ages 0-5 
Approximately 234,263 (5.88%) children ages O - 5 reside in Los Angeles City. 

Ethnicity 
Approximately 48.1 % of families and children are Latino in Los Angeles City.5 

Languages 
41.07% of Los Angeles City residents speak only English, and the largest non-English speaking language group is 

Spanish, which is spoken by 42.23% of the population7
• Approximately 8.4% of the population speaks Asian and 

Pacific Island languages and 6.9% speaks other Inda-European languages. 



The Workforce in Los Angeles City 

Los Angeles City has 66.6% of its population participating in the workforce. Both male and female unemployed 

families currently say they want to work but can not work because of issues related to childcare.49 

Los Angeles City Female Workforce Participation 
One of the primary reasons why women are exiting the workforce at an alarming rate is inadequate access to 

childcare and mothers being expected to care for their children full-time instead of fathers 16 While the rising cost of 

child care resulted in an estimated 13 percent decline in mothers' employment with children under the age of five 

across all ethnicities of mothers49 

Los Angeles City has 60% females participating in the labor force. 

Significant Number of Families Leave Workforce Due to Childcare 
For those who have left the workforce, the primary reason was the inability to find childcare solutions that meet their 

needs (64%) vs 29% not able to afford childcare, and only 18% stated that it was due to not finding work.17 
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Percent of parents who report leaving the workforce for the 
following reasons 

Unable to find childcare 
solutlons that meet needs 

Health and safety concerns 

Desire to spend more time 
with children 

Cannot afford childcare 

11 IBIS World, Biggest Industries by Revenue in the US in 2020. https:i/www, 
lbisworld.com/united-states/industty-trends/biggest,industries•by•revenue/. 

5ft 

48% 
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The Cost of Living in Los Angeles City 

Nearly 1 in 5 people in Los Angeles 
City live in poverty 

According the the US Census, the median 
household income for residents of Los Angeles 
City is $62, 142. More than 18% of families are 
living in poverty, which is significantly higher than 
11.2% in Los Angeles County and 11.5% in 
California or the national average of 11.41 %. 

8 out of 1 O households have less income necessary to support basic needs in Los 
Angeles City. 

Using The Real Cost Measure in California (2021) by United Ways of California, more than 79.6% of households 
do not have enough annual income to meet basic needs. For a family of four located in Los Angeles County county, 
with two working adults and two children (one infant age and one preschool age), the Real Cost of living is $95,112 
annually. 

The following graph shows, on average, the sources of income for the 20.635 households with 2 Adults, 1 Pre-schooler, 1 
School-aged child t:ielow Real Cost Measure. 

; 

$80,000 I 
3 Minimum Wage Jobs •: $72,000 

I!! 
!i! $60.000 ;g 
~ 
~ $40,000 ; 

$20.000 'F 

so 

$49,063 

Wages 

$44 $567 $107 $21 

Soc;al Secunty lnteresl & all other CaiWorks (TANF) Retirement 
and SSI mcome 

$1,930 

Earned Income 
'rax Grecit 

Unfl!.led Gap 

It costs $95, 112/year for a two-working parent family with one preschool-age child and one infant in Los Angeles County County, 
California to make ends meet according to the Real Cost Household Budget 2019 calculator. 



A single parent in Los Angeles City would have to work two full time minimum 
wage jobs or earn over $35.30/ hour. 
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Cost of Living for Single Parents 

A single parent with two children would need to earn 
$92,349/year to support basic needs in Los Angeles 
County. 

In comparison, working three full-time minimum-wage 
jobs would not cover these costs to live, earning 
families only $72,000 annually. 

A single parent must earn over $35.30 per hour and 
work full time in order to cover the costs for two 
children in Los Angeles County, California. 

Childcares impact on families & children's social economic status 

Research finds substantial and lasting benefits for children's educational and economic outcomes, including higher 

rates of high school completion, college attendance, and earnings, and reduced criminal activity and public 

assistance reliance into adulthood15 It has also been shown that effects are generally strongest for disadvantaged 

children.14 Research has shown that access to early care and education helps to narrow socioeconomic, racial and 
ethnic disparities, not only for the child, but also for parents and guardians.60 



Childcare Landscape Analysis in Los Angeles City 
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Overview 
The childcare landscape in Los Angeles City consists of a 

mix between licensed facilities such as childcare centers 

and home-based (FCC) locations in addition to license

exempt Family, Friends, and Neighbor (FFN) providers. 

Licensed family child care is provided in the home of the 

caregiver for periods of less than 24 hours per day while 

parents are working, attending school, or are engaged in 

some other activity that requires them to be away from 

their children. Family child care homes are licensed by 

CDSS/CCLD. Small Family Child Care Homes are 

licensed to serve up to eight children depending on their 

ages; Large Family Child Care Homes may be licensed to 

serve up to 14 children, again depending on their ages. 

Child Care Centers are usually located in a commercial 

building. Non-medical care and supervision is provided for 

infant to school age children in a group setting for periods 

of less than 24 hours. Child Care Centers typically 

licensed and care for more children than FCCs and have 

higher child:staff ratios. 

Number of Childcare Providers in Los Angeles City by Type 
_; .... 

I 

Centers FCC's FFN Estimated Capacity 

341 1,731 120 36,874 



COVID19 Impact on Childcare Landscape 

Providers have permanently left the industry 

The childcare industry as a whole is 10% smaller than it was pre-pandemic, and a significant contributor to that is 
low wages; childcare providers are also leaving the industry because of significant staffing shortages that lead to 
providers having to take on more work and reduce their capacity or shut their doors entirely. As a result, the child 
care sector lost 1,200 jobs last month, bringing the total number of child care jobs lost since the start of the crisis to 
173,000. With January's losses, nearly 1 in 6 child care jobs lost since the beginning of the pandemic have not 
returned.22 

More are considering to leave with in a year 

18% of child care providers report that they are considering leaving their child care job or closing their programs in 
the next year. 23 Another 20% of providers are considering leaving the child care field entirely.62 

Remaining childcare providers are struggling to stay afloat: 

While childcare providers and FCC providers, in particular, have historically struggled to make ends meet 

financially, California providers' income has been falling by more than half since the start of the pandemic, 

according to an article from Ca/ Matters.24 

Similarly, these FCC childcare providers have been significantly impacted by the pandemic, having to shut their 

doors due to low enrollment, COVID spread, or lack of supporting staff 46 . Without additional staffing support, 

chi!dcare providers are having to take on even more responsibilities that come with running a small business, often 

w[th little to no previous business experience, such as administrative and financial paperwork as well as vetting 
interested families. 

Families are turned away due to staffing shortages 

Childcare providers are having to involuntarily reduce the number of children they care for and reduce the hours 

they work due to staffing shortages. Throughout the country, 59% of center- or home-based providers are currently 

experiencing staff shortages compared to 36% before the pandemic, and 72% of FCC providers have reported 

increased staff recruitment and retention difficulty.25 As a result, families are now left with fewer childcare options 

and sifting through scarce supplies. 



COVID19 Impact on Childcare Landscape Continued 

Childcare Closures Due to Covid 
Currently, there are 254 childcare facilities out of 1,797 in Los Angeles that are closed due to Covid, broken down 
by facility type: 

• 12.6% Small Family Childcare Homes 
• 14.6% Large Family Childcare Homes 
• 72.8% Childcare Centers 

Licensed Capacity Lost 

Large FCC 
14.6% 

These closures are resulting in over 13,500 licensed capacity slots unavailable in Los Angeles. 



Families Perspective 

77,205 eligible children not receiving 
childcare services in Los Angeles City 

# of children # of children % of children # of eligible 
(ages 0-5) (ages 0-5) actually children not 

eligible for receiving receiving 
subsidy subsidies subsidies 

234,263 105,184 26.6% 77,205 

While subsidized programs exist to assist families with 

paying for childcare, many eligible families are not 

receiving these benefits. In Los Angeles County, only 

11.5% of children ages 0-5 eligible for state or federal 

subsidy are receiving benefits.33 Leaving more than 

1,801 children in Los Angeles City who should receive 

assistance for childcare with no access to support. 

Requested Childcare Needs by 
Families92: 

✓ More 24/7 & Weekend Care Options 

✓ Support Flexible & Variable, Part-Time Schedules 

✓ Earlier Drop-Off Hours 

✓ Late or Extended Pick-Up Hours 

✓ Additional Back-up & Drop-in Options 

✓ Bilingual, Multi-Language Care Locations 

✓ Remote Supervised Learning Support at Care 

✓ Transportation Offered by Providers 

✓ More support for special needs 

Families Report the Greatest Childcare 
Challenges as45: 

• 

• 

Covering the cost of care 
Difficulty navigating the system 
Assistance finding care 

• More than 56% of families report difficulty 

finding childcare32 

More flexible hours that meet work schedule 
when factoring pick up and drop off times 
Flexibility at work and support from employers 
Backup childcare options 

• 70 percent of families of children under the 
age of five reported their child care provider is 
closed or limited hours hurting working 
mothers ability to work.91 

Childcares Impact on Maternal Mental 
Health 

Access to Childcare has profound impacts on 
maternal mental health and children of depressed 
mothers outcomes and reduces overall depression 
and disability rates.34 

Families want providers close to home 

Location of the childcare provider is incredibly 

important to families, with 75% of families choosing a 

provider that is within five miles of their home.35 



Childcare Providers Perspective 

The number of childcare providers leaving the industry is at an all time high, and a significant amount of providers 

are contemplating shutting their doors in the next year due to financial instability and work load demands, Overall, 

childcare providers in Los Angeles City and throughout California would benefit from business support to help them 

run and grow their small businesses, which would, in turn, help the communities' families by increasing their access 

to affordable childcare. in addition to improving the lives of families and children, investing in an equitable and high 

quality childcare landscape will significantly improve the lives of childcare providers as the childcare workforce is 

currently severely underpaid and overworked. 

Childcare Providers Struggle Financially 
Childcare providers are small businesses themselves and often struggle and are underpaid. One in five childcare 

workers live below the poverty line, with many earning so little that they qualify for pub!ic assistance programs.36 In 

California alone, 58% of childcare workers families' are on one or more public assistance programs such as 

CalFresh compared to 21 % in the general population.37 

Poverty rates, child care workers versus other workers, 
2014 

All child care AU others Difference 

Poverty rate 

200% poverty rate 

14.7% 

36.7% 

Low Childcare Provider Wages 

6.7% 

21.1% 

7.9 ppt. 

15.6 ppt 

Child care poverty penaltya 

5.9 ppt.*** 

10.8 ppt.*•• 

Child care isn't generally a financially lucrative career. According to the BLS, as of May, 2019 the average wage for 

US child care workers was $11.65 per hour, or $24,230 per year. A Center for the Study of Child Care Employment 

(CSCCE) study found that 86% of providers who work with infants and toddlers are paid less than $15 per hour. 28 

Struggle to Actualize Full Revenue Potential and Manage Capacity 
Childcare providers face one common challenge - managing available capacity66 and actualizing their full revenue 

potential
67

• FCC providers need support with managing their capacity68 and historically turn away parents seeking 

part-time care schedules even though space is open because they would instead save room for a full-time slot, 

believing that this will increase their revenue with no guarantee of a full-time family ever enrolling. 



Childcare Provider Perspective Continued 

Work Long Hours and Overwhelmed with Business & Administrative Workload 
FCC providers may spend 50-60 hours per week directly caring for children.65 It is estimated that they spend an 

additional 10-20 hours per week on business and administrative work.11 Providers have to spend time on 

administrative work such as fielding phone calls from prospective families, scheduling tours, and tracking down 

tuition payments from current families, which all take away from providing high-quality care . 

Lack a Strong Business Background 
Studies have shown that FCC providers' lack of business expertise can lower wages, uncollected revenue, and 

capacity vacancies.38One issue that childcare providers face, particularly those that own family childcare homes, is 

a lack of formal business training, which makes navigating how to run a small business during a pandemic all the 

more challenging. 

Available Resources are Not Enough 
While there has been a significant effort to support them through CAREs Act funding and forgivable PPP loans, 

many child care providers are still struggling to keep their businesses open and thriving. Even with these supports 

available, childcare providers still face barriers to receiving aid, and lack access to resources that supports their 

long term business sustainability.64 

Providers Most Requested Support 
Providers report that the following resources and business services helped them improve their businesses 78: 

0 help with recruitment of families (60%) 
0 free supplies (55%) 
0 help with payments (38%) 
0 business skills (37%) 

Lack Business & Technical Support Services 
Additionally, networks and programs that provide materials and business services such as family recruitment 

support, help with payments, and business skills to childcare providers can help providers achieve financial stability 

and run better businesses.63 

Lack of Resources to Pay for Support Services 
Tf1ere are over 440 Childcare providers in Los Angeles City on the WeeCares waiting list. These childcare 

providers wouid like access to WeeCares support and business tools but are waiting until the services are available 

free of charge to them. While childcare providers who use WeeCares tools and support services save over 10 

hours per week on administration costs and earn significantly higher revenues, the perceived cost is the blocker for 

childcare providers to gain access to these support services and tools.84 



Employers Perspective 

The problem has become such an issues it is hard to ignore and employers are feeling the constraints and 

impact directly from staffing shortages, to retention and productivity losses. Employers are able to help 

become part of the solution. 

Employees Miss Work Due to Lack of Childcare 
The pandemic has illuminated the significant need for childcare throughout the country, and businesses are now 

becoming more aware of the need to provide their own employees with childcare assistance, seeing as only 30% of 

working families have any form of backup childcare.39 Many families cite this lack of childcare as the reason why 

they are late to work, have to leave early from work, or quit their jobs entirely so they can provide care for their 

children at home, costing businesses around $12.7 billion annually.40 

Access to Childcare Options Increases Employee Retention 
While child care continues to be one of the most significant challenges facing our country, families, and employers, 

businesses are now more than ever faced with increased difficulty attracting new employees or retaining existing 

employees due to a lack of child care availability and affordability. Working families have expressed how childcare 

benefits would impact their work, with 67% stating they would be more loyal to their current job if their employer 

offered childcare assistance, and that percentage rose to 74% for working families with children under the age of 

4.41 The same survey found that 60% of working parents believe their job performance would improve if their 

employer offered some form of childcare assistance.41 

Most Businesses are Unsure or Unwilling to Provide their Employees with Childcare 
Assistance 
Even though may family employees believe businesses should provide childcare benefits and childcare benefits are 

the fastest rising benefit, many employers lack awareness that benefits and resources exist, and the direct and 

indirect benefits of providing childcare benefits offer for them. In a study conducted by the U.S. Chamber of 

Commerce Foundation, 20% of employers are willing to increase their organization's investment in childcare needs, 

while 45% are unsure and 35% are unwilling to take any action.42 The study also found that the greatest barriers for 

employers who are unwilling to invest more in childcare are funds or resources. Additionally, it was found that 48% 

of employers would be more inclined to offer childcare assistance to their employees if the government provided 

additional incentives. Many businesses are unaware that the IRS does provide incentives, allowing businesses to 

claim 10%-25% of the cost, or up to $150,000 each year, to provide childcare benefits by directly paying for 

employee's childcare expenses.43 



Economic Analysis of the Impact of Childcare on Los Angeles 
City 
Economists have found that high-quality early childhood education offers one of the highest long-term returns of 

any public investment-more than $7 for every dollar spent.51 Yet the United States is the outlier in its low levels of 

financial support for young children's care, spending only 0.2 percent of its G.D.P. on child care - wealthier 

countries in the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development spend an average of 0.7 percent of 

G.D.P. on child care.58 

In Los Angeles City, the impact of childcare-related challenges - on the overall economy, childcare 

providers, families, and employers - is significant: 

$1,58 Billion productivity and wage losses annually59 

• 1.11 Billion dollars losses due to Absenteeism resulting from Childcare 

• 1.47 Billion dollars losses due to turnover and replacement costs 

An estimated 20,181 new family employees leave their jobs each year in Los Angeles City 

Without reliable, affordable childcare, workers simply cannot regularly get to work or stay there. In 2018, a 

survey showed that working parents with young children lose 2 hours of work time per week on average.44 

This loss of time can be attributed to parents leaving work early or arriving late due to inadequate childcare options. 

Over 40% of parents and guardians surveyed reported that the price or inaccessibility of child care had prevented 

them from working at some point.45 Furthermore, 25% of working parents surveyed said they had to reduce 

their regular work hours, turn down professional development opportunities, or even decline job offers due 

to childcare challenges. Child care is one of the top 5 barriers to employment, and in low-income 

households, 70% of families cite a lack of affordable child care as the reason why they are not working. 

Before the pandemic, other local, state, and national leaders called for change and improvements and cited child 

care's impact on the economy. While early care and education are necessary components of the economic 

infrastructure, the COVID19 pandemic has made childcare a critical element; without reliable, affordable 

sources, workers cannot regularly get to work or stay there. Early COVID-19 data has also shown that 70 

percent of parents with children under the age of 5 reported their child care provider is closed or operating 

with limited hours or space, forcing mothers to fill the void.46 New research as of 202247 shows: 

• 1 in 5 families arrive late to work due to childcare 

• 1 in 6 have to leave work early regularly 

• 1 in 10 choose to resign or lose their jobs due to childcare challenges 

• 1 in 11 are forced to reduce their hours or are not able to go into full-time positions 

The number of families sacrificing their careers due to childcare has steadily increased. Historically, it has often 

been the female caregiver that sacrifices their career, however the COVID-19 pandemic has exacerbated 

existing inequities between men and women in the workforce - four times as many women as men 

dropped out of the labor force in January 2021.45 Female labor force participation has fallen to its lowest 

point since the 1980s,48 with Black and Latina mothers disproportionately affected, with 28% of Latina 

women and 24% of Black women involuntarily working part-time compared to 17% of all women. 



Societal investments in early childhood education can disrupt the intergenerational transmission of the effects of 

poverty. Increased access to affordable childcare increases parents' labor force participation, particularly among 

single mothers.50 Even a tiny 1.50% increase in the Los Angeles City's workforce participation rate by 

families with young children would result in 186,219 more jobs54,_$8.64 Billion in additional wage earnings, 

and_$803,903,393 in extra annual tax revenue in Los Angeles City. Further, research suggests that 

investments in childcare have local solid economic development effects or multiplier effects because much 

of those dollars increase childcare worker wages which they, in turn, spend locally.57 

The above economic impact analyses in this report were calculated using an input-output modeling system based 

on an initial model created by the Bureau of Economic Analys!s (BEA). This report measures job loss as only one 

job loss and reduction in earnings were taken at face value; this report does not measure the 'ripple affect' or other 

impacts of that job loss or the estimated decline in overall earnings over time. Ripple effect impacts give a more 

complete understanding of the overarching economic impacts of child care and child care-related challenges. For 

example an analysis from the Institute for Women's Policy Research found that over a 15-year period, women who 

took just one year off work had earnings that were 40 percent lower than women who did not take time off. 52 
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