[bookmark: _Int_9FbqUDGc]Attendance Policies in the California State Preschool Program Rulemaking
45-Day Public Comment and Response Summary Chart
Public Comment Period June 20, 2025 through August 6, 2025
	Proposed Section
	Commenter
	Comment/Recommendation
	Agency Response

	17819
	Letter #1
Elizabeth Andrews
Pacific Elementary School District
	Comment: The rules do not appear to provide contractors with any guidance about when services can be discontinued. Commenter appreciates the flexibility for programs to determine whether it is in the interests of the child / program to discontinue services, but it would be very helpful to have some clear number of unexcused absences after which that is an option, although not a mandate.
	Reject 17819(i) states “Absences that are not deemed to be excused shall be limited to 10 per program year for each child. Any absence that is not an excused absence, as described above, shall be considered unexcused. Contractors shall adopt a policy to terminate any child from participation in their program in the event the child has more than 10 unexcused absences in a program year. The contractor must follow the process set forth in subchapter 9 of this Chapter.”

	17819
	Letter #2
Rene Robelin
Palomar College Early Childhood Education Lab School 
	[bookmark: _Int_gnPSirS1]Comment: Thank you for sending the information about § 17819. Verification of Excused Absences; and Unexcused Absences; Policies. I reviewed it and appreciate the thoughtfulness put into changes. I think the changes will benefit families and programs positively. We hope they’re implemented soon.
	No Action Required This comment does not suggest a change to the regulations.

	17819
	Letter #7
Eric Sonnenfeld
Tulare County Office of Education
	Comment: What about existing families? Would we wait till recertification?
	Reject Once the proposed regulations complete the regular rulemaking process, contractors should make arrangements to notify families of the updated requirements, as this is the expectation when CDE issues any new regulations. The regulations will become effective immediately and apply to currently enrolled families; therefore, contractors should notify families immediately and keep a copy of the new written policy in the family file.

	17819
	Letter #10
Jeanne Gardner
Twin Rivers Unified School District
	Comment: We are very excited to see that our efforts to stay fully enrolled will be supported by removing the current Abandonment of Care clause. 
Recommendation: In order for this change to be effective, there will need to be an exception to the parent's right to appeal; otherwise, we will remain stuck in a holding pattern. Thank you for your support!
	[bookmark: _Int_rlpsTX7D]Reject The CDE is not sure what the commenter's concern is about appeal rights of the parent. In any circumstance where a family has a change in their services, they are afforded due process rights and may appeal the decision.

	17819
	Letter #11
Paul Pulver
Options for Learning
	Comment: The proposed regulations reference both “contract period” and “program year” when discussing best interest days and unexcused absence limits. 
Recommendation: To ensure consistent implementation, clarification on the intended time frame—whether it refers to the fiscal year (July 1–June 30), the family’s current eligibility period, or another defined period is necessary.
	Reject The contract period and program year are interchangeable. All contract periods are only the length of one program year.

	17819
	Letter #14
California Department of Social Services, Child Care and Development Division (CCDD) Policy Team
	Comment Best Interest Days are missing here but are defined in (e) below.
	Reject 17819 (a)(6) states "Absences that are in the best interest of the child, pursuant to subsection (e) below."

	17819
	Letter #14 
California Department of Social Services, Child Care and Development Division (CCDD) Policy Team
	Comment Confirming category 6, they are now best interest days
	Reject Proposed section 17819(a)(6) states "Absences that are in the best interest of the child, pursuant to subsection (e) below."
Subsection (e) is a listing of what circumstances are considered to be “in the best interest of the child.”

	17819
	Comment #1
Joanna Clifton
	Public Hearing: Will these new rules come into place for the current school year, or is it retroactive?
	Reject These regulations are not retroactive and will only be implemented for future absences once the regulations go into effect.

	17819
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: We suggest adding item (k) "Contractors that collaborate with other childcare and development funding sources, e.g. Head Start, shall follow the most stringent requirements thereof and will be held harmless by CDE should any conflicts arise during CM Rs or other regulatory reviews or the like."
	Reject The proposed requirements of CSPP in these regulations provide the most stringent standard. Adding a clause to “follow the most stringent requirements” is unnecessary and could create confusion about which authority governs contractors’ obligations in CSPP.
Further, allowing children in some CSPPs to have more unexcused absences because other funding that the contractor may have would create inequities in favor of families that enroll with contractors that have varied streams of funding.

	17819(a)
	Letter #13
Anna Ioakimedes
Los Angeles Unified School District
	Recommendation: Commenter recommends that § 17819(a) include that attendance at a court hearing or other legal proceeding is an excused absence. For example, children involved in the foster care system have a statutory right to attend hearings related to their care. As another example, the court, parents, or attorneys may determine it is appropriate or necessary for a child to attend a court hearing. While this may be interpreted to be covered under “the best interest of the child,” commenter believes attendance or appearance in court, similar to Education Code section 48205 which clarifies excused absences in the TK-12 context, should be explicitly enumerated to avoid confusion.
	Reject Court appearances are already excused absences as they are included in the "family emergency" category in section 17819(d)(2)

	17819(a)(7)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: We propose the strike out of "absence due" from Page 1, (a) (7)
	Reject This wording is intentionally included to include any absences due to a religious ceremony, even when not on a religious holiday. 

	17819(a)(9)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: We recommend including the Welfare and Institution Code Sections 10213.5 and 10291 on Page 1, (a) (9) as recommended regulations to supersede the Education Code for families that have children enrolled in multiple state programs e.g., CSPP, CCTR, CM IG, and/or CAPP when conflicts arise between the two regulation from CDE and CDSS and contractors would be held harmless during these regulatory conflicts.
	Reject CSPP attendance rules are designed to ensure equitable treatment across all enrolled children, regardless of which additional childcare or development programs their siblings may be enrolled in. Introducing cross program supersession language would create inconsistent standards among families, resulting in some children accruing different attendance rights or excused absence allowances solely because a sibling participates in another state program. This would undermine equity by allowing certain families to receive preferential flexibility not available to others

	17819(a), (d), (e)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: We recommend the following amendment language changes on Page 1, (a) (1, 2, 3,5,7), Page 2 (d) (2,8), (e) (1, 3) from child, student's, parent and family, to be replaced with member(s) of the household to ensure the diverse familial living scenarios of many participating families and children are acknowledged and considered respective of the amended policies.
	Reject The CDE rejects blanket recommendations to replace terms such as “child,” “student,” “parent,” and “family” with “member(s) of the household” across §§17819(a), (d), and (e). These terms are intentionally defined within CSPP regulations and are used consistently to ensure clarity and uniform application statewide. Expanding the terminology to “household members” would broaden these categories beyond the established regulatory definitions and create inconsistencies with how “family” is formally defined for eligibility, reporting, and attendance purposes.

	17819(b)(3)
	Letter #13
Anna Ioakimedes
Los Angeles Unified School District
	Recommendation: 17819(b)(3) clarify that the reason for absence is enumerated in § 17819(a) and that further detail is not required.  It would read (3) The specific reason for the absence; and as described in subdivision (a). The contractor is not required to inquire as to the specific circumstances, nature of a medical appointment, or symptoms or diagnosis that led the child to be absent.
Comment: Staff have reported that auditors have directed them to question families when they report that a child is sick as to the nature of the illness (i.e., whether the child has a cold, flu, etc.). Our staff feels this is invasive and possibly a violation of the family’s right to medical privacy. In addition, there is no programmatic justification for collecting the nature of illness that is keeping a child from attending. State preschools are not public health entities and do not analyze or in other ways monitor the data of what type of illnesses children have.
Additionally, we are concerned that the current practice of inquiring for specifics of child or parent illness could lead providers to inappropriately question families as to the specifics for other reasons for absence. For example, families may be dealing with immigration enforcement procedures, emerging domestic violence or child welfare incidences. The auditors’ current practice may lead providers to inquire as to the exact nature of a “family emergency,” which may at a minimum make the parent uncomfortable and could lead to a parent feeling compelled to disclose confidential information about their immigration status or residence at a domestic violence shelter.
	Accept Section 17819(k) was added to prohibit contractors from collecting any additional documentation than required by these regulations or licensing to ensure the most privacy for the family while maintaining public safety in circumstances of communicable diseases that are required to be reported per regulations developed by Community Care Licensing.

	17819(d)
	Letter #3
Jennifer Pifeleti
EarlySpark Institute
	Recommendation: There should be some flexibility here for what could be considered a family emergency.
Comment: It is not possible to list all potential situations that might constitute a family emergency. One example that is not included in your list is if a parent is deported and the child is left here in the U.S. and the family needs a couple days to figure out who can take the child to school and pick up etc. I am not advocating for this to be added as a possibility; I am saying that there needs to be some flexibility and judgement call on the contractors to determine if there are other circumstances that might constitute a family emergency
	Reject The reason "Extreme family crisis" would cover any situation in which a family determines there is a community concern that results in the child not going to school because the family does not feel safe to bring the child, such as an immigration concern.

	17819(d)
	Letter #8
Sabrina Drake
Solano Community College Early Learning Center
	Comment: Are FE’s unlimited or can we set a limit on the number of FE per occurrence? Something reasonable in response to the FE
	Reject The family emergency (FE) category is an excused absence, and these regulations do not limit the number of excused absences for family emergencies. The regulations do not provide flexibility for contractors to limit the number of absences per family emergency occurrence as each absence determined to be a family emergency is deemed excused. This ensures consistency across the state in how this regulation is applied.

	17819(d)(2)
	Letter #9
Nina Buthee
Every Child California
	Recommendation: Replace “parent or child” with “household”
Comment: Include family declared by the household
	Accept in part The CDE will amend the regulation to remove "parent or child" and replace it with "any person living with the child."
Reject in part The CDE agrees with the need to replace “parent or child”, however, will not be using the word “household” as recommended but instead use “any person living with the child”

	17819(d)(2)
	Letter #7
Eric Sonnenfeld
Tulare County Office of Education
	Recommendation: Replace “the parent or child household” with “any member of the family”
	Accept in part The CDE will amend the regulation to remove "parent of child" and replace it with "any person living with the child." The CDE recognizes that many families enrolled in CSPP live in multigenerational households and therefore, it is likely that if any person living with the child has a court ordered appearance, it may impact the child’s ability to get care.
Reject in part The CDE agrees with the need to replace “parent or child”, however, will not be using the words “any member of the family” as recommended but instead use “any person living with the child”

	17819(d)(2)
	Comment #3
Anna Ioakimedes
Los Angeles Unified School District
	Public Hearing: Commentor thinks that a court appearance for a child should be included as an excused absence. Additionally, requiring medical documentation for a child who is sick is a violation of their medical privacy, and that families should have privacy around the family emergency category.
	Accept Court appearances are already excused absences as they are included in the "family emergency" category in section 17819(d)(2), but they have been expanded to include a court appearance for anyone the child lives with to ensure they are able to be there, when appropriate. Section 17819(k) was also added to prohibit contractors from collecting any additional documentation than required by these regulations or licensing to ensure the most privacy for the family while maintaining public safety in circumstances of communicable diseases that are required to be reported per regulations developed by Community Care Licensing.

	17819(d)(2)
	Comment #4
Adam North
Every Child California  
	Public Hearing: Recommend to change the allowance of the court date or court-ordered appointment for the child as an excused absence, to include any member of the family.
	Accept The CDE will amend the regulation to replace “parent or child” with “any person living with the child” in section 17819(d)(2) to allow for maximum flexibility.

	17819(d)(4) 
	Letter #7
Eric Sonnenfeld
Tulare County Office of Education
	Recommendation: Replace “...of a household sibling” with “any member of the household”
Comment: Include family as declared by the household
	Reject 17819(d)(4) only covers the siblings because the enrolled child and parents being ill are considered excused absences under 17819 (a)(2). The definition of "family" in these regulations only includes the child, their siblings, and their parents; therefore, all members of the family are covered with just adding "sibling" to 17819(d)(4).

	17819(d)(4)
	Letter #9
Nina Buthee
Every Child California
	Recommendation: Replace “sibling” with "member of the household" 
	Reject 17819(d)(4) only covers the siblings because the enrolled child and parents being ill are considered excused absences under 17819 (a)(2). The definition of "family" in these regulations only includes the child, their siblings, and their parents; therefore, all members of the family are covered by just adding "sibling" to section 17819(d)(4).

	17819(d)(4)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: We suggest the term "sibling" on Page 2, (d) (4) be replaced with "household member, family member, or relative".
	Reject 17819(d)(4) only covers the siblings because the enrolled child and parents being ill are considered excused absences under 17819 (a)(2). The definition of "family" in these regulations only includes the child, their siblings, and their parents; therefore, all members of the family are covered by just adding "sibling" to section 17819(d)(4). We have intentionally not addressed other persons outside of the family for this regulation.

	17819(d)(5)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: and "relative" (d) (5) be replaced with "household member, family member, or relative". 
	Reject The CDE landed on the word “relative” intentionally based on public input collected prior to these regulations being drafted, as this was inclusive of what the majority of contractors see this absence category used for.

	17819(d)(7)
	Letter #7
Eric Sonnenfeld
Tulare County Office of Education
	Recommendation: Replace “household” with “family”
Comment: Suggest using “family” versus household - as family is defined in Title 5 household is not directly defined in such a way in Title 5.
	Reject Utility emergencies and severe weather conditions impact the entire household, not just the "family" as defined in these regulations. The CDE recognizes that the term “household” is not defined broadly in these regulations; using the term “household” rather than “family” was intentional to note that this category does not only apply to the people that are counted in the CSPP definition of “family.”

	[bookmark: _Int_YUWpyefY]17819(e)(1-6)
	Letter #7
Eric Sonnenfeld
Tulare County Office of Education
	Recommendation: Delete subsection 1-6, only keeping “in the best interest of the child”
Comment: Why do we have to have a list then the caveat in (6) - any other day deemed by the parent. Can it just be shortened. 
	Reject The list of circumstances considered in determining the 'best interest of the child' is meant to highlight that each listed factor is a valid reason, along with any other considerations the family believes serve the child's best interest.

	17819(e)(2)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: Propose the strike out of "tired" from Page 2, (e) (2).
	Reject The CDE determined that “tired” is a valid reason for Best Interest days.

	17819(e)(4)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: We recommend adding the statement "or relative " after family member on Page 2, (e) (4) and the update "Family" to Family, relative, or household to bonding on Page 2 (e) (5).
	Reject The CDE does not think this change is necessary as (e)(6) allows for any other reason the parent deems necessary; therefore, if the child is visiting another relative, the parent could still use a best interest day. 

	17819(e)(5)
	Letter #14
California Department of Social Services, Child Care and Development Division (CCDD) Policy Team
	Comment: Is this limited to the birth or adoption of a child? Does it need to be defined?
	Reject The CDE has intentionally left the term as family bonding to allow for different interpretations by the family. It is not intended to limit families to birth or adoption.

	17819(f)
	Letter #5
Emily Bugos
North Marin Community Services
	Comment: The commenter says that although increasing Best Interest (BI) days is helpful, these days should be treated as excused absences rather than limited under a separate BI category. They argue that while CDE instructs providers to act in families’ best interests, the proposed 10–20 day cap restricts families, especially immigrant families who may take extended trips abroad or need additional time for family bonding and participation in activities. The commenter warns that many families would quickly exhaust unexcused absences and estimates that up to 90% could face disenrollment within a year. They conclude that the proposal penalizes families for spending time with their children and undermines access to subsidized care for those who qualify.
	Reject Best interest days do fall under the excused absence category. These regulations are not intended to create a new category, but instead to clarify what a day that is in the best interest of the child is and set limitations for those occurrences.
Current regulation only allows for 10 Best Interest (BI) days per fiscal year, which is intended to provide families with some flexibility while maintaining program accountability. In these proposed regulations, the CDE has increased the number of BI days to 20 for programs that operate 220 days or more per year. This is intended to add even more flexibility for families to take vacations or visit family, etc. because the CDE understands that a higher number of unexcused absences occur in full-year programs and is a shared experience among many contractors.
While this policy is more flexible than the current policy, the CDE understands that this may feel limited due to the current policy not having a limit on unexcused absences when the family is in contact.
However, CSPP programs operate with limited capacity, and extended absences—particularly those beyond the BI allowance—can impact access for other eligible families waiting for a spot. This ensures that program spaces are used by families that need care.

	17819(f)
	Letter #8
Sabrina Drake
Solano Community College Early Learning Center
	Comment: If a child is tired and unable to participate in classroom activities it should be considered an excused absence. That child may be not feeling well, but is not fully ‘sick’ yet.
	Reject A child who is not feeling well would be excused due to illness; or if the child is just tired and does not feel up to participating, the absence would be covered in the best interest days.

	17819(f)
	Letter #8
Sabrina Drake
Solano Community College Early Learning Center
	Comment: Are contractors reimbursed for the 10 unexcused absences? If a family uses more than 10 BI days, can we assign unexcused absences for the remainder of the days.
	Reject Contractors are reimbursed for the 10 unexcused absence days. Best interest days are limited to 10 or 20 days, depending on the program calendar. Any more absences, even if they would meet the definition of a best interest day, would be considered unexcused.

	17819(f)
	Letter #8
Sabrina Drake
Solano Community College Early Learning Center
	Recommendation: Maybe 5 unexcused absences for program that operate less than 220 days and 10 for programs that operate 220+ to align with BI days.
	Reject Unexcused absences are the same regardless of operation days to prevent confusion, specifically for families who may change program types during a program year (i.e. full day to part day) and to align with the definition of chronic absenteeism in the TK-12 system. As this factor could terminate a family/child's CSPP services, it is critical that this policy is consistent across the state to ensure equity.

	17819(f)
	Letter #6
Maria Magdalena Velarde
Shoreline Unified School District
	Comment: The commenter states that the proposed policy changes would impose significant hardship on families. They also say that although increasing the number of Best Interest days is helpful, it would be far more effective to categorize these days as excused absences instead of creating a separate, limited category. According to the commenter, the CDE often instructs providers to prioritize families’ best interests, yet the proposal restricts families to only 10–20 days per year to make such decisions.
The commenter further explains that most families using state-funded care are immigrants who may need extended time to visit relatives abroad or may keep children home due to fears related to the legal status of the head of household and potential immigration raids. These circumstances lead families to quickly exhaust their unexcused absences. The commenter emphasizes that family well‑being, such as bonding, vacations, and participation in school activities, should not be limited, and restricting visits with relatives is especially harmful.
They expect that at least 90% of families could be at risk of losing care within a year due to exceeding the cap on unexcused absences. In their view, the proposed changes punish families for spending time with their children or for absences driven by the current political climate. The commenter urges decisionmakers to consider provider and family perspectives in policies that affect access to subsidized childcare.
	Reject Best interest days do fall under the excused absence category. These regulations are not intended to create a new category, but instead to clarify what a day that is in the best interest of the child is and set limitations for those occurrences.
Current regulation only allows for 10 Best Interest (BI) days per fiscal year, which is intended to provide families with some flexibility while maintaining program accountability. In these proposed regulations, the CDE has increased the number of BI days to 20 for programs that operate 220 days or more per year. This is intended to add even more flexibility for families to take vacations or visit family, etc. because the CDE understands that a higher number of unexcused absences occur in full-year programs and is a shared experience among many contractors.
While this policy is more flexible than the current policy, the CDE understands that this may feel limiting due to the current policy not having a limit on unexcused absences when the family is in contact.
However, CSPP programs operate with limited capacity, and extended absences—particularly those beyond the BI allowance—can impact access for other eligible families waiting for a spot. This ensures that program spaces are used by families that need care. 

	17819(f)(1) & (f)(2)
	Letter #7
Eric Sonnenfeld 
Tulare County Office of Education
	Recommendation: Replace “programs that operate” with “children who are enrolled for:
Comment: Ties the Best Interest days to the child’s enrollment versus the contract MDO - This deals with a PD child enrolled in a FD program. 
	Accept in part The CDE will modify the language to replace the word ‘programs’ with ‘children enrolled in CSPP classrooms.’
Reject in part The CDE does not wish to tie the number of best interest days to the child’s days of enrollment as that could fluctuate depending on when the child enrolls or disenrolls in the program. The intent of this regulation is that if a child is enrolled in a classroom that operates part-year, they are limited to 10 best interest days and if a child is enrolled in a full-year classroom, they are allotted 20 best interest days to account for the extended program time over the summer.

	17819(f)(1)(2)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: On Page 3, (f) (1, 2), we suggest 220 days be changed to 200 days. This aligns with the minimum days of operation for Part Day Part Year programs who operate on average between 175-200 days and Full Day Full Year programs that operate on an average of 200-253 days per program year.
	Reject The minimum days of operation for a part-year program are 175, and 246 for a full-year program. While there are some contractors that operate at a lower or higher number of days, the vast majority of full-year programs are operating 220 days or more. When reviewing the public input prior to drafting these proposed regulations, the CDE determined that programs began to see more unexcused absences when they operated closer to the 220 day mark or above because families would have less opportunities to take a vacation or visit family due to the limited days the program was closed.  

	17819(f)
	Letter #11
Paul Pulver
Options for Learning
	Comment: In favor of the 20 CBI day option for full-year programs, as it offers families greater flexibility while maintaining program integrity.
	No Action Needed This comment does not suggest a change to the regulations.

	17819(f) 
	Letter #14
California Department of Social Services, Child Care and Development Division (CCDD) Policy Team
	Recommendation: Can we lead with ‘in the best interest” instead of excused absences. This might be read as a limitation for excused absence.
	Reject The CDE doesn’t believe the suggested change would clarify the regulation; however, the CDE recognizes the need for more clarity based on public comment. Language was added to clarify that these absences are also referred to as “best interest days.”

	17819(f)(1) & (f)(2)
	Comment #4
Adam North
Every Child California
	Public Hearing: Flagging the new definition of best interest days which limits the number allotted. Commentor suggests that they are related specifically to the children enrolled for those 220 days, or 220 days or more versus the minimum days of operation. 
	Accept in part The CDE will modify the language to replace the word ‘programs’ with ‘children enrolled in CSPP classrooms.’
Reject in part The CDE does not wish to tie the number of best interest days to the child’s days of enrollment as that could fluctuate, depending on when the child enrolls or disenrolls in the program. The intent of this regulation is that if a child is enrolled in a classroom that operates part-year, they are limited to 10 best interest days and if a child is enrolled in a full-year classroom, they are allotted 20 best interest days to account for the extended program time over the summer

	17819(f)
	Comment #5
Tracy
	Public Hearing: Commentor want to extend the number of absences allowed to include “personal” reasons under excused absences when families don’t want to disclose the reason for an absence.
	Reject Current regulation only allows for 10 Best Interest (BI) days per fiscal year, which is intended to provide families with some flexibility while maintaining program accountability. In these proposed regulations, we have increased the number of BI days to 20 for programs that operate 220 days or more per year. These regulations clarify that the reasons for BI days are determined by the parent, so if they only want to disclose that it is a “personal” day, then they are able to, up to the limit of BI days allowed. Once the Best Interest days are exhausted, any further absences marked as “personal” without qualifying reason will be unexcused.

	17819(g)
	Letter #11
Paul Pulver
Options for Learning
	Comment: In favor of the inclusion of children experiencing homelessness or at risk of abuse, without limits to the number of unexcused absences. However, it is recommended that the regulation explicitly include foster children and children with incarcerated parents alongside this group. These children face unique and often traumatic circumstances, and the policy must reflect their needs with equal clarity and protection.
	Accept in part The CDE will change language in (g) to include ‘children with incarcerated parents.’
Reject in part The CDE has decided not to include foster children because we believe that most absences that children in foster care may have are already covered in other categories of excused absences.

	17819(g)
	Letter #14
California Department of Social Services, Child Care and Development Division (CCDD) Policy Team
	Comment: Should this be (f)?
	Accept The CDE will replace typo Notwithstanding (g) above to Notwithstanding (f) above

	17819(g)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: We propose to add the term "exploited" to Page 3 (f) {9) to align with the Child Protective Services definition in the FY2526 Contract Terms and Conditions.
	Reject The existing language already covers circumstances involving harm, abuse, or neglect, which includes situations of exploitation, making additional terminology unnecessary.

	17819(h)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: On Page 3, (h) (10 -1 2), we recommend the two sentences read as follows: Any absence that is not an excused absence, as described above, shall  be considered  unexcused.  Absences that are deemed to be unexcused shall be limited to 10 per program year for each child.
	Reject The CDE believes it is more beneficial and clearer for contractors to state the limitation first, then the reasoning. This writing technique is often used to ensure that when readers are looking for the “bottom line” or limiting policy, they can find it easily by having it at the top, rather than being buried in the regulation.

	17819(h)
	Letter #3
Jennifer Pifeleti
EarlySpark Institute

	Comment: Why 10 days? I agree that the abandonment of care policy can be improved or removed, but what is the justification for 10 days of unexcused absence per year? Again, is this a place where contractors can have some flexibility? Elementary schools do not disenroll children for 10 unexcused absences per year. I would suggest allowing contractors to have flexibility in determining the number of days of unexcused absence before disenrollment or increasing the minimum to at least 20.
	Reject
[bookmark: _Int_dehQYhO3]The rationale for setting the threshold at 10 days of unexcused absence is based on alignment with the TK-12 system’s definition of chronic absenteeism, which typically identifies students missing 10% or more of the school year as chronically absent. CSPP is designed to serve as a bridge to TK-12 and functions as a preparatory stage, so maintaining consistency in attendance expectations supports smoother transitions and reinforces the importance of regular attendance early on.
Contractors will not have flexibility in this policy because it is critical for equity in CSPP that all children across the state have the same policy for attendance when it can lead to disenrollment.

	17819(h) 
	Letter #14
California Department of Social Services, Child Care and Development Division (CCDD) Policy Team
	Recommendation: Suggest to replace terminate with “disenroll”
Comment: I’m assuming that subchapter 9 due process. Allowing agencies to set policies will cause inequities on how parents are notified across the state.
	Accept in part The CDE will replace the word ‘terminate’ to ‘disenroll’. Note that this language is being moved to section 17819.5(e). 
Reject in part Subchapter 9 has specific requirements for due process and does not allow contractors to set their own policies. 

	17819(i)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: Clarity is requested for Page 3, (i) {16-17) to be explained as "When a child is certified with two families due to shared custody, all attendance policies apply to each family separately".
	Reject The only reason a child may be included in more than one family is due to shared custody; therefore, adding in the suggested language that states “due to shared custody” implies that there may be other reasons a child would be certified into more than one family which could create unintended confusion.

	17819(j) 
	Letter #14
California Department of Social Services, Child Care and Development Division (CCDD) Policy Team
	Recommendation: Suggests that parents be informed in writing upon enrollment and also included in parent handbook
	Reject While it is best practice to have a parent handbook, the CSPP regulations do not require that a contractor provide a parent handbook.

	17819(k) 
	Letter #8
Sabrina Drake
Solano Community College Early Learning Center
	Comment: Would like to require a DR’s note after a child has missed 7 days of attendance due to illness. This is in response to 1 family missing a lot of days during the summer months due to ‘illness’ while their sibling was on summer break.
	Reject These proposed regulations do not provide flexibility for contractors to require additional documentation from families other than what is listed.
The CDE has added language in proposed section 17819(k) to clarify this.

	17819.5
	Letter #11
Paul Pulver
Options for Learning
	Comment: Supportive of the removal of the abandonment of care provision, which will reduce unexcused absences.
• While recognizing the potential downsides of labeling absences as “unexcused,” the term still holds value in distinguishing between types of absences and supporting accountability.
	No Action Needed This comment does not suggest a change to the regulations.

	17819.5
	Letter #11
Paul Pulver
Options for Learning
	Recommendation: Clarification is needed for §17819.5 (Unexcused Absence Procedures), specifically on whether families who have exceeded the maximum number of unexcused absences are eligible to re-enroll, assuming space is available, or if any restrictions would apply.
	Reject Families are always able to apply to enroll in CSPP again, even when services are terminated. Families must go through the enrollment process once services are terminated in order to begin a new certification period.

	17819.5
	Letter #14 
California Department of Social Services, Child Care and Development Division (CCDD) Policy Team
	Recommendation: Change the title "Unexcused Absence Procedures"
	Reject The CDE believes that the title "Unexcused Absence Procedures” accurately describes the content of the section.

	17819.5
	Comment #1
Joanna Clifton
	Public Hearing: If a family is currently enrolled under the two-year eligibility period, would they remain under existing handbook policies or will contractors have to amend enrollment agreements and notify parents mid-certification period? This could be a concern for some parents that were enrolled under different rules and it is now changing. 
	Reject These regulations are not retroactive and will only be implemented for future absences once the regulations go into effect.
The CDE typically gives contractors at least one year after regulations go into effect to come into compliance. Understandably, if these regulations go into effect during the middle of a program year it will be complicated for contractors to switch and hard for parents to adjust with very little notice, which is why a year is allowed for technical assistance and contractor adjustments to have time to notify families and get to full compliance before being monitored to the requirement.

	17819.5
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: We propose adding on Page 4, after (e) the following: "(f) Contractors that collaborate with other childcare and development funding sources, e.g. Head Start , shall follow the most stringent requirements thereof and will be held harmless by COE should any conflicts arise during CMRs."
	Reject The proposed requirements of CSPP in these regulations provide the more stringent standard. Adding a clause to “follow the most stringent requirements” is unnecessary and could create confusion about which authority governs contractors’ obligations in CSPP.
Further, allowing children in some CSPPs to have more unexcused absences because other funding that the contractor may have would create inequities in favor of families that enroll with contractors that have varied streams of funding.

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #1
Elizabeth Andrews
Pacific Elementary School District
	Comment: The proposed rules state that the program will contact the parent within one day of the student accumulating 3 unexcused absences, and then again at 6 and 9. This is an extremely burdensome requirement for programs. Programs will need to:
Determine whether an absence is excused or unexcused, which often requires coordination between office staff, program staff, and the child's family.
Count the total number of unexcused absences for the child for the year and determine whether the total meets one of the thresholds.
Contact the family.
	Reject Early and consistent communication with families is essential to identifying barriers to attendance and providing timely support or intervention. The 3, 6, and 9 notification intervals are designed to promote transparency and accountability, ensuring families are aware of attendance patterns before reaching the threshold for potential disenrollment. The regulation also allows for electronic communication, which provides flexibility in how contractors meet the notification requirement. While the regulation specifies a one business day timeline, it does not prescribe the method of tracking or require real-time attendance verification.

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #1
Elizabeth Andrews
Pacific Elementary School District
	Comment: To facilitate the efficiency of the steps above, it would be helpful if the rules explicitly stated that any absence for which the family does not communicate the reason within some timeframe is assumed to be unexcused. That would facilitate step 1 happening in a timely manner, allowing steps 2 and 3 to proceed more efficiently.
	Reject Contractors are required to notify parents of the policies for absences contained in these regulations, and any other policies that the program sets, which may clarify the process for reporting absences to the contractor. Every program is different, and most have policies in place that require staff to check in with the family in the event a child unexpectedly does not show up for school to ensure safety of the child. Therefore, the CDE does not believe a statewide policy would be in the best interest as it would reduce flexibility for programs to develop day-to-day policies that fit their program.

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #4
Jennifer Stewart
Children's Paradise, Inc.
	Comment: The commenter expresses support for the CDE’s proposed updates to excused and unexcused absence regulations, noting that the clearer definitions and recognition of diverse family circumstances, such as domestic violence, housing instability, and mental health needs, reflect a strong commitment to family wellbeing. However, they raise concerns about the requirement to notify families within one day when a child reaches 3, 6, and 9 unexcused absences. They explain that while this may work for smaller programs, it creates operational challenges for large, multi‑site agencies where attendance data may not be available immediately and families often report absences late. The commenter warns that such a requirement could place an unnecessary documentation burden on staff and reduce time available for family engagement and supportive services. They recommend allowing more flexibility in how unexcused absences are communicated to families and thank the Department for its ongoing collaboration with providers.
	Reject Early and consistent communication with families is essential to identifying barriers to attendance and providing timely support or intervention. The 3, 6, and 9 notification intervals are designed to promote transparency and accountability, ensuring families are aware of attendance patterns before reaching the threshold for potential disenrollment. The regulation also allows for electronic communication, which provides flexibility in how contractors meet the notification requirement. While the regulation specifies a one business day timeline, it does not prescribe the method of tracking or requires real-time attendance verification. Contractors may use existing systems and workflows to meet this requirement in a manner that aligns with their operational capacity. These various opportunities to communicate with families and document absence reasons reduce the burden upon staff. A statewide policy also ensures equity and consistency across the state for attendance notification.

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #5
Emily Bugos
North Marin Community Services 
	Comment: The commenter acknowledges CDE’s efforts to address the fiscal impact of inconsistent attendance on providers but argues that the proposed changes to Section 17819 ultimately burden both families and providers. They note that requiring providers to track unexcused absences closely and contact families on the 3rd, 6th, and 9th absence creates significant administrative strain, particularly for programs with limited staff or high enrollment. The commenter also suggests distinguishing between consecutive unexcused absences and total unexcused absences across the year, given how broad the unexcused category is. They recommend increasing the allowable percentage for administrative costs, as the added workload exceeds what the current 15% cap can support. Overall, they emphasize that the proposal would create substantial hardship for families while increasing operational pressure on providers.
	Reject Early and consistent communication with families is essential to identifying barriers to attendance and providing timely support or intervention. The 3, 6, and 9 notification intervals are designed to promote transparency and accountability, ensuring families are aware of attendance patterns before reaching the threshold for potential disenrollment. The regulation also allows for electronic communication, which provides flexibility in how contractors meet the notification requirement. While the regulation specifies a one business day timeline, it does not prescribe the method of tracking or requires real-time attendance verification. Contractors may use existing systems and workflows to meet this requirement in a manner that aligns with their operational capacity. These various opportunities to communicate with families and document absence reasons reduce the burden upon staff. 
The CDE has made a deliberate decision not to distinguish between consecutive unexcused absences and non-consecutive ones. This approach is intended to maintain consistency across reporting and compliance requirements.
Regarding the administrative cost cap, the CDE does not have authority over the legislative limit currently set at 15%. This cap is determined by state legislation.

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #7
Eric Sonnenfeld 
Tulare County Office of Education
	Recommendation: Replace “...6 accumulated a total of 3...” with “...5 accumulated consecutive...”  and “when the child has an additional 4 consecutive unexcused absences at intervals of no less than 6 and then 9 unexcused absences” with “at intervals of no less than 3 and then 2 unexcused absences for a total of 10 unexcused absences in a contract period”.
Comment: Suggests 5 accumulated unexcused as that is “half” of the 10 allowed, then additional intervals of 3 then 2 until 10 total is reached.
	Reject Early and consistent communication with families is essential to identifying barriers to attendance and providing timely support or intervention. The 3, 6, and 9 notification intervals are designed to promote transparency and accountability, ensuring families are aware of attendance patterns before reaching the threshold for potential disenrollment.

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #9
Nina Buthee
Every Child California
	Recommendation: Replace “...accumulated a total of 3” with “6 consecutive” and “...has additional unexcused absences at intervals of no less than 6 and then 9 unexcused absences.” with “an additional 4 consecutive absences for a total of 10 unexcused absences in a contract period.”
	Reject Early and consistent communication with families is essential to identifying barriers to attendance and providing timely support or intervention. The 3, 6, and 9 notification intervals are designed to promote transparency and accountability, ensuring families are aware of attendance patterns before reaching the threshold for potential disenrollment.
The CDE has made a deliberate decision not to distinguish between consecutive unexcused absences and non-consecutive ones. This approach is intended to maintain consistency across reporting and compliance requirements.

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #6
Maria Magdalena Velarde
Shoreline Unified School District
	Comment: The commenter acknowledges CDE’s efforts to address the financial impact of inconsistent attendance on providers but argues that the proposed changes would ultimately penalize families and increase administrative burdens. They note that requiring providers to track unexcused absences closely, and to contact families at the 3rd, 6th, and 9th absence, is especially difficult for programs with limited staffing or high enrollment. They emphasize the need to distinguish between consecutive unexcused absences and total unexcused absences across the year, given the broad definition of unexcused absences. The commenter also suggests increasing the allowable administrative cost percentage beyond the current 15% cap to better support the added workload.
	[bookmark: _Int_UFlNM6Ch]Reject Early and consistent communication with families is essential to identifying barriers to attendance and providing timely support or intervention. The 3, 6, and 9 notification intervals are designed to promote transparency and accountability, ensuring families are aware of attendance patterns before reaching the threshold for potential disenrollment. The regulation also allows for electronic communication, which provides flexibility in how contractors meet the notification requirement. While the regulation specifies a one business day timeline, it does not prescribe the method of tracking or requires real-time attendance verification. Contractors may use existing systems and workflows to meet this requirement in a manner that aligns with their operational capacity. These various opportunities to communicate with families and document absence reasons reduce the burden upon staff.
The CDE has made a deliberate decision not to distinguish between consecutive unexcused absences and non-consecutive ones. This approach is intended to maintain consistency across reporting and compliance requirements.
Regarding the administrative cost cap, CDE does not have authority over the legislative limit currently set at 15%. This cap is determined by state legislation.

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #12
Marcel Scheer
Catalyst Family Inc
	Comment: Administrative Burden and System Limitations
The proposed notification requirements for unexcused absences (written notices at 3, 6, and 9 absences) have the potential to create significant administrative labor.
• Allowing flexibility in communication methods (e.g., text messages, phone calls) that can be auto generated.
	[bookmark: _Int_teXMUe7s]Reject Early and consistent communication with families is essential to identifying barriers to attendance and providing timely support or intervention. The 3, 6, and 9 notification intervals are designed to promote transparency and accountability, ensuring families are aware of attendance patterns before reaching the threshold for potential disenrollment. The regulation also allows for electronic communication, which provides flexibility in how contractors meet the notification requirement. While the regulation specifies a one business day timeline, it does not prescribe the method of tracking or requires real-time attendance verification. Contractors may use existing systems and workflows to meet this requirement in a manner that aligns with their operational capacity. These various opportunities to communicate with families and document absence reasons reduce the burdens upon staff.

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #14
California Department of Social Services, Child Care and Development Division (CCDD) Policy Team
	Recommendation: Language suggestion: shall inform the parent - user friendly language
	Accept The CDE will replace the word ‘warn’ with ‘inform’

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: We propose the change of 3 unexcused absences to 5 on Page 4, (c) {17).
	Reject CDE maintains the 3/6/9 notification of intervals to promote early, consistent communication with families to ensure transparency before a child approaches the 10-day unexcused limit. Increasing the first threshold to 5 would undercut the policy intent of earlier intervention.

	17819.5(c)
	Comment #2
Emily Bugos
North Marin Community Services
	Public Hearing: A child only being allowed to have 10 non consecutive absences in an entire program year creates a larger administrative lift and seems more punitive for parents. Additionally, this raises administrative costs since providers are capped at 15%. It’s an additional burden on child care providers to notify parents of remaining absences at the 3, 6, and 9 intervals and incurs a greater administrative cost. 
	[bookmark: _Int_ffRuVR5d]Reject Early and consistent communication with families is essential to identifying barriers to attendance and providing timely support or intervention. The 3, 6, and 9 notification intervals are designed to promote transparency and accountability, ensuring families are aware of attendance patterns before reaching the threshold for potential disenrollment. The regulation also allows for electronic communication, which provides flexibility in how contractors meet the notification requirement. While the regulation specifies a one business day timeline, it does not prescribe the method of tracking or requires real-time attendance verification. Contractors may use existing systems and workflows to meet this requirement in a manner that aligns with their operational capacity. These various opportunities to communicate with families and document absence reasons reduce the burdens upon staff.
The CDE has made a deliberate decision not to distinguish between consecutive unexcused absences and non-consecutive ones. This approach is intended to maintain consistency across reporting and compliance requirements.
Regarding the administrative cost cap, the CDE does not have authority over the legislative limit currently set at 15%. This cap is determined by state legislation.

	17819.5(c)
	Comment #4
Adam North
Every Child California
	Public Hearing: Commentor wants to make unexcused absences consecutive days versus the total number of days. There’s a concern that multiple consecutive unexcused absences may indicate a potential drop in services, but an accumulation of absences over time does not. 
	Reject The CDE has made a deliberate decision not to distinguish between consecutive unexcused absences and non-consecutive ones. This approach is intended to maintain consistency across reporting and compliance requirements.

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: We also would like to recommend including the language; "period, in addition to paragraph (b) of this section,” after the statement “When a child has accumulated a total of 3 unexcused absences in a contract period…” 
	Reject We are unsure what the suggested language is trying to clarify and believe that this addition would add confusion

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: We suggest deleting the term "preschool" on Page 4, (c) (21).
	Reject The California State Preschool Program (CSPP) regulations are written specifically for preschool services, and this phrase is intentionally aligned to that scope. Removing “preschool” would undercut that program specific clarity that the language provides.

	17819.5(c)
	Letter #15
Leah-Welch Jackson
Stanislaus County Office of Education
	Recommendation: On Page 4, (c) (22-23) we propose to replace the documented language at intervals of no less than 6 and then 9 unexcused absences. With "cumulatively totaling 8." Immediately following this change we suggest adding reference to the above language to make it clear "that Contractors shall adopt a policy to terminate any child from participation in their program in the event the child has more than 10 unexcused absences."
	Reject in-part CDE intentionally proposes the 3/6/9 notification structure, because early and consistent communication is essential for identifying attendance barriers and supporting families before reaching the disenrollment threshold.
Accept in-part The language in proposed 17819.5(e) was moved from 17819(h) to clarify the order of events and the disenrollment process in the section that lays out the contractor’s responsibilities.

	17819.5(e)
	Letter #14
California Department of Social Services, Child Care and Development Division (CCDD) Policy Team
	Recommendation: (f) The contractor shall issue a notice of action to disenroll the family on the basis of excessive unexcused absences after the child has had more than 10 unexcused absences.
	Accept in part Proposed Section 17819.5(e) was reworded and moved from Section 17819(h) for clarity
Reject in part This proposed section is added as (e) in Section 17819.5 as an added step to provide clarity on the directives for the Unexcused Absence Procedures. The CDE has intentionally referred to the ‘child’ rather than the ‘family’ as it aligns with how attendance is tracked, and how disenrollment is processed, on a per-child basis.
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