Final Statement of Reasons
Attendance Policies in the California State Preschool Program
Update of Initial Statement of Reasons
The original proposed text was made available for public comment for at least 45 days from June 20, 2025, through August 6, 2025. Eighteen individuals provided written comments during the 45-day comment period.
A public hearing was held at 9:00 a.m. on August 6, 2025, via Zoom videoconference with Forty-two individuals attended via videoconferencing. 
Summary and Response to Comments Received During the Initial Notice Period of June 20, 2025, Through August 6, 2025.
The California Department of Education (CDE) received fifteen written emails and five oral comments from the public hearing. The comments and responses are set forth in the attached chart. 
Letter #1: Elizabeth Andrews – Pacific Elementary School District
Letter #2: Rene Robelin – Palomar College Early Childhood Education Lab School
Letter #3: Jennifer Pifeleti – EarlySpark Institute
Letter #4: Jennifer Stewart – Children's Paradise, Inc.
Letter #5: Emily Bugos – North Marin Community Services
Letter #6: Maria Magdalena Velarde – Shoreline Unified School District
Letter #7: Eric Sonnenfeld – Tulare County Office of Education
Letter #8: Sabrina Drake – Solano Community College Early Learning Center
Letter #9: Nina Buthee – Every Child California
Letter #10: Jeanne Gardner – Twin Rivers Unified School District
Letter #11: Paul Pulver – Options for Learning
Letter #12: Marcel Scheer – Catalyst Family Inc.
Letter #13: Anna Ioakimedes – Los Angeles Unified School District
Letter #14: California Department of Social Services, Child Care and Development Division (CCDD) Policy Team
Letter #15: Leah Welch-Jackson – Stanislaus County Office of Education
Oral Comment #1: Joanna Clifton
Oral Comment #2: Emily Bugos – North Marin Community Services
Oral Comment #3: Anna Ioakimedes – Los Angeles Unified School District
Oral Comment #4: Adam North – Every Child California
Oral Comment #5: Tracy
After the 45-day comment period, the following changes were made to the proposed text of the regulations and sent out for a 15-day comment period December 9, 2025, through December 24, 2025, inclusive.
General changes were made to the regulations to include grammatical edits, updated citations to the Education Code, including acronyms, and renumbering and/or re-lettering to reflect deletions or additions.
Section 17819. Verification of Excused Absences and Unexcused Absences Policies
Proposed Section 17819(b)(3) is amended, in response to public comment, to include, “as described in (a) and (h) of this section” to clarify the level of detail needed when reporting the specific reason for absences. This is necessary to ensure that contractors are not requiring families to provide more information than necessary or that the family is comfortable disclosing. This change clarifies that families are only required to provide one of the nine reasons for excused absences in subsection (a) and that the absence is unexcused as described in subsection (h) for purposes of verifying absences.
Proposed Section 17819(d)(2) is amended to remove “the parent or child” and replace it with “any person living with the child” in response to public comment. This is necessary as the California Department of Education (CDE) recognizes that many families enrolled in the California State Preschool Program (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 to care. This category does not only apply to the people living with the child that are counted in the CSPP definition of “family”.
Proposed Section 17819(d)(8) is amended to add “as determined by the parent” to clarify that the determination of when it is unsafe for the child to participate in the program is up to the parent. This is necessary to ensure consistency across the state that it is parents who are determining if it is unsafe for the child to attend the program rather than the contractor.
Section 17819(f) is amended to add that excused absences are “also referred to as best interest days.” This clarification is necessary to remove ambiguity because ‘best interest days’ is also commonly used in the field to refer to excused absences “in the best interest of the child.”
Section 17819(f)(1) & (2) are amended to replace “programs” with “children enrolled in CSPP classrooms” to clarify that the best interest days are tied to the actual classroom operation versus the program maximum days of enrollment, because many programs offer part-year and full-year programs; however, their program calendar reflects the full-year schedule. This is necessary to ensure that children that are enrolled in classrooms that operate less than 220 days, regardless of how long other classrooms in the program operate, are receiving only 10 best interest days. This change is necessary for clarity in the regulations and to ensure this policy is applied correctly across the state.
Section 17819(g) is amended, in response to public comment, to correct a typo, replacing subsection (g) with (f), and to add “have an incarcerated parent” to the list of circumstances under which best interest days are unlimited. This is necessary because children with incarcerated parents often face circumstances similar to children that are experiencing homelessness or receiving child protective services, that can cause their attendance to be impacted. Activities that are clearly in the best interest of the child, such as visits with their parents, are unlimited.
Proposed Section 17819(h) is amended to delete the last two sentences, in response to public comment, which are restated in Section 17819.5(e) to provide clear directives in Section 17819.5 for disenrollment. This is necessary to improve clarity for disenrollment based on excessive unexcused absences.
Proposed Section 17819(k) is added, in response to public comment, and states that contractors may not implement policies requiring families to provide documentation to verify excused absence besides what is explicitly outlined in the regulation. This is necessary to establish a definitive and consistent regulation ensuring that all families are not subject to varying or burdensome documentation requirements.
Section 17819.5. Unexcused Absence Procedures
Proposed Section 17819.5.(c) is amended, in response to public comment, to replace the word “warn” with “inform” to convey a more neutral tone and reduce the potential perceived negativity. This is necessary to ensure the intended message is clearly received.
Proposed Section 17819.5.(e) is added, in response to public comment, to restate language which was previously proposed in Section 17819(h) within this proposed section for clarity. This is necessary because this change will establish a clear and enforceable threshold for disenrollment due to excessive unexcused absences, thereby making the procedures in this section clearer for contractors to follow.
Comments Received During The 15-Day Notice Period While the Proposed Regulation Text Was Available to the Public
The modified text was made available to the public from December 9, 2025, through December 24, 2025. The CDE received comments from six individuals. The comments and responses are set forth in the attached chart.
Letter #1 – Jennifer Pifeleti – EarlySpark Institute
Letter #2 – Jeanne Fridolfs –Napa County Office of Education
Letter #3 – Sarah Cromwell – Modesto City Schools Early Childhood Education
Letter #4 – Nina Buthee – Every Child California
Letter #5 – Jennifer Stewart – Children's Paradise
[bookmark: _Int_dsCzRx0f]Letter #6 – Lisa Wilkin – Child Development Consortium of Los Angeles. Inc.
After the 15-day comment period, no additional changes were made to the proposed text of the regulations.
Alternatives Determination 
The State Superintendent of Public Instruction has determined that no alternative would be more effective in carrying out the purpose for which the regulation is proposed or would be as effective and less burdensome to affected private persons than the proposed regulation or would be more cost effective to affected private persons and equally effective in implementing the statutory policy or other provisions of law.
All alternatives were in the form of public comments and the consideration of these alternatives are presented in the attached response charts. No other alternatives have been brought to the CDE’s attention and given the underlying statutory requirements, the CDE has been unable to come up with any reasonable alternatives.
The nonadoption of these changes is not a suitable alternative because clear guidance is needed in order to administer the California State Preschool Program.
Local Mandate Determination 
The proposed regulations do not impose any mandate on local agencies or school districts.
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