Brion Economics

davisconsultantnetwork

,NC

San Mateo County
Early Learning Facilities
Stakeholder Survey Findings
Prepared for:

San Mateo County Human Services Agency,
First 5 San Mateo County, and
Child Care Partnership Council of San Mateo County
Prepared by:

Davis Consultant Network
Brion Economics, Inc.
September 2016

www.brionecon.com
www.davisconsultants.net

joanne@brionecon.com
cesca@davisconsultants.net

707.494.6648
530.220.4049

SMC Early Learning Facilities Stakeholder Survey Findings
Final Report: September 2016

San Mateo County
Early Learning Facilities
Stakeholder Survey Findings
Contents
Key Findings ..............................................................................................................................................3
Introduction ...............................................................................................................................................4
Limitations.............................................................................................................................................4
Sample and Method .............................................................................................................................4
Responses by Sector ................................................................................................................................6
Local Government Sector (non-education) .........................................................................................7
Faith Based Organizations ................................................................................................................ 13
Education Sector................................................................................................................................ 16
Real Estate and Developer Sector .................................................................................................... 18
Non-Profits & Unaffiliated Individuals............................................................................................... 19
Who is Responsible?.............................................................................................................................. 20
Closing Comments ............................................................................................................................. 21
Appendices ............................................................................................................................................. 23
Contributors........................................................................................................................................ 23
Financing Terminology....................................................................................................................... 24

2
davisconsultantnetwork

0

Brion Econom,cs

SMC Early Learning Facilities Stakeholder Survey Findings
Final Report: September 2016

Key Findings
1. LOCAL GOVERNMENT’s role in land use planning and permitting make them

instrumental in the development of new facilities and offers potential funding
and policy strategies to address early learning facilities shortages. Early policy
implementers include: Redwood City which offers incentives to businesses and multi-family
housing developers; and both San Mateo and South San Francisco which have childcare
impact fees. These cities, have also addressed child care in their general plans. Naturally,
these policies are only helpful when implemented, which requires ongoing leadership.
2. FAITH BASED ORGANIZATIONS have been and are likely to continue to be a
significant host of early learning programs. They own their own facilities and have
complementary facilities uses. They are a willing partner, but have budgetary constraints
to fully address related building upgrades and expansion and meet city and child care
licensing codes. Creative solutions to support faith based sites should be developed.
3. SCHOOL DISTRICTS remain a strategic partner. Even though school districts must
prioritize facility use for their TK-12 programs, representatives from half of the districts
thought there was possible land or facilities which could be made available for early
learning programs.
4. REAL ESTATE DEVELOPERS have concerns about meeting the various child care
regulatory requirements and seek incentives to include early learning facilities in
their projects.
5. Cross-jurisdictional and multi-sector LEADERSHIP will be needed. There is some
optimism for a collaborative task force to develop funding strategies for early learning
facilities in San Mateo County and an opportunity to educate policy makers and community
leaders about specific funding mechanisms. It is clear to local leaders that multi-sector
approaches are needed to address early learning facilities shortages in San Mateo County.
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Introduction
The County of San Mateo contracted with Brion Economics to conduct an Early Learning Facilities
Needs Assessment. This report summarizes the findings from one of two surveys conducted by
Davis Consultant Network to inform the study. Davis Consultant Network, Brion Economics, and
the San Mateo County Early Learning Facilities Needs Assessment Committee developed an online
stakeholder survey to: build awareness of the shortage of child care in San Mateo County; to
understand existing strategies in place to address the shortage; to seek perceptions of where
responsibilities lie; and to identify real properties with potential to house early learning programs.
The survey was open from May 23 to July 18, 2016.

Limitations
This was primarily an opinion survey. This report summarizes responses received, which have not
been independently verified.

Sample and Method
Since the purpose of the survey was to cast a wide net for ideas on how to address the early
learning facilities shortage (ELF shortage) from various sectors, the design was not limited to a
discrete set of respondents. Both targeted and open engagement strategies were used. Targeted
participants were invited through personalized email invitations. Interested public participants
were offered web links embedded in forwarded messages and through social media. A total of 132
respondents initiated the survey.
Email Collectors - The initial email lists were developed to include community informants from the
following sectors: faith-based, education, local government, non-profit, developers, other business
and interested community members. A total of 527 email addresses were assembled through
community networks, personal contacts, and web searches. The invitation was signed by: Dave
Pine, Supervisor District 1, County of San Mateo; Anne Campbell, Superintendent, San Mateo
County Office of Education; and Kitty Lopez, Executive Director, First 5 San Mateo County. The
email presented the problem of the ELF shortage, offered reasons why early learning and child
care are important, and how the problem is particularly acute in San Mateo County. Each message
was personalized with the recipient’s name, title, and affiliation. The subject line was “Invitation
from Supervisor Pine, Superintendent Campbell and First 5 San Mateo”. Up to three invitations
were sent to each recipient between May 23 and June 13, 2016. After initial review of responses
by jurisdiction, personal contact was made to representatives of cities and school districts which
resulted in additional responses. Of these, 276 personalized links (52%) were opened of which 91
(17%) offered responses. (See Table 1 and Figure 1.) More detail of the email sample can be
found in the sections by sector below.
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Invitations Opened
Bounced
Sent
Invitation

Email Collector
Chambers of Commerce
Faith Based Organizations
Education Sector
Cities & County
Non-Profit Organizations
Real Estate Developers
Business Sector

14
119
57
193
19
78
30
509

Total

8
82
42
120
8
16
8
284

Opted
Out

1
6
3
7
1
1
2
21

0
1
3
3
1
1
1
10

Table 1: Email collector report of number of invitations sent, number opened, number
bounced, and number who opted out of receiving messages from the sender.

r

Personalized Invitations Sent

--

Chambers of Commerce '
I
Non-Profit Organizations
I
Business Sector
Education Sector
Developers
Faith Based Organizations
Local Government

14
19
30
56
78
119
193

..,,I
Figure 1: Number of personalized email invitations to respond to survey sent by sector lists.

Web Collectors - Four web collectors were used which generated an additional 41 responses. One
was a general public link that was added to the bottom of each of the personalized messages as
an option for when the original message was forwarded. A Facebook link was provided to the
planning team. Dedicated links were provided for members of the San Mateo County Economic
Development Associate (SAMCEDA) and for school district superintendents who received personal
invitations from Dr. Anne Campbell, Superintendent of the San Mateo County Office of Education.
(See Table 2.)
Web Collector
General Public Link
Social Media
SAMCEDA Link
SMCOE Link
Total

Responses
38
6
5
5
41

Completed
21
0
3
5
21

Completion
Rate
55%
0
60%
100%
51%

Table 2: Number of responses from each of the web collectors.
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Responses by Sector
The survey opened with a required multiple choice question that was used to identify respondents
by sector and to redirect them to the most relevant set of subsequent questions. The greatest
number of respondents completing the survey were affiliated with faith based organizations (30%)
followed by local government (28%) and the education sector (21%). The effort to reach the real
estate and developer community yielded only 4 respondents. (See Table 3 below.)

Sector
Faith-Based Organization
City, County, or Special District
School or Community College District
Non-Profit or Community Service Organizations

Initiated

Completed

Completion
Rate

35
43
33
14

28
30
31
10

80%
70%
94%
71%

6
3

29%
75%

2

100%

0
110

0%
83%

(other than real estate related)

Non-affiliated Individual
Real Estate Broker, Real Estate Developer, or Non-Profit
Development Organization
Other Business Operating in San Mateo County

21
4
2

I

r

I

% of Total
Responses
(Completed)

I

r

I

30%
27%
28%
11%
5%
3%
2%

(other than real estate related)

Commercial Property Owner

1
132

TOTAL

I

I

0%
100%

Table 3: Response counts and rates to initial multiple choice question, “Which sector best describes your role related to
facilities, land use, or real estate in San Mateo County? (Please select the single best match.” “Completed” was defined
as answering most of the remaining questions to which they were directed.
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Local Government Sector (non-education)
Sample
Personalized email invitations were sent up to three times to 193 local government leaders
including: County Supervisors, the County Manager, Mayors, City Council Members, City Managers,
Planning Commissioners, Community Development Directors, Planning Directors, and senior staff
from all 20 cities in San Mateo County. Representatives from 16 cities and the county responded.
(See Figure 2.)

/

Responses by Jurisdiction and Role
Atherton
Belmont
Brisbane
Burlingame
Colma
East Palo Alto
Foster City
Half Moon Bay
Hillsborough
Menlo Park
Pacifica
Portola Valley
Redwood City
San Bruno
San Mateo (city)
San Mateo County
South San Francisco
0

 Elected Official

1

 Management

2

 Commissioner

 Other Staff

3

J

Figure 2: Number of respondents from the local government sector (non-education) by city and
role. n=30

City and County Responses
Potential Early Learning Facilities Sites
Several questions sought to identify potential early learning facility sites (ELFS). Respondents from
ten cities identified planned or potential sites. (See Table 4 below.)
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Planned or UnderConstruction Projects

Reporting
Jurisdiction

Belmont

Burlingame

City of San
Mateo

Site Description

w/ Child
Care
Included

Potential: Several properties near Hill St
are vacant and could, with significant
rehab, be used for child care.
Potential: AT&T building on Burlingame
Ave close to El Camino Real; Burlingame
Point project may include a child care
facility.
See
www.cityofsanmateo.org/whatshappening
and inquire with Zoning Administrator/
Principal Planner. Old Mills Hospital?

East Palo Alto

Inquire

Menlo Park

Potential: Facebook

Possibly
suited for
Child Care

Other Potential ELF
Sites
City/CountyOwned

Other
Within
Jurisdiction

?














Portola Valley

Planned: Preschool on Portola Road.

Planned: New housing with childcare on
the ground floor on Bradford Street and
the Stanford Redwood City campus, have
planned childcare. Both are not yet under
construction, targeted for 2019.
Potential: Much development is planned

Redwood City or under construction, outdoor play area is

a limiting factor. Large office project is
proposed in Inner Harbor area and
Sobrato Broadway resid./non-res. project.
Three churches and a neighborhood
community center may be potential ELF
sites.
Potential: Volunteer Fireman Hall, vacant
property on Catalpa Drive. There may be
San Bruno

sites on school district property.
Potential: A medical center campus has
San Mateo
potential. There may be vacant county


County
facilities.
Planned: new community
library/recreation center.
South San
Potential: Serra Vista school; Paradise



Valley recreation building; new
Francisco
library/recreation center; old SSF main
library on Orange Avenue
Table 4: Reported planned or potential early learning facilities sites by source city.







Strategies in Place
Several questions sought to both stimulate thinking about local government strategies to address
shortages in early learning facilities and to discover early implementers. These findings are neither
exhaustive nor have they been verified. They are limited to the interpretation and knowledge of the
respondents and the cities they represent.
Offer Incentives to Businesses Hosting ELFS
When asked “Does your jurisdiction offer incentives for businesses to provide space for onsite
child care?” only Redwood City indicated that they did as a matter of policy. A planner from South
San Francisco indicated that it may depend on the specific project.
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Offer Incentives for Multi-Family Housing Developments
When asked “Does your jurisdiction offer incentives for multi-family housing developments to
provide space for onsite child care?” only Redwood City indicated that they did. It was described
as a density bonus in affordable housing. The respondent also noted “density bonus allowed
under state law isn’t effective.”
Assess Child Care Impact Fees
When asked “Does your jurisdiction have a child care impact fee program or other funding
mechanism for child care?” both the City of San Mateo and South San Francisco indicated that
they did. San Mateo reported a “child care development fee assessed on specific commercial
projects of $1.08 per square-foot of development space.” South San Francisco has a policy for
Childcare Impact Fees for development, but the respondent was not sure if it was being enforced
under “new management at City Hall.”
General Plan
When asked “Does your jurisdiction address child care in the General Plan?” five cities and the
county affirmed that they did. (See Table 5 below.) In this case, we attempted to locate the
referenced language in the general plans. We were able to confirm language for three cities.


City of San Mateo planner reported “General Plan Land Use Element Policy: LU 4:21 Child
Care and 4.22: Child Care and New Construction.” (See
http://www.cityofsanmateo.org/DocumentCenter/Home/View/44794.)



Redwood City reported that childcare is addressed extensively in the 2010-2030 General
Plan in the Building Community Element (See
http://www.redwoodcity.org/home/showdocument?id=5107, page PC-63).



South San Francisco commits to “undertake comprehensive efforts to promote
development of childcare facilities” and to “initiate a nexus analysis with the intent of
creating a revenue source or improvements to be used to provide new child care
facilities and programs” in the Land Use chapter (sections 2-I-12 and 2-I-20) of their
general plan. (See http://www.ssf.net/DocumentCenter/View/13998)

Representatives from the following 2 cities and the county thought that child care was addressed
in their general plans, but consultants were unable to locate citations.






Atherton does not address child care in its general plan. Their zoning ordinance does
permit child care in all residential zoning districts (R1-A and R1-B) as well as the public
facilities and schools zoning districts.
Belmont staff reported “The City is currently preparing a 2035 General Plan Update; child
care facilities and associated goals, policies, and objectives will be highlighted in the plan.
Adoption of the 2035 GP Update is anticipated in first quarter 2017.” A search for “child
care” of the draft 2035 General Plan yielded no results.
Respondents from the County of San Mateo reported that they address child care in their
General Plan but no reference could be found in the General Land Use section.
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Incentives for businesses to provide space for onsite child care



Incentives for multi-family housing developments to provide space
for onsite childcare



Child care impact fee program or other funding mechanism for
child care



Address child care in general plan

South San Francisco

San Mateo County

San Mateo City

Atherton

Reported () and Verified ( )

Belmont

Current Policy Mechanisms

Redwood City
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Table 5: Reporting jurisdictions currently implementing strategies to support ELFs.

Strategies of Interest
The next set of questions queried the respondents’ opinions of likelihood of their jurisdiction to
engage in various strategies to address the ELF shortage.
Participation in Cross-Jurisdictional ELF Funding Taskforce
The first question asked “In your opinion, how likely is it that your jurisdiction would consider
participating in planning for some type of countywide facilities funding plan for child care?”, 81%
thought there was some likelihood of support. (See Figure 3 below.)

Opined Likelihood to Participate in ELF Funding Task Force

15% 11%
19%
56%



Not at all likely



Somewhat likely



Likely



Very Likely

Figure 3: Percent response to question asked of local government “In your opinion, how likely
is it that your jurisdiction would consider participating in planning for some type of
countywide facilities funding plan for child care?”
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Respondents by Jurisdiction
Very likely Burlingame, County of San Mateo, City of San Mateo,
Likely Belmont, Menlo Park, Redwood City, South San Francisco
Somewhat likely Belmont, Brisbane, Burlingame, Colma, East Palo Alto, Half Moon Bay, Hillsborough,
Menlo Park, Pacifica, Portola Valley, Redwood City, San Bruno, South San Francisco

Not at all likely Atherton, City of San Mateo
Table 6: This table represents opinions of individuals regarding their affiliated jurisdiction. With multiple respondents
from jurisdictions, opinions did not always align, therefore in some cases a city is reported at more than one level of
likelihood.

Interest by Funding Mechanisms
The second question asked “In your opinion, how likely is it that your jurisdiction would consider
the following mechanisms...bond financing; parcel taxes; special benefit assessments, general
fund certificates, impact fees, integrated finance districts or other community facilities.” Choices
were “not at all likely”, “somewhat likely”, “likely”, “very likely” and “I don’t know”. (See Figure 4
below.)








This question received 28 responses.
The “I don’t know” responses ranged from 18-46% for the various mechanisms. This may
indicate general unfamiliarity with funding strategies. (Each mechanism is described in the
appendix of terms.)
Of those that offered their opinions, impact fees were seen as most likely approach. Over
two thirds of respondents considered impact fees a possibility for their jurisdiction.
(Belmont, Brisbane, Burlingame, Colma, City of San Mateo, County of San Mateo, East Palo
Alto, Foster City, Hillsborough, Menlo Park, Portola Valley, Redwood City, San Bruno, South
San Francisco.)
“Integrated finance districts or other community facilities district” was considered the next
most likely mechanism by one third of respondents. (See Appendix for definition of terms.)
Least supported was bond financing, which considered a possibility by 15% of
respondents.
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Likely ELF Financing Mechanisms
I

Impact fees
Integrated finance districts or other…
Special benefit assessments
General fund certificates of participation
Parcel taxes
Bond financing

I
I

I

0

5

10

15

20

 Somewhat likely  Likely  Very likely
Figure 4: Response counts of those respondents who indicated some likelihood by mechanism when
asked “In your opinion, how likely is it that your jurisdiction would consider the following mechanisms...”

Other Ideas
When asked, “Do you have any suggestions or other strategies your jurisdiction might consider to
address the child care facilities shortage?” the following comments were offered.
1.
2.
3.
4.

“Place child care facilities at schools…one drop off location” (San Bruno)
“All mechanism are subject to City Council policy direction” (Belmont)
“Our city runs child care facilities at a discount from market rates” (Menlo Park)
“Promote smaller home day care operations which receive substantial protection from
state from overly zealous and negative locals.” (Belmont)
5. “Convene stakeholders in/near employment hubs to assess needs/interest in
consortium/joint project.” (Redwood City)
6. “We have existing pre-schools run through our recreation department, wich are popular,
but fully subscribed, and given space limitations, not likely to be able to expand much, if at
all.” (Hillsborough)

Key Local Government Findings
There are very few known potential ELF sites owned by local government. However, their role in
land use planning, development agreements and permitting make them instrumental in the
development of new facilities and offers some local policy strategies. Early policy implementers
include: Redwood City which offers incentives to businesses and multi-family housing developers;
and both San Mateo and South San Francisco which have childcare impact fees. Naturally, these
policies are helpful only when implemented which requires ongoing leadership. Some cities, most
notably Belmont, Redwood City, and San Mateo have extensively addressed child care in their
general plans. There is some optimism for a cross-jurisdictional task force to develop ELF funding
strategies in San Mateo County and an opportunity to educate policy makers and community
leaders about specific funding mechanisms.
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Faith Based Organizations
Sample
Of the thirty-five respondents who self-identified as representing a faith based organization (FBO),
29 completed the survey. Their reported congregation sizes ranged 50 to 2600 members, with an
average of 420 members. Forty percent were from the City of San Mateo. Other areas of the
county represented were Belmont, Burlingame, Foster City, Pacifica, Redwood City, San Bruno, San
Carlos and South San Francisco. All of them reported that they owned their facilities. The
following 21 granted permission to be recognized in this report.
1.

Congregational Church of Belmont, UCC

2.

Congregational Church of San Mateo, UCC

3.

Fellowship Bible Church

4.

First Presbyterian Church San Mateo

5.

Gloria Dei Lutheran Church

6.

Hillside Church of God

7.

Mid-Peninsula Vineyard Church

8.

Peninsula Sinai Congregation

9.

Peninsula Temple Beth El

10. Saint Andrew's Episcopal Church
11. Saint Andrew Presbyterian Church
12. Saint Ambrose Episcopal Church, Foster City
13. Saint Elizabeth's Episcopal Church
14. Saint James A.M.E. Zion Church
15. Saint Paul's Episcopal Church (San Mateo)
16. Saint Paul's Episcopal Church (South San Francisco)
17. Saint Pius Church
18. San Mateo Buddhist Temple
19. Transfiguration Episcopal Church
20. Unitarian Universalists of San Mateo
21. Woodside Road UMC

FBO Responses
All of the FBO respondents reported that they owned their facilities of which 71% reported that they
currently provide space for licensed, weekday early education or child care services for children
under age five. When asked “In your opinion, how likely is it that your congregation would consider
incorporating new or additional space for child care either within its current facilities or on its
grounds within the next ten years?” 5 were likely or very likely, 12 were somewhat likely, and 10
had no interest. (See Figure 5 below.)
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FBOs Likelihood to Provide More ECE Space
No response
7%

Very Likely
10%
Likely
7%

Not at all likely
35%

Somewhat Likely
41%

Figure 5: Responses to question directed to those identified as representing Faith Based Organizations by percent to the
question: “In your opinion, how likely is it that your congregation would consider incorporating new or additional space
for child care either within its current facilities or on its grounds within the next ten years?”

The comments explaining their likelihood to expand revealed challenges with funding both building
maintenance and expansion, meeting city and child care licensing codes, and liability concerns.

Comments
Those that were likely or very likely
1. We don't believe our current building meets certain codes. But we are hoping to remodel our
building and hosting a child care would be wonderful!
2. We have rented our space to tenants over the last 10 years both to a preschool and to a K-5 after
school program. After nearly 9 years, the preschool is leaving. If there was way to get funding, we'd
open a preschool in a heartbeat.
3. We are currently in a capital campaign
4. We'd very much like to add a 3 year old option to our curriculum, though current facilities are not up
to code for that age group.

Those that were somewhat likely
5. If one of our other tenants leaves we would have space.
6. We are interested in expanding the preschool in San Bruno and/or adding childcare to our site in
SSF. Expenses related to adding parking to meet city requirements are too high for us to afford at
this time.
7. We are in the process of merging two churches
8. We are reviewing building use for the future at this time.
9. A few groups have approached our temple about facilities use for preschool programs in the past,
but liability concerns ultimately prevented plans from moving forward. A temple-run Buddhistoriented program would have the most likelihood of possibility, but it would require temple
members to organize and run it.
10. Our school is growing, but we are limited by the amount of land and building space. We are
considering creative ways to give us more classroom space.
11. We'd love to respond to the need.
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Those not at all likely
12. What we have is all we can handle.
13. The existing school already uses our classroom space. We lack the funding to build additional
spaces. We also have a difficult enough time with facility maintenance as is with an aging
congregation.
14. We already have two child care tenants on site and are full.
15. Our facility is used three afternoon/evenings a week, 36 weeks a year for our after school tutorial.
16. We currently care for about 200 children, mostly five years and younger. We are licensed for 126 at
any given time. In the afternoons we also provide After School Care for Foster City Elementary
School children. Essentially, we are caring for our capacity. However, it would be possible in the
future to expand our services if there was a need and a location for reasonable rent was available.
We have been involved in preschool and After School care for decades, and have some expertise in
this area.
17. We have a preschool that uses all available space.
18. We have tried and have been prevented by the San Carlos City Council on conditional use permits.
19. Limited by space and license to provide more than we already do.

When asked “How likely would it be for your congregation to consider offering land or renting space
to an independent child care operator?” only one was likely or very likely. Comment made by those
“somewhat likely” identified the following issues: a preference to first seek an operator who was
either able to provide a religious education component or was a member of the congregation;
competing uses for the space; concern that the size of the available space would only qualify for
family day care; and coordinating this among other expansion priorities.

Key Faith Based Organization Findings
Faith based organizations have been and are likely to continue to be a significant host of early
learning programs. They own their own facilities and have a complementary facilities uses. They
are a willing partner, but have budgetary constraints to fully address related building upgrades and
expansion and meeting city and child care licensing codes.
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Education Sector
Sample
Personalized email invitations were sent to all superintendents and facility managers of all 25
public school districts in San Mateo County. All superintendents also received up to two
personalized emails from the Superintendent of the County Office of Education with a web link to
the survey. Of the 33 respondents who self-identified with the education sector, affiliations were
reported with 22 districts. (Only Portola Valley Elementary, San Mateo Union High School District
and Sequoia Union High School District did not respond.)

Education Sector Responses
The first set of questions asked if the district was currently providing space for child care or early
learning programs by age. All but the Bayshore Elementary, Brisbane and Woodside School
Districts (86%) reported hosting some child care or early learning program for children ages 0-5.
When asking about programs for children ages 3-4 years, that figure drops to 68%. Only 3
districts, Pacifica, South San Francisco and the San Mateo County Office of Education, reported
that they provide space for infant or toddler programs. (See Table 7 below.)
Two districts reported that they had discontinued offering early learning space that was previously
offered. One explained their regret to reclaim needed classroom space from a Montessori
program.
Representatives from 11 districts thought they might have potential rooms, portables or land
which might be converted for early education programs.

Education Sector Findings
Even though School Districts must prioritize facility use for their own programs, representatives
from half of the districts thought there was possible land or facilities which could be made
available for early learning programs.
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Hosted Programs by Age

School District

Ages 0-2
Years

1. Bayshore Elementary School District
2. Belmont-Redwood Shores School District
3. Brisbane School District
4. Burlingame School District
5. Cabrillo Unified School District
6. Hillsborough City School District
7. Jefferson Elementary School District
8. Jefferson Union High School District
9. La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District
10. Las Lomitas Elementary School District
11. Menlo Park City School District
12. Millbrae School District
13. Pacifica School District
14. Ravenswood City School District
15. Redwood City School District
16. San Bruno Park Elementary School District
17. San Carlos School District
18. San Mateo County Community College District
19. San Mateo County Office of Education
20. San Mateo-Foster City School District
21. South San Francisco Unified School District
22. Woodside Elementary School District

Ages 3-4
Years

Ages 0-5
Years

May have
available
space



















































































Total
3
15
18
11
Table 7: Reported status of hosting early learning programs by age and district. For potential space the symbol 
indicates undeveloped land and the symbol  includes existing facilities.
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Real Estate and Developer Sector
Sample
Personalized email invitations were sent to representatives from 78 real estate development
entities. Four respondents self-identified as coming from the real estate or development
community. Two of the four, Vincent A. Muzzi of Magnolia of Millbrae and Scott Bohannon of
Bohannon Development Company granted permission to be recognized by name.

Responses
The following questions were asked of these respondents.
1. “Are you aware of any planned or under-construction development projects in San Mateo
County, California, that already include child care facilities?” All said no.
2. “Are you aware of any planned or under-construction development projects in San Mateo
County, California, that might possibly include child care facilities?” One knew of a
potential site: “Millbrae Serra Station could, but the Airport Land Use Regulations do not
permit them.”
3. “Has {{ firm’s name }} ever considered including child care in a project but it proved too
challenging?” One had: “We are a residential care facility for the elderly. I have often
thought it would be wonderful to be able to combine this with child care. Our outdoor
space limitations and the state child care requirements for outdoor space make it
impossible.”
4. “To the best of your knowledge, has {{ firm’s name }} ever included child care facilities in
any of its residential or non-residential projects?” None of the four firms had.
5. “Do you have any suggestions or anything else you would like to tell us as we consider
ways to ensure adequate supply of child care facilities in San Mateo County for the years
to come?” One developer asked “What incentives can state and local governments provide
to developers to build child care facilities?”

Real Estate Developer Findings
It was challenging to engage this population with the survey. None of the four respondents had
experience including child care facilities in their projects, but two expressed concerns meeting
various regulatory requirements. One asked what incentives might be available to developers to
build early learning facilities.
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Non-Profits & Unaffiliated Individuals
The only survey design element specific to non-profits sought to identify those which were currently
providing or had interest in providing space for early learning programs. Of the 14 respondents, 12
had 10 or fewer employees. Only Mills-Peninsula Health Services offered onsite child care, which
is available to both employees and community members.
Both non-profit affiliates and unaffiliated individuals were directed to the final set of questions
asked of all respondents.
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Who is Responsible?
All respondents were asked “Who or what entities do you believe are responsible to ensure a
continued supply of quality early learning and child care in San Mateo County? (Please check all
that apply.)”
This question was answered by 93 respondents with an average of 7 entities identified per person.
Only 3 respondents selected a single entity. This provides strong evidence that the respondents
recognize that multi-sector approaches are needed to address the ELF crisis.
The state and county were selected by over three quarters of the respondents. The next cluster of
entities, identified by around 60% of respondents, were child care providers, the First 5
Commission, and city government. Large employers, the non-profit sector and faith based
organizations were marked by half of the respondents. (See Figure 6 below.)
Of respondents representing FBOs who answered the question, 92% saw themselves as part of the
solution.

Considered Responsible Entities to Address ELF Shortage
State of California
San Mateo County Office of Education
San Mateo County Government
Child Care Providers
San Mateo County First 5 Commission
City Government
Faith Based Organizations
Non-Profit Sector
Large Employers
Local School Districts
Philanthropy
Other Private Business
Real Estate Developers

79%
77%
77%
63%
59%
58%
52%
51%
50%
37%
31%
31%
27%

Figure 6: Percent responses by entities listed for question “Who or what entities do you believe are
responsible to ensure a continued supply of quality early learning and child care in San Mateo County?”
n=93

The option of “other, please specify” was included. Four commented “all of the above”. “Three
respondents added parents and families of young children and the marketplace.” Other
comments included: “Reform Proposition 13 to allow increase in basis for business. Education
should be funded by property taxes as it is a core function of government”; “add taxpayers, we end
up paying more for services later in a student’s life if we don’t provide quality early learning”; “This
is a community obligation, we are all responsible to provide care and early childhood development
for our community”; “It will take all of us to ensure adequate support for our future generations”.
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Findings
There is strong evidence that the respondents recognize that multi-sector approaches are needed
to address the ELF shortages in San Mateo County.

Closing Comments

Final Comments from Respondents
BUILD A COMMUNITY-BASED COALITION
1. This needs to be a community effort, with all parties listed above sitting together and holding
hands to find a solution for the shortage of facilities. This problem will not go away unless
communities take ownership and design a plan of action.
2. I have two preschool aged kids. I am grateful for the child care they receive, but I can't
imagine making it work financially with tech sector wages. Please let us know how we can be
in partnership.
3. Help with non-profit organizations to expand. We have an empty lot.
4. I don't think any one public or private entity is responsible for providing childcare, but we
have a duty to provide it as a community.
5. Keep us in the loop, if we can be of assistance. We're privileged to serve our community and
would like to structure our plans in a way that best serves those around us.
6. I think it is desirable and laudable when public and private employers include on-site
childcare options, but I don't think it is their responsibility to do so.
7. If the state, county, city government or the school districts could make space available for
early childhood education (preschools) as landlords at a reasonable rate, then current
childcare operators might be able to expand their programs and operate them there.
8. The growing need for facilities is driven by the growing work force. The businesses that
generated the demand should be doing much more to accept responsibility for the impact
on child care, schools, housing, and transportation.
9. Utilize and develop surplus government space or land.

REFORM PROPOSITION 13
10. Business property owners should be required to pay higher property tax when a building they
own changes hands/is sold. State should pay for education of children through property
taxes.

ADDRESS THROUGH LAND-USE PLANNING, LICENSING AND NEW CONSTRUCTION PERMITS
11. It would be great to see these types of facilities sited near transportation corridors like
Caltrain & SamTrans lines so that families don't need to rely on car use to get their children
to the sites and then to continue to their employment.
12. Developers, both for housing and business should be providing infrastructure that will assist
in meeting the needs for those that are attracted to the development, school space, health
space, early learning space, police, fire, road up keep or expansion, etc.
13. What incentives can state and local governments provide to developers to build child care
facilities?
14. The county should have a planner who works with all cities (like C/CAG) to coordinate,
streamline permitting and development of facilities
15. Address permitting barriers for Large Family Child Care Homes that are a critical part of
supply.
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16. It might be helpful to require/incentivize infant/toddler facilities in new development for
businesses or housing as they come up for approval. Having an infant/toddler space close
to work/home is great.

CREATE FINANCING STRATEGIES
17. Measure A funding could be used. We seem to have a surplus and certainly most of what the
moneys are spent on could be changed if we did a better job of educating/supporting our
citizen, providing a full education. You already know the needs/importance of early
childhood so I won’t go into that.
18. Please do not take this money from the school district budgets.
19. A nonprofit development and financing intermediary would be great!
20. A county child care fund (like HEART).
21. Open up funding possibilities for faith-based programs

ADDRESS SUPPLY AND COMPENSATION OF SKILLED CHILD CARE WORKERS TOO
22. We need to figure out how to pay our ECC staff a livable wage in San Mateo
23. Make sure pay is adequate for this region.
24. In creating facilities think also about programs to train teachers and ways to help child care
programs find quality staff

OTHER RELATED ISSUES
25. Child Care for the homeless families would be so wonderful.
26. It's not just "child care" that is needed. It’s child care that facilitates early learning, so that
kids are prepared for kindergarten.
Table 8: Responses provided to open-ended final survey question “Do you have any suggestions or anything else you
would like to tell us as we consider ways to ensure adequate supply of child care facilities in San Mateo County for the
years to come?”
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Appendices
Contributors
We would like to thank all those who responded to our survey. Special thanks to the following who granted
permission to be acknowledged in this report.
Henry Adams

Keith Irish, Jefferson Union High School District

Mary Albitz

Patricia Jenkins, CuriOdyssey

Kristen Anderson

Andy Lagow, La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District

John Baker, Redwood City School District

Crystal Leach, Cabrillo Unified School District

Craig Baker, San Carlos School District

Scott Leslie

Curtis Banks, City of Foster City

Maggie Mac Isaac, Burlingame School District

Scott Bohannon, Bohannon Development Co

Rabbi Sara Mason-Barkin, Peninsula temple Beth el

Amy Buckmaster
Redwood City-San Mateo County Chamber of Commerce

Jeanne McLaughlin, Saint Andrew's Episcopal Church
Marty Medina

Rev. Marlyn Bussey, St. James A.M.E. Zion Church

Rev. Ben Meyers, Unitarian Universalists of San Mateo

Catherine Carlton, City of Menlo Park

Vincent A. Muzzi, Magnolia of Millbrae

Carolyn Chow, San Mateo-Foster City School District

Penny L. Newall, St. Andrew Presbyterian Church

Meg Clark, Home & Hope
Heather Cleary, Peninsula Family Services

Rev. Dr. G. Penny Nixon
Congregational Church of San Mateo, UCC

Michael Coutts, Hillside Church of God

David Ota, St. Ambrose Episcopal Church, Foster City

Kelli Jo Cullinan, City of South San Francisco

Mary Morrissey Parden, Belmont Chamber of Commerce

Carlos de Melo, City of Belmont

Audra Pittman, Bayshore Elementary School District

Kristi Denham, Congregational Church of Belmont, UCC

Denise Porterfield, San Mateo County Office of Education
Sharon Ranals, City of South San Francisco

Donald Dias, Redwood City School District

Anthony Ranii, Hillsborough City School District

Kaia Eakin

Eric Reed, City of Belmont

Rabbi Dennis Eisner, Peninsula Temple Beth El

Mehdi Rizvi, Bayshore Elementary School District

Michele Enriquez-Dasilva, San Mateo Credit Union

Ahmad Sheikholeslami, Menlo Park City School District

Adrienne Etherton

Tim Shrimpton, Gloria Dei Lutheran Church

Darcy Forsell, City of San Mateo

The Rev. Thomas Skillings, St. Paul's Episcopal Church

Gladys Gardner, First Presbyterian Church San Mateo

Jo-Ann Sockolov

Katie Goetz , Woodside Road UMC
Craig A Goldman
Belmont-Redwood Shores School District

Charles Stone

The Rev. Julie Graham, St. Paul's Episcopal Church

Wendy S. Tukloff, Pacifica School District

Frederick Arn Hansson
Deborah Hawkins, St. Andrew's Episcopal Church and
St. Elizabeth's Episcopal Church

Steven Turner

Rabbi Corey Helfand, Peninsula Sinai Congregation

Pastor Steve Wong, Fellowship Bible Church

Duke Taber, Mid-Peninsula Vineyard Church

Bernie Vidales, Jefferson Elementary School District
Matthew Woodward

Dr. Gloria M Hernandez-Goff
Ravenswood City School District

Jane Yuster, Cabrillo Unified School District

Lauri Hill

Mila Zelkha
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Financing Terminology
Assessment District is a financing mechanism under The California Streets and Highways Code which
enables cities, counties and special districts to designate specific areas as Assessment Districts, with the
approval of a majority of the landowners based on financial obligations, and allows these Districts to collect
annual special assessments to finance the improvements constructed or acquired by the District. (Source:
City of San Mateo accessed at http://www.cityofsanmateo.org/index.aspx?NID=1765 on 6/22/2016)
Benefit Assessments are used by local governments to pay the costs of providing services to a particular
community. (Sources: California Tax Data accessed at
http://www.californiataxdata.com/pdf/benefitsassessment.pdf on 6/22/2016.)
Bond financing is a type of long-term borrowing that state and local governments frequently use to raise
money, primarily for long-lived infrastructure assets.
http://www.lao.ca.gov/2007/bond_financing/bond_financing_020507.aspx)
Certificate of Participation (COP) is a type of financing where an investor purchases a share of
the lease revenues of a program rather than the bond being secured by those revenues. (Sources:
California State Treasurer accessed at http://www.treasurer.ca.gov/cdiac/reports/Guidelines93-8.pdf on
6/22/16 and Investopedia at http://www.investopedia.com/terms on 6/22/16.)
Integrated finance districts are financing mechanisms to help developers and builders with the cash flow
challenges of financing multi-phase projects. (Source: California Tax Data accessed at
http://www.californiataxdata.com/pdf/IntegratedFinance.pdf on 6/22/16)
Impact fees are payments required by local governments of new development for the purpose of providing
new or expanded public capital facilities required to serve that development. (Source: American Planning
Association, accessed at https://www.planning.org/policy/guides/adopted/impactfees.htm on 6/22/16)
Parcel tax is imposed by local government on a per-parcel basis. (Source: California Taxpayers Association
policy brief accessed at http://www.caltax.org/ParcelTaxPolicyBrief.pdf on 6/22/16)
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