
Bill Jaeger Testimony in Support of SB 17-110: Accessibility of Exempt Family Child Care 

Thank you Mr. Chair and members of the committee.  My name is Bill Jaeger and I am the Vice President 

of Early Childhood Initiatives at the Colorado Children’s Campaign. Thank you for the opportunity to 

testify in support of SB 17-110. 

 

The Children’s Campaign has long been a voice that advocates for the health and safety of young children 

in their earliest years.  Like building a house, ensuring they have quality early learning experiences in the 

early years lays the foundation for what is to come. If we are serious about the school readiness and long 

term healthy development of young children, we need to support kids’ quality experiences in both 

licensed and informal care environments. 

 

Colorado’s current law exempting some forms of child care from licensing is not particularly well-

designed when it comes to informal child care arrangements such as sharing a nanny or other informal in-

home care for a very small number of children. This bill would clarify that when someone is caring for no 

more than four children, including no more than two children under two years of age, they are exempt 

from child care licensing. 

 

What we have in law already allows a license-exempt provider to watch more than four kids they are not 

related to legally. So the status quo certainly allows care for this many children unrelated to the provider 

to occur right now.  The difference this bill addresses is in how those children are related to each 

other.  Said another way: 

1) A home-based provider can watch an unlimited number of children related to the provider 

(nieces, nephews, grandchildren, etc.) and an unlimited number of children from one family 

unrelated to the provider. In this scenario, 10 or more children could be in care and this would 

be legal. 

2) A family child care home must be licensed, however, if two children (or more) unrelated to each 

other or the provider are being cared for. This means that nanny-sharing is illegal. If my family 

and my neighbor’s family hire someone to watch our two children in their home, we have just 

broken the law. This means that someone caring for just two children in this scenario is doing 

something illegal.  

3) As such, we have a bit of an inconsistency when we have one scenario where an unlimited of 

children unrelated to the provider can be watched, but in another scenario caring for more than 

even 1 child unrelated to the provider is illegal. 

 

This bill tries to strike a balance between a very restrictive status quo (the potential that families with two 

children in care are breaking the law) against opening up exemptions to unsafe numbers. The bill finds 

that middle ground where there is a cap of no more than four children (no more than two of which are 

under two years old) in care. This cap would also include any of the children that are related to the 

caregiver and any that are unrelated they are watching (e.g., my two kids and one child each from two 

other families). 

 

It is also worth point out that some immigrants and refugees in Colorado cannot obtain a child care 

license.  So if a close family friend is watching two unrelated children, currently they must get licensed. 

But given that some immigrants and refugees don’t have licensing available, we essentially force them to 

operate underground without access to training, support, and quality improvement outreach.  We can’t say 

to this person “just get licensed” as that is not an option. Without expanding to unsafe numbers, the bill 

would allow those offering this care to access the free trainings and supports that otherwise they would 

not access. 

 

We also cannot wait until all young children are in licensed settings before supporting their school 

readiness. 100,000 children under age 6 in Colorado (enough to fill Mile High Stadium and the Pepsi 



Center at the same time) have all parents in the workforce and are not in licensed care (because there isn’t 

licensed capacity). To get all of these children into licensed settings would require us to nearly double our 

licensed capacity for children five and under statewide.  While that is something we should also work on, 

we need to acknowledge that these 100,000 children are currently in exempt or illegal care.  What are we 

doing to support their school readiness and healthy development? If we keep too much of this care in the 

shadows, we will never reach these kids.  Care that is above the proposed cap (more than 2 children under 

2 or more than 4 total children) should still be shut down. But this bill acknowledges that the number of 

children in these situations is substantial throughout the state and if it is happening in the shadows, we 

miss the chance to support quality experiences. 

 

Finally, this proposal is not beyond the norm for other states.  For example, Ohio, Virginia, New Jersey, 

and Indiana set the cap at five or fewer children (and in several instances that cap doesn’t include the 

provider’s own children). Utah, Missouri, New Mexico, and Arizona all cap at four or fewer children (but 

again some also do not include the provider’s own children in that count).  Some states do have smaller 

caps (Illinois, Texas, Oregon, Nebraska cap at 3 plus the provider’s children) but with some exceptions do 

not include the provider’s own children in that count (whereas Colorado’s proposed cap on four or fewer 

children would include a provider’s own children). 

 

Bringing some of the informal care that is common in many communities out of the shadows (but 

maintaining a ceiling of no more than 4 children and no more than 2 of those children under age 2), 

increases our opportunity to support children’s healthy development in these arrangements.  

 

Given that child care preferences for some families, for children with special needs, and for families who 

struggle to afford licensed care drive informal care arrangements, it is important to ensure access to 

school readiness efforts for these children as well as those in licensed arrangements. If the care is illegal, 

we are limited in our ability to support children and families in these environments. But license-exempt 

providers can accept child care assistance (CCCAP), potentially the Child and Adult Food Care Program 

(CACFP), are able to participate in trainings offered by local Early Childhood Councils and others, and 

are often able to get on a path to becoming licensed as small businesses. In fact, in a recent survey of Los 

Angeles County family, friend, and neighbor providers, 82% are interested in becoming licensed. By 

bringing this care out of the shadows and creating pathways to licensing and quality (rather than forcing 

these informal homes to close which is what we need to do when it is deemed illegal), we have an 

opportunity to support more children’s quality early experiences. 

 

Quality early experiences should be available in both licensed and informal care settings. This bill strikes 

the right balance between protecting health and safety as afforded by licensing while acknowledging the 

reality that informal care is common throughout the state and we should support access to quality early 

experiences in these settings as well. 

 

Thank you and I would be happy to answer any questions you might have. 


