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Date of Hearing:  May 16, 2018 

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS 

Lorena Gonzalez Fletcher, Chair 
AB 1964 (Maienschein) – As Amended April 23, 2018 

Policy Committee: Health    Vote: 12 - 0 

Urgency:  No State Mandated Local Program:  Yes Reimbursable:  No 

SUMMARY: 

This bill requires the California Department of Public Health (CDPH) to issue regulations related 
to day camps and requires local enforcement agencies to issue permits for and regulate day 
camps.  Specifically, this bill: 

1) Defines an organized day camp as a program established to provide group experiences for 
children during the day, on days during school breaks, for a minimum of four hours per day 

on three or more consecutive days. 

2) Establishes two tiers of day camp: Tier 1, which offers multiple programs, programs with 
higher-risk activities, or food service; and Tier 2, which offers none of these. 

3) Requires a Tier 1 camp to undergo an initial inspection and, if it provides food service, as 
specified, requires it to be licensed as a food facility.  

4) Establishes personnel and documentation requirements for day camps. 

5) Requires day camps to obtain health and safety permits from a local enforcement agency. 

6) Allows local enforcement agencies to charge a fee to support enforcement activities, 

including fees to reimburse the cost of unannounced inspections. 

7) Requires CDPH to issue regulations establishing minimum standards for day camps. 

FISCAL EFFECT: 

1) Costs to CDPH in the range of $180,000 GF for two to three years to conduct research and 
draft regulations.   

2) Costs for inspecting and overseeing day camps will be incurred by LHJs.  The bill gives 
LHJs broad authority to charge fees to cover regulatory costs.   

COMMENTS: 

1) Purpose. This bill intends to establish that day camps are under the jurisdiction of local 
health agencies and do not require state licensure as child care facilities.  The author indicates 

local authorities have raised concerns some organizations have been operating as day camps 
in an effort to circumvent strict licensing requirements of day care centers.  Furthermore, the 

sponsor of this bill, the California Collaboration for Youth, asserts that in an attempt to 
regulate day camps, some counties have classified them as child care facilities. 
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2) Current Regulation. The current definition of an organized camp applies only to sites that 
are established to provide an outdoor group living experience for five or more days a year.  

Day camps often do not have a fixed site, and instead operate in parks, beaches, churches, or 
schools. Boys and Girls Clubs and YMCA facilities, for instance, are not subject to laws that 
regulate organized camps.  This bill establishes a new definition and regulatory structure for 

day camps. The new structure would apply to, for instance, a weeklong summer camp at the 
YMCA or a zoo, a theater camp, or a field-based camp, provided the camp was in session for 

longer than four hours per day.   
 

The Department of Social Services (DSS) regulates child care in the state.  To distinguish 

child care from other programs or activities, DSS states that generally, in a child care setting, 
parents have an expectation that their children are being provided care and supervision.  That 

is, children are in need of "personal services, supervision, or assistance essential for 
sustaining activities of daily living for their protection" (Health and Safety Code 1596.750).  
Some programs called "day camps" in common speech appear to fit this description, while 

others are more focused on providing a certain experience or specialized education, rather 
than care and supervision.  "Organized camps" (overnight camps)  regulated under current 

law are generally in rural or wilderness settings, with attendant environmental health and 
safety concerns, such as pests, clean water, and activities in and around bodies of water.  
These camps are currently subject to CDPH regulation and local health officer enforcement.  

 
Outside of child care and resident camps, childrens' programs and activities do not appear to 

be state-regulated, although a variety of accreditation or other standards apply to programs 
that provide care for children, such as after-school care.   
 

Unlike day camps, which may number in the hundreds or thousands statewide, local health 
officers indicate overnight camps are relatively few in number. Thus, a local regulatory 

expansion to day camps is a significant new responsibility.   
 

3) Prior Legislation. SB 476 (Mendoza), of the 2015-16 Legislative Session, would have 

redefined organized camps and separated them into two types:  resident camps and day camp. 
It would have required organized day camps to follow existing public health and safety codes 

and regulations.  SB 476 was held on the Suspense File of this committee. 
  
SB 443 (Walters), of the 2013-14 Legislative Session, would have defined organized camps 

and organized day camps and would have established requirements regarding their operation.  
SB 443 was held on the Suspense File of this committee. 

 
SB 1087 (Walters), Chapter 652, Statues of 2012, exempts organized camps from licensure 
required for day care centers. 

 
SB 737 (Walters), of the 2011-12 Legislative Session, was substantially similar to SB 443 

(Walters) of 2013-14.  SB 737 was vetoed.  In his veto message, the governor stated: 
 

I agree with the author's intent to clarify and simplify the regulation of organized camps, 

but this measure does not achieve this goal. I am directing the Department of Public 
Health and Department of Social Services to work with the author and interested 

advocates to resolve this issue in the coming year.   
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The only activity related to this issue from the administration appears to be some level of 

engagement on subsequent bills introduced in the Legislature.  There was no proactive effort 
made to resolve the issue.  
 

4) Staff Comments.     
 

a) Overall. Local health agencies report very few or no complaints related to day camps, 
raising the question of whether this regulatory program is necessary.  On the other hand, 
it seems fair to assume there is a public expectation day camps have some level of 

regulatory oversight. 
 

b) Regulatory Fit. Local health agencies have expertise in disease outbreaks, food safety, 
and inspecting for health and sanitation standards.  This bill appears to appropriately 
match this expertise to the regulatory requirements. To the extent the author wishes to 

broaden oversight to programmatic requirements of day camps such as staff ratios or 
personnel qualifications, however, local health agencies would not be an appropriate 

oversight entity.  By requiring this programmatic information to be submitted to local 
health agencies, this bill may imply local health agencies are expected to oversee 
standards for programmatic requirements as well as health and safety standards.   

  
c) Statewide necessity. No compelling evidence of a statewide crisis in day camp health 

and safety has been presented.  The requirement to inspect Tier 1 day camps and issue 
permits for all camps poses an unknown, likely significant burden on camps and local 
jurisdictions.  Because local circumstances vary, the author may wish to consider 

establishing local oversight of day camps pursuant to the bill as voluntary for local 
jurisdictions or providing additional regulatory flexibility. This would allow each 

jurisdiction to address concerns as needed in a cost-efficient manner.  
 

d) Impact on access.  This bill includes no timelines, but requires many day camps to have 

an initial inspection in order to operate. This bill should be amended to address a phase-in 
timeline and specify when regulatory programs are expected to become operative in order 

to ensure families' access to day camps is not imperiled.  
 

e) Fee for inspections. Staff suggests this language be modified as follows: (c) The local 

public health officer may inspect the organized day camp or organized resident camp and 
charge a fee for that purpose, not to exceed the reasonable cost of the inspection.  

Inspecting a camp will be part of the authority and duty of the local health officer. 
Consistent with most other fee-based regulatory programs, similarly situated entities 
should be charged fees based on overall regulatory costs, not on a fee-for-service basis. 

Unpredictable, one-off fees for unannounced inspections could be burdensome.      
 

Analysis Prepared by: Lisa Murawski / APPR. / (916) 319-2081


