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OVERVIEW OF STATE REQUIREMENTS FOR AFTERSCHOOL STAFF QUALIFICATIONS

 AND TRAINING

I. Introduction

In the space of an afternoon, an afterschool worker may have to perform many roles—homework helper, mentor, athletic director, games master, role model, reading coach, top chef, bridge to parents, and above all, an adult who develops positive relationships that can change children’s lives. Clearly, program staffing is a critical ingredient of the quality afterschool programs increasingly seen as a means to support youth development and school success. But what qualifications—education, training, and experience—should those staff possess? What may seem to many an uncomplicated job actually demands special skills and knowledge to keep kids engaged and help them approach learning, or even see the world, in a new way. 

How to build the workforce that can help afterschool reach its potential is a question for the afterschool field itself, together with the policymakers who regulate, fund, and oversee programs. The federal government, which provides several billion dollars for programs for school-age children during out-of-school time, has barely raised this question. But as the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) picks up steam and the reauthorization of the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG) looms on the horizon, the role of afterschool in achieving national education goals—and therefore the quality of programs providing services—must surely come into sharper focus.

In fact, the first steps in answering the question have already been taken by states, through the expectations for program staff qualifications they lay out in regulations and grant requirements for major afterschool funding streams. These requirements are the floor from which staffing is shaped and professional development conducted.

NAA, under the auspices of an Edmund A. Stanley Research Grant from The Robert Bowne Foundation, undertook a study to examine how states are approaching the question of staff qualifications and training within two frameworks in which federal funding influences afterschool programs, the 21st Century Community Learning Centers (21st CCLC) and the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF—CCDF is the umbrella term for all federal child care funding, discretionary and mandatory, that is governed by the provisions of CCDBG). The study looked at what states expect—in other words, the floor—in terms of qualifications and professional development for staff in afterschool programs influenced by federal legislation. 


Each of those funding streams leads to a different perspective about how program characteristics are shaped. One perspective is that of the basic inputs to a program in order to qualify to be licensed. To receive CCDF funds, states must have in place basic regulations concerning childcare programs, including staff qualifications and training that usually govern all programs serving children up to a certain age, regardless of subsidy. Many school-age children are in these programs. 21st CCLC, on the other hand, comes from an education perspective and is a grant program with a specific purpose—to improve academic success and provide enriching activities—targeted to specific children, primarily those from low-income families. Unlike a program such as Head Start, however, which is also targeted at low-income children, 21st CCLC does not come with an extensive internal regulatory framework. Local grantees must meet requirements set by the state, which may include requirements addressing staff, and by federal law, which is silent on staff qualifications. Local programs may also be subject to other requirements depending on where they are based, including childcare licensing. With funding of $1.1 billion, 21st CCLC is the major federal program devoted solely to afterschool and plays a significant role in providing afterschool opportunities for low-income children and youth. Therefore, it is worthwhile to examine how states approach staffing questions in their administration of the program. 


Examining requirements resulting from these differing perspectives, and looking for examples where states have come together to create a cohesive approach to afterschool program oversight, is important if afterschool is to become a system at the program level and a profession at the staff level. Afterschool practitioners, agency officials, stakeholders, and advocates all around the country are working to identify the common needs of program staff in terms of competencies and create systematic ways to support their professional growth. Understanding the requirements of different oversight sources, the perspectives that can divide them, and the common mission that connects them, may help forge a path toward accomplishing those tasks.
Methodology
Child Care Regulations: The study examined regulations and, as needed, state statutes related to center-based programs in all 50 states plus the District of Columbia.
 These regulations would affect any program receiving funds under CCDF, but also form the regulatory framework for the vast majority of school-age programs in community-based programs for children under the age covered by the regulations and, depending on the state, school-based programs. Regulations pertaining to center-based programs were selected because that setting is most analogous to the projects under the 21st CCLC program and other state and locally funded afterschool programs. However, it should be noted that many school-age children, including some of those receiving CCDF subsidies, are located in family childcare homes.

The study sought to identify those regulations affecting staff in school-age programs to determine what was specifically expected of staff serving that age child. Therefore, if a state has regulations pertaining to programs serving only school age, those were the regulations that were included in the analysis. Many states do not have separate regulations for school-age programs, so in those cases, information about their basic personnel requirements was collected. However, some states that do not have separate school-age regulations do recognize the distinction in school-age staff in their personnel provisions. Additional documents were analyzed to obtain information on state Quality Rating and Improvement Systems and Professional Development Systems as well as state CCDF plans. While every effort was made to ensure accurate interpretation of regulations and statutes, every state’s structure differs, making following and crosschecking regulations difficult. School-age specific provisions regarding qualifications may be in lieu of or in addition to basic requirements for childcare staff and are not always easy to sort out.

21st CCLC Programs: We were able to obtain information on 21st CCLC programs in 42 states and the District of Columbia. Most frequently the information was contained in Requests for Applications (RFA’s, but called by various names in the states), which provides guidance to potential grantees on the requirements they have to fulfill to receive the grants. Other documents were examined as available and relevant, including additional program guidance and evaluations or annual reports. Data gathering included limited follow-up with state program officials. 

All data sources were accessed between May and December 2009. While some updated data were obtained as this report was being put together, time did not allow for checking every state to see if new regulations or request for application had been issued. Data analysis focused on qualifications required for various positions as well as provisions for pre-service and in-service training. The original intent was to compare requirements across program settings within states. However, the possible permutations of different personnel requirements in regulations as well as a lack of detailed requirements in many 21st CCLC programs impeded such an undertaking. The analysis presented below is intended to provide broad insights to how staff issues are viewed in the different settings and to how professional development can be more adequately developed.


II. Child Care Regulatory Framework
Many afterschool programs operate within the context of state childcare licensing rules and regulations. All states regulate at least some types of childcare providers serving children up to age 12 and some include older children as well.
 Childcare funded through the federal CCDF program is administered in this context. Childcare regulations do not cover all afterschool programs, because often states exempt such programs as those operated by school districts or national youth organizations.

To receive CCDF funds, states must certify that they have licensing requirements for childcare services and requirements designed to protect the health and safety of children that are applicable to children receiving CCDF subsidies, and that it has procedures to ensure compliance with the health and safety requirements. As many as 44 percent of children receiving subsidies under CCDF are school age.

Within childcare regulations, school-age programs are still emerging as a distinct category needing specially tailored provisions. At least 13 states have separate regulations for school-age facilities (California, Colorado, Hawaii, Indiana, Kansas, North Dakota, New Mexico, New York, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, Washington). The absence of separate regulations for school age programs overall, however, does not mean states do not recognize the distinctions in specific areas such as personnel. The scan of regulations for this study identified at least 23 states that had distinct requirements for school-age staff and another ten that had provisions related to school-age staff embedded in or in addition to their basic personnel requirements. In California, personnel provisions in the school-age regulations refer back to the basic regulations, while in the District of Columbia, which does not have separate school-age regulations overall, there are distinct provisions addressing qualifications and responsibilities of out-of-school-time program staff.
Licensing is often connected to ensuring basic health and safety within programs. However, increasingly it is a vehicle for establishing a floor for program quality, through ensuring qualified staff, requiring appropriate staff/child ratios, and specifying program content areas. There are a number of strategies states can employ to improve staff quality in after-school programs. Licensing and regulation can be an effective means to implement these strategies, especially if used in conjunction with financial support and incentives as well as technical assistance to reach higher levels of quality.

Staff Qualifications:

Regulatory requirements vary greatly among states, and provisions related to staff qualifications and training is no exception. While in some states school-age programs must meet requirements developed for early childhood programs, this scan identified 33 states with provisions addressing staff qualifications in school-age programs in some way. These provisions may be in the form of totally separate qualifications within regulations specific to school age care, or they may be in the form of exceptions or alternatives for school-age program staff within general staff qualifications. In some cases, school-age requirements are in addition to general requirements for programs serving younger children. In programs serving multiple age groups, staff in management or leadership positions generally must meet requirements for serving younger children as well as school age.

While there are no set positions for which states have to define qualifications, there is a general pattern of management staff, frontline teachers or caregivers, and assistants. All states define a director or administrator position for the person who oversees and plans the program. In a few states, there may be additional qualifications if a person performs both of these functions. Most states (39) define qualifications for staff who work directly with children, having requirements for either Head Teacher/Group Leader or Teacher/Caregiver, and sometimes both. Fourteen states recognize the realities of administering programs, particularly afterschool programs, with multiple sites and have defined a Site Supervisor/Coordinator position that often has qualifications similar to that of the director.

 It is important to bear in mind that the qualifications as defined in regulation are a floor and do not describe every person holding that position within a state. Many afterschool staff have qualifications well beyond the minimum required. A 2006 survey of afterschool workers conducted by the National AfterSchool Association found that more than two-thirds of respondents had a two year degree or higher and 55 percent had a four year degree or higher, although the results are not nationally representative.
 However, it is useful to examine the floors for specific positions in thinking about where the field needs to work on improvements in certain states. 

Categorizing and analyzing requirements from state to state is not simple. Requirements for childcare positions are basically a system of equivalencies: combinations of education, credentials, training, and experience that equally qualify an individual for a position. There usually is not one set of requirements laid out by a state that can be easily compared to that of another state. Particularly for leadership positions, there are seemingly endless permutations of what might be required. These variations reflect both the advancement in thinking about what level and type of knowledge and credentials afterschool staff need to bring to the job, as well as the history of filling positions with people whose main qualification is experience in the field. 

Our analysis defined four categories of qualifications within which to analyze requirements: Bachelor’s degree or higher; Associate degree; credential such as CDA, state school-age or other credential, or Montessori certificate; non-degree or non-credential qualifications including high school diploma or equivalent, clock or credit hours of training, and periods of experience. Degree or credential categories might also include experience as well as differing requirements according to whether a degree was in a child-related field or not. 

As the discussion below shows, overall the most detailed and generally stringent requirements are placed on management positions, as would be expected. In contrast, in many states the basic qualifications for frontline staff who work closely with children are minimal.

Qualifications for Program Director
The director position is clearly considered the key position, which would be expected. But looking at the regulations for different positions in many states, it appears that states center their most elaborate requirements, as well as their most stringent, on this position and often forego many requirements for line staff, as if ensuring that there is one knowledgeable person in the program to create quality services. Many states allow a broad range of education or training and experience to qualify an individual for the director’s position. Close to half the states define equivalent qualifications in all four categories. 

Generally, requirements for experience increase with educational qualifications that are less than a bachelor’s degree or higher. For example, Massachusetts requires program directors with a bachelor’s degree in a child-related field to have six months experience working with school-age children while those with an associate’s degree must have 18 months experience and those with only a high school diploma or its equivalent must have 4 years. In addition, all directors must have administrative experience or college credits in management or administration. 

States vary so much in how they cast their version of qualifications, however, that straightforward aggregation is often difficult. To attempt to compare states’ approaches to setting minimum qualifications, the study analyzed requirements related to bachelor’s degrees as well as the category of non-degree qualifications. It was difficult to analyze a few states because of the way they determine qualifications. For example, Iowa has an elaborate point system, in which points can be accrued in various categories including degrees and experience.

Forty-one states define qualifications for directors with bachelor’s degrees. Twenty-eight [need to finalize] specify requirements for degrees relevant to the care of children, while 24 states have requirements that do not specify a major or are directed toward majors not related to children. (Some states have requirements for both.) In the past, one barrier to school age programs becoming licensed has been the focus in regulations on preparation in early childhood education for staff. While a number of states’ requirements still retain that focus, at least 21 include educational areas more suited to school-age staff. While elementary education is the most frequent area of concentration specified, a number of states also specify academic courses in school age-related areas such as youth development, recreation, physical education, and human development.

States may add an experience requirement to academic credentials. Such requirements may vary depending on whether or not a bachelor’s degree is in a child-related field. States are slightly more likely to require experience if a degree is in a non-child related field: experience is required in about half the instances where child-related degrees are defined, compared with three-fifths of instances defining non-child related degrees. Where experience is required, on average, staff with child-related degrees need on slightly less, 12.8 months compared with 13.8 months for non-child related degrees. The range of experience required for directors with child-related degrees is from 2 months to 24 months, while for non-child related degrees, the range is 3 months to 36 months.

Where states define qualifications that do not include a degree from an institution of higher education, a credential, or other certification, the requirements are made up of some combination of college credit, clock hours of training, and experience. Forty-three states define qualifications for directors that do not include degrees or certification. Nine states have multiple combinations of the different categories, usually applying to different size centers. Almost half of states with non-degree categories require a combination of college credit and experience or include such a combination as one option. Six more allow either college credit or clock hours of training together with experience. Almost all states require some or all of the college credit to be in child-related fields, most often early childhood or child development. Relatively few specify that college credits related to school-age children are required or may be substituted for early childhood courses. 

The amount of experience required in conjunction with college credit varies widely across states, from 6 months to as much as four years. Missouri requires no experience if directors have a higher level of college credit hours. Six states allow directors to qualify based solely on experience, with requirements ranging from 12 to 48 months. Sometimes they include requirements such as supervisory experience in a school-age facility. Six additional states require only experience in some situations. For example, West Virginia requires a great deal of experience (10 or 15 years, depending on the type of center) if a candidate for a director’s position does not have college credits. At least six states require that experience be related to providing services for school-age children. 

Frontline Staff Qualifications 


The majority of states (39) set out minimum qualifications for frontline staff, or those who are directly responsible for supervising and working with the children in the program. However, in many states, the requirements for caregiver or teacher positions are minimal, requiring no special training or experience.

Frontline staff positions are usually defined as “teacher” or “caregiver” or in some cases, “head teacher” or “group leader”. Eight states recognize a hierarchy in frontline staff, with requirements for “head teachers” or “group leaders” as well as basic caregivers. Because of differences in nomenclature, it is sometimes difficult to classify positions as either supervisory/administrative or teaching staff. In a couple of states, site supervisors seemed to overlap with head teacher positions; in others, the description of teacher positions seemed more in line with head teachers in other states. The qualifications for positions identified as Head Teacher/Group Leader tend to be more stringent than those for regular caregiver positions. For example, in Vermont, the qualifications for a head teacher are the same as those for a director. Pennsylvania also has stringent requirements for staff qualifying as a group supervisor. Most states set a minimum age limit teacher/caregivers of age 18, although a few allow younger staff and some states with head teacher definitions require them to be over age 18.

Fifteen of the states have only minimal qualification requirements for caregiver or teacher positions, including two where head teacher/group leader was the only position defined. A minimal requirement was defined as generally including only an age limit and high school education or its equivalent and perhaps a few months of experience. Two states listed as the only requirement other than age, abilities such as the ability to read information such as emergency information, to call for help in an emergency, and to write things such as an accident report. Only five of these states have additional regulations for a supervisory position within the classroom, such as a head teacher/group leader or a site supervisor who provided direct care. 

In stark contrast to states with such requirements are states that define qualifications in the bachelor’s or associate degree categories or require substantial coursework and experience even when a degree is not specified. For example, Illinois requires 30 semester hours with 6 hours related to school-age care, child development, elementary education, physical education, recreation, or camping. Staff with only the 6 hours of child-related experience must have 1560 hours of school age-related experience. A high school diploma or equivalent is acceptable only with 3,120 hours of relevant experience. Only five states, however, apparently envision frontline staff with a bachelor’s degree and include a definition in that category. Those states are Montana, Nebraska, South Carolina, and Wisconsin.

The low level of required minimum qualifications for frontline workers in a number of states reflects several conditions in the afterschool field, as well as early childhood. Many programs are able to offer only relatively low compensation to frontline workers. For example, hourly-wage workers responding to a 2006 NAA survey of afterschool workers reported receiving an average of $10.75 an hour, although the survey was a self-selected sample and therefore results could not be generalized.
 Such low wages may be perceived as a barrier to requiring a higher level of qualification for entry-level workers. Another complicating factor is the part-time nature of many afterschool program jobs, which may not make it worthwhile for staff to obtain higher levels skills. Turnover and a weak attachment to the field are also a problem. Therefore, the amount of training provided once a worker becomes employed assumes much greater importance.

Pre-service and In-service Training

States’ regulatory requirements for childcare staff do not end with the basic qualifications for positions. Most states have some type of requirement for pre-service or orientation training for new staff in a program and for on-going in-service training that must be satisfied each year. These requirements present opportunities for training staff once they are hired, which as noted above, is important for positions where the wages are not likely to attract workers with advanced education related to working with children and youth. 

The amount of training child care workers receive through their jobs is likely to be a consideration in the reauthorization of the Child Care and Development Block Grant (CCDBG), which sets the policy for CCDF funds. In 2009, a coalition of national children’s organizations released a jointly-developed agenda for improving child care that recommended all providers be required to have at least 40 hours of pre-service training and 24 hours annually.
 While a few states would meet these targets, at least in their early childhood requirements, most would have to increase their requirements, or in the case of pre-service or orientation requirements, be more specific about the number of hours spent in that activity. 


An issue that needs more study is related to who covers the cost of training needed to meet regulatory requirements—programs, individual practitioners, and/or the state through training offerings or scholarships. Unlike the 21st CCLC program, discussed later in this report, even child care programs who serve children subsidized through CCDF do not have funding dedicated to training and technical assistance. The quality funds set aside within CCDF for quality improvement, including the small $18 million set-aside for school-age programs and resource and referral, is targeted to the field in general, with the states having discretion over how it is used.  

Pre-Service Training: Almost all states have some type of requirement for pre-service or orientation training for staff. Few specify the number of hours that must be spent on this activity, at least for school-age workers. 

Orientation or pre-service training cannot always be thought of as something that happens before a staff person steps into a program office or classroom. While at least 17 states have basic orientation activities that must be completed prior to employment or assuming unsupervised responsibility for children, some of these states have additional requirements that must be completed later. 

Nine states had initial requirements that must be met in timeframes ranging from within one week to one month after employment begins. Three of these also have additional requirements that had to be met within a longer timeframe. For example, Oregon requires training on emergency procedures, center policies, and procedures for reporting abuse and neglect to be completed within the first two weeks of employment, but requires additional training for staff included in staff/child ratios on recognizing and reporting child abuse and neglect as well as first aid and CPR within 90 days.

One of the major purposes of orientation clearly is to familiarize staff with health and safety precautions and emergency procedures. Other frequently cited topics include center policies and procedures, child abuse and neglect identification and reporting procedures, guidance and discipline, and child development-related areas. A few states exempt employees who have certain levels of education or who have completed similar types of instruction from pre-service training related to child development topics.


Florida does not address orientation per se, but does have a significant training requirement that must start in the first year of employment. Childcare personnel must complete Department of Children and Family Services’ 40 hour Introductory Child Care Training and complete competency-based exams with a certain weighted score, but this training has to be completed within 15 months of employment and within 12 months of beginning the training. Workers who meet certain educational qualifications may be exempted.  


Tennessee does not require its 30 hour School-Age Orientation for all staff, but will give credit to staff who complete it for having satisfied two years of the annual in-service training requirement. According to the state’s CCDF plan, this training is offered at no cost to the childcare provider.

In-service Training:  In-service training requirements help ensure that workers continue to upgrade or maintain their skills and remain current in afterschool theory and practice. Almost every state requires program staff to participate in some amount of in-service training on an annual basis. About half of states for which information was obtained cluster in the 10 to 15 hour range in terms of annual training requirements.

Fulfilling annual training requirements can be an issue for afterschool workers, many of whom work part-time.  At least ten states have provisions for employees who work part-time or less than a specified number of hours, by requiring a reduced number of training hours or calculating the number of training hours for all staff as a percentage of hours worked.

Most states include a list of areas in which training should occur. Typically these include child growth and development, health and safety, parent involvement and communicating with parents, nutrition, activity and lesson planning, leadership and supervision, professionalism, and interactions with children. Some states require all topics to be covered while others specify only that topics for training must come from the list. Several states (for example, New York, Indiana, Florida, Rhode Island, South Carolina, and Delaware, among others) include topics related to school age care or specify that training for school-age practitioners must be related to school-age children or to the age group with which the practitioner will be working.

Professional Development Plans: While states require documentation of staff fulfillment of training requirements, not all require a professional development plan for individual staff. Such a plan would help guide the staff person through a tailored training program that can lead to completion of competencies and some type of professional recognition, such as a certification or credential. States that specify the creation of professional development plans in their regulations include Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, New Mexico, Rhode Island, and South Dakota. These states all have Quality Rating and Improvement Systems and/or Professional Development Systems, in which Professional Development Plans would usually be required.

Training Delivery: While a few states, such as Washington and Maryland, require training to be approved through their state training registries (discussed more fully below), other states are grappling with issues such as how many hours of training can be provided by the center at which the staff person works or even through self-study. For example: 

· Mississippi limits the number of hours provided on-site to 5 of 15 total required.

· Oklahoma limits to 6 hours (out of 20 annually for directors) the amount of training that can be provided through self-directed readings, videos or informal on-site training.

· Iowa requires 4 of 10 hours required in an employee’s first year to be conducted in a group setting, with no more than 6 through self-study through a Department-approved package.

· Oregon allows up to 6 hours out of 15 total for directors and head teachers to come from a planned reading program that includes a written assessment of materials.

· Wyoming allows no more than half of the 30 hours that must be completed biennially, to be acquired from books and videos unless it can be proven that alternative options were not available within 50 miles of the facility.

Connecting Regulations to Quality Improvement Efforts

As states seek to improve services to children in afterschool programs, there are several ways in which they may promote higher quality in programs and staff preparation. These approaches help promote overall program quality through Quality Rating and Improvement Systems (QRIS), establish professional development systems that include career ladders through which staff may advance within their profession, connect training with defined goals such as credentials or certification of competencies, and promote training quality by certifying trainers and approving training. Much of the effort in states around quality improvement centers on early childhood education and care. While wholesale adoption of these strategies for afterschool has not been accomplished, there is much activity in a number of states around building professional development systems that include afterschool staff. 

The question for this study, however, is whether states are in some way incorporating these strategies in their regulations.
 Doing so can promote more widespread increases in staff qualifications and ensure that requirements for training are purposeful and of good quality. As the review of regulations related to personnel shows, a great deal of non-degree training is accepted as a minimum qualification for positions, and staff as a whole participate in many in-service training hours. Career ladders requiring credentials, certifications, or degrees to advance, as well as tools such as professional development plans, can enable staff to use their required training hours to achieve a professional goal. 

Incorporating some quality improvement strategies in basic licensing regulations requires careful balancing, because programs and individual staff often lack resources needed to achieve quality benchmarks. Support from other sources, such as the state, may be necessary to help them access the training and education needed to advance. While connecting quality improvement initiatives to regulations where appropriate is important—for example, by designating credentials as an acceptable qualification for positions or requiring training to meet in-service requirements to be approved by a training registry—these initiatives for the most part will lie outside of a rigid regulatory framework.

Funding for many state quality improvement efforts comes from funds set aside for this purpose in CCDF. Afterschool programs are no exception. While some private funding is available, systemic efforts such as professional development systems to build the afterschool profession are mostly financed with CCDF funds.

The discussion below highlights ways in which states that are implementing quality improvement strategies related to afterschool staff reference these strategies in their licensing regulations. It focuses on three areas: QRIS, Competencies and Credentials, and Professional Development or Training Registries.


Quality Rating and Improvement Systems: QRIS is the most widely discussed quality improvement strategy, with at least 19 states operating them statewide.
 According to the National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral Agencies, many more states are designing or piloting QRIS.
 A QRIS establishes steps or levels that programs must achieve in various quality components, including personnel development, to receive a higher rating. They usually incorporate the minimum requirements for licensing in their regulation as the first tier of the system. Participation in the QRIS is usually voluntary, although a few states require licensed programs to enter the first tier. North Carolina actually licenses programs at the different levels of its QRIS, firmly embedding it in its regulatory system. It is interesting to note that school-operated programs, which are exempt from licensing in North Carolina, sometimes opt to participate in licensing because of the marketing value of the star rating system. State may offer financial support to help programs progress to higher tiers, although funds for this purpose are often limited. 

Afterschool is somewhat of a latecomer to QRIS, with many states focusing primarily on early childhood education. However, at least 9 state QRIS include special sections for programs serving for school-age children. Because QRIS are aimed at improving overall program quality, requirements targeted at personnel may focus on benchmarks such as how much training certain staff receive yearly and how many staff have a certain level of qualifications as opposed to setting targets for each individual staff person. State training or professional development registries, discussed below, lay out the progression of individual staff toward higher levels of qualifications. 

Because minimum standards vary so widely from state to state, levels within QRIS are at different places as well. Clearly, the overall goal is to have all staff have to obtain some type of credential, although states differ in what the minimum level is and when programs have to reach this goal. In comparing the goals laid out in the QRIS in particular states, we see that, as would be expected, they embody a much more ambitious vision for staff qualifications than is contained in basic regulations. For example:

· Kentucky’s “STARS for Kids Now” standards require programs to offer staff the opportunity to participate in the Kentucky Early Childhood Development Scholarship Program to work toward a degree or credential as one requirement for moving to a Level 2 rating. To reach Level 3, one requirement is to have 50% of the teaching staff attain an entry level credential or higher, while Level 4 requires a minimum of one staff person with a CDA or higher in each classroom. Directors would have to have an increasing number of in-service training hours and achieve certain credentials in order to have their programs progress through the levels. Kentucky’s basic licensing standards for teachers or caregivers accept either a high school diploma or equivalent or the Kentucky Commonwealth Child Care Credential.

· New Mexico’s “Aim High” quality improvement system also seeks to improve the overall qualifications of the workforce. To receive a 3 Star rating, all staff in Out-of-School Time Care must have completed at least a 45-hour entry level course or its equivalent, or have or be working toward a higher level of certificate or degree. These levels are defined in New Mexico’s “Early Care, Education and Family Support Career Lattice”. Subsequent levels require programs to maintain this level of staff qualifications, adding requirements for improvement plans and staff communication techniques. New Mexico’s basic licensing standards require all directors to have a credential or degree. However, site directors must have only a high school diploma or equivalent and three years experience and no requirements are specified for front-line workers.

· Missouri’s QRIS section related to personnel is tied to the state’s career lattice. The system also takes into account the size and staffing pattern of the program. Staff Education requirements stipulate that to reach Tier 4 in the QRIS, Lead Staff must have at least an Associate’s Degree or 60 hours of college credit (Level 3 of the Career lattice). Twenty-five percent of staff in the largest centers must have a Bachelor’s degree. Missouri’s basic requirements do not specify qualifications for these staff.

Credentials and Competencies:  In an emerging field such as afterschool, defining the knowledge and skills needed to provide quality services to children and ultimately creating a pathway to achieving recognition that one has obtained those skills represents a major step toward creating an identity as a profession. Considering the minimal qualifications required for teachers/caregivers in many states, a set of competencies that could be used to ensure a basic level of knowledge among these staff would be an important strategy to ensure a certain level of quality services for children in afterschool. 

Again, there is a great deal of ongoing work around the country to defining the core competencies needed by afterschool staff. While this work is not yet widely reflected in regulations, several states did incorporate formal competency requirements, especially for entry-level staff. For example,

· North Carolina focuses on staff new to afterschool, requiring them to participate in introductory training known as Basic School Age Care (BASC). 

· Florida has a more extensive requirement in which childcare personnel must complete a 40 our Introductory Child Care Training as well as a competency-based exam with a certain weighted score. 

· Tennessee requires 16 hours of competency-based training within the first year of employment for staff without experience, a degree, or a credential.

· Missouri and Kansas joined together to create Core Competencies for Youth Development Professionals, but to date these competencies do not appear to have been referenced in regulation. This does not mean they do not influence the training of afterschool professionals in these states.

As many as 16 states have developed credentials tailored for school-age practitioners, including school-age care providers and youth development practitioners.
 Such credentials may be incorporated into regulations as an accepted qualification for various staff positions, but this is not always the case. New York, Michigan, and South Dakota are examples of states that have such credentials and mention them as qualifications in their regulations. A credential may not always be sufficient for some positions. In Pennsylvania, the qualifications specified for the position of Group Supervisor (i.e., a Head Teacher) require either an associate’s or bachelor’s degree with hours in child-related fields as well as experience. The School-Age Credential may be substituted for nine credit hours and one year of experience in fulfilling these requirements.

It should be noted that there is no national school-age credential, which could hamper staff who move from the state originating the credential to another that may not recognize it. As more states develop core competencies and credentials, a signal that afterschool is increasingly becoming a professional field, a framework for a crosswalk among various state credentials is needed.


Professional Development Systems/Registries: Competencies and credentials are components of broader professional development systems that offer an articulated framework for achieving competency and advancing in a profession such as school-age work. While professional development systems are usually tied to licensure in some way, their components extend beyond that arena to include funding, the core knowledge that is signified by competencies, the qualifications, credentials, and pathways to achieving them (often described in a lattice or matrix), quality assurances (for training and training providers), and access and outreach to bring practitioners into the system.
 In turn, professional development systems may be the personnel component of a QRIS.

As with credentials, most state work around professional development systems has centered on the early childhood workforce. Yet, as many as eleven states have developed systems directed at the afterschool workforce  (Arizona, California, District of Columbia, Florida, Georgia, Illinois, North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, South Dakota, and Virginia).
 One overall benefit of such systems, in addition to improving the quality of services to children and youth, is the promotion of afterschool work as a profession. For the individual staff person, a professional development registry also ensures portability of training credits from one job to the next, at least within the state as well as a clear path toward advancing in the profession. 

Licensure and professional development systems can interact by including the competencies or credentials that the system lays out in requirements for position qualifications. Designating credentials as a qualification in turn creates a market for those credentials, leading more educational institutions to offer coursework in the competency areas covered.
 Another connection is to require any training obtained to satisfy in-service requirements to be approved by the state training registry and/or obtained from a trainer certified by the registry. 

The Washington State Training and Registry System (STARS) is such a career development system, designed to improve services to children through requiring basic and on-going training for providers. The registry determines the classes, workshops, and other trainings that staff may take to satisfy the Department of Early Learning’s training requirements and tracks this training for each provider. Washington state licensing regulations tie training required to qualify for a position or complete in-service hours to the STARS system. Oregon also has a state registry system to which qualifications set forth in licensing regulations for positions such as center director are tied. 


Certifying training instructors or actually including their qualifications in licensing regulations is another way in which states can ensure the quality of the workforce. Afterschool relies a great deal on training outside of the higher education system, so determining that the training is of good quality is important. Several states mention in their regulations that any training used to meet qualifications or in-service requirements must be provided by a certified trainer. For example, Iowa’s regulations require that group instruction be conducted by an instructor listed on the state training registry, but to date the registry is still being constructed and tested. Ohio, which does not have a professional development system for school-age practitioners, incorporates requirements for instructors into its licensing regulations, specifying that trainers in child development topics have at least a master’s degree or higher in child development, two years experience in the subject and a certain number of college credit hours or a CDA, or be a doctor or a nurse.

A major issue in implementing professional development systems is who pays for the training needed to meet basic requirements and move up the ladder. While individuals may pay some of the bill, low pay in many afterschool jobs as well as the part-time nature of the work may be barriers to widespread participation in voluntary registries as well as the ability to meet stricter qualification and in-service requirements. The success of such initiatives may depend on a state’s resources to offer higher reimbursement rates for programs and provide salary bonuses, scholarships, and stipends to staff to work toward credentials. As noted above, Kentucky’s QRIS includes a scholarship fund.  Some states using the T.E.A.C.H. Early Childhood project include afterschool workers as well. For example, Wisconsin provides several scholarship programs through which a school-age program directors could work toward a Professional Credential for Child Care Administrators or a staff person could complete course work required fir the Wisconsin School Age Credential.
 As noted above, Tennessee makes available its 30 hour orientation course at no cost to the provider.

Summary
To sum up the expectations for afterschool staff qualifications and training in state child care regulations, directors in many states must meet robust requirements, but lower level staff often must have few qualifications. The lack of qualifications required for staff who work directly with children in the programs suggests both a need to consider raising expectations for these pivotal positions and to develop and provide training that ensures they have the basic competencies to do their work. Most states allow some combination of requirements for staff without degrees to qualify for positions, including that of center director. States differ widely on how much education and experience is required for specific positions.

Some states are recognizing school-age services as a distinct area that needs to be addressed in regulation and quality improvement initiatives. In fact, more states have some type of recognition of school-age programs in their personnel requirements than in other aspects of program regulation. While quality improvement initiatives often operate outside a rigid regulatory framework, they can be connected at critical points to raise quality overall.


III. 21st Century Community Learning Centers
While 21st CCLC was not intended to be an overall plan for afterschool or a permanent funding stream for individual local programs, as the largest federal program devoted specifically to afterschool services, it assumes an importance beyond that of a temporary grant program. The program is not the primary source of afterschool in general, but it is of great significance in providing enriching afterschool experiences as well as academic assistance to students in schools serving primarily low-income students. Therefore, it is instructive to examine how states approach staff qualifications and training.

In most states, guidance for 21st CCLC comes from a different perspective than the regulatory framework that governs childcare, although there is some overlap. This differing perspective stems in part from the program’s origin in an education setting and in part from its position as a grant program created and funded to produce certain outcomes. That is, it is not focused as much on the components of, or inputs to, the program as it is on what the program is supposed to accomplish for students. While other afterschool programs can include outcome measures to assess and improve their performance, their purposes and funding may not be as explicitly tied to their results. 

As a grant program allotted to states and then regranted to the local level, 21st CCLC must sometimes operate in external regulatory frameworks. Such frameworks could include requirements regarding paraprofessionals contained in Title I of ESEA, state department of education rules for afterschool programs where they exist, local school districts’ requirements, and even state child care regulations. Yet, in many cases, program guidance for prospective grantees barely acknowledges such requirements. 

Because states control the program, they also have the ability to use their authority to promote higher quality standards within the program. As a joint report by the National Governors Association and the Council of Chief State School Officers noted, 

State are given some discretion to determine key aspects of the 21st CCLC program, including the amount and duration of grant awards, competitive priorities in state competitions beyond those required by federal law, and availability of technical assistance for eligible applicants. The ability to structure the state competitive awards process for 21st CCLC gives states the opportunity to maximize the quality of programs that are ultimately funded.

It is possible, therefore, for states to set program requirements above those of any rules that might apply or to set such guidelines where they do not exist elsewhere.

As noted above, this study examined states’ Requests for Applications as the most uniform source of information to applicants regarding what would be required of them in implementing a grant. The level of detail—or lack thereof—regarding what is expected in terms of program staffing is indicative of the framework within which this information is provided, one of program guidance for how to shape a program as opposed to regulations that govern the components a program needs to operate legally.

Staff Qualifications: Most RFA’s mention staff qualifications in some way, although not in the kind of detail covered in regulations governing childcare programs. The references range from specifying requirements programs must meet, to recommended guidelines to follow, to how staff qualifications will be treated in scoring the applications. A few merely note that the application must describe how quality staff will be recruited as part of program administration or what the staff positions and qualifications will be. (See Table 2 at the end of this section on page 42 for information regarding treatment of staff qualifications found in states’ Requests for Applications.)

· Sixteen of the 42 states on which information was collected have some type of specific requirement relating to the qualifications of staff in the programs. Nine states specify requirements for specific roles, such as director or, more frequently, staff who provide academic-related services. For the latter, states require or in some cases recommend that these staff be certified teachers. Of the three states that specify requirements for directors’ position, Montana and Ohio specify certified teachers while New Mexico requires a bachelor’s degree or higher and at least one year of experience with extended day or after-school programs.

· Three states’ RFA’s lay out general requirements for all staff. In Massachusetts, staff who are not licensed teachers must be 18, have a high school diploma or equivalent, be working toward an associate or higher degree in education, child development, or related field or have equivalent job experience. Missouri requires that staff be 18, have a high school diploma or equivalent, and have education or training in early and middle school child development, recreation, elementary education or other child-related fields. North Dakota specifies that staff should be licensed teachers as far as is practical.

· Four states’ RFA’s refer to the need to adhere to ESEA provisions regarding paraprofessionals paid with Title 1 funds. Arkansas uses these requirements for all paraprofessional staff. The ESEA requirements include a high school diploma or equivalent, an associate degree, and a demonstration of knowledge of and the ability to assist in instructing, as appropriate, reading, writing, and mathematics.

· Only eight states were found to mention a requirement that some grantees need to be licensed under childcare regulations. Michigan and Ohio discuss licensing required for both school-operated and community-based programs. (In Ohio, school-operated programs must adhere to regulations of the state Department of Education, not the childcare licensing agency.) Connecticut, Delaware, Missouri, and New Jersey note that community-based programs may be subject to childcare licensing. It is likely that this is the case in more states, and if so, it is interesting that they do not mention this requirement. Several other states mention obtaining licenses and certifications related to health and safety, but do not elaborate as to whether this requirement includes childcare. 

· Eighteen states address staffing issues by requiring the applicant to describe personnel-related matters, such as staffing and qualifications, and recruitment and turnover prevention strategies. While a few of these states include more specific requirements, most do not.

· No references to staff qualifications were found in the RFA’s of seven states, although all but one did include provisions related to on-going professional development and training needed for staff.

Where states leave the determination of qualifications solely to the grantee, a few require programs to set minimum qualifications or provide explanations of how qualifications will be established. Iowa and Kentucky provide examples of qualifications for positions. Several states, including the District of Columbia and Rhode Island, make clear that staff qualifications will be part of the application’s score. Utah requires an assurance that the program will use qualified staff and has a competitive priority for the use of teachers in the programs (at least in the year of the RFA examined).


Several states encourage the use of volunteers or certain types of people from the community. For example, Alabama encourages the use of high school and college students to encourage teaching as a profession and requires 10 percent of the budget to be set-aside for these aides. Wisconsin encourages programs to consider a wide range of school and community-based resources and personnel that could be incorporated into a CLC, such as student peer tutors and mentors, retired teachers and other senior citizens qualified to provide educational services, as well as licensed teachers, pupil services, and library services personnel.

Some possible explanations emerged for the lack of detail on staff qualifications in many states’ RFA’s:

· The focus of the program is on outputs in terms of student achievement, and not so much on inputs (as in a regulatory framework for licensed programs). Staff are recognized as an ingredient for quality, but detailed requirements are not emphasized. As one state director noted, they are able to emphasize accountability, and when the program is held accountable for results, they believe that program will ensure it has quality components such as staffing.

· States generally follow the informal federal guidance for the program based on the federal government’s experience in directly administering the grants as a national program. This guidance mentions training, but not staff qualifications.

· There may be an underlying assumption that programs would rely heavily on certified teachers, so there was no need to emphasize qualifications. There is some evidence that programs do have a high percentage of teachers on staff. A report on program characteristics nationally in 2003-2004 found that the largest proportion of program staff were teachers.
 Individual state reports have found similar conditions: A study of Virginia staffing patterns in 2006-2007 found that 60.6% of paid staff were certified teachers.
 Illinois’ 2007-2008 report found that in projects run by education entities, staff directing instruction or tutoring were much more likely to be certified teachers than in projects operated by community-based organizations.
 An evaluation of Delaware’s program found that 39.1% of paid staff overall were teachers in 2007-2008, up from 25.7% in 2005-2006, As in Illinois, education entities were more likely to report using paid teachers than community-based organizations. The report notes the steep decline in programs’ use of volunteers from the early years, reflecting “the growing academic demands on the 21st CCLC program and the increasing participation of teachers as paid staff.”

Professional Development: Program guidance for state 21st CCLC programs uniformly addresses professional development, requiring that applicants explain provisions for staff to attend training and often requiring Professional Development plans for staff.  The guidance rarely mandates a specific number of training hours, however. 

In taking care to address Professional Development, states are following the lead of federal guidance. In the Non-Regulatory Federal Guidance for the program, the Department of Education notes the importance of ongoing training:

To sustain a quality program, staff and volunteers who will be delivering academic support and enrichment services should be provided with ongoing training and learning opportunities, both to ensure that they interact appropriately with students, and also to prevent high rates of student turnover. Staff training should focus on how to work with children, how to negotiate, and how to address the needs of children of different ages, races, and cultures, and children with disabilities. Training can also give staff ideas for enrichment and hands-on activities, greater expertise in academic subject matter, knowledge in assessing student progress, and strategies for implementing the different program components of academics, enrichment, and recreation.

This guidance, given to states when program administration was devolved to them, in turn was based on the guidance the federal Department of Education used when the grants were federal to local. That guidance does not emphasize staff qualifications as a requirement, but does emphasize the need to provide professional development to all staff.

Implicit in the emphasis on on-going staff training is the idea that even staff who are certified teachers may need additional training in how to work with children and approach learning in an afterschool setting. Moreover, because requirements for certified teachers in 21st CCLC programs often are connected to the academic segments of the program, other types of staff can and do provide additional activities. These activities often provide “disguised learning” opportunities, so staff leading them need to understand how to make this aspect intentional. Therefore, the concept of core competencies for afterschool staff is very relevant to 21st CCLC programs.

An important feature of the 21st CCLC program from the standpoint of ensuring qualified staff is the fact that funds are statutorily set-aside for training and technical assistance and are available to individual programs. States can use up to 3% of their federal allocations to provide training and technical assistance. State program guidance makes clear that representatives from each program are expected to attend conferences such as the annual 21st CCLC training conference in addition to other types of training. This access to training dollars for each program is an important distinction between 21st CCLC programs and other afterschool programs. While other programs may benefit from training support from the quality improvement set-aside for CCDF or other programs that have training and technical assistance money, these funds do not automatically attach to individual programs. 

As noted above, 21st CCLC grantees are charged with achieving positive outcomes for their participants in academic achievement and classroom behavior. States develop performance indicators and measures that will be used to evaluate local programs’ effectiveness at achieving program objectives. States routinely list the elements of quality programs in their guidance, but do not prescribe how they should be implemented. Many require applicants only to describe how they will design a program to incorporate those elements and the principles of effectiveness to which they must adhere. Comparison of expectations across afterschool programs and settings, much less promoting cohesiveness, thus becomes more difficult.

When this study began, the intent was to develop a profile of each state’s expectations for afterschool staff in two principal settings. Because of the disparate approaches in different arenas as well as fragmentation of oversight for afterschool, such profiles proved elusive, given the scope of our inquiry. However, where state RFA’s for their 21st CCLC programs defined qualifications specific to the programs, we were able to develop a limited comparison of requirements for a few states, as shown in Table 1. 

In the three states with requirements for directors of 21st CCLC programs, all required a bachelor’s degree and/or certification as a teacher. The childcare regulations in two of those states, Montana and New Mexico, both define requirements for directors in the bachelor’s degree category as well as other categories such as associate degrees, credentials, and non-degree requirements. Ohio, which licenses both through its childcare agency and through the state Department of Education, did not define requirements in the degree categories in either set of regulations. It should be noted that Ohio requires 21st CCLC programs to be licensed by the appropriate department. Thus, this is an example of a state setting a requirement that is more stringent than either licensing requirement, setting a higher level of quality as the NGA/CCSSO paper suggested.

The other three states examined, Massachusetts, Missouri, and North Dakota, gave requirements for staff in general. In Massachusetts, the group leader position in childcare regulations did include a bachelor’s degree definition, but overall the two definitions are roughly equivalent. In Missouri, which alerts some 21st CCLC grantees that they may need to be licensed, we were not able to identify specific requirements for the group leader or teacher position, suggesting that here again is a state program raising the bar on basic regulations. In North Dakota, it was not clear what positions were being required to be certified teachers, so three levels of staffing were included from the child care regulations.  The group leader position required only minimal qualifications, while directors and site supervisors defined higher levels of qualifications. None of them had an absolute requirement for a bachelor’s degree.

	TABLE 1: COMPARISON OF 21ST CCLC AND STATE LICENSING REQUIREMENTS FOR STAFF 

QUALIFICATIONS IN SELECTED STATES



	STATE
	21ST CCLC REQUIREMENT
	CHILD CARE LICENSING REQUIREMENT

	
	Qualifications for Director
	

	Montana
	Director must be highly qualified teacher.
	Bachelor’s degree in child-related subject plus 1 yr. experience; OR CDA OR 3 yrs. experience in licensed or regulated child care facility.

	New Mexico
	Director must have bachelor’s degree plus 1 yr. experience.
	Bachelor’s degree in early childhood or related field plus 1 yr. experience in school-age setting; OR associate’s degree in child development or early childhood plus 2 yrs. experience in a school-age setting; OR a credential such as CDA or National Administrator’s Credential plus 2 yrs. experience in school-age setting.

	Ohio
	Certified teacher must oversee the program.
	Child Care Regulations: CDA plus 24 mos. child care experience; OR Pre-K Associate Certification; OR Montessori Credential; OR 2 yrs. training (60 semester hrs. with 12 hrs. in child development); OR 2 yrs. experience plus 4 college courses in child development.

Dept. of Education regulations for School-Age Child Care in Public Schools: Program Coordinator must be at least 21 yrs. old, high school diploma or equivalent, 2,000 hrs. documented experience or 60 semester hrs. coursework at accredited IHE.

	
	General Staff Requirement
	

	Massachusetts
	If not licensed teacher, must be 18 yrs. old, have high school diploma or equivalent, possess or be working toward associate’s degree or higher in education, child development or related field, or have equivalent job experience.
	Group Leader: Bachelor’s degree in any field plus 3 mos. experience with school-age children; OR associate’s degree in any field plus 3 mos. experience with school-age children; OR high school diploma or equivalent plus 6 mos. experience with school-age children (3 mos. supervised); OR 9 mos. experience with school-age children, including 3 mos. supervised.

	Missouri
	Staff working with children must be at least 18, have at least a high school diploma or equivalent plus education and/or training in fields related to school-age children. If Title I funds used, must meet paraprofessional requirements.
	Group leader or teacher position not found in regulations. All staff must be 18, have knowledge or the needs of children and be sensitive to their capabilities, interests, and problems. Must be knowledgeable of licensing rules and be able to apply them in their work.

	North Dakota
	Staff shall be licensed teachers as far as practical.
	Directors must have a bachelor’s degree in elementary education plus 8 wks. Experience in child care; OR associate degree in early childhood development and 6 mos. experience; OR CDA or other credential and 1 yr. experience; OR high school diploma or equivalent and 3 yrs. experience as a licensed school-age care supervisor.

Site Supervisor: Associate degree in early childhood development or elementary education, or secondary degree with emphasis on middle school or junior high training; OR CDA or other credential; certification for Montessori teacher training; high school diploma or equivalent and 1 yr. experience in child care center or similar setting.

School-age program Group Leader: Must be 16; only requirements identified related to annual county approved training and two day onsite orientation.


The issue of creating a cohesive statewide approach through overarching standards that could encompass a range of afterschool programs and boost overall quality is complex. School-based programs are often reluctant to come under licensing for several reasons, which may differ from state to state. One issue has always been facilities compliance, but states such as Missouri have overcome this roadblock in their state-operated afterschool program by regulating school-based programs only for content. (Missouri’s program is funded through CCDF dollars, and the agreement calls for licensing all programs.) School-based programs may balk at the education, training, and experience requirements they must find in a director in some states. As the table above might suggest, it is likely that the reverse happens as well—that school-based programs with staffing profiles such as those found in some 21st CCLC programs would be reluctant to embrace licensing standards with minimal staff qualifications, and understandably so.

Yet, because 21st CCLC programs are supposed to become self-sustaining at some point, they may find themselves having to navigate in a different world than that of a grant program with training and technical assistance readily available. They may need to vie for participants as well as be able to give parents some assurance of quality services. It is worth noting that North Carolina, which exempts school-operated programs from licensing, still finds such programs voluntarily becoming licensed through its quality star licensing system as a marketing tool for parents. It thus may become more desirable to develop a more comprehensive approach to afterschool that includes a system of quality assurance and improvement accessible to all programs and where programs from different perspectives work together to raise the level of the quality floor.

	TABLE 2: 21ST CCLC REFERENCES TO STAFF QUALIFICATIONS IN STATE GUIDANCE TO APPLICANTS



	STATE
	NATURE OF REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO STAFF QUALIFICATIONS



	AL
	Staff qualifications determined locally based on the needs of the program. Budget section requires ten percent of project funds to be budgeted for high school and/or college student aides. SDE encourages incorporating the use of high school and college students to encourage teaching as a career.

	AK
	Recommended that academic portion of program have the support of certified teachers. Must describe staffing, including job descriptions and credentials or recruiting plans, and whether staff are certified or non-certified. 

	AZ
	Information not available.

	AR
	Designated support staff must have appropriate expertise and education experience to work with specified age group(s) in activities proposed. Paraprofessionals must abide by NCLB paraprofessional qualifications. 

	CA
	All staff who directly supervise students must meet minimum qualifications for instructional aides in school district. Paraprofessionals funded through Title I must meet federal requirements.

	CO
	Application must describe how the proposed program will assure the quality of teachers, volunteers, and other personnel through selection, retention and professional development efforts. 

	CT
	Successful applicants should describe role and responsibility of key staff. Programs operated by community-based organizations may have to meet childcare licensing requirements.

	DC
	Applications will be evaluated on extent to which offers evidence of hiring qualified, effective staff. Consider using Senior Volunteers.

	DE
	Describe staffing and job descriptions, use of volunteers. Programs must be licensed if not located in partnering school district. In hybrid programs, non-academic portion located away from the school must be licensed. Evidence of a meeting or planned meeting with childcare licensing staff part of scoring rubric.

	FL
	Remedial Education and Academic Enrichment must be provided by certified teachers. When possible, tutoring should be delivered by certified teachers or paraprofessionals. Applicants are encouraged to consider using senior-citizen volunteers and peer tutoring.

	GA
	Must include staff development and training in application. Responsibility of applicant to ensure that all child care licensing requirements are met for its center.

	HI
	Information not available.

	ID
	Program administrators should actively recruit and hire staff with strong credentials and experience in academic achievement and related fields.

	IL
	In application narrative, must describe qualifications and background required of person responsible for daily oversight as well as staff and qualifications of each. Must conduct background checks. 

	IN
	Defines responsibilities of director and site supervisor. Applicants must describe recruitment plan for volunteers to act as tutors and mentors. Under Safety, must describe how personnel will meet minimum requirements set forth by district or agency and that personnel will have all required and current licenses and certifications where applicable.

	IA
	Cites Title I requirements for paraprofessionals. Requires applicants to establish minimum qualifications for each staff position and gives examples.

	KS
	Applicants must explain how they will ensure that staff working with students are qualified to do so, through proper certification or licensure, experience/endorsements for subjects/ages taught.

	KY
	Doesn’t appear to have minimum qualifications, but has sample job descriptions with recommended qualifications.

	LA
	Qualifications not discussed (but does discuss professional development).

	ME
	Recommends using certified teachers in developing and implementing academic programming. Enrichment offerings should be facilitated by skilled staff and community members. Applicants are asked to describe qualifications and background or experience they are looking for in a director. 

	MD
	Must describe staff and their qualifications and attach resumes; must describe a plan to reduce turnover. Must describe and submit copies of all required licenses/certifications for health and safety.

	MA
	Staff who are not licensed teachers must be 18, have HS/GED, possess or be working toward an associate’s degree or higher in education, child development, or a related field or have equivalent job experience. Specialists must be knowledgeable, trained, and/or licensed in the area they will be instructing. 

	MI
	Must be licensed as childcare centers if serve children 12 and under. If serve children over 12, must meet minimum licensing requirements and follow Model Standards for Out-of-School Time/After-School Projects in Michigan. 

	MN
	No qualifications specified (but must provide professional development plan).

	MS
	Qualifications not discussed.

	MO
	Staff working with children must have at least a high school diploma or equivalent and must have education and/or training in early and middle school child development, recreation, elementary education or other child-related fields. Programs required to be licensed [under child care regulations] must meet staff qualifications required by licensing. Programs should aim for the highest level of education and training possible, specifically when looking at academic subjects to be taught. All staff must be 18 or over. If Title I funds are used, paraprofessionals must meet specified requirements. 

	MT
	Applicants must describe how their programs will be set up with regards to highly qualified staffing, etc. The project director must be a highly qualified teacher.

	NE
	Must describe membership of the team that will administer the program including maintaining and recruiting high quality staff. In the management plan, have to describe position (e.g., project director, site coordinator(s), teacher, local evaluator), their name (if known), a summary of their qualifications (or desired minimum qualifications), 

	NV
	No information available.

	NH
	Under Adequacy of Resources section, must describe staffing. Recommend that Homework Club (a required activity) be staffed by at least one certified teacher. Must include job descriptions and credentials of key staff. In schedule of operations, must include variety of enrichment opportunities facilitated by skilled community members and staff. 

	NJ
	All programs managed by non-LEA agency and serving children up to age 13 are required to be licensed. Although LEA’s are not required to be licensed, it is advised that they utilize the “Manual of Requirements for Child Care Centers” as a guide for best practices. All programs must use certified teachers for academic remediation component activities. All teachers providing instruction in math and language arts must be certified in the content area in which they teach. 

	NM
	Recommended that academic portion of program have the support of certified teachers. Applicants must submit resumes of proposed professional staff members who will be performing services. Experience narrative shall describe specific relevant experience of proposed staff members in relation to the roles the members will perform. Narrative must include a description of education, knowledge, and relevant experience as well as certifications or other professional credential that shows how they meet or exceed Agency’s minimum experience requirements. Proposed project directors must have a minimum of one year of experience with extended day or after-school programs and at least a bachelor’s degree from an accredited university.

	NY
	Insufficient information available.

	NC
	Grantees must provide job descriptions for all positions listed in the program budget. Information regarding the model for program organization should include staff and qualifications, management plan, technical assistance, staff development plans, facility description, scheduling, reporting, community and parent involvement plans, and program evaluation methods.

	ND
	Staff shall be licensed teachers as far as practical. Quality management plan will include a description of staffing needs and qualifications and responsibilities of staff. 

	OH
	All required licenses must be in place or in process, as applicable, prior to receiving a 21st  CCLC grant award. All sites must be licensed by either the Ohio Department of Jobs and Family Services (ODJFS) or the Ohio Department of Education (ODE). Sites that are operated by a Community Based Organization must be licensed by ODJFS. Sites that are operated by a School District must be licensed by ODE. A certified teacher has to oversee the 21st  CCLC program. The teacher has to develop/approve daily lesson plans, curriculum, etc. The teacher has to be certified in only one area.

	OK
	No information available.

	OR
	No information available.

	PA
	Tutoring and other remedial instruction must meet Pennsylvania design principles. 

	RI
	Applications are scored on indications of high-quality staff. They must describe proposed staff qualifications as they relate to the role of staff members; describe qualifications and background or experience that will be required of CLC program director; identify strategies to recruit and retain high-quality staff.

	SC
	Must contain a description of ability of applicant to implement the project with respect to personnel, facilities, and materials. Include position descriptions. 

	SD
	No information available.

	TN
	No information available.

	TX
	Nothing on qualifications, but training is included as a milestone. Evaluation notes that majority of sites use a combination of  day school teachers, who tend to oversee academic portion of programs, and college students and community members, who tend to oversee homework assistance, tutoring, and enrichment activities. 

	UT
	Must provide assurances that will use qualified administrative and instructional personnel. Management plan must include “a plan to address issues of recruitment and retention of highly qualified staff including appropriately qualified volunteers if the program will be using volunteers”. There is a Competitive Priority for program if “The program plan includes a supervisory role for at least one licensed teacher with appropriate endorsement in secondary, elementary, or early childhood according to the grade levels of the children to be served.”

	VT
	Program description must include staff qualifications and staffing ratios. Application must address how program will address the Elements of High-Quality Programming, including What standards will be set to recruit and retain high-quality staff? Must describe what types of qualifications and background/experience staff have.

	WA
	Insufficient information available.

	WV
	Does not mention specific qualifications. Monitoring tool does cover selecting staff and vendors based on qualifications and, where applicable, specialized training and/or certification but does not appear to give guidance on what those qualifications should be.

	WI
	Applicants are encouraged to consider a wide range of school and community-based programs, people, and resources, which can be effectively incorporated into the CLC, to help enhance student achievement and youth development. Examples include, but are not limited to, the following: student peer tutors, mentors, and educators; retired teachers and other senior citizens qualified to provide educational services; licensed teachers, pupil services, and library services personnel; service learning and other experiential forms of education; family action teams; and increased use of library facilities. 

	WY
	Guidelines do not mention staff qualifications. 


IV. States With a Comprehensive View
Our scan of state requirements did find models that show how some states are moving to develop a comprehensive view of afterschool and the afterschool workforce within a state. While many states do not seem to have an overview or connect different types of afterschool programs, a few states are considering a more cohesive approach.

Michigan: Cover all programs with same licensing standards
Michigan requires all programs to be licensed as childcare centers, regardless of whether they are operated by public schools. Thus 21st CCLC projects in the state must be licensed. However, licensing provisions only apply to programs serving children ages 12 and under. Michigan still requires 21st CCLC projects exclusively serving children older than 12 to meet the minimum requirements of licensing and follow the Model Standards for Out-of-School Time/After-School Projects in Michigan.

Missouri: Regulation of Department of Education Afterschool Programs
In Missouri, the circumstances of afterschool funding have led to closer connections between programs overseen by the Department of Education and the Department of Health and Senior Services (DHSS), which regulates childcare. While school-based and operated afterschool programs in Missouri are generally exempt from regulation, 21st CCLC programs operated by non-profit organizations—even on school property—may be required to be licensed. In addition, the state’s Department of Education also operates another school-age program using CCDF funds as a subcontractor to DHSS. These “School Age Community” programs are subject to DSS licensing requirements, including staffing qualifications, although school-operated programs are only regulated for content. The Department of Education expresses a unified vision of the two programs as part of the state’s overall afterschool program. As DESE notes on its website, “In Missouri, we tend to use the terms School Age Community, 21st Century Community Learning Center, and Afterschool. They mean the same thing….No matter what terms or titles are used, the mission is the same, to provide a safe, enriching place for school age youth to be during non-traditional school hours.”
 
Ohio: Require all programs to be licensed, but different standards 

Ohio requires programs in different settings to be licensed, but by different state agencies. Licensure in schools is determined by receipt of federal funds. However, other school-based programs may choose to be licensed. While there is some coordination and collaboration between the Departments, the licensing standards are not exactly the same with regard to staff qualifications. In-service training requirements are similar.

New Jersey: Promotes use of licensing standards and requirements for state afterschool
New Jersey exempts school-operated programs from childcare licensing, but advises LEA’s operating 21st CCLC programs to use the Manual of Requirements for Child Care Services as a guide for best practices. Community-based grantees must be licensed and adhere to the Manual. In addition, the state public-private partnership to provide afterschool programs, New Jersey After 3, funds a network of nonprofit-run programs that fall under licensing requirements. While New Jersey does not go as far as Michigan in requiring licensing for school-operated programs, it does recognize the importance of standards and of having congruent guidelines across programs.

Maine: Recognizing the need for common standards
The Maine legislature commissioned the State Department of Health and Human Services to create a work group to examine the rules, standards, and policies governing before- and after-school programs across settings and make recommendations about how to improve and standardize the quality of these programs. The report noted the patchwork of oversight or lack thereof related to afterschool programs. Among other things, the work group recommended that DHHS convene stakeholders to develop licensing rules for school-age afterschool care programs, including those attended by children over age twelve. Moreover, the work group recommended “the Maine Department of Education should develop quality standards and rules for school-administered afterschool programs that mirror DHHS requirements, or require the programs they administer to be licensed by DHHS.”

Who is Still Left Out?

The frameworks for afterschool program requirements examined so far have touched mainly on programs for younger school-age children. 21st CCLC programs, of course, do serve middle-school and high-school students, but as noted above, states do not lay out detailed staff qualifications. These frameworks leave out some important groups that should be included in any broad approach to supporting quality programs for children and youth during out-of-school time. Creating a framework into which all of these programs can fit should be considered.

Participants in school-based afterschool programs: In many states, school-based afterschool programs not funded with federal funds or state funds subject to requirements are left to oversight by their schools or districts. Some states do have requirements within their Departments of Education for afterschool programs. While there may be local requirements that these programs must meet, little is known about what these might be. The National Association of Elementary School Principals has created standards and guidelines for principals to follow to promote quality afterschool, but these are voluntary and advisory.
 More consideration and study needs to be given to the characteristics of these programs.

More to the point of this study, exemptions mean many afterschool staff work in programs without known requirements for qualifications and continued professional development. In the NAA survey, 38.5 percent of afterschool staff responding were in programs exempt from licensing.
 

Participants in programs run by national organizations: Some states exempt programs affiliated with national organizations such as Boys and Girls Clubs from licensing requirements. They are thus subject to different requirements and monitoring.

Programs for Older Youth: Most important, youth development programs for youth above the age at which child care is regulated in each state receive little oversight or support for quality improvement and staff development. 

As education officials increasingly look at adding learning time for students, afterschool starts overlapping with other related concepts and services, including extended learning opportunities, expanded learning days, Supplementary Educational Services, and so on. Yet, to think of what we now define as out-of-school time as belonging mostly to the education arena runs the risk of losing the youth development perspective.

There is a further risk of disengaging afterschool programs from a more developmental orientation with the current, more intensive focus on improving the quality of early childhood education, as exemplified by the Obama Administration’s Early Learning Challenge Fund proposal. That legislation would support quality improvement initiatives such as QRIS, but is focused on the birth-to-five population. As noted above, only a few states with existing QRIS have extended these systems to include school-age programs. Support for expanding these systems only for preschool-aged children could exacerbate this situation. Yet, all state child care regulations cover children up to at least age 13, because that is the age covered by federal child care subsidies. Afterschool must not be left out of efforts to build systemic quality assurances.

The Early Learning Challenge Fund does have a feature that is instructive for efforts to create a more cohesive system of afterschool programs. While the quality standards and framework for improvement are voluntary, the legislation encourages states to promote participation in the quality improvement system among early childhood programs in a variety of settings and with different labels: programs in community-based and school-based settings as well as programs labeled as child care, Head Start, and preschool. All fall under the umbrella of early learning programs, just as many programs serving older children that may be called school-age care, a community learning center, or youth development come under the umbrella of afterschool.

The nature of programs to support school-age children with both supervision and engaging learning activities is so broad that they overlap with other arenas and yet have their own distinctiveness and purpose. These characteristics, of continuing to promote development while laying the groundwork for academic success, must be considered as policymakers seek to improve how we educate children and prepare them for adulthood, from birth to age 21.

V. Conclusions and Recommendations
Creating a picture of the expectations for afterschool staff qualifications and training within states is akin to assembling a complex jigsaw puzzle where the pieces do not adhere to a uniform size or shape and sometimes may be missing altogether. The process of trying to assemble the puzzle reveals the state of the afterschool field as it strives to become a system at the program level and a profession at the staff level. There are a few places where the pieces have been put together, others where there has been a start on sorting them out, and still others where the pieces seem to be in different boxes.

While this scan of regulations and requirements was not able to get a total picture of requirements and expectations for staff and training, it does provide a glimpse of the scattered puzzle pieces that exist in many states. Most states do not seem to be thinking in terms of an overall framework of requirements across program settings and funding streams. Only a few states have moved forward in the process of thinking through the connections between afterschool in different settings and have aligned or move toward aligning the requirements for all.

State childcare regulations generally contain the most complete effort to lay out staff qualifications and training requirements for afterschool programs, although requirements vary greatly by states. It must also be recognized that some requirements are so minimal that they can hardly be said to promote quality services. Most of the work to build afterschool systems and improve professional development has been underwritten by CCDF quality funds. However, sometimes afterschool is overlooked in writing regulations geared toward early childhood providers and left out entirely when quality improvement systems are created. It is vital that afterschool programs be included in quality improvement systems, which could help practitioners attain higher levels of qualifications above the sometimes minimal floors.

Staff qualification requirements for the largest source of school-based afterschool programs, the federally funded 21st Century Community Learning Centers, are often not delineated, in part because of the program’s different perspective and origin. Yet, 21st CCLC has training money to support the programs it funds and could be a potent force in building a larger afterschool system.

Beyond the question of who regulates afterschool programs is the state of the field as it builds itself as a profession. It is working to identify what skills and knowledge are needed to successfully perform afterschool work, to create methods of recognition—certification, credentials, or degrees—for those who have attained those qualifications, and to develop the education and training programs leading to those signs of recognition. But these goals have not yet been mastered, and regulatory requirements reflect both the current state of staff qualifications and the gradual movement toward systems that promote professionalism, support the workforce, and bolster quality.

Many states have multiple combinations of education, training, and experience that would qualify staff for specific conditions, reflecting an attempt to reconcile recognition of the importance of staff well-versed in the provision of services to children with the fact that many staff entered the field before much formal training was available and that the pay for many positions is not high. Thus, almost all states allow people without degrees or credentials, but with certain amounts of training and experience, to qualify for positions such as program director. Where states highlight qualification requirements for 21st CCLC, such requirements are often for staff involved in academic components of the program. Some states recognize that community members or students may be used as staff for other activities.

Of particular note are the minimal qualifications required in child care regulations for frontline workers who are the ones interacting with children on the most constant basis. Pre-service and in-service training is most important, especially where it is tied to formal competencies, to ensure that staff entering employment without a background in child development receive the training their jobs demand. Even with these components, however, it is questionable whether states should settle for such a minimal set of expectations for staff who are asked to play an important role in interacting with children and youth.

A handful of states seem to have an overview or vision of the different sources and types of programs that serve children during out of school time as conceptually linked. These states provide evidence that it is possible to at least think about bringing together afterschool programs that started from, and operate under, different perspectives under one umbrella and recognize their common mission. 

So, two challenges emerge from our study of expectations for the qualifications afterschool staff are required to bring to the many roles they play during the program day. One is how to build or incorporate afterschool staff into systemic efforts to improve quality, ensure a qualified, professional workforce, and offer individuals a chance to advance and obtain additional education and training—in other words, to raise expectations. The second challenge is how to bring afterschool programs with their diverse settings and perspectives together into one field with a more comprehensive approach to defining and assuring quality—to create a cohesive afterschool system.

Recommendations

States by far have the largest role to play—as well as a great stake—in developing a system of high-quality programs staffed by qualified personnel. While a great deal of focus today is on improving formal education for children, it is important to remember that learning occurs in different ways for different children and youth and is not bound by school walls or bells.  A high priority should be placed on developing an overall view of how we support children and youth during their out-of-school hours (or how we extend the time they spend in the school building) that assesses how programs are connected to different arenas, both developmental and academic, and how they should be connected to each other. States need to:

· Take a comprehensive look at afterschool programming, and out-of-school-time programming in general, and move toward more consistent and uniform regulation, as well as support for quality improvement across programs. Programs encompassed in such a view should be driven by program characteristics and content rather than by labels programs currently may have attached to them or sources of oversight. They should also take in programs serving older youth.

· Ensure that their regulations governing child care licensing include provisions specifically directed to the needs of afterschool programs, for example, by recognizing the different fields of study that can qualify one for afterschool work.

· Increase qualification and training requirements where they currently are minimal to reflect best practices regarding afterschool staffing.

· Build professional development and broader quality improvement systems with a distinct afterschool component to ensure quality staff who are able to meet the needs of the older group of children they serve.

· Connect the components of quality and staff improvement systems to their regulations by such means as incorporating levels of professional development lattices as well as afterschool-specific credentials into position qualifications and requiring training to be related to attaining competencies, especially for entry-level staff.

Afterschool practitioners and stakeholders play a significant role in turning the loose concept of afterschool into a recognized field and profession. They need to: 

· Advocate within states and the federal government for a comprehensive view of afterschool programming that promotes consistency in requirements and support for quality improvement. 

· Continue their work on core competencies, higher education program content, and afterschool staff credentialing and work with state agencies overseeing the various afterschool programs to connect requirements for staff qualifications and continuing training to these frameworks.

· Continue to work to promote a stronger vision of afterschool work with higher levels of qualifications for afterschool workers in states where requirements currently are minimal.

· Work on a national level to develop continuity between afterschool credentials developed by different states to create greater cohesiveness within the afterschool field.

The Congress and the Administration, which set overall policy for care and education for all ages of children and youth and provide the largest sources of funding for afterschool programs, also have a role to play in promoting quality afterschool staff. They need to:

· Develop an overview of the afterschool field similar to that called for in the states and a more unified approach to supporting quality improvement, including defining and supporting staff education and training. 

· Promote coordination of professional development and quality improvement funded through CCDF and 21st CCLC.

· Provide leadership in promoting comprehensive oversight of and quality improvement in the states through an afterschool initiative similar to the Early Learning Challenge Fund (ELCF) now being considered by Congress. In the ELCF, the Administration has proposed to fund state efforts to establish frameworks of standards and quality improvement efforts for early childhood programs across settings, including child care, Head Start, and state preschool. They should consider establishing a similar effort for afterschool quality improvement to help coordinate approaches under different funding streams and in different settings, create more consistent standards across programs, and encourage movement toward higher levels of qualifications as a means to improve staff quality. Such an effort also should encompass areas that rarely have state oversight, such as programs for older teens.
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