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This summary provides high-level insights from the following report, which itself is a review of research 
and evidence on OST programs: National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine. 2025. The 
Future of Youth Development: Building Systems and Strengthening Programs. Washington, DC: The 
National Academies Press. https://doi.org/10.17226/27833 

GENERAL (NATIONAL) OST FEATURES AND TRENDS (OVERVIEW) 

DECLINING ENROLLMENT, INCREASING DEMAND: While there has been a decline from 2014-2020 in 
the number of school-age children attending OST programs, there has also been an increase in demand.  

• 11 million children from low-income households would participate in OST if programs were
available/accessible in their communities.

• Barriers to access include cost, transportation, program awareness and availability.

POSITIVE IMPACT: Decades of research and practice show OST programs play a critical role in youth 
development, as a bridge between school, home, and community and as a place for personal growth, 
relationship-building, learning, skill-building, and career exploration.  

• Research links high-quality OST to positive youth outcomes across learning, development, and
well-being.

• More research is needed to link speci�ic features of quality to positive outcomes.

NEED FOR HIGH-QUALITY: The effectiveness of OST programming is linked to youth engagement and 
program quality. Providing high-quality OST experiences for children and youth from low-income and 
marginalized backgrounds requires:  

• Strong OST systems and organizational capacity;
• A stable and well-trained workforce; and
• High quality programming that is responsive to the needs of the population served.

Current funding levels and support structures for OST programs are insufficient to meet these 
requirements. 

OST ECOSYSTEM: Multiple factors external to OST programs impact children and youth learning and 
development within OST systems, as they impact OST program development, delivery, and accessibility. 
Such factors include:  

• Family engagement,
• Transportation,
• Education,
• Health care,
• Workforce, and
• Juvenile justice.
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RISE AND ROLE OF INTERMEDIARIES: “Intermediary organizations” have shifted the focus from single 
OST programs to a system that supports programs.  

• Intermediaries promote quality and access by coordinating stakeholders, gathering and analyzing 
data to understand families’ needs and identify and address gaps, overseeing comprehensive 
approaches to quality and workforce development, establishing data and accountability systems, 
and directing resources.  

• Examples of intermediaries include state-wide afterschool networks (VPOST in Virginia), national 
organizations (e.g. Boys and Girls Club, YMCA), and children’s cabinets located in state or local 
government.  
 

CURRENT LANDSCAPE – PROGRAM DIVERSITY: Diversity is the defining feature of OST programs. 
OST programs: 

• Occur across a variety of settings – schools, municipal agencies, national programs with 
regional/local af�iliates, faith-based organizations;  

• Exist in varied localities – urban, rural and suburban; 
• Offer a wide variety of activities – academic, career and leadership development, case 

management, family engagement, sports; and 
• Provide a range of programming – before school, after school and over the summer.  

CURRENT LANDSCAPE—PARTICIPANT TRENDS: Enrollment trends vary by demographics and 
geography: 

• Unmet demand is highest for children in grades K-5 (56%), less for grades 6-8 (47%) and lowest 
for grades 9-12 (36%).  

• Unmet demand in rural communities rose from 39% in 2009 to 47% in 2020.  
• Enrollment of white children in OST programs has remained constant since 2004.  
• Enrollment of Black, Hispanic, Asian and low-income children has decreased from 2014-2020. 

Barriers to access include cost, program availability, lack of program awareness, and 
transportation. At the same time, unmet demand for Black and Hispanic children and youth is 
high: 54% and 60%, respectively.  

POLICY TOPICS (Chapters 5-9) 

The report provides information and analysis to inform action to improve the quality and accessibility of 
OST programming with chapters focused on the OST Workforce, Implementation and Program Quality, 
Effectiveness and Outcomes, and Funding.  

OST Workforce (Chapter 5):  The quality and competency of the OST workforce are important 
elements of program quality and contribute to participants’ level of engagement and the impact of their 
participation on youth development outcomes.  

Profile of the OST Workforce – OST practitioners:  

• Guide children and youth through social, educational, and personal development within 
informal educational spaces; 
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• Operate across many sectors: school districts, community-based organizations, United 
Ways, cultural institutions (libraries and museums), detention centers, parks and 
recreation, faith-based institutions and group homes;  

• Can be full-time, part-time, and/or volunteer; 
• Have varied roles: planner, facilitator, trainer, mentor, counselor, manager, supervisor; 

and  
• Require a range of competencies: program planning, developmentally appropriate 

practice, behavior management, culture competence, and professionalism. 

Entry to the Field – OST practitioners enter the field through formal and informal pathways.  

• Some engage in part-time or volunteer work during high school or college; others grow up 
attending OST programs and return to give back.  

• There is no unified set of requirements or training to enter the field and no form of 
standardized licensure or credential. Some workers hold high school diplomas and others 
hold college degrees.  

• On the job professional development, connection to youth, and belief in capabilities are 
stronger predictors of career continuity than a degree. 

Recruitment, Retention, and Advancement – Retaining a stable OST workforce is a challenge 
which leads to other challenges: 

• Many OST practitioners leave the profession after a few years and most do not stay with 
the same program long term.  

• Efforts to elevate the status of OST workers have not changed the low level of visibility, 
recognition, and respect associated with the profession.  

• Lower wages and inadequate benefits are common and, when paired with long hours 
(including evening and weekend) and demanding work, make retention of a stable 
workforce challenging.  

• Understaffed programs are more likely to have waiting lists, higher levels of staff burnout, 
and a harder time building the trust of participants.  

• Attention focused on constant recruitment takes away from focus on quality.  

Opportunities to Strengthen the Workforce – The quality of OST jobs impacts the quality of 
staff, which in turn impacts the quality of programs.  

• The National Afterschool Alliance has laid out job quality standards and guidelines that 
emphasize fair and livable wages and high-quality working conditions.  

• Investments in expanding and supporting professional development, credentials, and 
post-secondary opportunities for OST workers will strengthen the workforce, as will more 
research on best practice for preparing OST workers, competencies to serve children and 
youth from low-income and marginalized backgrounds, the cost of staff turnover and the 
impact of investments in job quality.  
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OST Implementation: Program Quality and Experiences (Chapter 6) – OST program quality, 
participation, and engagement are inextricably linked and drive youth outcomes. Variations in quality 
account for differences in effectiveness. Program quality includes aspects of the physical space, 
psychological safety, structure, adult-youth interaction, and the provision of learning opportunities.  

Assessing Quality – Improvement systems assess process quality through observation and 
participant experiences and outcomes through surveys. Indicators of quality fall into four broad 
domains:  

1. Operations: program’s scope, design, budget and data use  
2. Staffing: job quality and staff practices 
3. Environment: safety and wellness, diversity, equity, access, and inclusion 
4. Implementation: activity planning, youth development practices, participation 

Quality Improvement Systems – Efforts to drive continuous improvement through QIS have 
yielded improvement in practice. Effective continuous improvement practices include:  

• Manager and staff participation in the improvement process,  
• A focus on instructional quality and improvement, and  
• Increases in staff tenure.  

Cost of High-Quality OST Programs – Three factors in program costs are:  

1. Frequency, duration, and intensity of programming;  
2. Funding and resource availability; and  
3. Local context, funding structures, and the needs and interests of children and youth.  

Staff wages are a significant driver of cost, and multi-age group settings are more costly than 
single age group programs. Cost efficiencies can be gained by hiring staff based on projected daily 
attendance, limiting the number of sites, and partnering between agencies to share sites. Existing 
cost studies do not factor in requirements for high quality programming.  

OST Experiences – Features of positive youth development settings include:  

1. Funding stability;  
2. Support from intermediary organizations to strengthen organizational capacity;  
3. Program quality efforts to foster enriching, safe, and supportive OST settings;  
4. Stable, supportive environments and career pathways for the workforce;  
5. Improved understanding of the landscape of programs and participation, staff 

development, program quality efforts, and OST system; and  
6. Improved understanding of program effectiveness and outcomes.  

Additional, more recent, features include culturally sustaining practices, supportive relationships, 
and youth voice.  
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Role of Intermediaries – Intermediaries support quality through common quality practices and 
metrics that assess system, program, and youth level outcomes. They develop Quality Standards 
based on the indicators of high-quality programs that reflect current evidence on best practice. 
They also implement management information systems to collect and store data, make it 
accessible for analysis and reporting, and ultimately use it to track outcomes and support 
continuous improvement.  

Effectiveness and Outcomes of OST Programs (Chapter 7) – Programs vary in terms of quality and 
the experiences they provide. They are, therefore, not equally effective, with outcomes varying 
depending on the content and quality of activities. Participation is linked to positive outcomes only when 
programs are high quality and youth attend and engage in the activities offered. Generally, research 
supports a “more is better” hypothesis and so greater intensity, depth, engagement, and breadth of 
programming is associated with greater benefit.  

Positive Outcomes from Research – Research supports the potential for high quality OST 
programs that intentionally support social-emotional development to lead to positive outcomes 
across a range of domains:  

• Social-emotional and interpersonal skills;  
• Physical, mental and behavioral health;  
• Substance abuse prevention;  
• School success; and  
• Civic engagement.  

Academic Outcomes – OST activities, with limited exceptions,  

• Do not have positive effects on test scores or school grades, but  
• Do have positive effects on other academic outcomes – attendance, high school graduation, 

and college enrollment. 

Violence and Substance Abuse Prevention and Mitigation of Other Risk Behaviors – OST 
programs have the potential to reduce involvement in the criminal justice system and lead to 
improvement in positive youth development.  

Physical and Mental Health – OST programs focused on physical activities are associated with 
better fitness, body mass indices, and eating habits. Preliminary (not yet robust) evidence 
suggests links between OST activities and positive mental health outcomes.  

Family and Peer Relationships – Family engagement can support increased youth participation 
in OST programs, benefit OST program participants, support program quality, and impact family 
engagement at home and school. Improvement is reciprocal across home, school, and OST 
programs.  

Long-term Outcomes – There is limited evidence to support positive, long-term effects from OST 
participation but more research is needed.  
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OST Funding  (Chapter 8) – OST funding is fragmented, and OST providers generally operate from a 
“scarcity mindset.” Programs rely heavily on non-public funding sources. Variability in eligibility for 
funds and the competitive, short-term nature of grants are barriers to sustainability and increase the 
administrative burden on providers. Providers tend to shape programs in response to available funding 
opportunities, rather than in response to strategic implementation of their mission.  

Fees – 41% of programs in a national survey report parent fees as a primary source of funding. 
This is a likely contributor to differential access to programs between high- and low-income 
families.  

Federal Funding for OST – Federal funding represents a small fraction (11%) of the overall 
funding for OST. Federal funding opportunities include: 

• 21st Century Community Learning Centers ($1.3 billion in 2024) – State formula grants 
are administered by states which establish funding competitions, provide professional 
development and technical assistance, evaluation, and guidance. Priorities are academic 
enrichment, youth development, and family engagement.  

• Full Service Community Schools ($150 million in 2023) – OST programs can play a role 
in expanded learning opportunities for FSCS grantees.  

• Child Care and Development Fund ($9.5 billion) – States administer childcare subsidies 
to low-income families. 45% of children served by CCDF are school-aged.  

• TANF ($16.5 billion) – Funding to states provides cash assistance to low-income families 
that can be used toward OST program fees. 30% of TANF funds can be transferred to CCDF 
to expand OST programming.  

State-Level Funding and Policies Shaping OST – State funding for OST has grown 20-fold since 
2000.  

• States have an important role to play in closing opportunity gaps.  
• States have created dedicated line items in state budgets. 
• Some states have extended ESSER-funded programs.  
• Other states have tapped state revenues, including from cannabis sales, lotteries, license 

plate fees, public settlements, and taxes on sports betting and digital advertising.  

State Administration of Federal Funds – States have discretion when administering federally 
funded programs, most notably 21st CCLC and CCDF.  

• There has been recent movement to establish new state agencies that bring together early 
childhood and OST funding streams (e.g., Michigan Dept of Lifelong Education, 
Advancement, and Potential; the Washington Office of Youth Development; Minnesota 
Department of Children, Youth, and Families).  

• States have braided funds to coordinate funding streams.  
o California formed the Department of Education Afterschool Division (now 

Expanded Learning Division) to align administration of state and 21st CCLC funding. 
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o Missouri created a new Office of Childhood that includes CCDF, 21st CCLCs, along 
with early childhood services, to allow greater coordination and support high 
quality practices.  

Local Funding and Support for OST – Networks involve several organizations as partners in 
supporting OST.  

• Local leaders can drive investments, facilitate partnerships, and advocate for OST 
initiatives that increase access to OST programs in their communities.  

• Public agencies can provide managerial, fiscal and administrative support for OST 
programs.  

• Nonprofit organizations can play that role and offer more stable leadership, more 
flexibility to advocate for policy, and the ability to raise funds from private donors.  

Role of Intermediaries – Intermediaries, such as statewide OST networks, can play a role in 
working with public agencies to manage funds, distributing funds to local OST providers, building 
fundraising capacity of local OSTs and providing technical assistance and professional 
development.  

Philanthropic Funding and Support – Philanthropy serves 3 primary roles:  promoting 
innovation, partnering on public efforts, advancing the field through investments in research and 
practice.  

BLUEPRINT FOR EFFORTS TO IMPROVE ACCESS TO HIGH QUALITY OST (Chapter 9) 

The report provides a blueprint for efforts to better ensure high-quality OST opportunities and includes 
recommendations across six goals:  

1. Support the funding stability of OST programs;  
2. Increase support for intermediary organizations to strengthen the organizational capacity of OST 

programs;  
3. Advance program quality efforts to foster enriching, safe, and supportive OST settings;  
4. Build stable, supportive environments and career pathways for youth development practitioners;  
5. Improve understanding of the landscape of OST programs and participation, OST staff 

development, program quality efforts, and OST systems; and  
6. Improve understanding of OST program effectiveness and outcomes.  
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 Out-of-School-Time (OST) Health and Safety  
 

Introduction to Licensing and Health and Safety Requirements:  

Licensing regulations consider baseline requirements for program health and safety, staffing, physical 
space, ongoing professional development and, in some states, curriculum. The requirements for OST 
Program licensing are determined by state law and vary across the US. Generally, licensing regulations 
are framed for the needs of very young children, some of which are different from the school-age 
population served by OST programs. While licensing can ensure safety standards for OST programs, it 
also can provide a barrier to those who want to start new programs and so to efforts to expand access. 
From the perspective of such programs, requirements may be duplicative, unsuited for school-aged 
children, or burdensome.  
 
States take various approaches to regulating health and safety in OST programs. These include having 
the same licensure regulations and requirements as Early Child Care and Education (ECCE) programs, 
creating a separate set of regulations for OST licensing, providing for exemptions for some or all OST 
programs, and requiring registration (less stringent than licensing). There is no consensus on whether 
one of these licensing approaches is superior to the others. However, there has been a general trend of 
states moving away from using the same licensing regulations for ECCE and OST programs to better 
align health and safety requirements with the needs of children and youth in OST programs and the 
programs themselves. 

Overview of Licensing Approaches: 

1-Separate Licensing for OST Programs 

One approach that states have used to address licensing of out of school programs is to adopt a separate 
set of licensing requirements for OST programs that reflect the distinct needs of children and youth in 
school-age childcare.1   

Areas of focus include: 

• Professional quali�ications – Some states have used regulations to require experience or 
education speci�ic to school-aged children, rather than early childhood experience.2 Some 

 
1 An Administration for Children and Families 2022 report and webinar on addressing school-age needs in licensing regulations, 
gives examples of states which developed separate licensing requirements, and trends towards making OST licensing more tailored to 
school-age children.  
2 An example is Wisconsin, which has focused on the education requirements for OST professionals seeking licensure, creating new 
pathways to fulfil licensing requirements based on experience with the 5-12 age range. 
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https://www.wiafterschoolnetwork.org/alternative-pathway-to-licensing


 

2 
 

regulations account for different standards for volunteer staff, who may not have education or 
professional experience with childcare.  

• Challenges of operating for more limited hours – Some states have eliminated requirements for 
snack times, nap times, or outdoor time for OST programs that watch the children for more 
limited time.  

• Health and safety requirements appropriate for older children – Some states have updated 
licensing requirements to remove requirements that were considered unsuitable and 
unnecessarily stringent for school-age children, such as those for toddler-sized water fountains 
or cleaning materials stored behind a lock.  

• Developmentally appropriate programming – Some states have put forward regulations that 
better address the learning and developmental needs of school-aged children. Regulations can 
require or encourage OST programming that targets appropriate skill development for older 
children or contrasts to the traditional school environment.3 

• Group Sizes and Staff-Child Ratios – Most states have regulations allowing school-age children to 
be supervised in larger groups by a smaller number of staff.  

Costs/Bene�its of Separate Licensing: 

Tailoring OST licensure regulations to school-age children can reduce the administrative and economic 
burden of licensure and increase the number of licensed OST programs in the state. It does so while still 
maintaining important health and safety requirements. Separate OST licensing can also provide a 
minimum standard for health and safety requirements for a Quality Rating System for OST programs. On 
the other hand, this method may complicate the childcare licensing process by creating two distinct sets 
of requirements, especially for providers who serve a mixture of school-aged and younger children. 
Additionally, building the infrastructure to create a separate licensing system may be costly.  

State Examples of Separate Licensing Requirements 

Arkansas -- In 2007, Governor Mike Beebe of Arkansas issued an executive order establishing the 
Governor’s Task Force on Best Practices for Afterschool and Summer Programs.4 The task force 
created a report that outlined policy recommendations to support OST programs. This report 
recommended that Arkansas promote “quality in after-school and summer programs by adapting 
minimum licensing requirements for school-age care programs to meet the diversity of after-
school and summer programs in the state”. Later, the task force concluded that the state’s 
licensing regulations were not tailored to the needs of school-aged children but to the needs of 
children from birth to five. They sought a system that was more responsive to the landscape of 

 
3 Arkansas regulations require programs to “offer project-based, experiential activities that promote creativity and youth self-
expression”. Texas regulations suggest that programming include activities that contrast to the school environment, such as art, 
cooking, sports, etc.  
4 This task force was a group of 10 state legislators and community members who held monthly meetings to hear from after-school 
and summer program providers, state experts, and the general public about their interests and concerns for after-school and summer 
programs and it also reviewed the work of other states seeking to define best practices and establish policy recommendations. See 
this Afterschool Alliance brief for a description of the Arkansas Task Force and other state task forces.  

https://education.delaware.gov/wp-content/uploads/2022/09/DELACARE-Regulations-for-Early-Care-and-Education-and-School-Age-Centers-22.pdf
https://www.aradvocates.org/wp-content/uploads/AACFafterschoolsmall.pdf
https://www.afterschoolalliance.org/afterschoolsnack/Office-of-Child-Care-webinar-highlights-right-sizing-child-care_11-01-2022.cfm
https://www.sos.arkansas.gov/uploads/rulesRegs/Arkansas%20Register/2014/dec2014/016.22.14-002.pdf
https://licensingregulations.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/licensing_regulation/TX_SAC_SEPT_2024.pdf
https://www.afterschoolalliance.org/policyActionTskFrceCommAdvComm.cfm
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care for school aged children. As a response to the task-force’s recommendations, Arkansas 
adopted a new set of licensing requirements for OST programs. They modified requirements 
related to health and safety, staff qualifications, programming, screentime, and outdoor time to 
better match the needs of school-age children and youth. 

Oregon -- Oregon directed the Early Learning Division of the Oregon Department of Education to 
consider clearer and more responsive rules for school-age childcare.5 The Early Learning Division 
then convened an external working group consisting of school-age providers and OregonASK 
(Oregon Afterschool and Summer for Kids), to focus on key topics.6 The new school-age licensing 
regulations addressed key issues, including health and safety, staff qualifications, transportation, 
and staff ratios. They also incorporated exemptions of certain OST programs, such as those 
operated by a school district or those that provide youth development activities. Finally, because 
the working groups identified that the majority of Oregon’s programs were run out of public 
schools in rural areas, the regulations created exemptions for programs run out of schools to 
align closely with the public-school safety requirements for playgrounds, fire marshal 
inspections, immunizations, bathrooms, planning, and zoning. They also include different rules 
for staff training and communication.  

2-Exemptions of OST Programs from Licensing:   

A second approach that states have used to address licensing of out of school programs is to create 
exemptions for all or some OST programs. Examples of this are exemptions for national programs with 
pre-existing health and safety standards, exemptions for programs that run out of public or private 
schools, exemptions for time-limited or activity-specific (e.g., sports practice, horseback riding) and 
programs run by local government. Some states require registration and annual inspection by a state 
body for exempted programs. 
 

Cost/Bene�it of Exemptions:  

Exemptions recognize that there may be an assumption of less risk to school-age children in OST 
programs, compared to programs serving younger children, for a variety of reasons. For example, a 
program may already be subject to national standards, or may be associated with a public or private 
school that already serves kids for many hours. A program may also be centered around a single-focused 
activity where an expert adult (e.g. coach or instructor) will be responsible for ensuring the safety of 
participants. Exemptions for such programs typically reduce administrative burden and may offer 
flexibility, for example, by allowing programs to hire 16- and 17-year-old childcare personnel and not 
requiring compliance with certain rules that may be relevant to very young children, but not school-age 
children. The degree of flexibility provided depends on the licensing regulations. Consistency across OST 

 
5 Passed HB 3073 in 2021, page 3.  
6 These rules are now overseen by the Oregon Department of Early Learning and Care (DELC), which consolidated all early 
childcare services into one state agency, including licensing, registration, and the distribution of state and federal childcare funds. 

https://www.afterschoolalliance.org/afterschoolsnack/Office-of-Child-Care-webinar-highlights-right-sizing-child-care_11-01-2022.cfm
https://www.sos.arkansas.gov/uploads/rulesRegs/Arkansas%20Register/2014/dec2014/016.22.14-002.pdf
https://oregonask.org/
https://www.law.cornell.edu/regulations/oregon/chapter-414/division-310
https://www.law.cornell.edu/regulations/oregon/chapter-414/division-310
https://www.law.cornell.edu/regulations/oregon/Or-Admin-Code-SS-414-310-0120
https://olis.oregonlegislature.gov/liz/2021R1/Downloads/MeasureDocument/HB3073/Enrolled
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programs is important because licensed programs can be at a disadvantage if programs that provide 
similar offerings are exempt. 

State Examples of Exemptions of OST Programs from Licensing:  

District of Columbia -- All OST Programs are Exempt – In the District of Columbia, childcare regulations 
are determined by the Office of the State Superintendent of Education. D.C. regulations exempt all 
programs from licensing that provide “only before school care, only after school care, or only 
summer camp to school age children”.  

Missouri -- “Carve-Out” Exemptions of Programs:  Between 2008 and 2024, Missouri took a series of 
steps to broaden exemptions for OST programs for school aged children.7 Missouri first exempted 
programs affiliated with national organizations with safety standards. Specifically, Missouri 
requires the national governing body of the program to adopts standards for care that, at a 
minimum, include staff ratios, staff training, health and safety standards, and mechanisms for 
assessing and enforcing the program's compliance with the standards (RSMo210.278.). In 2024, 
Missouri expanded pre-existing exemptions for childcare licensure requirements that apply to 
programs in public schools to any program serving school-aged children. Programs only serving 
school-aged children are not required to have the same level of fire and sanitation inspections as 
early childhood centers, but must still pass non-physical licensing requirements, such as staff 
training, background checks, and staff-child ratios. The Act also exempted any programs only 
serving sixth grade and above from licensing requirements. OST programs that are license 
exempt still are required to register with the Missouri Department of Social Services.   

Wyoming -- All OST Programs are Exempt - In 2022, the Wyoming Legislature enacted SEA0042 which  
exempts “After school programs that: (A) Operate primarily when school is not in session 
including before and after school and during summer months; (B) Exclusively serve children 
required to attend school under W.S. 21-4-102; (C) Are organized to promote childhood learning, 
child and youth development, educational, enrichment, recreational or character-building 
activities; and (D) Adhere to all local applicable health, safety and fire codes or regulations.” This 
effectively exempts all OST programs from licensing requirements, as long as they comply with 
local health, safety, and fire regulations.8  

3-Requiring registration with some requirements related to health/safety, but not full licensure, 
for OST programs: 

Various states do not require full licensure for OST programs for school-age children and instead 
implement a registration process that requires OST programs to fulfil certain health and safety 

 
7 In 2008, Missouri enacted SB 1946, which created licensing exemptions for national organizations. In 2022,  HB 683 expanded the 
exemption by increasing the age range for exemption from 6-17 to 5-18, to align more closely with the ages in which children are at 
school. Finally, in 2024, Missouri enacted SB 1111 which provides greater exemptions to programs that only serve school-aged 
children.  
8 Louisiana similarly exempts almost all programs. Louisiana exempts summer camps, afterschool programs 
with an activity or educational purpose, and afterschool programs that watch kids for less than 12.5 hours a 
week.  

https://osse.dc.gov/sites/default/files/dc/sites/osse/publication/attachments/Final%20Rulemaking%20for%20the%20Licensing%20of%20Child%20Development%20Facilities.pdf
https://revisor.mo.gov/main/OneSection.aspx?section=210.278
https://wyoleg.gov/Legislation/2022/SF0085
https://house.mo.gov/billtracking/bills081/bilsum/truly/sHB1946T.htm
https://www.senate.mo.gov/22info/BTS_Web/Bill.aspx?SessionType=R&BillID=71259860
https://www.senate.mo.gov/24info/bts_web/bill.aspx?SessionType=R&BillID=1572
https://www.publichealthlawcenter.org/resources/child-care-definitions-and-exemptions-louisiana
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requirements. These requirements generally include background checks and minimum safety 
regulations with respect to program facilities and activities.  

Cost/Bene�it of Registration:  

Registration rather than licensing allows some oversight to ensure health and safety while minimizing 
burdens for OST programs. However, registration may still present some administrative burden 
depending on the state requirements. 

Incentivizing Optional Licensure:   

Some states do not require licensing but incentivize the optional licensure of license-exempt OST 
programs by requiring licensure for participation in:  

• Quality Rating Systems – Systems that seek to assess the quality of afterschool programs. 
Participation in Quality Rating Systems can indicate to parents the quality of their program, 
providing incentive for licensing.  

• Funding Opportunities – Some states provide exemptions but require licensing in order for 
childcare centers to receive certain funding, such as state and federal subsidies, workforce wage 
supplements, or tax cuts.  

State Examples of Registration:  

Illinois -- OST Registration -- Illinois amended their Child Care Act to add OST programs to the list of 
license-exempt day care centers. While these programs are license exempt, they must register 
with the Department of Children and Family Services, and provide documentation to show 
compliance with standards for health and safety.9 

North Carolina -- does not require licensure for some afterschool programs serving 5–18-year-olds. If 
the programs want to participate in the Subsidized Child Care Program for children from 5-12, 
however, they must be licensed.10  

Washington -- does not require school-aged programs to be licensed; however, they can optionally 
become certified in order to participate in their state’s Quality Rating System.11   

Virginia OST Program Licensing Regulations:  

History of Child-Care Licensing in VA:  

The Virginia Commission on Early Childhood and Child Day Care Programs released a report in 1993, 
which outlined the framework for balancing “the rights and responsibilities of parents to choose a 

 
9 They must show that they fulfil the standards of the Department of Public Health or local health department, fire safety standards of 
the State Fire Marshal, and the health and safety standards of the State Board of Education (if operating in a public school). They also 
need to provide information on emergency preparedness, liability insurance, background checks, and must comply with state systems 
tracking child abuse. Unlicensed programs also need to indicate that they are an unlicensed program to parents. 
10 See Licensure section: https://ncafterschool.org/starting-an-afterschool-program/  
11 See report on QRS state approaches: https://www.afterschoolnetwork.org/sites/main/files/file-
attachments/qrs_afterschool.pdf?1305826825, page 16. 

https://www.ilga.gov/Legislation/publicacts/view/099-0699
https://dcfs.illinois.gov/content/dam/soi/en/web/dcfs/documents/about-us/policy-rules-and-forms/documents/cfs-600/cfs-672-6-license-exemption-for-school-aged-child-care-programs-ccap-fillable.pdf
https://rga.lis.virginia.gov/Published/1993/SD38
https://ncafterschool.org/starting-an-afterschool-program/
https://www.afterschoolnetwork.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/qrs_afterschool.pdf?1305826825
https://www.afterschoolnetwork.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/qrs_afterschool.pdf?1305826825
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variety of different settings and the rights of providers to operate free of unnecessary, restrictive 
regulation”.12 Pursuant to the report’s recommendations, Virginia adopted regulations that generally 
applied the same standards for ECCE and OST programs. Initially, the regulations were overseen by the 
Child Day-Care Council. The Council was abolished in 2012, and responsibility for regulations 
transferred to the Department of Social Services. In 2021, the Virginia Department of Education became 
responsible for childcare licensing.  

Current System: 

Virginia’s current licensing regulations include elements of the multiple approaches described above. 

• Same regulations as Early Childhood Care: Generally, the OST requirements are the same as the 
Early Child Care and Education licensing requirements, though the requirements do specify it 
they are speci�ic to infants, toddlers or preschool age children. There are several small 
distinctions involving facility requirements such as bathroom number or required space per 
child. Additionally, VA has distinct group size and staff-child ratios for different age groups.13  

• Registration for Religious Exemptions: Religious childcare programs are generally exempt from 
licensing; however, programs must submit a statement of intent, evidence of tax-exempt status, 
and the results of local health department and �ire marshal inspection results. Programs must 
also show proof that employees meet required professional quali�ications, the center meets staff-
child ratio requirements, and the center is aware of and will abide by basic health and safety 
requirements. The center must also inform guardians in writing that the center is exempt from 
licensure. Documentation must be submitted annually, and programs are subject to Department 
of Education inspections.14  

• Exemptions for School-Based and Government-Run Programs: Virginia also exempts local 
government recreational activities that are attended only by school-age children, private school 
programs for school-age children that operate for less than four hours per day, and public school 
programs for children who are at least three years of age that operate for no more than four 
hours per day on full instructional days or for more than four hours per day on shortened or 
noninstructional days. VA law also permits programs at a Department of Education approved 
school facility or recognized as a private school by the Board to waive health and safety 
requirements for playgrounds, inspection or approval of the building, inspection of vehicles 
owned by the school, and inspection of meals prepared by the school15.  

• Exemptions for National Programs: Virginia recently passed legislation which permits exemption 
from licensing for any OST program affiliated with a national organization, if the national 

 
12 For a legislative report on recommendations for child-care licensing, see https://rga.lis.virginia.gov/Published/1993/SD38  
13 For school age programs, there is not currently a specified group size limit. Furthermore, for programs serving children from ages 
5-9 the maximum staff-child ratio is 1:18, and for programs serving children from ages 9-13 the maximum staff-child ratio is 1:20. 
Standards for Day Care Centers, page 45.  
14 Guidelines for religious exemptions to childcare licensing in VA: https://vachildcare.com/providers/becoming-a-
provider/religiously-exempt-child-day-center-recdc/  
15 For more context and full list of exemptions, see § 22.1-289.030. Exemptions from licensure and § 22.1-289.046. Regulations for 
child day programs and family day systems. 

https://licensingregulations.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/licensing_regulation/VA_Center_Oct_2021_508.pdf
https://lis.blob.core.windows.net/files/1072575.PDF
https://rga.lis.virginia.gov/Published/1993/SD38
https://licensingregulations.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/licensing_regulation/VA_Center_Oct_2021_508.pdf
https://vachildcare.com/providers/becoming-a-provider/religiously-exempt-child-day-center-recdc/
https://vachildcare.com/providers/becoming-a-provider/religiously-exempt-child-day-center-recdc/
https://law.lis.virginia.gov/vacode/title22.1/chapter14.1/section22.1-289.030/
https://law.lis.virginia.gov/vacode/title22.1/chapter14.1/section22.1-289.046/
https://law.lis.virginia.gov/vacode/title22.1/chapter14.1/section22.1-289.046/
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organization has established health and safety requirements. The program af�iliate must be in 
compliance with those health and safety requirements, have staff quali�ication and training 
requirements consistent with the Board’s regulations, require background checks, and have 
procedures relating to emergency preparedness and response, child abuse prevention and 
response, and internal incident reporting and investigation.  
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 State Support for High-Quality OST Programming 

OST program quality, along with the level of participation and engagement of children and youth, are 
linked to and drive outcomes. High quality programs support high levels of attendance and engagement 
and, in turn, promote positive youth outcomes. Variations in the quality of OST programs can account for 
differences in effectiveness.1 

State efforts to support high-quality OST programming include common components -- 1) establishing 
goals for the OST system and state investment, 2) creating quality standards against which to measure 
inputs and outcomes, 3) implementing Quality Improvement Systems to gather data, track inputs and 
outcomes, and drive continuous improvement, and 4) assessing the cost of high-quality OST 
programming and working to secure sustained funding2 for such programs.  

Goals for State OST Programming 

A system of OST programming can support state goals across education, youth development, and 
workforce development systems, if it is high quality. Research shows that high-quality OST 
programming can improve academic and youth development outcomes. High-quality OST programs 
make it easier for individual parents to work. High-quality OST programs enable workers to stay in the 
workforce, building expertise and productivity state-wide.3  

States have established a range of priority goals for their investment in OST programming. 

• Arkansas: The Governor’s Task Force on Best Practices for After-School and Summer Programs 
issued a 2008 report that shared policy recommendations for state-wide, high quality after and 
summer school programs that would improve outcomes for children and youth, provide time 
outside of school for physical activity and promoting healthy behaviors, help working families and 
their communities, and support workforce and economic development.  

• California: The California Department of Education’s 2018 “State of the State Expanded 
Learning” report highlights the key role that OST programs play in achieving important goals for 
the state.  They increase attendance and academic achievement; support social, emotional, and 
academic learning all year long; increase food security, health, and wellness; and support a 
thriving workforce. 

 
1 See NAP Report, The Future of Youth Development: Building Systems and Strengthening Programs (2025), Chapter 6. 
2 For research on state funding of OST, see companion memo OST Funding Landscape.  
3 See Chapter 7 of the NAP report on The Future of Youth Development: Building Systems and Strengthening Program (2025), 
for a review of the evidence on the effectiveness and outcomes of OST programs for promoting learning, development, and 
wellbeing for children and youth from low-income households.  See also this Perspective from the Wallace Foundation on 
The Value of Out-of-School Time Programs and this 2004 two-pager from the AfterSchool Alliance on reasons for state 
investment in afterschool and summer learning. 

State and Local Government Clinic 
Andrew Block, Director 

Karoline Homer Ryan, Associate Director 

https://www.aradvocates.org/wp-content/uploads/AACFafterschoolsmall.pdf
https://www.afterschoolnetwork.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/can_sots_expanded_learning_2018-2019-a11y.pdf?1582667975
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/27833/the-future-of-youth-development-building-systems-and-strengthening-programs
https://wallacefoundation.org/sites/default/files/2024-11/the-value-of-out-of-school-time-programs.doi_.10.7249%252FPE267.pdf
https://www.afterschoolalliance.org/documents/State%20Investments%20in%20Afterschool.pdf
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• Pennsylvania:  A 2021 study by the legislature in Pennsylvania on the Return on Investment for 
OST programs highlighted the positive impact of OST programs on student health and safety. The 
Governor included $11.5 million in the 2024 state budget for BOOST which supports OST 
programming for at-risk, school-age populations in un- or underserved communities with the 
goal of addressing issues of youth violence and community safety.   

• Vermont: A report from Vermont’s Universal Afterschool Task Force led to legislation in Vermont 
to expand access for low- and middle-income youth, expand access in regions of the state with 
little or no OST programming, ensure underserved and historically marginalized children can 
access and participate, and provide additional resources so that children and youth with 
disabilities and/or special needs can participate. In 2023, Vermont passed Act 78 which included 
a universal afterschool and summer school fund to establish a grant program that supports the 
expansion of universal afterschool and summer programs with a focus on underserved areas. 

Quality Standards 

Quality standards are the measure or indicators of a high-quality program and ideally reflect current 
research and evidence on best practice. Common categories for quality standards include safety, health, 
and well-being; environments; supportive relationships; program management; program activities; 
staffing and professional development; and program evaluation. Quality standards establish a shared 
vision of quality that matches the resources and needs of a state and advance a common language for 
what constitutes high quality programming. Based on these standards, states can develop supports, 
including funding, technical assistance, professional development, and assessments that support quality 
programs.4  

States have taken a variety of approaches to establishing state-wide quality standards.  

• California – The California Department of Education, in collaboration with the California 
Afterschool Network, developed the Quality Standards for Extended Learning In California. The 
standards are divided into Point of Service and Programmatic Quality Standards. They are 
designed to be used in conjunction with tools to assess the quality of OST programs.   

• Michigan – The Michigan State Board of Education �irst adopted the Michigan Out-of-School Time 
(MOST) standards in 2003. The state revised the standards to re�lect current practice in 2008, 
2012, 2011 and 2021.5 These standards come on top of additional licensing standards to ensure 
health and safety in OST programs.  

• Virginia: The VDOE does not set or maintain statewide quality standards for OST programs. The 
Virginia Partnership for Out-of-School Time (VPOST), a public-private partnership organization, 
developed the Quality Standards for Virginia Out-of-School Time Programs. The standards, 
originally adopted in 2017, were updated in 2024 to add two new categories in response to 
recent research: (1) child & youth voice; and (2) partnerships and networking .  

• Washington – Schools Out Washington led a 9-month, collaborative effort to develop the Quality 
Standards for Afterschool & Youth Development Programs. The process involved gathering 
feedback from stakeholders, including youth, researching national best practice, and a review by 

 
4 See NAP report, at p. 6-19 and this AIR Project on quality standards and building quality in afterschool. 
5 For a full explanation of the history of the MOST standards, see pp. 1-2 of the standards. 

https://jsg.legis.state.pa.us/resources/documents/ftp/publications/2021-06-25%20Afterschool%20ROI%20Web%206.25.21.pdf
https://www.pa.gov/governor/newsroom/2024-press-releases/shapiro-davis-admin-announces--56-5m-grant-funding-vip-boost.html
https://www.ostpa.org/support-for-communities
https://education.vermont.gov/sites/aoe/files/documents/Task%20Force%20for%20Universal%20Afterschool%20Access%20Final%20Report%205-17-2021.pdf
https://law.justia.com/codes/vermont/title-16/chapter-1/section-51/
https://www.afterschoolnetwork.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/quality_standards.pdf
https://www.michigan.gov/-/media/Project/Websites/mileap/Documents/Education-Partnerships/21stcclc/final_most_standards_revision_with_public_comment_edits_july_27-2021.pdf?rev=a77d3f763ae144d0bd25565836643559
https://www.michigan.gov/-/media/Project/Websites/mileap/Documents/Education-Partnerships/21stcclc/final_most_standards_revision_with_public_comment_edits_july_27-2021.pdf?rev=a77d3f763ae144d0bd25565836643559
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1bSXv_vJ1TIlYuxIKLIO7_QIShrU4k_4d/view?pli=1
https://schoolsoutwashington.org/
https://schoolsoutwashington.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Quality-Standards-PDF-2-14-14-Final-webwithnewlogo.pdf
https://schoolsoutwashington.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Quality-Standards-PDF-2-14-14-Final-webwithnewlogo.pdf
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/27833/the-future-of-youth-development-building-systems-and-strengthening-programs
https://www.air.org/project/building-quality-afterschool/quality-standards#:%7E:text=These%20standards%20also%20advance%20a,changing%20contexts%20and%20knowledge%20gained.
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the Forum for Youth Investment to ensure the standards aligned with best practice.6 The 
Washington Of�ice of Superintendent of Public Instruction includes the Quality Standards in its 
Expanded Learning Opportunity Guide for school districts.7  

Quality Improvement Systems  
 

Although primarily focused on early education and care, Quality Improvement Systems (QIS) are also 
being used as an effective strategy to achieve higher quality in OST programming. The systems generally 
involve key elements, including standards above licensing regulations; assessment and monitoring to 
ensure accountability; program and practitioner supports, including professional development; 
technical assistance and other program improvement strategies; financial incentives linked to 
compliance with standards; and parent education on how to use the system to identify quality care.8 

States have adapted their early education and care QIS to focus on OST programs by involving 
afterschool leaders in planning, using standards that address the needs of older children and youth, 
addressing the varied qualifications and needs of afterschool staff, and reducing barriers for afterschool 
programs to participate in the system.9 
 

• Arkansas – Arkansas has implemented a voluntary quality improvement system in which all OST 
providers are eligible to participate. Administered by Arkansas’ Division of Child Care and Early 
Childhood Education, Better Beginnings is tiered and includes six levels. Level one consists of 
meeting the state’s Minimum Licensing Requirements, and each successive level implements 
additional requirements for quality assessment scores, staff training, and program characteristics. 
The star rating system functions as a tool families can use to evaluate the relative quality of 
various programs, empowering families with the choice to participate in a variety of accessible, 
high-quality OST programs. 

• California –– California requires OST programs to participate in a data-driven continuous quality 
improvement (CQI) process to receive federal or state funding. The process includes a data-based 
assessment of program quality, the development of an action plan based on that data, and 
implementation of that plan to improve program quality. The Department of Education 
collaborated with the California Afterschool Network to develop a cross-walk that aligns the 
California Quality Standards with seven different quality assessment tools.  

• Texas – The Texas Afterschool Centers on Education (ACE), formed by the Texas Education 
Agency (TEA), oversees the disbursement of federal 21st Century Community Learning Centers 
(21st CCLC) grants. Recipient programs follow the Texas ACE Blueprint to implement Texas’ 
Standards of High Quality  and engage in a Quality Assurance Process (QAP). Throughout the QAP 
process, ACE offers technical assistance, training opportunities, and support for data collection 
and reporting. Texas’ approach aims to improve the quality of OST programs, particularly for 

 
6 See p. 6 of the Standards Handbook for the full history.  
7 See pp 14-16 of the Guide.  
8 See NAP report at p. 6-4. For a general discussion of using a Quality Rating Systems to promote quality in afterschool 
programming, see this 2007 report from the Child Care Bureau of US DHHS Administration for Children and Families. 
9 See Appendix B of the 2007 report referenced in the footnote above for a summary of QRS adaptations in 3 states.   

https://forumfyi.org/
https://ospi.k12.wa.us/
https://ospi.k12.wa.us/sites/default/files/2023-10/elocguide.pdf
https://arbetterbeginnings.com/about-us
https://humanservices.arkansas.gov/wp-content/uploads/2020-Out-of-School-Time.pdf
https://arbetterbeginnings.com/wp-content/uploads/Better-Beginnings-Provider-Rules.pdf
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/ex/cqiguidance.asp
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/ex/cqiguidance.asp
https://www.afterschoolnetwork.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/_crosswalk.pdf
https://www.afterschoolnetwork.org/post/quality-standards-expanded-learning-california
https://tea.texas.gov/texas-schools/support-for-at-risk-schools-and-students/texas-ace
https://tea.texas.gov/about-tea/welcome-and-overview
https://tea.texas.gov/about-tea/welcome-and-overview
https://tea.texas.gov/texas-schools/texas-ace-blueprint.pdf
https://txpostblog.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/txpost_qualitystandards_final-jan-2016.pdf
https://txpostblog.wordpress.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/07/txpost_qualitystandards_final-jan-2016.pdf
https://schoolsoutwashington.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Quality-Standards-PDF-2-14-14-Final-webwithnewlogo.pdf
https://ospi.k12.wa.us/sites/default/files/2023-10/elocguide.pdf
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/27833/the-future-of-youth-development-building-systems-and-strengthening-programs
https://www.afterschoolnetwork.org/sites/main/files/file-attachments/qrs_afterschool.pdf?1305826825
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students who attend high-poverty and low-performing schools. 

Cost of High-Quality OST Programs 
 

While research demonstrates that high quality programs are necessary to support learning and 
development, there is not a common understanding of the costs associated with operating such 
programs. A 2009 study concluded that three key factors drive program costs: 1) the frequency, 
duration, intensity of programming; 2) funding and resource availability, and 3) local context, funding 
structures, and the needs and interests of children and youth. Staff wages are also significant cost-
drivers, and multi-age group settings are more costly than single age group programs. Cost efficiencies 
can be gained by hiring staff based on projected daily attendance, limiting the number of sites, and 
partnering between agencies to share sites.10  
 
While the NAP report concludes that an updated cost study is necessary to assess the cost of high-quality 
OST programs based on current standards, there are some exemplars that demonstrate approaches to 
building an understanding of costs associated with quality.  
 

• Texas – The Texas Education Agency’s Summer Learning Program Budgeting Guidance includes a 
Budget Estimator Tool.    

• Vermont – The Universal Afterschool Task Force in Vermont issued a 2021 report that included a 
cost analysis for universal access to OST programming in the state.11 The report found that, if OST 
programs were universally offered, and 33% of children and youth participated on a regular basis, 
the cost would be an additional $22-$28 million/year. If 100% of students in elementary, middle, 
and high school regularly participated in afterschool and summer programming, the cost would 
rise to $44.4 million/year.  

• Wallace Foundation Report – In 2009, the Wallace Foundation commissioned a study sampling 
111 programs across six cities. The report found that staf�ing is the primary cost driver for OST 
programs, accounting for two thirds of total costs. Geographic location was found to be another 
determinant of program cost, mostly because of variances in city or district-level policies. 
Summer programs for all age groups were found to be less expensive per hour than school-year 
programs, but more costly overall because of their longer operating hours. Finally, in-kind 
contributions, including rent-free facilities, volunteers, and donated equipment and supplies, 
were found to be signi�icant “invisible subsidies” that accounted for one �ifth of the average 
programs’ resource needs. 

• Wallace Foundation Cost Calculator – The Wallace Foundation Cost Calculator determines the 
costs of a variety of options for high-quality afterschool programs and the summer portions of 
year-round programs. The calculator’s cost estimates, which come from the most detailed study 
to date on the costs of high-quality programs, were updated in 2021 to re�lect both the change in 
the general cost of living nationally and changes in the relative cost of living across cities. 

 
 

10 See NAP report at p. 6-5. 
11 See p. 15 and p. 27 (Appendix III) of the report.   

https://tea.texas.gov/academics/learning-support-and-programs/summer-learning-program-budgeting-guidance.pdf
https://education.vermont.gov/sites/aoe/files/documents/Task%20Force%20for%20Universal%20Afterschool%20Access%20Final%20Report%205-17-2021.pdf
https://wallacefoundation.org/sites/default/files/2024-11/the-cost-of-quality-of-out-of-school-time-programs.doi_.10.59656%252FYD-OS6968.001.pdf
https://wallacefoundation.org/cost-calculator
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/27833/the-future-of-youth-development-building-systems-and-strengthening-programs
https://education.vermont.gov/sites/aoe/files/documents/Task%20Force%20for%20Universal%20Afterschool%20Access%20Final%20Report%205-17-2021.pdf
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OST Funding Landscape 
 

Sufficient and sustained funding is essential to a state-wide system of high-quality, accessible OST 
programming for school-age children and youth. The current OST funding landscape is characterized by 
short-term, and disparate funding that does not typically address full demand.  
 
There are three primary sources of OST funding – 1) fees paid by families, 2) public funds from federal 
programs implemented by states as well as some state and local funds, and 3) grants from private, 
philanthropic organizations.  A national 2023 survey of 10,000+ OST program sites revealed that 41% of 
providers reported parent fees as the primary source of funding. This reliance on parent fees contributes 
to differential access to OST program across high- and low-income families, including reduced access 
OST options in regions with high populations of low-income families.   
 
State efforts to alleviate these funding constraints on state OST systems include strategic 
implementation of federal funding programs, increased investment of other public and private  dollars 
in OST systems, and efforts to better coordinate the administration of public funds to reduce barriers to 
access and align with state priorities and goals for OST programming. 
 

Federal Funding1 
 

21st Century Community Learning Centers – The Nita M Lowey 21st Century Community Learning 
Centers (Title IV, Part B) is the only federal funding stream dedicated to OST programs.  It provides 
formula funding to state education agencies to support the creation of community learning centers to 
provide academic enrichment for children and youth during non-school hours, particularly those who 
attend high-poverty and low-performing schools. The program was funded at $1.3 billion in FY 2024.2  
Virginia’s 21st CCLC allocation for FY24 was $23,329,977. 

Child Care and Development Fund – The CCDF is the largest federal funding source to support child 
care. CCDF funds are distributed in block grants to states, tribes, and territories to help them administer 
child care assistance programs for low-income, working families. States provide eligible families with a 
subsidy to help pay for approved child care programs for children under 13 years of age so that parents 

 
1 For a brief but comprehensive summary of federal funding sources for OST, see this summary by the Afterschool Alliance. 
For a VA specific overview, see this summary from NCASE.  
2 The federal budget now before Congress could eliminate funding for the 21st CCLC program. See here at p. 14 and this article 
by the Afterschool Alliance.  

State and Local Government Clinic 
Andrew Block, Director 
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https://www.ed.gov/grants-and-programs/formula-grants/school-improvement/nita-m-lowey-21st-century-community-learning-centers#home
https://www.ed.gov/grants-and-programs/formula-grants/school-improvement/nita-m-lowey-21st-century-community-learning-centers#home
https://www.congress.gov/crs-product/R47312
https://www.afterschoolalliance.org/fundingfederalataglance.cfm
https://childcareta.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/new-occ/school-age-contact/files/ncase-va-saccdataprofile-2024.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/fiscal-year-2026-budget-summary-110043.pdf
https://www.afterschoolalliance.org/afterschoolsnack/President-calls-for-elimination-of-afterschool-and-summer_04-02-2025.cfm
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and caregivers can work, search for work, attend job training, or enroll in educational programs.  
Currently 44% of CCDF funds nationally go to support school-age care.3 
 

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families – The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families 
(TANF) program is the primary federal program to support economic security and stability families and 
children with low-incomes. States receive block grants to provide income support to families with 
children, as well as to provide a wide range of services that include child care and OST programs. States 
can transfer up to 30% of their TANF grant funds directly to CCDF, and, in 2019, states spent $5 billion of 
the total $31 billion TANF funding on child care.4 

Other federal funding programs that provide opportunities for funding for OST programs include Full-
Service Community Schools and Promise Neighborhoods, both of which provide grants that can support 
OST programs.5    

State Funding 
 

While some states, like Virginia, rely almost exclusively on the federal government for public funds to 
support OST programming, state-level investment in OST programming is growing. In 2020, 15 states 
invested a total of $264 million in OST programming.  In 2024, 26 states invested $5 billion.6 Examples 
of state funding initiatives are below. 
 
California – In 2002, California voters passed Proposition 49, a ballot initiative called the After School 
Education and Safety Act.7  It required investment of $550 million from the General Fund in after school 
programs. That investment was triggered when the state reached a specific level of revenue growth, and 
that trigger was met in 2006-07. The current funding level for the After School Education and Safety 
program is $794 million.8  In 2020, the California legislature also created the Expanded Learning 
Opportunities Program (ELOP) which provides formula funds to LEAs, also from the state’s General 
Fund. The total state investment in ELOP in 2024 was $4 billion.9 As point of reference, California has 5.8 
million K-12 students.  

 
3 Afterschool Alliance Issue Brief.  
4 For a broad, 2019, analysis of how states are using TANF funds to support child care, see this Bipartisan Policy Center brief.  
5 The US Dept of Education fiscal year 2026 budget eliminates funding for both of these programs.  See here at pp. 18 and 20.  
6 Many states invested ESSER funds in OST programming and are now looking for new funding sources to sustain that 
programming. See NAP report, p. 8-14. States could allocate 1% of ESSER funds for afterschool and 1% for summer 
enrichment.  California accounts for $4 billion of the $5 billion investment.  
7 For the history that led to passage of Proposition 49, see this After School Alliance report. For Code language, see Article 
22.5 After School Education and Safety Program.  
8 CA also, in 2021  created the Expanded Learning Opportunities Program (ELOP) which  
9 For more information on the ELOP, see here.  

https://acf.gov/ofa/programs/temporary-assistance-needy-families-tanf
https://acf.gov/ofa/programs/temporary-assistance-needy-families-tanf
https://www.ed.gov/grants-and-programs/grants-birth-grade-12/school-community-improvement/full-service-community-schools-program-fscs
https://www.ed.gov/grants-and-programs/grants-birth-grade-12/school-community-improvement/full-service-community-schools-program-fscs
https://promiseneighborhoods.ed.gov/infographics
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/ex/asesdescrp.asp#:%7E:text=Funding%20is%20designed%20to%3A%20(1,ASES%20program%20is%20%24794%20million.
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/ex/asesdescrp.asp#:%7E:text=Funding%20is%20designed%20to%3A%20(1,ASES%20program%20is%20%24794%20million.
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=46120&lawCode=EDC
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=46120&lawCode=EDC
https://www.cde.ca.gov/fg/fo/profile.asp?id=6284&recID=6284
https://afterschoolalliance.org/Issue-School-Age-Child-Care.cfm
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/download/?file=/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Natl-TANF-Data_FY-19-1.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/media/document/fiscal-year-2026-budget-summary-110043.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/sites/ed/files/2021/03/FINAL_ARP-ESSER-FACT-SHEET.pdf
https://www.ed.gov/sites/ed/files/2021/03/FINAL_ARP-ESSER-FACT-SHEET.pdf
https://www.afterschoolalliance.org/documents/prop_49_paper.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=EDC&division=1.&title=1.&part=6.&chapter=2.&article=22.5.&op_statues=2001&op_chapter=545)&op_section=4
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displayText.xhtml?lawCode=EDC&division=1.&title=1.&part=6.&chapter=2.&article=22.5.&op_statues=2001&op_chapter=545)&op_section=4
https://www.cde.ca.gov/ls/ex/elopinfo.asp#eloplaw
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Minnesota – In 2023, Minnesota reestablished the Afterschool Community Learning Grant, and 
appropriated $27 million over 4 years.  The Minnesota Department of Education administers the grant 
program.10 As point of reference, Minnesota has 960,000 K-12 students.  
 
Pennsylvania – In 2024, Pennsylvania appropriated $11.5 million dollars to the new Building 
Opportunity through Out of School Time (BOOST) program as part of a broader violence prevention and 
intervention initiative.  The program is administered by the Pennsylvania Commission on Crime and 
Delinquency.  As point of reference, Pennsylvania has 1.5 million K-12 students.  
 
Tennessee – In 2002, Tennessee created the Lottery for Education: Afterschool Programs (LEAP) to 
direct unclaimed lottery funds for public and non-profit OST programs. The Tennessee Department of 
Education administers a grant program to distribute LEAP funds which are in addition to its 21st Century 
Community Learning Center grant program. In 2017, the total funded was $13.5 million. As point of 
reference, Tennessee has 900,000 K-12 students.  
 
Vermont – In 2020, Vermont passed legislation to establish the Task Force for Universal Afterschool 
Access.11  Its charge was to “consider and make recommendations on the framework for, the costs of, 
and related long-term funding sources for access to universal afterschool programs.” It issued a final 
report in 2021.  In 2023, Vermont created the Universal Afterschool and Summer Special Fund.  The 
fund tapped cannabis sales tax revenue, “[t]o establish a grant program that supports the expansion of 
universal afterschool and summer programs with a focus on underserved areas of the State”. In 2024, 
Vermont’s Agency of Education awarded $3.5 million , for afterschool and summer programming. The 
Vermont Agency of Education jointly administered these grants with 21st Century Community Learning 
Center grants. As point of reference, Vermont has 78,000 K-12 students.  
 
Virginia – Item 124 in the 2024 budget appropriated $5 million, $3 million for FY24 and $2 million for 
FY25, to supplement the federal 21st Century Community Learning Centers Program.12 These funds are 
available to community-based organizations, nonprofit agencies, city or county government agencies, 
faith-based organizations, and institutions of higher education. As a point of reference, Virginia has 
about 1.2 million K-12 students.  

 
10 Funds were appropriated in Gov Walz’s One Minnesota Budget focused on making MN the best state in the country for kids. 
The budget sought to “lower the cost of child care for middle-class families, increase access to mental health resources, 
provide the largest investment in public education in state history, ensure universal school meals, and reduce child poverty 
by roughly 25%”. 
11 For text of legislation, see H 969 and specifically Sec B.1120.1 at p. 123.  
12 Budget Language states “XX. Out of this appropriation, $3,000,000 the first year and $2,000,000 the second year from the 
general fund is provided to supplement the 21st Century Community Learning Centers Program in Item 126. These funds 
shall be awarded to community-based organizations partnering with school divisions for afterschool, before-school, and 
summer learning programs to provide additional instructional opportunities to combat learning loss for school-age children 
attending high-poverty, low-performing schools. The Department may contract with the Virginia Partnership for Out-of-
School Time to assist applicants with obtaining the required licensure and to provide best practices and support to grantees. 
See VPOST article here 

https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/142D.14
https://education.mn.gov/MDE/DSE/PROD083178
https://www.pa.gov/content/dam/copapwp-pagov/en/pccd/documents/criminaljustice/gunviolence/2025/2025_boost_onepager.pdf
https://www.pa.gov/content/dam/copapwp-pagov/en/pccd/documents/criminaljustice/gunviolence/2025/2025_boost_onepager.pdf
https://www.pa.gov/governor/newsroom/2024-press-releases/shapiro-davis-admin-announces--56-5m-grant-funding-vip-boost.html
https://www.pa.gov/governor/newsroom/2024-press-releases/shapiro-davis-admin-announces--56-5m-grant-funding-vip-boost.html
https://www.pa.gov/content/dam/copapwp-pagov/en/pccd/documents/criminaljustice/gunviolence/documents/funding-announcements-and-awards/2024-25%20boost%20funding%20announcement.pdf
https://www.pa.gov/content/dam/copapwp-pagov/en/pccd/documents/criminaljustice/gunviolence/documents/funding-announcements-and-awards/2024-25%20boost%20funding%20announcement.pdf
https://law.justia.com/codes/tennessee/title-49/chapter-6/part-7/section-49-6-701/
https://www.tn.gov/education/districts/instruction/extended-learning.html
https://www.tn.gov/education/districts/instruction/extended-learning.html
https://education.vermont.gov/state-board-councils/taskforce-for-universal-afterschool-access
https://education.vermont.gov/state-board-councils/taskforce-for-universal-afterschool-access
https://%C2%A0
https://education.vermont.gov/documents/edu-legislative-report-universal-afterschool-20210518
https://education.vermont.gov/documents/edu-legislative-report-universal-afterschool-20210518
https://law.justia.com/codes/vermont/title-16/chapter-1/section-51/
https://education.vermont.gov/press-release/after-school-expansion-grants
https://education.vermont.gov/sites/aoe/files/documents/edu-2024-aoe-afterschool-and-summer-program-grant-opportunities-overview.pdf
https://budget.lis.virginia.gov/item/2024/2/HB6001/Introduced/1/124/
https://uvaschooloflaw-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ksh2n_lawschool_virginia_edu/Documents/Documents/2025%20Summer/Out%20of%20School%20Time%20Research/Katie%20Funding%20Docs/an%20historic%20budget%20to%20lower%20the%20cost%20of%20child%20care%20for%20middle-class%20families,%20increase%20access%20to%20mental%20health%20resources,%20provide%20the%20largest%20investment%20in%20public%20education%20in%20state%20history,%20ensure%20universal%20school%20meals,%20and%20reduce%20child%20poverty%20by%20roughly%2025%25.%20F
https://legislature.vermont.gov/Documents/2020/Docs/BILLS/H-0969/H-0969%20As%20Passed%20by%20Both%20House%20and%20Senate%20Unofficial.pdf?_gl=1*1vhjgav*_ga*MTE4NDcyNzE2Ni4xNzUwMjAwNzc1*_ga_V9WQH77KLW*czE3NTAyMDA3NzUkbzEkZzEkdDE3NTAyMDExMDgkajMyJGwwJGgw#page=12
https://v-post.org/out-of-school-time-programs-across-legislative-districts/


 

4 
 

 
State Administration of State and Federal Funding 

 
The universe of OST funding is varied and includes a variety of public funding programs with different 
applications, reporting requirements, and restrictions. As a result, the programs and communities with 
limited resources, and most in need of high-quality OST programming, may struggle to access funds 
and/or be forced to divert attention away from providing quality programming in order to secure funds. 
Strategic state administration of the various federal and state funding streams can reduce this burden 
and support a state-wide OST system that accomplishes state goals for access, quality, and impact.  
 

State Discretion in Administration of Federally Funded Programs13 
 

21st CCLC – There is great variability across states in the administration of 21st CCLC funds.  States use 
their discretion to: 
 

• Draft RFPs and manage a competitive application process,  
• Determine how to measure success and apply federal requirements and guidance, 
• Set priorities for funding including the age group(s) to be served, types of activities offered, and 

geographic regions of the state, 
• Set restrictions on funding amounts, duration of funding, and the minimum hours of operation, 

and 
• Establish requirements for professional development. 

These decisions impact what organizations receive funding as well as what activities are offered and to 
whom. Consequentially, it is important that these decisions align with state priorities and goals for OST 
programming.14  
 
Virginia received $23.3 million in federal FY 2024 for 21st CCLC. The Virginia Department of Education 
administers a competitive grant program to distribute the funds. Priority is given to programs that meet 
any/all of the following criteria: 

• Joint applications between at least one school division and at least one public or private 
community organization; 

• Propose to serve students in schools that either are Priority Schools, Conditionally Accredited 
Reconstituted or Accreditation Denied for the current school year; 

• Proposals to serve students in elementary schools; or 

 
13 For a discussion of state strategies to administer CCDF to support school-age care, see this playbook and this issue brief 
from the Afterschool Alliance.  
14 For a full discussion, see NAP report at p. 8-17 and 18, noting, for example, that, in VT, nearly all 21st CCLC funding goes to 
schools and, in Georgia, the list of grantees is much more diverse.  

https://www.ed.gov/grants-and-programs/formula-grants/school-improvement/nita-m-lowey-21st-century-community-learning-centers#funding-status-awards
https://www.doe.virginia.gov/programs-services/federal-programs/essa/title-iv/title-iv-part-b-21st-century-community-learning-centers
https://afterschoolalliance.org/documents/CCDF-Plan-2025-Collaboration-Playbook.pdf
https://www.afterschoolalliance.org/Issue-School-Age-Child-Care.cfm
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/catalog/27833/the-future-of-youth-development-building-systems-and-strengthening-programs
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• Proposals to serve students who attend schools with free and reduced-price lunch eligibility of 75 
percent or greater.  

 
CCDF – States distribute CCDF funds pursuant to state plans updated every 2 years. As of federal FY 
2022 (the most recent year for which national data is available), 44% of children served by CCDF 
subsidies nationally are of school-age, but there is wide variation from state to state.15 In Virginia, over 
40% of children in subsidized care are school age (5-13). This compares to a high of 57% in California 
and a low of 19% in Tennessee. 33 of the 50 states serving a higher percentage of school-age children 
than Virginia. The percentage of funding is less than the percentage of students, as school-age subsidies 
are generally lower than early care subsidies.16  
 
Shifts from full-time summer care to part-time school year care as well as the need to adjust schedules 
for school holidays, vacation weeks, and snow days combined with inflexible work schedules for many 
low-income workers make securing child care a challenge. Providers may need only part-time staff 
during the school year and can struggle to cover staff and operating costs on a part-time schedule. This 
can, in turn, lead to prices that are too high for low-income workers and/or an inadequate supply of 
school-age slots.  
 
State Lead Agencies can help providers and parents to overcome these challenges by establishing 
payment rates that accurately reflect the cost of providing school-age care.  States have responded by 
conducting cost analysis of school-age care separate from early care,17 defining part-time and full-time 
care to better reflect the realities of school-age care, and simplifying the rate structure.18 
 

TANF - States can transfer up to 30% of their TANF grant funds directly to CCDF. Although Virginia was 
one of 27 states that transferred TANF funds to CCDF in FY23, it only transferred $2.66 million, or 1.7%, 
of its total block grant. Other states transferred considerably more.19 States can also direct TANF funds 
to childcare services outside of CCDF requirements.20 

New State Agencies to Connect/Coordinate OST and ECCE Funding 
 

States have consolidated administration of disparate funding streams for OST into single agencies to 
enhance coordination.  

 
15 See p. 6 of the National Data Profile of Federal Supports for Afterschool and Summer Child Care, based on FY2021 data.  See 
also, ACF’s FY2022 Preliminary Data Table 9 .   
16 See ACF FY2022 Preliminary Date Table 15.  
17 See the Wallace Foundation Provider Cost of Quality Calculator which supports school-age programs to determine their 
costs.  
18 For a more complete discussion of ways CCDF Lead Agencies can rate set to support low-income parents who need school-
age child care, see this NCASE Practice Brief. For a general discussion of market rate versus cost estimation model, see also 
this policy brief from the Bipartisan Policy Center.  
19 See p. 11 of the FY2023 Federal TANF & State MOE Financial Data.   
20 See Bipartisan Policy Center Issue Brief.  

https://childcareta.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/new-occ/school-age-basic-page/files/ncase-national-saccdataprofile-full-report-2024.pdf
https://acf.gov/occ/data/fy-2022-preliminary-data-table-9
https://acf.gov/occ/data/fy-2022-preliminary-data-table-15
https://wallacefoundation.org/cost-calculator
https://childcareta.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/new-occ/resource/files/ncase-school-age_child_care_surveys_and_rate_setting-508c.pdf
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/download/?file=/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/Limitations_of_Market_Rate_Surveys_for_Child_Care_Brief_FINAL1.pdf
https://acf.gov/sites/default/files/documents/ofa/fy2023_tanf_and_moe_financial_data_table-final.pdf
https://bipartisanpolicy.org/download/?file=/wp-content/uploads/2021/03/Natl-TANF-Data_FY-19-1.pdf
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• Michigan Department of Lifelong Education, Advancement, and Potential (2024)21 – 

MiLEAPS administers Michigan’s 21st CCLC and other OST programs. It’s Of�ice of Child 
Development and Care (CDC) supports low-income working families by providing access to 
affordable, high-quality early care and afterschool programs. It is also involved in administration 
of the state’s CCDF plan.  

• Missouri Of�ice of Childhood within the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education 
includes CCDF and child care subsidy programs, the 21st CCLC, and other childcare supports.  

 
Braiding of State and Federal Funding22 

 
States have supported programs to access multiple sources of public funding (CCDF, TANF, 21st CLCC, 
and state) by coordinating and aligning the requirements for federal and state funding streams.23   
 
Texas – The Texas Education Agency’s Summer Learning Program Budgeting Guidance includes 
information on tying together different federal and state funding streams by stacking funding. Stacked 
funding sources are interwoven or “braided” together to pay for OST programs. Federal and state 
funding streams must be used to supplement, rather than supplant, each other.  
 

Partnering with Intermediaries 
 

There is a nation-wide afterschool network, with programs in every state supported by the Mott 
Foundation. Virginia has the Virginia Partnership for Out-of-School Time (VPOST). States have partnered 
with these networks to administer grant and other funding opportunities for OST programs. Georgia’s 
Building Opportunities in Out-of-School-Time (BOOST) Grants which is a partnership of Georgia 
Statewide Afterschool Network and the Georgia Department of Education. States, such as Arkansas, 
partnered with their OST networks to administer grant programs to distribute ESSER funds to OST 
programs.24 In Virginia, VPOST provides funding information to support OST programs.  

 
21 See this press release from the Governor that explains the programs taken from other state agencies and assigned to 
MiLEAP.   
22 For a general discussion of blending multiple public funding sources, with state examples, see this NCASE practice brief. For 
a discussion of braiding CCDF and 21st CCLC funds, see this NCASE policy brief.  
23 An example noted in the NAP report is the conflict between the 21st CCLC which discourages programs from charging fees 
for participation and CCDF which expects programs to charge families a copay.  The report suggests a state agency could 
explore waivers or other flexibilities in state implementation of the 2 programs to allow programs to braid CCDF and 21st 
CCLC funds.  
24 For more examples, see Appendix B of the NAP report.  

https://www.michigan.gov/mileap
https://www.michigan.gov/mileap/education-partnerships/out-of-school-time-and-summer-learning/21stcclc
https://www.michigan.gov/mileap/education-partnerships/out-of-school-time-and-summer-learning/ost
https://uvaschooloflaw-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ksh2n_lawschool_virginia_edu/Documents/Documents/2025%20Summer/Out%20of%20School%20Time%20Research/Katie%20Funding%20Docs/The%20Office%20of%20Child%20Development%20and%20Care%20(CDC)%20supports%20low-income%20working%20families%20by%20providing%20access%20to%20affordable,%20high-quality%20early%20care%20and%20afterschool%20programs.
https://uvaschooloflaw-my.sharepoint.com/personal/ksh2n_lawschool_virginia_edu/Documents/Documents/2025%20Summer/Out%20of%20School%20Time%20Research/Katie%20Funding%20Docs/The%20Office%20of%20Child%20Development%20and%20Care%20(CDC)%20supports%20low-income%20working%20families%20by%20providing%20access%20to%20affordable,%20high-quality%20early%20care%20and%20afterschool%20programs.
https://www.michigan.gov/mileap/early-childhood-education/early-learners-and-care/cdc/partners/state-plan-draft
https://dese.mo.gov/childhood/quality-programs/afterschool-programs/grants
https://dese.mo.gov/childhood/child-care-subsidy/child-care-dev-fund
https://dese.mo.gov/childhood/child-care-subsidy
https://dese.mo.gov/childhood/quality-programs/afterschool-programs/grants
https://dese.mo.gov/childhood/child-care
https://tea.texas.gov/academics/learning-support-and-programs/summer-learning-program-budgeting-guidance.pdf
https://50stateafterschoolnetworks.org/
https://v-post.org/
https://www.afterschoolga.org/boost/
https://www.afterschoolga.org/boost/
https://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/Offices/Federal-Programs/federal-programs/ark-out-of-school-network
https://www.v-post.org/SupportED/expandedlearning/quality-assesment-and-program-planning/funding-resource-development-and-sustainability/
https://www.michigan.gov/whitmer/news/press-releases/2023/12/01/whitmer-launches-department-of-lifelong-education-advancement
https://childcareta.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/new-occ/resource/files/combining-resources-to-support-quality-ost-programs.pdf
https://childcareta.acf.hhs.gov/sites/default/files/coordinating-ccdf-21stcclc-services.pdf
https://nap.nationalacademies.org/read/27833/chapter/13#308
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