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COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
Child Day-Care Council

January 12, 2005
TO: The Honorable Mark R. Warner
and
The General Assembly of Virginia

Report Mandate

This report is submitted pursuant to House Resolution 18 (HR 18), passed by the House
of Delegates during the 2004 General Assembly. House Resolution 18 requires the Child Day-
Care Council (Council) to review the impact of proposed revisions to the Minimum Standards
for Licensed Child Day Centers (22 VAC 15-30) on providers and families. The resolution
requests that implementation of revised standards pertaining to staff-to-child ratios, educational
requirements, square footage and group size be delayed until July 1, 2005. Further, HR 18
requires the Council to report on progress in meeting the request of the resolution, no later than
the first day of the 2005 Regular Session of the General Assembly. A copy of HR 18 is included
as Attachment A.

Review of Impact by Council

The Council carefully considered the impact of proposed changes to 22 VAC 15-30 in
three separate arenas: prior to the Notice of Intended Regulatory Action, following the 60-day
public comment period, and in response to legislative action. The Council’s efforts to assess the
impact of the changes are addressed below.

In October 2000, the Council sent a survey on the child care center regulation to
approximately 2,600 child day center operators and licensing staff concerned with these
programs. Three hundred and seventy-one surveys were returned representing 440 licensed
centers and licensing staff. The survey was conducted to prepare for the required periodic
review due in 2001. Indications that the regulation should be revised were based on comments
from the survey, comments received during the periodic review public comment period, and
comments received during the 30-day public comment period for the Notice of Intended
Regulatory Action. Revisions were also based on comments the Council received on the
regulation since its last effective date, feedback from issues encountered during technical
assistance, new developments in research, and feedback from regional licensing staff. The
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Council adopted a final regulation in May 2004, and in doing so, made changes to some
provisions from the proposed regulation to the final. The final regulation is currently pending
with the Governor.

When the proposed child care regulation was published for public comment, over 3,000
comments were received and reviewed. In addition, the Council held public comment periods
during meetings, all of which were heavily attended. In adopting the final regulation, Council
members spent many hours considering the public comment, applicable research and current
practice. Their deliberations focused most intensely on the proposed changes to staff-to-child
ratios, educational requirements, square footage and group size, and the impact of these changes
on providers, parents and children. The information in Attachment B represents a culmination of
the Council’s review, as it considered the impact of proposed changes. For each key proposed
changed, the Council considered a comparison of Virginia to other states, current research,
impact analyses, public comments, recommendations, and options.

In addition to the Council’s review of the proposed regulation, the Joint Legislative Audit
and Review Commission (JLARC) was directed by the 2004 General Assembly to study and
report on the impact of changes to the regulation on parents, providers and children. Staff from
JLARC reported their findings to the Commission on September 13, 2004. The JLARC report,
“Special Report: Impact of Proposed Child Day Care Regulations in Virginia (September 2004)”
is available at http://jlarc.state.va.us/Meetings/September04/DayCare.pdf.

Implementation Schedule

The resolution requests that implementation of revised standards pertaining to staff-to-
child ratios, educational requirements, square footage and group size be delayed until July 1,
2005. In voting on a final regulation in May 2004, the Council adopted a gradual
implementation schedule for most of these provisions, in response to public comments. In the
final regulation, the Council voted to strike proposed standards for maximum group size, keeping
group size unregulated. Attachment C provides the implementation schedule for the remaining
relevant provisions.

The Child Day Care Council took action on this report on November 18, 2004.

Respeectfully submitted,
/] [ \

c: Maurice A. Jones, Commissioner
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House Resolution No. 18

Requesting the Child Day-Care Council to review the impact of proposed revisions to the
Minimum Standards for Licensed Child Day Centers on providers and families, and to defer the
implementation of the provisions of such revised regulations pertaining to staff-to-child ratios,
educational requirements, square footage, and group size until July 1, 2005. Report.

Agreed to by the House of Delegates, March 11, 2004

WHEREAS, child-care services in Virginia represent a vital part of the human services
spectrum; and

WHEREAS, the regulation of child-care services is important to the health and safety of children
enrolled in such programs; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Social Services noted in its report, A Study of the Quality
Affordability and Accessibility of Child Care in the Commonwealth of Virginia, Senate
Document 4 (2000), that 95 percent of parents are satisfied with the quality of child-care
services, and that Virginia enjoys low staff turnover and a stable workforce in child care; and

WHEREAS, the Department's report stated, "This study finds no discernible failure in the market
for child-care services in Virginia. The market for child-care services in Virginia appears to be
highly competitive with producers showing considerable sensitivity to consumer (parent's)
preferences. The market for child-care services in Virginia functions efficiently for households
with children age six and under"; and

WHEREAS, the reported findings clearly do not lend support for wide-scale policy initiatives for
the child-care market in Virginia; and

WHEREAS, the Child Day-Care Council has proposed regulations that may reduce capacity in
licensed child care settings statewide and significantly raise the cost to parents; and

WHEREAS, the Child Day-Care Council's proposed regulation, 22 VAC 15-30-230, establishes
the requirements for the child development credential and those requirements are clearly the
accreditation standards of one national professional child care organization; and

WHEREAS, the Child Day-Care Council's proposed regulation, 22 VAC 15-30-230, appears to
be in conflict with § 63.2-1734 of the Code of Virginia, which stipulates that "such regulations
shall not require the adoption of a specific teaching approach or doctrine or require the
membership, affiliation or accreditation services of any single private accreditation or
certification agency"; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the House of Delegates, That the Child Day-Care Council be requested to
review the impact of proposed revisions to the Minimum Standards for Licensed Child Day
Centers on providers and families, and to defer the implementation of the provisions of such



revised regulations pertaining to staff-to-child ratios, educational requirements, square footage,
and group size until July 1, 2005.

The Child Day-Care Council shall submit to the Division of Legislative Automated Systems an
executive summary and report of its progress in meeting the requests of this resolution no later
than the first day of the 2005 Regular Session of the General Assembly. The executive summary
and report shall be submitted as provided in the procedures of the Division of Legislative
Automated Systems for the processing of legislative documents and reports and shall be posted
on the General Assembly's website.



Attachment B

Proposed Child Care Regulation - Weighing the Options
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State and National Standards
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How does Virginia compare?

State and National Standards
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How does Virginia compare?

State and National Standards
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Proposed Changes to Standards

Staff-to-child Groun Size
Age ratios
Current | Pr

O to 16 mo. 1:4 S
16 to 24 mo. | 1:5 Same 15
2 YIS 1:10 1:8 16
3 yrs 1:10 |/ Same 20 |
4 — 35 yrs 1:12 1:10 20
School-age 1:20 1:18 36
3-6 in BMAG 1:15 1:14 27
Effective Date Immediate 2 Yrs
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Research in Review

Activity space for children

> Adeguate space In child care settl
v Reduces children’s physig ‘
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problems in classrogm
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Research in Review

Staff-to-child ratios and group sizes

> Children who experience_w
sizes and low adult:chi S...dR
v have larger vocabularies 1

v are better prepared to \arn how to read

~ are more likely to exp iehce affectionate,
positive attention froy lﬂhe'r teachgers
t

v have a greater abili

information to solve prpble -

v are better able to form friendships, [delp resolve

conflicts, and comfort or assist.another chi
difficulty

Ieaﬁ\n and use new
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Research in Review

Staff qualifications and training

> Enhanced training in child deygleiaaen

results in caregivers wito are...

» more sensitive in their interactions!with
Infants and young children

v-more positive in their/ relationships with
children

v less detached with children, than caregiver
without child devgop ent %raini@ -

v better able to create higher Bveralm gualit
classroom envirghments

T
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Research in Review

Staff qualifications and training (continued)

m Children in classrooms with ca
trained in child develo
v have larger vocabulari “
v are better prepared to

egin readmg and

writing x
v are better able to ge long with others
v exhibit more somall a ceatable behaviors

v have better shape/ object, And cﬁ&?‘ t
recognition / \

>
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Research in Review

Resilient Surfacing
> Facts:
v Most common injuriesH
- Playground (51%)
v Falls from climbing eqguipment

m Injuries (18%) \5
m Fractures & concuyssions (53%)
v Most important ris:Zufa tors\for injuries =
<Lack of adequat resilient surfirg®
v Height of clim71

ng %quipﬁent

>
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Research in Review

Resilient Surfacing Material
> Impact-absorbing mat

» Absorbs impact of fdlls and protects
children from serio %\njurles (NHSS)*

* National Health and Safety Stan
23



Impact Analyses




Virginia Population Projections

1990 to | 2000 to | 2010 to
2000 | 2010 030
Age Band % Change % Change7 % Change
<5 4.27% 9.93%| 7.64%
5t09 | 16.70 9.48%6| 8.05%
2 I
10-14 | 24.49 \9.81'% 9.3/5%

I
Source: Virginia Employmeu
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Sguare Footage Research

Sample selection

e Seven geographic regions:
Central, Eastern, Fairfax, Piedmont, Verona

- Simple random sample design small 050 childrer
medium 51 - 100/ children

Sample characteristics
« N = 62 child day centers
e Non-Head Start

e Does not conform to mere strin
requirements via participation in an

e Does not conform to more stringent square footage
requirements via gov Ellbcal jordinance

large 101 or more children

§nt Mard footage

accﬂeditati )N bo(
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Methodology

1 Documentation required
s Maximum capacity at 25 square fee
m Total granted licensing y atd&s, SFPC
m Most recently documented total enfoliment

1 Estimated impact on enroliment

m Calculation of enrollment Io& —

m Total enroliment at 25 SFF% maximum capacity
at 35 SFPC -

m Converted to proportion (%)\of engallment_loss

m Total proportion Léf chljli dai centey samblet a
would lose at le pisE= 0%)) i




Methodology (continued)

m Calculation of projected impact on all
licensed child day centers in Virgi

= Total number of licensed&aud
s Total number of Head Start child day centers

. 188 d/ ,
= Total number of child day centers with
accreditation standards that\meet or exceed 35

SFPC
= 265 / m -l
= Total number of ch) d day centers ina local
ordinance that reqgires atdeast 35 SEPC T

Q
m 43 -
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Methodology (continued)

m Calculation of projected impact on all
licensed child day centers in Vitgiigie

m Cross-referenced 3 lists 1 common@nters;

\/

total is unique 0 1

m Calculated total number/of, child day/ centers
found already meeting or exceeding 35 SFPC

=496

m -l

>
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2009 Projection Square Footage

The number of centers affected by changing square
footage from 25 to 35 per child on enrollment

Actua
Actua
Actua

Actual licensed centers

licensed centers

centers that cannotde affected7
centers that could be affected

Projected centers unaffected

[(67.8% of 2091=1417)
Total projected center

(4196)]

Corractad ac nf N2/20/NA

affected

209

2987

1913

e to enrollment/
\ m el i

/
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2009 Projection square Footage

74%0 would not be affected
2690 would be affected.

4
OSS IN ENROLLI\/IEN/

\

1 10% or les

j\1196 Can/ t Be Affeulcm
% 417 Not Affecte

e L 13\5 1 1™0%
438 21- 3806 =

1417
Corractad ac nf N2/20/04 — ‘of Centers = 2587

\



Ratio & Group Research

Sample selection

e Seven geographic regions:
Central, Eastern, Fairfax, Piedmont, Verona

- Simple random sample design small 0 50 children
medium 51 - 100/ children

. . large 102 or more children
Sample characteristics

« N = 62 child day centers
- Non-Head Start

e Does not conform to mare stringent rﬂr BY grolp Size
requirements via partic'patifn In ép accreditation body

- Does not conform to more_stringent ratig or group Size
requirements via gov Ellbcal jordinance

32




Methodology

s Documentation required
. Total enrollment
- Ratios of teachers per age gro

- Total number of classro availab/®®nd. their
respective child capacitie: '

s Estimated impact on ra,m%
. Calculation of enrollmﬂ;{rﬂ 0SS =

m Current ratio — proposed katio within age group
= Sum of ratio enrollment |oss across age groups

Total enrol /meQ[)nt within cEPter
m Converted to prop/orti n of ratio enroliment loss
= Total proportion of child«day center samplée

R

would be affecteggsNIEIEESE. 10 enrollment
loss p—— _ 33

J




Methodology (continued)

m Calculation of projected impact on all
licensed child day centers In Virginia

s Total number of licensed chi
m 2587 |

m Total number of Head S rt child day centers
=188

m Total number of child da nters Wlth
accreditation standa7s hat\meet or exceed

proposed ratios
2 265 - -l

s Total number of Chl d d y centers in|a local
ordinance that req ires /meet or exceed [
proposed ratios

m 43
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Methodology (continued)

m Calculation of projected impact on all
licensed child day centers in Vitgiigie

m Cross-referenced 3 lists 1 common@nters;

\/

total is unique 0 1

m Calculated total number/of, child day/ centers
found already meeting or exceeding proposed
ratios

= 496 -

>
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2004 Projection Ratios

s The number of centers affected by changing ratios
s Actual licensed centers

s Actual centers that cannot b
= Actual centers that could ke affected

[(92% of 2091) = 1924 +/(496)] |
s Total projected cen ersl, affected | /167
(6.5%0 of 2587)

Q
Corrected as of 02/20/04 -

36



2004 Projection Ratios

33-40 903.5%06 would not be affected
1.5% 6.5%0 would be affected

33.4
! r—
1.3% OSS IN ENROELMENT

06 Cant B Affeulcm
924 Not A ecte

1}90.2 9% or less
33\4 187 /

1924

nters = 2587

14.5%0

Arrann~ntAad Ac AF NDO/IODODN/N AN



Methodology

s Documentation required
. Total enrollment
- Ratios of teachers per age gro

. Total number of classroofT® availab®8nd,their
respective child capacitiex v

m -l

T
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Methodology

 Estimated impact on group size

. Calculation of enrollment loss =
x Number of children per gkzis gk/assroom
and age group — proposed group S{'ZG within ag

group j)\ (/
= Sum group size enrollment loss acress age group:

L L

Total enroliment within center /
= Converted to proportio of\group sizeenr7mer

—
~—t

loss

\G m -/

m Total proportion of child day centerjsample
would be affected b a 1% [enrollment
oSS
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2004 Projection Group Size

The number of centers affected by changing group

size

Actua
Actua
Actua

Actual licensed centers

size changes [(82.3% of 091—172 @%)T‘ - 2217
Total projected Ce/
(14.3%0 of 258

licensed centers

tersﬁ, affeéted

|
O
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2006 Projection croup size

85.7%06 would not be affected
14.39%96 would be affected.

nters = 2587



2006 Projection Ratios &
Group Sizes Combined

= Cumulative ratio and gro
unlikely

s No sample centers w
ratio and group size

:
snaffected Py both
anges

m -l

>
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2004 and 2009 Projections
Ratios & Square Footage
Combined

s Cumulative ratio and
changes unlikely

m 4.8% of centers affected by both ratio
and square footage/ éhénges

m Losses were not cumulative | i

j
m Losses incurred (tgy 4quar¥\ foc?age
cancelled out ratio qusses |

-

uare foftage
1
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2004 & 2009 Projections Ratios

& Square Footage Combined

Sample I:Soqoutzllre Ratio ~han eTm Jotal
Center 9€ | Effects J
Effects 1
Not

A 22% 1490 L 22%
cumulative

B 6% 5(% / x Ncl’t. V o/

cCumuiaiec /

C 5% % x\'m. 511/0

cumulative | =

Projected 4.8% of total centU%?
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2004 & 2009 Projections Group
Size & Square Footage Combined

s Cumulative group size an
footage changes unliRely

= 4.8% of centers affe ed by both group
Size and sguare foo e changes

m Losses were not C; ulative

m Losses incurred b qua fo%g,,
cancelled out ra/to Idsses

>
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2004 & 2009 Projections Group
Size & Square Footage Combined

Square Group r—Y

Sample Size

Center | FO0ta0€ | Eractg § Change Type i Total
Effects

% |
A 2104 130//0// ot cumulatlve 1%/

Wi {1 a room switch

B 16% 40//0 / No\:umu@yle_g 16‘4/0
/
C 4% /I/%/ Notc\umulative A“

~

Proiected 4 Q04 nf tatal caeantare — 102 centarce nf 7252V 46



Public Comments




Public Comments

Distribution of Comments Across Letter type

For
ers

J |

L I's

Total

“CON”

Opposed 3-4
specific standards,
silent on remainder

92.1%

7
7.9%

100%
/

“PRO”

Supported
standards

/ 28&3%
\

71.1%

10é%

“SPLIT”

supported ot

Opposed some

standards:

hers

18.50/\0

TAtAal — 9 D1

81.5%

/

>
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Public Comments

Distribution of Original Le

RGitFi)zsL IfoqoLfczzjee Trﬁﬁgg Transpprtation | Playground '?;;?rfltr?g; TI}Z?r?ie(
Size 7 1
Total | 49.3 | 49.3 | 38.5 /‘57&9\ 7.2 1161 8/é
CON | 38.3 |58.2 | 21.9 /4.6\ 9.2/ | 6.6 /é.l
PRO | 72.9 | 27.1 | 76.5 / Ii.2 \ 1.2 35.3 /12.9
* All numbers listed are percentages of comments that amxr\essed thes | sp—ec‘ific standards

>
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Split Comments

Distribution of Original

Ratio &

1w | Footage | raining | TrensIraton | Playaroun ey

Total | 77.3 | 50.1 | 77.3 | 34 455 || 36,4

CON | 31.8 (454 | 136 | 09/ | .09

PRO | 454 | 136 | 686 | /272 \| .01/ | 27.2
m -l

* All numbers listed are percentage:/of comments

standards; additional decimal points were|rounded u at .5

>

hat addressed these/ pecific
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m Distribution within standards

70.0%
60.0% -
50.0% -
40.0% +

30.0% -+
20.0%

10.0% -

0.0% -

Total Comments

61.4%

46.9%

43%

38.7%

Total Co

B Square Footage

T
@ Staff Training

O Transportation

B Playground

rigigl

[JProgjram Director
Trairfing

M Progfram Leader [~

J Training
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Opposing Comments

m Distribution within standards

70.0% -

50,00 | 00:4%

46.9%
50.0% -
] 41.5%

40.9%

40.0% -
30.0% -
20.0% -

10.0% -

0.0% -

B Ratio & Grou

E Squicootage

O Staff Training

L Transportation
B Playground

M Hﬁl

[JProgfam Director

Training

5 Program Leader | ~

=




Supporting Comments

m Distribution within standards

90.0% -
80.0% -
70.0% -
60.0% -
50.0% -
40.0% -
30.0% -
20.0% -
10.0% -

0.0% -

80.2%

/6%

4R
O Squar1eFootage

@ Staff Training

[0 Transportation

[] Playgroun’d

M ol Sl
L Program Directo
Training

B Program Leader | °

raining




Split Comments

m Distribution within standards

80.0% -
70.0% - 66.7% -
7] 63% B Squaye Footage
60.0% -
50.0% - O Staff Training
40.0% - 330 [ Transportation
30.0% - — ou/
20.0% - v
\J Progfam Director

10.0% - \ Train|ng ~—

0.0% - Progfam Leader—|

Sp“t Comm raln_ng 54




Recommendations and Options




How does the Councill decide what
to adopt?

Suggested Path:

Determine

s What do you already Rave that you should
keep? l\h |

= What needs to be amended, consistent
with your goal? |

= TO promote the h/ ItH/, safety, & Ieflg-range
well-being of children jin child day Centers/

—a
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Where does the Council
go from here?

Options for each standard
= Keep proposed standayds intact,
m Adjust specific provisi

s What will the departy |

S s
ek\tado to support

you? (/ /

m Provide recommendations and o&tions
m Draft the final doc/me[nt -
m Provide analysis

m Other tasks reql/eg@“

her F needed and requ

57




Recommendations / Options

Square footage

m Revise proposed standard:
= Remove incremental c 177 -
m Other options for consideration: y

« Allow full 5 yrs to imp;l/&'nent 35 square feet

= Allow more than 5 yrg to\implement 35 squa
feet

+ Allow 3 yrs and stop/ at 30\square feet

requirement

58




Recommendations / Options

Ratios and Group Size

m Revise proposed standard:
< Increase BMAG from 0 28

+ Specify acceptable gropp separatidn methods
for multiple groups of éhildren In large, open
spaces f

= Additional options for cc)xxsideration:
- Delay implementation (1 yr) for i@iicsa
= Keep current ratig’ 1:20 for 9-12 yrjelds
- Create separate group.size at 40 for 9—12°VI°

olds .
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Recommendations / Options

Staff training
m Keep proposed standard as

= Additional options for 7 nsideraffBhs
- Delay implementation {iL yr) 7

« Allow up to 2 hrs of CPR\training to count
toward annual training

= Allow parents In cooperative centers to

S : .. -
complete 2 hrs of grientation tramng_‘

Note: Increased training support by the department to
Include alternative ?/eliverfy methods

>
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Recommendations / Options

Program Leader Training
m Keep proposed standard as wr]
= Additional options for erat-l't-m

- Delay implementation ¢1 yr)
+ Lengthen time to m// standard 10 4 yrs
Note: Allows portion of train ng\o be completed via in-
service options under uallfled trainers
-

>
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Recommendations / Options

Program Director Training
m Keep proposed standard as

m Additional options for consideration:
+ Delay implementation (1

r
+ Lengthen time to meet \X/ standard to 4 yrs

Note: Allows portion of trainjng to be completed via
alternative delivery metheds unde gualified trainers
-l

>
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Recommendations / Options

Playground

- SImplify language describi
value

= Additional option for

- Delay implementatio

- Require 6” shredded/'r

: T
nsideration:
6\mos.)
bber or appreved mats

. [ |
under equipment to/elfmln\ate compactlon/

- Ban all equipment over 6 ft\and @%ﬁ% 0
any acceptable s rfac/ing

>
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Recommendations / Options

Transportation
m Keep proposed standard aesmiatiE]

s Additional options for gonsideration:
- Delay implementation /(1 yr)

= Eliminate extra perso if\all children are
school-age

m -l

>
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Summary

= National ranking across st

s Empirical advantag
standards

m Impact analyses sl
effects

a Public Comment - -
s Recommendation and_optionsg

>

of prop?sed

limits 'of the
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Challenges

X

To see beyond all the
formal language and
tedious processes. Tg
see, Instead, the 3
Impact of regulations

> On the Safety and
optimum development
of young childrey

» On their familie

> On the future of

vatchin Waltlnd and

ter tOmorrows
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Attachment C
Final Child Care Regulation

Implementation of Key Standards



Minimum Standards for Licensed Child Day Centers

22 VAC 15-30

Implementation of Key Standards

Standard

Current Regulation for Licensed
Child Day Centers

Final Regulation for Licensed Child Day
Centers Adopted
by the Child Day-Care Council

Child-Staff
Ratios

2 to 4 years =10:1

4 years to the age of eligibility to attend
public school (5 years by September
30)=12:1

School-age = 20:1

Balanced mixed-age (3-6 years) = 15:1

2 year olds = 8:1

3 year olds to the age of eligibility to
attend public school (5 years by
September 30) = 10:1 (no change for 3
year olds)

Age of eligibility to attend public school
through eight years = 18:1

9 through 12 years = 20:1

Balanced mixed-age = 14:1

Effective one year after regulation
becomes effective.

Square Footage

There must be 25 square feet of indoor

Applicants and current licensees who

Per Child space available per child older than 16 | add new additions must have 35 square
months. There must be 35 square feet feet of indoor wall-to-wall space per
of indoor space available for infants child three years after the effective date
from birth to 16 months. of the regulation. At the ninth year after
the effective date of the regulation,
current licensees must provide 35 square
feet of indoor wall to-wall space per
child.
Initial Directors Directors
Qualifications 1. A graduate degree in a child-related | Three years after the effective date of
and Preservice field and six months of the regulation, program directors that
Training programmatic experience; or qualify using the fifth criterion must
2. An endorsement or bachelor's meet a qualification as stated in
Directors degree in a child-related field and numbers one through four. Current

one year of programmatic
experience; or

3. Forty-eight semester hours of
college credit in a child-related field
and one year of programmatic
experience; or

4. Two years of programmatic
experience with one year in a staff
supervisory capacity and at least
one of the following educational
backgrounds:

a. A one-year early childhood
certificate that consists of at least
30 semester hours;

b. A child development credential; or

c. A certification of qualification from
an internationally or nationally

directors must begin working toward one
of the other criteria.

In addition, these same program
directors must complete 120 hours of
training during their three years of
programmatic experience.

Ten hours of management training are
required for directors without
management experience. New
directors with at least six months of
prior management experience do not
have to meet this training requirement.




Standard

Current Regulation for Licensed
Child Day Centers

Final Regulation for Licensed Child Day
Centers Adopted
by the Child Day-Care Council

recognized Montessori

organization; or

5. Three years of programmatic
experience with one year in a staff
supervisory capacity and a high
school diploma or G.E.D. or
verification of completion of a home
school program approved by the
state.

Initial
Qualifications
and Preservice
Training

Program Leaders

Program [ eaders
1. Three months of programmatic

experience and at least one of the
following educational backgrounds:
a. A one year early childhood
certificate that consists of at least

30 semester hours;

b. A child development credential; or
c. A teaching diploma from an
internationally or nationally
recognized Montessori

organization; or

2. A high school diploma or G.E.D. or
verification of completion of a home
school program approved by the
state, and six months of supervised
programmatic experience. Within
one month after being promoted or
beginning work, a minimum of 12
hours of training related to the care
of children.

Program leaders
A qualified program leader must have

fulfilled a high school program
completion or the equivalent of such.

Training hours required for program
leaders will gradually increase, such
that three years after the effective date
of the regulation, 24 hours of training
would be required. Child-related training
taken within six months of becoming a
program leader can count toward the
required hours of training.

Ongoing
Training

Annual training for all staff who work
directly with children = 8 hours

There must always be at least one staff
member on duty who has obtained
instruction in performing the daily
health observation of children; training
must be updated every three years.

Annual training for all staff who work
directly with children = 10 hours

In addition, the amount of annual
training hours required for all staff will
gradually increase, such that three years
after the effective date of the regulation,
16 hours of annual training would be
required.

Two years after the effective date of the
regulation, prescribed or over-the-counter
medications must be administered by a
staff member who has completed a course
approved by DSS.

Staff required to have the training must be
retrained every three years, with interim




Standard

Current Regulation for Licensed
Child Day Centers

Final Regulation for Licensed Child Day
Centers Adopted
by the Child Day-Care Council

refresher training and practice
demonstrations.






