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Presenter
Presentation Notes
** This presentation describes another task from the QRS Assessment Project funded by the Office of Planning, Research, and Evaluation in Administration for Children and Families

**The QRS Assessment had an intentional building block approach to its various tasks –with the Compendium that you heard about from Becca serving as a foundational element

**I will present our work on the secondary data analysis connected with the in-depth study of quality measurement discussing the motivation, approach, early findings, and challenges




Quality Measurement In-Depth Study: Motivation
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Presentation Notes
First, variation - While the quality categories are similar, the exact definitions of components and how they are measured varies widely
Variation due to different state contexts with regard to licensing, (where a QRIS needs to start);  emphasis on accreditation; perceived status of current quality and gaps that need to be addressed
Second, guidance, which sites are looking for on how to measure quality and make distinctions between quality levels—what to include and where
States have used information and knowledge available from research, program experts, key stakeholders to design a system  they hope to be valid and meaningful to both providers and parents but they do not have definitive information about exactly what is important to include, in what combination, and using what cut-offs per level 
Third, opportunity - QRIS have been in place for some time and now the experience and data exists to provide opportunities for cross-site analyses
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QRIS Assessment Study States

OREGON

CALIFORNIA

COLORADO

NEW MEXICO

OKLAHOMA

LOUISIANA

MISSOURI

IOWA

MINNESOTA

ILLINOIS

KENTUCKY

TENNESSEE

MISS

FLORIDA

NORTH 
CAROLINA

VIRGINIA
15 pilot areas

OHIO

PENN

MARYLAND

DELAWARE

MAINE

VT

NH

WASHINGTON DC

Los 
Angeles 
County 
pilot

Miami Dade
and 
Palm Beach 
Counties

INDIANA

5 pilot 
area

26 QRIS in the Compendium (fall 2009)
5 QRIS in the in-depth study of quality measurement
3 QRIS in the secondary data analysis of quality measurement strategies

Presenter
Presentation Notes
You heard how the  Compendium profiled 26 QRISs – it provided a systematic categorization of 13 quality categories that go into a quality rating. While some of these are county rather that state-wide QRISs, we will use the terms “states” in this presentation to refer to the different QRIS sites.

We selected 5 QRIS for an in-depth study of quality measurement for a closer examination of the process of defining and measuring these categories and the data collected and use of this information to refine quality measurement

We selected 3 of the 5 QRIS for a data analysis to examine how the rating components together and separately contribute to overall quality. Two of these are systems in early operation (in their first two – five years) while the third is mature operation.

TRANSITION – We had particular selection criteria for the quality in-depth study.
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Quality Measurement In-Depth Study: 
Selection Criteria
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Operation Status
-Active QRIS, not a pilot, and at least one year in operation
Rating Structure
-Building block or combination; not points only
Observed Environment Quality Component
-Use of Environment Rating Scales (ERS)
QRIS Database
-Minimum of observation scores and rating levels
-Availability of component-level data
-Access or linkages across data sources




Research topics

Profiles of providers  
at different rating levels
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Unique contributions of  each component 
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components

Quality Measurement In-Depth Study:
Secondary Data Analysis
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Objective 
To inform development and 
practice related to standards
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Objective: Exploratory analysis to inform development and practice related to QRIS standards and ratings
Research Topics:
-Profiles of providers (by components) across different rating levels
-Components associated with observed quality and with the rating level
-Unique contributions of each component 
-Strategies for weighting and combining components 



Analyze child care 
centers

Common metric for 
quality categories

Include a “not evaluated” 
category

Univariate, bivariate, 
and multivariate 
statistics

Quality Measurement In-Depth Study: 
Approach to Secondary Data Analysis
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Focus on child care centers
-1998 centers are included in our analyses [253 FLMD, 399 IL, and 1369 TN]
The sample reflects centers participating in their voluntary QRIS system (which is TN is a subset of those with annual report card data) and had all data present, focusing on children 0-5 years with ECERS/ITERS data. It does not include centers who only served school-age children. 

Common metric for defining quality component categories across the three QRISs
Putting the different states on a common rubric to better understand the role components across the states. We are trying to get to the intent of the component despite the site-specific nuances.

Inclusion of a “not evaluated” category when a QRIS does not include a specific component that others do
or at times a given provider (based on star level) within a site are not evaluated on that criteria. Our thinking behind this is a way to bring all the sites together and gain some indication on whether not including a component explains variation in the outcome.

Next, I will present some initial descriptives from the univariate analysis and talk about what is to come from the bivariate and multivariate analysis
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Majority of Centers Are at Highest QRIS Level(s)
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Presentation Notes
The QRIS process results in a “star-level” rating as an overall composite of the quality components. The three sites vary in the number of levels they chose: we collapsed them into 3 groups: base, middle, high. 

Here we see that two-thirds of centers are rated among the highest levels in their QRIS. About one-quarter are in the middle category. And few (4%) are at the base level. The majority of those in the highest group are from TN, which is a 10-year-old system. Longer running systems tend to have providers meeting the highest level. As the sites differ on the proportion of providers by level, we plan to conduct sensitivity analyses by examining sites separately for patterns.

We carry these 3 rating level groups throughout the next slides to present the total and then a breakdown of a component for the base and highest group.
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The learning environment category commonly is rated with the Environment Rating Scales (ECERS, ITERS, SACERS). QRISs subsample classrooms (generally one-third of rooms overall and at least one of each age group), aggregating scores to a facility level across all scale types. We are examining the ERS scores similarly at the center level across rooms – for the ECERS-R and ITERS-R separately and combined (the latter approach mirroring states rating approach). 
 
In this figure, from left to right the tan bar represents the mean scores for all centers, the blue bar those rated at the base QRIS level(s), the teal bar those rated at the middle levels, and the red bar those at the highest level. We see a pattern for each ERS summative score of the means to be higher as one moves up QRIS levels. This is a pattern we expect as ERS scores are embedded in building block structures that set minimal thresholds for each rating level.
Please note the findings presented are descriptive as our first step of cross-site analysis. Statistical tests have not been conducted in components by the QRIS rating levels.


FOR BACKGROUND Means (SD)
Overall/Base/Middle/High
ECERS-R Total: 4.8 (0.9) /3.6 (0.8) /4.2 (0.8) /5.2 (0.7)
ECERS-R Teaching and Interactions factor: 5.5 (0.9) /4.4 (1.0) /5.0 (0.9) /5.8 (0.8)
ECERS-R Provisions for Learning factor: 4.9 (1.0) /3.6 (0.8)/4.2 (0.9)/ 5.3 (0.9)
ITERS-R Total: 4.4 (1.1)/3.0 (0.8)/3.7 (1.0)/4.9 (0.8)
ECERS-R + ITERS-R totals averaged: 4.7 (0.9)/3.4 (0.8)/4.0 (0.8)/5.1 (0.7)




Cross-Site Quality Component Definition
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Today I’m talking further about the following components that we defined a common metric across states. The upcoming slides present groups of components for (REVIEW BULLETS). In the family and management, they are presented the two metrics used.

These early findings provide a glimpse of the emphasis states place on measures of quality. What do they include? When included, what is the variation in presence overall and across ratings levels?

They provide our starting point to look at how components can explain the variation in quality. In ways it reflects a cross-QRIS validation, does the rating process (comprised of these components) result in composite levels or “Stars” which truly distinguish varying levels of quality as the intended purpose of the system.





Curriculum, Assessment, and Special Needs
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In this graph, we see the components around curriculum, assessment, and special needs. The green block is “yes, it is present,” the purple block indicates something rated as “not present” and the orange blcok block shows us where a component is “not evaluated.” 

We defined curriculum with two indicators: (1) the use of curriculum or standards and (2) the training of staff on curriculum or standards. About one-third of centers are not evaluated on these components but of those that are most demonstrate these components.

We defined assessment with two indicators: (1) the use of developmental assessments or screenings and (2) the use of assessment to guide planning. Most centers are not being evaluated on these components by these QRISs to date. We see that centers may conduct assessments but not necessarily use it to guide planning.
 
Provisions for children with special needs was defined by the providing activities or collaborating with specialist to addresses children’s special needs. Similar to assessment, most centers are not evaluated on this component.



Curriculum, Assessment, and Special Needs, 
by Rating Level
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Here are those same quality components by the rating level groupings we saw in that first pie chart.

Similar to patterns across all centers, we see most centers demonstrate these components in the highest QRIS level.

In the case of centers rated in the base quality rating level, they do not demonstrate the presence of these components. For example, 37 percent of centers are evaluated on staff being trained in the curriculum or standards with 7 percent where all or some of staff are trained.

The “not evaluated” category for some of these components is large at the highest QRIS level; this is reflecting the majority of these centers coming from one site whose providers are mostly in the highest level and where that component is not evaluated.
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Ratio and group size is a QRIS standard in two of the three states (the third state noted they had strong licensing regulations, which they require to participate in QRIS). 

We’ve included two age groups for our analyses, focusing on ratios. Rating levels include separate ratios and group size for each age group and then examine how each age group meets the standards.

For all centers with these age rooms, average 2-year-old ratio is just below 6 children per caregiver (5.9). It ranges from 7.2 to 5.5 from base to highest level. For the average 3-year-old ratio, centers on average have classrooms with 8.5 children per caregiver, ranging from 10.4 to 8.3 by overall quality rating level from base to highest. Therefore, we see child-to-staff ratios get smaller as we move from the base to highest level rated centers.
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Staff qualifications as a QRIS category often focuses on staff education, training, and experience. Some states have set up particular career lattices or certification programs that provide pathways to higher education in early childhood. The QRIS standards, therefore, often specify achieving these levels. From the data available, we can categorize center director and teachers (lead and assistants) by whether they have some college or higher (to include working toward a CDA).  [All sites include this component but varied in the detail such as percentages of staff versus individual staff recorded in registries.]

Of the centers in these analyses, we find that three-quarters of directors have some college or more, ranging from 20 percent to 85 percent in centers from base to high QRIS levels. On average, 37 percent of the teaching staff in a center (leads and assistants) have some college or higher, ranging from 11 percent to 44 percent.




Family and Management—Proportion Measures
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These next three components deal with the areas of family partnership and management. These typically involve multiple indicators, so we defined them as a proportion relative to the number QRIS evaluates. In this figure, they have been grouped by centers demonstrating more than half (the pink block) versus half or less (the light blue block).

Family partnerships includes activities such as communication or parent-child conferences, family activities, parent education, family program evaluation). Eighty percent of centers demonstrate providing more than half of the partnership strategies to involve families. 

Staff benefits-include health insurance, retirement, paid leave. Just over two-thirds of centers (that is, 69 percent) provide over one-half of benefits that QRISs evaluated.

Program management-administrative operations such as a risk management plan, business or financial record organization, and marketing strategies. 14 percent of centers are evaluated on program management aspects, with 11 percent demonstrating more than half.

These figures show that when centers meet this component, they are doing so in “full” with most doing it more than half (and average proportions .8 or higher).



Family and Management–Proportion Measures, 
by Rating Level
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Here are those quality rating components by the rating level.

In the highest group, we do not see a blue block because the half or less category occurred in less than 1 percent of all centers, such that of those who are evaluated on it virtually all demonstrate more than half of the activities. Program management was evaluated in 7 percent of centers and all possessed more than half of the management plans.

In the base QRIS level, fewer centers are actually evaluated on family partnerships and staff benefits. X percent demonstrate providing the higher number of activities or benefits. Program management is evaluated for 21 percent of centers with 4 percent possessing more than half of the plans.




Family and Management–Presence Measures
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For these family and management components defined for presence of occurring or not.

Communicate in Family Primary Language-Documentation that the center has staff or resources to do so. Fourteen percent of centers are evaluated on this component, with 11 percent demonstrating it.

Staff management-staff meetings, performance evaluations, and professional developmental plans. 77 percent of centers provide one or more of these staff management approaches, 5 percent do not, with the remaining 18 percent not evaluated.

Salary Scale-a yes here reflects a salary scale that differentiates by education, training, or experience. Similar to staff management 76 percent of centers use a differentiated salary scale, 7 percent do not, and 18 percent are not evaluated for its use.



Family and Management–Presence Measures, 
by Rating Level
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And finally here we see this separately for centers who have received the highest rating and base rating.

For the centers rated at the highest levels, we do not see a purple block because when they are evaluated they meet the component (fewer than 1 percent did not demonstrate). Communication – 6 percent demonstrate this component. Staff management and salary scale are found in nearly 90 percent of centers.

In the base QRIS level group, we see that 20 percent are evaluated on the communication with families in primary language but generally is not present. Staff management and salary scale are evaluated in half of centers and present in 14 percent of them. So the components are introduced at the base level, with a progression to meet them by the highest level.
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So with all these components in mind, the next steps toward our cross-site validation is
Bivariate analyses
-Examine correlations between components
-Examine cross-QRIS quality profiles through cluster analysis
Multivariate analyses
-Unique effect of each component on the observed quality (ERS scores) and overall quality rating level
-Simulations using ERS cut-scores to vary the combinations of components and weights 




Cross-QRIS Analysis Challenges
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Challenge is to balance the richness and nuances of the individual QRIS with having comparable information – to move from comparing apples to pears to comparing pears to pears in a way that is meaningful to inform practice and support further research

For example, 
Licensing regulations serve as the base but differ widely across states, which informs the definition of components in a given QRIS sites rating levels.
When common components are included, the measurement and detail of individual indicators varies. For example, actual indicators could be captured or just the overall component or level scores (but not the indicators comprising that component) which has implications for defining values in one’s analytic variables.
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The role for research and practice to work together for validation of QRIS and refine the quality measurement process. Each can inform the other.

On the right side, we can see the role of practice in 
Uniformity in data collection valuable even without uniformity in components
QRIS do not have to be exactly the same to support useful analysis; however, the more “raw” the data are, the better able to create meaningful variables for cross-site analysis – not too summative or high level – but detailed enough to capture whether important differences might exist:  For example – disaggregating educational level from specific early childhood training.

This can be further supported with common data practices (to also help further QRIS refinement)
Common practices:  to support data quality / integrity – limit duplicative records, data checks, limited access, unique identifiers for teachers, classrooms, and children if possible to support links across systems.  [Pull from points from Kim’s Build session]

On the left side, these practices may assist research evaluation and validation efforts.
One model may not fit all; findings still applicable across QRISs
There may not be “one” magical QRIS – different contexts of licensing standards, predominant types of care in a state (nearly solely center-based in NC; pick another state that is opposite); but learning about the relationship between components and quality can provide information no matter “where” a QRIS is on any scale. Cross-site coordination by evaluators to conduct similar analyses further strengthen applicability.





Contacts
– Ivelisse-Martinez-Beck, Project Officer, OPRE, ACF

ivelisse.martinezbeck@acf.hhs.gov
– Lizabeth Malone, Task Leader, Secondary Data Analysis, 

Mathematica
lmalone@mathematica-mpr.com

– Gretchen Kirby, Project Director, Mathematica
gkirby@mathematica-mpr.com

Website to access products:
– http://www.acf.hhs.gov/programs/opre/cc/childcare_quality

For More Information on the QRS Assessment Project

21

mailto:ivelisse.martinezbeck@acf.hhs.gov
mailto:lmalone@mathematica-mpr.com
mailto:gkirby@mathematica-mpr.com

	Getting the Most Out of State QRIS Data: Secondary Analyses of Quality Ratings from the QRIS Assessment Project
	Quality Measurement In-Depth Study: Motivation
	QRIS Assessment Study States
	Quality Measurement In-Depth Study: �Selection Criteria
	Quality Measurement In-Depth Study:�Secondary Data Analysis
	Quality Measurement In-Depth Study: �Approach to Secondary Data Analysis
	Majority of Centers Are at Highest QRIS Level(s)
	ERS Scores Rise with QRIS Level
	Cross-Site Quality Component Definition
	Curriculum, Assessment, and Special Needs
	Curriculum, Assessment, and Special Needs, �by Rating Level
	Child-to-Staff Ratios
	Staff Education—Some College or Higher
	Family and Management—Proportion Measures
	Family and Management–Proportion Measures, �by Rating Level
	Family and Management–Presence Measures
	Family and Management–Presence Measures, �by Rating Level
	Next Steps for the Secondary Data Analysis
	Cross-QRIS Analysis Challenges
	Slide Number 20
	For More Information on the QRS Assessment Project



