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QRIS Validation Study Overview
Purpose: 
· Describe relations among criteria 
· Examine program characteristics
· Investigate relations among QRIS levels and program quality 
· Explore QRIS levels and QRIS quality standards as predictors of child outcomes 
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Data Analysis:
Taking a Holistic Analytic Approach
Examined process aspects of the system, including:
· Guidance and verification of the required criteria 
· Synergy with licensing requirements
· Relations among criteria
· Relations between quality and level 
· Associations between level and child outcomes
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QRIS Validation Study Sample
Classroom Sample by Level 
	  
	Level 1 
	Level 2 
	Level 3 
	Level 4* 
	Total 

	Number of preschool rooms 
	39 
	39 
	41 
	5 
	124 

	Number of infant/toddler rooms 
	27 
	31 
	15 
	1 
	74 



Child Sample: Pre-Assessment and Post-Assessment 
	  
	Pre-Assessment 
	Post-Assessment 

	Preschool Assessments 
	737 
	481 

	Toddler Rating Scales 
	294 
	190 



* Level 4 is a case study only due to small sample size 
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Significant Differences In Observed Quality  between Levels for Preschool Classrooms
	Subscale 
	Levels with Significant Differences 
	Significance 

	Space and Furnishings 
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.01 

	Personal Care Routines 
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.01 

	
	Levels 2 and Levels 3 
	p<.01 

	Language-Reasoning 
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.01 

	
	Levels 2 and Levels 3 
	p<.05 

	Activities 
	Levels 1 and Levels 2 
	p<.01 

	
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.01 

	Interactions 
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.10 

	
	Levels 2 and Levels 3 
	P<.05 

	Program Structure 
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.01 

	Parents and Staff 
	Levels 1 and Levels 2 
	p<.05 

	
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.01 

	
	Levels 2 and Levels 3 
	p<.01 

	Overall Average Item Score 
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.01 

	
	Levels 2 and Levels 3 
	p<.01 
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Significant Differences in Observed Quality between Levels for Infant & Toddler Classrooms
	Subscale 
	Levels with Significant Differences 
	Significance 

	Space and Furnishings 
	Levels 1 and Levels 2 
	p<.05 

	Listening and Talking 
	Levels 1 and Levels 2 
	p<.10 

	
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.05 

	Activities 
	Levels 1 and Levels 2 
	p<.10 

	
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.10 

	Interactions 
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.10 

	Parents and Staff 
	Levels 1 and Levels 2 
	p<.05 

	
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.01 

	
	Levels 2 and Levels 3 
	p<.05 

	Overall Average Item Score 
	Levels 1 and Levels 2 
	p<.05 

	
	Levels 1 and Levels 3 
	p<.05 
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Evidence of Relations Among Levels and Outcomes
· Significant gains were noted on
   measures across all levels
· Analyses used multi-level structural equation modeling with a baseline equivalent sample, and controlled for child-level covariates of ELL, subsidies and special education as well as pre-test scores
· Two significant differences found: 
· children in Level 3 showed significantly greater improvement in their PPVT scores over time than did those in Level 2 (p<.05) 
· and significantly greater developmental gains in Attachment Subscale scores  of the DECA than did those in Level 1 (p<.05) 
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Significant Differences in Outcomes by Re-Leveling of Programs
· The existing system of voluntary participation, and dynamic changes in the verification processes for QRIS since its beginning, introduces measurement error into the models and subsequently makes finding differences between Levels challenging.
· Researcher undertook process of re-leveling to further assess associations between QRIS Levels and Outcomes to address some of this error
· Results indicated significant differences on the Total DECA scores between Levels 1 and 3 (p<.05) and differences approaching significance between  levels 2 and 3 (p<.10)  and for the DECA Attached and Initiative Subscales. 
· Significant differences were also found between Levels 1 and 3 and Levels 2 and 3 on the Total Score of the PLBS (p<.01) 
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Findings: Quality Criteria and Levels
· Of the criteria (not including criteria tied to observations) that define the 8 different quality standards, analyses indicated that  for  a majority of QRIS criteria (68%), significant differences in the number of programs meeting were found by level and an additional 10% were approaching significance
· Despite this, researchers recommend modifications to most criteria and/or verification requirements in order to better differentiate requirements, further define quality, establish greater consistency  and clarify ambiguities. 
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QRIS Provider Survey Findings: Field Perceptions
· Most providers feel that communication about and support for QRIS have improved in the last two years.
· QRIS participants believe the system led to changes in their programs and improvement in the overall quality of care they provide, particularly those that had progressed to Level 2 or above. 
· Most QRIS participants plan to advance to higher levels. 
· Programs often participate in both QRIS and a quality accreditation system; would prefer to be able to focus on a single system. 
· Administrators from centers in the upper tiers (Levels 3 and 4) appear to reflect an engaged constituency that feels they understand the system, believe it promotes quality, and plan to progress.
· Public school administrators tended to be least engaged and have the least favorable opinions of the system. 
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Field Perceptions: Barriers and Recommendations
· Education and training requirements were seen as the primary barriers to moving to the next QRIS level. 
· Time to complete the self-assessment, costs, and documentation requirements  were also viewed as challenges.
· Recommendations from the field to overcome barriers include:
· Increased funding opportunities and/or tiered reimbursement
· More coaching, consultation, training or mentoring
· Simplified tools, less and clearer paperwork
· Removal of or flexibility in relation to some requirements
· Spanish language support (family child care) 
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Key Recommendations
General
· Greater consistency is needed between standards and verification
· Distinction is needed between both standards as well as verification—many diverse criteria have the same verification process
· Reduce requirement for memorandums of understandings (MOU’s) 
· Limit the use of overall scales scores for verification and increase focus on relevant subscales/items 
· Reduce compound QRIS criteria
· Revise language for criteria and used more concrete language related to practice and policy
· Incorporate Continuous Quality Improvement Plans (CQIPs)
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Key Recommendations
Classroom Quality
· Support Licensing to ensure basic safety, space and health practice requirements are in place
· Strengthen the self-assessment process at Level 2
· Require ERS training
· Support programs through mentoring or coaching by either EPS or mentor programs
· Ensure basic practice and DAP—e.g., Early Learning Standards 
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Key Recommendations
Workforce 
· Establish timeframes for professional development to reinforce best practices 
· Clarify Continued Education Unit (CEU) requirements and educate the field 
· Increase synergy with licensing regulation to ensure functioning as complimentary systems and promotion of the career ladder 
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Other Considerations
· EEC may want to consider curriculum and assessment support grants as the next phase of Quality Improvement Grants
· Education level of the Head Teacher and using a vetted curriculum were significantly related to quality
· A majority of programs at Level 2 and Level 1 are using self-developed curriculums and often self-developed child assessments
· Staff turnover is an issue and potential barrier for programs at all QRIS levels—more supports are needed to promote the career ladder and teacher retention
· Tighten requirements to support the career ladder
· Define benefits and supports for the career ladder  more specifically 
· Data suggests teachers receive typically receive minimal amount of daily break time
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Other Considerations
· Leverage other verification systems and consider diverse entry points 
· Analysis of observation data from Head Start and NAEYC accredited programs supports Head Start and NAEYC programs entering the system at Level 2
· Consider a hybrid model, block system to Level 3 to ensure foundational levels of quality
· After Level 3, utilize a point system that includes additional measures of observed quality that focus less on foundational elements (e.g., CLASS or ELLCO) 
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Next Steps
September 2016
· Draft of a revised system to QRIS Ad Hoc Committee
· Finalize Validation Study Report for feedback
October 2016
· Present findings to the field (EEC Advisory members, EEC Webinar Series, and QRIS working groups)
· Conduct regional meetings about Validation Study and QRIS revisions to gather feedback
November 2016
· Make additional recommendations to refine QRIS based on feedback
December 2016 
· Present final QRIS Validation Study report 
· Present refined system design 
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APPENDIX
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Appendix:
QRIS Validation Study Design
Classroom Sample by Level 
	  
	Level 1 
	Level 2 
	Level 3 
	Level 4* 
	Total 

	Number of preschool rooms 
	39 
	39 
	41 
	5 
	124 

	Number of infant/toddler rooms 
	27 
	31 
	15 
	1 
	74 



Child Sample: Pre-Assessment and Post-Assessment 
	  
	Pre-Assessment 
	Post-Assessment 

	Preschool Assessments 
	737 
	481 

	Toddler Rating Scales 
	294 
	190 



* Level 4 is a case study only due to small sample size 
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Appendix : 
Child Differences by Level
	  
	Sample N 
	Sample Mean 
	QRIS Level 

	
	
	
	Level 1 
	Level 2 
	Level 3 

	Child-Level Characteristics 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

	% ELL 
	462 
	22.3 
	18.1 
	27.0 
	21.7 

	% Special Education 
	462 
	13.0 
	18.1 
	13.8 
	7.5 

	% Receive tuition subsidy 
	462 
	54.8 
	22.8 
	67.1 
	72.7 
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Appendix:
Sample Characteristics
· QRIS levels are significantly different in terms of children served and key characteristics of programs
· In general, greater percentages of children receiving subsidized care attended higher level programs
· In general, programs at the higher levels of MA QRIS appear to have greater institutional supports in comparison to programs at a lower MA QRIS Level
· Smaller programs may need added supports to facilitate advancement in the system, such as:
· Mentoring programs
· Grants, fiscal incentives and supports 
· Diverse approach for Technical Assistance
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Appendix: 
Individual Criteria and Levels
· For 68% of QRIS criteria, significant differences in the number of programs meeting the criteria by level were indicated by ANOVAs 
· In total, 25 criteria did not have significantly different proportions for programs meeting criteria by MA QRIS level
· 9  of these criteria were approaching significance but did not meet the threshold for p<.05. 
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Appendix :
Average ECERS-R scores by Level
Image of a bar graph showing average ECERS-R scores as follows:
Level 1 - 3.8
Level 2 - 4.1
Level 3 - 4.7
Level 4 - 5.0
* Level 4 is a case study only due to small sample size 
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Appendix:
Average ITERS-R scores by Level
Image of a bar graph showing average ITERS-R scores as follows:
Level 1 - 3.41
Level 2 - 3.87
Level 3 - 4.08
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Appendix: Items of Strength for Preschool 
	Subscale 
	Item 
	Mean for sample 
	Mean level 1 
	Mean level 2 
	Mean level 3 

	Personal Care Routine 
	Greeting and Departing 
	6.23 
	6.23 
	6.00 
	6.41 

	Language and Reasoning 
	Encouraging Children To Communicate 
	5.55 
	5.13 
	5.41 
	5.95 

	Activities 
	TV/Video and/or Computer 
	5.69 
	6.03 
	5.44 
	5.51 

	Program Structure 
	Provisions For Children With Disabilities 
	6.86 
	6.82 
	7.03 
	6.73 

	Parents and Staff
  
	Provisions For Parents 
	5.86 
	5.15 
	5.64 
	6.61 

	
	Staff Interaction And Cooperation 
	6.23 
	6.36 
	5.87 
	6.39 

	
	Supervision And Education Of Staff 
	6.43 
	5.90 
	6.41 
	6.88 

	
	Opportunities For Professional Growth 
	5.94 
	5.08 
	5.87 
	6.71 
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Appendix:  Items of Challenge on ECERS-R for preschool programs 
	Subscale 
	Item 
	Mean for sample 
	Mean level 1 
	Mean level 2 
	Mean level 3 

	Space and Furnishings 
	Furniture for care, play and learning 
	2.57 
	2.49 
	2.41 
	2.88 

	
	Space for gross motor 
	2.12 
	2.08 
	2.00 
	2.22 

	Personal Care Routines 
	Meals/snacks 
	2.15 
	1.87 
	1.85 
	2.63 

	
	Toileting/Diapering 
	2.06 
	1.82 
	2.00 
	2.39 

	
	Health Practices 
	2.20 
	1.77 
	2.03 
	2.63 

	
	Safety Practices 
	2.00 
	1.87 
	2.41 
	2.49 

	Parents and Staff 
	Provisions for Personal Needs of 
Staff* 
	3.79 
	3.44 
	3.79 
	4.22 
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Appendix:  ITERS-R Items of Strengths for Infant and Toddler Classrooms 
	Subscale 
	Item 
	Mean for sample 
	Mean level 1 
	Mean level 2 
	Mean level 3 
	Subscale 

	Parents and Staff
 
 
  
	Staff Interaction And Cooperation 
	5.89 
	5.64 
	5.90 
	6.20 
	Parents and Staff
 
 
  

	
	Staff Continuity 
	5.78 
	5.85 
	5.71 
	5.73 
	

	
	Supervision And Education Of Staff 
	6.30 
	5.89 
	6.35 
	6.87 
	

	Subscale 
	Item 
	Mean for sample 
	Mean level 1 
	Mean level 2 
	Mean level 3 
	Subscale 

	Parents and Staff
 
 
  
	Staff Interaction And Cooperation 
	5.89 
	5.64 
	5.90 
	6.20 
	Parents and Staff
 
 
  

	
	Staff Continuity 
	5.78 
	5.85 
	5.71 
	5.73 
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Appendix: ITERS-R Items of Challenge for Infant and Toddler Classrooms 
	Subscale 
	Item 
	Mean for sample 
	Mean level 1 
	Mean level 2 
	Mean level 3 

	Space and Furnishings 
	Furniture for care, play and learning 
	2.70 
	2.78 
	1.4 
	2.67 

	Personal Care Routines 
  
	Meals/snacks 
	1.97 
	1.67 
	1.15 
	2.47 

	
	Nap 
	1.90 
	1.96 
	2.04 
	2.08 

	
	Diapering/Toileting 
	1.32 
	1.19 
	1.35 
	1.47 

	
	Health Practices 
	2.36 
	2.22 
	2.77 
	1.80 

	
	Safety Practices 
	1.97 
	1.37 
	2.23 
	2.40 

	Listening and talking 
	Using Books 
	2.50 
	1.89 
	2.90 
	2.67 

	Activities 
	Blocks 
	2.55 
	2.15 
	2.65 
	2.98 

	
	Active Physical Play 
	2.18 
	2.26 
	1.97 
	2.33 

	Parents and Staff 
	Provisions for Personal Needs of 
Staff* 
	3.68 
	3.26 
	3.81 
	4.13 



*added as an outlier in Parent and Staff Subscale 
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Appendix: 
ERS and Licensing-Preschool
· 27% educator did not hand washing at meals
· 23% educators did wash hands when assisting with diapering/toileting  (most teacher only wore gloves, no hand washing observes) 
· 61% of classrooms did not wash hands upon entry/reentry to the classroom 
· 75% had hazards in gross motor space (cushioning, fall zones, fencing, space, equipment)
· 49% had hazards in the classroom (glass objects that could break or shatter, spraying bleach where children can inhale fumes, unsecured cords and chemicals not properly stored)
· 38% programs using inappropriate play space (typically playing outside designated play ground area) 
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Appendix: 
ERS and Licensing-Infant and toddler
· 62%-Inadequate hand washing before eating/meal/bottle prep
· 22%-Did not remove mouthed toys
· 43% did not wash hands upon arrival/re-entry
· 35% educators did not wash hands properly after diapering
· 60% did not wash hands after dealing with bodily fluids 
· 77% scored has having at 3 hazards: 
· 26% spraying bleach near children
· 49%; picking up children by arms instead of torso
· 53% choke hazards present
· 69% inappropriate gross motor space or equipment
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Appendix: 
Key Program Characteristics/Attrition
No significant differences were found in staff turnover by MA QRIS Level 
	Level 
	Percent Turn Over 
	Standard Deviation 
	Variance 

	Level 1 
	25 
	.24 
	.06 

	Level 2 
	21 
	.16 
	.03 

	Level 3 
	18 
	.15 
	.02 

	Level 4 
	17 
	.21 
	.05 


* Level 4 is a case study only due to small sample size 
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Appendix: 
Key Program Characteristics/Curriculum Matters
· In Overall Average Item Quality score between preschool programs with vetted curriculums in comparison to programs with self-developed curriculums (t=-2.95, p<.01).  
· Results indicated significant differences on ERS Parent and Staff (t=-3.48, p<.01); Program Structure (t=-2.00, p<.05); and Activities (t=-4.93, p<.01) Subscales between programs with vetted curriculum and those using their own developed curriculums.  
· For Infant and Toddler programs, significant differences were also found among infant and toddler programs using vetted curriculum in comparison to programs utilizing a self-developed curriculum (t=-3.20, p<.01).  
· In terms of subscales, significant differences were found among programs with a vetted curriculum in comparison to program with self-developed curricula among all subscales of the ERS (t ranged -4.03—2.11, P<.05).  
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Appendix: 
NAEYC Accredited Programs-Potential Entry at Level 2
· In general, significant differences were noted between NAEYC-accredited programs and non-NAEYC-accredited programs for the preschool sample (t=4.85, p<.01) on the Overall Average Item Score and across all ERS subscales (t range=2.58-6.04, p<.05), with the exception of the Personal Care Routines Subscale in which no significant differences were found.
· Significant differences were noted in the Overall Average Item Score between NAEYC-accredited programs and non-accredited programs (t=2.00, p=.05) at Level 1 (sample size small of accredited Level 1 programs). 
·  
· No significant differences were noted between Level 1 and Level 2 NAEYC-accredited programs. 
· At Level 2 however, no significant differences were noted among NAEYC-accredited programs and non-NAEYC programs. 
· Level 3 NAEYC-accredited programs scored significantly higher than Level 2 NAEYC-accredited programs for the Overall Average Item Score (t=-2.86, p<.01). 
· Level 2 NAEYC-accredited programs had a mean (4.19)  that fell between Level 2 non-accredited programs (3.98)  and Level 3 accredited programs (4.69)
· *Note there were too few non-accredited programs at level 3 to make comparisons 
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Appendix: 
NAEYC Accreditation Cont.
· For Infant and Toddler Similar to preschool classrooms, significant differences were noted between Level 1 NAEYC-accredited programs and Level 1 NAEYC non-accredited programs (t=2.01, p=.05). 
· At Level 2, no significant differences were noted among Overall Average Item Scores or among the various subscales of the ERS between NAEYC-accredited and NAEYC non-accredited programs. 
· Analyses comparing Level 2 NAEYC-accredited programs with Level 3 NAEYC-accredited programs indicated that there were no significant differences on the Overall Average Item Scores. 
· The data does, however, indicate that Level 2 and 3 NAEYC-accredited programs on average did not meet ERS standards for MA QRIS Level 3, which requires an Overall Item Average of a 4.5.  As such, the lack of distinction in observed quality between Level 2 and Level 3 NAEYC-accredited programs may be partially due to the lower levels of quality found among infant and toddler classrooms in comparison to the preschool sample.
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Appendix: 
Head Start-Possible Entry at 2
· Most of the Head Start programs in the sample were verified at MA QRIS Level 3. 
· 8 Head Start programs at Level 2 and no Head Start programs at MA QRIS Level 1. 
· Analyses indicated no significant difference in observed classroom quality, as measured by the ERS Overall Average Item Score, between Head Start programs and community-based non-Head Start Level 3 preschool providers. 
· A review of the subscales found only one significant difference between Head Start and non-Head Start programs at MA QRIS Level 3, with non-Head Start programs scoring significantly higher than Head Start programs (t=3.02, p<.05) on the Personal Care Routines Subscale (see Table 133). 
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Appendix: 
Head Start Cont.
· Because of low sample size, analyses could not compare Level 2 Head Starts with Level 3 Head Starts
· Descriptive data of Level 2 Head Start programs indicated that Level 2 Head Start programs are consistently meeting MA QRIS Level 2 quality standards across all ERS subscales. 
· Programs did not consistently meeting ERS quality standards for MA QRIS Level 3
· About 25 percent to 50 percent of Level 2 Head Start programs did not meet MA QRIS Level 3 standards across the subscales with the exception of Language and Reasoning (100% met MA QRIS standard). 
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Appendix: 
Significant Differences in Preschool Quality by Head Teachers Education

	Subscale 
	Levels with Significant Differences 
	Significance 

	Space and Furnishings 
	AA and  BA 
	p<.05 

	Language-Reasoning 
	Some College and BA 
	p<.05 

	Activities 
	Some College and BA 
	p<.05 

	Program Structure 
	Some College and BA 
	p<.05 

	Parents and Staff 
	Some College and BA 
	p<.05 

	
	AA and  BA
	p<.01 

	Overall Average Item Score 
	Some College and BA 
	p<.05 

	
	AA and  BA 
	p<.10 
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Appendix: 
Significant Differences in Infant and Toddler Quality by Head Teachers Education

	Subscale 
	Levels with Significant Differences 
	Significance 

	Listening and Talking 
	Some College and BA 
	p<.10 

	Activities
	Some College and BA 
	p<.05 

	Interactions 
	Some College and BA 
	p<.05 

	Parents and Staff
	Some College and AA 
	p<.01 

	
	Some College and  BA
	p<.05 

	Overall Average Item Score
	Some College and AA 
	p<.01 

	
	Some College and  BA 
	p<.10 
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Appendix: 
Administrator Education and Quality
	ERS 
	DEGREE OF ADMINISTRATOR/ 
SUPERVISOR 
	N 
	AVERAGE 
	STANDARD DEVIATION 

	Average of preschool and infant and toddler overall item average 
	No BA in ECE or Related field 
	17 
	3.37 
	.67 

	
	BA in ECE or Related field 
	54 
	3.99 
	.46 

	Preschool ECERS-R overall item score 
	No BA in ECE or Related field 
	29 
	3.77 
	.80 

	
	BA in ECE or Related field 
	95 
	4.37 
	.79 

	Infant and toddler ITERS-R overall item score  
	No BA in ECE or Related field 
	18 
	3.29 
	.48 

	
	BA in ECE or Related field 
	55 
	3.92 
	.77 
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Appendix: 
Differences by Level when considering BA of Head Teachers
· ANOVA indicated that considering only classrooms with Lead Teachers with a BA or higher in ECE, significant differences were still evident in classroom quality by MA QRIS Level (F=2.98, p=.05).  Post Hoc Analyses indicated a significant difference in quality between classrooms at Level 1 versus Level 3 (p<.05).  
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Appendix: 
Significant differences in program quality by Level, with a Supervisor/ Administrator that had BA or higher in ECE or related field
	PROGRAM TYPE 
	SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES BETWEEN LEVELS 
	SIGNIFICANCE 

	Average of preschool and infant and toddler overall item average (for programs with both infants/toddlers and preschool classrooms) 
	Level  1 & Levels 3 
  
	p<.05 
  

	Preschool overall item average 
	Level  1 & Levels 3 
	p<.05 

	
	Level 2 & Levels 3 
	p<.01 

	Infant and toddler overall item average 
	Level  1 & Levels 3
  
	P<.10 
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Appendix: Child Outcomes:
Relations Among Levels and Outcomes
· Significant gains were noted on
   measures across all levels
· Analyses used multilevel structural equation modeling with a baseline equivalent sample, and controlled for child-level covariates of ELL, subsidies and special education as well as pre-test scores
· Two significant differences found: 
· children in Level 3 showed significantly greater improvement in their PPVT scores over time than did those in Level 2 (p<.05) 
· and significantly greater developmental gains in Attachment Subscale scores  of the DECA than did those in Level 1 (p<.05) 
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Appendix: 
Program Re-Level
	 
QRIS Granted Level 
	 
Distribution  of programs at each Level after Re-Level Including ERS 

	
	Level 1 
	Level 2 
	Level 3 
	Level 4 

	
	# 
	% 
	# 
	% 
	# 
	% 
	# 
	% 

	Level 1 (n=39) 
	29 
	74 
	10 
	26 
	0 
	0 
	0 
	0 

	Level 2 (n=40) 
	13 
	33 
	22 
	55 
	5 
	13 
	0 
	0 

	Level 3 (n=40) 
	1 
	2 
	29 
	71 
	10 
	24 
	1 
	2 

	Level 4 (n=6) 
	0 
	0 
	1 
	17 
	4 
	67 
	1 
	17 
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Appendix: 
Re-Level within Individual Quality Standards
	
	Level 1 
	Level 2 
	Level 3 
	Level 4 

	1A: Curriculum, Assessment, and Diversity 
	14% 
	59% 
	4% 
	23% 

	1B: Teacher-Child Relationships and Interactions 
	15% 
	59% 
	22% 
	4% 

	2A: Safe, Healthy Indoor and Outdoor Environments 
	28% 
	54% 
	15% 
	3% 

	3A: Program Administrator Qualifications and PD 
	38% 
	10% 
	5% 
	47% 

	3B: Program Staff Qualifications and PD 
	44% 
	11% 
	9% 
	37% 

	4A: Family and Community Engagement 
	35% 
	48% 
	14% 
	2% 

	5A: Leadership, Management, and Administration 
	22% 
	39% 
	37% 
	2% 

	5B: Supervision 
	3% 
	10% 
	21% 
	66% 
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Appendix: 
Gains from Pre-test to Post-test on Individual Measures by Re-Level of Program (Covariate-adjusted gain scores)
	  
	Measure 
	Level 1 
(n=134 children) 
	Level 2
(n=209 children) 
	Level 3
(n=55 children) 

	  
	PPVT 
	1.79* 
	2.03** 
	3.84** 

	  
	Woodcock- Johnson Letter Word 
	1.50 
	.18 
	1.04 

	  
	Woodcock Johnson Applied Problems 
	2.58** 
	2.34** 
	4.60*** 

	  
	DECA 
	  
	  
	  

	  
	Initiative Subscale 
	1.62* 
	2.59** 
	4.96** 

	  
	Self-Regulation Subscale 
	.87 
	1.14 
	3.87* 

	  
	Attachment Subscale 
	-0.66 
	3.26*** 
	6.67*** 

	  
	Negative Behavior Subscale 
	-1.86^ 
	.80 
	-2.53* 

	  
	DECA Total Score 
	.73 
	2.71** 
	5.95*** 

	  
	PLBS Total Score  (co-variate adjusted post score) 
	51.23*** 
	50.68*** 
	57.21*** 
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Appendix: 
Tests of Differences among Levels in Magnitude of Change Scores on Individual Measures (Wald Test coefficient)
	Measure 
	Level 1 vs. Level 2
  
	Level 1 vs. Level 3
  
	Level  2 vs. Level 3
  

	PPVT 
	.15 
	1.99 
	1.84 

	Woodcock- Johnson Letter Word 
	-1.14 
	-.034 
	.80 

	Woodcock Johnson Applied Problems 
	-.45 
	1.89 
	2.34 

	DECA 
	  
	  
	  

	Initiative Subscale 
	.96 
	3.34^ 
	2.38^ 

	Self-Regulation Subscale 
	.28 
	3.00^ 
	2.73 

	Attachment Subscale 
	3.93** 
	7.33*** 
	3.41^ 

	Negative Behavior Subscale 
	2.65** 
	-.67 
	-3.33* 

	DECA Total Score 
	1.98 
	5.22** 
	3.24^ 

	PLBS Total Score 
	.056 
	5.97*** 
	6.53*** 



