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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to reexamine the reliability and
examine the predictive validity of the criteria used by early care and
education programs in the process of accreditation by the National
Association for the Education of Young Children. This study reexamined
the criteria (originally researched by Bredekamp, 1985) by estimating the
reliability at the item level and the component level. Percentages of
agreement between child care centers and validators on rankings of fully
met, partially met and not met were used at the item level. Correlation
coefficients were computed at the component level. This study also
determined, through a discriminant analysis, which components of criteria
were most frequently associated with the decision to accredit a program.

Data for this study came from the National Association for the
Education of Young Children and is comprised of 453 early care and
education programs that completed the NAEYC accreditation process.
Programs served children from birth through schoolage and represented 44
states and U.S. military programs operating in Germany and the United
Kingdom. The primary sample used one classroom from all 453 programs.
The secondary sample used every classroom, a total of 153, from 27
programs that served the widest age-range of children (infants through
schoolage).

The results of the item-level analysis show high percentages of
agreement, 90% or greater, between centers and validators, in 132 out of
177 criteria. The lowest percentage of agreement in the study was 68% on
one criteria. The component-level analvsis revealed high correlation
coefficients, .81 in the primary sample and .97 in the secondary sample,
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between centers and validators ratings in all ten criteria components. In
the discriminant analysis of the primary sample, the components Teacher -
Child Interactions, Curriculum, Staffing, and Evaluation predicted the
decision to accredit a program. In the secondary sample analysis, the
components Teacher - Child Interactions and Staffing again predicted
accreditation along with Health and Safety and Nutrition and Food
Service.

This abstract accurately represents the content of the candidate’s thesis. I
recommend its publication.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Over the last twenty years, both adults and children have seen large
scale changes in their lifestyles. This trend of family change has been
particularly affected by the increased numbers of women in the work force
(Willer et al. 1991). "Between 1970 and 1988, the proportion of working
women with children under the age of six increased from 30 to 56% . . .
and [these numbers] are expected to continue unabated in the future, with
an unprecedented demand for child care” (Chafel, 1992, p.149). This
expansion in the work force has affected American families in various ways.
In both dual-working and single-parent families, someone must take care of
the children. Many parents now purchase child care services outside the
home. The problem of selecting and purchasing appropriate care concerns
parents with children not yet in school and also parents of school-age
children who may spend time unsupervised before and/or after school.

One consequence of women'’s entrance into the labor force, which is

evident in every community across the country, is the number of children



enrolled in early childhood programs. In 1992, 28% of all three-year-olds
and 52% of all four-year-olds in the U.S. were enrolled either in a public or
private preschool program (U.S. Department of Education, 1993). Because
of this rise in numbers of children being cared for outside the home,
practitioners have become more aware of, and concerned about, the quality
of early childhood programs. Research has shown that high quality care
positively affects children’s development (Vandell & Powers, 1983;
Peterson & Peterson, 1986; Howes & Olenick, 1986; Kontos & Fiene,
1986,1987). These researchers found that children benefit from high
quality programs by improving their abilities to socialize with peers, to
follow directions, and to improve their capabilities in math, language and
problem-solving. Improvements are also evident in higher verbal skills and
the child’s enhanced ability to regulate his/her own behavior.

A major set of issues evolving in early care and education (ECE)
involves the quality of the programs available to meet the needs of young
children and their parents. In an effort to address the issue of overall
quality programing for children, a voluntary, national accreditation system
was developed by the National Academy of Early Childhood Programs
(NAECP). NAECP is a division of the National Association for the
Education of Young Children (NAEYC). NAEYC is a national organization
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of professionals in the field of early care and education. In 1983-1984,
NAECP, the division of NAEYC that administers the NAEYC accreditation
process, called on hundreds of early childhood experts to collaborate in
creating this system of quality measurement. Their collaborative effort
produced a consensus on the highest set of quality standards to date and
incorporated ten research-based service quality component areas that

promote optimal child development.

Demand for Quality Increasing

Both educators and parents agree that early childhood programs
benefit children. The dilemma facing parents, operators of programs, and
policy makers are twofold--defining, and funding the quality level that
children require.

NAEYC's accreditation standards and criteria, set in 1985, were the
early childhood field’s first attempts at a nationwide definition and
consensus of what service quality really encompassed. The ensuing ten
years, during which the accreditation process has been put into operation
across the country, have been a slow but steady progression of educators
and consumers digesting and realizing the value of both the criteria and the

accreditation process.



Currently, perhaps because accreditation is still new, educators are
more knowledgeable about the components of quality and thus value
accreditation more than consumers (Slavenas, 1993). “The demand for
program quality is accelerating, as research demonstrates that high quality
early childhood programs result in cognitive and social gains for both low
and middle income children, and enable them to avoid school failure”
(Schweinhart, 1989, p. 83).

Research suggests certain characteristics of the caregiver, the
program, and the environment as important indicators of quality. These
characteristics include items such as a stable staff and continuous program,
specific staff qualifications, limiting staff/child ratio and class size to
appropriate proportions, increased parent involvement, and ample physical
space and safe facilities (Chafel, 1992).

This demand for quality creates a need for standards to which
educators can be held accountable and which are meaningful to consumers.
Lillian Katz, former president of NAEYC, feels the early childhood
profession must continue to work on developing an accepted set of
professional standards of practice to which practitioners can equitably be
held accountable. Like others developing approaches to quality
management, she believes any approach to assessment of quality requires
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not only criteria to apply to each program, but some consensus on
minimum standards for each criterion that must be satisfied for acceptable
quality (Katz, 1992).

The next section briefly explores accreditation’s uses in education

and why it is a welcome addition to the field of early care and education.

Accreditation: Then and Now

Accreditation systems have been used for years by institutions and
professions to define and uphold their standards. Peer and outside reviews
have been established as strong methods of maintaining desired standards
and encouraging improvement in the quality of education and/or services
offered.

Accreditation is a process that enables practitioners to provide and
consumers to select good-to-high quality early childhood services more
confidently. Educators use the criteria and process to verify good practices
and improve their programs for children. Consumers value the objective,
third party’s endorsement of quality and use it as a rationale to justify their
choice of early childhood program or private school. For consumers and
practitioners, quality is important to the goal of providing optimal care and

development for their children.



"The need to assure quality experiences for young children in such
settings is a pressing social and parental need” (Slavenas, 1993, p. 31).
Educators have embraced the accreditation process as a method for
providing this assurance. Currently, more than four thousand programs
worldwide have met the required compliance with NAECP's criteria for
quality and have been awarded accreditation. More than eighty-five
hundred are in the self-study process. A national, toll-free telephone
number is available to parents to request a listing of accredited programs in
their specific city, state, or zip code. As public awareness of this third-party
endorsement of high quality has increased, more requests for this
information are processed by the Academy. "The continued trend in
educational consumerism is identified as a product of the intensified
business-school relationship, growing school choice movement, increased
parental demand for special programs, and increased school . . . interest"
(Bainbridge, 1991, p. 32).

The impact of accreditation instruments and procedures is evidenced
in areas other than parental demand. Teacher preparation programs are
using the criteria of this accreditation process as one element of course
content on program quality. Students in high school classes through four-
vear colleges and universities, plus those in Master’s and Ph.D. programs
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learn about accreditation criteria as one method to achieve and evaluate a
quality program for young children. In addition, early care and education
programs operating nationally under many different auspices are using the
criteria as a standard of performance for classroom staff.

The field of early care and education was made up of public, private,
full-day and half-day, as well as church and military-based programs. These
same programs were in existence when accreditation first began in 1985.
Each state, usually through the Department of Social or Human Services,
has the responsibility of regulation. Programs comply with minimum
regulations if they want to be licensed. Over the years, some programs may
have operated without a license while others complied with these
established regulations. In the early 1980s, Federal Interagency Day Care
Regulations were developed in an attempt to standardize the regulations
across all states. Due to funding limitations and a change of
administrations, these regulations were never put into effect nationally.

These minimum state regulations concerned national experts
involved in the education and care of young children. "It is ironic that at a
time when the number of children enrolled in child care centers and
preschool programs is increasing, the regulation of such programs is
decreasing" (Bredekamp, 1985, p. 1). According to Bredekamp, state
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regulations were at widely varying levels in 1985. Accreditation standards
are designed to exceed most existing regulations to encourage a higher
quality program for children.

Mounting research strongly indicates that children thrive in quality
programs (Anderson, Nagle, Roberts, & Smith, 1981; Howes & Olenick,
1986 ; McCartney, Scarr, Phillips, Grajek, & Schwartz, 1982; McCartney,
1984; Vandell & Powers, 1983). To respond to the need for improved
quality and to develop and monitor an accreditation process, NAEYC
created the National Academy of Early Childhood Programs (NAECP).
The purpose of NAECP is to administer a voluntary accreditation system
for early childhood programs in the United States (NAEYC, 1985).

The accreditation process was developed by a nationwide task force
of early childhood and child development experts who worked under the
guidance of NAEYC. Their goal was to create and field-test both the
instruments and procedures of this new process. Four primary components
were formulated:

1. Classroom Observation,

2. Parent Survey,

3. Staff survey,

4. Administrator's Report



Parent and staff questionnaires were designed to gather information
relating to the program from other individuals concerned with the
operation of the program. The classroom and administrative documents are
a compilation of more than 100 criteria indicative of quality (see examples
in Appendixes A and B). The criteria were developed over a 3-year period
by reviewing approximately 50 evaluation documents and the research
literature on the effects on children of various components of an early
childhood program. The validity of the criteria as indicators of a good
quality program was tested by submitting them to approximately 250 early
childhood specialists throughout the country. Criteria were revised based
on the recommendations of the 175 specialists who responded. A draft of
the criteria was published in NAEYC's journal Young Children in
November 1983 and was distributed for review and comment to the
Association's 43,000 members. Many individuals and NAEYC Affiliate
Groups reviewed and critiqued the draft. Open hearings were also held at
NAEYC Conferences in 1982 and 1983 to receive comments about the
accreditation system. The criteria were then field-tested in 32 early
childhood programs in four areas of the country. The criteria were adopted
by NAEYC's Governing Board in July 1984 (NAEYC, 1985, p. 11).
NAEYC's accreditation process for early care and education
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programs sets a standard of excellence but also allows for the diversity that

exists in the field. As Caldwell, NAEYC President from 1982 to 1984,

wrote:

effects

Our aim has been to formulate criteria which are general
enough to cover different types of settings, yet specific enough
to be objectively observable; which are precise enough to
convey the true meaning of each component, yet
comprehensive enough to allow for individual variations. We
have not attempted to impose a narrow stereotype of quality
in early childhood programs. Rather, we have identified
specific areas of program realities which respect the diversity
of educational philosophies without compromising what we
know to be the developmental needs of young children.
(NAEYC, 1991, p. x)

While only a few uses of this system have been cited above, the

of accreditation are evidently already extensive for centers, staff,

consumers and mostly children. This has fulfilled the hope that "through

this process (accreditation), parents and the public could be assured that a

center

had been evaluated and met a set of nationally recognized

professional standards" (Slavenas, 1993, p. 34). As current functions
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expand and new uses are devised, the criteria which predict quality, as well
as the instruments and procedures of the accreditation process, are critical
to the early childhood community and to parents seeking a professional
endorsement of quality programming.

How does accreditation happen? The next section reviews the
procedure.

Accreditation Process and Research

The accreditation procedure involves three steps. First, the early
childhood program working toward accreditation completes a self-
evaluation called a self-study. This process involves teachers and
administrators independently observing various components of the program
related to specific criteria and indicators and then working together to
compare their findings. They then identify areas which do not meet the
standards and execute improvements. When complete, the program mails
the self-study, called a Program Description, to the NAECP and requests a
validation visit. NAECP then contacts one of more than 600 validators,
who have been trained on how to conduct a validation visit, and arranges a
suitable date for both the program and the validator(s). This visit is step
two. It is designed to allow NAECP's trained, objective, and professional
validators to verify the results reported in the Program Description.

11



Validators observe at least 50% of the classrooms in the program,
independently rate the same criteria the program used in its self-study, and
conduct an exit interview with program personnel. The report created is
then mailed to NAECP for consideration by the Commission. The
Commission, comprised of more than 300 individuals specifically chosen by
NAECP to serve as part of a team, makes the final decision on
accreditation. All Commission members must meet a rigid set of
qualifications including extensive education and experiences in early
childhood education as well as a broad understanding of applications and
practices which reflect research and acknowledged best practice in the field.

Step three is a thorough and independent review of the program
description by each of three Commissioners. Each Commissioner receives a
copy of the Program Description and a criterion summary sheet on which
they record information from each component area. The Validator's report
becomes the eyes and ears of the Commission since they do not visit
programs. Commissioners complete their individual review prior to
meeting with others on the team. Their final decision, which must be
unanimous, is reached after comparing their independent ratings. "For each
case, the Commission has a choice of two decisions: grant accreditation or
defer accreditation until improvements can be made or additional
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information is obtained. Decisions are made on professional judgements
made within the limits of the Academy’s Criteria" (NAEYC, 1985, p. 8).
NAECP notifies the program in writing of the decision. If deferred, the
program is sent a list of areas identified by the Commissioners as needing
improvement. Once these criteria have been improved, the program can
submit to another visit.

Bredekamp (1985) provided an estimate of the reliability of the
observation instrument and procedures for this accreditation process.
Separately, teachers and directors rated each criterion in the classroom.
They then discussed their ratings, assessed their performance, made
improvements and completed the self-study. Then, outside validators
verified that the report completed and submitted by the program personnel
was accurate by observing and independently rating a sampling of the same
classrooms. The criteria were deemed reliable when Bredekamp's research
examined the relationship of these ratings and found them to be consistent.
That is, the validator’s and program personnel rated most of the criteria the
same on a scale of “1 = not met,” “2 = partially met” and “3 = fully met.”
The results of this research were used to rewrite the accreditation criteria,
with the goal to increase their clarity and thus, their reliability, creating the
observation instrument which is used today.
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Since this 1985 undertaking, no research has been done to estimate
the reliability of the rewritten criteria for the accreditation process. When
the criteria were first established, Bredekamp stated "the most pressing
need for research will be a replication of this study using the revised
instruments and a larger, more random sample” (1985, p. 177).

The Academy undertook a review of the criteria from 1989 to 1991.
The criteria were revised "following a thorough review based on the first five
years of experience applying the criteria in accreditation decisions”
(NAEYC, 1985, p. 11). Responses from the profession were solicited by
NAEYC to begin the review and the most current research findings were
incorporated. Another dimension was added to this review through
information obtained from individuals and programs in the Accreditation
process. The research findings and information was scrutinized by
Academy staff and the advisory panel and minor clarifying changes were
made to the criteria in the classroom observation instrument and the
administrator’s report as well as parent and staff surveys. In these
revisions, a few new criteria, examples and indicators were added, some
criteria were deleted and the wording of some examples and indicators was
clarified to help both program personnel and validators more objectively
interpret the observed practices. Since that date, while hundreds of
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programs have entered and completed Accreditation, no research has been

conducted to estimate the reliability of the criteria or processes.

The Purpose of the Study

The major advantage of this study is that it will provide valuable
information and results about quality related to accreditation in early care
and education to administrators, professionals, parents, and consumers. It
will also add to our knowledge of the validity and reliability of the current
NAEYC accreditation process. For more than four years, programs have
been using a system for which validity and reliability have not been directly
estimated.

The present study addresses these questions:

1. Is the current NAEYC Accreditation process reliable?

2. Which of the criteria are most frequently associated with the
decision to accredit an early childhood program?

This study contributes to the body of knowledge related to quality in
early childhood programs by:

1. estimating the reliability of the NAEYC accreditation criteria and

instruments, and

2. identifying which components of criteria are most frequently

15



associated with the decision to accredit a program.

This study will result in information which will be valuable to several
groups. To parents and other consumers of child care, it will provide
specific information which can be used accurately and easily to evaluate the
quality of early childhood programs. A reliable instrument and process are
also of value to the consumer because of both the subjective nature of many
quality components and the limited time they have to observe the entire
program. For accreditation to be meaningful and sound, it must allow for a
variety of differing factors across states and communities including
regulations and practices and distill the information into a reliable decision
to accredit (Bredekamp, personal conversation, May 1994). Establishing
the reliability of the criteria provides increased credibility for the
accreditation process guidelines and adds to their strength as useful tools in
the hands of persons and groups searching for quality in ECE programs.
Also, state licensing agencies and state advocates for early childhood
education can, with greater confidence, use the criteria to improve their
state regulations.

For teachers, administrators and other professionals in the field, the
results of this study will provide specific program guidance. The criteria
most consistently found in accredited centers can be used as a guide in
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areas such as environmental design and organization, interactions and
communications, and health and safety standards. Also impacted are
curriculum and equipment selection, as well as administrative systems
including staffing, program evaluation, training, and record keeping.

For the field of early care and education, a reliable process and
identified key criteria can be the focus of additional research. The field can
also use these criteria as a base and rationale for raising and maintaining
the profession’s quality standards. An increase in self-monitoring can lead
to a profession open enough to encourage and respect voluntary
monitoring of program’s services. Such a process will only increase the
value of the professional staff’s work, the value to those who purchase those
services, and the children in care .

To accomplish these purposes, the research will proceed in two steps.
First, it will estimate the reliability of the accreditation process criteria at
the item level and at the component level. Second, it will identify which

components of criteria predict the decision to accredit a program.
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CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Theoretical Foundations of Earl ildhood

The theoretical foundation of NAEYC accreditation and the criteria
is based on early childhood theory and assessment research and practice
that began more than 80 years ago and has continued to evolve both in the
fields of psychology and education. Several psychological and theoretical
perspectives are woven together in current early childhood theory and
practice. These perspectives provide a framework to discuss the criteria,
how they support quality in early care and education and how they relate
to successful completion of accreditation. (The theoretical framework of
the evaluation methodology is presented in Chapter 3.) This same
framework will be used again later in Chapter 5 as the conclusions and

recommendations are described.

Processes and Components of Earl ildh uality

Early childhood education programs vary extensively. Creating
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assessment processes and tools that identify key components common to all
programs has been a focus of the early childhood profession since 1974
(Harms & Clifford, 1994). Researchers have looked to establish criteria for
teacher competencies, learning environments, and interactions between the
child and teacher in the classroom. Several examples of their efforts exist.

The Child Development Associate competency goals, which delineate
professional competence in early childhood practice, were developed to
increase the competence of staff. In 1985, the National Association for the
Education of Young Children published “Accreditation Criteria and
Procedures” for quality early childhood programs and launched its
accreditation procedure for centers and schools. Although targeting
different settings, these two accrediting/credentialling systems have
common components of (a) staff-child interactions, (b) environment, (c)
curriculum, (d) parent relations, and (e) professional development. These
components were chosen based on research in education and psychology
and are used as a framework for the accreditation self-assessment process,
as will be reviewed later in this chapter. The two systems use criteria, also
supported by research, which directly support the growth and development
of young children.

Harms and Clifford (1994) list NAEYC accreditation as one of the
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three most “important advances in identifying the key components
common to all early childhood settings” (p. 482). They go on to say that
these “sets of empirically derived factors underscore the importance of
structure and process variables in quality child care. They also support the
importance of three key areas in the classroom--interactions, activities, and
routines--identified in the theoretical framework” (p. 484).

Many practices used in today's early childhood classrooms are guided
by the national guidelines and criteria that the NAEYC Accreditation
process incorporates. The criteria create a framework that ties programs to
a professional or industry set of standards by identifying the underlying
components of quality that should be present in all programs. For these to
be valued and credible, they must be proven reliable and accurate
predictors of high quality programs. Harms and Clifford state that
“additional factor and cluster analysis of other quality-assessment
instruments are needed to further specify components of quality care”
(1994, p. 484).

The next section describes influential theorists in the Early Care and
Education field. Their writings provide the theoretical framework of

NAEYC'’s components and criteria.
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Influential Educational and Psychological Theorists
Freud influenced the child psychologists and early childhood

educators with his psychoanalytic approach. Erikson expanded Freud's
theory stressing the importance of the emotions and provided more detail
in understanding children's personalities, emotional, and social
developments. Piaget conducted research on how children learn and
"revolutionized the field with [his] view of children as active beings who
take responsibility for their own learning” (Berk, 1994, p. 22). His theory
focused on the innate ability of children to explore openly and discover new
information and make new generalizations about their environment. He
said children constructed their own knowledge. Thus, his conceptual view
of how children learn is called constructivism.

Educators embraced constructivism as they created the
developmentally appropriate model of discovery learning using activity or
learning centers. The widely used curriculum frameworks of High Scope
and Bank Street College are examples of this model of early childhood
education. The basic format of using learning centers in the classroom for
particular types of play, planned and monitored by a professional teacher,
allows children to explore a variety of games, activities and materials from
which they learn as they play. It became a standard of good practice to

21



prepare an appropriate environment for children and then allow them to
learn through self-directed play. Piaget's theory led educators to take a
child's need for active learning through exploration into the forefront of
educational practices and establish this method of teaching as central to
early childhood practice.

While Piaget was primarily interested in children’s methods of
thinking and processing, other theorists were concerned with how the
environment could support learning in the early childhood stage of human
development. Their observations generated other theories that influenced
both philosophic approach and specific curriculum components such as the
environment, language, social studies, science and math. The investigations
affected both the environment of the classroom and the learning processes
that occur in that environment, as well as in the larger environment of the
school, home and community. Bronfenbrenner and Vygotsky specifically
are credited with significantly influencing the field of early childhood
education, especially in terms of the social aspects of how children learn
and the components viewed as important in creating an effective, good
quality classroom.

Bronfenbrenner's ecological systems theory (Berk, 1994) sees the
child's development as influenced by four layers of the environment. Each
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layer influences the child’s development, from the macro system that is the
farthest away from the child such as the country’s values, cultures and laws;
to the microsystems, in which the impressions of home and school are more
closely related to the child. Harms and Clifford (1994) cite
Bronfenbrenner’s work as that which “initiated a rethinking of the way in
which early childhood professionals view learning settings for voung
children” (p. 479). His theory is based on a set of nested spheres of
influence on young children that contain all the environmental factors
responsible for the child’s development.

These environmental elements range from the health and safety of
the home or school to the adults, peers, siblings and community influences
surrounding the child. The educational setting, in partnership with the
family, is an important sphere of influence. “As we apply this framework to
the study of the educational setting, we are concerned primarily with the
influences on the child in the immediate setting itself and, to a lesser
extent, on the direct and indirect influences on that setting from the
outside” (Harms & Clifford, 1994, p. 480). These ecological ingredients all
combine in dynamic and ever changing patterns to affect the child.

Because children make choices and cause their own environmental changes,
they are viewed as both the products and the producers of their
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environment. Thus, a network of everchanging interdependent influences
and dymanic effects is formed.

Vygotsky's sociocultural theory focuses on how the culture, which is
comprised of beliefs, customs, and social skills, is transmitted from
generation to generation. He posits that children learn through meaningful
conversations with adults or more experienced peers. This theory varies
from Piaget’s emphasis on the individual construction of knowledge. The
added social perspective broadens the practitioner’s focus by contributing a
different point of view. Vygotsky's theory invites teachers to see children's
cognitive learning taking place with and through many social processes,
which can be used and/or structured by the teacher. Vygotsky ventured
further that these processes may differ in different cultures.

While these theorists have made multiple contributions to early care
and education theory and practice, we can summarize their contributions
simply. Bronfenbrenner is important because of his understanding of the
multiple ecological systems that lead to an awareness of the significant role
of parent involvement. Vygotsky's emphasis on the impact of social
environments lead to emphasizing the importance of teacher/child
interactions and staff-to-child ratios. Piaget’s constructivist theory
influenced the early childhood profession’s emphasis on particular types of
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adult-child interactions, curriculum and physical environments. Freud and
Erikson contributed to early childhood profissionals understanding the
importance of emotional expression and the development of children’s self-
concept in the developmental process, thus influencing recommended styles
of adult-child interactions and types of expereinces provided. These critical
theorists provided the framework for what is now called Developmentaily
Appropriate Practice (DAP) in early childhood. DAP is the conceptual base
for accreditation and provides the foundation for each criteria and the
applications to how children learn. Each criterion, and each major
component of the accreditation process, has evolved from these theorists
and the combined research of psychologists and educators based on the
theoretical underpinnings of how young children learn and the multiple
influences on their development. The factors proven in research to be
critical to the development process have framed the practices early
childhood professionals use today.

The theory and practices for the assessment of early childhood
programs have gone through evolution and revision as have the criteria. In
“Studying Educational Settings,” Harms & Clifford (1994) review several
quality assessment instruments commonly used in early childhood settings.
They create a taxonomy of quality early childhood practices that includes a
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variety of educational settings for childrén in both home-based and center-
based environments. The categories begin with parental care in the child’s
own home and move through nonparental care and family day-care homes
to part day and full day programs at both private and publicly funded child
care centers. This taxonomy explores the diversity of early childhood
programs such as Head Starts, church-sponsored programs, proprietary
child-care centers and family related care and considers the implication of a
theoretical framework that links contextual with intra program dynamics.
Bronfenbrenner’s work, described earlier, has a major influence in the
formation of this taxonomy. Quality improvement efforts must incorporate
the entire scope of the program dynamics such as self-assessment,
evaluation and staff development. This design increases our understanding
of the human, routine, and environmental influences that directly affect the
child’s growth and development in an ECE setting.

The next section reviews specific research related to quality processes
and components in early care and education. It includes separate portions

which discuss each component area of NAEYC Accreditation criteria.

How do Researchers Approach Quality in Early Care and Education?
Bredekamp's (1986) work studied the reliability of the criteria in the
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observation instrument and the procedures used by the accreditation
system. She theorized that "teachers and directors could evaluate their own
performance against predetermined criteria and that their ratings of
compliance could be verified by outside observers during on-site visits. The
feasibility of implementing such a system nationwide depends on the
development of reliable instruments and procedures” (p. 9).

Since Bredekamp's work in 1985--1986, few researchers have
undertaken projects related primarily to isolating and describing the criteria
that define the components of quality in early care and education
programs. Two principal types of quality research that surfaced in
Bredekamp's research review were child outcome studies and process
quality studies. Outcome studies look at the results of certain criteria on
the behavior and/or development of children. Process studies focus on the
specific practices or regulations that a program uses in its operations.
Subsequent research continued to analyze both the processes that are part
of quality care production and the outcomes of this care for young children.
The present research review focuses on these two areas that "have provided
guidance about the effects on children of multiple components of an early
childhood program” (Bredekamp, 1985, p. 34). In addition, research that
relates specifically to the quality criteria identified in NAEYC's
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accreditation will be presented. These component areas are staff
qualifications and development, interactions between staff and children,
staffing, staff-parent interaction, curriculum, administration, evaluation,

physical environment, nutrition and food service and health and safety.

Process and Regulation Studi

Studies in early childhood education often focus on either the
processes used with children such as teacher-child interactions and
curriculum or regulations used to monitor the program such as ratio and
group size, sometimes called structural quality issues.

A few new process measurement tools have been devised and some
have been researched since 1986. Three tools, the Infant Toddler
Environment Rating Scale (ITERS)(Harms, Cryer, & Clifford, 1987), the
Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (ECERS)(Harms & Clifford,
1980) and the Assessment Profile for Early Childhood Programs (Abbott-
Shim & Sibley, 1987) are "the major research measures of process quality
in child care settings in the United States and several other countries”
(Scarr, Eisenberg, & Deater-Dekard, 1994, p. 134). While no published
research could be found by Scarr et al. (1994) or this author on the ITERS
or PROFILE, the ECERS instrument was used in research by Kontos and
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Fiene (1987), and by Bredekamp (1985). The first study found 10 items
on the ECERS to be good predictors of overall quality in child care centers
as measured by teacher-child interactions and environmental observations.
Bredekamp (1985) reported that three factors--curriculum, interactions and
schedule--were good predictors of accreditation in 31 child care centers
studied. The measure of quality in Bredekamp's research was the successful
completion of NAEYC Accreditation through program improvements
guided by the Early C hildhood Classroom Observation.

The most recent large scale study concerning quality was The Cost,
Quality and Child Outcomes Study completed in 1995 (The Cost, Quality
and Child Outcomes Team). This study included over 400 programs in
four states and was conducted over approximately eighteen-months.

Results are reported through a series of findings that indicate, overall, that
quality is mediocre in child care. Results lead to several recommendations
and four major action steps. These action steps, directed to providers,
consumers and policymakers, are:

* Launch consumer and education efforts in the public and private

sectors to help parents identify high-quality child care programs
and to inform the American public of the liability of poor-quality

programs.

29



* Implement higher standards for child care at the state level, as a

major approach to eliminating poor-quality child care.

* Increase investments in child care staff to assure a skilled and

stable workforce.

* Assure adequate financing and support of child care. (Helburn,

1995, p. 11-12)

This study, the first to combine research involving both economic
factors and child outcomes, found that “unless poor-quality child care is
curtailed, the development and well-being of large numbers of our nation’s
children may be jeopardized” (Helburn, 1995, p. 11).

Another recent large study was conducted in 120 child care centers
in three states and encompassed 363 classrooms of infants, toddlers and
preschoolers (Scarr, Eisenberg & Deater-Dekard, 1994). The goal of the
study was to evaluate how well the quality of child care is measured by
process and regulatable variables. Regulatable variables are criteria used by
states to specify such items as teacher/child ratio, required square feet of
space per child, and maximum group size.
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Researchers identified three primary goals of quality measures and
several different approaches for developing and evaluating these measures.

The first two uses, for regulation and program improvement,

may necessitate exhaustive inventories of the many aspects of

quality care, even if the measure is redundant and

inefficient. . . . The third use of quality measures, for research on

effects of variation in quality of care, does not require exhaustive

inventories but reliable and valid measures of those aspects of quality

that can be assessed with efficient and inexpensive measurement.

(Scarr et al. p. 132)

Scarr concluded that the measures of quality had to be reliable and valid to
be used effectively in research. This study also asserts quality measures
must be credible and practical in order for them to be easily used by

parents, public policy makers and professionals.

Quality Variables Indicate Optimal Child Development

Bredekamp (1985) and Kontos & Fiene (1987) outlined the framework
and Scarr et al. (1994) further defined the dimensions of quality as
Based on a number of criteria, ... the most commonly agreed
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upon are health and safety requirements, responsive and warm
interaction between staff and children, developmentally
appropriate curriculum, limited group size, age-appropriate
care giver-child ratios, adequate indoor and outdoor space,
and adequate staff training in either early childhood education
or child development. (Scarr et al. p. 133)

It is not surprising then, that numerous studies that have
assessed the quality of child-care centers by these variables find more
optimal developmental outcomes for children in centers that score
more highly than for children enrolled in lower quality care. (Howes
and Marx, 1992, p. 349)

Scarr reported:

The most popular process measures of quality proved to be

highly redundant and inefficient research measures. The

ITERS and ECERS scales could be readily reduced to a single
quality factor that required no more than 12 randomly

selected items to be measured with excellent reliability and
validity. The profile was best represented by one factor.

(Scarr et al. p. 147)

Scarr is clear in concluding that the implications for both research
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and child care centers are practical and apparent. First, assessment of
quality can be researched much more efficiently and cost-effectively than
previously thought. Second, regulatable variables such as ratios and staff
training requirements "cannot be substituted for process measures of

quality care" (Scarr et al. p. 149).

Quality Research Worldwide

Quality in early childhood is becoming a worldwide concern and the
NAEYC criteria are influencing quality assessment in research and practice
in other countries. The Division of Mental Health of the World Health
Organization initiated a project "focusing on how the definition and
assessment of quality day care are culturally specific" (Dragonas, 1993, p.
1). Using NAEYC's accreditation criteria, a Child Care Facility Schedule
(CCFS) was developed and tested in ECE programs in Greece, Nigeria and
the Philippines.

This initial study resulted in an 80-item schedule covering eight
areas that define quality child care:

1. physical environment,

2. health and safety,

3. nutrition and food service,
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4. administration,

5. staff-family interaction,

6. staff-children interaction,

7. observable child behavior, and

8. the curriculum.
Concurrent validity, criterion validity, and construct validity were
examined by comparing CCFS scores in 12 day care centers with ratings
based upon observation in the same centers. An additional study of 90 day
care centers in Athens, Greece, further estimated CCFS validity. Results
showed that the CCFS was reliable and valid. The use of a shorter 43-item
version is suggested to render the measure more practical” (Dragonas, p. 1).

With uses of this process affecting research and practice worldwide,
it is even more critical that the reliability of accreditation criteria is
estimated again through this study. The sections which follow provide a
historical look at accreditation processes throughout many professions.
The discussion ends with research summaries on each component of

NAEYC Accreditation criteria.

Accreditation
Accreditation formally began in the United States in 1909 when the
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North Central Accrediting Association adopted standards for colleges. The
first list of accredited colleges was published in 1916, and in 1917 - 1918,
standards were added for junior colleges and teachers’ colleges.
Accreditation is “a process by which schools are evaluated and
recognized as having met specific standards of adequacy or excellence.
Accreditation certifies that a school meets minimum standards of quality

adopted by the accrediting agency” (Alkin, 1992, p. 49-50).

Accreditation Across Professions

Accreditation has been used by the medical and education
professions for years to standardize and increase the credibility of practices
in hospitals and schools. In this author’s experience, the process of
accreditation has provided the field of early childhood education with a
high quality base of criteria toward which programs can move and
maintain. Their personal and group motivation to accomplish the process
stems mostly from a pride and belief in their program’s current high level of
quality. The self-study both affirms that pride plus pinpoints areas that
benefit from fine-tuning by staff.

Program accreditation has become a standard in educational settings.
Parents and consumers expect public and private schools of all levels to be

35



accredited by some outside body of experts. Accreditation has become a
tool to (a) communicate excellence to consumers and professionals, and, (b)
to establish clear standards in theory and practice. It also serves to show
and articulate consistent quality to consumers. Accreditation also alleviates
“a larger concern - the strengthening of education to meet the needs of
individuals in a rapidly changing society” ((Alkin, 1992, p. 49).

Accreditation is a valuable indicator of quality to the public in other
professions (Bainbridge, 1991). Studies in the fields of

- Home Economics (Radar, 1988),

- Nursing and Home Health Care (Griffith, 1986),

- Dentistry (Journal of Dental Education, 1994),

- Journalism and Mass Communications (Garrison, 1983),

- Community College curriculum (Simmons, 1993),

- Elementary Schools (Coy & Hopfengardner, 1991),

- Post-Secondary Schools (Council on Postsecondary

Accreditation, 1992), and
- Early Care and Education programs worldwide (McCrea,
1989).

The benefits and value of an accreditation process have been

documented in each of these works. "The accreditation process provided a
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valuable and necessary service in Home Economics units . . . it remains a
major method of monitoring and promoting educational quality” (Radar,
1988, p. 5). "The accreditation process benefits institutions through
self-knowledge, accountability, the establishment of a legal standard, and
the competition it creates" (Zoffer, 1987, p. 27).

Coy and Hopfengardner (1991) conclude that the benefits of
Accreditation justify the lengthy process. They identify several values.
Each derives from an individual step: (1) self-evaluation generates
communication within and among departments, grade levels and staff; (2)
an on-site visitation brings new ideas for the curriculum, instruction, and
organization and exposes staff to other innovative programs and personnel;
and (3) the report from the visiting team presents constructive criticism
that can be used further to improve the program.

The early childhood profession, through the Accreditation process,
can increase credibility with the public, policy makers, and the profession.
The above-mentioned organizations provide practical examples and
research to document the benefits and value of such processes and
standards.

The single most repeated benefit of accreditation across all sources
listed above is promoting and monitoring quality standards. Others tout
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accountability and establishment of agreed upon standards as positive
results. Most interestingly, one reported benefit is increased competition
known by itself to improve quality and service. Overall, the benefits of

accreditation span a wide range of positive effects across many professions.

Accreditation in Early Childhood Programs

Accreditation has only been possible since 1986 in early care and
education programs. Bredekamp's research and the development of
NAECP's process began the movement toward a national and consistently
applied standard of quality in this field. Since then research has continued
that globally relates to the entire process and to the quality criteria.

Programs completing the accreditation process benefit in a variety of
ways. When 106 day care center directors were surveyed, they reported
accreditation helped the majority to market their programs better, improve
program components, and improve staff morale (Herr, 1993). Program
components cited as most frequently improved are curriculum,
administration, and health and safety. Other benefits reported by directors
are enhanced professionalism of staff, a source of pride for both parents and
staff, and reduced rates from insurance companies. The criteria also serve
as a catalyst for budgeting and for obtaining new, safer equipment and the
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necessary motivation for maintenance staff to provide more appropriate
playground surfacing and apparatus.

Parents and communities also benefit from the accreditation process.
Accreditation can be a key differentiator to parents who are shopping for
program of good to high quality with a developmental philosophy.
Whether a family is searching in their own community, or in a new area to
which they may be moving, they can ask about the program's accreditation
status or knowledge of and progress toward accomplishing accreditation.
Parents are reassured by classrooms and administrators who hold
themselves accountable to high, voluntary standards that go beyond state
regulations. McCrea (1989) reports that many community benefits accrue
from the accreditation system. She found that the self-study portion of the
accreditation process facilitates staff development, parent education,
accountability to the community, and raises awareness of young children's
needs for appropriate programs.

Children, parents, and communities are more likely to experience
better quality in accredited programs than in nonaccredited ones. In the
‘Highlights of Major Findings’ of the National Child Care Staffing Study
(1989), “better quality centers were more likely to be . . . accredited by the
National Association for the Education of Young Children” (Whitebrook,
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Phillips, & Howes, 1989, p. 4). The Cost, Quality and Child Outcomes
Study of Child Care Centers (1995) undertaken by a four-state team of
researchers coordinated through the University of Colorado at Denver
reported that accredited centers receive higher program quality scores.
Recommendations from this study include “increasing funding so more
programs can accomplish the Accreditation process” (Helburn, 1995, p.

12).

Accreditation Criteria and Quality

The specific accreditation criteria were citosedn based on a consensus
within the profession. These criteria provide the supporting framework to
move an early childhood program from their current status to one of higher
quality standards and practices.

Previous research (Bredekamp, 1989; Kontos & Fiene, 1987; Scarr et
al. 1994) and consensus in the profession concludes that early childhood
quality is based on a number of criteria. Commonly agree upon criteria are,

1. health and safety requirements,

2. responsive and warm interaction between staff and children,

3. a developmentally appropriate curriculum,

4. limited group size,
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5. age-appropriate caregiver-child ratios,

6. adequate indoor and outdoor space, and

7. adequate staff training either in early childhood education or
child development.

NAECP's accreditation program encompasses ten areas of quality
identical to those listed above with four expansions. Four additional
components are included:

1. staff-parent interaction

2. administration

3. evaluation

4. nutrition and food service
Each area contains at least seven and no more than forty-five items. These
component areas and specific criteria are used by programs to direct their
self-study which ultimately results in their program’s improved education
and care services for children and families.

The following segments will briefly review the research in each of
these component areas, focusing on identifying those criteria that predict

program quality and subsequently good outcomes for children and families.

I ion f ildren

41



Teachers and children's interactions are key components in creating a
developmentally appropriate experience for young children. The quality of
caregiver-child interactions has been found to be a strong predictor of
developmental status of young children. Affective and informational verbal
interactions between care-givers and children appear to accelerate verbal
and cognitive skills (McCartney, Scarr, Phillips, & Grajek, 1985). When
caregivers engage in more positive verbal interactions with the children,
parents and caregivers rated children as more considerate, sociable,
intelligent, and task-oriented (Phillips, McCartney, & Scarr, 1987).

Studies of children in child care and nursery school settings found
that children with involved and responsive caregivers display more
exploratory behaviors (Anderson, Nagel, Roberts, & Smith, 1981), are
more positive (Clark-Stewart, 1987; Holloway & Reichhart-Erickson,
1988), and display better peer relations (Howes, Phillips, & Whitebrook,
1992). Such children are more focused and less aggressive despite their
global program quality rating, adult-child ratios, or their caregiver's training
(Anderson et al. 1981; Howes, 1990).

The quality of caregiver-child interactions also predicts children's
behavior. The most positive effect on children is the appropriateness of the
care-giving by the adults (e.g., appropriate involvement and interaction,
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encouragement of receptive and expressive language, appropriate scheduling
and supervising of activities), not the appropriateness of the activities or
room furnishings. In addition, amount of low-level teacher engagement
predicted the intensity of children's negative affect and the amount of high-
level teacher engagement predicted the intensity of children's positive
affect. "It appears, then, that the appropriateness of the teacher's
interactions and involvement is more strongly related to children's
emotional experience in day care than the organization of the physical
setting or the structural characteristics such as teacher-child ratio and group
size" (Hestenes, Kontos, & Bryan, 1993, p. 304). This study demonstrates
that important relationships do exist between child care quality and
children’s outcomes, specifically teacher-child interactions and emotional

expression.

Curriculum and its Relationship to Quality
Bredekamp's (1986) research identified the curriculum as one key

indicator of a high quality program. To define better the components of a
curriculum that produce a high quality experience, Bredekamp and NAEYC
developed a guidebook for teachers and administrators. Developmentally

Appropriate Practices; Birth Through Age Eight (Bredekamp, 1991)
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clarifies and interprets each of the specific criteria and practices that must
be included to ensure a high quality curriculum in the classroom for
children from birth through age eight.

NAEYC's position statement on developmentally appropriate
practice (DAP) clearly supports:

1. children working in small informal groups most of the time,

2. children choosing from activities the teacher sets up, and

3. learning through interaction with adults (presumably teachers but
possibly parents or peers) during small group activities.
“The word 'informal' is used to communicate the flexible, changing nature
of these groupings and to differentiate them from the traditional three
groups employed for reading instruction” (Bredekamp, 1991, p. 117).
NAEYC describes its recommendations on a curriculum for young children
in a position statement on DAP developed in response to accreditation
related concerns. This position statement "was originally intended to 'open
up' curriculum and teaching practices and move them away from rigid,
traditional approaches” (Bredekamp, 1991, p. 118). One of NAEYC's goals
is the achievement of individually appropriate programs for all children.
Bredekamp describes this goal as "an essential though neglected aspect of
NAEYC's definition of developmentally appropriate"(Bredekamp, 1991, p.
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118).

Using the developmentally appropriate nomenclature, Dunn's
research on quality confirms children's positive outcomes in programs with
appropriate curriculums. "Children in more developmentally appropriate
classrooms exhibited lower levels of stress, e.g., hair twisting, finger
drumming (Burns, Hart, Charlesworth, & Kirk, 1990), more creativity, and
more prosocial behavior (Hirsh-Pasek, Hyson, & Rescorla, 1990) than

children in less appropriate classrooms" (Dunn, 1993, p. 170).

Staff-Parent Interactions

Accreditation criteria guide program staff to strengthen and create
more consistent interactions with parents. This support system has a
positive impact on children and families. “The data indicate that although
family characteristics are important in determining the child's
developmental outcomes, day care quality does play an important role in
the lives of children and families using this service” (Dunn, 1993, p.188).

Research also shows that parent-child relationships are influenced by
high quality programs. "There were also strong correlations between child
care quality ratings and mother-child and father-child interactions and the
security of infant-parent attachment” (Owen & Henderson, 1989, p. 2).
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Parents of children in high quality care are more sensitive and positive with
their children. Interactions between fathers and their children in high
quality care are affected also. Ackerman et al. (1989) shows that fathers of
children in child care spent twice as much time with their children as do
fathers with children who are cared for in their own homes (Howes, 1990,
p. 76e).

Positive staff-parent interaction has been defined as daily
communication, either verbal or written, teacher-parent conferences and an
open door policy that encourages parent participation in their child's
activities. These ongoing techniques increase the communication and
interaction at home and also between home and the early childhood
program. Feagans and Manlove (1994) studied children in three central
Pennsylvania day care centers. Good communication was defined as
interactions concerning the child at least three times per week between the
family and the child’s care-giver. The researcher stresses that good
communication between the child’s two worlds is necessary to support
optimal development in both settings. Their study also revealed that
parents and day care staff had many shared goals for the children and few
areas of misunderstanding when communication was consistent. Parents
and teachers agreed in the survey on two of five child behaviors considered
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most desirable. Children being even-tempered and listening well to
parents/day care staff was valued highly by both groups. In the other three
desirable choices of child behavior, parents chose emotional characteristics
(cheerful, outgoing and sociable, warm and affectionate toward family/day
care staff), and teachers chose social characteristics (liked by other children,

communicates well, and gets along well).

Staff Qualifications and Development

Levels of staff qualifications, content of training and the process of
career development are a subject of much debate in the ECE profession.
The most informative and broad-based study of these issues conducted to
date, the National Child Care Staffing Study (NCCSS), was completed in
1989. This study identified a concern related to the amount of preservice
training required for early childhood staff.

Only 16 states require any preservice training for teachers in

child care centers, and because most state certification

standards do not address professional preparation for working

with children in the preschool period, many practitioners

teach the way they were taught in traditional, didactic

fashion. (Bredekamp, 1993, p. 119)
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Limited staff training, then, may contribute to teachers using a more
autocratic style with children.

Child care centers are either hiring staff with training or are
providing in-service training. “The NCCSS also found that staff in child-
care centers were more highly trained than required by state regulations”
(Howes & Marx, 1992, p. 35).

NCCSS recommendations relating to staff training and qualifications
are to ‘promote formal education and training opportunities for child care
teachers to improve their ability to interact effectively with children and to
create developmentally appropriate environments, develop career ladders,
establish a national training fund” (Whitebrook et al. 1989, p. 17). Itis
unclear, however, how much training is staff is necessary for affecting
children’s positive outsomes.

Higher education and ongoing training for early childhood
professionals are separate categories in educational research. Research in
both areas has shown that formal education and/or postsecondary training
in early childhood education positively impacted children resulting in
higher levels of interaction and language stimulation between teachers and
children (Whitebrook, et al. 1989; Helburn, 1995). Higher education and
training of staff have also been associated with higher levels of cooperation
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and persistence in activities among children, improvements in children’s
language skills, general knowledge and lower ratings of both child apathy

and dangers in their environment (Ruopp et al. 1979).

Administration

Administration in the accreditation system refers to the team of
individuals who manage and lead the early care and education program.
Usually this includes the director of the program and may also include an
assistant director, educational program coordinator, and trainer. The
impact of this person, or team, has been linked to higher quality in the
overall experience for children. Research related to administrators and their

roles and affect on programs follows.

Preparation Requirements. Doherty (1992) found agreement among

52 key informants across Canada and the U. S. that the role of an ECE
administrator is “pivotal and requires both a solid grounding in early
childhood education and additional training in administration and
personnel management” (p. 43). This data concurred with Jorde-Bloom'’s
(1989) study that found the director’s formal education level (university
degree or no university degree) was the strongest predictor of quality as
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measured by the NAEYC scale. She also found a statistically significant
relationship between quality and specialized training in ECE and between

quality and training in the administration of a child care center.

Leadership as an Indicator of Program Quality. In her study of

administrators/leaders in ECE programs, Culkin (1994) identified a “new
type of leadership: shared responsibility and transformational leadership”
(p- 193) emerging in quality centers. She concludes in her review of the
literature that the role of an ECE administrator is a demanding one, not
always clearly defined or predictable. The enthusiasm of her key-
informants for their jobs was the fundamental basis for their decision to
remain in a field where training is sporadic and inconsistent at best and
salaries are not commensurate with advanced training and experience.
Reckmeyer (1990) studied outstanding centers and found them to
have outstanding leaders. They were typically women with broad
experiences in ECE who were also involved in community child advocacy
efforts. They had several traits in common. For example, a sense of
mission, a progressive attitude toward involvement of parents and staff that
resulted in teamwork, a visibly structured organization and funding from

more sources than tuition income.



Larkin (1992) found communication to be a central skill needed by
ECE administrators. With little preparation for their new roles as leader in
the center, they also needed proficiencies in facilities and budget
management, curriculum knowledge, and negotiating. Larkin’s results
corroborate those of Buckner (1988). Studying ten outstanding centers in
California, the commonalities of their administrators focused on
communication as the essential skill of each. Both parents and teachers
who interviewed for the study stated they wanted directors who were
organized leaders who created teams in which both groups had valued and

active roles in decision-making.

Competencies for Administrators/Leaders. Early Childhood college

texts have incorporated the findings of research in developing skills and
tasks’ lists of ECE administrators (Decker and Decker, 1988; Jorde-Bloom,
1989, 1991; Morgan, 1993). Gwen Morgan (1993) developed these
fundamental capabilities into three global competencies of effective ECE
administrators. They are:

1. the ability to maintain an effective organization, the facility, and
the legal and financial scope of the business,

2. the ability to plan and carry out administrative systems,
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personnel management, and staff development that supports and promotes
the mission, goals and philosophy of the program, and

3. the ability to foster healthy community relations and positively
influence the child care policy that affects the program.

The abundance of literature focused on administration over the years
is evident. There has been less focus on the administrator. The emphasis is
changing, however, no doubt due to the new and challenging role of this
position. Early studies focused on establishing the importance of the role;
more recent ones have attempted to define the necessary competencies and
skills. The current trend may be moving toward a synthesis of the position
as a leader with the accompaniments required to manage a successful
center. Currently, several ECE organizations and individuals, including
representatives of NAEYC, NCCA, The American Business Collaboration,
and philanthropic communities and focused on beginning to investigate the
development of a director credentialling process that would add consistency
and credibility to the position nationally.

This development reflects practice in elementary education. “The
overwhelming body of professional literature about supervision and
administration points to the important role of the building principal or
director in creating a good learning climate” (Williams & Fromberg, 1992,

52



p- 491). Since the central concern of early childhood education is to create
an optimal early learning climate for young children, administrators and
leaders must manage programs that provide children a foundation of
lifetime learning and participation as citizens. Within all these
considerations, adults, whether teachers, administrators, or parents, have an
important responsibility to provide sensitive and intelligent caring and

education.

Staffing

In this accreditation process, staffing means the ratio of teachers or
caregivers to children at any given period during operating hours. This
differs from staff qualifications and development in that staffing does not
consider the abilities of the care-givers, only the numerical ratio of teachers
to children.

Although not identified as one key indicator of quality by
Bredekamp's research, the adult-to-child ratio of an early childhood
classroom has been found to affect the quality of the experience for
children. In the late 70's and throughout the 80's, studies concluded that
fewer children per teacher provided the most optimal environment for
adult-child conversations (Ruopp et al., 1979; Bruner, 1980; Francis &
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Self, 1982; Howes & Rubenstein, 1985).

The NCCSS also addressed the issue of staff-to-child ratios.
Completed in 1989, this project confirmed that “a commitment to pay for
quality requires an understanding of the ingredients demanded by quality.
It is widely accepted that staff in sufficient numbers will lead to good care”
(Whitebrook et al. p. 3).

The Cost, Quality and Child Outcomes in Child Care Centers study
(Helburn, 1995) lists among the action steps “increase investments in child
care staff to assure a skilled and stable workforce” (p. 12). A major finding
here and by Howes (1992) is that wages discriminate best between quality
levels of centers as did “the higher staff-to-child ratios™ (p. 4) and the

training and education of staff and administrators.

Physical Environment

Some research has been conducted on the impact of the physical
environment on young children's behavior. These studies, primarily
completed prior to 1985, describe how much space (35 square feet per
child) and its arrangement as clearly critical to a high quality environment
(Howes, 1983; Clarke-Stewart & Grubber, 1984). Howes and Clarke-
Stewart and Grubber also found that child designed spaces contributes to
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children responding to each other more positively. Children enrolled “in
high quality early childhood programs had higher social and cognitive
competence” (Clarke-Stewart & Grubber, p. 3).

To create a consistent learning environment, Harms and Clifford
developed the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (1980) (ECERS).
The comprehensive scale includes a physical environment measurement
tool that is accepted and used widely by administrators and researchers.
This instrument uses a broad definition of an early childhood environment
and provides a scale to assess the variations of quality across the basic
elements included. The content was generated through research findings
and a validation process with early childhood professionals, classroom
teachers and their supervisors.

The scale of one (inadequate) to seven (excellent) describes each odd
level related to the particular component being assessed. Reliability and
validity studies of the scale (Bailey, Clifford, & Harms, 1982; Harms &
Clifford, 1982) shows the device to be both reliable and valid. One
additional study (McCartney, et al. 1982) relates the child’s environment
to outcome measures. The ECERS total score was predictive of language,
intellectual development and social competence.

In an opposing view of the ECERS, Clarke-Stewart (1987) reports on
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three studies using this tool. Their results were “surprisingly inconsistent”
(p. 112) with researchers finding both positive and negative correlations of
ECERS to social competence, intelligence and language of children in
centers. Clarke-Stewart associates these incongruous findings to the fact
that the ECERS scale was created from experts’ suggestions and the fact
that items were not empirically weighted but given equal weight across the
entire device. She also alludes to the fact that the overall index of quality is
achieved simply by adding up all items in a component, which arbitrarily
weights the total by the number of items in a particular subscale.

The National Child Care Staffing Study (1989) also incorporated
physical environment into its contents. The summary of findings reports
“a commitment to pay for quality requires an understanding of the
ingredients demanded by quality. It is widely accepted that . . . proper
equipment and activities will lead to good care" (Whitebrook et al. p. 3).

Current discussion and opinion in the field of early childhood
education supports the importance of privacy within the physical
environment of young children. Solitary play areas and learning centers
designed for only one child are two solutions used frequently to provide
this privacy. Bredekamp's (1985) research showed a strong correlation
between high quality programs and private spaces for children in group
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settings.

The results of research in this area are compelling. The physical
environment in high quality early childhood programs, including the use of
child-designed spaces, learning centers and private spaces, positively
impacts the social, cognitive and physical development of young children in
most studies.

This data was used by NAEYC and Bredekamp to formulate the
accreditation criteria resulting in a comprehensive section on physical
environment. Eleven criteria are included which relate directly to
establishing a classroom that promotes children’s optimal growth and
development. Clark-Stewart’s article adds an interesting perspective to the
body of research and identifies an important area on which more research

should focus.

Health and Safety

Health and safety are the most consistently used criteria in the
regulation of early childhood programs around the world. This is due to
the comprehensive agreement across the profession and across cultures that
all children require a safe and healthy environment. Prior to NAEYC's
accreditation criterion focusing heavily on health and safety, the ECERS
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scale included many criteria and references to healthy and safe components
of an early childhood classroom. Recently, new criteria developed for
school-age programs by the American Association of Family and Consumer
Sciences (Tools for Schools), highlights health and safety as one of the
“seven principles of developmentally appropriate school-age child care
programs" (Albrecht & Plantz, 1993, p. 1).

Other studies, research and recommendations have included health
and safety as primary components of a high quality and developmentally
appropriate program for children (Missouri State Department of
Elementary and Secondary Education, 1991; Southern Association on
Children Under Six, 1990; Honig, 1987). The U.S. Congress (1984)
drafted a report which

.. . establishes a strategy for Federal action on behalf of the

nation's children and their families. Section III specifies goals

and recommendations for realizing in practice the four basic

rights of children: (1) the right to a high quality education;

(2) the right to grow up in a family that is economically

self-sufficient; (3) the right to a healthy body, and (4) the

right to a safe and livable environment. (Congress of the U.S.,

p. 4)
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Ignico (1994) researched young children in school physical
education programs and found they had a “signiﬁcant,‘ positive effect on
children’s fundamental motor skill performances (Ignico, 1992a, 1992b)
and health-related fitness” (Ignico, 1990). She reports that children
enrolled in a program providing daily physical education perform much
better on tests of health-related fitness than those children participating
only twice weekly in a physical education program.

Research surrounding quality and accreditation consistently includes
health and safety as prime ingredients (Marotz, Cross, & Rush, 1993).
The Council on Physical Education for Children (1994) recommends that
preschool children receive daily instruction in fundamental motor skills,
movement concepts, and activities.

In the last five years, the profession has realized that “state licensing
standards primarily address minimum health and safety issues and provide
a base below which no early childhood programs should operate” (Missouri
State Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, 1991, p. 1).
The quality of accredited programs is set at a higher level in several
developmental and pedagogical domains. Including health and safety is a
universally agreed upon practice strongly supported by professional

consensus.
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Nutrition E

“Despite recognition of the importance of good nutrition for
children'’s cognitive development, many children in America are poorly
nourished” (Office of Educational Research and Improvement, 1994, p. 1).
A nutrition component is recommended by the Food and Nutrition Service
of the United States Department of Agriculture, the Expanded Food and
Nutrition Education Program, and the National Dairy Council (Office of
Educational Research and Improvement, 1994, p. 2).

A child’s nutritional status affects behavior. Well nourished children
are more alert and attentive and benefit more from learning experiences and
physical activities. Poorly nourished children may be quiet and withdrawn,
or hyperactive and disruptive during class activities (Underwood, 1987).

Resistance to infection and disease are also affected by nutrition.
Children who are well nourished become ill less frequently; they also
recover more quickly when they are sick. Poorly nourished children are
more susceptible to illness and infection (Guthrie, 1989).

Nutritional deficiencies during infancy and early childhood may
cause developmental abnormalities that cannot be remedied later. Thus,
proper nutrition is critical during these early stages of development and
periods of active growth. The USDA recommended dietary allowances and

60



patterns of feeding are held as the national standards of nutrition for young
children. Proper nutrition and food choices are critical to the optimal
growth and development of all children. Many state licensing regulations
(e.g., Virginia, Colorado, Minnesota and California) include and monitor
standards that dictate the portions and types of foods served. Very few
states add standards that describe the teacher's role in modeling eating
manners and positive attitudes toward trying new and eating a variety of
foods. The current accreditation criteria include standards that define all
these concerns plus the cultural variety of foods that should be offered to

young children.

Evaluation

Evaluation has proven to be an important tool that positively affects
program improvement (Cryanm, Ellet, McConnell, and Atyeo, 1978).
Parents, teachers and administrators all have a decisive role in completing
periodic evaluations, drawing implications from the results, and planning
and executing the needed improvements. Many types of evaluation are
possible in an early care and education program. Program evaluation, staff
evaluation, parent response and even evaluations completed by the older
children in the program can provide valuable information that can
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significantly improve the program’s education and services to children and
their families.

In the early 1960s, Head Start programs were the predominant
groups effectively using parent involvement in programs for young children.
Parents were used as classroom assistants and in other ways throughout the
program, including evaluation. Parent Cooperative programs were also
places that incorporated parent evaluation as a mandatory part of the
program. Sadly, this practice did not permeate the profession. Parent
participation can be difficult to achieve when parents are in full time jobs.

When accreditation standards were first published in 1985, few
programs used parents or staff to evaluate the success and the ongoing goals
of the program. Since the inception of the accreditation system, teachers
and administrators have begun to more consistently request responses from
parents and staff. Today, evaluation procedures are described as varied and
well developed (Slavenas, 1993). Most programs gather information from
several sources during the evaluation process, as does NAEYC
Accreditation, and use more than one method. “Open ended, process
oriented methods such as observation and interview are used more
frequently than questionnaires and check sheets” (Slavenas, 1993, p. 44).

Decker and Decker (1988), provide an overview of the difficulties

62



encountered in evaluating early childhood programs. The most prevalent
issue is that various components of a program are often evaluated by
different people at different times. Despite this finding, Cryanm et al.
(1978), Decker and Decker (1988) and Slavenas (1993) found that
programs that conducted periodic evaluations improved consistently.
Greatest program improvement occurred in the personal and professional

behaviors of the teachers and the management structure of the center.

mma
The literature and research reviewed in this section point to many

components that are clearly and directly related to early childhood program
quality. Researchers who look at the global context of quality in early care
and education have discovered that the criteria and indicators, while most
often researched separately, affect both each other and children directly and
indirectly (Doherty, 1991). Bredekamp’s (1985) research identified
teacher-child interactions, curriculum, and health and safety as key quality
indicators. While research still supports the curriculum and interactions as
critical indicators of quality, the previous review presents new data. These
findings implicate staff education and training, wages, administrator
experience, administrator/teacher curriculum planning, evaluation, staft-
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parent interactions and teacher-child ratio as additional indicators of
quality. Research has not yet identified the extent to which each of the
previously mentioned components, or groupings of criteria within
components, relate to a good or high quality program or predict the

program’s accomplishment of accreditation.

Implication e Research

This proposed research is the next logical study specifically relating
to the reliability of the accreditation criteria and instruments of the
NAECP. Bredekamp (1985) states the need for this step in the conclusions
of her study. In personal conversations (May 1994) with Bredekamp, she
repeats how important this new research is to the integrity of the current
process and, even more critical, to the credibility and the future direction of
the accreditation system. This research may point out components and/or
areas that need clarification, interpretation, revision or more emphasis as
the process of reviewing the criteria is taking place.

The reliability of the observation instrument was analyzed in
Bredekamp's original research (1986) by correlating the ratings of different
observers--teachers, directors and validators--all rating the same classroom
on at least three different occasions. These ratings were collected in 31
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programs in four states. This study, using data from more than 450
programs, will provide a much broader national perspective and analysis.

For an accreditation system to be administered nationwide with any
degree of credibility, both the instruments and procedures must be reliable.
Directors seeking accreditation must be confident that the process applied
to their programs is consistent, dependable, predictable and stable.
Commissioners must be assured that the information they evaluate is
reliable. Parents must feel this objective, third party endorsement is one
they can be assured will consistently acknowledge and promote the optimal
program they seek for their children.

This study estimates the reliability of the accreditation criteria for
the academic community, practitioners, and the public. It adds to the
existing research base related to the reliability of accreditation criteria and
process, and documents specific criteria that predict success in
accreditation.

This chapter has reviewed the theoretical foundations of NAEYC
Accreditation criteria and processes. In Chapter 3, the theoretical
framework of the evaluation, the research questions, and the methodologies

used in this study will be discussed.
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CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

Theoretical Framework of the Methodology

This research utilizes classical test theory and several of their forms
as its primary theoretical framework. A brief description follows of the key
psychometric properties of reliability and validity as they relate to the
processes of accreditation and this study.

Educational testing has accepted and diligently used reliability and
validity for many years (Crocker & Algina, 1986; Alkin, 1992). Tests of
subject knowledge and course content, including intelligence testing tools
such as the Stanford Binet Intelligence Test and the Scholastic Aptitude
Test, have been researched to verify their reliability and validity. An
accreditation system must embody the same theoretical vigor in its base.
“The instruments and procedures must be stable, predictable, dependable,
and consistent in order to ensure objective and reliable program evaluation”
(Bredekamp, 1985, p. 9).

Reliability
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“One of the most important characteristics of a test is its reliability”
(Sills, 1968, p. 372). The ability of a test and its questions (or an
accreditation system and its criteria) to measure information consistently is
critical to education, industry and psychology. “Reliability estimates
indicate the stability, internal consistency, and equivalence of the terms or
parts composing the measurement device” (Klecka, 1980, p. 449). In
observing behaviors and rating criteria, random errors such as guessing,
inattention, misunderstanding or environmental influences must be as
small as possible (Crocker & Algina, 1986). “The greater the consistency
(reflected by a reliability coefficient that approaches +1.0), the greater the
confidence test users have that test scores reflect differences in individuals
rather than errors in measurement” (Williams & Fromberg, 1992, p. 289).

Reliability is also defined as the agreement by two observers or raters
who are observing or rating the same phenomenon on different occasions
(Medley & Mitzel, 1963). Agreement between observers is an essential
form of reliability required when using observational procedures (Williams
& Fromberg, 1992). This is the theory underlying the NAEYC

Accreditation process.
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Inter-rater reliability is defined as the extent to which an observer,
rater or examiner gives the same score to persons, criteria or processes that
are comparable (Crocker & Algina, 1986). Since accreditation consists of
different raters or observers rating the same criteria on different occasions,
the inter-rater reliability is a critical part of the system.

Validity

Validity is the degree to which a test, observational device, or any
other assessment procedure measures what it claims to measure in a way
that is free from systematic error. In another approach “validation research
involves developing a procedure for using test data to categorize examinees
into two or more groups” (Crocker & Algina, 1986, p. 256). Two major
forms of validity are of concern in this study.

Content validity relates to what the test or observation measures and
how well it measures what it is used to measure (Crocker & Algina, 1986;
Klecka, 1980). The most common application of content validity is the
achievement test. In an achievement test, the questions are framed by the
outcomes to be measured. “Content validation is employed when it seems

likely that the test users will want to draw inferences from observed test
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scores to performances on a larger domain of tasks similar to items on the
test” (Crocker & Algina, 1986, p. 238).

The goal of NAEYC Accreditation is to authenticate programs that
provide a high quality experience for children. The idea that the larger
domain of high quality in early care and education can be met through
NAEYC Accreditation criteria must be validated. NAEYC accomplished
this task through the 1984 and 1991 reviews of the criteria by the early
care and education profession. This study used a comprehensive review of
current research to corroborate the content of the criteria.

Predictive validity considers whether a score on an observational
measure is related to performance later on measures such as achievement
tests, teacher ratings, or student grades (Crocker & Algina, 1986).
Education, industry, clinical and personality psychologies often wish to
predict people’s behavior based on a set known information. “For reasons
of efficiency and economy, we often look for a subset of total available
information that by itself can explain and predict future performance or
behavior to a useful degree” (Klecka, 1980, p. 398).

Since predictively valid tests are excellent indicators of future
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performance, they directly apply to this study. The criteria in this study
guide the program to the high level of operational quality required to
achieve NAEYC accreditation. Assuming that some components are more
powerful in their relationship to the decision to accredit a program is
logical. These individual components, ascertained by a step-wise
discriminant analysis, are those which will most accurately predict
NAEYC'’s decision to accredit an early care and education program.

Reliability and validity are important to accreditation for two
additional reasons. The first focuses on the purpose of an accreditation
system. State regulations for the operation of early care and education
programs vary greatly, despite clear results of research in the field. NAEYC
developed an accreditation system in the belief that children would flourish
under a stronger, more detailed set of standards.

The second reason focuses on the use of accreditation. For this
system to be useable in all states, by many differently trained and educated
individuals, it had to be proven reliable. The early care and education
profession encompasses a diverse group of practitioners. In such a field,

which is also young and emerging, professional preparation programs are
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diverse as well. Each individual using this system must be able clearly to
interpret the goals and work to implement them accordingly, and do so in a

consistent way.

Discriminant Analysis

The statistical process used in the second step of this study is discriminant
analysis. The basis purpose of discriminate analysis is to estimate the
relationship between a single non-metric dependent variable and a set of
metric independent variables (Hair, 1979). In this research, the dependent
variable is the decision to accredit. The independent variables are the
components of criteria, rated by center and by validator. The initial plan
was to use each criteria from the accreditation process individually.
However, the variance in the ratings was so small that this proved
impossible. For this analysis, the scores of each criteria grouped within
related components are averaged and the mean is considered as one variable
as rated by validator and a second variable as rated by center, producing
twenty total scores. These twenty scores become the variables of the

discriminant analysis.
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In this study, discriminant analysis is used to predict which
components of criteria are most powerful in the decision to accredit a
program. This process estimates each discriminant function by entering the
independent variables sequentially, called the stepwise method. This
procedure is accomplished according to the discriminatory power they add
to the discriminant function. The result of this analysis will produce the
variables, e.g., criteria components, which are the most powerful in the
accreditation decision.

Discriminate analysis “identifies the variables with the greatest
differences between the groups and derives a discriminate weighing
coefficient to reflect these differences. It then uses the weights and each
individual’s ratings on the characteristics to develop the discriminate score
for each respondent and finally assigns each respondent to a group
according to the discriminate score” (Hair, 1979, p. 186).

There are some important assumptions underlying discriminant
analysis. First, the dependent variables must be categorical, with at least
two groups. Second, the analysis is adversely affected by collinearity

among the independent variables. Multicollinearity denotes that two or
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more independent variables are highly correlated, so that one variable can
be highly explained or predicted by the other variables and thus adds little
to the explanatory power of the entire set. This consideration becomes
especially critical when stepwise procedures are employed. Third, variables
must be measured at the interval ratio level. Fourth, each group must be
drawn from a population which has a multi-variate normal distribution.
The final assumption is that the population covariant matrices are equal for
each group. Unequal covariant matrices can adversely affect the
classification process. If the sample sizes are small and the covariant
matrices are unequal, then the statistical significance of the estimation
process is adversely affected. The large sample size and characteristics of
the variables meet these assumptions, thus justifiying the use of

discriminant analysis for step two of this study.

Summary

Since accreditation is synonymous with quality to practitioners,
policy makers and consumers, the reliability and validity of an accreditation

system are critical. Understanding which accreditation components may
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predict the success of accreditation is also important to many audiences.
For practitioners, this voluntary procedure is a testimony to their
dedication to uphold a higher set of professional standards. For policy
makers, accreditation can be a standard used to distinguish one program
from another when awarding state or federal funds. For consumers, these
criteria, proven to be reliable and valid, can become a selection tool for the
best program for their children. For children, these standards assure a high
quality, individualized, developmentally appropriate experience that is

warm and nurturing.

q i I i
This study is designed to use data from early care and education
programs across the country that have completed the accreditation process.
The data were collected by the Academy during the process of accrediting
centers in the spring of 1994. Ratings on each criterion, by center and by
validator, will be entered and analyzed. The Commission's decision to
grant or defer accreditation will be entered and considered in the analysis.

This accreditation decision will be the dependent variable in this analysis.
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Research Questions

Two key research questions comprise this study:

1. Are the current Accreditation criteria and instruments reliable?

2. Which components of criteria are most frequently associated with

the decision to accredit an early childhood program?

Design

The following discussion describes how each question is addressed.

Question #1--Are the current Accreditation criteria and instruments
reliable? Estimates of reliability will be computed on the criterion (or item)
level and the component level. Two steps will be incorporated. Step one is
the item-by-item analysis of the percentage of agreement between centers
and validators on each of the 177 criteria. A contingency table will be
created to illustrate the total percentage of agreement of each criterion in
each of the ten NAEYC accreditation component areas. Additional tables
will also present number, percentage of occurance and frequency of
individual ratings and combinations of ratings by center and by validator.

Step two is a correlational analysis of the component level totals.

Two ratings, center and validator, are recorded for each criterion. A
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numerical score of “1”, “2” or “3" indicating, “not met,” “partially met,” or
“fully met,” respectively, is given independently by the program personnel
(the “center” rating) and the validator (the outside observer). The sum of
these ratings will produce a total score by center and a total by validator for
each component of criteria. These scores will be used in the correlational
analysis.

During the program’s self-study phase of accreditation, each criterion
is rated independently by the center director and the classroom teacher.
They discuss the ratings and, after making improvements, come to an
agreement on a final rating of “1,” “2, ” or “3” for every criterion. These
ratings are reported to the Academy in two documents, the Program
Description and the Administrator’'s Report. The Academy then assigns an
outside observer, a validator, to visit the program and observe and
document the program’s ratings. Validators accomplish this by completing
an independent rating of the same criteria. Their report is returned to the
Academy for consideration by a team of commissioners, who decide
whether or not to accredit the program.

Question #2--Which components are most frequently associated
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with the decision to accredit an early childhood program? Before this
question can be answered, it is important to understand how the decision
to accredit or defer a program is made by the Academy of Early Childhood
Program’s personnel.

The ratings submitted by centers combined with the ratings
submitted by validators are recorded on the Program Description. These
are randomly assigned to 3-member teams of commissioners.
Commissioners receive training in the specific processes and key points
necessary to decide whether or not to accredit an early childhood program.
A select group of commissioners is asked to serve three year terms on
NAEYC'’s Accreditation Advisory Panel. The May 1994 commission was
comprised primarily of these Academy panel members. They are well
respected in the field for their early childhood knowledge, expertise and
practical experience. They also have a broad understanding of early
childhood care and education across the United States and practical
experience either managing or working in an operating program. This
specific team of commissioners on the Advisory Panel, was the primary

body responsible for the accreditation decisions of the May 1994
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commission which encompasses at least half the 453 programs included in
this study.

Prior to arriving at the site for the collaboration meeting, each
commissioner receives copies of up to thirty program descriptions to review.
Commissioners complete an independent evaluation of center and
validator’s numerical ratings which result in a valid or non valid designation
on each criterion. The valid (V) and non valid (NV) status is ascertained
by validators at the time of the visit and are based on a numerical scoring
process established by the Academy of Early Childhood Programs. The
specific numerical rules are a part of validator training and are provided to
validators in writing. A brief synopsis of this ruling, as provided by NAEYC
is as follows:

For programs with fewer than seven classrooms, no more than
two occasions of a one point difference in ratings between
center and validator, and no occasion of a two-point
difference, can occur for the criteria to be valid. For programs
with more than seven classrooms, no more than three

occasions of a one point difference in ratings among center
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and validator, and no more than one occasion of a two point
difference, can occur for the criteria to be valid. (NAEYC,
1994, p. 7)
If ratings fall outside these parameters, the criterion is non valid due to the
variation in the program’s report compared with the validator’s observation.
As commissioners are independently evaluating the program, they
look at both numerical ratings and the valid/non valid designation of each
criterion. A criterion may be non valid for several reasons. The first reason
may be due to improvements which have occurred in the program between
the time the program submitted its materials to NAEYC and the actual day
of the validator’s visit. These non validated items are treated positively and
reflect the program’s continuous improvement within the specific criteria.
Secondly, non validated items may result from a discrepancy
between the center’s rating and the validator’s rating (here, the validator’s
rating is lower than the center’s rating). These are specifically noted by the
commissioners. After reviewing all non validated items and the numerical
scores, the commissioner makes a preliminary determination of

accreditation or deferral. This determination will be based on the sum of a
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variety of impressions and facts reviewed throughout the program
description. If a pattern of low scores exists in a specific classroom, the
commissioner may determine accreditation should not be granted until this
classroom has improved. Key component areas, which have been
determined through research findings and discussed during the
commissioner training, are also a focus for commissioners. If specific non-
validated items in these areas occur frequently in several classrooms, then
the decision may be to defer accreditation.

Commissioners are blind to the name, the sponsorship and operating
auspices of the program. During training, they are guided to keep the
following in mind when making accreditation decisions: 1) Always, the
experience of the child is the most important consideration. 2) Key quality
component areas such as teacher-child interactions, health and safety and
curriculum are serious concerns when non validated. 3) The consistency
and objectivity of Academy decisions are essential to the integrity of the
accreditation process (Personal experience at NAEYC Commissioner
training, May 1994).

The commissioners meet with their independent ratings already
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established. Each commissioner has been given primary responsibility, by
the Academy, to lead the discussion on a group of programs. The resulting
discussion then focuses on each commissioner sharing his/her independent
ratings and his/her decision to accredit or defer. If agreement is present,
the deliberation is short. If questions or disparate views exist,
commissioners work among themselves to resolve their concerns and arrive
at a consensus. If more detail is needed, an Academy staff member may
provide additional insight into the program or retrieve the precise program
description in which validators commented as they were observing and
completing their ratings. This often clarifies the question or concern on
specific criteria for the commissioners. The deliberation continues until a
consensus is reached by the team.

Since the Academy is acutely aware of the differences among states,
provisions exist in the training of commissioners and the decision process to
adapt to these differences. Child-staff ratio and group size are a prime
example of these differences. NAEYC states, in the Guide to Accreditation,

Smaller group sizes and lower staff-child ratios have been

found to be strong predictors of compliance with indicators of
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quality such as positive interactions between staff and

children and developmentally appropriate curriculum.

Variations in group sizes and ratios are acceptable in cases

where the program demonstrates a very high level of

compliance with criteria for interactions (A), curriculum (B),

staff qualifications (D), health and safety (H), and physical

environment. (Bredekamp, 1991, p. 47)

This view was taken to encourage programs which operated within states
whose regulations did not approach NAEYC'’s recommended standards to
participaie in the accreditation process. In the early days, if programs had
felt they had to strictly meet NAEYC recommended ratios and group sizes,
they would not have attempted to complete the accreditation process
because they knew failure was inevitable.

A discriminant function analysis will be used to answer question #2--
which components are most frequently associated with the decision to
accredit an early childhood program? The variables are individual scores
averaged together to produce a mean for the component level and are

reported by center and by validator. This analysis will result in
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identification of specific accreditation components by center and by
validator, which are the most discriminating in the decision to accredit an
early childhood program.

To validate this analysis, a secondary data sample will be used. In
this smaller sample, ratings from every classroom in 26 select programs will
be analyzed. Since the accreditation decision is based on the performance
of the entire program, this secondary sample will reflect the mean rating of
all classrooms, by center and by validator.

The mean component scores will become the variables used in the
secondary discriminant analysis. The results of the secondary sample
analysis will then be compared with the results of the primary sample.
Samplin

The data are taken from early childhood programs that completed
the accreditation process in 1994. The unit of analysis is the program. The
dependent variable is the decision to accredit or defer. The independent
variables are 177 criteria, and their corresponding components, in the
Classroom Observation instrument and in the Administrator’s Report. (See

Appendixes A & B.)
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The data consist of a random group of 453 NAEYC accreditation
Program Descriptions which were considered by Commissioners in May
and June of 1994. These programs completed their self-study phase before
March of 1994 and received a validation visit during April or May of 1994.
Validators were assigned randomly to visit each program by Academy staff.
An individual or a team of validators conducted the validation visit,
depending on the size of the program. For example, a large program (e.g,:
200 children and nine classrooms) would require two validators for two
days to complete the observations and verification of administrative
documents. All validators on the team observe different classrooms, so the
data available are not multiple observations of the same classroom. The
data contains independent ratings on each criterion by center (teacher and
director's ratings averaged to get one score) and by validator.

All programs considered by both commissions are included, except
those that could not be decided upon by the team. These cases needed
more information before a final decision could be rendered. These
programs were either submitted incompletely to the Academy, were

completed incorrectly or missing information in the classroom observation
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or the administrative section.

Information is recorded which shows the program code, accreditation
decision, first time accreditation or reaccreditation, the age of the program,
total enrollment and age level of children in the classroom selected for data
entry. The formal education completed and earned credentials of both the
classroom teacher and the center director were also entered as separate
variables. The same scale is used for both director and teacher education
and credential level.

A staff qualification chart in the program description includes an
executive director, administrator, or center director responsible for
administering the program. If the director is also a classroom teacher that
classroom is not chosen unless it is the only classroom in the entire
program.

All program staff are listed on this chart. The staff person designated
as the lead teacher for the selected classroom was utilized. Thus, the
variables represent a specific age level classroom with the corresponding
lead teacher’s education and credentials.

A random assignment by classroom was completed to select the data.
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If the program served only one age level child, that age classroom was
selected for entry. Age level classrooms were only considered valid if the
program and the validator both rated the specific criteria that corresponded
to the appropriate age-level equipment. Only one classroom per program
was used because the same dependant variable applied to all classrooms.

Primary Sample. The following synopsis outlines the characteristics
of the primary sample population. Of the 453 programs included in this
data set, 324 were accredited and 129 were deferred. This represents a
28.5% deferral rate and a 71.5% rate of accreditation. This deferral rate is
slightly above NAEYC'’s published average of 25%.

The overwhelming number of programs in the data sample were in
the accreditation process for the first time. Four hundred four, 89.2%, fell
in this category, while 49 or 10.8% were accomplishing the accreditation
process for the second or more time. (Programs must reapply for
accreditation every three years to remain accredited by NAEYC. Should
they not reapply, the accreditation automatically expires after three years.)

The combination of age levels across all programs in the data set

encompasses programs with infants only through nine additional groupings
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and culminating with programs which serve children birth through age
twelve. Table 3.1 illustrates the breakdown of age levels, combinations
within programs, the frequency with which they occur in the primary
sample and the percent of the total they represent.

More than 50% of the programs serve preschool children only. The
next largest percent of ages within a program were toddlers and
preschoolers combined, followed by preschool and schoolage combined.
Thirty-six programs or 7.9% served infants, toddlers, preschool and
schoolage. This sample represents every possible combination of age levels
within an early childhood program serving children from birth through age

twelve.
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Table 3.1

Ages of Children Served by Programs

Ages of Children Frequency Percent
Infants Only 1 2
Toddlers Only 1 2
Preschool Only 235 51.8
Schoolage Only 6 1.3
Infants & Toddlers 4 9
Toddlers & Preschool 73 16.1
Infants, Toddlers, & Preschool 20 4.4
Preschool & Schoolage 59 13.0
Toddlers, Preschool & Schoolage 18 3.9
Inf, Todd, Preschool & Schoolage 36 7.9
Total number of programs 453 99.7

Of the individual classrooms randomly selected, seen in Table 3.2,
the frequency and percentage mirror the results of the age-level breakdown.
Two hundred fifty-two or 55.6% of the programs containing only preschool
classrooms were randomly selected for use. The next largest percentage,

21.2%, were toddler classrooms, serving children twelve months through
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thirty-six months. Similar percentages of infant and schoolage programs,

12.4% and 10.8% respectively, were selected for entry as well.

Table 3.2
Classrooms by Age
Classrooms Frequency Percent
Infants (Birth - 12 months) 56 12.4
Toddlers (12 - 36 months) 96 21.2
Preschool (3, 4, & 5 yrs) 252 55.6
Schoolage (1st - 6th Grade) 49 10.8
Total 453 100.0

Programs must be in operation for a minimum of one year before a
NAEYC validation visit can be done. However, programs can be in
operation less than one year and still participate in the self-study process.
This is reflected in the number of years programs report having been in
operation. Six programs (1.3%) mailed materials to NAEYC before their
first year anniversary. In this data set, 51.7% of the programs have been in
operation for eight years or less; 67% had been in operation fifteen years or

less and more than 85% of the programs have been in operation less than
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twenty-five years. At least one program in this sampling had been in
operation every year from zero through 40 years. Three programs reported
being in operation forty years, while two programs reported 43 years of
existence. Three programs reported fifty years in operation and the oldest
program had operated for 78 years.

The largest number and single percentage of programs, 48 (10.6%),
were in operation for three years at the time they submitted their materials
to NAEYC. The next highest number of programs, 41 (9.1%) had been
open for two years. More than 56% of programs in this sample are less
than ten years old.

Programs must serve a minimum of ten children to participate in the
NAEYC accreditation process. This category represented the widest range
of variance. The smallest program operating served 14 children, and the
largest program served 700. Fifty percent of the programs served 75
children or less. Programs which served 121 or fewer children represented
75.7% of the total data set. An additional 18% of the programs served
between 121 and 201 children. Only 7.2% of these served more than 200

children.
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Both director education and director credential levels were recorded
in the data set. (See Tables 3.3 and 3.4.) The category recording the
highest percentage for education level was College Graduate: Other Field
such as Psychology, Sociology, and Elementary Education. This group
comprised 32.5%, 147 out of 453 directors. The next highest percentage
fell in the category of master’s degree in ECE with 14.3%, followed by a
B.S. or a B.A. degree in ECE at 13.9% or 63 directors. At 10.2%, two
categories reported 46 directors. They were directors who had thirteen or

more units in ECE/CD and directors who reported no education level at all.

Table 3.3
Primary Sample
Director Education Level
Highest Level Attained Frequency Percent
None 46 10.2
Some High School 1 2
High School Graduate 6 1.3
Some College 4 9
1-6 Units in ECE/CD 6 1.3
7-12 Units in ECE/CD 4 9
13 or more Units in ECE/CD 46 10.2
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A.A. Degree in ECE/CD 15 3.3

B.A/B.S. Degree in ECE/CD 63 13.9
College Graduate - Other 147 32.5
Graduate Work in ECE/CD 42 9.3
Master’s Degree in ECE/CD 66 14.6
Doctorate Degree in ECE/CD 7 1.5
Total 453 100.1

Table 3.4 reports director’s level of state certification or achievement
of the Child Development Associate (CDA) credential or achievement of
specific training created by and required by their employer. Of the 453
directors, 218 or 48.1% recorded no credential or completion of any
specific training. Forty-four or 9.7% reported achieving a CDA credential
or state certification in early childhood education. Following closely
behind that, 43 directors or 9.5% had completed specific training required
by and provided by their employer. The highest percentage of directors
who had achieved certification or achieved a credential were those
achieving state certification in elementary education at 13.9% or 63
directors. The lowest number in any category was one director reporting a

CDA credential and director qualification within his/her state.
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Table 3.4
Primary Sample

Director Credential Level

Credential Acquired Frequency Percent
None 218 48.1
CDA Credential 44 9.7
State Certification - ECE 44 9.7
State Certification - Elementary Ed. 63 13.9
Director Qualified by State 11 24
CDA Credential & Dir. Qualified 1 2
CDA Credential & State Cert. - ECE 6 1.3
CDA Credential & State Cert. - El. Ed. 3 7
Completed Specific Employer Training 43 9.5
CDA Credential & Employer Training 20 4.4
Total 453 99.9

Also recorded is the highest education level achieved by staff and

also the highest, or any, credential the staff member had attained, Table

3.5. The largest percentage of staff education level fell into the category of

“other college graduate” at 22.5% or 102 of the 453 staff members. An

additional 39% of the total was spread across three categories; two

achieving identical percentages and one fell slightly below that. The staff
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with a B.S/B.A. degree in ECE/CD and those with thirteen or more units in
ECE/CD achieved 14.6% each or a total number of 66 in each individual
category. Only 27% of the total reported had twelve units or less in early
childhood education/child development, some college or high school.
Slightly over 10% reported only some college or being a high school
graduate. The same percentage, just over 10%, reported graduate work or a

master’'s degree in early childhood education.
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Table 3.5
Primary Sample
Staff Education Level

Highest Level Attained - Frequency Percent
None 6 1.3
Some High School 1 2
High School Graduate 20 4.4
Some College 26 5.7
1-6 Units in ECE/CD 39 8.6
7-12 Units in ECE/CD 31 6.8
13 or more Units in ECE/CD 66 14.6
A.A. Degree in ECE/CD 50 11.0
B.A/B.S. Degree in ECE/CD 66 14.6
College Graduate - Other 102 22.5
Graduate Work in ECE/CD 25 5.5
Master’s Degree in ECE/CD 21 4.6
Doctorate Degree in ECE/CD - -

Total 453 99.8

Note. Cells containing a dash indicate no responses were reported in this
category.

Staff credentialling levels are notably different from director
credentialling levels. Table 3.6 shows 208 or 45.9% reporting no credential

attained. The largest percentage in one specific credential category were
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staff who had attained the CDA credential; this represents 85 teachers and
18.8% of the total. The next 19% of the total fell into two categories, state
certification in early childhood education/child development or state
certification in elementary education. Three staff reported being director
qualified in their state. Five staff reported having a CDA credential and
either being director qualified or having a state certification in ECE or
Elementary Education. Ten percent or 41 staff members reported
completing specific training provided and required by their employer while
5.3% reported achieving both a CDA credential and completing their

employer required training.
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Table 3.6

Primary Sample
Staff Credential Level
Credential Acquired Frequency Percent
None 208 45.9
CDA Credential 85 18.8
State Certification - ECE 47 10.4
State Certification - Elementary Ed. 40 8.8
Director Qualified by State 3 7
CDA Credential & Dir. Qualified 1 2
CDA Credential & State Cert. - ECE 3 7
CDA Credential & State Cert. - El. Ed. 1 2
Completed Specific Employer Training 41 9.1
CDA Credential & Employer Training 24 5.3
Total 453 100.1
Secondary Sample. Since the accreditation decision is made by

considering all classrooms within a program, an additional, secondary data
set will be used to validate the results of the primary sample. Programs
selected included those with the broadest range of enrollment. This
resulted in a secondary sample of 28 programs with 153 classrooms serving

infants through school-age children. This secondary sample will be
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analyzed and compared with the larger sample. Results will demonstrate
whether or not the data set with one classroom recorded will produce the
same results as the smaller set of data with all classrooms recorded.

Secondary sample programs were relatively evenly divided with 13
accredited and 15 deferred. Every program in this sample was participating
in accreditation for the first time. All programs included children from
birth through age twelve. Age of the program varied from one year in
operation to 78 years serving families and children. Twenty-one or 75% of
the sample has been operating for twelve years or less. Total enrollment of
the programs varied almost as much as the primary sample, from 56
children to 425 children. Only two programs had the same number, 117,
of children enrolled.

Both director education level and director credential levels were
recorded in the data set. (See Tables 3.7 and 3.8.) The category recording
the highest percentage for education level was College Graduate: Other
Field such as Psychology, Sociology, and Elementary Education. This
group comprised 35.7%, 10 out of 28 directors. The next highest

percentage fell in the category of master’s degree in ECE with five directors
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or 17.9%. B.S/B.A. or A A. degree in ECE followed at 10.7% or three

directors in each category. Fourteen percent, six individuals reported

thirteen or more units in ECE and one director had 1-6 units in early

childhood. This sample differed from the primary sample in that no

directors reported some college or lower levels of education or earned

doctorates.
Table 3.7
Secondary Sample
Director Education Level
Highest Level Attained Frequency Percent
None - -
Some High School - -
High School Graduate - -
Some College - -
1-6 Units in ECE/CD 1 3.6
7-12 Units in ECE/CD - -
13 or more Units in ECE/CD 4 14.3
AA. Degree in ECE/CD 3 10.7
B.A/B.S. Degree in ECE/CD 3 10.7
College Graduate - Other 10 35.7
Graduate Work in ECE/CD 2 7.1
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Master’s Degree in ECE/CD 5 17.9
Doctorate Degree in ECE/CD - -

Total 28 100.0

Note. Cells containing a dash indicate no responses were reported in this
category.

Director Credential Level, Table 3.8, reports director’s level of state
certification or achievement of the Child Development Associate (CDA)

credential or specific training required and provided by their employer.

Table 3.8
Secondary Sample
Director Credential Level

Credential Acquired Frequency Percent
None 16 57.1
CDA Credential 2 7.1
State Certification - ECE 2 7.1
State Certification - Elementary Ed. 3 10.7

Director Qualified by State - -
CDA Credential & Dir. Qualified - -
CDA Credential & State Cert. - ECE 1 3.6
CDA Credential & State Cert. - El Ed. - -
Completed Specific Employer Training 3 10.7
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CDA Credential & Employer Training 1 3.6

Total 28 99.9

Note. Cells containing a dash indicate no responses were reported in this
category.

Of the 28 directors, 16 or 57.1% recorded no credential or completion of
any specific training. Two groups, three directors and 10.7%, each reported
being state certified in elementary education and accomplishing specific
required training provided by their employer. Following closely behind
that, two groups of two directors or 7.1%, had each completed their CDA
credential or were state certified in ECE. Two categories accounted for the
lowest number. Both reported one director with a CDA credential and
either ECE certification within their state or specific employer training.
Also recorded is the highest education level achieved by staff plus the
highest, or any, credential the staff member had attained, Table 3.9. The
largest percentage of secondary sample staff education level, 25% or seven
staff, fell into the category of “other college graduate.” Thirteen or more
units in ECE/CD represented the next highest category with six individuals
or 21.4%, followed by four reporting 1-6 units in ECE. Three, 10.7% each,

reported some college, an A.A. degree in ECE or a B.S/B.A. degree in
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ECE/CD. The remaining 7.2% of the total was spread across two categories
achieving identical, 3.6, percentages. These were high school education and

7-12 units in ECE.
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Table 3.9
Secondary Sample
Staff Education Level
Highest Level Attained Frequency Percent
None - -
Some High School - -
High School Graduate 2 3.6
Some College 3 10.7
1-6 Units in ECE/CD 4 14.3
7-12 Units in ECE/CD 1 3.6
13 or more Units in ECE/CD 6 214
A.A. Degree in ECE/CD 3 10.7
B.A/B.S. Degree in ECE/CD 3 10.7
College Graduate - Other 7 25.0
Graduate Work in ECE/CD - -
Master’s Degree in ECE/CD - -
Doctorate Degree in ECE/CD - -
Total 28 100.0

Note. Cells containing a dash indicate no responses were reported in this

category.

Unlike the primary sample, staff credentialling levels are similar to

director credentialling levels. Table 3.10 shows 16 or 57.1% reporting no

credential attained. The largest percentage in one specific credential
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category were staff who had attained the CDA credential; this represents

four teachers and 14.3% of the total. The next 21.4% of the total fell into

two categories, state certification in elementary education or CDA

credential and specific employer training, with three teachers or 10.7%

each. Two staff, 7.1%, reported having a state certification in ECE.

Table 3.10
Secondary Sample
Staff Credential Level
Credential Acquired Frequency Percent
None 16 57.1
CDA Credential 4 14.3
State Certification - ECE 2 7.1
State Certification - Elementary Ed. 3 10.7
Director Qualified by State - -
CDA Credential & Dir. Qualified - -
CDA Credential & State Cert. - ECE - -
CDA Credential & State Cert. - El. Ed. - -
Completed Specific Employer Training - -
CDA Credential & Employer Training 3 10.7
Total 28 99.9

Note. Cells containing a dash indicate no responses were reported in this
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category.

The summaries of the demographics of the primary and secondary
sample populations indicate a wide representation of programs in the
accreditation process. All ages from birth through age twelve are reported
served and programs had been in existence for many years. The education
and credential levels of directors and staff represent the broad range of
individuals and various backgrounds of the men and women who provide
services to children and families in this field. These demographics also
subtly reflect the fluctuation of education and credentials required
currently by state regulations.

This sample description represents a snapshot of 453 programs
which were culminating their accreditation process in May and June of
1994. Their backgrounds and experiences, and the children and families
they serve, accurately represent the profession of early care and education.
With so many various representations included, the results from this study
should be generalizable to any program in the NAEYC accreditation

process.
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CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter describes the data analyses and results of the study.
Results are presented in the order in which the research questions were
asked and the analyses were performed. This chapter will present the
statistical results while Chapter five will discuss the significance of these
results.

The two research questions prompted a number of different
analyses. This section reviews each question and provides an overview of
the data analysis performed and results obtained. The two research
questions are:

1. Are the current NAEYC Accreditation criteria and instruments

reliable?

2. Which components of NAEYC Accreditation criteria are most

frequently associated with the decision to accredit an early

childhood program?
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Question One

Are the current Accreditation criteria and instruments reliable? This
question examined 177 criteria (see Appendixes A & B) within ten
components. The reliability of the accreditation criteria and instruments
was estimated through an item-level analysis of the percentage of agreement
of the ratings by center and by validator. Percentage of agreement is
reported for each criteria within NAEYC Accreditations’s ten component
areas. Results are reported for the individual criteria at the item-level and
then for the component-level. The reliability of each of the ten
accreditation components is then analyzed by performing a correlational

analysis at the component-level ratings by center and by validator.

Item-1 vsi

An overview of the primary data set is provided in Tables 4.1 and
4.2. Table 4.1 illustrates the item-level frequencies and percentages of time
that each rating-scale option--3 (fully met), 2 (partially met), and 1 (not
met)--by center and by validator, occurred. Table 4.2 presents the item-
level numbers and occurrences of combinations of ratings by

center/validator.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)

Al Staff interact frequently with n=445 n=8 n=0 n=429 n=24 n=2
children 98.2% 1.8% 0% 94.7% 5.3% 4%
A2 Staff are available & n=443 n=10 n=0 n=428 n=25 n=0
responsive 97.8% 2.2% 0% 94.5% 5.5% 0%
A3 Speech is friendly, courteous n=434 n=19 n=0 n=426 n=27 n=0
A 95.8% 4.2% 0% 94.6% 6.0% 0%
A3b Staff encourage language in n=444 n=9 n=0 n=432 n=21 n=0
all ages 98.0% 2.0% 0% 95.4% 4,6% 0%
A4 Staff treat children & cultures n=437 n=15 n=1 n=425 n=28 n=|]
' cqually 96.5% 3.3% 2%  93.8% 6.2% 2%
Adb Staft provide both sexes equal n=44l1 n=12 n=0 n=440 =13 n=2
opportunities 97.1% 2.6% 0% 96.1% 2.9% 4%

Noate, Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = "valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
AS Staff encourage independence n=445 n=8 n=0 n=437 =16 n=1
when ready 98.2% 1.8% 0% 96.5% 3.5% 2%
A6, Staff use positive guidance n=416 n=37 n=0 n=408 =45 n=3
A approaches 91.8% 8.2% 0% 90.1% 9.9% 7%
A6b Staff do not use negative n=440 n=13 n=0 n=445 n=8 n=0
punishments 97.1% 2.8% 0% 98.2% 1.8% 0%
A7 Overall sound is pleasant n=438 n=15 n=0 n=437 n=15 n=0
96.7% 3.3% 0% 96.5% 3.3% 0%
A8 Children relaxed, happy, n=452 n=1 n=0 n=447 n=6 n=0
? involved 99.8% 2% 0%  98.7% 1.3% 0%
ASb Staff help in dealing with n=438 n=15 n=0 n=416 n=36 n=|
anger, sadness 96.7% 3.3% 0% 91.8% 7.9% 2

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.
a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequéncies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 | 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
A9 Staff encourage prosocial n=438 n=15 n=0 n=429 n=24 n=|
behaviors 96.7% 3.3% 0% 94.7% 5.3% 2%
ALO Staff expectations are dev. n=445 n=8 n=0 n=440 n=13 n=0
appropriate 98.2% 1.8% 0% 97.1% 2.9% 0%
Al Staff encourage talking about n=437 n=14 n=0 n=424 n=29 n=2
feclings, ideas 96.5% 3.1% 0% 93.6% 6.4% 4%
« Bl Written philosophy & goals n=446 n=7 n=0 n=443 n=3 n=0
98.5% 1.5% 0% 97.8% 7% 0%
Written curriculum plans n=422 n=24 n=0 n=422 n=0
a B2a 93.2% 5.3% 0% n=24
93.2% 0% 5.3%
« B2b Environment & activities n=443 n=2 n=0 n=436 n=0 n=9
" reflect philosophy 97.8% 4% 0% 96.2% 0% 2.0%

Note. Administrator Report criteria atlow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other

criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
» indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
. Moadifications for children w/ n=389 n=41 n=3 n=430 n=0
special needs 85.9% 9.1% 7% n=13
B3a46 94.9% 0% 2.9%
Classroom modifications n=310 n=99 n=>5 n=336 n=80
B3a made for children with special 68.4% 21.9% [.L1% n=I11
needs 72.2% 17.7% 2%
« B3b Professional referrals made n=433 n=9 n=0 n=439 n=0 n=4
95.6% 2.0% 0% 96.9% 0% J9%
Staff aware of special needs & n=358 n=64 n=3 n=378 n=0
< B3 trained on [EP 79.0% 14.1% 7% n=064
¢ 83.4% 0%
14.1%

Note.  Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid." On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 | 3 2 1
(fully met) (pardally met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Special child’s parents n=354 n=69 n=4 n=312 n=0
» B3d involved/needs met 78.1% 15.2% 9% n=136
; 68.9% 0%
30.0%
All ages play outdoors daily n=424 n=19 n=>5 n=438 n=0
34447 93.6% 4.2% 1.1% n=11
A 96.7% 0% 2.4%
B4 All ages play outdoors daily n=424 n=21 n=3§ n=438 n=1I4 n=|
’ 93.6% 4.6% 1.1% 96.7% 3.1% 2%
a Quict/active play scheduled n=448 n=1 n=0 n=446 n=0 n=3
B4h47 98.9% 2% 0% 98.5% 0% 7%
B4ab Quiet/active play scheduled n=445 n=7 n=0 n=446 n=6 n=|
98.2% 1.5% 0% 98.5% 1.3% 2%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validatars only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical ta center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria

3

CENTER RATINGS
2

(fully met) (partially met) (not met)

(fully met) (partially met)(not met)

VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1

Option of indiv, large, small n=436 n=10 n=0 n=434 n=0
a B4c48 groups 96.2% 2.2% 0% n=12
95.8% 0% 2.6%
B4 Option of Indiv, large, small n=44] n=10 n=0 n=43] n=21 n=2
¢ groups 97.4% 2.2% 0% 95.19% 4.6% 4%
a Balance of large/small muscle n=440 n=6 n=0 n=437 n=0 n=9
B4d48 97.1% 1.3% 0% 96.5% 0% 2.0%
B4d Balance of large/small muscle n=444 n=7 n=0 n=440 n=]] n=|\
98.0% 1.5% 0% 97.1% 2.4% 2%
Balance of child-, staff- n=435 n=11 n=0 n=435 n=0
» B4¢48 initiated 96.0% 2.4% 0% n=]1
96.0% 0% 2.4%

Note,  Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center's aptions. The total number of centers equals 453.
» indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 i 3 2 i
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)

B4 Balance of child-, staff- n=442 n=7 n=0 n=431 n=20 n=1
© initiated 97.6% 1.5% 0% 95.1% 4.4% 2%
B5 Multiracial, nonsexist n=36! n=9] n=0 n=342 n=110 n=0
' materials 79.7% 20.1% 0% 75.5% 24.3% 0%
B5b DAP materials and equip, n=72 n=| n=0 n=60 n=7 n=0
Infants 15.9% 2% 0% 13.2% 1.5% 0%

BS DAP materials and cquip, =113 n=8 n=0 n=95 n=21 n=0
¢ Toddlers 24.9% 1.8% 0%  21.0% 4.6% 0%
BSd DAP materials and equip, n=293 n=11 n=0 n=270 n=32 n=0
¢ Preschoolers 64.7% 2.4% 0% 59.6% 7.0% 0%
BS DAP materials and equip, n=50 n=10 n=3 n=49 n=9 n=0
¢ School-agers 11.0% 2.2% 7% 10.8% 2.0% 0%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid." On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria

3 2

CENTER RATINGS

(fully met) (partially met) (not met)

(fully met) (partially met)(not met)

2

VALIDATOR RATINGS

1

B DAP use of media n=301 n=25 n=3 n=297 n=27 n=2
’ 66.4% 5.5% 7% 65.6% 6.0% 4%
B7 Foster positive self-concept n=431 n=20 n=0 n=428 n=23 n=1
2 95.1% 4.4% 0% 94.5% 5.1% 2%
B87b Develop sacial skills n=440 n=12 n=0 n=439 n=13 n=0
97.1% 2.6% 0% 96.9% 2.9 0%

B7 Encourage thinking, n=420 =31 n=| n=418 n=34 n=0
¢ reasoning, questioning 92.7% 6.8% 2% 92.3% 7.5% 0%
B7d Encourage language/literacy n=428 n=25 n=0 n=417 n=36 n=0
development 94.5% 5.5% 0% 92.1% 7.9% 0%

B7 Enhance physical n=430 n=23 n=0 n=423 n=30 n=0
€ development 94.9% 5.1% 0% 93.4% 6.6% 0%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria,
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1

(fully mct) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not mect)
B7f Encourage health, safety, n=423 n=29 n=0 n=421 n=31 n=0
nutrition 93.4% 6.3% 0% 92.9% 6.8% 0%
87 Encourage creative expression n=414 n=39 n=0 n=395 n=58 n=0
5 91.4% 8.6% 0% 87.2% 12.8% 0%
B7I Respect cultural diversity n=344 n=107 n=2 n=338 n=115 n=0
! 75.9% 23.6% 4% 74.6% 25.4% 0%
B8 Children have time to select n=439 n=14 n=0 n=426 n=27 n=0
own activities 96.9% 3.1% 0% 94.0% 6.0% 0%
B9 Smooth, unregimented n=404 n=47 n= n=405 n=48 n=0
transitions 89.2% 10.4% 0% 89.4% 10.6% 0%
B10 Staff are flexible n=451 n=1 n=1 n=443 n=10 n=1
99.6% 2% 2% 97.8% 2.2% .2%

Note,  Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers cquals 453.
a indicates Administration Report criteria,
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria
3 2

(fully met) (partially met) (not met)

CENTER RATINGS

VALIDATOR RATINGS

3

2

(fully met) (partially met)(not met)

Bl Routines tasks are relaxed and n=442 n=8 n=0 n=429 n=22 n=0
individual 97.6% 1.8% 0% 94.7% 4.9% 0%
Written philosophy available n=443 n=>5 n=0 n=436 n=0
aCla to parents 97.8% 1.1% 0% n=12
96.2% 0% 2.6%
Written operating policies & n=427 n=14 n=3 n=395 n=0
«Clb nutritional plans 94.3% 3.1% 1.19% n=53
‘ 87.2% 0%
11.7%
Oricntation to center for n=436 n=12 n=0 n=421 n=0
a2 parents and children 96.2% 2.6% 0% n=27
92.9% 0% 6.0%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid" and 1 = “not valid.” On all other

criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria

3

CENTER RATINGS
2 1

{fully met) (partially met) (not met)

VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1

(fully met) (partially met){not met)

Staff and parents n=405 n=43 n=0 n=403 n=0
2 C3a communicate about child 89.4% 9.5% 0% n=45
rearing 89.0% 0% 9.8%
Staff give parents ideas for n=386 n=6l n=0 n=385 n=0
. C3b development and learning 85.2% 13.5% 0% n=62
’ 85.0% 0%
13.7%
. C4 PParents are welcome visitors n=443 n=>5 n=0 n=442 n=0 n=6
T atall times 97.8% 1.1% 0% 97.6% 0% 1.3%
Parents and other family n=438 n=11 n=0 n=434 n=0
4 C4b  involvement encouraged 96.7% 2.4% 0% n=195
3.3%

95.8% 0%

Note, Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid." On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.



Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
| OV —— - ——
Day-to-day happenings shared n=423 n=26 n=0 n=425 n=0
a C5a  verbally/in writing 93.4% 5.7% 0% n=24
93.8% 0% 5.3%
Changes in physical/emotional n=442 n=6 n=0 n=437 n=0
s C5b  state are reported 97.6% 1.3% 0% n=12
96.5% 0% 2.6%
7 Conferences held at least =407 n=38 n=0 n=412 n=0
s+ C6  once/ year, more if needed 89.8% 8.4% 0% n=33
90.9% 0% 7.3%
. Parents informed regularly n=44l1 n=4 n=() n=440 n=0 n=3
using many avenucs 97.4% 9% 0% 97.1% 0% 1.1%
Communication ensures n=416 n=17 n=0 n=420 n=0
a C8a smooth daily transitions 91.8% 3.8% 0% n=24
92.7% 0% 5.3%

Note, Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

Table 4.1

Brief Description of Criteria

CENTER RATINGS

3 2

(fully met) (partially met) (not met)

VALIDATOR RATINGS

3

2

(fully met) (partially met)(not met)

Staff and parent n=384 n=61 n=] n=322 n=0
« C8b communication ensures 84.8% 13.5% 2%  n=125
continuity from one vear to 71.1% 0%
next 27.6%
. DI Staff working with children n=424 n=22 n=() n=444 n=0 n=4
" arcover 18 93.6% 4.9% 0% 98.0% 0% 9%
‘Teacher assists. are HS grads, n=375 n=48 n=3 n=436 n=0
» DIb  have prof. dev. 82.8% 10.6% 7% n=12
96.2% 0% 2.6%
Teachers have CDA, or AA n=294 n=134 n=12 n=401 n=0
s Dlc  degree in ECE/CD 64.9% 29.6% 2.6% n=39
88.5% 0% 8.6%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The 1o1al number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria,



Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria

3

CENTER RATINGS
2 1

(fully met) (partially met) (not met)

(fully met) (partially met)(not met)

VALIDATOR RATINGS
2

School-age teachers trained in n=105 n=17 n=3 n=425 n=0
aDId CD, ECE, Recre. 23.2% 3.8% J%  n=14
93.8% 0% 3.1%
Training plans developed n=368 n=4l] n=2 n=424 n=0
a Dle individuals/program 81.2% 9.1% 4% n=15
93.6% 0% 3.3%
~ Director trained/experienced n=424 n=20 n=3 n=430 n=0
s D2a in ECE/HR/Fin. 93.0% 4.4% J%  n=17
94.9% 09 3.8%
ECS w/3yrs exp&/or MS n=365 n=62 n=19 n=418 n=0
a D2b  directs program 80.6% 13.7% 4.2% n=29
92.3% 0% 6.4%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = "valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other

criteria, validator’s rating options arc identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
New staff oriented to program n=398 n=48 n=1 n=403 n=0
» D3 87.9% 10.6% 2% n=44
89.0% 0% 9.7%
Regular training opportunities n=429 n=18 n=2 n=431 n=0
aD4a  provided 94.7% 4.0% 4% n=18
95.1% 0% 4.0%
Specific training topics n=411 n=37 n=1 n=418 n=0
4 D4b  addressed 90.7% 8.2% 2%  n=31
92.3% 0% 6.8%
Accurate and current staff n=427 n=2] n=0 n=427 n=0
a D5 qualifications kept 94.3% 4.6% 0%  n=22
94.3% 0% 4.9%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

» indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 i 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Annual assessment of program n=404 n=42 n=2 n=418 n=0
s El conducted 89.2% 9.3% 4%  n=30
92.3% 0% 6.6%
. E2 Written operating policies n=442 n=6 n=1 n=442 n=0 n=7
and procedures 97.6% 1.3% 2% 97.6% 0% 1.5%
Written personnel policies n=387 n=60 n=1 n=409 n=0
a E3a 85.4% 13.2% 2% n=40
90.3% 0% 8.8%
Nondiscriminatory hiring n=433 n=12 n=4 n=430 n=0
4« E3b  practices 95.6% 2.6% 9%  n=20
94.9% 0% 4.4%

Note, Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid." On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options arc identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
a indicates Administration Report criteria.



¥Cl

Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
i (fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Bencfits package for full-time n=294 =146 n=6 n=388 n=0
. E4 staff 64.9% 32.2% 1.3% n=62
85.7% 0%
13.7%
A ES Staff & child attendance kept n=445 n=4 n=1 n=448 n=0 n=2
A 98.2% 9% 2% 98.9% 0% 4%
Confidential staff personnel n=425 =222 n={ n=420 n=0
a E5b files kept 93.8% 4.9% 2% n=28
92.7% 0% 6.2%
x Eba Written policies for Board n=286 n=9 n=2 n=444 n=0 n=4
% members & staff 63.1% 2.0% 4%  98.0% 0% 9%
. Board informed about high n=337 n=>5 n=2 n=440 n=0 n=7
quality, DAP 74.4% 1.1% .4% 97.1% 0% 1.5%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and [ = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.
a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Bricf Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS

3 2 1 3 2 1

(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)

« E6e Minutes kept of Board n=353 n=4 n=5 n=439 n=0 n=7
' incetings 77.9% 9% 1.19% 96.9% 0% 1.7%
AE7 Fiscal records kept, short & n=422 n=25 n=1| n=440 n=0 n=§
long term 93.2% 5.5% 2% 97.1% 0% 1.8%
« E8 Accident/liability insurance n=438 n=8 n=2 n=443 n=0 n=5
* for children/staff 96.7% 1.8% A% 97.8% 0% 1.1%
« E8b Vehicle insurance maintained n=237 n=| n=| n=444 n=0 n=3
52.3% 2% 2% 98.0% 0% 7%

Director uses community n=438 =9 n=|\ n=43] n=0

«E9  resources 96.7% 2.0% 2% n=17

3.8%

95.1% 0%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.
» indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Frequent program/family n=435 n=12 n=| n=427 n=0
a E10a communication 96.0% 2.6% 2% n=21
94.3% 0% 4.7%
Staff plan and consult n=422 n=26 n=2 n=427 n=0
s E10b together 93.2% 5.7% 4% n=23
94.3% 0% 5.1%
Regular staff meetings held to n=434 n=15 n=0 n=434 n=0
s E10c plan, train 95.8% 3.3% 0% n=16
95.8% 0% 3.5%
Staff provided paid planning n=378 n=64 n=7 n=39] n=0
time 83.4% 14.1% 1.5% n=59
« Elod 86.3% 0%
13.0%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.



Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
L (Fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Staff provided space away n=330 n=79 n=17 n=388 n=0
ST from children daily 72.8% 17.4% 3.8% n=060
85.7% 0%
13.2%
Family/child/staff information n=418 n=28 n=1 n=429 n=0
s EI2  confidential 92.3% 6.2% 2% n=18
o 94.7% 0% 4.0%
o —
AEI3 Person of authority available n=443 n=3 n=1 n=440 n=0 n=7
in director’s absence 97.8% 7% 2% 97.1% 0% 1.5%
Groups meet maximum size n=373 n=65 n=9 n=380 n=0
ATl reccommendations 82.3% 14.3% 2.0% n=68
83.9% 0%
15.0%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 | 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Groups meet maximum staff- n=387 n=56 n=> n=407 n=0
a F2a  child ratio 85.4% 12.4% 1.1% n=42
89.8% 0% 9.3%
Substitutes provided to meet n=355 n=92 n=0 n=374 n=0
» F2L ratios 78.4% 20.3% 0% n=75
? 82.6% 0%
16.6%
Staff have primary n=419 n=23 n=>5 n=4|8 n=0
s F3a  responsibility for specific 92.5% 5.1% 1.1% n=3I
groups of children 92.3% 0% 6.8%
Continuity of classroom staff n=442 n=4 n=2 n=436 n=0
2« F3b  maintained 97.6% 9% 4% =13
96.2% 0% 2.9%
Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other

criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Same staff with n=177 n=35 n=1 n=429 n=0
2 F3¢  infant/toddlers majority of 39.1% 1.1% 2% n=18
day 94.7% 0% 4.0%
Child spends majority of day n=419 n=26 n=| n=422 n=0
. F4 in groups which meet 92.5% 5.7% 2% n=26
recommended ratios and 93.2% 0% 5.7%
group sizes
. 35 sq. ft. Indoor play space/ n=414 n=28 n=6 n=435 n=0
Glab7 child 91.4% 6.2% 1.3% n=13
e 96.0% 0% 2.9%
G Indoor space not crowded n=424 n=29 n=0 n=438 n=15 n=0
Ha 93.6% 6.4% 0% 96.7% 3.3% 0%
s 75 sq. fi. Outdoor play space/ n=435 n=4 n=7 n=447 n=0 n=]
.2%

G1b67  child 96.0% 9% 1.5% 98.7% 0%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid." On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center’s options. The total nummber of centers equals 453,
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

CENTER RATINGS
3 2

#  Brief Description of Criteria

1

(fully met) (partially met) (not met)

(fully met) (partially met)(not met)

VALIDATOR RATINGS

3 2

1

Glb Enough uscable outdoor space n=433 n=16 n=4 n=447 n=>5 n=]
! for cach age 95.6% 3.5% 9% 98.7% 1.1% 2.2%
G2 Space arranged for n=438 n=15 n=0 n=436 n=17 n=0
’ indiv/small/large groups 96.7% 3.3% 0% 96.2% 3.8% 0%
G3 Space facilitates variety of n=399 n=54 n=0 n=384 n=69 n=0
' activities 88.1% 11.9% 0% 84.8% 15.2% 0%
Ga Variety of age appropriate n=418 n=35 n=0 n=407 n=46 n=0
materials/equip 92.3% 7.7% 0% 89.8% 10.2% 0%
Gs Space provided for each n=428 n=23 n=2 n=438 n=13 n=0
child’s belongings 94.5% 5.1% 4% 96.7 2.9% 0%
Go Private arcas indoors & n=418 n=30 n=3 n=402 n=49 n=0
™ outdoors 92.3% . 6.6% 7%  88.7% 10.8% 0%
Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other

criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
G7 Soft clements available n=415 n=34 n=2 n=395 n=56 n=0
91.6% 7.5% 4% 87.2% 12.4% 0%
a8 Sound absorbing materials cut n=433 n=18 n=0 n=436 n=15 n=0
' down noise 95.6% 4.0% 0% 96.2% 3.3% 0%
G9 Variety of activities outdoors n=362 n=83 n=4 n=346 n=103 n=0
A year-round 79.9% 18.3% 9% 76.4% 22.7% 0%
Gob Outdoor play area protected n=418 n=23 n=6 n=414 n=35 n=0
by fences/barriers 92.3% 5.5% 1.3% 91.4% 7.7% 0%
Program meets all local n=438 n=6 n=| n=439 n=0 n=9
a Hl  requirements & state licensing 96.7% 1.3% 2% 96.9% 0% 2.0%
regulations
Note,  Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other

criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453,
a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Staff health records include n=345 n=95 n=5 n=416 n=0
a H2a TB/physical 76.2% 21.0% 1.1% n=32
91.8% 0% 7.1%
« H2b New staff serve probationary n=418 n=20 n=0 n=443 n=0 n=5
period 92.3% 4.4% 1.3% 97.8% 0% 1.1%
Child health records include n=436 n=11 n=I n=429 n=0
a H3  health exam 96.2% 2.4% 2% n=19
94.7% 0% 4.2%
Written policies limiting sick n=440 n=8 n=| n=433 n=0
s H4  children & staff 97.1% 1.8% 2% n=16
95.6% 0% 3.5%
A H5 Children released to n=432 n=16 n=1 n=442 n=0 n=6
authorized partics only 95.4% 3.5% .2% 97.6% 0% 1.3%
Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other

criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Vehicles n=230 n=15 n=3 n=430 n=0
a H6  licensed/maintained/restraint 50.8% 3.3% 7% n=I8
devices, 94.9% 0% 4.0%
H7 Children supervised by adults n=445 n=8 n=0 n=423 n=30 n=0
. at all times 98.2% 1.8% 0% 93.4% 6.6% 0%
« H7b Parents informed/field trip n=419 n=14 n=3 n=44) n=0 n=7
procedures/policies 92.5% 3.1% 7% 97.4% 0% 1.5%
Staff alert to children’s health n=444 n=4 n=1 n=436 n=0
a HS 98.0% 9% 2% n=13
96.2% 0% 2.9%
 HO Procedures known for n=447 n=] n=1 n=444 n=0 n=>5
A reporting abuse/neglect 98.7% 2% 2% 98.0% 0% 1.1%

Note, Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and I = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453,
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
« HOb Suspected abuse/neglect n=443 n=2 n=| n=442 n=0 n=6
reported 97.8% 4% 2% 97.6% 0% 1.3%
At least one staff w/ first- n=407 n=36 n=5 n=437 n=0
a H10 aid/CPR in center 89.8% 7.9% 1.19% n=11
96.5% 0% 2,4%
CHII Adequate first-aid supplies n=442 n=>5 n=1 n=439 n=0 n=9
? available 97.6% 1.1% 2% 96.9% 0% 2.0%
Plan exits for medical n=443 n=5 n=1 n=438 n=0
s H11b emergency response 97.8% 1.1% 2%  n=l1
96.7% 0% 2.4%
H12 Children dressed n=438 n=15 n=0 n=446 n=7 n=0
appropriately in & outside 96.7% 3.3% 0% 98.5% 1.5% 0%

Note, Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and |1 = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453,
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria

3

CENTER RATINGS
2

(fully met) (partially met) (not met)

VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1

(fully met) (partially met)(not met)

A HI3 Facility tleaned daily, n=441 n=7 n=1 n=445 n=0 n=3

% disinfected, trash removed 97.4% 1.5% 2% 98.2% 0% 7%

H 13436 Staff & children keep areas n=450 n=3 n=0 n=438 n=15 n=0

™ clean 99.3% 7% 0%  96.7% 3.3% 0%

« HI3b Infant equipment washed and n=118 n=3 n=1 n=446 n=0 n=|

disinfected twice per week 26.0% 7% 2% 98.5% 0% 2%

H13b3 Toileting & diapering areas n=429 n=16 n=0 n=423 n=26 n=|

7 sanitary 94.7% 3.5% 0% 93.4% 5.7% 2%

Staff was hands before n=444 =6 n=2 n=412 n=40 n=5

a Hida preparing & serving meals, 98.0% 1.3% 4% 90.9% 8.8% 1.1%
feeding children

H14b Running water close to n=420 n=28 n=1 n=409 n=41 n=1

diapering/toileting 92.7% 6.2% 2% 90.3% 9.1% 2%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)

HIS Building/playground/equip u=314 n=138 n=1 n=288 n=164 n=0
? safe/clear/repaired 69.3% 30.5% 2% 63.6% 36.2% 0%
H1Sh Infant/toddler toys too large n=145 n=0 n=0 n=139 n=4 n=0
to be swallowed 32.0% 0% 0% 30.7% 9% 0%

A HI6 Bedding washed weekly/used n=287 n=11 n=1 n=440 n=0 n=9
® by one child 63.4% 2.4% 2% 97.19% 0% 2.0%
H16b Occupied cribs have sides n=70 n=0 n=0 n=64 n=2 n=(0
locked 15.5% 0% 0% 14.1% 4% 0%

H17 Toilets, water, sinks easily n=416 n=24 n=2 n=411 n=29 n=0
 accessible/children 91.8% 5.3% 4% 90.7% 6.4% 0%
H17b Soap & disposable towels n=447 n=5 n=0 n=448 n=5 n=0
provided 98.7% 1.1% 0% 98.9% 1.1% 0%

Note.  Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
a indicates Administration Report criteria.



Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS

3 2 1 3 2 1

(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)

8el

Child wash hands/before

H17 n=398 n=54 n=0 n=367 n=87 n=5
¢ mealsafter toileting 87.9% 11.9% 0% 79.9% 19% L.1%
Hot water for child doesn't n=432 n=8 n=8§ n=425 n=0
aHI7 exceed 110° 95.4% 1.8% 1.8% n=24
93.8% 0% 5.3%
His Areas well-lit, ventilated, n=431 n=19 n=0 n=445 n=5 n=|
A temp. comfortable 95.1% 4.2% 0% 98.2% 1.1% 2%
H18b Electrical outlets capped (NA n=411 n=17 n=2 n=403 n=27 n=1
for school-agers) 90.7% 3.8% 4% 89.0% 6.0% 2%
H18c Floor coverings attached or n=440 n=6 n=3 n=435 n=15 n=|]
non-slip 97.1% 1.3% T% 96.0% 3.3% 2%
Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other

criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria,
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Certification of nontoxic n=375 n=49 n=24 n=417 n=0
2 H18d building matcrials 82.8% 10.8 5.3% n=3l
92.1% 0% 6.8%
< HI8 Stairwells well-lighted w/ n=229 n=0 n=1 n=447 n=0 n=3
© handrails 50.6% 0% 2%  98.7% 0% 7%
Screens on windows which n=360 n=33 n=20 n=434 n=0
a HI18f open 79.5% 7.3% 44% n=15
95.8% 0% 3.3%
H19 Cushioning under n=402 n=34 n=11 n=388 n=58 n=2
2 slides/swings/climbers 88.7% 7.5% 24%  85.7% 12.0% 4%
H19b Playground equip/furniture n=417 n=27 n=2 n=42] n=26 n=2
securely anchored 92.1% 6.0% 4% 92.9% 5.7% 4%
Note, Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other

criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
H20a Chemicals/dangerous products n=407 n=4} n=| n=371 n=78 n=2
" inaccessible 89.8% 9.1% 2% 81.9% 17.2% A%
» H20b Medication administered n=405 n=3 n=7 n=443 n=0 n=6
under policies 89.4% .7% 1.5% 97.8% 0% 1.3%
Staff know primary & n=385 n=62 n=| n=400 n=0
» H21a secondary evacuations 85.1% 13.7% 2% n=49
) 88.3% 0%
10.8%
s H21b Written emergency n=446 n=2 n=| n=444 n=0 n=5
procedures posted 98.5% 4% 2% 98.0 0% i1
Staff familiar with emergency n=412 n=36 n=1 n=4]2 n=0
s H22a procedures 90.9 7.9 2% n=37
90.9% 0%

Note, Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453,
s indicates Administration Report criteria.

8.2%
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Smoke detectors and fire n=439 n=8 n=2 n=433 n=0
a H22b extinguishers provided and 96.9% 1.8% 4% n=16
periodically checked 95.6% 0% 3.5%
Emergency telephone n=447 n=0 n=| n=437 n=0
4 H22c¢ numbers pusted by telephones 98.7% 0% 2% n=12
96.5% 0% 2.6%
Meals/snacks meet child's n=407 n=18 n=5 n=43] n=0
sl nutritional req. 89.8% 4.0% L1% n=14
95.1% 0% 3.1%
Written menus posted for n=365 n=17 n=19 n=405 n=0
al2a  parents 80.6% 3.8% 4.2% n=4I
89.4% 0% 9.1%

Note. Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid." On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Infanttoddler parents n=142 n=9 n=0 n=432 n=0
s 12b  provided feeding times & 31.3% 2.0% 0% n=14
consumption information 95.4% 0% 3.1%
Foods of child’s cultural n=350 n=77 n=S5 n=434 n=0
a3 background served 77.3% 17.0% 1.19% n=11
95.8% 0% 2.4%
2 13.42 Mealtime n=40] n=45 n=] n=376 n=73 n=0
"7 pleasant/social/learning exper. 88.5% 9.9% 2% 83.0% 16.1% 0%
.14 Parents educated on foods to n=166 n=9 n=1 n=438 n=0 n=6
be brought in 36.6% 2.0% 2% 96.7% 0% 1.3%
Program complies with legal n=360 n=3 n=6 n=429 n=0
s[5 requirements 79.5% 7% 1.3% n=135
94.7% 0% 3.3%

Note.  Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid." On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.



Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria

3 2

CENTER RATINGS

(fully met) (partially met) (not met)

VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1

(fully met) (partially met)(n;:)t met)

Staff evaluated at least n=418 n=27 n=1 n=427 n=0
aJla  annually by supervisor 92.3% 6.0% 2% n=19
94.3% 0% 4.2%
Written staff evaluation n=428 n=14 n=4 n=426 n=0
a JIb  results confidential 94.5% 3.1% 9% n=20
94.0% 0% 4.4%
— .
& Staff evaluations include n=432 n=]1 n=3 n=424 n=0
aJlc  classroom observation 95.4% 2.4% J% n=22
93.6% 0% 4.9%
Staff informed of evaluation n=420 n=26 n=1\ n=418 n=0
ajld criteria in advance 92.7% 5.7% 2% n=29
92.3% 0% 6.4%

Note, Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid." On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 l 3 2 1
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Staff may evaluate own n=414 n=31 n=2 n=408 n=0
alte performance 91.4% 6.8% 4% n=39
90.1% 0% 8.6%
Training plan generated from n=381 n=62 n=3 n=387 n=0
i evaluation 84.1% 13.7% J%  n=60
85.4% 0%
13.2%
Total school evaluation occurs n=356 n=80 n=4 n=320 n=0
. )22 once/year 78.6% 17.7% 9% n=123
70.6% 0%
27.2%
Evaluation reviews n=343 n=75 n=16 n=359 n=0
. j21 compensation, benefits, and 75.7% 16.6% 35% n=83
<P turnover; plan developed to 79.2% 0%
improve 18.3%

Note,  Administrator Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid." On all other
criteria, validator’s rating options are identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
a indicates Administration Report criteria,
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Table 4.1

Criteria Rating Frequencies and Percentages by Center and by Validator

-
#  Brief Description of Criteria CENTER RATINGS VALIDATOR RATINGS
3 2 1 3 2 |
(fully met) (partially met) (not met) (fully met) (partially met)(not met)
Written description of child’s n=381 n=61 n=1 n=404 n=0
4 j3 individual development used 84.1% 13.5% 2% n=39
for planning/communicating 89.2% 0% 8.6%

Note. Administratar Report criteria allow validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other

criteria, validator's rating options are identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.



In summary, the overall trend in this table is an easily recognizable
pattern of “3--fully met” ratings by centers and by validators. This is
corroborated by the 73% accreditation rate of programs in the primary data
sample. Also apparent is the consistency with which centers rate
themselves higher than validators. The item-level discussion beginning
with Table 4.3 provides more detail on the percentage of agreement
between centers and validators.

The next presentation, Table 4.2, displays a summary of the
center/validator’s combined ratings on each item. The center has the
option of rating all 177 criteria as “3--fully met,” “2--partially met,” or “1--
not met.” The number and percentages of time that each combination of
ratings occurred is exhibited. Centers and validators have different rating
options in the Classroom Observation booklet and in the Administrator’s
Report document. Validators have the same option on the 69 classroom
criteria. However, on the 108 criteria in the Administrator’s Report,
validator’s have two options. These are valid (entered as “3”) and non-
valid (entered as “1”). The ratio displays the center rating first, then the

validator rating.

146
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
| # Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3N 2/3 2/2 2/X 1/3 1/2 1/1
Staff interact frequently with n=422 n=23 n=7 n=1
Al children 93.2% S5.1% 1.5% 2%
Staff are available & responsive n=420 n=23 n=8 n=2
A2 92.7% 5.1% 1.8% 4%
Speech is friendly, courteous n=4}11 n=23 n=8 n=2
A 90.7% 5.1% 3.3% 9%
Siaff encourage language in n=423 n=2] n=9 n=()
Asb all ages 93.4% 4.6% 20% 0%
Staff treat children & cultures n=415 n=22 n=9 n=6
Aa equally 91.8% 4.9% 2.0% 1.3%
Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two raling options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are

identical to center’s options. 'The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/ 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1
Staff provide both sexes equal n=429 n=12 n=1l  n=}
Adb opportunities 94.7% 2.6% 2.4% 2%
Staff encourage independence n=429 n=16 n=8 n=0
> when ready 94.7% 3.5% 1.8% 0%
Staff use positive guidance n=377 n=39 n=31 n=6
hoa approaches 83.2% 8.6% 6.8% 1.3%
Staff do not use negative n=433 n=7 n=12 n=|
Aeb punishments 95.6% 1.5% 2.6% 2%
Overall sound is pleasant n=425 n=13 n=12 n=2
A 94.0% 2.9% 2.7% 4%

Note,  The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = "valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453,

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 372 3n 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 it
Children relaxed, happy, n=446 n=6 n=1 n=0
Ava involved 98.5% 1.3% 2% .0%
Staff help in dealing with anger, n=403 n=35 n=13 n=]
Ash sadness 89.2% 7.7% 2.9% 2%
Staff encourage prosocial n=417 n=21 =12 n=2
A behaviors 92.1% 4.6% 2.6% 7%
Staff expectations are dev. n=433 n=12 n=7 n=|
AO appropriate 95.6% 2.6% 1.5% 2%
Staff encourage talking about n=410 n=27 n=12 n=2
Al feclings, ideas 90.9% 6.0% 2.7% 4%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = "not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
| # Brief Dcssripdon of Criteria 3/3 32 N 2/3 2/2 2/ 1/3 1/2 i
Wiritten philosophy & goals n=443 n=3
“B 99.3% 7%
Written curriculum plans n=407 n=15
s B2a 913% n=15 3.4% n=9
3.4% 2%
Environment & activities reflect  n=435 n=8§ n=1 n=|
« B2 philosophy 97.8% 1.8% 2% 2%
Madifications for children w/ n=38l n=8 n=36 n=3 n=3 n=0
* B3ad0 special needs 88.0% 1.8% 8.3% 1.2% 7% 0%
Classroom mods for children w/ n=275 n=26 n=44 n=50 n=35 n=0
B3 special needs 68.8% 6.5% 11.9% 12.5% 1.3% 0%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1/1
Professional referrals made n=430 n=3 n=8§ n=|
“B3b 97.3% 7% 1.8% 2%
Staff aware of special necds & n=310 n=48 n=48 n=16 n=3 n=0
* B3 trained on [EP 72.9% 11.3% 11.3% 3.8% 7% 0%
Special child’s parents n=247 n=107 n=40 n=29 n=4 n=0
»B3d involved/needs met 57.8% 25.1% 9.4% 6.8% 9% 0%
All ages play outdoors daily n=416 n=§ n=16 n=3 n=3 n=0
dad7 92.9% 1.8%  3.6% 7% 1.1% 0%
All ages play outdoors daily n=416 n=8 n=i6 n=5 n=3 n=0
Ba 92.4% 1.8% 3.6% 1.1% Li% 0%

Note,_ The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = "valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria ‘3/3 32 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1/1
Quiet/active play scheduled n=446 n=2 n=0 n=1
s B4b47
99.3% 4% 0% 2%
Quiet/active play scheduled n=439 n=6 n=7 n=0
B4b
97.1% 1.3% 1.5% 0%
Option of indiv, large, small n=427 n=9 n=7 n=3
s B4c48
groups 95.7% 2.0% 1.6% 7%
Option of Indiv, large, small n=421 n=20 n=9 n=|
B4c
groups 93.3% 4.4% 2.0% 2%
Balance of large/small muscle n=435 n=5 n=2 n=4
s B4d48
97.5% 1.1% 4% 9%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and } = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1/1
Balance of large/small muscle n=434 n=10 n=6 n=|
Bad
90.2% 2.2% 1.3% 2%
Balance of child-, staff-initiated n=425 n=]0 n=10 n=1
s B4¢48
95.3% 2.2% 2.2% 2%
Balance of child-, staff-initiated n=422 n=20 n=7 n=0
B4e
94.0% 4.5% 1.6% .0%
Multiracial, nonsexist materials n=291 n=70 n=51 n=40
B5a 64.4% 15.5% 11.3%
8.8%
DAP materials and equip, n=60 n=7
B5b
Infants 89.6% 10.4%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = "not valid." On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 12 1/1
DAP materials and equip, n=88 n=17 n=4 n=4
bac Toddlers 779% 15.0% 3.5% 3.5%
DAP materials and equip, n=260 n=28 n=7 n=4
B3 Preschoolers 87.0% 9.4% 2.3% 1.3%
DAP materials and equip, n=41 n=6 n=7 n=3
B¢ School-agers 71.9% 10.5% 123% 5.3%
DAP use of media n=269 n=15 n=12 n=12 n=3 n=8
be 86.5% 4.8% 3.9% 3.9% 1.0% .0%
Foster positive self-concept n=410 n=21 n=18 n=2
878 920.9% 4.7% 4.0% .4%

Note, The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

4 indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 /1
Develop social skills n=428 n=12 n=11] n=]
87b 94.7% 2.7% 24% 2%
Encourage thinking, reasoning, n=396 n=24 n=22 n=9 n=0 n=1
bre questioning 87.6% 5.3% 4.9% 2.0% 0% 2%
Encourage language/literacy n=400 n=28 n=17 n=8§
brd development 88.3% 6.2% 3.8% 1.8%
Enhance physical development n=404 n=26 n=19 n=4
Bre 89.2% 5.7% 4.2% 9%
Encourage health, safety, n=398 n=24 n=22 n=7
B7h nutrition 88.2% 5.3% 4.9% 1.6%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Table 4.2

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 372 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 11
Encourage creative expression n=365 n=49 n=30 n=9
b78 80.6% 10.6% 6.6% 2.0%
Respect cultural diversity n=283 n=6I n=54 n=53 n=1 n=1
B7h 62.5% 13.5% 11.9% 11.7% 2% 2%
Children have time to select own  n=417 n=22 n=9 n=>5
b activities 92,19 4.9% 2.0% 1.19%
Smooth, unregimented n=369 n=35 n=34 n=13
» transitions 81.8% 7.8% 7.5% 2.9%
Staff are flexible n=441 n=10 n=| n=0 n=} n=0
810 97.4% 2.2% 2% 0% 2% .0%

Note, The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only twa rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = "not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are

identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.
» indicates Administration Report criteria.



LS

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Table 4.2

Rating
Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 311 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1/1
Routines tasks are relaxed and n=422 n=20 n=06 n=2
o individual 93.8% 4.4% 1.3% 4%
Written philosophy available o n=435 n=8 n=} n=4
wele parents 97.1% 1.8% 2% 9%
Written operating policies & n=381 n=46 n=9 n=5 n=2 n=3
“Cib nutritional plans 85.4% 10.3% 2.0% 1.1% 4% 7%
‘ Orientation to center for parents  n=413 n=23 n=8 n=4
¢ and children 92.2% 5.1% 1.8% 9%
. Staff and parents communicate n=371 n=34 n=32 n=11
s about child rearing 82.8% 7.6% 7.1% 2.5%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = "valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are

identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 171
Staff give parents ideas for n=337 n=49 n=48 n=13
“ G development and learning 75.4% 11.0% 10.7% 2.9%
Parents are welcome visitors at n=44| n=2 n=| n=4 o
s all times 98.4% 4% 2% 9%
Parents and other family n=427 n=11 n=7 n=4
» C4b
involvement encouraged 95.1% 2.4% 1.6% 9%
. Day-to-day happenings shared n=405 n=18 n=20 n=6
‘6 verbally/in writing 90.2% 40%  4.5% 1.3%
Changes in physical/emotional n=435 n=7 n=| n=5
L b state are reported 97.1% 1.6% 2% L.1%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453,

s indicates Administration Report criteria,
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 372 371 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 171

Conferences held at least once/ n=384 n=23 n=28 n=10

"6 year, more if needed 86.3% 5.2% 6.3% 2.2%

. Parents informed regularly using  n=438 n=3 n=2 n=2

e many avenues 98.4% 7% 4% 4%
Communication ensures smooth ~ n=397 n=19 n=12 n=5

s Coa daily transitions 91.7% 4.4% 2.8% 1.2%
Staff and parent communication  n=283 n=101 n=37 n=24 n=] n=0

s C8b ensures continuity from one year  63.5% 22.6% 8.3% 5.4% 2% 0%
1o next
Staff working with children are n=42] n=3 n=2] n=]

*Dla over 18 94.4% 7% 4.7% 2%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center's rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow

validators only two rating options, 3 = "valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options arc
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 33 372 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1/1

Teacher assists. are HS grads, n=36.6 n=9 n=45 n=3 n=3 n=0

* Db have prof. dev. 85.9% 2.1% 10.6% T% 7% 0%
Teachers have CDA, or AA n=2068 n=26 n=123 n=11 n=10 n=2

sDle degree in ECE/CD 60.9% 59%  28.0% 2.5% 2.3% 3%
School-age teachers trained in n=95 n=10 n=13 n=4 n=2 n=0

*bid CD, ECE, Recre, 76.6% 8.1% 10.5% 3.2% 1.6% .0%
_ Training plans developed n=357 n=10 n=36 n=5 n=2 n=0

* e individuals/program 87.1% 2.4% 8.8% 1.2% 5% .0%
Director trained/experienced in n=410 n=14 n=18 n=2 n=2 n=1

s bz ECE/HR/Fin. 91.7% 3.1%  4.0% 4% .4% .2%

Note, The ratio, #/#, represents the center's rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 32 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 172 m |
ECS w/3yrs exp&/or MS directs n=345 n=20 n=57 n=35 n=135 n=4
* b2 program 77.4% 4.5% 12.8% 1.1% 3.4% 9%
New staff oriented to program n=364 n=34 n=38 n=10 n=| n=0
D3 81.4% 7.6% 8.5% 2.2% 2% 0%
Regular training opportunities n=413 n=16 n=16 n=2 n=2 n=0
* Dia provided 92.0% 3.6% 3.6% .4% 4% .0%
Specific training topics n=390 n=21 n=27 n=10 n=| n=0
« Db addressed 86.9% 4.7% 6.0% 2.2% 2% 0%
Accurate and current staff n=406 n=21 n=20 n=1
- qualifications kept 90.6% 4.7% 4.5% 2%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center's rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1/1

Annual assessment of program n=384 n=0 n=20 n=33 n=0 n=9 n=0 n=1{ n=|

“E conducted 85.7% 0% 4.5% 7.4% 0% 2.0% 0% 2% 2%
Written operating policies and n=439 n=3 n=2 n=4 n=| n=0

*E procedures 97.8% 7% 4% 9% 2v .0%
Written personnel policies n=361 n=26 n=46 n=14 n=| n=0

s B3 80.6% 5.8% 103%  3.1% 2% 0%
Nondiscriminatory hiring n=416 n=17 n=10 n=2 n=3 n=|

+E3b practices 92.7% 3.6% 2.2% 4% T% 2%
Benefits package for full-time n=255 n=39 n=124 n=22 n=5 n=|

“H staff 57.2% 8.7% 27.8% 4.9% 1.1% 2%

Note, The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 372 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 172 i1
Staff & child attendance kept n=443 n=2 n=4 n=0 n=\ n=0
“ B 98.4% .4% 9% 0% .2% 0%
Confidential staff personnel files  n=401 n=24 n=18 n=4 n=1 n=0
“Bb kept 89.5% 5.4% 4.0% 9% 2% 0%
Written policies for Board n=284 n=2 n=7 n=2 n=1 n=0
*Bon members & staff 95.9% 7% 2.4% J% 3% .0%
Board informed about high n=330 n=7 n=S5 n=0 n=1 n=0
+Beb quality, DAP 96.2% 2.0% 1.5% .0% 3% 0%
Minutes kept of Board meetings  n=347 n=6 n=4 n=0 n=4 n=]
* Foc 95.9% 1.7% 1.1% .0% 1.1% 3%

Note, The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = "not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/(2 2/1 1/3 1/2 111
Fiscal records kept, short & long  n=415 n=7 n=24 n=| n=1 n=0
" term 92.6% 1.6% 5.4% 2% 2% 0%
Accident/liability insurance for n=434 n=4 n=7 n=1 n=2 n=0
“ B childrervstaff 96.9% 9% 1.6% 2% 4% .0%
Vehicle insurance maintained n=234 n=3 n=1 n=0 n=] n=0
* B8 97.9% 1.3% 4% 0% 4% 0%
Director uses community n=422 n=16 n=§ n=| n=| n=0
‘8 resources 94.2% 3.6% 1.8% 2% 2% 0%
Frequent progranyfamily n=420 n=15 n=6 n=6 n=0 n=)
« Bl communication 93.8% 3.3% 1.3% 1.3% 0% 2%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

» indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 13 1/2 /1
Staff plan and consult together n=405 n=0 n=17 n=22 n=0 n=4 n=0 n=| n=1
*B1ob 90.0% .0% 3.8%  4.9% 0% 9% 0% 2% 2%
) Regular staff meetings held to n=419 n=15 n=14 n=]
s El0c
plan, train 93.3% 3.3% 3.1% 2%
Staff provided paid planning n=334 n=44 n=49 n=|(5 n=7 n=0
« E10d time 74.4%  9.8% 109% 3.3% 1.6% .0%
Staff provided space away from n=287 n=43 n=64 n=15 n=15 n=2
“Ell children daily 67.4% 10.1% 15.0% 3.5% 35% 5%
' Family/child/staff information n=406 n=12 n=22 n=6 n=| n=0
‘B2 confidential 90.8% 2.7% 4.9% 1.3% 2% 0%

Note.  The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

991

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 372 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1/1
Person of authority available in n=437 n=6 n=2 n=1 n=1 n=0
“EIS director’s abscnce 97.8% 1.3% 4% 2% 2% .0%
Groups meet maximuimn size n=373 n=37 n=40 n=25 n=4 n=35
“F recommendations 75.2% 83% 89% 5.6% 9% 1.1%
Groups meet maximum staff- n=370 n=17 n=35 n=21 n=l n=4
‘e child ratio 82.6 38 7.8 4.7 2 9
Substitutes provided to meet n=304 n=51 n=068 n=24
“F2b ratios 68.0% 11.4% 15.2% 5.4%
Staff have primary responsibility  n=397 n=22 n=17 n=6 n=2 n=3
+ for specific groups of children 88.8% 49%  3.8% 1.3% 4% 7%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating, Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1| = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 33 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1
Indoor space not crowded n=415 n=9 n=23 n=6
Gia 91.6% 2.0% 5.1% 1.3%
75 sq. fi. Outdoor play space/ n=435 n=0 n=4 n=0 n=6 n=)
* G1be7 child 97.5% 0% 9% 0% 1.3% 2%
. Enough useable outdoor space n=431 n=] n=1 n=12 n=4 n=0 n=4 n=0 n=0
Gtb for each age 95.1% .2% 2% 2.6% 9% .0% 9% 0% 0%
. Space arranged for n=423 n=15 n=13 n=2
2 indiv/small/large groups 93.4% 3.3% 2.9% 4%
Space facilitates variety of n=353 n=46 n=31 n=23
a3 activities 77.9% 10.2% 6.8%  5.1%

Note._ The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3n 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 in
Variety of age appropriate n=381 n=37 n=26 n=9
o materials/equip 84.1% 8.2% 5.7% 2.0%
i Space provided for each child's n=422 n=6 n=16 n=7
©3 belongings 93.6% 1.3% 3.5% 1.6%
Private areas indoors & outdoors  n=382 n=36 n=18 n=12 n=2 n=1
Ge 84.7% 8.0% 4.0% 2.7% 4% 2%
Soft clements available n=367 n=48 n=27 n=7 n=] n=|]
67 81.4% 10.6% 6.0% 1.6% 2% 2%
Sound absorbing materials cut n=421 n=12 n=15 n=3
a8 down noise 93.3% 2.7% 3.3% 7%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

4 indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/ 1/3 1/2 /1
Variety of activities outdoors n=302 n=60 n=4I n=42 n=3 n=|
e year-round 67.3% 13.4% 9.1% 9.4% 7% 2%
. Outdoor play area protected by n=393 n=24 n=15 n=10 n=>5 n=]
o fences/barriers 87.7% 5.4% 3.3% 2.2% .19 2%
Program meets all local n=429 n=9 n=6 n=0 n=1 n=0
s HI requirements & state licensing 96.4% 2.0% 1.3% 0% 2% .0%
regulations
Staff health records include n=324 n=2l n=85 n=10 n=4 n=1
i TB/physical 72.8% 4.7% 19.1% 2.2% 9% 2%
New staff serve probationary n=416 n=2 n=18 n=2 n=35 n=|
«H2b period 93.7% 5% 4.1% 5% 1.1% 2%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center’s options, The total number of centers equals 453.

4 indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Table 4.2

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3N 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 /1
Child health records include n=418 n=18 n=10 n=1 n=1 n=0
s health exam 93.3% 4.0% 2.2% 2% .2% 0%
Written policies limiting sick n=428 n=12 n=4 n=4
+ children & staff 95.5% 2.7% 9% 9%
Children released to authorized n=427 n=4 n=14 n=2 n=| n=0
s partics only 95.3% 9% 3.1% 4% 2% 0%
Vehicles n=214 n=16 n=13 n=2 n=2 n=0
a H6 licensed/maintained/restraint 86.6% 6.5% 5.3% .8% .B% .0%
devices,
Children supervised by adults at n=418 n=27 n=5 n=3
H7e all times 923% 6.0% 1.1% 7%

Nate. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow

validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 371 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 171
Parents informed/field trip n=418 n=| n=9 n=5 n=2 n=|
* H7b procedures/policies 95.9% 2% 2.1% 1.1% 5% 2%
Staff alert to children’s health n=433 n=1] n=2 n=2 n=1 n=0
“HS 96.4% 2.4% 4% 4% 2% 0%
Procedures known for reporting n=442 =5 n=| n=0 n=1 n=0
* Hoa abuse/neglect 98.4% Li% 2% 0% 2% 0%
Suspected abuse/neglect reported  n=438 n=>3 n=| n=1 n=| n=0
* Hob 98.2% L1% 2% 2% 2% 0%
At least one staff w/ first- n=398 n=9 n=34 n=2 n=0
a HIO aid/CPR in center 88.8% 2.0% 7.6% 4% n=>5 0%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.



[AA

Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 /1
Adequate first-aid supplies n=434 n=§ n=4 n=| n=1| n=0
a Hlla
available 96.9% 1.8% 9% 2% 2% 0%
Plan exits for medical emergency  n=432 n=1] n=5 n=0 n= 1 n=0
s HIIb
response 96.2% 2.4% 1.1% 0% 2% 0%
Children dressed appropriately n=434 n=4 n=12 n=3
H12
in & outside 95.8% 9% 2.6% 7%
Facility cleaned daily, n=438 n=3 n=7 n=0
s Hi3a
disinfected, trash removed 97.8% 7% 1.6% .0%
Staff & children keep areas clean n=436 n=2 n=2 n=|]
H13a36
96.2% 3.1% 4% 2%

Note,  The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1/1
Infant equipment washed and n=117 n=1 n=3 n=0
a H13b
disinfected twice per week 96.7% .8% 2.5% .0%
Toileting & diapering areas n=405 n=23 n=13 n=3
H13b37
sanitary 91.2% 5.2% 29% 7%
Staff wash hands before n=404 8n=40 n=6 n=0 n=2 0
s Hl4a preparing & serving meals, 89.4% 8.8% 1.3% 0% 4% 0%
feeding children
Running water close to 389 30 17 il 1 0
H14b
diapering/toileting 86.8% 6.7% 3.8% 2.5% 2% 0%
Building/playground/equip n=235 n=78 n=33 n=85 n=0 n=|
Hli5a
safe/clean/repaired 520% 17.3% 11.7% 18.8% 0% 2%

Note, The ratio, #/#, represents the center's rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid." On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/ 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1/1
Infant/toddler toys too large to n=134 n=3 n=2 n=1
HISb be swallowed 95.7% 2.1% 1.4% 7%
Bedding washed weekly/used by n=279 n=§ n=10 n=1 n=1 n=0
s Hioa one child 93.3% 2.7% 3.3% 1.3% 3% 0%
Occupied cribs have sides locked n=63 n=2
Hl6b
98.2% .7%
Toilets, water, sinks easily n=393 n=18 n=14 n=9 n=0 n=2
Hi7a accessible/children 920.1% 4.1% 3.2% 2.1% 0% 5%
Soap & disposable towels n=444 n=3 n=3 n=2
Hi7b provided 98.2% 7% T% 4%

Note, The ratio, #/#, represents the center's rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and I = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 372 3N 2/3 2/2 2711 1/3 1/2 1711
Child wash hands/before n=411 n=21 n=6 n=2 n=7 n=|
Hie meals/after toileting 91.7% 4.7% 1.3% 4% 1.6% 2%
Hot water for child doesn’t n=336 n=62 n=30 n=24
s A exceed 110 ° 743% 13.7% 6.6% 5.3%
Areas well-lit, ventilated, temp. n=427 n=4 n=18 n= n=2 n=0
Fiisa comfortable 949% 9% 4.0% 2% 5% 0%
Electrical outlets capped (NA for n=384 n=24 n=14 n=3 n=2 n=
HIsb school-agers) 89.9% 5.6% 3.3% 7% 5% 0%
Floor coverings attached or non- n=428 n=12 n=3 n=3 n=3 n=0
H1fe stip 95.3% 2.7% 7% 7% T% 0%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are

identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.
a indicates Administration Report criteria.




9.1

Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 32 3N 2/3 2/2 2/1 /3 1/2 1711
Certification of nontoxic n=355 n=20 n=43 n=6 n=18 n=5
*Hisd building materials 79.4% 4.5% 9.6% 1.3% 4.0% 1.1%
Stainwells well-lighted w/ n=226 n=3 n=| n=0
2 Hi8e
handrails 98.3% 1.3% 4% 0%
Screens on windows which open n=349 n=11  n=30 n=3 =18 n=1
$H 84.7 2.7% 7.3% 7% 4.4% 2%
Cushioning under n=355 n=45 n=23 n=1I n=9 n=2
Hi% slides/swings/climbers 79.8% 10.1% 5.2% 2.5% 2.0% 4%
Playground equip/furniture n=399 n=17 n=20 n=7 n=0 n=2
HI9b securely anchored 89.7% 3.8% 4.5% 1.6% 0% 4%

Note, The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only twa rating options, 3 = “valid” and I = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.
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Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 /1

) Chemicals/dangerous products n=346 n=6l n=24 n=17 n=1 n=0

H20n inaccessible 77.1%  13.6% 5.3% 3.8% .2% .0%
Medication administered under n=399 n=0 n=6 n=3 n=0 n=0 n=6 n=1 n=0
« H20b policies 96.1% .0% 1.4% 7% .0% 0% 1.4% .2% 0%
' Staff know primary & secondary  n=348 n=37 n=50 n=12 n=| n=0
*hzla evacuations 77.7% 8.3% 11.2% 2.7% 2% .0%
) Written emergency procedures n=44] n=>5 n=2 n=0 n=| n=0
«Hatb posted 98.2% 1% 4% 0% 2% 0%
Staff familiar with emergency n=380 n=32 n=31 n=5 n=1 n=0
+ H22a procedures 84.6% 7.1% 6.9% 1.1% 2% 0%

Note, The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and | = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.




8.1

Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 11

Smoke detectors and fire n=425 n=14 n=7 n=| n=| n=|
a H22b extinguishers provided and 94.7% 3.1% 1.6% .2% .2% .296

periodically checked

Emergency telephone numbers n=435 =2 n=:| n=0
a H22¢

posted by telephones 97.1% 2.7% 2% 0%

Meals/snacks meet child’s n=396 n=0 n=1l  0n=15 n=0 n=3 n=4 n=| n=0
<! nutritional req. 92.1% .0% 2.6%  3.5% 0% 7 9% 2% 0%

' Written menus posted for n=337 n=28 n=13 n=4 n=10 n=9

‘12 parents 84.0% 70%  3.2% 1.0% 2.5% 2.2%

Note, The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = "valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validatar’s rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

» indicates Administration Report criteria.



Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1/1

Infant/toddler parents provided n=130 n=12 n=7 n=2
s 12b feeding times & consumption 86.1% 7.9% 4.6% 1.3%

informmation

Foods of child’s cultural n=341 n=9 n=75 n=2 n=>5 n=0
‘B background served 78.9% 2.1% 17.4% 5% 1.2% .0%

5 . 13,42 Mealtime pleasant/sociallearning  n=349 n=52 n=24 n=21 n=1 n=0

exper. 78.1% 11.6% 5.4% 4.7% 2% 0%

Parents educated on foods to be n=16l1 n=5 n=9 n=0 n=| n=0
‘M brought in 91.5% 2.8% 5.1% .0% .6% 0%

Program complies with legal n=347 n=13 n=2 n=1 n=>5 n=1
*b requirements 94.0% 3.5% S% 3% 1.4% 3%

Note.. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria.




Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
# Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 11

Staff evaluated at least annually n=406 n=12 n=20 n=7 n=1{ n=0

*a by supervisor 91.0% 2.7% 4.5% 1.6% 2% .0%

Written staff evaluation results n=414 n=}4 n=10 n=4 n=2 n=2

“Ib confidential 92.8% 3.1% 2.2% .9% 4% .4%

Staff evaluations include n=414 =18 n=9 n=2 n=| n=2

o s classroom observation 92.8% 4.0% 2.0% 4% 2% 4%
° Staff informed of evaluation n=39%4 n=26 n=23 n=3 n=| n=0
“Jd criteria in advance 88.1% 5.8% 5.1% 7% 2% 0%

Staff may evaluate own n=38] n=33  n=26 n=3 n=] n=|

“Jte performance 85.2% 7.4% 5.8% 1.1% 2% 2%

Note. The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator's rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = “not valid.” On all other criteria, validator's rating options are
identical to center’s options. The total number of centers equals 453.

a indicates Administration Report criteria,




Table 4.2

Number and Percentage of Occurrences for Each Possible Combination of Center and Validator

Rating
| # Brief Description of Criteria 3/3 3/2 3/1 2/3 2/2 2/1 1/3 1/2 1 7))
Training plan generated from n=335 n=46 n=4Y n=13 n=2 n=|
< evaluation 75.1% 10.3% 11.0% 2.9% 4% 2%
Total school evaluation occurs n=252 n=104 n=62 n=18 n=3 n=1
* )2 once/vear 57.3% 23.6% 14.1% 4.1% 7% 2%
Evaluation reviews n=287 n=56 n=54 n=2} n=10 n=6
:(Zo .12 compensation, benefits, and 66.1% 129% 12.4% 4.8% 2.3% 1.4%
turnover; plan developed to
improve
Written description of child's n=362 n=19 n=4]\ n=20 n=| n=0
a3 individual development used 81.7% 4.3% 9.3% 4.5% 2% 0%

for planning/communicating

Note, The ratio, #/#, represents the center’s rating first, then the validator’s rating. Administrator Report criteria allow
validators only two rating options, 3 = “valid” and 1 = "not valid.” On all other criteria, validator’s rating options are
identical to center's options. The total number of centers cquals 453.

s indicates Administration Report criteria.




Table 4.2 provides a comprehensive look at the combinations of the
item-level center/validator ratings. Eighty-two percent of the criteria
received ratings of 3/3, or fully met, by both centers and validators. Only
16% of the criteria were rated fully met, 3/3, less than 80% of the time and
only 4 criteria, or 2%, were rated fully met less than 60% of the time.

Other interesting results from Table 4.2 include:

1. Component A, Interactions Among Staff and Children, only “3 -
met” and “2 - partially met” ratings were recorded. There were no “1 - not
met” ratings given by either centers or validators in this single component.

2. In the Staff Qualifications & Development and Administration
components, validators rated centers higher than they did themselves 28%
of the time on each of two specific criteria, Dlc, “Teachers have CDA or
AA degree in ECE/CD"” and criterion E4, “Benefits package is available for
full-time staff.”

3. The highest rated criterion (99.8% fully met by centers and
validators) was G1b67, “There is a minimum of 75 square feet of play space
outdoors per child (when space is in use).” The lowest rated criterion in
this data was B3d at 68.0% fully met by both center and validator “Parents

are involved in development and use of individual education plans for
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children with special needs. Staff addresses the needs of children with

special needs.”

Percentages of Agreemen

The following section presents the results of the item-level analysis,
using percentage of agreement, between centers’ and validators’ ratings.
This includes agreement at all three levels of “3 - met,” “2 - partially met”
and “1 - not met” ratings. Agreement is defined for classroom criteria as
identical ratings of “1,” “2,” or “3” by center and by validator on any given
item. For Administrator Report items, agreement is defined as any given
center rating paired with a “3” rating (to indicate “valid”) by the validator.

Items are discussed separately within their overall component.

Interactions Among Teachers and Children. NAEYC's stated goal

for this component is:
Interactions between children and staff provide opportunities for
children to develop an understanding of self and others and are
characterized by warmth, personal respect, individuality, positive

support, and responsiveness. Staff facilitate interactions among
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children to provide opportunities for development of self-esteem,

social competence, and intellectual growth. (NAEYC, 1991, p. 15)

This group of criteria (see Table 4.3) focuses on processes used by teachers

to interact with the children in their care.

Table 4.3
Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and
Validators for the Component -

Interactions Among Staff And Children

Criteria Number and Brief Description Percentage of
Agreement
Al  Staff interact frequently with children 93.4
A2  Staff are available & responsive 93.1
A3a Speech is friendly, courteous 91.6
A3b Staff encourage language in all ages 93.4
Ada Staff treat children & cultures equally 93.1
A4b Staff provide both sexes equal opportunities 94.9
A5  Staff encourage independence when ready 94.7
A6a  Staff use positive guidance approaches 84.5
A6b Staff do not use negative punishments 95.8
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Table 4.3
Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and
Validators for the Component -

Interactions Among Staff And Children

Criteria Number and Brief Description Percentage of
Agreement
A7  Overall sound is pleasant 94.4
A8a Children relaxed, happy, involved 98.5
A8b  Staff help in dealing with anger, sadness 89.4
A9  Staff encourage prosocial behaviors 92.8
Al0 Staff expectations are dev. appropriate 95.8
All Staff encourage talking about feelings, ideas 91.3

Percentages of agreement across all 15 criteria were 83% or higher.
Criterion A8a had the highest percentage of agreement of all the
criteria in this section. It states “children are generally comfortable,
relaxed, happy, and involved in play and other activities.”' According to
the analysis, programs and validators agreed this criterion was fully met

98.5% of the time.

'All references to specific criteria in this chapter are from the Early

Childhood Program Description, NAEYC, 1991.
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Criterion A6a had the lowest percentage of agreement at 84.5%.
This criterion reads “staff use positive approaches to help children behave
constructively.” This criterion involves staff using redirection, planning
ahead, encouragement of appropriate behaviors, defining clear and
consistent rules and discussing them with children, and encouraging
children to think through and solve their problems or experience the logical
and natural consequences of their behavior.

Of the 15 criteria in this component, 13 had over 90% agreement
among validators and centers that the criteria were fully met. Only two
criteria, A6a & A8b had 80% agreement.

In this component, there were not any criteria which were rated “1
or not met” and less than two percent of the criteria were agreed upon as “2

- partially met” by centers and by validators.

Curriculum. The goal of the curriculum criteria is to encourage
children to be actively and enthusiastically involved in developmentally
appropriate activities which teach them about themselves, their community
and the world around them (NAEYC, 1991). Percentages of agreement

range from 68% to 99%, as indicated in Table 4.4.
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Table 4.4

Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators for

the

Component - Curriculum

Criteria Number and Brief Description

Percentage of

Agreement
sB1 Written philosophy & goals 99.3
sB2a Written curriculum plans 94.6
aB2b Environment & activities reflect 98.0
philosophy
aB3a46 Modifications for children w/ special 97.0
needs
B3a Classroom mods for children w/ spec 81.3
needs
«B3b Professional referrals made 99.1
sB3c Staff aware of special needs & trained 84.9
on IEP
«B3d Special child’s parents involved/needs 68.1
met
aB4a47 All ages play outdoors daily 92.9
B4a All ages play outdoors daily 93.5
sB4b47 Quiet/active play scheduled 99.3

+ Administrator Report item.
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Table 4.4

Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators for

the

Component - Curriculum

Criteria Number and Brief Description

Percentage of

Agreement
B4b Quiet/active play scheduled 97.1
aB4c48 Option of indiv, large, small groups 97.3
B4c Option of Indiv, large, small groups 93.5
sB4d48 Balance of large/small muscle 98.0
B4d Balance of large/small muscle 96.4
sB4e48 Balance of child-, staff-initiated 97.5
B4e Balance of child-, staff-initiated 94.0
B5a Multiracial, nonsexist materials 73.2
B5b DAP materials and equip, Infants 89.6
B5c DAP materials and equip, Toddlers 81.4
B5d DAP materials and equip, Preschoolers 88.3
B5e DAP materials and equip, School-agers 77.2
B6 DAP use of media 90.4
B7a Foster positive self-concept 91.3
B7b Develop social skills 94.9

+ Administrator Report item.
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Table 4.4

Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators for

the

Component - Curriculum

Criteria Number and Brief Description

Percentage of

Agreement
B7c Encourage thinking, reasoning, 89.6
questioning
B7d Encourage language/literacy 90.1
development
B7e Enhance physical development 90.1
B7f Encourage health, safety, nutrition 89.8
B7g Encourage creative expression 82.6
B7h Respect cultural diversity 74.2
B8 Children have time to select own 93.2
activities
B9 Smooth, unregimented transitions 84.7
B10 Staff are flexible 97.4
Bl1 Routines tasks are relaxed and 94.2

individual

+ Administrator Report Item

Of the 36 criteria in the curriculum component, 64% or 23, were
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rated at over 90% of agreement. The next highest group of criteria were in
agreement over 80% of the time and this group contained 9 criteria or 25%
of the total. The remaining 4 criteria represent 11% (70% agreement), and
3% (68% agreement). No criteria fell below 68% of agreement.

The criteria which rated highest on percentage of agreement were B1
and B4b47, at 99.3%. Criterion B1 states “the program has a written
statement of its philosophy and goals for children that is available to staff
and parents.” B4b47 contends “the schedule provides for alternating
periods of quiet and active play.” B3b, at 99.1%, is the next in agreement
and relates to teachers and administrators making professional referrals to
families whenever necessary. At 97-98% of agreement, were criteria B2b,
B4b, B4d48 and B10. B2b states “the learning environment and activities
for children reflect the program’s philosophy and goals. B4b and B4d48
state: “the schedule provides for alternating periods of quiet and active
play.” B4d48 directs centers to provide the option of individual activities
plus small and large group choices. B10 states “staff are flexible enough to
change planned or routine activities.” These criteria reflect routine parts of
an early childhood program which are easy to observe and discuss in the

director interview.
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The criteria which received the lowest percent of agreement was
criterion B3d. Found in the administrator’s report, B3d states “parents are
involved in development and use of individual education plans for children
with special needs. Staff address the needs of parents of children with
special needs.”

Other criteria which received lower percentages of agreement
between centers and validators were B3a,B3c, B5a,B5e, and B7h. B3a
states “modifications are made in the environment, staffing pattern,
schedule, and activities to meet child’s special needs.”

B5a states “multiracial, nonsexist, nonstereotyping pictures, dolls,
books, and materials are available.” B7h states “respect cultural diversity.”
Both of these criteria deal with the same concern in the classroom of anti-
biased curriculum being available to children in a wide variety of methods
and materials. B5a states specific manipulative materials, dolls, pictures
and dramatic play props should be available to children, while B7h relates
primarily to the interaction of the teacher with the children, including
providing materials, nonstereotypical images and activities, initiating
positive discussions about children’s cultural heritage, and infusing the

curriculum in as many ways as possible with activities and programs which
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encourage nonstereotypical roles and behaviors as well as cultural diversity.
B5e relates to developmentally appropriate materials being available
for school-agers; and B3c reads “when disabled, developmentally delayed,
or emotionally disturbed children are served, staff are aware of the
identified/diagnosed special needs of individual children and are trained to
follow through on specific intervention plans.” Centers and validators
agreed 82.6% and 84.7% of the time on B7g and B9 that describe efforts to
encourage creative expression and conduct smooth, unregimented

transitions for children throughout the day.

Staff-Parent Interactions. The goal of this component states that

“parents should be well-informed about and welcome as observers and
contributors to the program”(NAEYC, 1991, p. 26). These criteria relate to
communications between administrators, parents and classroom teachers.
The content of the communication encompasses program issues, classroom
routines, curriculum, information about the child’s needs and interests, as
well as parents suggestions and involvement in the program.

Criteria C4a and C7, illustrated in Table 4.5, had the highest

percentages of agreement (98.7% and 98.9%, respectively) and criterion
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C8b had the lowest percentage of agreement (72.0%). C4a states “parents
are welcome visitors in the center at all times (for example, to observe, eat
lunch with the child, or volunteer to help in the classroom). Criterion C7
states “parents are informed about the program and about policy or
regulatory changes and other critical issues that could potentially affect the
program and/or the early childhood profession through regular newsletters,

bulletin boards, frequent notes, telephone calls and other similar measures.”
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Table 4.5

Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators for the
Component - Staff/Parent Interactions

Criteria Number and Brief Description

Percentage of

|

Agreement
sCla Written philosophy available to parents 97.3
sClb Written operating policies & nutritional plans 87.9
sC2 Orientation to center for parents and children 94.0
aC3a Staff and parents communicate about child rearing 90.0
sC3b Staff give parents ideas for development and learning 86.1
aC4a Parents are welcome visitors at all times 98.7
+C4b Parents and other family involvement encouraged 96.7
sC5a Day-to-day happenings shared verbally/in writing 94.7
+C5b Changes in physical/emotional state are reported 97.3
sC6 Conferences held at least once/ year, more if needed 92.6
+C7 Parents informed regularly using many avenues 98.9
aC8a Communication ensures smooth daily transitions 94.5
sC8b Communication ensures program continuity 72.0

s Administrator Report item.

The criterion which received the lowest percent of agreement, 72%,

was C8b which states “staff and parents communicate to insure that the

programs from which children come and to which they go from one year to
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the next provide continuity over time.” This criterion refers to
communication prior to the child moving into a new classroom within the
program and/or prior to moving into a kindergarten program or their
elementary school experience.

Of the criteria in this component, 77% were agreed upon by centers
and validators over 90% of the time (a total of 10 criteria: Cla, C2, C3a,
C4a, C4b, C5a, C5b, C6, C7 and C8a). 23%, or 2, of the criteria achieved
80% of agreement (Clb and C3b). Only one criterion, C8b, achieved 70%

agreement, and no criteria were rated lower.

Staff Qualifications and Development. This component deals with

educational and experiential qualifications of the program staff and their
ongoing plan for professional development. “The program is staffed by
adults who understand child development and who recognize and provide
for children’s needs”(NAEYC, 1991, p. 30).

Of these 11 criteria 91%, or 10, achieved 90% agreement or greater,

(Dla, D1b, Dlc, Dle, D2a, D2b, D3, D4a, D4b, and D5). See Table 4.6.
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Table 4.6

Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators
for the Component - Staff Qualifications & Development

Criteria Number and Brief Description

Percentage of
Agreement

aDla Staff working with children are over 18
aDI1b Teacher assists. are HS grads, have prof. dev.
aDlc Teachers have CDA, or AA degree in ECE/CD

aD1d School-age teachers trained in CD, ECE, Recre.

aDle Training plans developed individuals/program
aD2a Director trained/experienced in ECE/HR/Fin.
aD2b ECE w/3yrs exp &/or MS directs program
aD3 New staff oriented to program

aD4a Regular training opportunities provided
aD4b Specific training topics addressed

aD5 Accurate and current staff qualifications kept

s Administrator Report item.

this component.

99.1
97.2
91.1
88.7
96.3
96.2
93.5
90.2
96.0
93.1
93.1

One criterion, D1d, achieved 88%, the lowest percentage of agreement in

Dla, the criterion which received the highest percentage of
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agreement (99.1%), states “staff who work directly with children are 18

years of age or older. Volunteers are 16 years of age or older, receive




orientation, and only work with children under supervision of qualified
staff members.”

At the opposite end of the scale, criterion D1d states “staff working
with school-age children have training in child development, early
childhood education, elementary education, recreation, or a related field.”
In this criterion, programs and validators agreed on this criteria 88.7% of

the time.

Adminijstration. Administration involves all the operations of the
early care and education program. The goal of this component is “the
program is officially and effectively administered with attention to the
needs and desires of children, parents and staff” (NAEYC, 1991, p. 35).
Criteria are included which evaluate the degree to which director and staff
assess the program’s strengths and weaknesses, comply with written policies
and procedures, use written personnel policies, keep accurate records,
manage a board of directors, keep long-range plans for budgeting and other
financial operations, secure accident protection and liability insurance.
Additional criteria are included which relate to using community resources

to improve the services offered to, and provided for, staff and children (see
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Table 4.7).

Table 4.7

Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators
for the Component - Administration

Criteria Number and Brief Description

Percentage of

Agreement
sEl Annual assessment of program conducted 93.3
sE2 Written operating policies and procedures 98.4
sE3a  Written personnel policies 91.1
sE3b  Nondiscriminatory hiring practices 95.5
+E4 Benefits package for full-time staff 86.1
sE5a  Staff & child attendance kept 99.6
+sE5b  Confidential staff personnel files kept 93.8
saE6a  Written policies for Board members & staff 98.3
sE6b  Board informed about high quality, DAP 98.0
sE6c  Minutes kept of Board meetings 98.1
sE7 Fiscal records kept, short & long term 98.2
sE8a  Accident/liability insurance for 98.9
sE8b  Vehicle insurance maintained 98.7
+E9 Director uses community resources 96.2
sE10a Frequent program/family communication 95.3
+E10b Staff plan and consult together 95.1
sE10c Regular staff meetings held to plan, train 96.4
sE10d Staff provided paid planning time 86.9
sE11  Staff provided space away from children 85.9
sE12  Family/child/staff information confidential 96.0
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Table 4.7
Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators
for the Component - Administration

Criteria Number and Brief Description Percentage of
Agreement
sE13  Person of authority available in director’s 98.4

s Administrator Report Item

In this group of 21 criteria, 86%, or 18 criteria, received 90% or
higher percentage of agreement between programs and validators. Three
criteria, E4, E10d, and E11, received 80% or higher percentage of
agreement, and none were rated less. The highest percentage of agreement
was found in criterion E5a, 99.6%. Criterion 5a states “attendance records
of staff and children are kept.” At 98.9% and 98.7% of agreement, criteria
E8a and E8b direct the center to maintain accident protection and liability
insurance coverage for children and adults, plus vehicle insurance coverage.
Several additional criteria, E2, E6a, E6, E6c, E7, and E13, all achieved at or
above 98% of agreement.

The criterion which received the lowest percentage of agreement was
criterion E11 (85.9%) which states “staff are provided space and time away
from children during the day (when staff work directly with children for

more than 4 hours, staff are provided breaks of at least 15 minutes in each
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4-hour period).”

Staffing. Goal: “The program is sufficiently staffed to meet the
needs of and promote the physical, social, emotional, and cognitive
development of children”(NAEYC, 1991, p. 39).

Staffing criteria are those which relate to the number of children in a
teacher’s care and the group size or number of children in the classroom.
Both segments are rated against NAEYC’s recommendations based on the
age of the child. The principle of the criteria is the younger the child, the
smaller the group size and the smaller the number of children which should
be cared for by one teacher. The research reviewed earlier supports smaller

groups as directly related to the quality of the program (see Table 4.8).
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Table 4.8
Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators for
the Component - Staffing

Criteria Number and Brief Description Percentage of
Agreement
sF1  Groups meet maximum size recommendations 85.0
sF2a Groups meet maximum staff-child ratio 90.6
aF2b Substitutes provided to meet ratios 83.2
sF3a Staff have primary responsibility for specific 93.1
groups of children
sF3b Continuity of classroom staff maintained 97.1
saF3c Same staff with infant/toddlers majority of day 90.1
sF4 Child spends majority of day in groups which 94.4

meet recommended ratios and group sizes

s Administrator Report Item

In the staffing component, five of seven criteria, or 71%, reach 90 or
higher percentage of agreement. Those criteria are F2a, F3a, F3b, F3c, and
F4. F3b states “every attempt is made to have continuity of adults who
work with children, particularly infants and toddlers.” F3b had the highest
percentage of agreement at 97.1%. F4, at 94.4%, states “a majority of the

child’s day is spent in activities utilizing recommended staff-child ratios

201




and group size limitations while minimizing the number of transitions or
regrouping children experience.” Criteria F2a, F3a, and F3c (90.6%,
93.1%, and 90.1%, respectively) deal specifically with teacher/child ratios,
and primary care givers assigned to groups of children, specifically the
infant/toddler classroom.

The lowest percentage of agreement was criterion F2b at 83.2%.
This criterion states “substitutes are provided to maintain child-staff ratios
when regular staff are absent. Substitutes for infants and toddlers are
familiar with the children and oriented to children’s schedules and
individual differences in a systematic way before assignment.” Criterion F1
was the next lowest in percentage of agreement at 85.0%. This criterion
states “the number of children in a group is limited to facilitate adult-child
interaction and constructive activity among children. Groups of children

may be age-determined or multi-age.”

Physical Environment. Goal: “The physical environment fosters
optimal growth and development through opportunities for exploration and
learning” (NAEYC, 1991, p. 43).

The criteria within this component include both indoor and outdoor
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physical environments, a minimum of 35 sq. ft. of useable space inside and

a minimum of 75 sq. ft. of useable space outside is recommended. The

criteria evaluate health, safety, cleanliness, spatial arrangements and age-

appropriate materials and equipment within the indoor and outdoor

setting, see Table 4.9.

Table 4.9

Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators

for the Component - Physical Environment

Criteria Number and Brief Description

Percentage of

Agreement
sGla67 35 sq. ft. Indoor play space/ child 97.1
Gla Indoor space not crowded 92.9
+G1b67 75 sq. ft. Outdoor play space/ child 99.8
Glb Enough useable outdoor space for each age 96.0
G2 Space arranged for indiv/small/large groups 93.8
G3 Space facilitates variety of activities 83.0
G4 Variety of age appropriate materials/equip 86.1
G5 Space provided for each child’s belongings 95.2
Gé6 Private areas indoors & outdoors 87.4
G7 Soft elements available 83.0
G8 Sound absorbing materials cut down noise 94.0
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Table 4.9
Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators
for the Component - Physical Environment

Criteria Number and Brief Description Percentage of
Agreement
G9a Variety of activities outdoors year-round 76.7
G9% Outdoor play area protected by 89.9
fences/barriers

s+ Administrator Report Item

Of the 13 criteria in this component, 54%, or 7 achieved over 90%

of agreement. Those criteria are Gla, Gla67, G1b67, G1b, G2, G5, G8.
Five criteria, 38%, achieved over 80% of agreement. These criteria are G3,
G4, G6, G7, and G9b. Only one criteria received 70% of agreement in this

group of components, G9a.

At 99.8% of agreement, criterion G1b67, is the most consistently

agreed upon in this component. This criterion states “there is a minimum
of 75 sq. ft. of play space outdoors per child (when space is in use).” The
additional criteria with 90% agreement or higher related to adequate and
useable indoor play space, the arrangement of the indoor space, the

availability of individual, private spaces for children and the use of sound
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absorbing materials within the room to reduce noise.

The criterion receiving the lowest percentage of agreement was G9a
which states “a variety of activities can go on outdoors throughout the
year.” This criterion contains several indicators which must be satisfied for
the criterion to be fully met. They include 1) a balance of shade and sun 2)
a variety of surfaces, such as hard top for wheeled toys, grass for rolling,
sand and soil for digging and 3) a variety of age-appropriate equipment for
riding, climbing, balancing and individual playing.” The other two lower-
ranking criteria, G3 & G7, are at 83% of agreement. G3 states “space is
arranged to facilitate a variety of activities for each age group” and G7

dictates soft elements used in the environment.

Health & Safety. Goal: The health and safety of children and adults
are protected and enhanced” (NAEYC, 1991, p. 47).

Optimal health and safety for children and adults is essential. The
criteria in this component focus on the prevention and spread of illness,
preparation for emergencies, and the education of children regarding health

and safety issues and practices, see Table 4.10.
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Table 4.10

Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators

for the Criteria - Health & Safety

Criteria Number and Brief Description

Percentage of

Agreement

sH1 Licensed by state/local agencies 98.0

sH2a Staff health records include TB/physical 92.8

sH2b New staff serve probationary period 98.9

sH3 Child health records include health exam 95.8

*H4 Written policies limiting sick children & 96.4
staff

«H5 Children released to authorized parties 98.7
only

sHeé Vehicles licensed/maintained/restraint 92.7
devices,

H7a Children supervised by adults at all 93.0
times

sH7b Parents informed/field trip 98.4
procedures/policies

aH8 Staff alert to children’s health 97.1

sHO%a Procedures known for reporting 98.9
abuse/neglect

«H9 Suspected abuse/neglect reported 98.7

«H10 At least one staff w/ first-aid/CPR in 97.5

center

s Administrator Report Item
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Table 4.10
Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators
for the Criteria - Health & Safety

Criteria Number and Brief Description Percentage of
Agreement

sHlla Adequate first-aid supplies available 98.0

sHI11b Plan exits for medical emergency 97.6
response

HI12 Children dressed appropriately in & 96.5
outside

saH13a Facility cleaned daily, disinfected, trash 99.3
removed

H13a36  Staff & children keep areas clean 96.4

sH13b Infant equipment washed and 99.2
disinfected twice per week

H13b37 Toileting & diapering areas sanitary 91.9

sHl14a Staff wash hands before preparing & 89.4
serving meals, feeding children

H14b Running water close to 89.3
diapering/toileting

Hl5a Building/playground/equip 70.8
safe/clean/repaired

H15b Infant/toddler toys too large to be 96.4
swallowed

sHl6a Bedding washed weekly/used by one 97.0
child

» Administrator Report Item
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Table 4.10

Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators

for the Criteria - Health & Safety

Criteria Number and Brief Description

Percentage of

Agreement |
Hl1é6b Occupied cribs have sides locked 96.9
Hl17a Toilets, water, sinks easily 92.2
accessible/children
H17b Soap & disposable towels provided 98.6
H17c Child wash hands/before meals/after 79.6
toileting
aH17 Hot water for child doesn't exceed 110° 94.6
H18a Areas well-lit, ventilated, temp. 95.1
comfortable
H18b Electrical outlets capped (NA for school- 90.6
agers)
H18c Floor coverings attached or non-slip 96.0
sH18d Certification of nontoxic building 93.1
materials
sH18e Stairwells well-lighted w/ handrails 98.7
sHI18f Screens on windows which open 96.4
H19a Cushioning under slides/swings/climbers 82.3
H19b Playground equip/furniture securely 91.3

anchored

» Administrator Report Item
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Table 4.10
Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators
for the Criteria - Health & Safety

Criteria Number and Brief Description Percentage of
Agreement

H20a Chemicals/dangerous products 80.9
inaccessible

«sH20b Medication administered under policies 98.5

sH21a Staff know primary & secondary 89.1
evacuations

sH21b Written emergency procedures posted 98.9

+H22a Staff familiar with emergency procedures 91.8

+sH22b Smoke detectors/fire extinguishers 96.4
checked

sH22c¢ Emergency phone numbers posted by 97.3
phones

s+ Administrator Report Item

Of the forty-five criteria in this component, 38 or 84%, have 90% of
agreement or more between centers and validators. Those criteria are HI,
H2a, H2b, H3, H4, H5, H6, H7a&b, H8, H9a&b, H10, Hl1a&b, H12,
H13a&b, H13a&b37, H15b, Hl6a&b, H17a&b, H17, H18a,b,c,d,e&,
H19b, H20b, H21b and H22a,b&ec.

The criteria receiving the highest percentage of agreement at 99.3%,
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is H13a which mandates “the facility is cleaned daily, including disinfecting
bathroom fixtures and removing trash.” At 99.2%, criterion H13b states,
“infant’s equipment is washed and disinfected at least twice a week and
toys that are mouthed are washed daily.” H9a and H21b have the next
highest percentage of agreement (98.9%) and state “staff know procedures
for reporting suspected incidents of child abuse and/or neglect” and
“written emergency procedures are posted in conspicuous places.” Centers
and validators agreed on their rating of this criterion 98.4% of the time.
Close behind, are three criteria, H6, H9b, and H18e, with 98.7 agreement.
H5 specifies children are released only to authorized individuals; H9b
mandates consistent reporting to local authorities of suspected incidents of
child abuse and neglect. H18e states “stairways are well-lighted and
equipped with handrails.”

The following 5 criteria, 11% of the total, are rated at 80 percentage
of agreement; H14a&b, H19a, H20a, & H21a. H14a directs staff to wash
hands at appropriate times during the day and H14b questions if there is a
sink with running water of comfortable temperature close to diapering and
toileting areas. H19a addresses proper cushioning materials in place under

large indoor and outdoor equipment; H20a deals with the locked storage of
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chemicals and potentially dangerous products or medicines; H21a asks if
staff are familiar with both a primary and secondary evacuation route out
of the building.

Two criteria, or 4%, only reach 70% of agreement. These are H15a
and H17c. Hl15a documents the safe, clean and repaired condition of the
playground and H17c discusses children washing hands after toileting and
before meals. No criteria are rated lower than seventy percentage of
agreement in the entire component by centers and validators.

In summary, 84% of the 45 criteria in the health and safety
component achieved agreement 90% or more of the time. Criteria
representing 11% and 4% of the total in this component are agreed upon
80% and 70% of the time, respectively. No criteria fall below the 70%

agreement mark by centers and validators.

Nutrition and Food Service. Goal: “The nutritional needs of
children and families are met in a manner that promotes physical, social,
emotional and cognitive development” (NAEYC, 1991, p. 57).

Nutrition and food service relates to the foods children eat and the

atmosphere and setting in which they do this. The U.S. Recommended
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Daily Allowances are included in the criteria, and foods eaten during meals,

as well as at snack time, are evaluated (see Table 4.11).

Table 4.11

Total Percentage of Agreement Among Centers and Validators
for the Component - Nutrition & Food Service

Criteria Number and Brief Description

Percentage of

Agreement

all Meals/snacks meet child’s nutritional 96.7
requirements

s[2a  Written menus posted for parents 89.8

sI2b  Infant/toddler parents provided feeding 90.7
times & consumption information

aI3 Foods of child’s cultural background 97.5
served

3,42 Mealtime pleasant/social/learning exper. 82.8

al4 Parents educated on foods to be brought 97.2
in

al5 Program complies with legal 95.9

requirements

a Administrator Report Item

The atmosphere should be relaxed and social with at least one

teacher sitting with children to model behavior as well as attitude.
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Children are encouraged to serve and feed themselves with special emphasis
on their differing abilities from infancy through school age.

Of these seven criteria, five or 71% achieve over 90% and two are
rated at 80% of agreement. The remaining one criterion emerges at 70% of
agreement by centers and validators.

The criteria which receive the highest percentage of agreement are I3
at 97.5% and criterion I5 at 95.9%. Criterion I3 identifies that foods are
served which represent the children’s cultural backgrounds. I5 states
“where food is prepared on the premises, the program is in compliance with
legal requirements for food preparation and service. Food may be prepared
in an approved facility and transported to the program in appropriate,
sanitary containers and at appropriate temperatures.”

At 80% of agreement, two criteria emerge. One, 12a (89%) focuses
on policies for providing written menu information to parents. The second
and lowest rating criterion at 82%, 13,42, states “mealtime is a pleasant
social learning experience for children.” This component also includes
indicators which must be met including mealtimes promoting good personal
habits, infants are held while bottle fed; one adult sits with children during

meals; toddlers and preschoolers are encouraged to serve and feed
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themselves; and, appropriate chairs, tables and eating utensils are used for
the size and developmental levels of the children. Centers and validators

did not rate any criteria at less than 82% of agreement.

Evaluation. Goal: “Systematic assessment of the effectiveness of the
program in meeting its goals for children, parents, and staff is conducted to
ensure that good quality care and education are provided and maintained”
(NAEYC, 1991, p. 59).

Evaluation criteria vary from parent and staff evaluation of the
program to the administrator’s use of the information. The long-term plan
for the center is also scrutinized to ascertain whether it meets the needs of

children, families, staff and the community (see Table 4.12).
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Table 4.12
Total Percentage of Agreement Between Centers and Validators
for the Component - Evaluation

Criteria Number and Brief Description Percentage of
Agreement
aJla Staff evaluated at least annually by supervisor 95.7
aJ1b Written staff evaluation results confidential 95.5
aJlc Staff evaluations include classroom observation 95.1
a]J1d Staff informed of evaluation criteria in advance 93.5
aJle Staff may evaluate own performance 91.3
aJ1f Training plan generated from evaluation 86.5
aJ2a Total school evaluation occurs once/year 72.0
a]2b Evaluation reviews compensation, benefits, and 80.9

turnover; plan developed to improve

a]3  Written description of child’s individual 91.2
development used for planning/communicating

4 Administrator Report Item

Of the nine criteria in this component, six or two-thirds achieve 90%
of agreement. Centers and validators agree 80% of the time on two criteria,
J1f and J2b. The criteria which achieve 90% of agreement are Jla, J1b, J1c,
J1d, Jle, and J3. The remaining criteria, J2a, achieves 70% of agreement.

The criteria which receives the highest percentages of agreement at

95.7%, 95.5%, and 95.1% are Jla, J1b, and J1c, respectively. Jla states
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staff are evaluated at least annually by their supervisor. J1b reads “results
of staff evaluation are written and confidential. They are discussed
privately with the staff member.” Jlc reads “staff evaluations include
classroom observation.” ]J3, 91% of agreement, mandates a written
description of the child’s individual development is used for classroom
planning and communicating with parents.

At 80% of agreement are criteria J1f and J2b. J1f suggests a training
plan be generated from the annual evaluation of each staff member. J2b
states that the program’s yearly evaluation review compensation, benefits
and turnover and a plan developed to assist in recruiting and retaining staff
to build continuity of relationships with children.

The lowest percentage of agreement individually represent 11% of
the criteria at 70%, 60% and 50% of agreement, respectively. The criterion
receiving the lowest percentage of agreement is criterion J2a, which states
“at least once a year, staff, other professionals, schoolage children and
parents are involved in evaluating the program’s effectiveness in meeting
the needs of children and parents.” This criterion receives only 72%

agreement between centers and validators.
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These data analyses yields percentages of agreement between centers
and validators for each of the 177 criteria which comprise NAEYC
accreditation. The results indicate that over half of the criteria have a
percentage of agreement of 90% or greater between centers and validators.
A smaller number of criteria have percentages of agreement of 80% and
70%, with no percentage of agreement less than 68%.

Cultural influences on children have been the topic of both research
and many books and articles since the accreditation process began. The
interpretation of this criteria is very different across programs which
operate differently throughout each of the United States. As much as these
criteria have been described, this individual interpretation relates to the
background culture and traditions of the teacher, the families and children
in the program, as well as the administrators. Even the community creates
a variety of responses which may account for lower percentage of agreement

on some criteria.

Component-level Correlations

NAEYC Accreditation criteria are grouped into ten components of: A
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- Interaction Among Staff and Children, B - Curriculum, C - Staff-Parent
Interactions, D - Staff Qualifications and Development, E - Administration,
F - Staffing, G - Physical Environment, H - Health and Safety, I - Nutrition
and Food Service, and ] - Evaluation. Each component’s reliability is
important to the reliability of the entire process. Table 4.13 gives the
correlations (for each component) between center and validator ratings.

The means and standard deviations are also given.
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Table 4.13 - Primary Sample

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Coefficients of Component Ratings

Component Name #of N= Center Validator Correlation

items Mean SD Mean SD Coefficient
A. Teacher-Child Interact. 15 449 297 07 295 .12 0.1837
B. Curriculum 36 453 265 .16 2.63 .15 0.7163
C. Staff-Parent Interactions 13 450 292 .17 283 .26 0.5265
D. Staff Qualifications & 11 450 263 .25 287 .24 0.3676

Development

E. Administration 21 450 273 .25 290 .18 0.3338
F. Staffing 7 450 2.63 27 2.82 31 0.2094
G. Physical Environment 13 453 291 .15 291 .13 0.5855
H. Health & Safety 45 453 267 .19 281 .18 0.7762
I.  Nutri. & Food Service 7 452 220 .45 287 .34 0.4091
J. Evaluation 9 447 287 .22 278 .34 0.3291
Total Center/Validator 177 453 280 .17 271 17 0.8137




Component-level center and validator ratings correlated
highest for health and safety (.78), curriculum (.72), physical
environment (.59), and staff-parent interactions (.52). Ratings for
the teacher-child interactions component, however, had a standard
deviation of only .07 for the centers data and .12 for the validators
data, indicating lack of variability, which attenuated the correlations.
(Earlier in this chapter, Table 4.1 shows the consistent pattern of “3”
ratings, or “fully met,” by centers and by validators for items within
the component--Teacher-Child Interactions.)

The same correlational analysis was applied to the total set of
ratings given by a validator or center, which included all ten
components. The total correlation was .81. This indicated a very
high estimate of reliability across all ten accreditation criteria
components.

The secondary sample correlational analysis is presented in
Table 4.14. This analysis is important to the ultimate decision to
accredit a program. As described earlier in Chapter Three--
Methodology, the decision to accredit a program incorporates

assessment of all classrooms. Since the primary analysis could only
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use one classroom rating, a smaller, secondary sample was
constructed to analyze the effects of all classrooms in one programs
in the decision to accredit. The classroom ratings are averaged
together to produce one variable which is used in the discriminant

analysis.
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Table 4.14 - Secondary Sample

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlation Coefficients of Component Ratings

Component Name # of items N = Center Validator Correlation

Mean SD  Mean SD Coefficient
A. Teacher-Child Interactions I5 153 297 .07 292 .16 0534
B. Curriculum 36 153 1.88 .40 1.71 .18 .7698
C. Staff-Parent Interactions 13 28 293 .16 92 13 5848
D. Staff Qualifications & 11 28 281 .17 90 .12 2644

Development

E. Administration 21 28 2.63 .20 89 .11 3881
F. Staffing 7 28 279 .21 83 .22 3382
G. Physical Environment 13 153 254 24 247 .17 6773
H. Health & Safety 45 153 1.41 .66 1.18 .22 9624
I.  Nutrition & Food Service 7 150 .83 .87 52 31 9574
J. Evaluation 9 27 282 .29 84 .20 4357
Total Center/Validator 177 153 239 .66 1.15 .22 9734




In the secondary sample, component-level center and validator
ratings correlated higher in seven areas: curriculum (.77), staff-parent
interactions (.58), administration (.39), physical environment (.68), health
and safety (.96), nutrition and food service (.96), and evaluation (.44).
Only teacher-child interactions (.05) and staff qualifications and
development (.26) correlated higher in the primary sample (.18 and .37,
respectively).

Of the nine components, three (curriculum, staff-parent interactions
and administration) correlated almost identically. As in the primary
sample, the ratings for the teacher-child interactions component had a
standard deviation of only .07 for the center’s data and .16 for the
validator’s data indicating a lack of variability which affectuated the
éorrelation. Physical environment, evaluation, and staffing correlate
slightly higher in this secondary analysis. Health and safety and nutrition
and food service correlated significantly higher in the secondary sample, at
.77 to .96 and .41 to .95, respectively.

Again, the same correlational analysis was applied to the total set of
ratings given by validators and centers, which included all ten components.

The total correlation of the secondary sample was .97. This indicated an
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extremely high estimate of reliability at the component-level.

Question Two
Which components of criteria are most frequently associated with the
decision to accredit an early childhood program? For the results to be clear,
it is important to understand how the decision to accredit is made. This

process is described in chapter 3--Methodology.

iscriminan lysis - Prim 1
Discriminant analysis was used to analyze the data. The
independent variables are referred to as discriminating variables. These
variables are constructed by incorporating ratings on all criteria in each
component. Twenty potential discriminating variables, or predictors, are

listed in Table 4.15.
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Table 4.15 - Primary Sample
Potential Discriminating Variables

VARIABLE

NAME DESCRIPTION

TCIVAL Teacher Child Interactions - Validator
TCICNTR Teacher Child Interactions - Center
CURRVAL Curriculum - Validator

CURRCNTR Curriculum - Center

SPIVAL Staff Parent Interactions - Validator
SPICNTR Staff Parent Interactions - Center
SQDVAL Staff Qualifications & Development - Validator
SQDCNTR Staff Qualifications & Development - Center
ADMINVAL Administration - Validator
ADMINCNTR Administration - Center

STFGVAL Staffing - Validator

STFGCNTR Staffing - Center

PEVAL Physical Environment - Validator
PECNTR Physical Environment - Center
HSVAL Health & Safety - Validator
HSCNTR Health & Safety - Center

NFSVAL Nutrition & Food Service - Validator
NFSCNTR Nutrition & Food Service - Center
EVALVAL Evaluation - Validator

EVALCNTR Evaluation - Center

After comparing each variable separately against the dependent

variable of “accreditation decision,” the following 13 independent variables
enter into the analysis: ADMINVAL, CURRVAL, EVALVAL, HSVAL,
NESVAL, PEVAL, SPIVAL, SQDVAL, STFGVAL, TCICNTR,
ADMINCNTR, CURRCNTR, EVALCNTR.
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A stepwise process was selected with the selection rule focusing on
minimizing Wilks’ lambda. The stepwise method was selected to
determine the strengths of each discriminating variable. This allowed
interpretation of the strength of the prediction quality of the variable
related to the decision to accredit the program.

The results of the analysis are that TCIVAL (F=100.00, p<.001),
CURRVAL (F=72.43, p<.001), STFGVAL (F=59.24, p<.001),
STFGCNTR (F=45.97, p<.001), and EVALCNTR (F=38.23, p<.001)
were identified as the significant predictors of accreditation by the analysis.
The remaining eight variables produced insufficient F levels and were not
included in the analysis after step 5.

The discriminant analysis results in one canonical discriminant
function, since the dependent variable consisted of two groups (accredited
or deferred). In Table 4.16, the coefficient for each independent variable in

the function is given.
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Table 4.16 - Primary Sample
Canonical Discriminant Functions Evaluated at Group Means

(Group Centroids)
Group Function
0 = Deferred -1.02857
1 = Accredited 42527

The mean of the function is a linear combination of the variables
which were analyzed from the stepwise discriminant analysis. The two
groups, “0” indicating deferred or not accredited, and “1” indicating
accredited, have very different function values. The discriminant function
variable correlations in Table 4.17 are helpful in interpreting the

discriminant function.
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Table 4.17 - Primary Sample
Pooled Within-Groups Correlations Between Discriminating
Variables and Canonical Discriminant Functions

Discriminating Variables Function
TCIVAL .72355
CURRVAL .63854
STFGVAL 49667
CURRCNTR .30630
EVALCNTR 22760

The information in Table 4.17 shows the within-groups correlations
of the variables and the discriminant function. A within-groups correlation
is a better estimate of the relationships between the variables than a total
correlation because it looks only within each group (accredited or deferred)
to estimate the strength of the variable within the discriminating function.
The table lists the variables ordered by size of correlation within the
function. Teacher-child interactions as rated by validators (TCIVAL) and
curriculum as rated by validators (CURRVAL) have the highest correlations
within the function.

The standardized canonical discriminate function coefficients, Table

4.18, indicate the relative importance of each predictor variable to the
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function. Again, teacher-child interactions as rated by validators (TCIVAL)
has the highest discriminating power in the decision to accredit a program.
Following closely behind, and similar to each other in power, are
curriculum as rated by validators (CURRVAL) and staffing as rated by
validators (STFGVAL). This one function represents 100% of the total

variance explained.

Table 4.18 - Primary Sample
Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients

Discriminating Variable Function Coefficient
TCIVAL 62106
CURRVAL 44733
STFGVAL 42432
EVALCNTR 20677
STEGCNTR -.22113

A classification table, Table 4.19, illustrates the numbers and
percentages of centers that would be classified correctly using this one

discriminant function to predict either accreditation or deferral.
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Table 4.19 - Primary Sample
Table of Correctly Classified Cases

PREDICTED GROUP
MEMBERSHIP
ACTUAL GROUP NUMBER OF Group 0 Group 1
CASES
Group 0 (Defer) 129 84 45
65.1% 34.9%
Group 1 (Accredit) 316 46 270
14.6% 85.4%
Percentage of “grouped cases correctly 79.55%

classified:

Eighty percent of the programs would be correctly predicted, in
terms of classifications tables. The table also indicates that 35% of the
programs which would have been predicted to be accredited based on the
analysis actually were not accredited by the Academy. Of the accredited
centers, about 15% were predicted to be deferred, according to the results

of this analysis.

Conclusions

Based on the results of the discriminant analysis, the variables that

best predict accreditation were, in order, validators’ ratings of teacher-child
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interactions, staffing, and curriculum. The next strongest predictors of
accreditation are centers’ ratings of evaluation and staffing. The only
component in which both center and validator ratings emerge in this
analysis is staffing. Of the cases predicted to be accredited or deferred,

80% were correctly classified using these discriminating variables.

Discriminant Analysis-- n mpl

Discriminant analysis was used to analyze this data set also. The
independent variables are referred to as discriminating variables. Twenty
potential discriminating variables, or predictors, are listed in Table 4.20.
These variables are computed by averaging all classroom ratings together

within one program.
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Table 4.20 - Secondary Sample
Potential Discriminating Variables

VARIABLE

NAME DESCRIPTION

SSTCIVAL Teacher Child Interactions - Validator
SSTCICNTR Teacher Child Interactions - Center
SSCURRVAL Curriculum - Validator
SSCURRCNTR Curriculum - Center

SSSPIVAL Staff Parent Interactions - Validator
SSSPICNTR Staff Parent Interactions - Center
SSSQDVAL Staff Qualifications & Development - Validator
SSSQDCNTR Staff Qualifications & Development - Center
SSADMINVAL Administration - Validator
SSADMINCNTR  Administration - Center
SSSTFGVAL Staffing - Validator

SSSTFGCNTR Staffing - Center

SSPEVAL Physical Environment - Validator
SSPECNTR Physical Environment - Center
SSHSVAL Health & Safety - Validator
SSHSCNTR Health & Safety - Center

SSNEFSVAL Nutrition & Food Service - Validator
SSNFSCNTR Nutrition & Food Service - Center
SSEVALVAL Evaluation - Validator
SSEVALCNTR Evaluation - Center

After comparing each variable separately against the dependent

variable of “accreditation decision,” the following 9 independent variables
were entered in to the analysis: SSADMINVAL, SSCURRVAL,
SSHSCNTR, SSNFSVAL, SSSPIVAL, SSSTEGVAL, SSSTFGCNTR, AND
SSTCIVAL. Identical processes were followed in this sample. A stepwise

232



process was selected with the selection rule focusing on minimizing Wilks’
lambda. The stepwise method was used to determine the strength of each
discriminating variable related to the decision to accredit the program.

The results of the analysis are that SSHSVAL (F=10.78, p<.0030),
SSSTFGCNTR (F=10.59, p<.0005), SSNFSVAL (F=9.814, p<.0002),
and SSTCICNTR (F=9.25, p<.0002) were identified as the significant
predictors of accreditation in the secondary sample analysis. The remaining
five variables produced insufficient F levels and were not included in the
analysis after step 4.

Discriminant analysis results in one canonical discriminant function,
since the dependent variable consisted of two groups (accredited or
deferred). In Table 4.21, the coefficient for each independent variable in

the function is given.

Table 4.21 - Secondary Sample
Canonical Discriminant Functions Evaluated at Group Means

(Group Centroids)
Group Function
0 = Deferred -1.11616
1 = Accredited 1.39520
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The mean of the function is a linear combination of the variables
which were analyzed from the stepwise discriminant analysis. The two
groups, “0” indicating deferred or not accredited, and “1” indicating
accredited, have very different function values. The correlations between
the discriminant variables and the canonical discriminant function
displayed in Table 4.22 are helpful in interpreting the discriminant

function.

Table 4.22 - Secondary Sample
Pooled Within-Groups Correlations Between Discriminating
Variables and Canonical Discriminant Functions

Discriminating Variables Function
SSHSVAL .50638
SSNESVAL 433577
SSSTFGCNTR 42213
SSTCICNTR -.08519

The information in Table 4.22 shows the within-groups
correlations of the variables and the discriminant function in the secondary

sample. A within-groups correlation is a better estimate of the relationships
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between the variables than a total correlation because it looks only within
each group (accredited or deferred) to estimate the strength of the variable
within the discriminating function. Table 4.22 lists the variables ordered
by size of correlation within the function. Health and safety as rated by
validators (SSHSVAL), nutrition and food service as rated by validators
(SSNFSVAL), and staffing as rated by centers (SSSTFGCNTR) have the
highest correlations within the function.

The standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients,
illustrated in Table 4.23, indicate the relative importance of each predictor
variable to the function. Again, health and safety as rated by validators
(SSHSVAL) has the highest discriminating power in the decision to
accredit a program. Following closely behind, and very close in power, are
nutrition and food service as rated by validators (SSNFSVAL) and staffing
as rated by centers (SSSTFGCNTR). This one function represents 100%

of the total variance explained in the secondary sample analysis.
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Table 4.23 - Secondary Sample
Standardized Canonical Discriminant Function Coefficients

Discriminating Variable Function Coefficient
SSHSVAL 87737
SSNEFSVAL .66704
SSSTFGCNTR .50856
SSTCICNTR -.59115

A classification table, Table 4.24, illustrates the numbers and
percentages of groups that be classified correctly using this one discriminant

function to make a prediction of either accredit or defer.

Table 4.24 - Secondary Sample
Table of Correctly Classified Cases
PREDICTED GROUP

MEMBERSHIP

ACTUAL NUMBER OF Group 0 Group 1

GROUP CASES

Group 0 15 13 2

(Deferred) 86.1% 13.3%

Group 1 13 2 11

(Accredited) 15.4% 84.6%

Percentage of “grouped” cases 85.71%

correctly classified:
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Eighty-six percent of the centers would be correctly predicted in
terms of this classification table. The table also indicates that only 2 or
13% of the programs which would have been predicted to be accredited
based on the analysis, were actually not accredited by the Academy. Of the
accredited centers, about 2% percent were predicted to be deferred,

according to the results of this analysis.

Conclusions

Based on the results of the secondary sample discriminant analysis,
the variables that best predict accreditation were, in order, validators’
ratings of health and safety and nutrition and food service. The next
strongest secondary sample predictors of accreditation were centers’ ratings
of staffing and teacher-child interactions. Of the secondary sample centers,
86% were correctly classified using this single function.

This chapter has discussed the results of the statistical analyses
which are used to answer both research questions. The following chapter

will discuss conclusions and recommendations which these results dictate.
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CHAPTER 5

CONCLUSIONS & RECOMMENDATIONS

apter rview

This chapter discusses the material presented in chapter four and
suggests reasons for the results. Here, I will also recommend additional
research which could benefit the accreditation process as well as programs
attempting to accomplish this industry milestone.

In the beginning of the chapter, I summarize the most salient points
based on the problem identified in chapter one. This is followed by a
summary of the answers to the research questions posed in chapter three
and a discussion of how these answers relate to previous research results.
Finally, specific recommendations, based on the results of this study, are
made to parents, consumers, programs and early childhood practitioners.
These recommendations relate to improving the NAEYC Accreditation
process as a tool to ascertain quality in early care and education programs.

Purpose of This Study
The purpose of this research is to re-establish the reliability of the
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accreditation criteria and instruments of the National Academy of Early
Childhood Programs. The results are important to the establishment of the
integrity of the current process and to the credibility and future direction of
the accreditation system (personal conversation with Bredekamp, May
1994). The study estimated the reliability of the accreditation criteria and
components, and identified which components most strongly predict the
decision to accredit a program. It adds to the existing research base related
to the reliability of accreditation criteria and process and documents
specific criteria that predict success in accreditation.

The two questions addressed in this study are:

1. Are the current accreditation criteria and instruments reliable?

2. Which components of criteria are most frequently associated

with the decision to accredit an early childhood program?

This study reexamined the criteria (originally researched by
Bredekamp, 1985) by estimating the reliability at the item-level and the
component-level. Percentages of agreement between child care centers and
validators on rankings of fully met, partially met and not met were used at
the item level. Correlation coefficients were computed at the component

level. This study also determined, through a discriminant analysis, which
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components of criteria were most frequently associated with the decision to
accredit a program.

Data for this study came from the National Association for the
Education of Young Children and is comprised of 453 early care and
education programs that completed the NAEYC accreditation process in
the spring of 1994. Programs served children from birth through schoolage
and represented 44 states and U.S. military programs operating in Germany
and the United Kingdom. The primary sample used one classroom from all
453 programs. The secondary sample used every classroom, a total of 153,
from 27 programs that all served infants through schoolage children.

The results of the item-level analysis show high percentages of
agreement, 90% or greater, between centers and validators, in 132 out of
177 criteria. The lowest percentage of agreement in the study was 68% on
one criteria. The component-level analysis revealed high correlation
coefficients, .81 in the primary sample and .97 in the secondary sample,
between centers and validators ratings in all ten criteria components. In
the discriminant analysis of the primary sample, the components Teacher-
Child Interactions, Curriculum, Staffing, and Evaluation predicted the

decision to accredit a program. In the secondary sample analysis, the
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components Teacher-Child Interactions and Staffing again predicted
accreditation along with Health and Safety and Nutrition and Food
Service.

The unit of analysis was the entire early childhood program. The
dependent variable was the decision to accredit or defer. The independent
variables for the item-level analysis are ten components that include 177
accreditation criteria found in the Classroom Observation instrument and
in the Administrator’s Report. Variables used in the component level
analysis and the discriminant analysis are the ten accreditation
components.

The programs of two commissions were randomly selected for this
analysis from a population of nine commission meetings during 1994 and
encompass the broad diversity of early care and education programs.
Complete descriptions of the sampling can be found in Chapter 3.

The ratings from one classroom in a program are recorded in the
primary sample. Since the unit of analysis is the program and the decision
to accredit or defer applies to all classrooms, one classroom per program
could be used to determine the reliability of the criteria. Since the

accreditation decision is made by commissioners who consider all
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classrooms within a program, an additional smaller secondary data set is
used to validate the results of the primary sample. The demographics of
the programs in the data set represent the broadest range of programs and
professionals in the field of early care and education. The broad range of
programs accurately represents the profession, and with so many various
representations included, the results from this study should be
generalizable to any program in the NAEYC accreditation process.

The following discussion summarizes the results reported previously

and offers detailed conclusions.

iscussion and Conclusions
ion : he NAEY reditation criteria reliable?

This question is answered by both item-level and component-level
analyses. Item-level percentages of agreement are presented for each
individual criteria. Component correlations are computed for the ten
components of criterion, individually, as rated by validator and by center.

Item-level Analysis. The item-by-item analysis of percentage of
agreement shows that the majority of NAEYC accreditation criteria are

reliable. Centers and validators agree that 75% of the 177 criteria across all
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components were fully met 90% or more of the time. This high percentage
of agreement is a strong estimate of the reliability of the individual items,
called criteria, that comprise the NAEYC Accreditation.

The highest percentage of agreement, 99.8%, between centers and
validators occurred with criterion G1b67. This criterion states, “there is a
minimum of 75 square feet of play place outdoors per child (when space is
in use).”” This means that the center staff and outside validators agree that
the standards represented in this criterion have been fully accomplished.

Other criteria which centers and validators agreed upon at this same
level were from the administrative component (E5a), curriculum (B1,
B4b47), health and safety (H13a), and staff qualifications and
development (Dla). At 99.6% of agreement, centers and validators rated
criterion ESa, “attendance records of staff and children are kept,” as fully
met. Also rated at fully met 99.3% of the time were two curriculum
criteria, B1 and B4b47. These criteria state “the program has a written
statement of its philosophy and goals for children that is available to staff

and parents” and “the schedule provides for alternating periods of quiet and

2All references to specific criteria in this chapter are from the Early

Childhood Program Description, NAEYC, 1991.
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active play.” Criterion H13a was also agreed upon as fully met by centers
and validators 99.3% of the time. This criterion states, “the facility is
cleaned daily, including disinfecting bathroom fixtures and removing trash.”
Centers and validators agree 99.3% of the time that criterion D1a, “staff
who work directly with children are eighteen years of age or older.
Volunteers are sixteen years of age or older, receive orientation, and only
work with children under supervision of qualified staff members” was fully
met. While no research focuses on effects of the age of caregivers or
outcomes for children and families, state regulations clearly specify the age
of the caregivers allowed to work with young children. This criterion may
be so highly agreed upon because this same requirement is mandated by the
majority of states in their minimum reguladions for operating early care and
education programs.

Centers and validators had the least percentage of agreement on
criterion B3d from the curriculum component (68.1%). This criterion
states, “parents are involved in development and use of individual
education plans for children with special needs. Staff address the needs of
parents of children with special needs.” This researcher’s hypothesis on the

low percentage of agreement between centers and validators on this
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criterion is that many parents enrolled in early care and education programs
do not have a child with special needs. This criterion is a component of the
parent questionnaire, and thus all parents are asked this question, as well as
staff. There is often a misunderstanding on the part of parents and some
staff concerning whether the criterion must be responded to regardless of
the parent’s and staff’s current experiences and immediate involvement
with children with special needs.

The special needs criterion is an interesting one to study. This
author’s opinion is that if this criterion had been rated only by classroom
teachers, centers and parents who individually served children with special
needs, the percentage of agreement would have been significantly higher.

In this criterion alone, the lower percentage of agreement may be due to the
“lI=not met” rating referring to the fact that there were either no children
in the program with special needs or a parent stating that their child did
not have special needs. (While this analysis does not give detail data to
support this statement, it is verified by personal experience guiding staff,
parents and administrator’s through the self-study process, and as a
validator often questioned about this criterion during a validation visit.)

Future clarification may benefit from the phrase “not applicable” being
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added to the classroom observation criterion as well as the parent survey
criterion.

Other criteria which had low percentages of agreement are H15a,
70.8%; C8b and J2a, 72%; and B7h, 74%. Validators and centers only
agreed 70% that criterion, H15a, was fully met. This criterion states, “the
building, play yard, and all equipment are maintained in safe, clean
condition, and in good repair.” This criterion includes four indicators
which must be checked by validators for the criterion to be rated fully met.
These indicators include no sharp edges, splinters, or missing parts; glass
and trash are removed from children’s play areas; outdoor sandboxes are
covered when not in use; and the water play table is cleaned and sanitized
with a bleach solution daily when in use. This criterion encompasses many
varied indicators. Reasons for a lower percentage of agreement on this
criterion are undoubtedly due to the fact that centers have checked
everything thoroughly but with the variety of items included, validators
observe one or two scenarios during the validation visit which prevent the
criterion from being fully met. Centers (Table 4.2) did rate themselves a
“3--fully met” and validators rated them “2--partially met” over 17% of the

time. Conversely, centers rated themselves “2--partially met” and validators

246



rated them higher at a “3--fully met” almost 12% of the time. The
combination is 29% of non agreement in this one criterion.

Other criteria which received lower percentages of agreement were
C8b and J2a, 72%, and B7h, 74%. Criterion C8b states, “staff and parents
communicate to insure that the programs from which children come and to
which they go from one year to the next provide continuity over time” and
J2a, “at least once a year, staff, other professionals, and school-age children
are involved in evaluating the program’s effectiveness in meeting the needs
of children and parents.” The last criterion, B7h, reads “respect cultural
diversity.”

While J2a appears to be a very objective criterion to evaluate, the
other two criteria are open to a great deal of professional interpretation.
This may be the primary reason for the lower percentage of agreement
between centers and validators. Staff-Parent interaction, the “C”
component and curriculum, the “B” component, both involve subjective
interpretation of these specific criteria. C8b has no specific examples or
indicators to describe communication among parents and staff relating to
the transition children may go through as they enter or move on to the next

program. The curriculum component contains several examples but, due to
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the diversity of the centers and children in the accreditation process and
validators who are rating the centers, the interpretations can vary a great
deal. Discrepancies may occur in expectations of communications
regarding transitions as well as in the communication itself. For example, a
teacher may feel that classroom activities planned to enhance a pre-
kindergarten child’s listening skills is a preparation for positive transition to
the kindergarten program. An individual validator may feel this is a natural
part of the curriculum and not see these activities as having been
specifically planned to ease the child’s transition. This misunderstanding
could cause disagreement in the rating of this criterion.

Factors Influencing Agreement and Disagreement. This researcher’s
hypothesis is that several factors, including the self-study process, are
primarily responsible for center’s and validator’s high percentages of
agreement on most of the criteria. Low percentage of agreement can also be
attributed to several factors. The following detail discusses these
hypotheses.

Since 1985 when the NAEYC Accreditation system began, a variety
of initiatives have helped professionals in early care and education increase

the reliability of these criteria. The first is that continuing research has
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substantiated that the criteria are based on factors that are important for
positive developmental outcomes for young children and their families.
Mounting evidence that high quality programs for children must include
specific program components compels programs and professionals in early
care and education to strive toward understanding and achieving these
standards expressed by the components.

NAEYC has published specific books focused on clarifying the
importance and the specific definition of the criteria and their organizing
components. Individual criteria have been clarified in articles or books or
as a focus for a specific journal. For example, almost immediately after the
accreditation criteria were published, the NAECP’s phone inquiries
increased dramatically. Many of these calls related specifically to

individual criteria which were unclear to programs in the self-study process.
Recently thereafter, NAEYC published Developmentally Appropriate
Practice from Birth through Age 8, edited by Bredekamp (1986). A

revision was completed in 1991 and reflects more detailed interpretations
and clarifications of the criteria. = This book is used consistently across the
profession to clarify practices which are appropriate for use in each

classroom.
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Another interesting example of NAEYC's effort to clarify
interpretations of a specific criterion relates to B7h, the diversity criterion.
In 1992, NAEYC published Antibiased Curriculum: Tools for Empowering
Young Children. This book is a significant contribution to the body of
work describing antibiased curricula. It defines diversity and antibias for
the field and presents many new options for teachers’ use in classrooms to
assist children in developing healthy images of themselves as related to
their gender, race, and cultural heritage. While this book provided much
needed clarification, the content also creates controversy among
professionals and parents in early childhood care and education. Diverse
groups of educators and parents continually debate the meaning and
efficacy of antibias curriculum. Early childhood teachers are challenged to
provide appropriate curriculum and materials for the growing number of
diverse children and families being served in their classrooms. In this
author’s opinion, these two issues may be the reasons for a lower
percentage of agreement on this specific criterion.

Reflecting back on both the highest and lowest percentage of
agreement criteria among centers and validators produces an interesting

view. All six of the highest percentage of agreement criteria are contained
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in the Administrator’s Report. None of the criteria which centers and
validators agreed upon 99% or more of the time were found in the
Classroom Observation booklet. The lowest percentage of agreement
between centers and validators occurred in five criteria. Of these five, only
two, H15a and B7h, appear in the Classroom Observation booklet. The
remaining three criteria are found in the Administrator’s Report. This fact
may indicate that some administrative report criteria are more difficult to
interpret, due to more subjective content, and thus could benefit from
clearer wording for both centers and validators.

This discussion has reviewed the criteria which centers and validators
agreed upon most often as well as those which were agreed upon a lower
percentage of the time. It is important to remember that even the lowest
percentage of agreement between centers and validators was only 68%, well
above a the half way mark which in mathematical analysis is statistically
significant (Crocker & Algina, 1986). Over all 177 criteria, 73% or 129
were agreed upon by centers and validators at a level of 90% or higher and
the remainder were received a 68% or higher percentage of agreement

rating, which represents a positive estimate of reliability at the item level.

Component-level Analysis. Review of the component level
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correlational analysis by validator and by center again substantiates the
reliability. Four out of ten component scores correlate at .52 and above:
health and safety, .78; curriculum, .72; physical environment, .59 and staff-
parent interaction, .53. Two components correlate at the .70 level or
above, indicating very high correlation (Crocker & Algina, 1986).

The two components which rated the highest were curriculum, .72,
and health and safety, .78. Health and safety, at .78 correlation, are two of
the most consistently used criteria to regulate high quality in early care and
education programs around the world. These two highest correlated
components are identified by research again and again as significant
contributors to quality programs for young children. Bredekamp’s 1985
research identified teacher child interactions, health and safety, and
curriculum as the primary indicators of quality. Centers themselves cite
curriculum and health and safety as the most frequently improved program
components as a result of the accreditation process (Herr, 1993). Both
curriculum and health and safety have continued as positive forces in
quality programming for young children (Burns, et al., 1990; Dunn, 1993;
Bredekamp, 1993). Research conducted since Bredecamp'’s original

accreditation study supports health and safety as a prime ingredient of
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comprehensive criteria for high quality (Albrecht et al., 1993; The State of
Missouri, 1991; Southern Association on Children Under Six, 1990; Ignico,
1992a, 1992b, 1994; Marotz et al., 1993).

Center and validator ratings for Staff-Parent Interactions and
physical environment also correlated at significant levels (.53 and .59,
respectively). More recent research confirms that positive staff-parent
interaction (defined as some form of daily communication with the
caregiver) strongly correlates to quality child care ratings (Owen et al,
1989; Ackerman et al. 1989, 1989; Howes, 1990; Feagans and Manlove
1994). This research also reveals parents and staff have many shared goals
for children and few areas of misunderstanding when communication
between staff and parents is consistent.

While relatively few additional studies have been completed since
1985 regarding the effects of physical environment on the developmental
outcomes for young children, the use of the ITERS and ECERS have
become consistent environmental measurement tools for both programs
and research. These instruments provide a broad definition of a quality
early care and education environment and provide a scale to optimize the

quality across basic elements within the classroom. McCartney et al.
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(1982) studied the child environment related to child outcome measures
and reported that total ECERS’ scores as predictive of increased language
ability, intellectual development, and social competence among preschool
children. The body of research on physical environment in high quality
early care and education programs concludes that the use of spaces
designed specifically for children, as well as learning centers and private
areas for children positively impacts their social, cognitive, and physical
development (Harms et al., 1980, 1983, 1993; Ignico, 1990, 19923, 1992b,
1994).

Of the six components in which ratings correlate below the .50 level,
a deeper look at the item-by-item analysis (Table 4.1) reveals a consistent
level of “3--fully met” ratings. This lack of variability in ratings by centers
and by validators may be one reason for the lower correlations since a
correlation analysis requires some variation in the scores to produce
significant correlation coefficients. For example, in the component
“Interactions Among Teachers and Children,” the mean is 2.97 for the
center scores and 2.95 for validators. There is little difference in these two
means and even less difference in the standard deviations (.07 and .12,

respectively) which further illustrates the high level of consistency in the
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ratings between centers and validators in this component.

Interactions Among Teachers and Children is one of the primary
components identified by Bredekamp’s original research as critical for a
quality early care and education program. Subsequent research
(McCartney et al., 1982; 1985; Phillips et al., 1987; Holloway et al., 1988,
Howes et al., 1992; Hestenes, 1993) supports the positive effects of quality
teacher-child interactions on children’s development and behavior.
Children are found to be more positive, display better peer relations, are
more focused and less aggressive, and are found to be more involved in
exploratory behaviors when caregivers are responsive, positive and
interactive with children. This research substantiates the importance of
fully met ratings and the high percentage of agreement, by centers and by
validators, on criteria within this component. Thirteen out of fifteen, or
87% of the criteria within the “Interactions” component were rated fully
met by centers and validators 90% or more of the time.

Other components which correlated below the .50 level show the
same high percentage of consistent agreement between centers and
validators. Staff qualifications and development, correlating at .37, shows

ten out of eleven criteria agreed upon by centers and validators in excess of
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90% of the time. This represents the highest single percent of agreement.
The Administration component follows the same trend. At .33 correlation,
18 out of 21 criteria are agreed upon by centers and validators at the fully
met level more than 90% of the time. While not quite as highly agreed
upon, the staffing criteria and the nutrition and food service criteria both
report 71% of the criteria, or five of seven agreed upon by centers and
validators in excess of 90% of the time. These two components correlated
at .21 and .41, respectively. The research reviewed earlier in chapter two
corroborates the inclusion of these criteria as important components for
operating a high quality program for children.

The total center and validator correlation, which encompasses all
ratings in all ten components, produces a .81 correlation coefficient. This
indicates a stronger estimate of reliability across all components than any
one single component. Accreditation decisions are made considering the
entire program description which shows all ratings by centers and by
validators. This correlation coefficient indicates the final accreditation
decision is being made using a set of criteria which is estimated to be highly
reliable.

In the secondary sample, the results of the total center and validator
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correlation and the correlations of individual components follow the same
pattern as the primary sample. Here again, Health and Safety, .96 and
Curriculum, .77, rate among the three highest components. In this
secondary sample, the rating for Nutrition and Food Service, .96, also
correlated very highly. The addition of Nutrition and Food Service and the
higher correlation coefficient for Health and Safety may be due to the
inclusion of all classrooms’ data in this sample. Including all classrooms
results in more infant, toddler, and two-year-old classrooms being included
in the averages. The additional focus in these classrooms of younger
children on the critical health and safety and nutrition issues may be a key
factor in these high correlation coefficients.

Staff-Parent Interactions, .58 and Physical Environment, .68, again
correlated at a significant level in this secondary sample. Also following the
same pattern as the primary sample, Teacher-Child Interactions, .05, Staff
Qualifications and Development, .26, Staffing, .34, and Administration, .39
correlated lower. Again, looking at the high percentage of agreement and
fully met ratings by both centers and validators (Table 4.2), it is important
to note that the lack of variability in center and validator ratings may be

the cause of these low correlation coefficients.
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The total center and validator correlation, which again encompasses
averages of all classroom ratings, produces a .97 correlation coefficient in
the secondary sample. This indicates an extremely high estimate of
reliability across all criteria in this secondary sample. This secondary
sample correlation does seem to indicate that, when all classrooms are used
to make the accreditation decision, the estimate of reliability of the criteria
and the process is extremely high.

Possible reasons for high levels of reliability can be corroborated by
further research. Studying the time which lapses between the center
mailing their materials to the Academy and actually receiving a validation
visit would be interesting. The effects of this time span (which is planned
by the Academy to be approximately six to eight weeks) could have both a
positive and negative impact on the center. Within this time, many things
can happen in an early care and education program. The most positive of
these possibilities involves the program and staff continuing to improve on
the specific criteria which they may have rated partially met in their
original program description. Conversely, during this period of time staff
could change and other factors could impact the program which then may

decrease the quality of the program.
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The high percentage of agreement found among the criteria may be
due to consistent and improved validator and mentor training as well as the
mentor programs sponsored by NAEYC. Validator training has continued
to go through refinement in the ten years of the accreditation process. The
addition of a Training Coordinator position in the Academy in 1993 has
further enhanced the consistency and content of validator training offered
by NAECP throughout the country.

The mentor program sponsored by NAEYC has also had a very
positive impact on centers in the self-study process. This program, which is
a voluntary program coordinated through the Academy, involves program
directors who have accomplished accreditation volunteering to act as
mentors for other local programs in the self-study process. Programs who
request a mentor through NAECP are assigned one by the Academy staff.
The participation of these mentors provides a hands-on, week-by-week
support system for both the classroom teachers and the administrator
involved in accreditation. Mentors are trained by Academy staff and are
provided support materials by the Academy. The Academy also acts as a
resource to provide connections between mentors and programs seeking

this additional level of support.
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Low levels of agreement among centers and validators on some
criteria may be caused by a variety of factors. My hypothesis is that
differences in state standards may provide the greatest influence on these
lower levels of agreement. Lower entry level skills of staff, lower
requirements of professional preparation, and lower levels of support and
resources available to programs across the country may combine to
complicate agreement in some criteria. Controversial criteria within the
early care and education profession, such as the anti-bias criteria, could also
impact these low levels of agreement.

Differences in interpretation of the criteria that could benefit from
additional clarification are differences in cultures, values, and beliefs within
communities and across different regions of the country. As was stated
earlier, misunderstandings in the interpretation of criteria such as those
related to special needs may have a major effect on the level of agreement.
The fact that most of the lower percentage of agreement between centers
and validators exists within areas of the Administrative Report could
provide a focus for clarification. Rewording these criteria might assist
centers and validators in interpreting them more succinctly.

Summary. Overall, the consistently high percentage of agreement
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points to a strong estimate of reliability in NAEYC accreditation criteria.
This strong estimate of reliability tells programs accreditation can be a
trusted process and it tells policy makers that it can be a solid foundation
for accountability of quality when granting funding to early care and
education programs. The strong estimate of reliability tells parents that
they can be confident an accredited program will provide their child
optimal development over time. It also tells teachers and administrators
that the process of accreditation is as worthwhile for program improvement

as it is for fostering professional growth and development.

Question Two: Which criteria components are most frequently associated
with the decisi i ly childhood 9

Primary Sample Results. The discriminant analysis of the primary
sample produced five discriminating variables which strongly predict the
decision to accredit a program. These components are, listed in order,
Teacher-Child Interactions, Curriculum, and Staffing as rated by validators
and Evaluation and Staffing as rated by centers.

Teacher-child interactions and curriculum. Of these five

discriminating variables, Teacher-Children Interactions and Curriculum
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were identified by Bredekamp's original research as key components in
quality programs for children. The research completed prior to 1985 and
additional studies reviewed in this work all corroborate the key role played
by these two components in quality programs which produce positive
developmental outcomes for children. Two of these, Teacher-Child
Interactions and Curriculum, are consistently cited by the research in
earlier sections as having positive relationships to both quality (Howes,
1990; Doherty, 1991; & Scarr et al., 1994) and optimal child development
outcomes (Clark-Stewart, 1993).

Staffing. While staffing was not identified by the 1985 research as a
key quality indicator, the research cited earlier has brought this component
to the forefront along with interactions and curriculum as a key indicator of
quality. This is the only component of criteria that discriminated both as
rated by centers and as rated by validators in the decision to accredit a
center. Both the Whitebrook (1989) study, and the Cost, Quality and
Child Outcomes study (1995) identified more highly educated, trained and
experienced child care staff as one of the prime ingredients demanded by
quality programs. These studies include the training and education of both

staff and administrators as an important component along with the staff-
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child ratio when providing optimal quality. This is a logical conclusion
based on the fact that staff in sufficient numbers does not automatically
guarantee appropriate interactions and curriculum planning within an early
childhood classroom (Hestenes et al., 1993). Only training and education
can assure that appropriate curriculum and warm, supportive interactions
are occurring.

Evaluation. The surprising and newly identified discriminant
variable in this analysis is Evaluation. Although some have specifically
related evaluation to the quality of the program, most researchers and
practitioners do not see evaluation as a significant and individual
contributor of accreditation. Therefore, the early childhood profession may
not necessarily relate evaluation to high quality. Reflecting on the criteria
within the evaluation component, clearly several elements are encompassed
which directly and positively influence programs. Accreditation is about
both meeting standards and improving the program. Evaluations are one
means of communicating standards and subsequently improving the ability
of those in the program who do not meet those standards.

In other profession’s accreditation processes, evaluation is

consistently mentioned and often referred to as monitoring (Radar, 1988;
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Coy, 1991). It is viewed as a valuable process in itself and one which
assists the program in meeting the higher standards required by the
individual accreditation. Through self-evaluation and ongoing monitoring,
programs maintain the high standards and continuously improve upon
them.

Evaluation of an Early Care and Education program allows teachers,
children, parents and administrators to reflect on what is going on within
the day-to-day operation, as well as look forward to what the program
should be providing. When parents are actively involved in evaluation, the
program improves based on their recommendations which ultimately meet
their specific needs and those of their children. Evaluation accomplished in
each classroom allows children the opportunity to share what they like and
what is interesting to them. Since the early childhood profession values
children’s interests as key determinants of curriculum content, using their
evaluations of the program will naturally focus both teachers and
administrators on providing important and meaningful curriculum. This
process, in itself, will make the program more likely to produce positive
child outcomes as well as meet the needs of families as a whole. Programs

which are more meaningful to families and staff will thrive on the
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continued interactions and communications that ongoing evaluations will
foster.

Recent research (Slavenas, 1993) identifies current program
evaluation processes as varied and well developed. Several methods are
used for collecting information and open-ended processes are most
frequent. Greatest improvements are reported in personal and professional
behaviors of teachers and in the management structure of the center
(Decker & Decker, 1988; Slavenas, 1993).

Accuracy of classification. The classification table using the five
discriminating variables is the test of the accuracy between the current
group (O or 1) and the predicted group within which the program should
fall. In the primary sample, 80% of the 453 programs were classified
correctly using the five discriminating variables. Based on these five
discriminating variables, the classification table indicates 35% of the
programs which were deferred should have been accredited by the
Academy. Of the accredited centers, 14.6% should not have been
according to the function of this analysis.

It is important to again bring out the fact that the decision to

accredit is made comprehensively. Commissioners review all ten
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components of criteria in both the Classroom Observation and the
Administrator’s Report to make the final decision, so it is vital that
programs focus on meeting all criteria included. In looking at the programs
as a whole, the commissioners may have found variables which led them to
their decision to either accredit or defer the program. Since there may be
variances unaccounted for in this analysis, it is not possible to know on the
basis of this data which factors caused these specific commission decisions.
Equally important to consider in this analysis is the fact that data
from only one classroom was included. In making the accreditation
decision, the Academy staff and Commissioners always review the entire
program. The ratings of the one randomly selected classroom, if not a true
representation of all classrooms, may be the reason for the variance.
Secondary Sample Results. The smaller secondary sample included
all ratings by centers and validators for all classrooms within each program.
To create a statistically appropriate measure, the classroom ratings were
averaged together to produce one score which was entered into the analysis.
The dependent variable is accredit (1) or defer (0). The results of this
secondary sample discriminant analysis produce four discriminating

variables. These four variables divide equally into groups rated by centers
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and by validators.

Discriminating variables differ slightly. In order, the discriminating
variables are Health and Safety and Nutrition and Food Service as rated by
validators and Staffing and Teacher-Child Interactions as rated by centers.
The first two discriminating variables are different than the primary sample.
Health and Safety and Nutrition and Food Service as rated by validators
did not appear in the primary sample. This may have been caused by the
additional classrooms added in the secondary sample. It also may be
affected by the fact that all secondary sample programs included infants
and toddlers, while the primary sample was a mix predominantly weighted
by preschool classrooms. Health and Safety, as mentioned earlier, was an
original quality indicator as identified in Bredekamp's (1985) research.
Nutrition and Food Service has surfaced in the general research literature as
an important indicator of children’s optimal functioning in a classroom
(Underwood et al., 1987; Guthrie, 1989). Over the last five years the U.S.
Department of Agriculture and the National Dairy Council have advocated
for expanded food and nutrition education programs as well as a more
comprehensive approach for providing two-thirds of the child’s minimum

daily requirement of nutrients during the day in their early care and
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education program.

Teacher-child interactions and staffing resurface. Also identified as
discriminating variables in the secondary sample are Staffing and Teacher-
Child Interactions as rated by centers. These two components correspond
to the primary sample discriminating functions and confirm the importance
of these two components in the prediction of accreditation in both samples.
The fact that this secondary sample, although much smaller, included more
classrooms corroborates the importance of appropriate interactions as well
as staffing, which includes education and training, in the determination of
quality as indicated by NAEYC Accreditation.

Accuracy of classification. In the classification tables of the smaller
secondary sample, 86% of the cases were correctly classified. In each group
of accredited and deferred, only two programs out of the 27 included were
predicted to be incorrectly classified in the initial Academy commission
decision. In other words, two programs which were deferred by the
commission should have been accredited and two programs which were
accredited should have been deferred according to this classification using
these four discriminating variables.

Summary. Almost identical percentages of accredited programs were
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both correctly and incorrectly classified in the primary and secondary
samples. It is in the deferred group that the samples are significantly
dissimilar. According to Table 4.19, 65% of these primary sample
programs deferred were predicted to be accurately classified, while 35%
which should have been accredited by the Academy (based on the
discriminating factors) were not. In the secondary analysis, Table 4.24,
only two or 13% of the deferred programs were predicted to be accredited.

The data and comparison seems to indicate that including more
classrooms in the analysis produces more accurate decisions to accredit or
defer. It substantiates the established Academy practice of reviewing and
incorporating all classroom ratings in the final decision to accredit or defer
a program.

This insight should encourage a strong focus and continued research
on the components of the secondary sample discriminating variables of
Health and Safety, Nutrition and Food Service, Teacher-Child Interactions
and Staffing. The extremely strong total correlation coefficient, .97, of the
secondary sample component-level analysis is another compelling indicator
of the vigor of incorporating all classrooms in the final accreditation

decision.
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Recommendations for Further Research

This study has shown that while the original research still remains
reliable and valid, it is crucial to continue to evaluate both processes and
content. The Academy has undertaken one extensive review of the criteria
in 1991 and a second is in process. The Academy’s Advisory Panel is
involved in soliciting comments and reviewing specific aspects of both the
process and content. As a former member of this Advisory Panel, a former
program manager, a validator and commissioner, and one who has observed
and occasionally directly assisted over 200 programs in achieving NAEYC
Accreditation, my comments and conclusions in the section come from
many aspects of practical experience.

A further analysis of the individual characteristics of the incorrectly
classified programs (based on the discriminating factors identified in this
study) in both the accredited and non-accredited groups could be very
enlightening. The results of this analysis could guide the Academy on such
things as the interpretation of the weight of specific criteria, and center,
validator, and commissioner training related to the parameters around
which accreditation decisions are made.

Other recommendations for additional research include:
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1. Determine the significance of director and staff education level
and qualifications as predictors of NAEYC accreditation.

2. Identify and categorize NAEYC Accreditation criteria into
categories of process related and regulation focused criteria and analyze
these groups related to the accreditation decision. Such research might
prove valuable to state regulators as they work to improve their internal
monitoring and licensing criteria.

3. Conduct a nationwide survey of parents of children under six-
years-old to ascertain their recognition and knowledge of NAEYC
Accreditation. Additional insight into the value that parents place on
accreditation, or third party endorsements in general, would be a valuable
contribution in creating a more effective awareness of the value of NAEYC
Accreditation to parents and other consumers.

4. Compare parents’ specific needs and issues for their children with
accreditation criteria to identify both the positive aspects and the
deficiencies of the accreditation criteria from the parent’s perspective. This
research may help parents form positive perceptions of early childhood
educators as supportive , interested and informed professionals.

5. Compare state regulations with the number of accredited centers
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within that state. Does the influence of state standards prevent or

encourage programs to participate in NAEYC Accreditation?

Recommendations Rel to NAEYC Accreditation Criteri
1. A thorough review of criteria which fall lower than 80% of
agreement could be valuable for the future direction of Accreditation.
Rewording these criteria may result in more clearly interpreted standards
which would result in higher percentage of agreement between centers and
validators.

2. Solicit reviews of the literature on the above identified criteria
that fall into the lower percentages of agreement. These articles and
publications could be published the Academy Update, Young Children,
Parent, Child, and other publications related to the early care and
education as well as those often read by parents. These reviews would
assist programs, validators, parents and policymakers in a more thorough
understanding of the details of individual criteria and provide clarification
of a wide array of issues.

3. Presentations at early childhood and child development

conferences on topics related to the criteria discussed in number one above
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to create a more complete understanding and clearer interpretation of the
meaning of the criteria.

4. Create opportunities for individuals within the field of early care
and education to discuss and process criteria which represent areas of
controversy within the field. Such forums and/or symposia could initiate
discussion which would create consensus and allow clearer interpretation
and best practice to evolve even within the most diverse group of
professionals.

5. Re-engineer training for mentors and validators who could then
assist centers in the interpretation of specific criteria as they proceed
through the self-study.

6. Continually provide reviews of the research literature on specific
criteria and components that are related to positive outcomes for young

children (as well as keep current annotated bibliographies of research

updated, e.g., Keeping Current in Child Care Research).

Recommendations to Parents

Parents of young children have double duty; to understand their

work-related job and to understand their job as parent. The role of
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parenting is often a dichotomy. It is fun but challenging, scary but
exhilarating, exhausting but energizing and worrisome but also very
rewarding. The choice of which type of child care program, preschool,
nursery school, before and after school program and summer program to
select is very confusing.

Applying the results of this research can clarify several important
factors to use in the decision. To select the highest quality program which
promotes optimal child development, the following components are critical:

1. Teacher-child interactions must be respectful, responsive, and
consistent. Teachers will respond to children’s requests and join in their
play as well as offer directed experiences they know are appropriate for the
developmental levels of the classroom.

2. Curriculum must be organized, balanced between child-initiated
and teacher-directed, and interesting to the children. Activities offered
should represent a range of things that are easy, moderate and slightly
challenging to each child.

3. Staffing and group sizes must be appropriate for the age-level of
the classroom. Infants, toddlers and two-year-olds require more teachers

than preschool and schoolage children. The size of the group should allow
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teachers time to focus on meeting the individual needs of children.

4. There must be varying opportunities for parents, teachers and
older children to evaluate and comment on the program. At lease annually,
a written evaluation should occur. Parents should be welcome to visit or
spend longer periods of time in the program and classrooms at all times.
Children’s evaluations should ask about activity, schedule and snack
preferences.

5. Procedures, policies and daily practices should be observable and
focus on keeping children healthy and the program environment safe.

6. Foods served should follow the USDA recommended daily
allowances, be served family style, and encourage children’s choices and

independence as they learn to serve and feed themselves.

Final Thoughts

Accreditation has grown to symbolize a higher level of quality in
many professions. The conclusions of this study relate equally to Early
Care and Education and to any other profession that values accreditation.
Both processes and content must be continuously improved. As standards

are set, results of research must be used to validate their reliability. As
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standards are achieved, research can document next steps.

Specifically, the identification of evaluation as a critical predictor of
accreditation relates across all professions. Education, nursing, home
health care, dentistry, journalism, communications, and medicine have all
identified evaluation as valuable. The evaluation component of their
individual accreditation programs may also be a critical link to the quality
products and services they offer.

Since the inception of the NAEYC Accreditation process in 1985,
the standards of the early care and education profession have been raised to
a higher level of quality. Many directors and administrators seek an
objective, third-party endorsement for the parents of their program as well
as for the professional pride of their staff. Accreditation is a source of pride
to the entire team responsible for its accomplishment (Herr, 1993).

Both the NAEYC Accreditation process and the professionals in the
field of early care and education are focused on continuous improvement.
Increased numbers of centers entering the self-study process and becoming
accredited are evidence of this fact. The NAEYC Accreditation process has
been proven to be a valuable component for assuring the optimal

development of children, the improvement of programs, and the
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professional development of staff and administrators. The research
surrounding the criteria has brought new focus to the resources necessary to
provide optimal experiences for children. Intensified recognition can lead
to enhanced respect of the profession which, in turn, can also lead to more
resources for our children. Increased clarity of the criteria and continued
work on improving best practice in the profession will continue to move
early care and education toward its goal of being recognized as a viable

profession alongside its closely related foundations of education and

psychology.
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Appendix A

NAEYC Accreditation--Classroom Observation Criteria
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Early Childhood Program Description

A. Interactions among Staff and Children Ratings of Center & Validator

CRITERION GROUPS

T

o AVERAGE cIviclivicliviCiv]Clv]ClIVv]CTVICIVIC]V
A-l. Saffinteract frequently with AT
children affection,

O suff tnteract nonverbally by pyrerrory commenmson rasing  VALIDATIONDEGISION QO V  Q NV
Q saff ulk with and listen to For valldator

Q suffgivcone-tooncattention
to infants during feeding and

dlapering, alowtng time for
infants’ responses.

Az  SuH iabieand AVERAGE CIV]C]VICIVICIVICIVICIVICIVICIVIC TV

stve to children. i BATING
2 Quickty comfort infantsindis-

tress. Director’s comments on rasing  VALIDATION DECISION Qv Q NV
Q Reaassure crying toddlers.

Q Usten to children with atten For valid,

tion and respect.
Q Respond 10 children’s ques-

tions and requests.

Q Staff are aware of the activi-
ties of the entire group even
when dealing with 3 smaller

group: stafl position them-
sclves strategically and look
up often from involvement.
Q staff spend ume observing
each child without interrupt.
inganactivelyinvoived child.

Aamlﬁmdﬂlmhl AVERAGE CiviClvic|v]CIv]clv]Clv]C Vv][CiVvIC]V

RATING
friendly,
Q speak with individual chit

dren often. Director's comments onrating  VALIDATIONDEGISION QV  Q NV
Q swff inctude child in conver-

sauons; describe actions. ex- For valid:

periences, and events: listen
and respond to children's

and sugg:
Q speak with children at eye
level.
Q calt chitdren by name.
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Guide 1o Accreditation

A. Interactions among Staff and Children continued

CRITERION

A4a. Scaff treat children of all

with respect and consider-
ation.
For 3
aff maaic scuvitics and discusions (o bulld post-
trve acif-«ienty and teach the value of differences.
Sufl provide books, dold, loys, dressup prope,
Photos. pectures. snd music that reflect av:;
vy - 3
as those that refiext ives of those i the cltasroon:.
Sl make K 3 conMstent practice Gt 3 peron’s

AVERAGE
RATING

Ratings of Center & Validator

GROUPS

clvicivijciv]Cclv]Cly

Dtrector’s coniments onrating  VALIDATION DECISION

For validator

RATING

AVERAGE

Director’s comments on rating  VALIDATION DECISION

For validator

av

g NV

suffulk tvely sbout cach child's physical char
mwﬂrﬂmmlm

Swll react (0 LEasing of rejecung smoag children by
icTverung 10 descuss stmilaritics sad diffcrences.

A-4b. Saff provide children of both

roic joas (i.c., femmle firefigh
ers. male nurses).
Valuc positive leveis of noisc and

AVERAGE

RATING

Director’s comments on rating  VALIDATION DECISION

For valtdator

actinry

Then chit

R 1

dren, avoid gender ypes in
anguage references (ic., usc words
such as strong, gentie, preity, helpfil
for both giris and boys).

1f srall groups are designated, svoid
dividing by gender.
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Early Childhood Program Description

A. Interactions among Staff and Children continued
CRITERION

Ratings of Center & Validstor

GROUPS

AS. Staff encourage indepen- | AVERAGE cIvicTviclvicIvITIV viclv]clvicly

dence in children s they are AATING
ready.

znm-llepheabrm Director's ommenss on rating  VALIDATIONDEGIStoN OV QO NV
phay.

Older finger feeding seif. For validator

T hing hands. g
avm s

Threes snd fours: deessing. picking
up toys.

Fives: setting table, cleaning. acquir-
ing seifhelp skills.

Cohool »s ey

Jobs, participating in community sc-
Uvitics.

A6a.  Ssaffuscpositiveapproaches | AVERAGE CIVICIV]CIVICIVICIVI[CIV][CIVICIV]CIV

o help children bet con- BATING .
structively.

Director's comments on rating VALIDATIONDECISION QV QO NV

For valid

ate behavior,

Q Consistent, clear rules devel
opedincon withchil
drenand discussed withthem
to make sure they understand.

Q swaff describe the siruation 1o
encourage children's evalua-
tan of the problem rther
than impose the solution-

Q togical or natural conse-
q pplicd in p
sinuatons.

VERAGE cIv]jcivicivIcIv]clviclvcTv]civictiy
A-6b. Suaffdo notuse physical pun- ‘umnc
ishmentorothernegativedis-

Director's comments on rating  VALIDATIONDECISION OV QO NV

For example,
Sl do not foree chikdren to apolo- For validator
gize or cxplain their behavioe but
help chil i B
child’s (celings.

Food or beverage s never wnthheld
as a discipline device.
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Guide 10 Accreditation

A. Interactions among Staff and Children continued

Ratings of Center & Validstor
CRITERION
GROUPS
A-7. Overall sound of group is | AVERAGE Civiclvlciv]cIvIClvIicIvIcIvIeTv]CIV
pleasant most of the ime. RATING
For exampis,
Happy ughter, exciement, busy ac-
Uiy, relaxed talking. Director’s comments on rating  VALIDATION DECISION Qv QNv
Aduk voices that do not dominaie.
For validator
A-82. Children are generally com- AVERAGE CcIvIcIvIcIvICclvICcIvIcIvIclv]Clv]CclV
fortable, relaxed, happy,and NG
involved in play and other
activities.
Director's commants on rattng  VALIDATION DECISION Qv QNv
For validator
A-8b. Staff help children deal with | AVERAGE civicivic]vicly VICTVIcIVIcTvICc[V
anger, sadness, and frustea. R SATING
tion by comforting, identify-
ing, reflecting feelings, and
belping children use words Dffecforscommensonraing  VALIDATIONDEQISIoN Q V. O NV
0 solve their problems.
For valtdator
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Eariy Childhood Program Description

A. 1mreractions among Staff and Children continued  pyungs of Cener & Validator

CRITERION

A9,

saaff encoursge prosocial be-
haviors in children such as
cooperating, helping, taking
warns, talking to solve prob-
lems.

For exampls,
Adults mode] the desired

e
AVERAGE
RATING

GROUPS

civicivCly ViClV

Director’s comments on rating  VALIDATION DECISION Qv

For valldator

O NV

Adulis initiate opp for ex-
:?n;udvmmmm

A-10.

Stafl expectations of chil-
dren’s social behavior are
developmennally appropri-
ate.

AVERAGE
RATING

Dtrector’s comments on rafing  VALIDATION DECISION Qv

Two picces of the me, populsr
bic 30 todd

For walidator

Q Nv

quif are
are not forced to share 0o oftens.
aged to oo

F lers are

operate in small groups.
Schookagers have opportunitics o
;phv'uloo:.' -

(o o

A-ll.

Children are encouraged to
talk about feelings and idess
instead of solving problems
with force.

For exampie,

Adults supply appropriate words for
infants and toddlers 10 heip them
icarn ways (o get along in & group.
Adults intervenc quickly when
cluldren’s responses o each other

pp of such respr

[AVERAGE |
RATING

Director’s commenss on rasing  VALIDATION DECISION Q V

For validator

Q NV

Adults discuss akermative solutions
with children 2 years and older.
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Guide to Accreditation

B.

Curriculum

CRITERION

ments are accessibic to spe-

cial geeds child including

ramps, bathroom, and plry-
9 18 peeded

Ratings of Center & Validator

GROUPS

Ty
AVERAGE Civic

clivicivic)iviciviciy

RATING

Director's comments on rating

VALIDATION DECISION

For validator

Qv

Q NV

0 schedule is modified as
needed, such as shorter day
or altermative activities.

Q Program is modificd as
needed, such as provision of
special materials and equip-
ment, use ol supportive ser-
vices, individualization of ac-

QO Therapy & developed appro-

B4z

B-4b.

Thbe daily schedule provides
for alternating periods of
quiet and active play.

AVERAGR clvic

RATING

Direcior’s comments on rating VALIDATION DECISION

For validator

av

QNv

AVERAGE civic

RATING

Direcior’s comments on rating VALIDATION DECISION

For valids

Qv

Q NV
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Early Childhood Program Description

B. curriculum continued

Ratings of Center & Validator
CRITEIRION SROUPS
84c More than one option for | AVRRAGE clvicivicIvicivicviCIVIC|V viclV
group activity (individual, | -EATHNG
mlhblemouor f the )
l:ﬁmnndmddl;smd:zt Director’s comments on rating  VALIDATION DECISION QV anNv
wfanctionasa
expected. large or
B4d. A balance of large muscle/ | AVERAGE CIV]CIVICIVICIVICIVICIV]ICIV VIc Vv
small muscleactivitiesispro- | ATNC
vided in the daily schedul
Director's comments on rating  VALIDATIONDECISION OV Q NV
For validator
B4c. A balance of child-initiated; | AVERAGE CIV]cIV]IC]VIC[V]ICIVI]CIV]CIV vicIv
saff-initated activity is pro- |2 G
vided while limiting the
of i
Finitied saiviy. Q NV

group, staff-initiated scrivity. Director's commenis on rating  VALIDATION DECISION Qv

For valid
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Guide 10 Accreditation

B. curricolum continued

CRITERION

Rateonly for age group being observed.

Bsb. Developmentally appropri-
ate rials snd equipment

are svallable for infanis.

Q simple. lightweight, open-
ended, caslly washabic toys
suchas containers, balls, pop-
beads, nesting cups.

T Ratses, squeak toys, action/
reaction toys.

O Cuddly toys.

Q Tays to mouth such as

Q Pictures of real objects.

Q Crawling area with sturdy,
stabie furniturcto pull up seifl

Q Sturdy picturc books, music.
Q Pounding bench, pl

Ratings of Center & Validator
GROUPS

AVERAGE Clv CivICIvVv]C]V]CIVICIVIC|VIC]V
RATING
Director's comments on vating VAUDATIONDEQsSION 0OV O NV

For validator
AVERAGE [ K CivicivicCiviciv]cliv]clvi]Cjy
RATING
Q Nox applicable VALIDATIONDECISION OV QO Nv
Director’s commenis on rating  For validator
AVERAGE Clv clvilciviCcvijCclivicivicCciv][Ciy
RATING
Q Nox spplicabie VALIDATIONDEGISION QJV Q NV

Director’s comments on rating  For validator

puzzics.
Q Puryeiephonc, dolls, pretend

toys.

Q Large paper. cray

Q Sturdy furniture tohold on ta
while walking.

Q sand and water toys.
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Early Childhood Program Description

Curriculum continued

CRITERION

B-5d.

Developmentally appropri-
ate materials and equipment
are svailsble for preschool.

AVERAGE
BRATING

Ratings of Center & Validatwor

GROUPS

vicjviclvicivicivic|y

-”’rs.
Q Active play equipment for
climbing and

QO Unit blocks and accessories.

Q Puzzies, manipuiative toys.

Q Picrure books and records,
musical instruments.

O A materials such as finger
and tempera paints, crayons,
scissors, and paste.

Q Dramatic play materials such
a3 dolls, dress-up clothes and
props, childsized furniture,
puppets.

Q sand and water toys.

Developmentally appropri-
stematerials areavailable for
school-agers.

Q Acuive play equipment and
matertals such as batsand bafis
for organized games.

Q Construction marerials for

woodworking, unit blocks,
accessorties forblocks such as

Q Materials for hobby and ant
projects, science projecrs.

Q Materials for dramatics, cook-
ing.

Q Books, records, musical in-
struments.

Q Board and card games.

Q Complex manipulative toys

Q Nox appiicable

Director’s comments on rating  For validator

VALIDATION DECISION

av

Q NV

AVERAGE
RATING

Q Not applicable

Director's comments on rating  For validator

VALIDATION DECISION

av

a Nv
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Guide to Accreditation

B. curriculum costinued
CRITERION

Q Media are used s special
ecvems, ratherthanasregular,
daily routine.

B-7. Staff provide a variety of de-
velopmenta.lly appropriate
hands-on activities for chil-
drentoachieve the following
goals:
(Rate each goal separately con-
sidering the examples related
to the age group being odb-
served.)

B-7a. Foster positive self-concept.

Ratings of Center & Validator
GROUPS
AVERAGE vicivijcjviCjivIicC|v]ICiV]C]VICIV[C!lV
RATING
Q Not applicabie VALIDATIONDEQISION QV QO NV

AVERAGE ClviCivicly

RATING

Director's comments on rating, VALIDATIONDECISION QV Q NV

For validator

For exampie.
Infants/younger woddliers Qider toddlers/preschoolers School-agers
Hold and touch. make frequent eye contact Allow time for children to talicabout what they P PP inde-
and communicite with babics especially see. do, and like -reliance such as the sbility to
dunng caregiving. thech q games. make chy initiate own activities.
Talk and sing 10 babies. Du‘phy:hildu's'mtmdptmud PP 10 work or play aslonc.
Ahvmhnslommolmm l’:mﬂses. Provide ways to enfure A
d motor P and tell  Plan cooperative rather than competittve actvi-
m:hurolhng.mln; Rones about self, &nily and cultural prac. ves.
Allow and uces. prefe for self- peer
2gc their development of self-help akills F PP (w 0wk groups.
when ready. tate activity. con- gy iidren 10 daw p nd tell
rand ppoct cach toddler's devel- unlolv.hnrbodl:lmdld!-hdpluﬂi stories about seif, family. and cultural prac-
nu-hxtpun,‘n'u«p tices.
ul!vnlkmg,mddlmbm; Display chikiren's work and photos of children
Listen and to toddier's o and ther Amilies.

Kuage.
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Early Childhood Program Description

B. curriculum cowtizued

CRITERION

BTb. Develop social skills.

For example,

Hold, pat, and touch babies.

Talk 10, sing to, snd pisy with each bsby ona
oncioone basty.

Respond to snd cxpand on cues coming from
child.

Interpret infants’ actions to other chikiren o
belp them get along in the group. "Mary
had i firse. ")

B-7¢. Encouragechildren to think,
reason, question, and experi-

ment.

For example,
lanfani

ts/younger toddlers
Pravide an appropeiately challengiog, |fc en-
vironment for infants and toddlers o ex-
plore and maaipulate.

Conr b ook
P

Ratings of Center & Validator

GROUPS

AVERAGE cliviclvijcjvjciviclvjc.v|[clv][CIviClV

RATING

Director's commentson rating VALIDATIONDECISION QV Q NV

For validator

Older toddl ch School-agers
mmuww p d and
Create space and time for senall groups of chil- team sports, nouppncs. tneerest dubs.
dren to build blocks together or enjoy dra- bourd and card games.

nueplay Allow timc to sit and talk with friend or adult.

Provede opportunities for sharieg. cariog, and  Focuson act k

or&.m?uorpu "

P 'Ways ‘o resp to bizsed

and
AVERAGE CijvjeiviciviciviclviCclv[Clv[|CciviCV
RATING

Director’s comments on rating  VALIDATION DECISION Qv ANV

For validator
Older toddlers/preschool School-agers
Plan activities for hibefing. classifying. sorting  Provide such as cook y-mak-
obrects by shape, color, size. rdeni

a which they can reach for and grasp.

Puy maming and hiding garnes such as peek-a-
boo, pat-a-cake.

Provide simple toys that respond (o infants”
initiarons so they may pay aftention (o
cause and effect.

Provide large contamers full of objects for
toddiers to carry, dump, and refill.

Help by re-

n:ctmglharupem (*You're pownt-
ing to the street; i it because you hear the
prh:geuudd’) L

I had 1
oulmlerfenngvuhlekcznﬂ&

Avod P ofch '$

time concepts. scason of the year.
Extend ch ¥} ing and ing during
activities by sdding ncw materials. asking

open-ended questions, olfenng ideas of sug-
gestions, pmmghuhe.rphy and providing

in sobing
Observe natural events such as sceds growing,
life cycie of pets.
Create opp ities to we
obrects.
Tﬂculhamundhﬂlﬁngorm
Plan tnps to provd
{orptuchoolm

P

Re water and sand play.
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B. curriculum continued

CRITERION

B7d. Encourage language and lic-
eracy

For axampis,

Infants/younger toddlers

Engage in many one<o-one. facedo-fae Inter-
acuons with infants.

Look at simpie books and pécrures,

Tukhaple—m. uhvucc. ing sk

whie
hm.memmmum

Vertully abel obyects and cvenss within he
infant’s expenence.

Respond to sounds infant makes, occasioaally

g infant’s

o -

cvents that occur in e child's enviroe-

K mw dl o hoguage in
me-mw

Ratings of Center & Validetor

GROUPS

AVERAGR ClVICIVIC}YV

ClvjCjvicCivicivicivicCly

RATING

Director’s commenss on rating VALIDATIONDEQSION OV QO NV

For validator

Older wddlers/preschoolers
Read books and poems, tefl stories sbout expe-
riences, talk aboat pictores, write dowp €3~

School-agere

Provide oppormmitics to resd books.

Write and prodece plays, pubiish newspspers,
write storles.

morics childven Goste.

Provide ume for coavermiion, wik child ques-
Uons thet require more than 8 S
angwer.

Answer children's

Questions.
Add more information o wha a child ssys.
pictures sad spoken baguage, provide s
«ich environment,

w;hwmm

B-7e. Enhance physical develop-
ment.

Share experiences with (riends or aduits.
U i such

o
Make own fimstrips.

(et
AVIRAGE civiclviclyv

RATING

For cxmmpie. Director’s comments on rating  VALIDATIONDECISION QV  Q NV
hhnumuddh- .
such as rolling. saing, g A thewr For valtdator
own pace.
mewsv&uhﬁ
sur{sces such as wood floors for
mmmmmr«:hump-m
up seif or hold on to while walki
sccesaible outdoor activitics for in-
fants.
Provide simple objects infants mey resch for
and prasp.
comf X on their backs  Older todd) hook
Solorably. W freely s raching,  Provide tme 00 space for scrive play such as  Provide opportualtics (o get phy
P cyeand i P g. riding use varsery of outdoor
Allow mobile infants to move about freely, tricycies. participation in group games, ind)-
play with and exp 1 safe eovt Provide activily maing ob- widun! s teRmn Spos. .
Provide tme. space. and objects (ramps, piat- stacie course Of sctivity songs and vities and such
forms, low sicps) for toddless® sctive play Provide & such & ag 2 SCWInE. EACTEME, pottery, ieatherwork,
such as siting. watking, climbmng. jump- rings, pop-beads. | [ penury
ing. . ang
Provide toddiers objccts for carrying. such as for preschoolers.

basirets, large empey plastic bottics, balls.
Provide toddiers ampic puzzics, nosting Loys,
saciang toys. pop-beads, balls.
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B. curriculum continued

Ratings of Center & Validetor
CRITERION CROUPS
B-7f. Encourage snd demonstrate
sound heslth, safety, and nu- AIV‘IIAGI Cclv CIV]ICIVICIVICIVYICIVICIVEIC]IY
For axsmpis,
A wrveavicryolmuriions  Director’s comments on rating  VALIDATIONDEGISION Q V. Q NV
Discuss good aurition. For validator
: ot i
wmm-ﬂs
ing b -
ting reguiar and eacugh
rest.
Talk about visiting doctor, dentist.
Describe rou-
tine hesith activities 23 they are
emplemented.
schookagers: (nctude discussions
of life skitls.
B-7g. Encourage creative expres- AVERAGE ClV viclviclivIciv[Cc]yv vV]CIV
sion and appreciation forthe RATING
arts.
Director's comments on rating  VALIDATIONDECISION OV QO NV
For valld
For xampie,
Infants/younger toddlers Older toddlers/preschoolers School-sgers
Use occaswoaal music (or movement, wnging. Bo itses such as brush g. Provide planned and sp ies 1
or listening. drawing. collage. and play ans and crafts such as mural and casel pant-
Sing Lo baby, appreciate infants’ vocalizations Provide time and space for ing. P g
and sounds. foil d E age du R di record
Disphiy uiteresting things to look at. Do ics such ing (o playing. singing, playing nstruments.
Provde time and space for movement and rds, playin, Provide matenals represeniative of 3 vanety of
cultures.

play.
E cribbling with

Providc matertals representative of a variety of
cultures,
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B. Curriculum costisued
CRITERION

B-7Th. Respect cultural diversity.
For example,
All ages

Avoid stereotypiag of zay group
through matenials, objeats, o

guage.
h“ d {( e ¢ L]
L4

Cel - P
reflecied in the group.

Read books, display pictures of var-
ous cultures.

Invtc parents and other visitors 10
shareasus, crafis, music, dress, ind
storics of various cultures.

Take trips to museums, cultural re-

B-8, s;ﬂrpmidemmhhlnd

time for children o select

theirownactivitiesduringthe

day.

3 Infants and toddlers have ob-
jects and materials for free
choice.

2 Seven! altemauve activities
areavailable for preschooler’s
choice.

Q Saff respect the child's right
not 1o pasucipate in some ac
tivities.

0 Suaff pick up on activitics that
children start, orinteresisthat
children show.

Q schoolagers help prepare ma-
terials, plan and choose their
own acisvities most of the
time.

Ratings of Center & Valldator
GROUPS

AVERAGE (3 clv]clviclv]clv]clviciv]Cc]V
RATING
Director’s commentson rating VAUIDATIONDECISION 0OV QO NV

For validator
AVERAGE C VIc]VIclVIcIV]ICcIVICIV]CIY
RATING
Director’s commensson rasing VALIDATIONDEGISToN QO V D NV

For validator
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Curriculum continued

CRITERION

B9,

Staff conduct smooth and

unregimented transitions be-

tween activities.

Q Chidren are told to get ready
for transition ahcad of ime.

Q Children arc not atways re-
quired to move as a group
from onc activiry to another.

0 The new activizry is prepared
bef h fromthe
completed activity to avoid
waiting.

RATING

AVERAGE

Ratings of Center & Validator

GROUPS

civicivicivicivic|v

Director's commenss on rating VALIDATIONDECISIoN QO V

For validator

Q NV

O Schookage child

ek Phn
and participate in the change
ofactivity, havetimetoadjust
to change from school to pro-
gram.

B-10. Saaff are flexible enough o

RATING

e e
AVERAGE

change

tvities.

For exampie,

Stall follow necds oc interests of the
children,

Director's comments on rating  VALIDATION DECISION

Safl adjust to ges in her oe
other unexpected situstions in a re-
axed wey withowt up

For valtdator

av

Q NV

B-11.

Routine tasks such as diaper-
ing, toileting, eating, dress-
ing, and sleepingare handled
in a relaxed and individual
maaner.

O Routine tasks are used as op-
portunitics for picasnt con-
versation and playful intcrac-
Uon to bring about children'’s
leaening.

O Selfhelp skillsare encouraged
as children are ready.

O Routines are tailored to

RATING

AVERAGE

Director’s comments on rating  VALIDATION DECISION

For validator

Qv

Q NV

snccdsand thythms
as much as possible.

For example,
R R infants’ individual sicep-
ln"pcuclnolet;
providing schootagers with a place
o rest if they choose. respecting
ook S 3 in

who are early risers.

R
penonal grooming.
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G. Physical Environment Ratings of Center & Validator
CRITERION GCROUPS
G1a Thercisencughusablespace [ AVERAGE < ClVv]cIv]cIviclvIcIv]cIvIC]V
indoors so children are not RATING
crowded.
Director’s commentsonrating VALIDATIONDECISION QV Q2 NV
For valtd
G-lb.fhaehenougbmablenpamm < clviclviciviclvicivicivicly
for outdoor play (or each age zanING
group.
e ot vac diffeventarcasoeare DIFeCIor’'s comments on rattng  VALIDATIONDECISION Q V. O NV
scheduled at different times.
For valid:
G2 Space is arranged w accom- AVERAGE 3 CIV]CcIVICIVICIV]CIvVICIVvICc]V
modate children individu- |—ADNC
ally, in small groups, andina
large group. Director’s comments onrating  VALIDATIONDECISION OV O NV
Q There are clear pathways for
children to move from one
area (0 another without dis- For validator
turbing activitics.
T Areas are organized for casy
supcrvision by staff.
O Program stlf have access 1o
the desgnated space in suffi-
cient time 1o prepare the en-
vironment beforechildrenaar-
five.
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G. Physical Eavironment continued

CRITERION

G-3. Spaceisarranged to Eacilitste

avarietyof activities foreach

age group.

Q Nonwalkers (infants/younger
toddlers) are provided open
space (or crawling/toddling
and protected space for play,

RATING

AVERAGE

Director’s comments on rating VALIDATION DECISION

For valid,

Qv

Q Nv

ers have space armanged lora
vanetyof individual and small
group activities including
block building, dramatic play,
art, music, science, math,
manipulatives, quiet book

reading.
Q Sand and water piay and
uua

ltguhtoca:lons.
Q Schoclagers are provided

A variety of age-appropriate
materials and equip are

(AVERAGE ]

RATING

T3 LkbrALn‘J L
and outdoors.
Q A sufficient quantity of mate-
rials and cquipment is pro-

Director's comments on rating  VALIDATION DECISION

vided to avoid problems with
sharing or waiting.

For valtdator

Qv

Q NV

Q Materials are durable and in
good repair.

Q Matertals are organized con-
isentlyonlow, opensheh
7] ge independ

use by children.

Q Exiamaterhisareaceessible
to staff 1o add variery 10 usual
acuvities.

Q Materials are rotated and
adaptedtomaintain children’s
interest.
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G.

Physical Eavironment continued

Ratings of Center & Validstor
CRITERION GROUPS
G5. Individual space is provided AVERAGE clvicivicliviclviclvijc civiciviClv
for each child's belongings. BATING
Q Thereisaplace o hang cloth
D::‘ phaces & Direcior's comments on rating  VALIDATIONDECISION OV QO Nv
are places for storing
extra ciothing and other be- For valid:
longings such as art work to.
be taken home.
G-6. Private areas wherechildren | AVERAGE clvic clviclviciviciviciviciviclv
can play or work alone or [ EATING
with a friend are available
indoors and outdoors.
for e, Director's ommenisonrating VALIDATIONDECGISIoN OV QNv
Book 4
mumalyfu'lduulwr:l;:c'k. For validator
G-7. The envir includ AVERAGE CIV]CIVICIVICIVICIVICIVICIVICIVIC]Y
soft clements. RATING
For example,

Rups, cusluons, soft furniture, soft
toys, comfortsbic chairs forsculisto  Direcior’s comments on rating  VALIDATION DECQISION
hoid children in their laps.

For valld.

Qv

o NV
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G. Physical Environment contisusd

CRAITERION

G8.

Sound-absorbing materials
such =s ceiling tile and rogs
are used o cut down noise.

G9a.

A variety of actlvities can go
on outdoors throughout the
year.

QO Batancc of shade and sun.

Q Variety of surfaces such as
hardtop for wheel toys, grass
for rolling, sand and soil {or
digging.

Q variety of age-appropriate
equipment (or riding, climb-
ing, balancing, individual piay-
ng.

The outdoor play area is pro-
tected [rom sccess to streets
and other dangers by fences
or by natural barriers.

Ratings of Center & Validator
GROUPS
AVERAGE clv CIVICIVICIVICIVIE]Y Vi<V
RATING
Director's commentsonvrating VALIDATIONDECISION QV  Q NV
For valid
AVERAGE ClvVv civiciv]cliv[C]v]cC]yVY vicly
RATING
Director's commantson rating  VALIDATIONDECISION QV  Q NV
For valid
AVERAGE ClvVv clv]jciviC]v]C]V]CjV viciyv
RATING
Director's commenson rating  VALIDATIONDECISION QV QO NV

For validator
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H. Health and safety

Ratings of Center & Validator
CRITERION GROUPS
H-7s. Children are under sdult su-  —eres CIVICIVICVICIVIEIvIE[VICIVICLY v

pervision st all times. RATING

For exampie,
Infants and toddiers are never left
unattended.

Preschooiers sre supervised by sight
and sound.

Director'’s commentson rating  VALIDATIONDECISION OV O NV

For validator

Schoalsgers may not be {n aight, but
safl know where children sre and
‘what they sre doing.

H-12. Children are dressed appro- | AVERAGE | clviclvIcIvVIc]VvICIVICIVICIVICIV]E]Y
pr’hlﬂyforlclhepllyh- RATING
doors and outdoors.
Q Extra clothing iskept on hand.
Q Protective clothing such as
smocis and mitiens is kept

Director's comments on rating  VALIDATION DECISION v Q NV

on hand For valtd
H-13a. As children use the facility, AVERAGE CIvVICcIVICIVIC]VICIV]ICIV][CIV]cIVv]ICc]V
staff and children keep areas Ranre
reasonably clean.
D::"'“""’“’:‘;;“‘“" Director's comments onrating  VALIDATIONDECISION QV QO NV

Q Toys arc picied up after use. For vaild

298



Early Childhood Program Description

H. Health and safety continued

Ratings of Center & Validatwor
CRITERION

GROUPS

o AVERAGE CiviCiviClyv vicivicivjclvicjviciv
H-13b. Toileting and dispering ar RATING

exs are sanitary.
D sofled dapersarcdisposed of

or held for laundry in closed ’ v
ol ofengy, DYrecior’s comments on rating  VALIDATION DECISION Q a NV

dren.
For validator
T Changing ubie is disinfected

and cover is disposcd after
cach use.

Q Toilet are is sanitized daily.

H-14a Saff wash their hands with [ AVIRACK clviclvicIvicrviclvlelvlciviclvicly

soap and water at appropri- SATING
ate times:

Q Before feeding.
Q Before preparing or serving
food.

Director’s ommensson raltng  VALIDATIONDECISION OV O NV

For validator

Q After diapering or assisting
children with toileting ornosc
wipung.

Q Afterhandling pets oranimals.

H-14b. A sink with running waterof | AYERAGE clivicjiviclivicivicjvicivicivicivicly

fortable is RATING

very close to dispering and
toileting areas.

Director’s commentson rasing VALIDATIONDECISION QV  QNV

For validator
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H. Healthand Safety continued

CRITERION

H-15a. The building, plsy yard. and

sotution daily, when in use.

H-15b. Infants’andioddlers’ toysare
largeenoughto preventswal-
lowing or choking.

H-16b. Sides of infants’ cribsareina
locked position when cribs
are occupied.

Ratings of Center & Validator
GROUPS
AVERAGE civicivjcivicvijcliviciviciy vjCiv
RATING
Director’s comments on rating  VALIDATIONDEQISION QV Q NV
For validator
AVERAGE civ]jCclv]civ]CcjiviCciviCiviC|V vIiC|¥V
BATING
O Not applicable VALIDATION DECISION av Q NV
Director's comments on rating  Forvalidator,
AVERAGE cpvicjvicivicjivicivijcivjciv vVIC|YV
RATING
Q Not applicable VALIDATION DECISION av Q Nv

Director’s comments on rating  For validator
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H. Belthand Safety continued

Ratings of Center & Validator
CRITRRION SROUFS
H-17a. Toilets, drinking water, and | AVERAGE cCiviclvIC CIvICIviclv]ICclY vic]v
bagdwashing facilities are | —ATING
ensily accessible to children.
Poudhrsing Q Noc appls Qv
Facilitics are cither childaized or applicable VALIDATION DECISION QO NV
made accemibie by non-slip uoois.
Director’s comments on rating  For validasor
% [AVERAGE | CIVICIVICIVICIVICIVICIVICETY VICIV
H-17b. xpanddbpoublemh SATING
Director’s comments on rating  VALIDATIONDECISION QV  Q Nv
For valid
H-17c. Children wash hands after | AYERAGE civicivicjvicivicliviclvic|vicivicy
wileting and before meals. RATING
Q Staff assist infants and tod-
diers with face- and Ra0d-  prerors comments on raring VALIDATIONDECISION QO VO NV

washing s pceded.
For vall

walce, soap,

and sl;;glc use o{dlspoabre
towcels,

Q cnildren wash theirhandsbe.

fore using the waterplay table,

¥ P

vided.
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H. Health and Safety continued

Ratings of Center & Validstor
CRITERION CROUPS
H-182. Areas used by children are A.V‘IIAGIE' CIvicIv]Ic]y ViCIv]IcIv]CcIv]cIv]ic]V
well-lighted and ventilated
and kept st a comfortable
temperatare. Dtrector's omments on rating  VAUDATIONDECISION QV Q NV
For validator
<
H-l&ﬂmﬂmhmmm civjclivicly yici v ~lcivic vicly
with prowective caps. (NA for
rooms uscd by school-agers
onty) Directar’s commenis on rating  VALIDATIONDECISION QV O NV
For valtdator
[AVERAGE | CIVICIVICIVICIVICEIVICIVICIvVICIVICIV
H-18c. Floor coveringsareausched | RATING
to the floor or backed with
non-slip coverings.
P 2 Not applicable VALIDATION DECISION Qv QNv

Director’s comments on rating  For validator
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H. Healthand Safety continued

Ratings of Center & Validatoor
CRITERION CROUPS
H-19%. Cushioningmarerialssuchas [ AVERAGE clviclviclv]clviclvlciv]clv
mats, wood chips, orsand are gATING
used under climbing equip-
ment. slides, and WO Dyrectors commensson raning VALIDATIONDECISION 0 V
For validator
H-19b. Climbhingequipment,swings, | AVERAGE ClvIcIv]cIv]cvIc]v]civiciy
and large picces of furnimure RATING
are securely anchored. (Pro-
S oring canor e oy ob.  Director’s comments on rating  VALIDATIONDEGISION O V
served.)
For example, For validator
P quip an
storage shelves indoors. Heavy
preces of fumyure such as video
MOnuLors are secured sa they Gannot
be climbed on by children.
B.mmwmwmmy AVERAGE clvjc . viciv]cliviclviclv]CiVv

dangerous products such as RATING

medicines or ciecaning sup-

plics swored ginal,
Ia.bda.i':ounme:: &w Director’s commenss on rating  VALIDATION DECISION Qv

cabinets inaccessible to chil-
dren. (Dilwed bieach soluti For validator

used for sanitation purposcs
should be inaccessible but not

necessarily locked.)
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I.  Nutrition and Food Service of G & Valid

CRITEIRAION GROUPS

3. Mealtime is a pleasant social AVERAGE C civiclvicliviCcivic v vicrlv
and learning experience for  |—aTnC
children.
Q Mcaltimes promote 8004 8 pyrecrors commuenss on rating VAUDATIONDEGISION OV O NV

trition habits.

Q Infants are heid while bottie
fed and spoon fed so social
interaction can occur.

Q At keast onc adult sis with
children during meals 1o pro-
vide 2 good role mode! and
encourage converaation.

Q Todds P 0
encouraged toserve and feed
themselves and assist with
clanup.

Q Quirs, ubles, and eating uen-
sils are suitable for the sze
and developmental levels of
the children.

For vali
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B. curricolom
CRITRRION DIRECTOR’S SATING VALIDATION PROCEOURX
: -t ':t' Siafy Questionnatre B-1
B-1. The program has a written 1 2 3 VALIDATION DECISION
statement of its philosophy Qv QOwv
and goals for children that is 1 2 3
availableto staffand parents. Check documents
Director’s commaents on rating
For valldasor
] Siaff Questionnatre B-22
B-2a. Theprogram haswriten cur VALIDATION DECISION
riculum plans based on I1 Ilz ||3| DDD Ov Qnwv
knowledge of child develop- 1 2 3
ment and aessment of indl- Check documents
and Director’s comments on rating
For validator
) Seofy Quastionnatre B.1d
B-2b. The learning eanvironment 1 2 3 VALIDATION DECISION
and sctivities for child. v QOw
reflectthe program’s philoso- T 2 3
'phyllﬂ goals. Check documents
Dtrector’s comments on rating
For valide
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B. curriculum

CRITERION

DIRECTOR'S RATING

Not Partially Pully
ot St o

VALIDATION PROCEDURE

B-3a. Modificationsare madeinthe Intervicw director; VALIDATION DECISION
eavironment and mmng refer to Classroom Qv QT wv
children with lpe:hl neads.

Direcior’s comments on rating
For validator

B-3b. Suaff make sppropriate pro- | q | 2 " Interview director vn.%ulou Dnmon
fessional referrals when nec- v NV
essary,

Director’s comments on rattng
For validator
) Staff Questiomnaire B-3c
B-3c. Whendisabled, developmen- | 1 2 J 3 J VAI.IID)A:ION at:svslon
ally delayed, or emotionally |
dlunfbdchnd:u;mmad. T 2 3
stafY are aware of the identl- Check & ents
fied/diagnosed special necds
childrensndase Director’s comments on rating
trained 1o follow through on
specific intervention plans. For validator
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Curriculum

CRITERION

B-3d. Paremts are involved in de-

velopment and use of indi-
vidual education plans for
children with special needs.
Suffsddressthe needsof par-
ents of children with special
necds.

For each group of children a
written dailly schedale s
planned to achieve s balance
of sceivities on the following
dimensjons:

B4a

All age groups play outdoors
daily, weather permitting.

B-4b. Theschedule provides foral-

ternating periods of quictand
active plxy.

DIRECTOR'S RATING YALIDATION PROCEDURR
= Mo w Staff Quesnonnaire B34
VALIDATION DECISION

[ O O - i =

1 2 3

Parent Questionnaire 14
Director’s commaenss on rating D]D

o No Ye

Check documents

For validator

Check documents VALIDATION DECISION
CIEIE] CHCE

Director’'s comments on rating  For valldaior

Check documents VALIDATION DECISION
]G] o

Director’s comments on rating  For validator
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B. curriculum

CRITERION

B4c. More than one option for
group sctivity (individual,
small group, or large group)
is available most of the day.
Infagts and toddiers are aot
expected o function ssalarge
group-

8-4d. A balance of large muscle/
small muscle activities are
provided.

DIRECYOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCEDURE

Mot Perielly Pally

B+4e. A balance of child-initiated/
stafl-initiated sctivity is pro-
vided, while limiting the

of timy P inlarge
group, saafl-initiated scrivicy.

-t .3 [ -3

Check documents VALIDATION DECISION
L] ST
Director’s comments on rating  For validator

Check documents VAUIDATION DECISION

Qv Qw

Director’s comments on rating

For validator
[ Check documents VALIDATION DECISION
| 1 l Qv Qv

Director's comments on rating
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C. saff-parent Interaction

CRITERION

DIRECTOR'S RATING
Mot  Pasielly Patly

C-1a. A written description of the
program’s philosophy isavail-
able to parents.

CIGIE]

Director’s comments on rating

VALIDATION FROCEDURE

VALIDATION DECISION

1[“]’][] g

C-1b. vr!mopeuungpouaamd

HEGE

plans for meeting child
autritional needs mmnnble
to parents.

Dtrector’s commenis on rating

C-2 A process exists for orienting

children and parents to the

that may include a pre-

enroliment visit, parent ori-

entation meeting, or gradual

introduction of childrentothe
program.

Parent Questionnatre 1D
VALIDATION DECISION
OO mawss
oK
hmt,?umom 1<

Queestionnatre 14

Yoo

o5

Forvalidator,

Questionnatre 1

VALIDATION DECISION
Qv QOnv

Ye
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C. staff-Parent Interaction

DIRECTOR'S BATING VALIDATION PROCRDURE
CRITRRION
= '-:.' :’ StafT Questionnatre C3a
C-3a. Suffand parentscommunicate VALIDATION DEQISION
practicesin Qv Qv
the home and st the program 1 2 s
in order to minimize potential Parent Questionnatre 3
oplies and oumcers cmmensomveres || |||
DK N Ye
2ff Questionnaire C3b
CIEIE) DICOE] evmes
C-3b. Swufigive parentsspecificidess Ov Ow
for promoting children's 1 H 3
healthy development and Parews Questionnatre 4
learning at howe. Director’s commenss on rating 1 l D
DK N Ye
Check documents
Foruvalidasor.
Staff Questionnaire C4s
VALIDATION DECISION
C4a Parents are welcome vishors Qv QOwnv

in the center at all times (for
example, to observe, est lunch
with a child, or volunteer to
help in the classroom)-

Director’s comments on rating
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C. staffparent Interaction

CRITERION

DIRECTOR'S RATING
n- Paruaty nn,

b
= VALIDATION DECISION
C~4b. Plnnnlndolheﬁmﬂymun- E D D Qv Qw
1 3 3

YALIDATION PROCRDURE

are encouraged to be in-
mhullnthemlnvlﬂ- Parent re 6
ous ways. Director's comments on rating Dﬁ.-D
K M Te

Forvaltdator.

Sa
< VALIDATION DECISION
C-5a. A verbal and/or written sys- EEE DD Ov Ow
tem is established for sharing
Mhpm&uaﬁ
fect children. Dtrector's commenis on rating D' iD

Forvalidator,

Questionnasre C5b

1 VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Qv
C5b. Changes in a child’s physical
oremotional stateare reported 1 2 3 .
Direcior’s comments on rasing D ﬁﬁ
DK No Yoo

tD parents regularly.

P
ror
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Early Childhood Program Description

C. suaff-Parent Interaction

DIRECTOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCEDURE
CRITERION Not  Partally Pully
[ .3 [ et Sia, c6
3 VALIDATION DECISION

C6. Conferences are heid at jeasnt Qv Qnwv

onceayearand atothertimes, 1 2 3

ssneeded, todiscuss children's Parent Quastionnatre 9

progress, accomplishments, Director’s comments an rating D

and difficulties at home and at

the program.

1= 3 Mo Yo

Forualidator,

Stafy O c?
VALIDATION DECISION
C7. Parentsareinformedaboutthe Qv QOw

program and about policy or T 3 >

regulatory changes and other Parent ( 10
critical issues that could po-  Dérector’s comments on raring D iD
tentially affect the program

and/or the early childhood )

professiop through regular oK N Ye
newsletters, bulletin boards, = udator
frequent , weleph For

calls, and other simlilar mea-

sares.

Sta, C8a
VALIDATION DEQISION
C8a. Suffand parents comsmunicate Qv Qnwv
to ensure that children experi- 3 F 3
Pavens ére 11

ence smooth transitions from
one program t0 another dur~  Director’s comments on rating D

ing the day. .
DK No Yeo

Foruvalidator.
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C. suff-parent Interaction
CRITERION

C8b. Suff and parents communi-
cate t0 ensure that the pro-

purz NG VALIDATION PROCEDURE
Not  Panially Puily
met Wt met c®
1 VALIDATION DECISION
dv Onwv

D. suffQualifications and Development

D-1a. Staff who work directly with
children are 18 years of age
or older. Volunteers are 16
years of age or oldey, recetve
orientatioo, and only work
with children under supervi-
sion of qualified staff mem-
bers.

D-1b. Earty Childhood Teacher As-
[? ’M_.I. 1, [

program activities under di-

rect supervision) are high-

school graduates or the

equivalentand participate in
p I devel

re oc

programs.

Forvalidator.
Sampic documents VALIDATION DECISION
Qv QW
Dtrector’s comments on rating
Sample documents VALIDATION DECISION
Qv QO
Outof teacher
Ctotal semtber of)
assisants, _____ mectthese
qualifications. Forval

Director’s comments on rating
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Early Childhood Program Description

D.

Staff Qualifications

CRITERION

D-1c. Early Childhood Teachers

(staff whoare responsiblefor
the care and education of a
group of children) have at
least 3 CDA Credential or an
A-A. degree in Early Child-
hood/Child Development or
equivaleat.

D1d

Staff working with school-age
children have tralning in
child development, ecarly
childbood education, el-
ementary education, recre-
stion, or & related fleld.

D-1e

If staff members do not meet

working.
(Present tratning plan and evt-
dence of ongoing, inservice
training.)

DIRECTOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCIDURE

Mot Punially Pally

me Wt et
Sample documents (o VALIDATION DECISION
E E [{] verify Saff Qualifications Qv QOwv
Oomol reporied in Center Profile.
() mgmber of)
p—
qualifications. Forvalids
Director’s comments on rating
Samplc documents VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Qv
Q Not applicable
Direcior's comments on rating  Foruvalids
Sample documents VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Ow

Direcior’s commenis on rating  Forvalid
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D.

Staff Qualifications

CRITERION

D-22. Thechiefadministrative offi-

cer (director or other sppro-
priste administrator) of the
center has training and/or
expericnce relevant to early
childhood program adminis-
tration such s human re-

source and financial mansge-
ment.

D-2b.

An Early Childhood Special-
sz (an individual with 2 B.A.

in Early Childhood
Education/Child Develop-
ment and az least 3 years of
foll-time teaching experience
with youngchildrenand/ora
graduate degree in ECE/CD)
isemployed to direct the edu-
cational program (may bethe
directororother priate
person)-In publicschools, the
individual who provides sup-

New staff are adequately ori-
ented aboutthegoalsand phi-
losophy of the program,

pectations for ethical con-
duct.

DIRECTOR'S RATING
Mot Purthlly Pully

CIEIE

VALIDATION PROCEDURE

VALIDATION DECISION

Qv Qv
Director’s comments on rattng
Check documents VALIDATION DEQISION
1G] BT
Director’'s comments on rating
Sea) onnaire D-3
VALIDATION DECISION
OEE OO0 s
1 ) 3

Director’s comments on rating  Forualtdator,
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Early Childhood Program Descripiion

D.

Staff Qualifications

CRAITRRION

DIRECTOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCRDURE
tre D4a

éﬁ&f] ﬁ['j":] vatamion pecision

Director’s comments on rating  Forvalidator,

Thetnhln;luyl;dude
ek 1 aeeni vis-

Is to other programs, re-
source masterials, in-service
sessions, or course work.

Training addressesthe follow
ing areas: health and safery,
child growth and develop-
ment, planning learning ac-
tivities, guidance and disci-
pline techniques, linkages
with community services,

profession, the profession’s
code of ethical d and

1] E] 7] ﬁ[jjmlj“ vezmkTion pecson

Director’s comments on rating  Inicrvicw disector

Forualidator,

other topics as needed. The

staff 10 keep sbreast of the
intest developments in the
field, including new pro-
grams snd practices and

pending policy, legisiation, or
regulatory changes,

Accurate and current records
arekeptofstaff qualifications
including transcripts, certifi-
cates, orotherdocumentation
of continuing in-service edu-
cation.

[ Sampic documents VALIDATION DECISION
1 LT_HSI we Qv Qv

Director’s comments on rating  Forvalidator.
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E.

Admisistration

CRITERION

E-L

At least annually, the direc-
tor and saff conduct an as-
sessmentw identify strengths
and weaknesses of the pro-
gram and to set program
goals for the year.

E2

E3a.

professional development,
resignation and termination,
benefits, and grievance pro-
cedures,

DIRECTOR'S RATING
MNoe  Parvally Paby

VALIDATION PROCRDURK

met =  e=m Bl
VALIDATION DECISION
I O i [ [
1 2 3
Director’s comments on rating  Forvalidator,
£2
VALIDATION DEQISION
OEE OO0 e
] 2 3
Check documents
Director’s comments on rating  Forvalidator,
(s
VALIDATION DECISION
e O BTER
1

Director’s comments on rating

Check documents
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Early Childhood Program Description

E. Administration

CRITERION

E-3b. Hiring practices are nondis-
criminatory. (Present copy of
advertised posfiion or other evi-
dence of equal opportunity em-
ployment.)

tirement, subsidized child
care, educations! benefits,
and otber options unique o
the situation. Benefits for

E-5a. Attendance records of swaff
and children are kept.

DIRECTOR'S RATING VALIDATION FROCEDURE
Not  Pertally Pully
_mat - -t
1 Check documents VALIDATION DECISION
Ov Onwv
Director’s commenis on rating  Forvalid
Skaj €4
VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Owv
T 2 3
Director’s comments on rating  Forvalidator.
Check documents VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Qw

Director’s comments on rating  Forvalidator.
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E.

Administration

CRITERION

E-6a.

E-6b.

Board membersand otherad-
ministrators such as school
principals sre Iaformed
about

DIRECTOR'S AATING VALIDATION PROCEDURR

R ——

Director’s comments on rating  Forvalidator.

VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Qv

CIEIE] e

Q Not applicable
Director’s commaents on rating  Forvalidator,

VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Qv

)R]

Q Not applicable
Dtrector’s commenss on rating  Forvalidi

VALIDATION DEGCISION
v Qv
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Early Childhood Program Description

E.

Administration

CRITERION

E6c Records of board mectings

(minutes) are kept.

erating budgets gre pre-
pared sanuslly and thereisa

quarterly reconcilistion of.

expenses o budget.

E-8a.

DIRECTOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCEDURE

-t - mat
Check documents VALIDATION DECISION
CIEIE] i

Director's commenss on rating  Fovualidator.

Check documents VALIDATION DECISION
G CH

Director’s comments on rating  Forvalidator.

Check documents VALIDATION DECISION
Qv QOwv

Director’s comments on rating  Forvalidator.
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E.

Administration

CRITRRION

E9.

E-10a. Saaffandadministrators com-

municate frequently about
the program, children, and

DIRECTOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCEDURE
Nos  Purtially Pully
-t -t [
Check documents VALIDATION DECISION
Qv QO
Q Nox applicable

Director’s comments on rating  Forvalidator.

1 O o I

Director’s comments on rating  Forvalids

B E EI ﬁi‘ﬁ“ vatzpunon pecston

Director’s comments on rating  Forvalid
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Early Childhood Program Descripiion

E. Administration DIRECTOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCEDURE
CRITERION Not Purdally Pully
-t m_t -t tre E-100
E-10b. Seaff plan and consult to- E] VALIDATION DECISION
gether. Qv QOwv
1 2 3
Director's commenty on rating Imceview director
Forualidator,

naire E-10c
E-10c. Regular staff meetings are VALIDATION DECISION
held for staff w consult on Ov QOnv
program ]

Director’s comments on rating

be meetings of spall group of Forvalidasor.
or full staff).

Sia) E10
E-10d Staff are provided paid plan- I 1 I E VALIDATION DECISION
aing time, Qv Qv
3

Dtrector’s comments on raling
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E.

Administration

CRITERION

E12

E-13.

An appropriste persog on-
site is designated 10 sssume
suthority and to take action
inan emergency, intheevent
of the director’s absence.

YALIDATION PROCEDURE
Stal Ell
VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Onwv
1 2 3
Forvalidator.

]

Direcior’s comments on rating  Forvalidasor.

Staj tre E-12
VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Owv
3 3

Juestionnare E-13

OEE O] ases

DV

s

VALIDATION DECISION
2 3
Interview director
Forvalidator,
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Early Childhood Program Description

F.

Staffing (Refer to group size and staff-child ratio information in Center Profile.)

F-1 and F-2. Staff-child ratios within group size

Group size

Age of children® 6
Infants (dirth 1o 12 mos.) 13
Toddlers (12 10 24 mos.)
2-yearolds (24 to 30 mos.)
2¥yaarolds (30 to 36 mas.)
3-ycarclds

4-yearolds

S-yearolds

6-to S-year-olds

9 to 12-ycar-olds

‘Snnllcrpwpshuandlownzﬂd:ﬂd mbslnvcbemfomdmbtﬂmngpmmor

as posttive i

g Salf and child

8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 28

14 15 14
1:4 15 16
15 16 L7
17 18 19 1:10
1:8 19 1:10
1:8 19 110
1:10 11 1:12
1:12 1:14
[ with indi af qualicy such
and developmentally ap m. \ s group sizes and ratios are

acupubkmmawhmuwpmnmdmmlcs:v:ryhighl:vclo!mplhnccvﬂhcﬂlmformtmmnsw curnicutum (B),
staff qualifications (D), health and salety (H), and physical environment (G).

CRITERION DIRRCTOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCEDURE
Not  Perualy Pully
et - et Siaff Questionnatre F-1
Fl.  The numberof children ins VALIDATION DECISION
group is limiwed w0 facilicare Qv Qw
aduaitchild interaction and 2 3
constructive sctivity among °“'""_,—__—_E,""""
children. Groups of children groups meetgroup  Observe samplc of classrooms and verify
m:ly be age-determined of  gjze requirements. Broup sizes reported m Center Profile.
multi-age.
(Ustng the chart on IRis page,
determine which groups mest
or d the req d group D s on rating Forvalidator.
stzes)
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Guide 1o Accreditanian

F'

Staffing

CRITERION

B-2b.

DIRRCTOR'S BATING
Not  Pursinlly Pully

OEE OO0 s

VALIDATION PROCEDURE

°“°f;_7_',’,,“""" Qbscrve sampie of classrooms and verify
groups meet group sizes reported in Center Proflie
stafl-child ratio require-
ments.
Forvalidator.
Director's comments on rating

estionnatre F-2d
VALIDATION DECISION
Qv QOw
) 3

G

Director’s comments on rating

N

gi

F3a.

Each staff member has pri-
mary responsibility for and
developsadecperattachment
toan identified group of chil-
dren. There is specific ac-
countabiliey foreach child by
one staff member.

FEE] ’ﬂ"lj”‘t'j vazpmon pEcsion

Director's comments on rating  Check Saafling Pattemn

P 12,
ror
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Early Childhood Program Description

F.

Staffing

CRITERION

F-3b. Everyattemptis madeto have
continuity:

of adults who work
with children,
infants and toddlers.

Infants and toddlers spend
the msjority of the ume in-
teracting with the same per-
son each dsy.

F4.

A msjority of the child’s day

number of transitions or
regroupings children expe-
rience.

DIREZCTOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCEDURE
Net  Partially Pelly

FEE T

Director’s comments on rating

Foruvalidator,

10 0 -

0 Nox applicable

Director’s comments on rating Saffing Patiemn

Foruvaltdator,

GIEE] ﬁ"[j"ﬁ psmon g

Director’s comments on rating heck Stfing Pastern

Forvalidator,
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Gude 10 Accreditation

G.

Physical Eavironment

CRITERION

G-1b.

There s 3 minimum of 73
square feet of play space out-
doors per child (when space
is in use).

H-1L

onstrates compliance with its
own state regulations for
early childhood programs/
child care centers subject to
licensing.

OIRECTOR’S RATING VALIDATION PROCEDURS
Mo Purinly Pully
_—t -t et
Obecyve facility VALIDATION DECISION
Ov Qv
Give actual square feet if less
than 35 square feet .
Director’s commenus on rating  Forvalidator,
Obeerve fcilicy VALIDATION DECISION
v Onwv
Give actual square feet if less
than 75 square feet
Director’s comments on rating  Forvalid
Check license VALIDATION DECISION
Qv QOnwv

Director’'s comments on rating  Forvalidator,
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Early Childhood Program Description

H.

Health and Safety

DIRECTOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCEDURE

CRITREION Mot Partally Pelly

3 - ]

H-2a Saff beslth records include l 1 “ 2 I Sampic documents """5‘3’“3“’"“

results of pre-employment v
results of tubercu-

losistes (within last 2 yesrs),

andemergencycontactinfor  Direcior’s comments on rating  Forvalidasor

mation.

H-2b. New saff members serve a 1 Interview director VAI-IEA‘:IONDDEGSION
probationary period of em- w
ployment
physical and psychological
mpamee
children is evaluated. Director's comments on rating  Forvalidator.

H-3. Child health records include 1 Sample documents VALIDATION DECISION

results of recent health exami- Qv QOwv

nation, up-to-date record of
immuanizations, emergency
contact information, namesof
people suthorized to call for
the child, and important
bealth history (such as aller-
gles, chronic iliness).

Director’s comments an rating
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ON PROCEDURE

] Parent

s:..u».:
g_a
m&..nvnnan.iﬂrnu-l-ﬁl. <§ozunnu-oz
_B..Q.%EB 0<Gz<
ocasttendanceofsick children DX e Yes
and staff. Provisions sre moade

forthe notificationofthesick  Director’s comments on rating

Check documents

H-S. Provisions are made for safe Observe arrival/departure;  VALIDATION DECISION
arrival and deparwre of all interview director Qv Qw

parent-staffinteraction. Asys-
tem exists for ensuring that  Director’s comments on rating  Forvalidator.

on their own. The system in-

H-6. If transportation is provided Interview directors VALIDATION DECISION
for children by the program, observe vehicles Qv QOnv
wehicles are equipped with
age-appropriate restraint de-  J Noc applicable

program presents certifica-

.........
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Early Childhood Program Description

H. Health and Safety

CRITERION

the center. Fleld wrips are sc-
companied by perents and
othervoluniterswensaread-
equate supervision. Field
trips are preplanned and
emergency procedures are
prepared. Transportation
Q.m requirements (sce H-

H-8. Suffarcalertothehealthof
each child. Individual med}-
cal problems and accidents
are recorded and reported to
staff and parents, and 8 writ-
ten record is kepe of such in-
cidents.

92 Suffknow procedures forre
porting suspecied incidents
of child abuse and/or neglect

DIRECTON'S RATING
Net  Purinlly PuDy

CIEE]

VALIDATION PROCEDURE

Pavent 7
VALIDATION DECISION
SO e
No Ye

3 -
on rating Interview director

Forvalidator.

EEE]

T e

louuuo-ulnl

e OO

Forualidator.

]

Director’s commenis on raling

Siaff Questionnaire H-9a

VAIJDATION DmON
Qwv

ror
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H. Bealth snd Safety

CRITERION

H-10. Atleastoncstaff memberwho

DIRECTOR'S RATING
Nex  Paridlly Telly

FIEIG)

Director’s commenis on rating

(0T =

ror

VALIDATION PROCEDURE

VALIDATION DECISION

Q v

CIEIE]

Direcior’s comments on rating  Forvalidator.

Qv

VALIDATION DECISION

Qv

HB-11a. Adequate first-aid supplies
are readily available.

CICIE]

Director’s comments on rating

VALIDATION DECISION

OO e

2 3

Observe supplies

NV
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Early Childhood Program Description

H. Health and Safety

DIRECTOR'S RATING
CRITRRION Mot Parisly Puby
[ 3 -t et
H-11b. A plan exists for desling with
medical emergencies that in-
cludes a source of emergency
care, written parental consent

forms, and transportation  Director’s commenis on rating

agreements,

VALIDATION PROCRDURE

Jussttonnaire H-110
VALIDATION DECISION
CICIC] s

1 2 3
Check documents

Forwmiidator.

H-13a. The facility is cleaned daily,

~ incinding disinfecting bath-

room fixtures and removing
trash.

Obscrve facility on 1our  VALIDATION DECISION

Interview director Qv Ow
Direcior’s comments on rating  Forvalidator.
Interview director VALIDATION DECISION

H-13b. lafants’ equipment is washed
and disinfected st lesst twice

sweek Toysthatare mouthed
are washed daily. Q Not applicable

Director’s commaents on rating

Qv QOnv

Forvalidator,
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H. Hecalth and safety

CRITERION

H-16a. Individual bedding is wasbhed
once a week and weed by only
one child between
Individual cribs, cots, and
mats are washed if soiled.

H-17. Hot water does not exceed
110°F (43°C) st outless nsed
by children.

DIRECTOR'S RATING YALIDATION PROCRDUNE
Not  Parially Pally

met  mant s S, H-16a

VALIDATION DECISION
I O [ -
Q Not applicable t 2 3
Director’s comments on rating  Forvalidator,

Feel water cmperature VALIDATION DECISION
2 Qv Qv

DArector’s commaents on rating  Forvalidator.

inteeview director VALIDATION DECISION
CIEIE] SHEES

Director’s commenis on rating  Foruvalidalor,
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Early Childhood Program Description

H. Health and Safety

CRITRERION

H-18¢. Sairwayssrewell-lightedand
equipped with handrails.

H-18L. Screensareplacedonall win-
dowsthatopen (when sppro-
priste).

DIRECTOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCREDURE
Net Panilly Pully

[ -t ]
Obeerve facility VALIDATION DECISION
[ EIE] i
O Noc applicable
Director’'s comments on raling  Forvaslidator.

Obscrve facillty VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Onwv

Director’s comments on rattng  Forvalidasor.
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H. Health and safery

CRITRRION

H-21a. Saffarefamilisrwith prima-
ry and secondary evacuation
routes and evacus-
tion procedures monthiy
with children.

H-21b. Written emergency proce-
dures are posted in conspicu-
ous places.

DIRECTOR'S RATING
Mot  Pastially Pully
L [ -y

Divector’s comments on rating  Forvalid

VALIDATION PROCEDURE

Interview director; refer  VALIDATION DECISION
0 Classroom Observation Qv QO v

1fQuestionnatre H-21a

TE OO

VALIDATION DECISION

dv Ownv
Check documents
Director’s comments on rating
Forvaltdator,
Observe facility VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Qv
Director’s comments on rating
Forualidator,
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Early Childhood Program Description

H. Health and Safety

CRITERION

H-222. Saff are familizr with emer-
gency proceduressuchasop-
eration of fire extinguishers
and proced for
storm warnings (where pec-
essary)

H-22b. Smoke detectors and fire ex-
tinguishers are provided and
periodically checked.

H-22c. Emergency telephone num-
bers including police, fire,
rescue, and poison control
services are pasted by tele-
phooes.

DIRECTOR'S RATING YALIDATION PROCEDURE
Mot Paninlly Pully
et - may Sta tre H-222
1 JE] 3 J VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Qnav
1 2 3
Director’s commenits on rating  Forvaltdator
E Observe f1cilicy VALIDATION DECISION
Qv QOnav
Director’s commenis on rating  Forvalidator,
Observe Gacility VYALIDATION DECISION
Qv Onav
Director’s comments on rating  Foruvalidator
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L

Nutrition and Food Service

CRITEIRION

L

Meals and/or snacks are
planned 10 mee: the child's
nutritional requirements in
proportion to the amount of
dme the child is ia the pro-

Food Program of the U.S. De-
partaient of Agriculture.
Amount of food served is ad-
justed according to the ageof
thechildrensince infaptsand
toddiers require smaller

) a1

DIRRCTOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCIDURE
Net Poninlly Puily

AR e e
Check meal plans, cufrent VALIDATION DECISION
EEE food inspection certificate Qv Qv

Divector’s commaents on rating  Forvali

frequently and school-age

I-2a.

I-2b.

Feeding tines and food con-
sumption information is pro-
vided t0 parents of infants
and toddlers at the end of
ecach day.

PaveniQuestionnatre |-¢
VALIDATION DECISION
I T I =
ox No Yes
Check

Director’s comments on rating documents

tind,

P
For

melnl_c

B [3 E] "{j" D [;-: vALIDATION pECItON

oK
Q) Not applicable

Dtrector's comments on rating  Forwalldator.
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Early Childhood Program Description

L

Nutrition and Food Service

DIRECTOR'S RATING VALIDATION PROCEDURN

CRITERION

3.

Foods indicativeof children's
cultural backgrounds are
served periodically.

4.

If the program does not pro-
vide food, parents are edu-
cated regarding well-bal-
anced mesls that msy be
brought from home. Food
brought from home is stored
appropriately undl con-
sumed.

-5,

program in appropriatesani-
warycoatainersaond at

u-r-u-nyn.ny

CIEIG] oo

Director’'s comments on rating Forvalidalor.

VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Owv

| -

QO Nox applicable
Dtrector’s comments on rating  Forwalidaior.

VALIDATION DECISION
Jv Onv

OEE ===

Direcior’s comments on rating  Forwalidalor.

VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Qv

L2l d

priate temperatures.
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J' Evalustion
CRITERION

DIRECTOR'S RATING
uu r-nuy nn,

Fia m":,m'-; EJE]B

Director’s commenss on rating

YALIDATION PROCRDURR
Staj estionnaire }-13
VALIDATION DECISION
] Qv Qv
1 2 )
Check documents

Jib. Resultsof staff evaluationare
written and confidential.

> VALIDATION DEQISTON
Qv Qv

J-1c.  Staff evalovations Iaclude
classroom observation.

Director’s comments on rating

Siafy . Jic
VALIDATION DECISION
T e

1 2 3
Check documents
Forvalidator,
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Early Childhood Program Description

J.  Evaluation

DIRECTOR'S RATING
CRITERION Net Panilly Pully
[ -t [
J-id  Saff are informed of evalua-
tion criteria in advance.
Director’s comments on rating

VALIDATION PROCEDURE
Siaff Questionnatre }-1d
VALIDATION DECISION
Qv Onxv
1 a2 3
Check documents
Forvalidator.

J-le. saff have an opportunity to DE B
evaluate their own perfor-

mance,

Dftrector’s comments on rating

Stofy Questionnatre J-1¢
I’—T‘ VALIDATION DECISION
1

Qv Qav
2 3
Check documents
Forvalidator,

Ji1f. A plan for staff training

CEE]

Direcor’s comments on rating

‘%
i

Sio x4
VALIDATION DECISION
Qv QAwv

1 2 3
Check documents
Forvalidator.
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J.

Evaluation

CRITERION

J-2a. At least once a3 year, smaff,

j».

The anaual program evalua-
tion k the adequacy
of siaff compensation and
benefitsand ratesof staff tura-
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