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INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
 

Quality Rating Improvement Systems (QRIS) are being developed across the country to improve the 
quality of early childhood education centers.  These systems have been developed to provide a 
more objective way to assess quality in a center providing childcare.  Each of these systems varies 
slightly in its requirements and protocols, but all have the goal of improving the quality of early 
childhood education. Information about each states/territories program can be found on the 
Quality Rating & Improvement System Resource Guide website: 
https://occqrisguide.icfwebservices.com/index.cfm?do=qrisstate. 
 
To begin the process of implementing a QRIS in Nevada, experts in early childhood education were 
assembled to form a QRIS Workgroup in 2009.  This workgroup created the Silver State Stars QRIS, 
which included the structure of the system (a 5-star rating system), the quality indicators used to 
create the star rating, and the process for technical assistance and grant funding for quality 
improvements in centers.   
 
In the Spring of 2009, the QRIS Workgroup, along with the Nevada Office of Early Learning and 
Development, University of Nevada Cooperative Extension (UNCE), and the Nevada Institute for 
Children’s Research and Policy (NICRP), implemented the Silver State Stars QRIS Pilot Project.  This 
pilot project was designed to implement the program in 24 child care centers over the two year 
period from 2009 to 2011 to evaluate the utility of the star rating system and processes designed to 
improve center quality.  After working with the first 2 years of centers, changes were made to the 
program and improvements made to the associated processes and an additional six centers were 
chosen to pilot the revised program from July 2011 to June 2012. 
 
In July 2012, the Division of Welfare and Supportive Services, Office of Early Learning and 
Development officially launched the Silver State Stars QRIS in Southern Nevada, and in July 2013 
launched it statewide.  This new quality initiative is open to all licensed child care centers in 
Nevada. More information about the Silver State Stars QRIS can be found on their website: 
http://www.nvsilverstatestars.org/. 

QUALITY RATING IMPROVEMENT SYSTEM (QRIS) PROCESS 
 

The following describes the process a center must go through in order to apply for and receive a 
star rating from the Office of Early Learning and Development. First, a center director and/or 
owner must attend a four hour introduction that provides an overview about QRIS and the 
Environmental Rating Scale (ERS). Introduction dates and locations are provided on the Nevada 
Registry website.  

 
After the introduction, a center may do one of three things: 1) apply for coaching to obtain 
assistance in preparation for the application process, 2) prepare and submit a portfolio to begin the 
rating process (express track), or 3) decide that they do not want to participate in QRIS. Centers 
that are not interested in submitting an application or applying for coaching after the introduction 
can always do so at a later date.  
 
Coaching - If a center would like assistance to make improvements to their center prior to 
submitting an application, the center can apply for a coach through the Children’s Cabinet. The 
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program center director or owner completes a Coaching Request Form and then a coach is assigned 
to the center. Before coaching begins, an Environment Rating Scale assessment is conducted in 
order to inform the coach and the center of areas that need improvement. Once the assessment is 
complete, the center director or owner signs a Memorandum of Understanding and coaching 
begins. The coach and the center director or owner develop a Quality Improvement Plan based on 
the assessment results and determine materials or trainings that the center needs in order to 
improve their quality. Coaching is available for a maximum of 18 months, approximately 12-18 
hours per month. Coaches develop specific benchmarks that centers need to meet in order to 
remain in the coaching program, and these benchmarks are reviewed every six months.  During the 
second six months of coaching, centers are able to apply for a Program Improvement Grant in order 
to purchase materials that will enhance their classrooms and improve the quality of their center.  If 
a coach determines that no materials are needed, a center may request funding for training or 
facility improvements with the purpose of helping them improve the quality of their center.  After 
the 18 months of coaching and once a center receives a star rating (process detailed below), centers 
may continue to receive coaching for maintenance and continued improvement for 8-10 hours per 
month if desired.  

 
Application for a Star Rating - Once the director or owner of a center is ready to apply for a star 
rating, they complete and submit an application portfolio to the Office of Early Learning and 
Development. Once the portfolio is received, a QRIS rater contacts the center to schedule an 
Environmental Rating Scale (ERS) assessment. After the portfolio is reviewed by the Office of Early 
Learning and Development, staff informs the center if the portfolio is missing items or does not 
meet certain criteria. At this point the center has two weeks to respond with any changes. Once this 
is complete and the formal ERS assessment has been done, the center is assigned a star rating that 
is valid for 18 months. The center is notified in writing of their official star rating.  If a center is 
unsatisfied with their star rating, they may appeal. The center director or owner has 30 calendar 
days to notify the Office of Early Learning and Development of their appeal in writing and provide 
detailed justification (including reference to a specific indicator or score) of the objection with the 
rating.  If a center is only missing one or two criteria required to reach the next star level and is able 
to document that the criteria is met prior to the 18 month renewal process, the center can submit 
that documentation for consideration of a new star rating early.  
 

EVALUATION DESCRIPTION 
 

DATA TRACKING SYSTEM - In Year 6, NICRP utilized an Excel tracking spreadsheet developed in 
Year 4 to allow program staff to monitor center progression through the QRIS process.  This 
spreadsheet tracks which centers have completed particular steps in the process and allows a quick 
count of the number of centers that have completed particular steps or how many are in a 
particular phase of the process. The tracking spreadsheet has been through several revisions to be 
sure that it is tracking information most relevant to program staff. These spreadsheets were 
scheduled to be submitted on a monthly basis to NICRP so that program progress could be 
reviewed.   

 
POST-INTRODUCTION SURVEY - During the last month of the project year, NICRP sent an 
electronic survey to those that attended a QRIS introduction during the Year 6 project year.  The 
survey assessed attitudes toward the introduction and QRIS in general.  Additionally, questions 
were included to assess experiences with coaching, the application portfolio, the formal ERS 
assessment process, the star rating system, and the website.  Respondents were only asked to rate 
the steps of the process with which they had experience.  The survey was also sent to those who 
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attended the introduction session in Year 5.  When the survey was sent out last year (Year 5), many 
respondents had not yet had experiences with the coaching process or later steps needed to receive 
a star rating.  These respondents were not asked to provide feedback with regard to the 
introduction, but were asked about all of the other areas with which they had experience.     
 
FOCUS GROUP WITH COACHES - At the end of the project year, NICRP conducted focus groups via 
teleconference with the coaches that worked with centers over the course of the project year.  The 
purpose of these focus groups was to solicit suggestions for improvement and continued success of 
the program. 
 
PARENT SURVEY FOR FAMILY CHILD CARE PILOT PROVIDERS - At the end of the project year, a 
survey was distributed to families of children receiving care at the family child care centers that are 
currently enrolled in the QRIS pilot.  The parent survey was designed to understand what elements 
are important to parents in selecting a child care center and whether or not they feel that a star 
rating would help them to choose a child care provider for their family. 
 
OUTCOME EVALUATION - During this project year, NICRP was able to begin assessing children at 
rated centers for the outcome evaluation study in order to determine the association between child 
outcomes and center quality ratings.  This report contains preliminary findings of the outcome 
evaluation study. 

FINDINGS 
 

DATA TRACKING SYSTEM 

 

During this project year, NICRP received 11 completed tracking spreadsheets.  Program progress as 

of June 30, 2015 can be seen in the tables below.  

 
During this project period, 6 of the 11 introductions were held in Las Vegas and 5 were held in Reno 
(see Table 1). A total of 44 centers (20 in Southern Nevada and 24 in Northern Nevada) attended an 
introduction over the past year.  During this project period, 42 centers applied for coaching and of 
these, 12 (29.0%) have signed an MOU to receive coaching, and 29 (69.1%) have not yet signed an 
MOU because they are currently on the waiting list to receive coaching.  According to the tracker, 1 
center has been assigned a coach but has not yet signed an MOU.  The Pre-Environmental Rating 
Assessment has been completed for 25 centers and 23 centers have applied for funding.  
 

 

Table 1. Introductions: July 1, 2014 – June 30, 2015 
 Las Vegas Washoe Elko Carson Total 

Number of Introductions Held 6 5 0 0 11 

Number of Centers Attending 20 24 0 0 44 
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Table 2. Coaching: July 1, 2014 – June 30, 2015 

Number of Centers that Applied for Coaching 42 

Number of Centers that Signed an MOU to Receive Coaching 12 

% of Centers that Applied for Coaching that have Signed an MOU* 92.3% 

Number of Centers Currently Enrolled in QRIS** (since July 2012) 61 
Number of Centers that Applied for Funding  23 

*Does not include centers that have applied for coaching but are on the waiting list. 
**Centers are considered “currently enrolled” if they have a signed MOU and are still receiving 
coaching as indicated by the Excel tracker as of 6/30/14.  
 
 
From July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2015, 105 centers have enrolled in the QRIS program.  Of those 105 
centers, 81 were active in the program over the past year. Of those 81 that were active in the 
program over the past year, 51 were receiving coaching during the past year, 1 was assigned a 
coach but has no MOU, and 29 are on a wait list to receive coaching.  
 
For the 81 that were active in the program over the past year, 5 centers are in their first six months 

of coaching, 15 centers have reached their first 6 month benchmark period, 17 centers have 

reached their 12 month benchmark, and 13 centers have reached their 18 month benchmark (see 

Table 3). This year, one center was ready to apply for a star rating prior to receiving all 18 months 

of coaching, one center was dropped from coaching during the 12-17 month progress point because 

they were not meeting the required benchmarks, and one center withdrew from the QRIS process.   

Table 3. Center Benchmark Status for All Centers (n=81) 

Status and # of Centers in 

Each Phase of Coaching 

Met  

Benchmarks  

Ready to 

Apply, 

Coaching 

Stops 

Benchmark 

not met- 

Coaching 

Canceled 

Unknown Dropped 

Phase # of 

Centers 

Unknown (No 

Signed MOU) 
1 Not Applicable 

0-6 Months 5 Not Applicable 

6-11 Months 15 15 0 0 0 0 

12-17 Months 18 14 1 1 0 2 

18-23 Months 13 1 12 0 0 0 

Waiting List 29 Not Applicable 

 

According to the information in the tracking spreadsheet, 33 centers have submitted a portfolio, the 
Environmental Rating Assessment has been completed for 31 centers, and 31 centers have been 
assigned a star rating.  See Table 4 for details.  
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Table 4. QRIS Star Rating Update 

 July 1 2014-June 30, 2015 Total 

# of Portfolios Submitted  16 33 

# of  ERS assessments conducted 15 31 

# of Centers Rated 17 30 

5 Star 3 3 

4 Star 1 3 

3 Star 4 9 

2 Star 8 14 

1 Star 1 1 
 

POST-INTRODUCTION SURVEY  
 
The post-introduction survey captures feedback from centers about their experiences with the 
introduction session, coaching, the star rating application process, and the website. Individuals that 
attended a QRIS introduction session in Year 5 or Year 6 were contacted by email and asked to 
complete the survey.  Although Year 5 introduction attendees were sent the same survey last year, 
it was sent to them again to capture feedback about experiences that they might not have had when 
they completed the survey last year.  To avoid having these Year 5 attendees answer the questions 
regarding the introduction again, a skip pattern was embedded in the survey so that they would not 
be asked these questions.  Year 6 attendees however, were prompted to answer all of the questions 
on the survey.   
 
After receiving all of the Year 6 introduction sign in sheets from program staff, it was determined 
that a total of 177 individuals attended the introductions: 112 in Year 5 and 65 in Year 6.  NICRP 
was able to collect email addresses for 65 of the introduction attendees for Year 6 and for 74 of the 
Year 5 attendees.  In Year 5, there were 11 individuals that attended an introduction session in 
June.  The feedback from these individuals was not captured in the Year 5 survey because the 
survey was distributed prior to the introduction session.  Therefore, unlike other Year 5 attendees, 
these 11 individuals were prompted to respond to the questions about the introduction as well as 
the other questions on the survey.   
 
On May 26, 2015, a link to the survey was emailed to all of the center based attendees for whom 
NICRP had obtained an email address (n=139).  On June 2, 2015, a link to the survey was emailed to 
all of the family care center provider attendees for whom NICRP had obtained an email address 
(n=7).  Both center based and family care providers were sent the same survey link because it was 
determined that the questions applied to both groups of attendees.   
 
Of the 146 emails sent, 4 failed.  NICRP contacted the individual attendees with failed email 
addresses by phone to determine their correct email addresses. Through this process, all email 
addresses were collected and sent out to each of the individuals for a total of 146 successfully sent 
emails.   Two additional reminder surveys were sent out in June.  
 
During data cleaning, it was determined that ten surveys were completed by individuals who 
indicated that they did not work at a child care center therefore, their responses were removed 
prior to analysis.  These individuals reported being coaches, licensing workers, or working in roles 
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supportive of child care centers.  The following results do not include information from these 10 
respondents.  
 
Respondents – Forty-nine individuals from 42 different child care providers completed the survey. 
Of the 49 individuals who completed the survey, the majority (84%) indicated that they were a 
center director or a family care provider director/owner and 16% of respondents identified as 
“other staff”.  Of the respondents that were “other staff”, positions included teacher, teaching 
assistant, substitute teacher, owner, assistant director, or director of education (see Figure 1).   
 

Figure 1. Employment positions of those completing the survey (n=49) 

 
 
Attitudes Toward the Introduction – The following table illustrates the opinions of those 
respondents who attended an introduction in Year 6 or in June of Year 5 (n = 29). The majority of 
respondents had positive attitudes regarding the introduction indicating it was well organized and 
provided the appropriate information about the QRIS.  Overall, 66% of respondents indicated that 
the introduction was either very good or good. Table 4 indicates the percentage of respondents that 
either agreed or strongly agreed with each survey item related to the introduction.  
 
Table 4. Survey Items Assessing Attitudes toward the Introduction  

 % Agree/ 

Strongly Agree 
n 

The introduction was well organized. 86.2% 29 

Those conducting the Environmental Rating Scale (ERS) portion of the 
introduction were knowledgeable about the topic. 

93.1% 29 

Those conducting the QRIS portion of the introduction were 
knowledgeable about the topic. 

89.7% 29 

The introduction clearly outlined the process a center would need to go 
through to obtain a star rating. 

82.8% 29 

The introduction clearly outlined the Environmental Rating Scale (ERS) 
process. 

82.8% 29 

The introduction was helpful in determining whether or not my center 
was ready to proceed with the QRIS process. 

72.4% 29 

 

71.40%

12.20%

2.00%
4.00%

10.20%

Center Director

Family Care Provider Director/Owner

Teacher

Teaching Assistant

Other Staff
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Comments about the introduction from those who rated the introduction as “Good” or “Very Good” 
expressed that the instructor was “fabulous”, “well-organized and informative“, and made the class 
“fun” and the material easy to understand.  One respondent stated that being able to score different 
areas gave them an opportunity to understand how they would be evaluated.  Of those that rated 
the introduction as “Average” or “Poor”, one respondent commented that the introduction was 
disorganized, that the rating scale is “not a good choice”, and that “Preschools did not get enough 
time to prepare and learn about this rating scale before it was made public!”  Two respondents 
indicated that the system was not appropriate for their type of center (family care home or 
Montessori).  One respondent commented that the introduction gave them plenty of information 
about the program and its origins but did not prepare them for the process or the expectations of 
the program.   
 
Participation in Coaching – Coaching was assessed by those respondents who attended the 
introduction in either Year 5 or Year 6 (n = 49). When asked if their center had applied for coaching, 
33 respondents reported that their center had applied and 6 reported that they had not applied, but 
that they were intending to apply. One individual did not respond (see Figure 2). Of the 33 
respondents who indicated that their center had applied for coaching, 26 received coaching and 7 
had not received coaching.  Six respondents reported that their center was not planning to apply for 
coaching.  When asked to list the reasons they were not going to apply, 2 respondents commented 
that the staff to child ratios were not cost effective for their centers and they are concerned that 
they would not get very good ratings based on the areas being assessed by the system.  One 
respondent commented that the system is not appropriate for assessing Montessori schools and 
another respondent stated that the staff at the center need more time to think about whether or not 
they want to go through the QRIS process.  
 

Figure 2. Respondent answers to the question, “Has your center applied for 

coaching?” (n=48) 

 
  

Attitudes Toward Coaching – For those that received coaching, the majority had positive attitudes 
toward the coaching process (see Table 5).  Of the questions assessing attitudes toward coaching, 
the question that had the lowest level of agreement was regarding the center’s improvement as a 
result of the coaching received.  

 

68.80%
12.50%

10.40%
2.10% 6.30%

Has your center applied for coaching?

Yes

No, but we intend to apply

No, we do not plan to go through the QRIS process at this time.

No, we plan to submit a binder/e-portfolio without receiving coaching.

I’m not sure.
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Table 5.  Survey Items Assessing Attitudes toward the Coaching Process 
 % Agree / 

Strongly Agree 

n 

The QRIS coach adequately explained the assessment procedures to me. 92% 24 

The QRIS coach is/was available to answer my questions. 96% 24 

The QRIS coach adequately answers/answered all of my questions. 88% 24 

Communicating with my QRIS coach is/was easy. 96% 24 

My QRIS coach wants/wanted me to succeed. 96% 24 

The coaching process is moving/ moved at a reasonable pace. 87% 23 

My center is improving as a result of coaching. 86% 22 

 

Ten individuals provided additional comments regarding the coaching process. Negative comments 
regarding coaching primarily focused on the frequency and style of coaching.  Two respondents 
commented that the coaching sessions are too infrequent, with one respondent indicating that they 
receive coaching 2 to 3 hours a month and that their coach often cancels appointments and visits 
the center during nap time.  Additional comments from the respondents that did not have a positive 
coaching experience indicated that it was related to the style of coaching.  Specifically, one 
respondent stated that their coach needs to provide more in-depth, hands-on help and another 
respondent stated that “we feel like we are not even part of a coaching process.”  Positive comments 
regarding the coaching process indicated that the coaches are patient, kind, always available, 
provide resources for teachers, and find the answers to any questions that they might not know at 
the time they are asked.  In addition, one respondent commented that the coach “understands our 
teaching philosophy and helps us integrate QRIS into it.”  

 
Portfolio Application Process – Only 25 individuals responded to the question about whether or not 
their center had submitted an application binder or e-portfolio. Eight reported that their center had 
submitted a binder or e-portfolio, 12 reported that they had not submitted one, and 5 were unsure 
(see Figure 3).   
 
Figure 3. Submission of Application or e-Portfolio (n=25) 

 
 

 

32%

48%

20%

Has your center submitted an application 
binder or e-portfolio?

Yes No Unsure
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Attitudes Toward the Portfolio Application Process – Of the 8 respondents who reported that they 
had submitted their application binder or e-portfolio, 7 answered the questions related toward the 
portfolio application process (see Table 6). Overall the majority of the respondents reported that 
the amount of time it took to complete the binder or e-portfolio was what they expected, the 
process was clear, and that it was a valuable exercise for their center. In addition to the questions 
asked in Table 6, respondents were also asked if they felt the process was a burden, and half of the 
participants (50%) reported that the process was burdensome.  
 
Table 6. Assessing Attitudes toward the Application Process 

Survey item % Agree or 

Strongly Agree 

n 

The amount of time required to complete the binder/e-portfolio was 

about what I expected. 

67% 6 

When preparing the binder/e-portfolio, it was clear as to which types 

of documentation we needed to submit in order to meet the 

requirements. 

71% 7 

Preparing the binder/e-portfolio was a valuable exercise for my center. 86%% 7 

 
Star Rating and ERS Assessment – Of the 8 respondents who reported submitting an application for 
a star rating, 6 indicated that they received a star rating and 2 reported that they had not received a 
star rating (see Figure 4). 
 
Figure 4. Assigned Star Rating (n=8) 

 
 
 
Attitudes toward the ERS Assessment and Star Ratings - Of the six respondents who reported 
receiving a star rating, all of them answered the questions regarding their attitudes toward the ERS 
assessment and star ratings. All of the respondents agreed that the assessment process was 
objective and effective.  Respondents also agreed that their staff was prepared for the assessments, 
that the QRIS documentation checklist was helpful, and that their center was given adequate time to 
resubmit corrected documentation.  Although some respondents disagreed with some of the 
additional items measuring attitudes toward the ERS assessment and star rating process, as seen in 
Table 7, the majority of respondents (80-83%) rated the items favorably.   
 
The respondents provided no comments regarding the application process.  

75%

25%
0%

Has your center been assigned a QRIS Star Rating?

Yes No I'm not sure
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Table 7.  Attitudes toward QRIS Assessment Process 
Survey item % Agree / 

Strongly Agree 
n 

The amount of time required to complete the assessment process is what I 
expected. 

83.3% 6 

The individuals involved in the assessment process were objective in 
rating my center. 

100% 6 

The introduction adequately prepared me in terms of what to expect 
during the assessment process.  

83.3% 6 

Scheduling the ERS assessment for my center was easy. 80% 5 

The ERS assessment was scheduled at a time that was convenient for my 
center.  

83.3% 6 

The ERS assessment process was fair.  83.3% 6 

The ERS assessment was effective.  100% 6 

The staff at my center was prepared for the ERS assessment. 100% 6 

Completion of the initial QRIS documentation checklist was helpful in the 
assessment process. 

100% 5 

My center was given adequate time to resubmit corrected documentation. 100% 5 

My center’s star rating accurately reflects my center based on the criteria. 83.3% 6 

I clearly understand the basis for my center’s star rating. 83.3% 6 

The criteria used to assign the star ratings are a good measure of the 
overall quality of a center.  

83.3% 6 

 
Attitudes toward QRIS in General – The survey also assessed respondent attitudes toward QRIS in 
general (see Table 8).  The majority of respondents indicated that they agree or strongly agree that 
QRIS is useful for both child care centers and parents, and that it will improve the quality of child 
care in Nevada.  
 
Table 8.  General Attitudes toward the QRIS  

 % Agree or 

Strongly Agree 
n 

A Quality Rating Improvement System for child care centers is 
necessary. 

77.8%  45 

The Quality Rating Improvement System is useful for Child Care Centers. 77.8%  45 

The Quality Rating Improvement System is useful for parents. 73.3%  45 

The Quality Rating Improvement System will improve the quality of 
child care in Nevada. 

80.0%  45 

 

Seventeen respondents provided additional comments about the QRIS. Several respondents 
commented on the value of QRIS by stating that they believe that it would improve not only child 
care but the quality of education, it makes centers and staff accountable, and that it is a way to 
elevate the quality of child care programs on many levels.  Others commented that the rating 
system is not appropriate for all centers, that it does not take the correct features of centers into 
account, that not all centers have the necessary funding to improve their centers, and that the 
current QRIS does not take into account varying educational philosophies.  A few commented that 
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QRIS is not valuable for parents because they have not been educated about it and some may not be 
able to make choices based on QRIS ratings due to income or because they live in rural areas.  One 
respondent commented that the coaches need more training and accountability and that the system 
is poorly managed.  Another individual suggested that Nevada is not ready for a star rating system 
because other factors such as staff education and turnover need to be addressed first.   
 
Attitudes Toward the QRIS Website – Thirty-nine respondents indicated that they had used the QRIS 
website and 8 reported that they had not visited the website (see Table 9).  Overall, respondents 
agreed or strongly agreed that the website was user friendly, provides useful information about the 
QRIS process, and is overall a useful tool.  
 
Table 9. Assessment of the QRIS Website  

Survey item % Agree / 

Strongly Agree 
n 

The QRIS website is user friendly. 97.3% 37 

The QRIS website has useful information about the QRIS process. 94.6% 37 

Overall the QRIS website is a useful tool. 100% 37 

 
Two respondents provided additional feedback regarding the website.  One individual simply 
stated that it was “very informative.”  One respondent indicated that when an internet search is 
conducted using Google, that the website is not retrieved.   
 
 
FOCUS GROUP WITH COACHES 
 
A focus group was conducted with the coaches in the last month of the project year in order to 
solicit feedback to identify areas in the process that are working well and those that may need 
improvement. Interview questions were based on information provided from previous project 
years. The focus group included four of the six coaches and lasted approximately thirty minutes. 
The two coaches that were unable to attend provided their feedback via email.   The overarching 
themes are presented in the sections below.  

 
Interactions with Center Director and Center Staff- Coaches are visiting centers approximately once a 
week if the center is in the city and every other week for longer time periods if the center is located 
in a rural area. This information is consistent with previous years. The majority of coaches 
indicated that their preference is to visit each center every other week.  All of the coaches indicated 
that they followed a specific timeline when working with centers to assess their progress toward 
the benchmarks. The coach that works with the family care centers indicated that she schedules her 
time with them a little differently because their staff sizes are much smaller.  She typically meets 
individually with the family care center providers once a month but also schedules group meetings 
with all of them to discuss improvements or to receive training.  

 
In Year 5, there seemed to be less buy-in from centers in the North than in the South, however, this 
was not detected during this focus group. Overall, regardless of region, the amount of buy-in to 
QRIS among center directors is mixed with some being more excited than others. In addition, it was 
reported again this year that some centers found their pre-assessment scores to be overwhelming 
and took criticism and/or suggested improvements personally which may have contributed to their 
resistance for full participation in the program. This observation by the coaches was also reported 
as true for family care center providers. In response to this, coaches indicated feeling adequately 
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equipped to discuss these issues with the centers and help them understand the process and main 
purpose of the QRIS.  In addition, some of the coaches indicated that when center directors were 
more actively involved in the improvement process and the coaching, the directors were able to 
help the center staff with adjustments and determine if protocols are being followed consistently. It 
was key to make the center directors feel that the coaches are there to help the center improve. One 
recommendation to help improve the reception of the assessment results was to have the assessors 
include some positive comments on the notes section so centers are also being recognized for 
things they are doing well. This might help balance the feedback.   

 
The coaches reported that the amount of buy-in to QRIS among center staff, like that of center 
directors, varies.  Coaches indicated that some staff members were more receptive to making 
changes, because they understood that it would bring about improvement to the centers. However, 
some staff members were not as receptive to these changes and would only make changes when the 
coach or assessor was present.  It was suggested by the coaches that a longer introduction session 
for center staff would be beneficial to ensure that the staff were well informed about the program 
and the assessments. This might need to be a mandatory feature of the program as the center staff 
are the ones who implement the changes for long term improvement.  

 
Quality Improvement Planning (QIP) - Once a center begins to work with a coach, the coach is tasked 
with developing a Quality Improvement Plan (QIP). Coaches review the results from the Pre-ERS 
with the center directors and help them determine areas in which improvements can be made. This 
information helps the coaches create the Quality Improvement Plan with a center.   

 
Coaches indicated that creating the QIP is very time consuming and that they do not feel as though 
it is of great benefit to their coaching. They indicated that many parts of the QIP are repetitive and 
that the system is not user friendly and increases the time needed to create the plan. In addition, it 
was reported that the plan is very cumbersome for centers that have a lot of changes that need to 
be made. These feelings were consistent among the coaches and should be discussed with 
administration to determine what changes can be made to make the process easier and useful to 
the coaching process.  
 
Application for a Star Rating – Some coaches expressed that the lack of resources available at 
centers, such as computers and wireless internet access, can make it challenging for some centers 
to gather all of the documents for the application in an efficient manner. Coaches expressed that 
they would like more options added to each of the areas being assessed on the application because 
it is difficult for some centers to meet the requirements for certain star levels.  One of the coaches 
also felt that some centers feel the process is easy and can be done at the last minute, and are 
frustrated when it takes them longer than anticipated to complete the application. Because of time 
restrictions, it can be hard to get directors to gather all the items necessary for the application, even 
with the sample binder. When directors have so much demand on their time, completing the 
application is not a priority which delays submission and assignment of a star rating.   
 
Overall Suggestions for Improvement – During the focus group, the coaches provided some 
suggestions for improvement. First, some felt that the director qualification standards are too high 
and unreasonable. Coaches indicated that some of the directors who have been working in the field 
for a long time do not feel that they need to take classes for things they already know how to do. 
Another issue is that for professional development classes, the content offered is repetitive and of 
the classes that are available at night or on weekends, many are irrelevant therefore directors are 
not motivated to take those classes when they don’t feel they enhance their capabilities at their 
center.  It was suggested that this be taken into consideration for future planning. 
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Another suggestion was to provide the directors with more details regarding the e-portfolio 
including how much time they should anticipate spending in preparing the application for 
submission.  A suggested timeline for preparing the e-portfolio might also be beneficial.  
 
 
PARENT SURVEY FOR FAMILY CHILD CARE PILOT PROVIDERS 
 
Methodology 
In May 2015, NICRP asked the coach of the 7 Family Care Centers participating in the pilot to 
distribute a short survey to parents about what is important to them in selecting an early childhood 
education center as well as the perceived utility of a star rating system.  The survey was distributed 
to approximately 45 parents and 15 surveys were returned to NICRP for a response rate of 33.3%.  
The findings from this survey are presented below. 
 
Findings 
Questions were designed to understand what elements are important to parents in selecting a child 
care center, as well as whether or not they feel that a star rating would help them choose a child 
care center for their family. 
 
The first question on the survey asked respondents to rank nine qualities of child care centers in 
order of the most important to the least important.  Table 10 represents the average ranking for 
each of the qualities, and places the qualities in order of the most important to the least important.  
A “child’s relationship with teacher/caretaker” as well as “individual attention given to the child” 
were the two highest ranked qualities for parents, with an average ranking of 1.93 and 3.21, 
respectively.  Accreditation, location, and flexibility in hours of care provided were the three lowest 
ranked qualities deemed important to parents of children in family child care centers.   
 
Table 10. Childcare provider qualities important to parents 

What qualities in a childcare provider are most important to you?  
(Please rank all items with 1 being the most important and 9 being the least important) 

Qualities Average Rank N 

Child’s relationship with teacher/caretaker 1.93 14 

Individual attention given to child 3.21 14 
Curriculum offered at the facility 3.71 14 

Overall value of care in relation to cost  4.85 13 

Overall cost of care  5.36 14 

Accreditation of provider 5.46 13 

Location of provider 6.00 13 

Flexibility in hours of care provided 6.21 14 

 
Parents had the option of writing in an “other” option.  Only one respondent wrote in an additional 
quality which was, “Experience of the teacher”.   
 
The next set of questions assessed parent opinions regarding the usefulness of a star rating system.  
The first question in this set asked, “If star ratings, similar to hotel ratings (with one star being 
licensed), were assigned to each childcare provider in your area, how useful would you find the 
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ratings?”  As seen below in Figure 5, the majority of respondents indicated that such a system 
would be somewhat useful.   
Figure 5.  Usefulness of star rating system 

 
 
 
 
Parents were also asked if they would use star ratings as part of their selection criteria for choosing 
a new child care provider.  As seen Figure 6 below, 80% of parents reported that they would use the 
star rating. 
 
Figure 6. Selecting a childcare provider based on star ratings 

 
 
 
To understand the impact that a star rating could have on centers, parents were asked whether 
they would consider changing their child’s care provider based on a star rating.  As seen in Figure 7 
below, the majority of parents indicated that they would not consider changing child care providers 
based on the star rating.  
 

26.7%

66.7%

6.7%
0.0%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Very Useful Somewhat Useful Not Useful No Opinion

If star ratings, similar to hotel ratings (with one 
star being licensed), were assigned to each 

childcare provider in your area, how useful would 
you find the ratings? 

80%

20%

0%
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

Yes No Unsure

If you were looking for new childcare, would you use the 
star ratings as part of your selection criteria for a 

childcare provider?



Silver State Stars Quality Rating Improvement System: Year Six Evaluation Report  
P a g e  | 18 

 

 

 
 
Figure 7.  Changing a childcare provider based on star ratings 

 
 
 
Parents were also asked to indicate the reasons why they would not use a star rating system when 
deciding on childcare.  Parents were given four options to consider and were given the opportunity 
to write in additional reasons.  For potential reasons provided, Figure 8 below illustrates the 
reasons selected by parents for not using a star rating.    
 
Figure 8.  Potential reasons for not using a star rating 

 
NOTE: Responses are not mutually exclusive.  Respondents could select more than one response category 
therefore percentages will not add to 100 %. 

 
Finally, parents were asked about the best methods for advertising a rating system.  As seen in 
Figure 9 below, 73% of parents indicated that the star rating system should be advertised on the 
state website. Two respondents suggested “other” methods of advertising a star rating system 
which included news channels, social media, children’s events, and “social services list”.   
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Figure 9. Best methods of advertising a star rating system 

 
NOTE: Responses are not mutually exclusive.  Respondents could select more than one response category 
therefore percentages will not add to 100 %. 

 
OUTCOME EVALUATION STUDY 
 
The purpose of the outcome evaluation study is to determine if children who attend centers with 
higher quality ratings score better on outcome measures as compared to children who attend 
centers with lower quality ratings.  For purposes of the outcome evaluation study, based on the 
rating scale itself and the distribution of star ratings among centers, “higher quality rating” centers 
include those centers with a star rating of 4 or 5 and “lower quality rating” centers include centers 
with a 2 star rating.  The outcome measures on which children are being compared include 
measures of receptive vocabulary and verbal ability, pre-verbal skills, pre-math skills, and social-
emotional development.   
  
Methodology 
Center selection - After a child care center has had a 2, 4 or 5 star rating for six months, NICRP 
contacts the center director, explains the outcome evaluation study to them, and invites them to 
participate.  Those center directors that agree to participate are asked to help recruit children for 
the study, ensure that teachers complete the assessment of social-emotional development for each 
child assessed, agree to provide a quiet place on site for the assessments to occur, and complete a 
Facility Authorization Form (required by the UNLV IRB).  For agreeing to help recruit children to 
participate in the outcome study, centers are provided with a $100 gift card to Lakeshore Learning. 
 
Participant recruitment – After a center director agrees to the conditions for participation in the 
outcome study, they are provided with the recruitment materials and are asked to distribute them 
to the parents of children who attend the center.  These materials include a letter, parent 
permission form, demographic form/questionnaire, and a return envelope.  The letter and parent 
permission form explain the evaluation and invite parents to volunteer their child to participate in 
the brief assessment process.  Information collected on the demographic form/questionnaire is 
used by NICRP to identify which children meet the study selection criteria. Parents willing to 
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volunteer their child for the study return the questionnaire and permission/consent form in a 
sealed envelope to the child care center.  All parents returning the completed recruitment  
materials, regardless of eligibility are then entered into a raffle to receive a $100 gift card to Wal-
Mart.  Two $100 gift cards will be raffled off: one for parents of 2 star centers and one for parents of 
4 and 5 star centers. 
 
Participant selection – The demographic forms/questionnaires returned by parents agreeing to let 
their child participate in the study are then reviewed by NICRP to determine which children are 
eligible for the outcome study.  To be eligible for the study, children must be 3, 4, or 5 years old, 
have attended the center at least part-time for the past year or full-time for the past 6 months, have 
no documented developmental delays or disorders that impair their social-emotional development 
and/or functioning, and be able to speak and understand English.   
 
Procedures – After NICRP determines which children from a center are eligible to participate in the 
study, the center is contacted to determine the best day and time to assess children at the center.  
NICRP staff then meet with the children individually at the center in a quiet location to complete the 
assessments.  The assessments include the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (4th Edition) and the 
Letter-Word Identification, Passage Comprehension, and Applied Problems subtests of the 
Woodcock Johnson (3rd Edition).  After these assessments are completed for all eligible children 
within the center, NICRP provides the center director with a Devereux Early Childhood Assessment 
for each assessed child so that they can be completed by the children’s teachers.   
 
Preliminary Results 
In order to determine whether or not there are differences in the outcomes of children that attend 
higher quality rated centers as compared to lower quality rated centers, NICRP intends to assess a 
total of 100 children (50 per group).  To date, NICRP has assessed all of the children needed for the 
lower quality rated centers (n = 50) and has assessed 14 children from the higher quality rated 
centers.  Therefore, no comparisons between the two groups can be made at this time.  However, 
what follows is a brief description of the demographics of the children assessed at the lower quality 
rated centers and their results on the outcome measures.     
 
The majority of the children assessed at the 2 star centers were girls (66%) and 46% were 
identified by their parents as Hispanic or Latino.  The race of the children assessed can be seen in 
Table 11 below. 
 
Table 11.  Race of children assessed from lower quality rated centers 

American 
Native/Alaska 

Native 

Asian Black or 
African 

American 

Native 
Hawaiian or 
other Pacific 

Islander 

White Other Missing 

0% 0% 24% 2% 46% 14% 14% 

 
 
The results of the assessment outcomes for children in lower quality rated centers can be seen in 
Table 12 below.  The children from these centers scored average on all of the assessments.   
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Table 12. Assessment outcomes of children in lower quality rated centers 
Outcome Assessment M SD 
Receptive Vocabulary PPVT-4 94.42 15.66 
Pre-Verbal Skills Letter-Word Identification (WJ-III) 100.54 11.70 
Pre-Verbal Skills Passage Comprehension (WJ-III) 100.32 7.36 
Pre-Math skills Applied Problems (WJ-III) 103.92 10.38 
Social-Emotional Development DECA-P2 53.02 10.34 
Note:  All means and standard deviations listed are based on standard scores with the exception of 
the DECA-P2 which is based on the T-score 
 

SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND NEXT STEPS 
 

SUMMARY 
 

The current report reviewed different evaluation components of the third year of implementation 
of the Silver State Stars Quality Rating Improvement System.  This project year, NICRP evaluated 
the system through a data tracking system, a post-introduction survey, focus groups with the 
coaches, a parent survey, and began implementing the outcome evaluation.   

 
Data tracking system - Based on the data tracking system, the QRIS has progressed well over the 
past year.  Centers are volunteering to participate in the process, there is even a waiting list for 
coaching, and 17 centers received their official star rating.  According to the data tracking system, 
approximately 95% of all of the centers that attended an introduction have signed up to receive 
coaching, which is a big increase from previous years. There were 52 centers that were active in the 
program last year and there were 29 centers on a waiting list as of June 30, 2015.  

 
Post-introduction survey - Forty-nine individuals from 42 different child care providers completed 
the post-introduction survey. Twenty-nine individuals provided information about their experience 
in the introduction session over the past year. Similar to last year’s results, results of the post-
introduction survey indicate that the majority of the attendees agree that the introductions are well 
organized and that those conducting the introductions are knowledgeable about QRIS and ERS, the 
session is effective in explaining these processes, and it helps attendees determine if their centers 
are ready to go through the process.   
 
Of those that responded to the post-introduction survey, 33 had applied for coaching, 26 received 
coaching, and 24 provided feedback on the coaching process.  According to their responses, the 
coaching process is being rated very favorably.  The majority of respondents agree that the coaches 
explained the assessments clearly, are easy to communicate with, answer their questions and are 
available to them.  Areas where coaching may need some improvements include the pace of 
coaching or providing clarity with regards to questions center staff might have.  In addition, a few 
respondents suggested that they would like more frequent visits. 
 
With regard to QRIS in general, the majority of those that completed the survey agree that QRIS is 
necessary, useful for centers and parents, and that it will improve the quality of child care in 
Nevada. However, there is still some concern that the QRIS does not account for varying educational 
philosophies, some don’t feel that is measure the appropriate features of a center, and others feel 
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that until issues such as educational levels of classroom teachers and staff turnover are address, the 
QRIS is not a good indicator of quality for parents.  
 
Results regarding the QRIS website continue to be very favorable with the majority of individuals 
reporting the website is useful and user friendly.  
 
 
Focus group with coaches - The results of the focus group with the coaches indicate that the 
coaching process is going well from all of the coaches’ perspective.  Similar to last year, most of the 
center directors and staff are excited about and receptive to recommendations to improve their 
centers, however there are a few centers that may be resistant to the suggested changes.  In 
addition, center staff turn-over continues to be a challenge in maintaining changes in behavior.  
With regards to the quality improvement plan, it seems that coaches consistently feel that the plan 
is cumbersome and the effort to create it out weighs its usefulness. It is suggested that this process 
is reviewed by the coaches to ensure their limited time dedicated toward each center is spent more 
effectively.  
 
Parent survey - Since this was the first year that family care centers participated in the QRIS as pilot 
sites, a parent survey was distributed to parents of children enrolled at these sites.  The results of 
the parent survey indicate that the most important care qualities in a center are a “child’s 
relationship with teacher/caretaker” as well as “individual attention given to the child”.   When 
asked if parents thought a star rating process would be useful, almost all of them indicated it would 
be somewhat or very useful.  While parents did indicate that they would use the star rating center 
to choose a child care facility, the majority of parents indicated that they would not consider 
changing child care providers based on the star rating. Reasons they would not change included 
that they were happy with their current center, they did not have time to find and compare other 
centers, and that they trust their friends and family’s opinions more.  
 
 
Outcome evaluation survey - The purpose of the outcome evaluation study is to determine if 
children who attend centers with higher quality ratings score better on outcome measures as 
compared to children who attend centers with lower quality ratings.  The outcome measures on 
which children are being compared include measures of receptive vocabulary and verbal ability, 
pre-verbal skills, pre-math skills, and social-emotional development.  After a child care center has 
had a 2, 4 or 5 star rating for six months, NICRP contacts the center director, explains the outcome 
evaluation study to them, and invites them to participate. To date, NICRP has assessed all of the 
children needed for the lower quality rated centers (n = 50) and has assessed 14 children from the 
higher quality rated centers.  Therefore, no comparisons between the two groups can be made at 
this time.  The current analysis of the children from the lower quality rated centers scored average 
on all of the assessments.   
 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS  

 
At this time there are a few potential recommendations to be made with regard to the QRIS process.  
First, for the coaches, it is recommended that the process to create the quality improvement plan 
and its usefulness be reviewed and revised with the coaches. In addition, it is recommended that all 
center staff receive a 30 minute or one hour introduction to QRIS as it might increase staff buy-in 
and help the staff understand the process if the director does not have time to explain the process 
to all staff.   Also, given that this is the first year there is a waiting list, and it is substantial, this 
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would be a good time to explore ways to increase coaching capabilities both with the current 
coaches and potentially means to increase the number of coaches for the state.  
 
The parent survey results indicate that the majority of parents would not change centers due to a 
star rating received by that center. This information should be shared with centers to alleviate any 
concerns they might have in participating in the program related to parent reactions.  
 
This was the second report to include feedback about the website. Overall, the majority of those 
who visited the website found it to be helpful and user friendly, which is consistent with last year’s 
finding. Based on the parent survey, the website might be a good avenue for parents to learn about 
QRIS.  Therefore, it is recommended that the website be advertised to parents and others that want 
to learn more about the QRIS.  

 
NEXT STEPS 
 
During the next year of QRIS implementation, it is recommended that the Office of Early Learning 
and Development hold a meeting at the beginning of the year to discuss this report and determine if 
any changes need to be made. Simultaneously, it is suggested that the department continue to use 
the data tracking system to track centers through the QRIS process.  It is also recommended that 
feedback continue to be gathered from center directors and staff to determine successes and 
potential problems with the introduction, coaching, and application process.  Feedback from the 
coaches should also be collected to determine their perceived effectiveness with the centers and to 
allow them an opportunity to provide suggestions for process improvement. With the exception of 
the family care center pilot parent survey administered this past year, information from parents has 
not been collected since the original center pilot project and it would be beneficial to obtain their 
feedback regarding QRIS at the rated centers in the future to determine the parents’ level of 
knowledge of the QRIS. Finally, now that more centers have received a star rating and the outcome 
assessments have begun, the outcome evaluation will continue until all 100 assessments have been 
completed.   
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	INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
	 
	Quality Rating Improvement Systems (QRIS) are being developed across the country to improve the quality of early childhood education centers.  These systems have been developed to provide a more objective way to assess quality in a center providing childcare.  Each of these systems varies slightly in its requirements and protocols, but all have the goal of improving the quality of early childhood education. Information about each states/territories program can be found on the Quality Rating & Improvement Sy
	 
	To begin the process of implementing a QRIS in Nevada, experts in early childhood education were assembled to form a QRIS Workgroup in 2009.  This workgroup created the Silver State Stars QRIS, which included the structure of the system (a 5-star rating system), the quality indicators used to create the star rating, and the process for technical assistance and grant funding for quality improvements in centers.   
	 
	In the Spring of 2009, the QRIS Workgroup, along with the Nevada Office of Early Learning and Development, University of Nevada Cooperative Extension (UNCE), and the Nevada Institute for Children’s Research and Policy (NICRP), implemented the Silver State Stars QRIS Pilot Project.  This pilot project was designed to implement the program in 24 child care centers over the two year period from 2009 to 2011 to evaluate the utility of the star rating system and processes designed to improve center quality.  Aft
	 
	In July 2012, the Division of Welfare and Supportive Services, Office of Early Learning and Development officially launched the Silver State Stars QRIS in Southern Nevada, and in July 2013 launched it statewide.  This new quality initiative is open to all licensed child care centers in Nevada. More information about the Silver State Stars QRIS can be found on their website: http://www.nvsilverstatestars.org/. 
	QUALITY RATING IMPROVEMENT SYSTEM (QRIS) PROCESS 
	 
	The following describes the process a center must go through in order to apply for and receive a star rating from the Office of Early Learning and Development. First, a center director and/or owner must attend a four hour introduction that provides an overview about QRIS and the Environmental Rating Scale (ERS). Introduction dates and locations are provided on the Nevada Registry website.  
	 
	After the introduction, a center may do one of three things: 1) apply for coaching to obtain assistance in preparation for the application process, 2) prepare and submit a portfolio to begin the rating process (express track), or 3) decide that they do not want to participate in QRIS. Centers that are not interested in submitting an application or applying for coaching after the introduction can always do so at a later date.  
	 
	Coaching - If a center would like assistance to make improvements to their center prior to submitting an application, the center can apply for a coach through the Children’s Cabinet. The 
	program center director or owner completes a Coaching Request Form and then a coach is assigned to the center. Before coaching begins, an Environment Rating Scale assessment is conducted in order to inform the coach and the center of areas that need improvement. Once the assessment is complete, the center director or owner signs a Memorandum of Understanding and coaching begins. The coach and the center director or owner develop a Quality Improvement Plan based on the assessment results and determine materi
	 
	Application for a Star Rating - Once the director or owner of a center is ready to apply for a star rating, they complete and submit an application portfolio to the Office of Early Learning and Development. Once the portfolio is received, a QRIS rater contacts the center to schedule an Environmental Rating Scale (ERS) assessment. After the portfolio is reviewed by the Office of Early Learning and Development, staff informs the center if the portfolio is missing items or does not meet certain criteria. At th
	 
	EVALUATION DESCRIPTION 
	 
	DATA TRACKING SYSTEM - In Year 6, NICRP utilized an Excel tracking spreadsheet developed in Year 4 to allow program staff to monitor center progression through the QRIS process.  This spreadsheet tracks which centers have completed particular steps in the process and allows a quick count of the number of centers that have completed particular steps or how many are in a particular phase of the process. The tracking spreadsheet has been through several revisions to be sure that it is tracking information most
	 
	POST-INTRODUCTION SURVEY - During the last month of the project year, NICRP sent an electronic survey to those that attended a QRIS introduction during the Year 6 project year.  The survey assessed attitudes toward the introduction and QRIS in general.  Additionally, questions were included to assess experiences with coaching, the application portfolio, the formal ERS assessment process, the star rating system, and the website.  Respondents were only asked to rate the steps of the process with which they ha
	attended the introduction session in Year 5.  When the survey was sent out last year (Year 5), many respondents had not yet had experiences with the coaching process or later steps needed to receive a star rating.  These respondents were not asked to provide feedback with regard to the introduction, but were asked about all of the other areas with which they had experience.     
	 
	FOCUS GROUP WITH COACHES - At the end of the project year, NICRP conducted focus groups via teleconference with the coaches that worked with centers over the course of the project year.  The purpose of these focus groups was to solicit suggestions for improvement and continued success of the program. 
	 
	PARENT SURVEY FOR FAMILY CHILD CARE PILOT PROVIDERS - At the end of the project year, a survey was distributed to families of children receiving care at the family child care centers that are currently enrolled in the QRIS pilot.  The parent survey was designed to understand what elements are important to parents in selecting a child care center and whether or not they feel that a star rating would help them to choose a child care provider for their family. 
	 
	OUTCOME EVALUATION - During this project year, NICRP was able to begin assessing children at rated centers for the outcome evaluation study in order to determine the association between child outcomes and center quality ratings.  This report contains preliminary findings of the outcome evaluation study. 
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	DATA TRACKING SYSTEM 



	 
	During this project year, NICRP received 11 completed tracking spreadsheets.  Program progress as of June 30, 2015 can be seen in the tables below.  
	 
	During this project period, 6 of the 11 introductions were held in Las Vegas and 5 were held in Reno (see Table 1). A total of 44 centers (20 in Southern Nevada and 24 in Northern Nevada) attended an introduction over the past year.  During this project period, 42 centers applied for coaching and of these, 12 (29.0%) have signed an MOU to receive coaching, and 29 (69.1%) have not yet signed an MOU because they are currently on the waiting list to receive coaching.  According to the tracker, 1 center has bee
	 
	 
	Table 1. Introductions: July 1, 2014 – June 30, 2015 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Las Vegas 
	Las Vegas 

	Washoe 
	Washoe 

	Elko 
	Elko 

	Carson 
	Carson 

	Total 
	Total 

	Span

	Number of Introductions Held 
	Number of Introductions Held 
	Number of Introductions Held 

	6 
	6 

	5 
	5 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	11 
	11 

	Span

	Number of Centers Attending 
	Number of Centers Attending 
	Number of Centers Attending 

	20 
	20 

	24 
	24 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	44 
	44 

	Span


	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Table 2. Coaching: July 1, 2014 – June 30, 2015 
	Number of Centers that Applied for Coaching 
	Number of Centers that Applied for Coaching 
	Number of Centers that Applied for Coaching 
	Number of Centers that Applied for Coaching 

	42 
	42 

	Span

	Number of Centers that Signed an MOU to Receive Coaching 
	Number of Centers that Signed an MOU to Receive Coaching 
	Number of Centers that Signed an MOU to Receive Coaching 

	12 
	12 

	Span

	% of Centers that Applied for Coaching that have Signed an MOU* 
	% of Centers that Applied for Coaching that have Signed an MOU* 
	% of Centers that Applied for Coaching that have Signed an MOU* 

	92.3% 
	92.3% 

	Span

	Number of Centers Currently Enrolled in QRIS** (since July 2012) 
	Number of Centers Currently Enrolled in QRIS** (since July 2012) 
	Number of Centers Currently Enrolled in QRIS** (since July 2012) 

	61 
	61 

	Span

	Number of Centers that Applied for Funding  
	Number of Centers that Applied for Funding  
	Number of Centers that Applied for Funding  

	23 
	23 

	Span


	*Does not include centers that have applied for coaching but are on the waiting list. 
	**Centers are considered “currently enrolled” if they have a signed MOU and are still receiving coaching as indicated by the Excel tracker as of 6/30/14.  
	 
	 
	From July 1, 2012 to June 30, 2015, 105 centers have enrolled in the QRIS program.  Of those 105 centers, 81 were active in the program over the past year. Of those 81 that were active in the program over the past year, 51 were receiving coaching during the past year, 1 was assigned a coach but has no MOU, and 29 are on a wait list to receive coaching.  
	 
	For the 81 that were active in the program over the past year, 5 centers are in their first six months of coaching, 15 centers have reached their first 6 month benchmark period, 17 centers have reached their 12 month benchmark, and 13 centers have reached their 18 month benchmark (see Table 3). This year, one center was ready to apply for a star rating prior to receiving all 18 months of coaching, one center was dropped from coaching during the 12-17 month progress point because they were not meeting the re
	Table 3. Center Benchmark Status for All Centers (n=81) 
	Status and # of Centers in Each Phase of Coaching 
	Status and # of Centers in Each Phase of Coaching 
	Status and # of Centers in Each Phase of Coaching 
	Status and # of Centers in Each Phase of Coaching 

	Met  
	Met  
	Benchmarks  

	Ready to Apply, Coaching Stops 
	Ready to Apply, Coaching Stops 

	Benchmark not met- Coaching Canceled 
	Benchmark not met- Coaching Canceled 

	Unknown 
	Unknown 

	Dropped 
	Dropped 

	Span

	Phase 
	Phase 
	Phase 

	# of Centers 
	# of Centers 

	Span

	Unknown (No Signed MOU) 
	Unknown (No Signed MOU) 
	Unknown (No Signed MOU) 

	1 
	1 

	TD
	Span
	Not Applicable 

	Span

	0-6 Months 
	0-6 Months 
	0-6 Months 

	5 
	5 

	TD
	Span
	Not Applicable 

	Span

	6-11 Months 
	6-11 Months 
	6-11 Months 

	15 
	15 

	15 
	15 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	Span

	12-17 Months 
	12-17 Months 
	12-17 Months 

	18 
	18 

	14 
	14 

	1 
	1 

	1 
	1 

	0 
	0 

	2 
	2 

	Span

	18-23 Months 
	18-23 Months 
	18-23 Months 

	13 
	13 

	1 
	1 

	12 
	12 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	0 
	0 

	Span

	Waiting List 
	Waiting List 
	Waiting List 

	29 
	29 

	TD
	Span
	Not Applicable 

	Span


	 
	According to the information in the tracking spreadsheet, 33 centers have submitted a portfolio, the Environmental Rating Assessment has been completed for 31 centers, and 31 centers have been assigned a star rating.  See Table 4 for details.  
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	Table 4. QRIS Star Rating Update 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	July 1 2014-June 30, 2015 
	July 1 2014-June 30, 2015 

	Total 
	Total 

	Span

	# of Portfolios Submitted  
	# of Portfolios Submitted  
	# of Portfolios Submitted  

	16 
	16 

	33 
	33 

	Span

	# of  ERS assessments conducted 
	# of  ERS assessments conducted 
	# of  ERS assessments conducted 

	15 
	15 

	31 
	31 

	Span

	# of Centers Rated 
	# of Centers Rated 
	# of Centers Rated 

	17 
	17 

	30 
	30 

	Span

	5 Star 
	5 Star 
	5 Star 

	3 
	3 

	3 
	3 

	Span

	4 Star 
	4 Star 
	4 Star 

	1 
	1 

	3 
	3 

	Span

	3 Star 
	3 Star 
	3 Star 

	4 
	4 

	9 
	9 

	Span

	2 Star 
	2 Star 
	2 Star 

	8 
	8 

	14 
	14 

	Span

	1 Star 
	1 Star 
	1 Star 

	1 
	1 

	1 
	1 

	Span
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	POST-INTRODUCTION SURVEY  



	 
	The post-introduction survey captures feedback from centers about their experiences with the introduction session, coaching, the star rating application process, and the website. Individuals that attended a QRIS introduction session in Year 5 or Year 6 were contacted by email and asked to complete the survey.  Although Year 5 introduction attendees were sent the same survey last year, it was sent to them again to capture feedback about experiences that they might not have had when they completed the survey 
	 
	After receiving all of the Year 6 introduction sign in sheets from program staff, it was determined that a total of 177 individuals attended the introductions: 112 in Year 5 and 65 in Year 6.  NICRP was able to collect email addresses for 65 of the introduction attendees for Year 6 and for 74 of the Year 5 attendees.  In Year 5, there were 11 individuals that attended an introduction session in June.  The feedback from these individuals was not captured in the Year 5 survey because the survey was distribute
	 
	On May 26, 2015, a link to the survey was emailed to all of the center based attendees for whom NICRP had obtained an email address (n=139).  On June 2, 2015, a link to the survey was emailed to all of the family care center provider attendees for whom NICRP had obtained an email address (n=7).  Both center based and family care providers were sent the same survey link because it was determined that the questions applied to both groups of attendees.   
	 
	Of the 146 emails sent, 4 failed.  NICRP contacted the individual attendees with failed email addresses by phone to determine their correct email addresses. Through this process, all email addresses were collected and sent out to each of the individuals for a total of 146 successfully sent emails.   Two additional reminder surveys were sent out in June.  
	 
	During data cleaning, it was determined that ten surveys were completed by individuals who indicated that they did not work at a child care center therefore, their responses were removed prior to analysis.  These individuals reported being coaches, licensing workers, or working in roles 
	supportive of child care centers.  The following results do not include information from these 10 respondents.  
	 
	Respondents – Forty-nine individuals from 42 different child care providers completed the survey. Of the 49 individuals who completed the survey, the majority (84%) indicated that they were a center director or a family care provider director/owner and 16% of respondents identified as “other staff”.  Of the respondents that were “other staff”, positions included teacher, teaching assistant, substitute teacher, owner, assistant director, or director of education (see Figure 1).   
	 
	Figure 1. Employment positions of those completing the survey (n=49) 
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	Attitudes Toward the Introduction – The following table illustrates the opinions of those respondents who attended an introduction in Year 6 or in June of Year 5 (n = 29). The majority of respondents had positive attitudes regarding the introduction indicating it was well organized and provided the appropriate information about the QRIS.  Overall, 66% of respondents indicated that the introduction was either very good or good. Table 4 indicates the percentage of respondents that either agreed or strongly ag
	 
	Table 4. Survey Items Assessing Attitudes toward the Introduction  
	 
	 
	 
	 

	% Agree/ 
	% Agree/ 
	Strongly Agree 

	n 
	n 

	Span

	The introduction was well organized. 
	The introduction was well organized. 
	The introduction was well organized. 

	86.2% 
	86.2% 

	29 
	29 

	Span

	Those conducting the Environmental Rating Scale (ERS) portion of the introduction were knowledgeable about the topic. 
	Those conducting the Environmental Rating Scale (ERS) portion of the introduction were knowledgeable about the topic. 
	Those conducting the Environmental Rating Scale (ERS) portion of the introduction were knowledgeable about the topic. 

	93.1% 
	93.1% 

	29 
	29 

	Span

	Those conducting the QRIS portion of the introduction were knowledgeable about the topic. 
	Those conducting the QRIS portion of the introduction were knowledgeable about the topic. 
	Those conducting the QRIS portion of the introduction were knowledgeable about the topic. 

	89.7% 
	89.7% 

	29 
	29 

	Span

	The introduction clearly outlined the process a center would need to go through to obtain a star rating. 
	The introduction clearly outlined the process a center would need to go through to obtain a star rating. 
	The introduction clearly outlined the process a center would need to go through to obtain a star rating. 

	82.8% 
	82.8% 

	29 
	29 

	Span

	The introduction clearly outlined the Environmental Rating Scale (ERS) process. 
	The introduction clearly outlined the Environmental Rating Scale (ERS) process. 
	The introduction clearly outlined the Environmental Rating Scale (ERS) process. 

	82.8% 
	82.8% 

	29 
	29 

	Span

	The introduction was helpful in determining whether or not my center was ready to proceed with the QRIS process. 
	The introduction was helpful in determining whether or not my center was ready to proceed with the QRIS process. 
	The introduction was helpful in determining whether or not my center was ready to proceed with the QRIS process. 

	72.4% 
	72.4% 

	29 
	29 

	Span


	 
	Comments about the introduction from those who rated the introduction as “Good” or “Very Good” expressed that the instructor was “fabulous”, “well-organized and informative“, and made the class “fun” and the material easy to understand.  One respondent stated that being able to score different areas gave them an opportunity to understand how they would be evaluated.  Of those that rated the introduction as “Average” or “Poor”, one respondent commented that the introduction was disorganized, that the rating 
	 
	Participation in Coaching – Coaching was assessed by those respondents who attended the introduction in either Year 5 or Year 6 (n = 49). When asked if their center had applied for coaching, 33 respondents reported that their center had applied and 6 reported that they had not applied, but that they were intending to apply. One individual did not respond (see Figure 2). Of the 33 respondents who indicated that their center had applied for coaching, 26 received coaching and 7 had not received coaching.  Six 
	 
	Figure 2. Respondent answers to the question, “Has your center applied for coaching?” (n=48) 
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	Attitudes Toward Coaching – For those that received coaching, the majority had positive attitudes toward the coaching process (see Table 5).  Of the questions assessing attitudes toward coaching, the question that had the lowest level of agreement was regarding the center’s improvement as a result of the coaching received.  
	 
	 
	 
	Table 5.  Survey Items Assessing Attitudes toward the Coaching Process 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	% Agree / 
	% Agree / 
	Strongly Agree 

	n 
	n 

	Span

	The QRIS coach adequately explained the assessment procedures to me. 
	The QRIS coach adequately explained the assessment procedures to me. 
	The QRIS coach adequately explained the assessment procedures to me. 

	92% 
	92% 

	24 
	24 

	Span

	The QRIS coach is/was available to answer my questions. 
	The QRIS coach is/was available to answer my questions. 
	The QRIS coach is/was available to answer my questions. 

	96% 
	96% 

	24 
	24 

	Span

	The QRIS coach adequately answers/answered all of my questions. 
	The QRIS coach adequately answers/answered all of my questions. 
	The QRIS coach adequately answers/answered all of my questions. 

	88% 
	88% 

	24 
	24 

	Span

	Communicating with my QRIS coach is/was easy. 
	Communicating with my QRIS coach is/was easy. 
	Communicating with my QRIS coach is/was easy. 

	96% 
	96% 

	24 
	24 

	Span

	My QRIS coach wants/wanted me to succeed. 
	My QRIS coach wants/wanted me to succeed. 
	My QRIS coach wants/wanted me to succeed. 

	96% 
	96% 

	24 
	24 

	Span

	The coaching process is moving/ moved at a reasonable pace. 
	The coaching process is moving/ moved at a reasonable pace. 
	The coaching process is moving/ moved at a reasonable pace. 

	87% 
	87% 

	23 
	23 

	Span

	My center is improving as a result of coaching. 
	My center is improving as a result of coaching. 
	My center is improving as a result of coaching. 

	86% 
	86% 

	22 
	22 

	Span


	 
	Ten individuals provided additional comments regarding the coaching process. Negative comments regarding coaching primarily focused on the frequency and style of coaching.  Two respondents commented that the coaching sessions are too infrequent, with one respondent indicating that they receive coaching 2 to 3 hours a month and that their coach often cancels appointments and visits the center during nap time.  Additional comments from the respondents that did not have a positive coaching experience indicated
	 
	Portfolio Application Process – Only 25 individuals responded to the question about whether or not their center had submitted an application binder or e-portfolio. Eight reported that their center had submitted a binder or e-portfolio, 12 reported that they had not submitted one, and 5 were unsure (see Figure 3).   
	 
	Figure 3. Submission of Application or e-Portfolio (n=25) 
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	Attitudes Toward the Portfolio Application Process – Of the 8 respondents who reported that they had submitted their application binder or e-portfolio, 7 answered the questions related toward the portfolio application process (see Table 6). Overall the majority of the respondents reported that the amount of time it took to complete the binder or e-portfolio was what they expected, the process was clear, and that it was a valuable exercise for their center. In addition to the questions asked in Table 6, resp
	 
	Table 6. Assessing Attitudes toward the Application Process 
	Survey item 
	Survey item 
	Survey item 
	Survey item 

	% Agree or 
	% Agree or 
	Strongly Agree 

	n 
	n 

	Span

	The amount of time required to complete the binder/e-portfolio was about what I expected. 
	The amount of time required to complete the binder/e-portfolio was about what I expected. 
	The amount of time required to complete the binder/e-portfolio was about what I expected. 

	67% 
	67% 

	6 
	6 

	Span

	When preparing the binder/e-portfolio, it was clear as to which types of documentation we needed to submit in order to meet the requirements. 
	When preparing the binder/e-portfolio, it was clear as to which types of documentation we needed to submit in order to meet the requirements. 
	When preparing the binder/e-portfolio, it was clear as to which types of documentation we needed to submit in order to meet the requirements. 

	71% 
	71% 

	7 
	7 

	Span

	Preparing the binder/e-portfolio was a valuable exercise for my center. 
	Preparing the binder/e-portfolio was a valuable exercise for my center. 
	Preparing the binder/e-portfolio was a valuable exercise for my center. 

	86%% 
	86%% 

	7 
	7 

	Span


	 
	Star Rating and ERS Assessment – Of the 8 respondents who reported submitting an application for a star rating, 6 indicated that they received a star rating and 2 reported that they had not received a star rating (see Figure 4). 
	 
	Figure 4. Assigned Star Rating (n=8) 
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	Attitudes toward the ERS Assessment and Star Ratings - Of the six respondents who reported receiving a star rating, all of them answered the questions regarding their attitudes toward the ERS assessment and star ratings. All of the respondents agreed that the assessment process was objective and effective.  Respondents also agreed that their staff was prepared for the assessments, that the QRIS documentation checklist was helpful, and that their center was given adequate time to resubmit corrected documenta
	 
	The respondents provided no comments regarding the application process.  
	 
	 
	Table 7.  Attitudes toward QRIS Assessment Process 
	Survey item 
	Survey item 
	Survey item 
	Survey item 

	% Agree / 
	% Agree / 
	Strongly Agree 

	n 
	n 

	Span

	The amount of time required to complete the assessment process is what I expected. 
	The amount of time required to complete the assessment process is what I expected. 
	The amount of time required to complete the assessment process is what I expected. 

	83.3% 
	83.3% 

	6 
	6 

	Span

	The individuals involved in the assessment process were objective in rating my center. 
	The individuals involved in the assessment process were objective in rating my center. 
	The individuals involved in the assessment process were objective in rating my center. 

	100% 
	100% 

	6 
	6 

	Span

	The introduction adequately prepared me in terms of what to expect during the assessment process.  
	The introduction adequately prepared me in terms of what to expect during the assessment process.  
	The introduction adequately prepared me in terms of what to expect during the assessment process.  

	83.3% 
	83.3% 

	6 
	6 

	Span

	Scheduling the ERS assessment for my center was easy. 
	Scheduling the ERS assessment for my center was easy. 
	Scheduling the ERS assessment for my center was easy. 

	80% 
	80% 

	5 
	5 

	Span

	The ERS assessment was scheduled at a time that was convenient for my center.  
	The ERS assessment was scheduled at a time that was convenient for my center.  
	The ERS assessment was scheduled at a time that was convenient for my center.  

	83.3% 
	83.3% 

	6 
	6 

	Span

	The ERS assessment process was fair.  
	The ERS assessment process was fair.  
	The ERS assessment process was fair.  

	83.3% 
	83.3% 

	6 
	6 

	Span

	The ERS assessment was effective.  
	The ERS assessment was effective.  
	The ERS assessment was effective.  

	100% 
	100% 

	6 
	6 

	Span

	The staff at my center was prepared for the ERS assessment. 
	The staff at my center was prepared for the ERS assessment. 
	The staff at my center was prepared for the ERS assessment. 

	100% 
	100% 

	6 
	6 

	Span

	Completion of the initial QRIS documentation checklist was helpful in the assessment process. 
	Completion of the initial QRIS documentation checklist was helpful in the assessment process. 
	Completion of the initial QRIS documentation checklist was helpful in the assessment process. 

	100% 
	100% 

	5 
	5 

	Span

	My center was given adequate time to resubmit corrected documentation. 
	My center was given adequate time to resubmit corrected documentation. 
	My center was given adequate time to resubmit corrected documentation. 

	100% 
	100% 

	5 
	5 

	Span

	My center’s star rating accurately reflects my center based on the criteria. 
	My center’s star rating accurately reflects my center based on the criteria. 
	My center’s star rating accurately reflects my center based on the criteria. 

	83.3% 
	83.3% 

	6 
	6 

	Span

	I clearly understand the basis for my center’s star rating. 
	I clearly understand the basis for my center’s star rating. 
	I clearly understand the basis for my center’s star rating. 

	83.3% 
	83.3% 

	6 
	6 

	Span

	The criteria used to assign the star ratings are a good measure of the overall quality of a center.  
	The criteria used to assign the star ratings are a good measure of the overall quality of a center.  
	The criteria used to assign the star ratings are a good measure of the overall quality of a center.  

	83.3% 
	83.3% 

	6 
	6 

	Span


	 
	Attitudes toward QRIS in General – The survey also assessed respondent attitudes toward QRIS in general (see Table 8).  The majority of respondents indicated that they agree or strongly agree that QRIS is useful for both child care centers and parents, and that it will improve the quality of child care in Nevada.  
	 
	Table 8.  General Attitudes toward the QRIS  
	 
	 
	 
	 

	% Agree or 
	% Agree or 
	Strongly Agree 

	n 
	n 

	Span

	A Quality Rating Improvement System for child care centers is necessary. 
	A Quality Rating Improvement System for child care centers is necessary. 
	A Quality Rating Improvement System for child care centers is necessary. 

	77.8%  
	77.8%  

	45 
	45 

	Span

	The Quality Rating Improvement System is useful for Child Care Centers. 
	The Quality Rating Improvement System is useful for Child Care Centers. 
	The Quality Rating Improvement System is useful for Child Care Centers. 

	77.8%  
	77.8%  

	45 
	45 

	Span

	The Quality Rating Improvement System is useful for parents. 
	The Quality Rating Improvement System is useful for parents. 
	The Quality Rating Improvement System is useful for parents. 

	73.3%  
	73.3%  

	45 
	45 

	Span

	The Quality Rating Improvement System will improve the quality of child care in Nevada. 
	The Quality Rating Improvement System will improve the quality of child care in Nevada. 
	The Quality Rating Improvement System will improve the quality of child care in Nevada. 

	80.0%  
	80.0%  

	45 
	45 

	Span


	 
	Seventeen respondents provided additional comments about the QRIS. Several respondents commented on the value of QRIS by stating that they believe that it would improve not only child care but the quality of education, it makes centers and staff accountable, and that it is a way to elevate the quality of child care programs on many levels.  Others commented that the rating system is not appropriate for all centers, that it does not take the correct features of centers into account, that not all centers have
	QRIS is not valuable for parents because they have not been educated about it and some may not be able to make choices based on QRIS ratings due to income or because they live in rural areas.  One respondent commented that the coaches need more training and accountability and that the system is poorly managed.  Another individual suggested that Nevada is not ready for a star rating system because other factors such as staff education and turnover need to be addressed first.   
	 
	Attitudes Toward the QRIS Website – Thirty-nine respondents indicated that they had used the QRIS website and 8 reported that they had not visited the website (see Table 9).  Overall, respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the website was user friendly, provides useful information about the QRIS process, and is overall a useful tool.  
	 
	Table 9. Assessment of the QRIS Website  
	Survey item 
	Survey item 
	Survey item 
	Survey item 

	% Agree / 
	% Agree / 
	Strongly Agree 

	n 
	n 

	Span

	The QRIS website is user friendly. 
	The QRIS website is user friendly. 
	The QRIS website is user friendly. 

	97.3% 
	97.3% 

	37 
	37 

	Span

	The QRIS website has useful information about the QRIS process. 
	The QRIS website has useful information about the QRIS process. 
	The QRIS website has useful information about the QRIS process. 

	94.6% 
	94.6% 

	37 
	37 

	Span

	Overall the QRIS website is a useful tool. 
	Overall the QRIS website is a useful tool. 
	Overall the QRIS website is a useful tool. 

	100% 
	100% 

	37 
	37 

	Span


	 
	Two respondents provided additional feedback regarding the website.  One individual simply stated that it was “very informative.”  One respondent indicated that when an internet search is conducted using Google, that the website is not retrieved.   
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	FOCUS GROUP WITH COACHES 



	 
	A focus group was conducted with the coaches in the last month of the project year in order to solicit feedback to identify areas in the process that are working well and those that may need improvement. Interview questions were based on information provided from previous project years. The focus group included four of the six coaches and lasted approximately thirty minutes. The two coaches that were unable to attend provided their feedback via email.   The overarching themes are presented in the sections b
	 
	Interactions with Center Director and Center Staff- Coaches are visiting centers approximately once a week if the center is in the city and every other week for longer time periods if the center is located in a rural area. This information is consistent with previous years. The majority of coaches indicated that their preference is to visit each center every other week.  All of the coaches indicated that they followed a specific timeline when working with centers to assess their progress toward the benchmar
	 
	In Year 5, there seemed to be less buy-in from centers in the North than in the South, however, this was not detected during this focus group. Overall, regardless of region, the amount of buy-in to QRIS among center directors is mixed with some being more excited than others. In addition, it was reported again this year that some centers found their pre-assessment scores to be overwhelming and took criticism and/or suggested improvements personally which may have contributed to their resistance for full par
	equipped to discuss these issues with the centers and help them understand the process and main purpose of the QRIS.  In addition, some of the coaches indicated that when center directors were more actively involved in the improvement process and the coaching, the directors were able to help the center staff with adjustments and determine if protocols are being followed consistently. It was key to make the center directors feel that the coaches are there to help the center improve. One recommendation to hel
	 
	The coaches reported that the amount of buy-in to QRIS among center staff, like that of center directors, varies.  Coaches indicated that some staff members were more receptive to making changes, because they understood that it would bring about improvement to the centers. However, some staff members were not as receptive to these changes and would only make changes when the coach or assessor was present.  It was suggested by the coaches that a longer introduction session for center staff would be beneficia
	 
	Quality Improvement Planning (QIP) - Once a center begins to work with a coach, the coach is tasked with developing a Quality Improvement Plan (QIP). Coaches review the results from the Pre-ERS with the center directors and help them determine areas in which improvements can be made. This information helps the coaches create the Quality Improvement Plan with a center.   
	 
	Coaches indicated that creating the QIP is very time consuming and that they do not feel as though it is of great benefit to their coaching. They indicated that many parts of the QIP are repetitive and that the system is not user friendly and increases the time needed to create the plan. In addition, it was reported that the plan is very cumbersome for centers that have a lot of changes that need to be made. These feelings were consistent among the coaches and should be discussed with administration to dete
	 
	Application for a Star Rating – Some coaches expressed that the lack of resources available at centers, such as computers and wireless internet access, can make it challenging for some centers to gather all of the documents for the application in an efficient manner. Coaches expressed that they would like more options added to each of the areas being assessed on the application because it is difficult for some centers to meet the requirements for certain star levels.  One of the coaches also felt that some 
	 
	Overall Suggestions for Improvement – During the focus group, the coaches provided some suggestions for improvement. First, some felt that the director qualification standards are too high and unreasonable. Coaches indicated that some of the directors who have been working in the field for a long time do not feel that they need to take classes for things they already know how to do. Another issue is that for professional development classes, the content offered is repetitive and of the classes that are avai
	 
	Another suggestion was to provide the directors with more details regarding the e-portfolio including how much time they should anticipate spending in preparing the application for submission.  A suggested timeline for preparing the e-portfolio might also be beneficial.  
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	PARENT SURVEY FOR FAMILY CHILD CARE PILOT PROVIDERS 



	 
	Methodology 
	In May 2015, NICRP asked the coach of the 7 Family Care Centers participating in the pilot to distribute a short survey to parents about what is important to them in selecting an early childhood education center as well as the perceived utility of a star rating system.  The survey was distributed to approximately 45 parents and 15 surveys were returned to NICRP for a response rate of 33.3%.  The findings from this survey are presented below. 
	 
	Findings 
	Questions were designed to understand what elements are important to parents in selecting a child care center, as well as whether or not they feel that a star rating would help them choose a child care center for their family. 
	 
	The first question on the survey asked respondents to rank nine qualities of child care centers in order of the most important to the least important.  Table 10 represents the average ranking for each of the qualities, and places the qualities in order of the most important to the least important.  A “child’s relationship with teacher/caretaker” as well as “individual attention given to the child” were the two highest ranked qualities for parents, with an average ranking of 1.93 and 3.21, respectively.  Acc
	 
	Table 10. Childcare provider qualities important to parents 
	What qualities in a childcare provider are most important to you?  
	What qualities in a childcare provider are most important to you?  
	What qualities in a childcare provider are most important to you?  
	What qualities in a childcare provider are most important to you?  
	(Please rank all items with 1 being the most important and 9 being the least important) 

	Span

	Qualities 
	Qualities 
	Qualities 

	Average Rank 
	Average Rank 

	N 
	N 

	Span

	Child’s relationship with teacher/caretaker 
	Child’s relationship with teacher/caretaker 
	Child’s relationship with teacher/caretaker 

	1.93 
	1.93 

	14 
	14 

	Span

	Individual attention given to child 
	Individual attention given to child 
	Individual attention given to child 

	3.21 
	3.21 

	14 
	14 

	Span

	Curriculum offered at the facility 
	Curriculum offered at the facility 
	Curriculum offered at the facility 

	3.71 
	3.71 

	14 
	14 

	Span

	Overall value of care in relation to cost  
	Overall value of care in relation to cost  
	Overall value of care in relation to cost  

	4.85 
	4.85 

	13 
	13 

	Span

	Overall cost of care  
	Overall cost of care  
	Overall cost of care  

	5.36 
	5.36 

	14 
	14 

	Span

	Accreditation of provider 
	Accreditation of provider 
	Accreditation of provider 

	5.46 
	5.46 

	13 
	13 

	Span

	Location of provider 
	Location of provider 
	Location of provider 

	6.00 
	6.00 

	13 
	13 

	Span

	Flexibility in hours of care provided 
	Flexibility in hours of care provided 
	Flexibility in hours of care provided 

	6.21 
	6.21 

	14 
	14 

	Span


	 
	Parents had the option of writing in an “other” option.  Only one respondent wrote in an additional quality which was, “Experience of the teacher”.   
	 
	The next set of questions assessed parent opinions regarding the usefulness of a star rating system.  The first question in this set asked, “If star ratings, similar to hotel ratings (with one star being licensed), were assigned to each childcare provider in your area, how useful would you find the 
	ratings?”  As seen below in Figure 5, the majority of respondents indicated that such a system would be somewhat useful.   
	Figure 5.  Usefulness of star rating system 
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	If star ratings, similar to hotel ratings (with one star being licensed), were assigned to each childcare provider in your area, how useful would you find the ratings? 
	If star ratings, similar to hotel ratings (with one star being licensed), were assigned to each childcare provider in your area, how useful would you find the ratings? 
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	Parents were also asked if they would use star ratings as part of their selection criteria for choosing a new child care provider.  As seen Figure 6 below, 80% of parents reported that they would use the star rating. 
	 
	Figure 6. Selecting a childcare provider based on star ratings 
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	To understand the impact that a star rating could have on centers, parents were asked whether they would consider changing their child’s care provider based on a star rating.  As seen in Figure 7 below, the majority of parents indicated that they would not consider changing child care providers based on the star rating.  
	 
	 
	 
	Figure 7.  Changing a childcare provider based on star ratings 
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	Parents were also asked to indicate the reasons why they would not use a star rating system when deciding on childcare.  Parents were given four options to consider and were given the opportunity to write in additional reasons.  For potential reasons provided, Figure 8 below illustrates the reasons selected by parents for not using a star rating.    
	 
	Figure 8.  Potential reasons for not using a star rating 
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	NOTE: Responses are not mutually exclusive.  Respondents could select more than one response category therefore percentages will not add to 100 %. 
	 
	Finally, parents were asked about the best methods for advertising a rating system.  As seen in Figure 9 below, 73% of parents indicated that the star rating system should be advertised on the state website. Two respondents suggested “other” methods of advertising a star rating system which included news channels, social media, children’s events, and “social services list”.   
	 
	 
	Figure 9. Best methods of advertising a star rating system 
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	NOTE: Responses are not mutually exclusive.  Respondents could select more than one response category therefore percentages will not add to 100 %. 
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	OUTCOME EVALUATION STUDY 



	 
	The purpose of the outcome evaluation study is to determine if children who attend centers with higher quality ratings score better on outcome measures as compared to children who attend centers with lower quality ratings.  For purposes of the outcome evaluation study, based on the rating scale itself and the distribution of star ratings among centers, “higher quality rating” centers include those centers with a star rating of 4 or 5 and “lower quality rating” centers include centers with a 2 star rating.  
	  
	Methodology 
	Center selection - After a child care center has had a 2, 4 or 5 star rating for six months, NICRP contacts the center director, explains the outcome evaluation study to them, and invites them to participate.  Those center directors that agree to participate are asked to help recruit children for the study, ensure that teachers complete the assessment of social-emotional development for each child assessed, agree to provide a quiet place on site for the assessments to occur, and complete a Facility Authoriz
	 
	Participant recruitment – After a center director agrees to the conditions for participation in the outcome study, they are provided with the recruitment materials and are asked to distribute them to the parents of children who attend the center.  These materials include a letter, parent permission form, demographic form/questionnaire, and a return envelope.  The letter and parent permission form explain the evaluation and invite parents to volunteer their child to participate in the brief assessment proces
	volunteer their child for the study return the questionnaire and permission/consent form in a sealed envelope to the child care center.  All parents returning the completed recruitment  
	materials, regardless of eligibility are then entered into a raffle to receive a $100 gift card to Wal-Mart.  Two $100 gift cards will be raffled off: one for parents of 2 star centers and one for parents of 4 and 5 star centers. 
	 
	Participant selection – The demographic forms/questionnaires returned by parents agreeing to let their child participate in the study are then reviewed by NICRP to determine which children are eligible for the outcome study.  To be eligible for the study, children must be 3, 4, or 5 years old, have attended the center at least part-time for the past year or full-time for the past 6 months, have no documented developmental delays or disorders that impair their social-emotional development and/or functioning,
	 
	Procedures – After NICRP determines which children from a center are eligible to participate in the study, the center is contacted to determine the best day and time to assess children at the center.  NICRP staff then meet with the children individually at the center in a quiet location to complete the assessments.  The assessments include the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (4th Edition) and the Letter-Word Identification, Passage Comprehension, and Applied Problems subtests of the Woodcock Johnson (3rd Ed
	 
	Preliminary Results 
	In order to determine whether or not there are differences in the outcomes of children that attend higher quality rated centers as compared to lower quality rated centers, NICRP intends to assess a total of 100 children (50 per group).  To date, NICRP has assessed all of the children needed for the lower quality rated centers (n = 50) and has assessed 14 children from the higher quality rated centers.  Therefore, no comparisons between the two groups can be made at this time.  However, what follows is a bri
	 
	The majority of the children assessed at the 2 star centers were girls (66%) and 46% were identified by their parents as Hispanic or Latino.  The race of the children assessed can be seen in Table 11 below. 
	 
	Table 11.  Race of children assessed from lower quality rated centers 
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	Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander 
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	24% 
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	46% 
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	14% 
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	14% 
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	The results of the assessment outcomes for children in lower quality rated centers can be seen in Table 12 below.  The children from these centers scored average on all of the assessments.   
	 
	  
	Table 12. Assessment outcomes of children in lower quality rated centers 
	Outcome 
	Outcome 
	Outcome 
	Outcome 

	Assessment 
	Assessment 

	M 
	M 

	SD 
	SD 

	Span

	Receptive Vocabulary 
	Receptive Vocabulary 
	Receptive Vocabulary 

	PPVT-4 
	PPVT-4 

	94.42 
	94.42 

	15.66 
	15.66 

	Span

	Pre-Verbal Skills 
	Pre-Verbal Skills 
	Pre-Verbal Skills 

	Letter-Word Identification (WJ-III) 
	Letter-Word Identification (WJ-III) 

	100.54 
	100.54 

	11.70 
	11.70 

	Span

	Pre-Verbal Skills 
	Pre-Verbal Skills 
	Pre-Verbal Skills 

	Passage Comprehension (WJ-III) 
	Passage Comprehension (WJ-III) 

	100.32 
	100.32 

	7.36 
	7.36 

	Span

	Pre-Math skills 
	Pre-Math skills 
	Pre-Math skills 

	Applied Problems (WJ-III) 
	Applied Problems (WJ-III) 

	103.92 
	103.92 

	10.38 
	10.38 

	Span

	Social-Emotional Development 
	Social-Emotional Development 
	Social-Emotional Development 

	DECA-P2 
	DECA-P2 

	53.02 
	53.02 

	10.34 
	10.34 

	Span

	Note:  All means and standard deviations listed are based on standard scores with the exception of the DECA-P2 which is based on the T-score 
	Note:  All means and standard deviations listed are based on standard scores with the exception of the DECA-P2 which is based on the T-score 
	Note:  All means and standard deviations listed are based on standard scores with the exception of the DECA-P2 which is based on the T-score 
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	SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND NEXT STEPS 
	 
	SUMMARY 
	 
	The current report reviewed different evaluation components of the third year of implementation of the Silver State Stars Quality Rating Improvement System.  This project year, NICRP evaluated the system through a data tracking system, a post-introduction survey, focus groups with the coaches, a parent survey, and began implementing the outcome evaluation.   
	 
	Data tracking system - Based on the data tracking system, the QRIS has progressed well over the past year.  Centers are volunteering to participate in the process, there is even a waiting list for coaching, and 17 centers received their official star rating.  According to the data tracking system, approximately 95% of all of the centers that attended an introduction have signed up to receive coaching, which is a big increase from previous years. There were 52 centers that were active in the program last yea
	 
	Post-introduction survey - Forty-nine individuals from 42 different child care providers completed the post-introduction survey. Twenty-nine individuals provided information about their experience in the introduction session over the past year. Similar to last year’s results, results of the post-introduction survey indicate that the majority of the attendees agree that the introductions are well organized and that those conducting the introductions are knowledgeable about QRIS and ERS, the session is effect
	 
	Of those that responded to the post-introduction survey, 33 had applied for coaching, 26 received coaching, and 24 provided feedback on the coaching process.  According to their responses, the coaching process is being rated very favorably.  The majority of respondents agree that the coaches explained the assessments clearly, are easy to communicate with, answer their questions and are available to them.  Areas where coaching may need some improvements include the pace of coaching or providing clarity with 
	 
	With regard to QRIS in general, the majority of those that completed the survey agree that QRIS is necessary, useful for centers and parents, and that it will improve the quality of child care in Nevada. However, there is still some concern that the QRIS does not account for varying educational philosophies, some don’t feel that is measure the appropriate features of a center, and others feel 
	that until issues such as educational levels of classroom teachers and staff turnover are address, the QRIS is not a good indicator of quality for parents.  
	 
	Results regarding the QRIS website continue to be very favorable with the majority of individuals reporting the website is useful and user friendly.  
	 
	 
	Focus group with coaches - The results of the focus group with the coaches indicate that the coaching process is going well from all of the coaches’ perspective.  Similar to last year, most of the center directors and staff are excited about and receptive to recommendations to improve their centers, however there are a few centers that may be resistant to the suggested changes.  In addition, center staff turn-over continues to be a challenge in maintaining changes in behavior.  With regards to the quality i
	 
	Parent survey - Since this was the first year that family care centers participated in the QRIS as pilot sites, a parent survey was distributed to parents of children enrolled at these sites.  The results of the parent survey indicate that the most important care qualities in a center are a “child’s relationship with teacher/caretaker” as well as “individual attention given to the child”.   When asked if parents thought a star rating process would be useful, almost all of them indicated it would be somewhat
	 
	 
	Outcome evaluation survey - The purpose of the outcome evaluation study is to determine if children who attend centers with higher quality ratings score better on outcome measures as compared to children who attend centers with lower quality ratings.  The outcome measures on which children are being compared include measures of receptive vocabulary and verbal ability, pre-verbal skills, pre-math skills, and social-emotional development.  After a child care center has had a 2, 4 or 5 star rating for six mont
	 
	 
	RECOMMENDATIONS  
	 
	At this time there are a few potential recommendations to be made with regard to the QRIS process.  First, for the coaches, it is recommended that the process to create the quality improvement plan and its usefulness be reviewed and revised with the coaches. In addition, it is recommended that all center staff receive a 30 minute or one hour introduction to QRIS as it might increase staff buy-in and help the staff understand the process if the director does not have time to explain the process to all staff.
	would be a good time to explore ways to increase coaching capabilities both with the current coaches and potentially means to increase the number of coaches for the state.  
	 
	The parent survey results indicate that the majority of parents would not change centers due to a star rating received by that center. This information should be shared with centers to alleviate any concerns they might have in participating in the program related to parent reactions.  
	 
	This was the second report to include feedback about the website. Overall, the majority of those who visited the website found it to be helpful and user friendly, which is consistent with last year’s finding. Based on the parent survey, the website might be a good avenue for parents to learn about QRIS.  Therefore, it is recommended that the website be advertised to parents and others that want to learn more about the QRIS.  
	 
	NEXT STEPS 
	 
	During the next year of QRIS implementation, it is recommended that the Office of Early Learning and Development hold a meeting at the beginning of the year to discuss this report and determine if any changes need to be made. Simultaneously, it is suggested that the department continue to use the data tracking system to track centers through the QRIS process.  It is also recommended that feedback continue to be gathered from center directors and staff to determine successes and potential problems with the i





