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AGENDA 
Members of the Committee Present  
Sherri Killins, EEC Commissioner (Ex-Officio)  
Carol Craig O’Brien, Committee Chairperson 
Eleonora Villegas-Reimers, Board Member  
 
Board Members Present 
Joan Wasser Gish, Board Member 
 
EEC Staff Present  
Jennifer Louis  
Phil Baimas 
Pam Roux 
 
Guest Presenters 
EDC-Diane Schilder 
 
Members of the Public 
Pat Xavier 
 
The meeting was called to order at: 10:03am. 

 
Welcome and Introductions 
Committee members and the guest presenters were welcomed.  

 
Routine Business: 
 
Minutes 
Members had an opportunity to review the minutes. No changes were necessary for the 
October 26, 2010 minutes.  
 
Carol Craig O’Brien disclosed that she works for the Westwood Public Schools as an Early 
Childhood Coordinator and is a recipient of a CFCE grant.  
 
Eleonora Villegas-Reimers disclosed that she works for Wheelock College who is a recipient 
of EEC grant funds. 
 
 



 

Commissioner Updates 
 
No Commissioner Updates 
 
Committee Updates 
 
 

• Early Childhood Information System/Legislative Action 
- Handout- Policy Brief: Legislation from Other States  

 
• Advisory Council Feedback on System Planning 

- Handout- EEC Advisory Council Feedback on System Planning  
 

• ARRA Update- Summer Only/KEEP 
- Handout- 2010 KEEP and Summer Only Visit Report  

 
Commissioner Killins noted that an updated on the KEEP and Summer Only site visited was 
included in the packet. 

 
• Accreditation Expectations for Income Eligible Programs 

- Handout- Accreditation Expectations for Income Eligible Contractors  
 
Background and expectations for income eligible programs on accreditation and QRIS 
participation was provided in the handout. A letter will be sent out to all income eligible 
programs reminding them about the expectations. 
 
Discussion 
 
 
QRIS Documentation 
 
Handouts- Professional Development one-pager, QRIS standards document with 
Documentation column, Example of NAEYC Accreditation Letter and Annual Report,  
 
 
Discussion:  
 
Diane from EDC updated the Committee on their progress so far. EDC has finished the 
regional forums, met with the family child care network in Lawrence and conducted two 
conference calls. The survey for feedback on the provisional standards is posted and so far 
EDC has received over 300 responses. From the responses received so far, the feedback is 
consistent with what EDC heard in the regional forums. Over 80% of responses were agree 
or very agree with the majority of standards accurately represent quality. In the case of 
family child care the percentage was slightly lower (around 70%); however in the open 
ended responses most comments were related to the amount being asked to do within the 
current resources.  
 
The agreement with the standards related to community involvement was lower as well 
(around 60%). The comments were directed to how programs will do this and if it’s feasible. 
Some respondents noted that involvement with the LEA’s could be done if both EEC and ESE 
mandate an agreement is made. Diane noted that if there is an incentive to have an 
agreement, then programs will.   
 



 

Additionally, EDC has been conducting interviewers with individuals who agreed during the 
regional forums or in the survey. These interviews are short and targeted. Some of the 
comments during these interviews were related to feasibility, standards being too high or 
not appropriate.  
 
 
To inform the next steps in the development of the Massachusetts Quality Rating and 
Improvement System standards and accompanying documentation, a number of issues 
need to be resolved. Researchers from the Education Development Center, Inc. (EDC) are 
seeking advice from Early Education and Care leaders to inform the next steps. We outline 
the issues and decision-points below.  
 
1. Environmental Rating Scale scores 

EDC researchers have developed a crosswalk illustrating the alignment of Environmental 
Rating Scale (ERS) scores with the QRIS standards. The scores that are listed in the draft 
documents illustrate the exact score on the ERS that aligns with the standard. However, 
reliable raters can score any single item within one point. For example, one reliable rater 
might score an item related to curriculum a 5 and another might score the same item a 4 
and these scores would be considered ‘reliable.’  
 

Recommendation: To address this issue we propose that the QRIS standards 
indicate an average score with no single item one point or more below the average. 
For example, QRIS level 4 would require an ERS of a 6 with no single item below a 5. 
QRIS level 3 would require an ERS of 5 with no single item below a 4 and QRIS level 
2 would require an ERS of 3 with no single item below a 2.  
 
Committee Discussion: 
 
The Committee decided that QRIS Level 2 will be a self-assessment. Commissioner 
Killins agreed that programs will need to learn the tool which will add to the 
program’s continuous improvement.  
 
Diane noted that at meeting with Ann Mitchell, she mentioned a study from 
Mathematica whereby in order to get desired child outcomes, programs need a rating 
of 5 or above on the ERS tools. This is the minimum to begin to see child growth. 
Board Member Joan Wasser Gish asked if the study showed that all items needed to 
be at a level 5 or if this applies to certain items. Diane will get the technical appendix 
to determine if certain items have to be a level 5 or if all items need to be a level 5 
to get desired child outcomes.  
 
The Committee agreed that Level 2 should be a self assessment using the ERS tools 
with no single item below a 3. For Levels 3 and 4, the Committee agreed with EDCs 
recommendation stated above.  
 

2. Alternative Documentation 
Issue a. The EDC crosswalk presents the average ERS scores that would be needed to 
meet a given standard and also lists potential alternative documentation such as 
accreditation. Unlike the ERS, programs that are accredited do not have individual 
scores but receive an average rating. One accredited program might have a strong 
curriculum and be less strong in family involvement whereas another might have a 
strong family involvement component but score lower in curriculum. These scores are 
not available to the public.  
 



 

 Recommendation: We propose that programs that are accredited or providers who 
meet Head Start standards present evidence of accreditation and/or Head Start 
affiliation in lieu of the additional documentation. We further recommend that EEC work 
with accrediting bodies to obtain detailed score cards for programs that are accredited 
and obtain the program monitoring from Head Start. This additional documentation 
should be required and phased in once the information is publicly available.  
 

Committee Discussion:  
 
The Committee discussed that for accredited programs only 80% of the standards 
need to be met, thus programs might not have done well on the accreditation 
standards under NAEYC. 
 
EDC will provide the item analysis for each QRIS standard and its corresponding 
NAEYC accreditation standard. Commissioner Killins wants to be specific and 
intentional about which NAEYC standard meets which standard in QRIS. In the IT 
system, Commissioner Killins would like programs to have to choose the NAEYC 
standard from a drop down list that meets the QRIS standard. 
 
Commissioner Killins noted that even if a program meets the accreditation standard 
the program still must use the ERS tools and meet the required level needed to 
attain the QRIS level. Accreditation would allow programs to not have to submit 
alternate or additional documentation.  Board Committee Chair Carol Craig O’Brien 
noted that the report received from NAEYC does not provide the program with the 
standards that were missed. This might be an area to push NAEYC on providing this 
to programs.  
 
Board Committee Chair Carol Craig O’Brien asked the Committee if programs should 
submit the annual report to EEC as well as NAEYC. Commissioner Killins noted that 
EEC doesn’t want to intervene in this process.  
 
The Committee asked Diane about the other accrediting bodies such as COA for 
afterschool programs, Montessori programs and NAFCC accreditation for family child 
care programs. The COA accreditation standards are included in the School Age Child 
Care Standards as is NAFCC is in the Family Child Care Standards. The Committee 
reviewed these standards and felt the accreditation documentation should be moved 
to a third column from where it currently is.  
 
Diane suggested that there be one column of Observation Tools (ERS, PAS, CLASS, 
etc.), one column with additional documentation and a third column with alternate 
documentation (NAEYC, NAFCC, COA standards). Committee Board Chair Carol Craig 
O’Brien suggested that the standards be clear that at level 2 programs are self-
assessing but at level 3 programs will need an outside reliable rater. Board Member 
Joan Wasser Gish noted that in the School Age Child Care Standards there is some 
confusion in the language. Diane will review the document and make sure it is 
aligned with the rest of the other types of program standards. Diane will get 
Commissioner Killins an updated version of the School Age Child Care Standards 
before she meets with the SACC group tomorrow.  
 

 
 
Issue b. Existing measures such as the CHELLO, ELLCO, etc. are available that include 
individual items that align with the QRIS standards. EDC has developed an item-level 
crosswalk for many existing measures but the database is not exhaustive. 



 

 
 Recommendation: We recommend that EEC expand the crosswalk database to 
include additional measures that align with the standards. This scope of work would be 
an important step that goes beyond the existing contract.  
 

Committee Discussion:  
 
The Committee discussed the addition of other existing measures such as the 
CHELLO or the ELLCO. Commissioner Killins stated that at this point we cannot 
assure statewide reliable raters for these tools and EEC needs to be intentional about 
the tools that are required since beginning at level 3 programs must use an outside 
reliable rater. Commissioner Killins agreed that if the CHELLO and ELLCO are reliable 
tools we should consider adding those in as well. Diane noted that the Early Reading 
First and Reading First grants are required to use the ELLCO. Additional the CHELLO 
is appropriate for family child care. Brooks Publishing does provide reliability training 
for the CHELLO and there are reliable raters in Massachusetts on the ELLCO for Pre-K 
to 3.  
 
The Committee discussed the value add of the CHELLO and ELLCO and difference 
between these tools and the tools currently required by the QRIS. Diane noted that 
the CLASS and the ERS tools does not look at particular content domains but looks at 
interaction and environment. The CHELLO gives the program a level of quality or 
program improvement through looking at the literacy environment (types of books, 
interactions, etc.). Committee Board Chair Carol Craig O’Brien asked the Committee 
if the ELLCO and CHELLO match the QRIS and if we need it. Commissioner Killins 
asked if the value add is great or if we should live the first year with fewer tools and 
add later on.  
 
Diane noted that the Arnett Caregiver Interaction tool now has a reliability training 
however there are some issues as behaviors may occur infrequently so a score one 
day could be very different from the same item the next day.  
 
Board Member Joan Wasser Gish noted that even though language and literacy are 
important, the Committee doesn’t want to lose sight of the other domains that are 
important for school readiness. Commissioner Killins reminded the Committee that 
there is still a level 5 that hasn’t been determined. Diane suggested that level 5 
should look at school readiness in the program environment as well as child 
outcomes.  
 
 

 
3. Programs that Serve High-Needs Populations 

Some programs have expressed concern that resources are the same regardless of the 
population served but the resources that are required to serve high-needs populations are 
greater. The report cards developed over the past two decades for K-12 schools account for 
differences in populations served.  
 

Recommendation: EEC should consider mechanisms for providing credit for the 
programs that are serving high-needs populations.  
 
Committee Discussion:  
 



 

The Committee agreed with Commissioner Killins that programs who are serving 
high-need populations should not be provided “credit” or a “pass” on a standard just 
for serving this population. If these programs are in need of resources in order to 
purchase the components of the QRIS that have a program cost, EEC should find 
ways to help. Commissioner Killins asked Diane to provide her with a list of 
components that have a program cost.  
 
As was done with the Infant Toddler training recently conducted, programs serving 
more than 50% subsidized children were prioritized and received a reduced training 
fee. Those servicing 25% subsidized children were given next priority and so on. 
Some programs not currently serving subsidized children were unable to attend the 
training due to the demand.  
 

 
4. Professional Development Requirements 

All other states’ QRIS professional development standards are at the program level rather 
than the individual level. Research demonstrates the importance of individual-level 
education and professional development but existing QRIS are at the program level. The 
existing provisional professional development standards in Massachusetts are more rigorous 
than any other state’s standards. Moreover, standards for Level 3 are more rigorous than 
accrediting bodies.  
 

Recommendation: The revised QRIS professional development standards should be 
at the program level. EEC could consider individual-level requirements for Level 4 
providers but should recognize that these standards are more rigorous than those 
used by accrediting organizations.  
 
Committee Discussion:  
 
From last month’s Committee meeting, Diane returned with more information 
regarding the research base on professional development. Most of the research base 
looks at professional development on the individual level rather than the assets 
model discussed in October’s meeting.  Most states and accreditation systems look at 
professional development at the programs level. Massachusetts can continue to look 
at it at an individual or EDC can assist in realigning the standards to program level.  
 
Diane noted that most states are looking at a percentage of staff with certain 
degrees. The exception is that most states do have particular standards for the 
Director. In Massachusetts, director standards (QRIS and licensing) are slightly more 
rigorous than other states. Commissioner Killins noted that even with a BA, teachers 
need the right skills. Committee Board Chair Carol Craig O’Brien agreed it’s not just 
the degree but it’s the focus on early childhood.   
 
The Committee agreed that for QRIS level 3 a program should meet the NAEYC 
standards. The Committee recommended that up to QRIS level 3 the standard 
should look at percentage of staff meeting the requirement. At level 4 all staff in the 
program need to meet the requirement.  
 
The Committee discussed the issue of any degree or a degree focused in early 
childhood. Diane noted that the QUINCE study shows a strong correlation between 
more education and better outcomes for children as well as strong correlation 
between a specialization in early childhood and better outcomes for children; 
however these are only correlated separately and have not been correlated together. 



 

Committee Member Eleonora Villegas-Reimers expressed a concern of losing some of 
the current workforce and suggested grandfathering people in who might not have a 
BA but have many years of experience. This would occur for only a specific time 
period and in the future all early childhood educators would have a BA with early 
childhood experience. The Committee discussed possible criteria to determine who 
would be grandfathered in. Though a clear definition would need to be developed 
Committee Member Eleonora Villegas-Reimers suggested an AA in addition to a 
certain number of years of experience,  at least 2 employer or employee 
recommendations and a score of 5 or above on an observation tool. Commissioner 
Killins noted EEC would need to articulate a definition of BA or equivalent. Though 
the definition of equivalent might not be done by QRIS launch but we would commit 
to getting an equivalent for current workforce only and not creating a category. 
 
The Committee had a concern that by requiring at level 3 75% of all teachers have 
to have a BA (based on NAEYC’s definition) that EEC might be narrowly defining the 
field. The Committee thought the standards might want to say a BA and ECE 
courses. Diane noted that all states looked at credit hours in early childhood 
education. Board Member Joan Wasser Gish asked Diane if there is any research 
describing how many credit hours make a difference. Diane will follow up and provide 
a review of the research.   
 
The Committee discussed the possibility that programs might have 75% of their staff 
with BAs however some classrooms may not have any while others do. The 
Committee agreed that there needs to be at least one person with a BA degree in 
each classroom for a certain amount of time.  
 
Commissioner Killins noted that there are three concerns: 1. EEC wants people to 
participate in the QRIS; 2. there are classrooms in the field with non BA degree 
teachers who are very engaged with the children and whose program provides them 
with planning time to have a quality program. EEC doesn’t want to lose these types 
of teachers due to QRIS requirements; and 3. the early childhood field might not be 
at this level yet. If EEC mandated this requirement now, about 50% of the programs 
wouldn’t qualify and it would take close to 8 years to get there, however programs 
will still be caring for children now.  
 
Commissioner Killins noted that QRIS is designed to improve school readiness and 
outcomes for children and not about health and safety which is covered through our 
licensing regulations.  
 
The Committee agreed for level 2 a high school diploma/GED and 50% of teaching 
staff needed to have an AA, family child care providers with less than an AA would 
need supervision or network support, for level 3- 75% of teachers would need to 
have a BA and early childhood coursework or meet the equivalent definition to be 
developed, and for level 4 there would need to be at least 1 BA teacher per 
classroom for the full program day.  
 
Committee Board Chair Carol Craig O’Brien asked about the individual professional 
development plan. Diane noted that other states, providers must be in the registry 
and at a certain level on the career lattice. Commissioner Killins noted that every 
staff should have an individual professional development plan. Board Member Joan 
Wasser Gish noted it is important to ensuring staff is making progress on their 
individual professional development plan.  
 
 



 

5.  Other standards 
Two issues have arisen from the field and from a review of existing measures on quality. 
First, teacher turnover is not accounted for in the existing QRIS. Moreover parent 
perceptions of quality are not part of the system and some studies are now showing that 
parents focus primarily on interactions with children.  
 

Recommendations: EEC should consider either adding new standards related to 
turn-over as well as parent perceptions of quality OR providing credit to providers 
that demonstrate evidence of performing well in these areas.  
 
 
Committee Discussion:  
 
Diane noted that in most states staff turnover is a separate standard.  Should the 
QRIS include a standard about staff turnover? 
 
 

Next Steps: 
 
EDC will continue to tighten up the documentation piece and provide a mock up of 
professional development standards for comment. This should be posted before the 
November 30th meeting.  
 
EDC will also review and modify the School Age Child Care Standards for Commissioner 
Killins’ meeting with the School Age group tomorrow.  
 
EDC will also provide the Committee at Board Committee Chair Carol Craig O’Brien’s request 
a list of required tools.   
 
 
Legislative Report Framework Outline/Draft 
 
Handouts- Legislative Report Outline/draft 
 
Discussion: 
 
The Legislative report covers the time period Feb 2010- Feb 2011. The report is broken out 
by the 5 strategic directions. Each strategic direction has between 7 and 12 indicators of 
success. The topics are listed under each indicator of success and are reported as what was 
“Accomplished this year” and what is “Planned for next year” 
 
EEC is working with Frameworks to develop a more useful Executive Summary.  
 
Board Committee Chair Carol Craig O’Brien mentioned that an event is being planned for 
February at the State House to highlight the report.  
 
Board Member Joan Wasser Gish noted that providing the Report in the P-20 framework 
might help get the new legislators attention.  
 
 
Next Steps: 
 



 

Board Priority assigned to Committee to build upon the system of Early Education 
and Care 
 
Discussion: 
 
Tabled to December meeting 
 
 
 
Next Steps: 
 
 
Next meeting December 9, Boston 11:30-2pm 

Agenda items:  
• Legislative Report Framework Outline/Draft 
• QRIS 
• Wheelock Session- November 30- update 
• Commissioner’s Evaluation 
• Community and Strategic Planning- Professional Development and CCRR 
• SAC Early Childhood and Out of School Time State Wide Assessment- Design 

Discussion 
• Board Priority assigned to Committee to build upon the system of Early 

Education and Care 
 

 
 
The committee convened at 12:15pm 

 


