
Implementation Guide (2009), 
“The fairness and effectiveness of 
accountability policies depends 
on ensuring that demands are 
aligned with systems that prepare 
teachers and programs to meet 
these expectations.”

• There currently is a lack of 
knowledge and experience in 
understanding and implementing 
high quality early education 
practices in most communities in 
Louisiana.  Efforts have been made 
by the state to improve the Birth to 
Kindergarten teacher preparation 
at state institutions of higher 
education, but these institutions 
will need time to educate the local 
communities on how to achieve 
high quality early education. It is, 
therefore, not reasonable at this 
point in time to think that the local 
leaders, without state guidance, 
will know how to lead programs to 
high quality. The state must bear 
the responsibility, at this point in 
time, of providing clear guidance, 
as well as community level 

In this section, we will address 
6 main concerns related to the 
proposed accountability system.

1.  Accountability System Fails 
to Include a Clear Pathway to 
Improvement or the Means to 
Achieve It

• The proposed Report Cards fail 
to provide a pathway, including 
guidance and resources, for 
programs and/or networks to 
understand how to improve 
quality.  This is clearly in opposition 
to the Early Childhood Policy 
Blueprint vision put forth by 
the State Superintendent. The 
notion that the state could set 
standards (such as CLASS “cut” 
scores) and that the local leaders 
can determine the means, 
without resources, to reach that 
standard is not one that will be or 
could be effective in improving 
the early care and education 
sector in Louisiana or result in 
improved child outcomes.  As 
stated in Teachstone’s CLASS 

FUNDAMENTAL CONCERNS WITH CURRENT PROPOSED ACCOUNTABILITY 
REPORT CARD SYSTEM 

resources, if the goal of improved 
child outcomes will be achieved. 

• Furthermore, LDOE’s Early 
Childhood Policy Blueprint 
clearly states that the leaders 
and teachers should understand 
the changes they need to make 
to improve their quality. An 
accountability system alone will 
not provide this information.  
Therefore, support systems must 
be established, funded, and 
implemented to help leaders and 
teachers know how to improve 
practice. 

• A Quality Rating Improvement 
System (QRIS), according to 
the 2014 QRIS Compendium, is 
currently being used in over 75% of 
all states. This systematic approach 
does not just assess program and 
teacher quality, but also provides 
the guidance and resources for 
teachers and programs to improve.  
Louisiana currently has invested 
many resources into the QRIS 
that have been very successful 
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in improving the quality of child 
care programs statewide.  In order 
to meet the stated vision for the 
report card system per the Early 
Childhood Policy Blueprint, the 
state must establish a system that 
does what the current QRIS does 
by definition; assess, improve, and 
communicate quality. 

 
2.  One Indicator of Quality is an 
Inadequate Measure; More than 
One Measure is Needed

• The current draft of an early 
childhood organization report card 
utilizes program CLASS scores 
as the one and only indicator 
of quality for the programs. To 
date, according to the latest 2014 
QRIS Compendium, no other 
state is utilizing a “one indicator 
of quality” system. The CLASS 
assessment tool is based on 
solid developmental theory and 
research and is a good indicator 
of the quality of teacher-child 
interactions. However, the CLASS 
assessment tool does not measure 
other important components of 
high quality programming that 
the research has shown results 
in improved child outcomes, 
such as the appropriateness of 
the environment and schedule, 
the curriculum and assessment 
used, and the individualization of 
instruction.   

• Programs that do not have 
appropriate environments and 
expectations for children and 
teachers will not be able to 
implement high quality teacher-
child interactions until they 
have established a fundamental 
level of quality in such structural 
features of a program. The 2009 
CLASS Implementation Guide 
(Teachstone) warns that no one 
tool or system can assume sole 
responsibility for improving the 
quality of ECE programs, or even 
the quality of one component of 
these programs, such as teacher-
child interactions.  By using only 

the CLASS score for the program 
grade, the current Report Cards 
provide no standards to lead 
programs and communities 
towards success. 

3.  Proposed Report Card for 
Early Childhood Organization/
Program Lacks Specifics Needed 
to Guarantee Its Integrity and 
Fairness

The proposed Report Card does 
not address fundamentals of 
implementation that are needed to 
guarantee fairness and the integrity 
of the system. We address several of 
these concerns below: 

It is unclear who will assess the 
programs for accountability 
purposes  
• Independent third party 

assessments of accountability: 
No definitive information has 
been provided about who will 
conduct the assessments that 
will result in the letter grade. Will 
the state provide independent 
third party assessments or will 
local assessments provided by 
the programs and/or networks 
themselves be used for 
accountability? When program 
assessment scores are used for 
high stakes accountability, third 
party assessors MUST be utilized 
in order to ensure the scores are 
valid. It is not reasonable to think 
that in a high stakes environment 
(e.g. funding levels based on letter 
grades, etc.), program or network 
leaders will be able to reliably 
assess their own programs nor 
should they be put in a position 
that has the potential to question 
their integrity. 

It is unclear what will be the scope 
of assessments
• Number of classrooms to be 

observed in each program: If a 
letter grade is to reflect the quality 
of an entire program, a large 
percentage of classrooms must 

be assessed due to differences in 
teachers’ interactions with children 
from classroom to classroom.  
One classroom’s scores or a small 
percentage of classrooms scored 
cannot reasonably be assumed 
reflective of an entire program’s 
quality level.  If all classrooms are 
not assessed, the letter grade 
given to a program will not 
demonstrate total program quality, 
especially when CLASS scores 
will be used as a sole indicator of 
quality.  In order to provide a fair 
and accurate representation of a 
program/school’s overall quality, all 
classrooms’ level of quality should 
be factored into a program’s letter 
grade.

• One assessment on one given 
day will not necessarily be a fair 
determinant of a school/program’s 
quality and definitely will not 
provide an overall picture of a 
program’s quality when it is the 
only factor considered. A CLASS 
assessment provides a two-hour 
snapshot of a classroom’s quality 
of interactions and is a good 
tool for determining professional 
development needs of a teacher.  
However, using the information 
gleaned from one classroom 
observation on a given day simply 
cannot represent the totality of a 
program’s quality. 

Potential for a lack of significant 
variance in CLASS scores across 
classrooms to create a five level 
accountability system (i.e. A, B, C, 
D, F) 
• CLASS scores are based on a 7 

point scale. There is concern as 
to whether or not there will be 
adequate variance to create 
a 5 level system (i.e. A, B, C, 
D, F) of accountability. If there 
is such a lack of variance, any 
system created would either be 
one that says “everyone wins” 
OR “everyone loses” OR the 
difference between an A, B, C, 
etc. would be very minute and 
statistically insignificant. This would 
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not provide information that would 
meaningfully educate parents or 
the public on the level quality of 
programs that the Early Childhood 
Policy Blueprint suggests to be a 
critical component of the system.

Lack of equal funding/support 
across all programs stands 
in the way of using the same 
performance on CLASS for all 
program types
• The school-based programs, Head 

Start programs and publicly-
funded child care programs 
are not equally funded or 
supported. Because of this, it 
would not be fair or reasonable 
to have the same expectations 
on one program assessment as 
a determinant of quality across 
program types, especially when it 
is the only indicator considered. 
For example, the public funding 
for the state’s Pre-K program (LA4) 
is currently more than double the 
public funding for the same age 
child in the Child Care Assistance 
Program.  Variances in funding 
mean that there will be variances 
in the educational level of staff, 
ability to provide professional 
development, paid planning 
time or coaching and supervision 
for teachers, and appropriate 
materials to support effective 
teaching. Child care programs, 
which receive such low levels of 
funding that staff typically receive 
poverty-level wages, no benefits 
and little or no paid planning time, 
are most disadvantaged.

• Proposing the same expectations 
of performance through an 
assessment tool as a sole indicator 
of quality for all program types 

creates an automatic disadvantage 
to the child care programs as they 
receive the lowest level of funding.

Challenge of comparing “Pre-K 
only” programs with those that 
also serve infants and toddlers 
• Teachstone now has three tools 

available to assess the quality of 
teacher-child interactions in birth 
to five programs. These tools are: 
Infant CLASS, Toddler CLASS, 
and Pre-K CLASS.  However, the 
Toddler and Infant tools are both 
relatively new to the market. 
Although the CLASS assessments 
now cover all ages in early 
care and education programs, 
there is less understood locally 
about the Infant and Toddler 
assessments and the professional 
development opportunities 
required to improve, based on 
these assessments, compared to 
the Pre-K CLASS tool. If these two 
program assessments will be used 
in programs serving infants and 
toddlers, time must be provided 
to build capacity and expertise in 
both Networks and programs on 
the use of these tools as well as 
the supports needed to improve in 
quality as measured by the tools. 

• Programs that serve children birth 
to five will be at a disadvantage 
if CLASS is the only indicator of 
quality, because they will need to 
become “experts” on the use of 
three very distinct tools, whereas 
“pre-K only” programs will be able 
to focus their resources solely on 
the Pre-K CLASS assessment tool.  
Providing effective leadership 
on CLASS competencies is 
challenging; program directors 
who must support staff on 

three different types of CLASS 
assessments will not only be 
spread very thin, but will be 
challenged to succeed in a Report 
Card System that unfairly favors 
school-based pre-K and Head 
Start programs that focus only on 
preschoolers. 

4. Proposed Accountability System 
May Cause a Financial Burden on 
Providers, Networks and Other 
Stakeholders 

It is unclear who will bear the burden 
of the following costs—the State? 
The Networks?  The Programs 
themselves?

Potential Associated Costs
• Assessor’s salaries, mileage 

to classrooms, CLASS scoring 
materials, and indirect costs are all 
costs that will be incurred in order 
to assess each classroom twice 
per year.  This cost is estimated 
at $875/year per classroom1. 
Completing this across 62 
networks will require a significant 
investment.  For example, in 
Orleans Parish, it is estimated that 
over 750 assessments will need 
to be completed each year (in a 
minimum of 375 classrooms). This 
translates to a total cost of more 
than $325,000 per year.   

• There are three additional costs 
that must be incurred to ensure 
assessments are reliable: 1) annual 
reliability testing of assessors 2) 
quarterly calibration of assessors; 
and 3) “double coding” of 
assessments by Teachstone2. 
The total cost of these will vary 
significantly based on the number 
of assessors used in a Network. 

1 This estimate assumes that each CLASS assessment process, which includes setting up the assessment time, observation in the classroom, scoring the observation, 
creating written feedback, and time to meet with the teacher to explain the results, would take an assessor a minimum of 8 hours to complete the entire process per 
assessment.  The cost per classroom assumes a base salary per assessor of $60,000/year plus fringe, which equals approximately $75,000/year. Also included in the 
cost is $30 for the assessor’s mileage/assessment and $3/assessment for the CLASS scoring materials. Finally, a 20% indirect cost has been added.

2 To remain reliable, an assessor must test annually at a cost of $100/year. Additionally, online calibration testing cost $75/assessor and should be done quarterly 
(i.e. $300/year per assessor). Furthermore, to ensure the accuracy and fidelity of scores, “double coding” a minimum of 10% of all assessment completed is 
recommended.  “Double coding” is when a Teachstone master coder assesses a classroom alongside a local assessor. The costs for “double coding” an assessment 
is $2,000 per day (plus travel). 
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According to Teachstone, a full-
time assessor could reasonably do 
a maximum of 165 assessments/
year. Given our example above, 
Orleans Network would need 
five assessors to complete two 
assessments in every classroom 
each year. Therefore, the 
anticipated costs in Orleans 
Network to ensure the fidelity 
of scores would be $2,000 for 
reliability testing and calibration 
of assessors and an additional 
$150,000+/year for “double 
coding” of 75 assessments 
completed (10%).

• Because it is unclear how program 
improvement, support or guidance 
will be provided, it raises the 
question as to who will assume 
the cost of supporting program 
improvements after assessments 
are completed. Currently, there 
is a lack of funding available at 
the local level to provide the 
needed professional development 
opportunities. Therefore, it is 
unclear how quality improvements 
will be attained without state 
support, funding, and guidance.

5. Proposed Report Card 
Letter Grade Lacks Detailed 
Information Needed For Families 
To Understand Overall Program 
Quality 

• Using only CLASS scores in 
determining letter grades misleads 
parents, especially given that 
the Report Card includes other 
indicators that are not included. 
This is of particular concern in 
Louisiana as the vast majority 
relies on the state to measure 

and publish the quality level of a 
program (as in the current K-12 
accountability system and the 
current Quality Start system).  
As the Early Childhood Policy 
Blueprint points out, the state 
has a responsibility to provide a 
simple way for families to know 
and understand the overall quality 
of programs so they are able to 
make informed choices for their 
children. The draft report cards 
are misleading and could confuse 
parents as to what constitutes the 
program letter grade.  Parents 
may assume the quality indicators 
on the bottom half of the draft 
are factored into the letter grade 
when, in reality, only the CLASS 
scores will be used. 

• Because this system is designed 
for publicly-funded programs, it 
disproportionately impacts lower 
income parents and their children, 
who already are at a disadvantage.  
These families deserve to be 
provided information that clearly 
and simply educates them what 
quality is beyond a grade factored 
solely on one program assessment 
score.  Often at-risk families face 
challenges, such as not having 
adequate transportation or 
having jobs that will not permit 
them to take time off to visit 
multiple programs, which preclude 
them from having the capacity 
to investigate programs as 
completely as they would prefer.  
It is critical that the state system 
provides a full understanding of 
a program’s overall quality based 
on the letter grade being given to 
that program.

6. The Proposed Early Childhood 
Network Report Card Lacks 
Specifics Needed to Guarantee 
Fairness 

• Similar to the Organization/
Program report card, the proposed 
Early Childhood Network Report 
Card bases the entire letter grade 
for a Network on CLASS scores of 
the programs who are part of the 
Network and on enrollment. We 
support the concept of a Network 
Report Card and the suggestion 
that Networks have independent 
accountability in the new system.  
Additionally, we support the 
concept that Networks should be 
held accountable, in part, for the 
overall performance of programs 
within a Network. However, basing 
the letter grade for Networks 
solely on CLASS scores and 
enrollment, in and of itself, may 
not be a fair representation 
of the efforts and supports 
a Network is providing to 
programs. Furthermore, factoring 
in CLASS scores as one of only two 
components may tempt Networks 
to remove programs from the 
Network that are demonstrating 
low performance without providing 
the needed financial and other 
resources necessary  to increase 
their quality.  This could lead to 
the unintended consequence 
of limiting program options for 
parents and creating a shortage of 
programs serving at-risk children, 
particularly in rural areas that are 
already underserved by child care 
programs.
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