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Introduction

With the recent reauthorization of the Child Caev8lopment Block Grant and increased media focus,
early care and education has gained attention aoqdtization from parents, communities, fundensda
politicians. However, comparatively little resdattas been conducted in lowa, specifically on a
statewide level, on exactly what and who the pnogrand staff charged with caring for our young
citizens each day look like. With funding from thé K. Kellogg Foundation and in partnership with
lowa Association for the Education of Young Childigowa AEYC), Child Care Services Association
(CCSA) conducted a statewide survey of the eanry aad education workforce in lowa from January
2016 through July 2016. This study provides comng@nsive data on directors and the licensed earty ca
and education programs in which they work. The\sfurther provides some basic information about
teachers and assistant teachers in these programs.

Licensed centers in lowa typically care for largeambers of children than child development homes or
child care homes and must fulfill a list of requirents. Programs receive at least one unannourmsied v
a year and their license must be renewed every#aos Licensed centers include programs operated
by public schools, for-profit entities, and not-faofit entities, including Head Start and othebli
programs. For-profit programs include both siragater and multi-center entities. Non-profits are
sponsored by either community boards or faith conitis. Though publicly funded programs are
licensed, these programs have more stringent egeints and were thus removed from the study. The
two other types of child care programs in lowajsteged child development homes and non-registered
child care homes, were not included in this study.

Methodology

Data for the center-based workforce report werkectdd through a survey of sampled (see Appendix A)
licensed early childhood program directors condifitem January 2016 through July 2016 (based on
lowa licensing information as of November 2015The data was cleaned and then weighted basead on
number of factors as indicated below and in AppediWith input from lowa AEYC, the data were
analyzed to begin to paint a picture of the eanijdhood workforce in lowa.

The survey was based on previous surveys used ity Cdre Services Association to perform workforce
studies in various states across the country. fitations were made to more adequately reflectichil
care in lowa as well as to gather basic informagibaut the teaching staff in the state. The tipaege
survey asked primarily closed-ended questions (st for write in options as appropriate) to atiar
characteristics of child care centers, programcthirs, and teaching staff. Center questions fatose
staff turnover and wages and benefits; includinip Ipaid (such as leave time and health insuranwt) a
nonpaid (such as personnel policies and orientatienefits. Questions about teaching staff inaude
salaries, education, and basic demographics. I¥imabgram director questions gathered information
similar to teaching staff but also went into moegail in these areas and included questions raggrdi
experience.

Beginning with the November 2015 lowa center lidegsnformation, all part-day preschools and
school-age only programs were removed. Similallypublic programs including public schools and
Head Start programs were excluded. These prodia@hmitside the scope of this study. Once these
programs were removed, 748 child care programsinadaligible to be selected for participationhie t
study. Because lowa has a smaller populationrdf eare and education programs than many stdtes, t
sample size was based on securing enough complateelys to be confident in the results.
Consequently, a stratified random sample of 48%h@®kligible programs produced a sample size of 358
Stratification was based on a number of factorluging Quality Rating System (QRS) levels (non@, 1-



and 3-5), geographic characteristics (metro ormetrd'), auspice (profit or non-profit), and size (small,
medium, and large). See Appendix A for more detail sampling.

In January, 2016, an initial mailing was sent talakctors in the study. Included in the mailings a
survey with an introduction letter, a postage-peagtiirn-addressed envelope, a token “thank-you'fgif
directors, and a drawing ticket. The drawing tiaketered directors in a drawing to win variouz @si

from qift cards to hotel accommodations. A remimgimail was sent to those directors who had not yet
responded in February. In March, a second sunasysent to all non-responding directors. For those
directors who had still not responded by Aprileatpts were made by phone to secure responses. One
final push was made in May/June to obtain finabinfation from directors. Throughout the process, a
surveys were received, follow-up phone calls wéaeqm to clarify answers as needed. Useable ssirvey
were obtained from 251 directors who constitute® 70 the sampled directors. This response
constitutes about 34% of the population of allhised early care and education centers servingrehild
birth through five in the state.

Surveys received were checked and data were ergatedeaned as needed. Data were then weighted to
reflect the statewide population of centers, adjgsior known program and community characteristics
associated with response bias. These factorsdacthe location, size, sponsorship, and QRS ratfirrg
program. After analysis was completed, it wasalisced that a small number of publicly funded
programs inadvertently remained in the sample aspganded to the survey. These program findings
appear in this data, though, due to their smalllmendo not significantly alter the results. Most
percentages and other values reported in texegabhd graphs incorporate these sampling weights,
permitting extrapolation to the population of ceat@fN=748) serving children birth through five.

The director survey contained questions specifteaeher education within each center. In ordgmia

a better understanding of teacher education oatevgte level, a file was constructed containing on
case for each teaching staff member in each afe$gonding centers. The number of cases in each
responding center corresponded to the number ofiiteg staff members reported on the director survey
to create a file containing one record for eacbhteaemployed in responding programs.

More information about data weights and populatepresentation is contained in Appendices B, C and
D to this report.

Throughout this report, the median value is usuaported as the measure of central tendency,fetg.,
hourly wages and time intervals. As such, “avetégesed interchangeably with “median” unless
specifically noted otherwise.

Findings
Early Care and Education (ECE) Program Characterisics

QRS Participation. lowa’s Quality Rating System is a voluntary clékte rating system for child
development homes, licensed child care centerpasthools, and child care programs that are cgzrat
by school districté As a voluntary program, there is no punishmennfi participating. There is,
however, a financial incentive, in the form of anbe for participation and levels achieved. Statewid
just over half of all early care and education pangs participate in the QRS program (55%). When
programs participate, they are more likely thantaao the extra mile to achieve higher levelsgghto
five) with 39% of programs at one of these levélibe remaining 16% of programs, though they have
elected to participate in the QRS program, remathealower levels one or two. See Table 1.
Surprisingly, only 51% of programs that are acdestithrough the National Assaociation for the



Education of Young Children (NAEYC) participatetire Quality Rating System, though all that
participate achieve the higher QRS levels (3-5).

Table 1
Regional Distribution of Centers by QRS Level, Typef Organization, and Size
Type of .
QRS Level Orggrl?ization Size

';?Q;?Z:n(g None Under 3 H?g(f)\;r PFr g;it ngtroii(zr Small Medium Large
Statewide 748 45% 16% 39% 43% 57% 34% 39% 279
Region 1 110 37% 16% 46% 35% 65% 51% 32% 179
Region 2 138 24% 17% 59% 27% 73% 28% 36% 369
Region 3 57 39% 21% 40% 42% 58% 53% 33% 149
Region 4 219 50% 10% 40% 57% 43% 22% 44% 349
Region 5 224 57% 19% 24% 48% 52% 36% 41% 239
Source: lowa Department of Human Services files@mdey data
Size based on enrollment numbers (s = 1-49, m=50=390 or more)

Despite the large numbers of programs that do aigipate in the QRS, the greatest percentage of
children are being served in programs that pagdieignd are at the higher levels (45%). An adufifio
15% of children are enrolled in programs at the 2 kevel with the remaining 40% of children in

licensed early care and education centers in pnogreho do not participate in the QRS. See Table 2.

CCR&R Regions An important feature of the lowa early childeavorkforce has to do with regional
variation. The state’s 99 counties are divided fivte distinct regions of varying size. (See ApgierA
for a list of regions.) Region 5, the largest oegihas 224 early care and education programs (8Ggb
programs). Though Region 4 has slightly fewer paiotgs (29%), this region boasts the highest
enrollment of children at nearly 18,000 (35%). @nsely, Region 3 has just 57 programs with only
approximately 4,000 children (6%) enrolled. Seeld@al and 2.

Table 2
Regional Distribution of Birth-Five Enrollment by Star Level, Type of Organization, and Size
Star Level Typ_e Of. Size
Organization
Total 30r For- Not-For- .
Enrollment None Under 3 More Profit Profit Small Medium Large

Statewide 59,073 40% 15% 45% 43% 55% 13% 35% 52%
Region 1 11% 29% 15% 55% 39% 61% 22% 35% 43%
Region 2 20% 16% 18% 65% 25% 75% 9% 27% 64%
Region 3 6% 28% 16% 56% 28% 72% 28% 41% 32%
Region 4 35% 50% 7% 42% 64% 36% 7% 33% 60%0
Region 5 28% 53% 19% 28% 45% 55% 16% 38% 469
Source: lowa Department of Human Services files@umdey data

Size based on enrollment numbers (s = 1-49, m=50=390 or more)

QRS participation and levels also differ acrossaegy Region 2 shows the highest participatioa rat

with 76% of programs volunteering to be rated. t@nother hand, Region 5 programs are far leskylike

with less than half of programs involved with threqess (43%). Similarly, the same pattern holaks tr
for levels attained. Region 2 has the greatestegmage of programs achieving higher levels withh 58
programs at levels 3-5 (65% of enrollment). Redidras the lowest percentage, with just 24% of
programs (28% of enroliment) at these higher lev8ise Tables 1 and 2.



Geographic Areas. As would be expected, a greater percentage of pnegjare located in metropolit
areas (59%) compared to noretropolitan areas (41%). Enrollment numbers @s¢hprograms refle
an even greater split between the two with 66%hdficen receiving early care and educatiol
metropolitan areas and 34% of children in morel rareas

Though fewer programs exist in r-metropolitan areas, these programs are more ltkeparticipate in
the QRS (68% in nometropolitan areaversus 48% in metropolitan areas). Similarly,rgda
percentage of centers in more rural areas achieleast a level 3 with 46% of n-metropolitan
programs at levels B-and 36% of centers in metropolitan areas at thas® level.

Program Size. Early childhood programs range in size from snvaillh enrollments of -49 children, to
medium (50-99 childm enrolled), to large with at least 100 or morédebn enrollec. Small programs
make up about a third of all centers, (34%) howgeorly about 13% of all children enrolled in licex
centers attend these programs. Medium early cate@ducation pigrams comprise the large
percentage at 39% with amrollment of 35% of children. Though large pragsaare smaller in numbe
27%, this size program provides care to over Hadfllcchildrenenrolled inlicensed centers in low
(52%). See Tables 1 and 2.

Large programs are both more likelyparticipate in th€@RS (68%) and to achieve a higher level (5
vs. small or medium sized programs. Small progrhave the highest percentage of -participation
(56%) as well as the lowest percentage of rams at levels 3-5 (26%). Fifgeven (57%) of iedium
programgarticipate in the Quality Rating Syst with 41% of all medium size programs at leve-5.

Organizational Sponsorship. Over half of all centers ilowa are norprofit programs (5%).
Enroliment is higher thathis percentage wit61% of children enrolled in noprofit programs.Another
43% are for-profit centers (witB8% enrollment). See Tables 1 and2eaking thesewo broad
categories down further, ngrefits with community boards represent?8®f program (42%
enrollment), non-profs with faith sponsorship are % of centerg§14% of enrollmen, single site for-
profits account for 3% of program (30% enrollment), and multi-site farofit programs are % of the
total (14% of enroliment).

Non-profit programs are more likely than -profit entities to participate in tH@RS (64% an 46%
respectively). i addition to having the higl percentage gbarticipating progran, non-profit early care
and educatioprograms also boast the hig percentage of programs attaining leve-5 with 47% of
non-pofits at one of these levelFor-profit programs have a lowpercentage of centers at leve-5
with 29% of forprofit programs attaining one of these le\

Working Conditions in Early Care and Education Programs

e N
Wage Scales.Many factors Figgre 1 _
determine salary levels for new Factors Determining Starting Wage:
employees. See Figure 1.
Experience in the early care &

education field was listed as a ECE Education
factor in setting salaries by nea Other Education
threefourths of directors (72%)

Similarly, despite relatively lov ECE Experience
education levels of teachers ¢ Other Experience
assistant teachers, early childhc

All Start the Same

- J




education was sited by 70% of directors as a factor in determirsitagting salaries. Though otf
education (40%) and other experience %) also played a part for some directors, theseackeristics
were far lessmportant. Nineteen percent (19%) of directorsl that nothing was a factor in determini
starting salaries because all employees startid@ #tame wag

Like starting salaries, wage progressis determined by a number of different factors as wSee
Figure 2. Fiftynine percent (59%) of emplers said that, when budget allowed, employees gigen
cost of living raises. A close second, increasatyehildhood educatio(specifically college

-~ _ ~\ coursework) was listed
Figure 2 as a reason to give
Factors Used to Increase Wag: teaching staff a raise by

57% of directors. Fifty-
five percent (55%) of
directors listed
experience as a reason
to give a raise, although
this choice may have
been confused with cost
of living raises, since by
virtue of continued

- ~/ employment, all
employees gain experience. Nearly 4% of diretaid that employees ver get raises. Though r
listed as a choice, many directors lis“performance’as a reason that employees receive raises. Be
this option was not spelled out for all directoes pnany wrote it in, future studies should be gai
include this ofion to ensure reflective response re

Cost of Living
ECE Experience
ECE Education
Other Education

Other Factors

No Increases

Employment Benefits. Employment benefits offered by centerdowa are shown irTable 3. Less than
half of programs provided some help with health insuean 2016. Only 66 of programs fully pay fc

health insurance for their staff while a larger 3@F&y some Table 3

portion of health premiumsProgram size relates to hez

insurance coverage with smaller ces being less likely Employment Benefits in ECE Center

than mediunsized and larger programs to at least part :

pay for insurance (34%mall, 44%-medium, 50%-large). Fully Paid Health Insuran G(yoo

More programs offesupport witl child care costs for their | Partially Paid Health Insuran | 37%

employeeshowever. Free child care is offelby 13% of

employerswhile staff in 73% of programs can expectto [ Disability Insuranc 26%

?t IeasI;[) som? Ihlelp\(v‘;_(lifhl child c%re_ paf;f/megt_s throtaghcec Protected Parental Lez 56%

ees. Parental leagkely unpaid is offered in just over . 5

half of all programs (56%), retirement in just untalf Free Child Cf';lre 13 OA’

(43%), and disability insurande about a fourth of all earl | Reduced ChildCare Fe 3%

care and education centers (2¢€ Retirement by Employ 43%
_ S None of these 6%

Another benefit that many employereceive is paid time

off. Child care providers in lowa are no exception2i6, —

79% of employers paid their staff for at least botday Pa!d Sick Leave 59%

(51% paid for six or more holidays). About tt-fourths Paid Vacation 76%

(76%)of all programs paid for vacation days (43% paic | Paid Holidays 79%

six or more vacation days). Child care employeeseMes: "ot paid Time O 33%

likely to receive sick time with 59% of early cared
education programs paying for this benefit (33d%d for six or more sick days)rifty-four percent (54%)
of programs offered both sick and vacation leavéir employees. Nineteen percent (1‘of child



care programs offered neither sick nor vacatiod fiaie off.

Directors were also asked if they paid for oth@esyof time off. About a third of programs (33%jds
that they did provide this benefit. Though noteasksome directors wrote in the type of leave these
referring to in this category with answers sucliuagral or jury duty. Others use this type of leas
flexible vacation/sick/personal leave. Twenty-tp&rcent (22%) of directors said that they offeriel,s
vacation and “other” leave. Thirty-five percenb¢8) offered two of the three; 27% offered just ofe
the three. Sixteen percent (16%) did not offel,siacation, or “other” leave to their employees.

Whether or not a child care provider receives amppsrt with health insurance (as well as other fisne
and their wages) relates to the organizationaliaesy the program in which the teacher works. See
Table 4. Those providers working in for-profitghvimultiple sites are more likely to receive full o
partially paid health insurance with 59% of progsgonoviding this benefit. It is likely the 2010g3age
of the Affordable Care Act, which requires empl®yaiith 50 or more employees to provide health
insurance, impacts many of these for-profit, msite programs. Though their median lowest wage of
$8.93 per hour is one of the lowest, they can exadlythope to make a highest median wage of $13.00
per hour. Faring the worst overall, employeesan-profit programs directed by community boardsehav
a median starting wage of just $8.90 per hour ¢aiby having a top wage of $11.00) and only 41%
receive support with employer offered health ineaea These types of centers are the most prevalent
form of organization in the state; 39% of all ceat@ the state are community board directed, nofitp
centers (representing 42% of enrollment).

Table 4. Health Insurance and Wages by Auspice
Pct Employers . .
Who Offer at Med!an M.edlan
Starting Highest
Type of Center Least Partly
; Teacher Teacher
Paid Health
Wage Wage
Insurance
Private For-Profit (single center) 28% $9.00 $11.75
Private For-Profit (multi-center) 59% $8.93 $13.00
Private Not-For-Profit (comm./board sponsored) 41% $8.90 $11.00
Private Not-For-Proflt (sponsored by faith 44% $10.00 $12.61
community)

While not a part of this study, national findingsrh the Government Accountability Officeeveal that
while child care providers as a whole receive loages, individuals working in publicly funded
programs such as Head Start receive higher wagestieir counterparts in private settings.

Professional Supports Early childhood research has shown that higtlecation and compensation of
early care and education providers can lead tdipesiutcomes for children. Programs such as the
T.E.A.C.H. Early Childhood scholarship program and Child Care WAGE®lary supplement program
have addressed some of the educational and finaresds of early care and education providers while
lowering staff turnover. At the program level, ldntare centers offer staff opportunities to depeleeir
teaching skills and professionalism through coums&wnd by creating a supportive work environment.
The workforce survey included a number of questmmhese professional support topics.

The T.E.A.C.H. Early Childhood® Scholarship Program T.E.A.C.H. Early ChildhootIOWA
provides programs and teachers a path towardsaiseteeducation, compensation and retention, negulti
in increased quality and stability for young chédrin care. According to lowa center director$2sf
centers had at least one staff member that hadeseived a T.E.A.C.H. scholarship. Sixty-nine%®9



of directors indicated that they had never had aaymarticipate in T.E.A.C.H., while 3% of directors

indicated that they had never heard of T.E.A.C.&thE
Childhood® IOWA.

Other Center-Provided Support. Child care centers can
support the professional development of staff wittareating a
significant financial burden on their programs.v&ekey types
of professional support that centers can providi ate an
orientation to the child care program, written ggscriptions,
written personnel policies, paid education andhtra
expenses, paid breaks, compensatory time for ngi@ind paid
preparation or planning time. See Table 5. Nealtlprograms
(97%) offer their staff written personnel policie®rientation
and written job descriptions are provided in 92% ah% of
early care and education programs respectivelyingdor
education/training, both for the education/trainitsglf and for
the time it takes to get this education is paidnty 81% and
76% of programs respectively. About two-thirds%@7of
programs offer planning or preparation time witstjunder half
(48%) offering paid breaks.

The overall number of supports that programs diedr tstaff is
somewhat remarkable. Among the responding ceritégs,

Table 5
Professional Support Benefits
201¢€
Written Personnel Policies 97%
Orientation 92%
Written Job Descriptions 91%
Paid Education/Training 81%
Time off for Training 76%
Planning/Preparation Time 67%
Paid Breaks 48%
Numbers of Professional
Supports Provided
0-3 7%
4 16%
ot 77%

offered at least five of these seven types of stgpal only 7% offered three or fewer. Offerinmnare
professional work environment may be a low-costmsdar centers to reduce staff turnover.

Profile of the Early Care & Education Workforce

Program Directors. The child care center directors that participatetthe survey represented a wide
variety of positions in the early childhood fielaVeighting those responses to represent the tiveadtdr
population yielded results that show titles suchliesctor (68%), director/owner (26%), principa®g},
and other (4%) which included various other tigdash as assistant or interim director, manager, and

supervisor.

Table 6

Demographic Profile of ECE

Nearly all directors are female (97%), with verwfdirectors
being of Hispanic or Latina descent (1%). Theraelming
majority are white/Caucasian (97%). About 3% aneefican
Indian. Less than 1% are bi-racial and less tian 1
black/African American. These numbers do not ctftee
population of lowa where over 6% of children bittihough

Directors span a wide range of ages with the yosingeing

Directors
2016
Median Age 42 yrs
Female 97%
People of Color* 3% | five are African Americah
Have Children 85%
At Least One Child 0-18 54%
Single Parent w/Child 0-18| 11%

*Includes Asian, African Americai
Bi-Racial, and American Indian/

Native American

around 24 years old and the most senior at aboyedfs old.
The median age, however, is 42. Given these &yedy
status is not surprising, as over half of the doex(54%)
have at least one child birth through 18, while 158e no
children at all. The remaining 32% of directorsdaahildren,

but they are all over 18. Of the directors whoehavleast one child birth through 18, 11% have sol
responsibility for their child(ren). See Table 6.



Teaching Staff. Far less information is available about the derapkics of the center based teaching
staff. However, directors were asked a few bas@&stions about their teachers and assistant teacher
Like their directors, teachers and assistant teadre almost exclusively female (97%). Though a
greater percentage is of Hispanic/Latina origin Y48itnilar to directors, the vast majority (96%# aot.
Also mirroring directors, the teaching staff inlgarare and education programs is primarily
white/Caucasian (92%). About 3% are black/Afriéanerican, 2% are biracial and 1% are Asian
Americans. Less than 1% are American Indian. Ghauany directors indicated that some of their
teaching staff (2%) did not fall into any of theseial categories, some indicated that the raeigory
of these teachers was Hispanic/Latina. No indicatif the racial make-up of these teachers/assistan
teachers was given, showing a lack of awareness least some directors differentiating betweese rac
and ethnicity.

Education of the Early Care and Education Workforce

The education of the early care and education wotkfhas been a critical factor influencing chitdse
early learning opportunities and successes. Wihécent release of the National Academy of Madici
report, “Transforming the Workforce for Childrenoiim Birth Through Age 8,” it is clearer than ever
before that our young children need a well-educateikforce. The report recommends that all lead
teachers working with children from birth througieaeight have a bachelor’s degree in early childhoo
education as a necessary but not sufficient medsubiilding quality teachefs This section profiles
the educational attainment of the workforce as esged in the current lowa workforce survey. See
Table 7.

Table 7
Education of Center Directors, Teachers, and Asd@nt Teachers

Highest Education Completed Directors| Teachers| Assistants
Bachelor's Degree or More in ECE/CD 23% 14% 2%
Bachelor's Degree or More in Other Field 39% 9% 4%
Associate Degree in ECE/CD 15% 9% 4%
Associate Degree in Other Field 4% 5% 2%
High School + Any College Courses 14%

Early Childhood Specific College na 9% 13%

Non-Early Childhood College na 12% 20%
Child Development Associate (CDA) na 7% 6%
High School Only 5% 33% 38%
Less than High School 0% 3% 10%
Ever Taken an ECE Course 84% na na
ECE Degree 39% 23% 6%
Currently Taking ECE/CD Courses 3% na na

Center Staff. Despite the research pointing to the benefiteather education, nearly one fourth (23%)
of all early care and education programs do noeleay hiring requirements for teacher educatioaltev
For the remaining 77% of programs that do haverarmim education requirement, only 11% require a

10



similar level as the National Academy of Mediciepart; a bachelor’s degree in early childhood
education. The largest majority of programs withiaimum education requirement for teachers only
require a high school diploma or GED (53%). Or8¢@2of programs have education requirements for
teachers at a college degree (associate degréewe)a

A relationship does exist, however, between direettucation and teacher required education levels.

More educated directors tend to have Table 8
minimum education requirements for theil  Teacher Ed Requirements by Director Education
teachers and these requirements trend Percent
upwards as director education levels Director Ed | Directors With Percent Programs with
increase. See Table 8. For example, 44% Level Required Specified Teacher
of directors with a high school diploma Teacher Education Requirement
have minimum education requirements fof Education
th.elr teachers.compared to 67% of d_|rectc "8iS diploma 44% 100% High School diplomé
with an associate degree in early childhoqd
and 82% of directors with a bachelor's | Some college 78% 82% High School diploma
degree in early childhood. For those AA other 58% 64% High School diploma
directors with only a high school diploma ] .
that require specific education from their | AA ECE 67% 20% College level degreg
teachers, 100% require just a high schooll Ba other 78% 22% College level degree
diploma. Directors at the associate in eaifly . .
childhood level require a degree in 20% of 2A ECE 82% 24% College level degree
programs and at the bachelor’'s in early | MA other 85% 50% College level degreg
childhood level, a degree is required in

g d MA ECE 100% 81% College level degred

24% of programs.

Educational requirements for assistant teacherspakl be expected, are even lower than for teacher
Far fewer programs have any type of minimum edanateeded for hiring assistant teachers (56%). For
those that do have minimal requirements, 82% simgryire a high school diploma or GED. Just 5% of
early care and education programs require somedfypellege degree (associate degree or above) at a
minimum.

Directors were asked to report both their educdgeels as well as those of their teachers andtassi
teachers. Not surprisingly, center directors reckgeved higher levels of education than teachers o
assistant teachers, though the totality of norte@fyroups match the minimum education requirements
for teachers and administrators in public elementaiddle, and high schools. See Table 7. Currently
81% of directors, 37% of teachers, and 12% of tstiseachers have a degree in any field (i.e., BA,
or higher). Many of these professionals, (39%iadaors, 23% of teachers, and 6% of assistants) ha
degree specifically in early childhood or child dpment. For directors, though not all have a elegr
specifically in the field, 84% have taken at leas¢ course in early childhood education with many
having taken several courses. For teaching staftigh far fewer than half have a degree, an ahditi
21% of teachers and 33% of assistant teachersthlee at least some college coursework with 9% of
teachers and 13% of assistant teachers’ coursespedifically in the field. (Teacher and assistaacher
education levels should be interpreted with cautielirectors were asked to report on their staff's
education levels, instead of these individuals répg their own education. While directors have
knowledge of their staff's education, some inforimaimay have been omitted or misrepresented.)

Directors in NAEYC accredited programs have evehdi levels of education than directors as a whole.
Ninety-four (94%) of directors in NAEYC accreditptbgrams have a degree compared to 80% in non-
accredited programs. Further, these degreesreetdrs in accredited programs are more oftenen th
early childhood field with 69% of directors in aedited programs having these degrees versus jist 37
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in non-NAEYC accredited programs.

Education by QRS Level. Combined teacher and assistant teacher edudatiels in programs that do
and do not voluntarily participate in the QRS peogrshow surprising results. As part of the QRS
system, programs striving to earn level 3 or atam@imulate points based on a number of factorspbne
Table 9 which is teacher education levels. The more early
Teaching Staff ECE by QRS Participation childhood education that staff in a program has,_mQre
points awarded. However, programs fail to capitabn
ECE | Some ECE| thjs. Similar levels of education (specificallygarly
Degrees| College | chjldhood) are found in programs that do not padte in

Non-participating 17% 10% the QRS and those who do at the higher levels.Tabke
QRS Level 1 or2 9% 5% 9. Programs, specifically at levels 3 and 4, caildely
QRS Level 3-5 16% 13% move up were they to recruit and hire staff withrenearly

childhood education. Similarly, programs that db n
participate in QRS may qualify for higher levelanithey realized with the help of their more ededat
staff. Additionally, those teachers and assistauhits are already on the path to ECE degrees cauld b
encouraged to complete their education to helpeas® QRS scores. Like teaching staff education,
director education levels also impact QRS lev#1th this group of employees, however, higher
education levels can be found in higher QRS lexadimms. In levels 3-5 programs, 50% of directors
have an ECE degree. In non-participating programly, 30% of directors have a degree in the field.

Education by CCR&R Region. Across the state, education levels of directea;hers, and assistant
teachers vary by region. See Table 10. Direalacation levels are a bit complex. Though Region 3
has one of the lowest percentage of directors avtthchelor’s degree (48%), this region has thedsigh
percentage of directors with an associate deg@&)4naking it the region with the highest perceatafy
directors with some type of degree. Region 4, ghoslightly behind Region 3 in terms of overall
degrees for directors, far outpaces this regiderims of directors with a bachelor’'s degree (72%).
Region 1 has the lowest overall levels of educdiomlirectors with just 47% having a bachelor' g
and 30% having no degree at all. Specific to ible,fRegion 3 has the lowest percentage of dirscto
with degrees specific to early childhood (28%), letitegion 4 has the highest at 48%.

Table 10 Education Levels by Region
Directors Teachers/Teacher Assistants
Some High

Greater Less Greater College | School

than AA AA than AA | *ECE | than AA AA and/or or *ECE

degree | degree | degree | Degree | degree | degree CDA Below Degree
Statewide | 62% 19% 19% 39% 16% 11% 33% 41% 169
Region 1 47% 24% 30% 32% 10% 8% 28% 54% 129
Region 2 69% 16% 15% 36% 18% 10% 33% 39% 179
Region 3 48% 40% 12% 28% 12% 12% 19% 58% 9%
Region 4 72% 15% 14% 48% 18% 12% 34% 369 189
Region 5 53% 20% 27% 36% 14% 10% 34% 42% 149
*ECE degree includes associate, bachelor’s, maséed PhD degrees in early childhood educatiomitat development

Levels of education can be compared for teachiif 86 well. See Table 10. Region 4 stands otlt wi
30% of their teachers and assistants who have sgraef college degree (18% bachelor’s or above and
12% associate degree). Many (18%) of these degreespecifically in the early childhood field.

Though Region 1 has the lowest percentage of tegataff with a degree, Region 3 has the highest
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percentage of teachers and assistants with a biglokdiploma or less. Region 3 also has the lowes
percentage of teachers and assistants with a degeedically in the early childhood field (9%).

This same pattern holds true when

examining teacher only degrees. See Table 11 Teacher (only) Education Levels by Regio
Table 11. Region 4 again has the Teachers 2016

highest overall level of education with Greater Some Less

nea_rly half (43%) of the teachers than college | than

having some type of degree. Twenty- AA AA and/or AA *ECE
seven percent (27%) have that degredq degree | degree | CDA degree | Degree
specifically in the early childhood field] siatewide| 23% 14% 28% 36% 230
Region 1 has the lowest percentage o

teachers only with a degree (27%), | Region1l| 16% 12% 27% 46% 19%
however, Region 3 has the highest Region2 | 27% 13% 24% 37% 25%
percentage of teachers onLy with a highregion3 | 16% 13% 19% 53% 13%
school diploma or less (53%). Region Region4 | 27% 16% 31% 7% 7%
3 also has the lowest percentage of :

teachers only with a degree specifically Région 5 | 21% 13% 26% 40% 21%

in the early childhood field (13%).

Education by Geographic Area. Not surprisingly, teachers and assistant teadchergetropolitan areas
of lowa have higher levels of education than thtesehing staff in more rural areas. Forty-one getrc
(41%) of teachers in metropolitan areas have aegegir some sort while just 31% of teachers in non-
metropolitan areas have a degree. Though theeliffe in assistant teachers with degrees between th
two types of areas is much less (14% in metropolit@as vs. 12% in non-metropolitan areas), a far
greater percent of assistant teachers in metrapdditeas have some college level education (38%4) th
do their counterparts in more rural areas (23%)est same differences hold true for both teachats a
assistant teachers in terms of ECE specific deguvébsthose working in metropolitan areas being enor
likely to hold these degrees than those in non-opelitan areas. Like their teaching staff, diresto
metropolitan areas are more likely to have deg{@&%) than in non-metropolitan areas (78%), however
directors show very little difference in ECE spicidegrees between the metro and non-metro areas
(39.6% vs. 39.1%).

Regional variation in educational levels of the kforce is likely affected by the wide geographic
variation in the availability of educational resces and supports across the state. For many lowa
residents in rural communities, access barrierddrithe ability to obtain continuing education. tilstes,
accessibility can be limited by distance, i.e.dlkeessive commute to an on-campus class. Othestim
accessing higher education in rural areas camiiteti by insufficient technological support or restes
such as limited internet availability or only digd access. Regardless of the reason, an apptioaht
with lower levels of education results in the oWdnaing of less educated staff in rural commugsti

Education by Program Size Differing education by size of programs shows nobsarly between small
programs and all others. For teachers and asttethers, little difference can be found amorg sf
programs in terms of actual degrees. However, unedize and large programs have a greater
percentage of teachers and assistant teachersavieahleast some college coursework. For large
programs, 52% of teachers and assistant teachegsshane experience with college level coursework.
Medium programs show 56% of teaching staff witls teivel of coursework. For small programs,
however, less than half, 47%, of teachers andtassi®achers have taken any college coursework.

Directors show this same pattern when examiningedegspecifically. For small programs, 78% of
directors have a degree of any type; medium progdinectors, 81% and large program directors, 84%.
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A greater difference between small and all othegmms can be seen when looking specifically dy ear
childhood degrees. Both medium and large progtawast 44% of their directors with degrees
specifically in the field. However, only 31% ofrélctors in small programs have this type of degree.

Education by Organizational Sponsorship.Little difference can be found between teacher and
assistant teacher education in non-profit and fofigprograms, though a larger percentage of tiegch
staff with a degree specifically in early childhowdrk in non-profit programs (17%) than in for-gtof
programs (13%).

Non-profit program directors are more likely than-profit directors to have a degree (85% versi¥$)/4
The same pattern is found with degrees specifigaltize field as 41% of directors in non-profitddha
degree in the field and 35% of for-profit directbiad such a degree.

Earnings of the Early Care and Education Workforce

Center Staff. Workforce earnings in lowa are low. See Tal@e The median director self-reported
hourly wage of $17.07 (annualized to $35,506) imddalls far short of the estimated average public
school elementary teacher salary of $54,4 d@spite the added responsibility and liabilityafning a
business. However, the median director salary doegpete with the 2015 lowa average female, full-
time, year-round salary of $36,522. (Average 20H8e, full-time, year-round salaries in lowa were
$47,202.) Directors can boost their salaries substagttaflworking in an NAEYC accredited program.
Median hourly wage in these programs for direci®f24.40. Thirteen percent (13%) of directorsseho
to not disclose their salary.

Center directors reported Table 12

compensation scales for center Median Wage Scales in Centers by Regi

teac_hlng staff that m_clgded low Lowest | Highest | Lowest Highest Ciroctor

starting wages and limits on the Teacher | Teacher | Assistant | Assistant | -

highest wages paid to teachers ard Wage Wage Wage Wage age

;Ss'lsmnti- Se_g tTab'ﬁ 12. In 2%1&;, Statewide | $9.00 $12.00 |  $8.00 $9.94|  s$17.0f
e lowest paid teachers earned ah——

hourly median of $9.00. The Region 1 $8.75 $11.48 $8.00 $9.03 $15.6]3

teachers was $12.00. However, th&egion 3 $7.50 $9.50 $7.25 $8.00 $13.1p

full wage range for teachers was | Region4 | $9.50 $13.50 $8.50 $10.15|  $20.00

$7.25 per hour to $30.00 per hour|"p -5 om0 50 $12.75 $8.50 $10.00  $19.04

The financial situation for assista

teachers was much lower with a | *Region 3 data derived from a limited number of@sses

median lowest hourly pay of $8.00

and a median highest wage of $9.94. For assittaohers, salaries ranged from $7.25 per hourQd$2
per hour. By and large, neither teachers nortassiteachers can compete with public elementdrgaic
teachers who make on average an estimated $54@vn the typical highest paid teachers (makisg le
than $25,000) do not approach their public schoahterparts’ salaries though they all are chargiéa w
similar goals of educating our young children. Mal@rming, teacher and assistant teacher salaties f
short (and in many cases far short) of the sindidtdiving wage in lowa of $12.38 per hour (withlpic
health insuranc&) Teachers, at least as they gain some experanteducation, do exceed this living
wage in NAEYC accredited programs as highest madhers average $16.35 per hour. Highest paid
assistant teachers, however, make just $12.00quer h
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When director wages are examined by educationdetratre is some fluctuation. Those with justghhi
school diploma or GED make more at $18.69 per tmam many directors with degrees. However, once
directors begin a path towards higher educatiangtineral trend is towards higher salaries with
increased education. See Figure 3. At the lolgesl, associate degree, those directors with segeg
specifically in the early childhood field make mahan those with the same degree but in anothier fie
($15.00 per hour versus $12.25 per hour). Thiggdn reverses itself at higher levels of educatiith
those having degrees in field other than earlydtlnibd out earning those with degrees specificalthé
field.

4 Figure 3: )
Median Hourly Wage of Directors by College Educatia
$25.50
$24.04
$23.50
$21.63
$21.50 /\ \
$19.50 $18.09 $17.79 /
$17.50 ~
$15.00
$15.50
$13.50 $1i.25/
$11.50
$9.50
$7.50
AA non-ECE AA in ECE Field BA non-ECE BA in ECE Field MA non-ECE MA in ECE Field
Level of College Education
- J

Earnings by QRS Level. Further, there is a relationship between a praggraarticipation in the QRS
program and wages, though this relationship is ¢exap See Table 13. Primarily, those programe wh
do not participate in the QRS system have hightesraf teacher, assistant teacher, and director pay
than those who do patrticipate in the program. Nariicipating programs have an average low hourly
wage for teachers of $9.50 and a median higheshéednourly wage of $13.00. The median lowest
assistant teacher hourly wage is $8.50 in centatsare not in the QRS program and the median sighe
average hourly wage is $10.00. For those earky aad education programs that participate in th& QR
program, highest levels (3-5) result in averagadigvages for both teachers and assistant teathgrs,
still not as high as in non-participating program®achers in programs with a level 3-5 make a amedi
low hourly wage of $8.94 compared to lower levelgrams where the compensation is $8.00 per hour.
The median highest hourly wage for teachers inqarmog with a level 3-5 is $12.00 compared to teacher
in lower level programs who make just $10.00 parhdimilarly, assistant teachers in programs at
levels 3 or above make an average low hourly wa&8 .00 compared to assistant teachers in programs
with levels 1 or 2 who make a median low hourly ea§ $7.25. Finally, the median highest hourly
wage for assistant teachers in programs with le«3s $9.50 compared to just $8.50 for assistant
teachers within lower level programs.

For directors, those who are not part of the QRSage $19.23 per hour. Regardless of level,
participation in the system aligns with lower wagmsdirectors, however, levels 3-5 hourly wages
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($17.03) far outpace level 1-2 salaries ($12.79).

Delving into QRS patrticipation and levels a bitthar reveals a couple of additional factors impegti
teacher, assistant teacher, and director wage$edio, as reflected below, programs in metropolita
areas tend to pay employees higher wages thanithasere rural areas. Metropolitan programs ase al
more likely to decline participation in the QRSto§rams in non-metropolitan communities tend to pay
less and are more likely to be at levels 3-5 in QR8ditionally, auspice plays a role in wages.oligh
non-profit programs tend to participate in QRS sthaon-profits that pay more (those sponsoreditly fa
communities) are more likely to not participateJRS. Board sponsored non-profits, however, tend to
pay less than their faith-sponsored counterpadsaa® more likely to be found in levels 3-5 of RS.

Table 13
Wages of ECE Teaching Staff
Median M.edlan Median Median
Lowest Highest :
Lowest Highest
Teacher | Teacher Asst Wage | Asst Wage
Wage Wage 9 9
Statewide All Programs $9.00 $12.00 $8.00 $9.94
Type of For-Profit $9.00 $12.00 $8.00 $10.00
Organization | Not-For-Profit $9.00 $11.39 $8.00 $9.50
) Metropolitan $9.50 $13.00 $8.50 $10.00
Location -
Non-Metropolitan $8.25 $10.45 $7.50 $9.00
Non-Participating $9.50 $13.00 $8.50 $10.00
QRS Rating Under Level 3 $8.00 $10.00 $7.25 $8.50
Level 3 or Higher $8.94 $12.00 $8.00 $9.50

Earnings by CCR&R Region. Breaking the wage scales down by regions shoest gariation in
average lowest and highest paid teachers, assistafters, and directors. See Table 12. Teachers
working in Region 3 can expect the lowest mediarlyovage of $7.50 and are not likely to exceed
$9.50 as their highest hourly wage. On the othdrad the spectrum, in Regions 4 and 5, medianlyiour
lowest compensation is $9.50 with wages peakir#1at50 per hour in Region 4. Statewide, assistant
teachers can expect hourly wages ranging from $8.830.15 depending on their location. Region 3
again reflects lower rates with Region 4 payingstast teachers the highest overall wages. Likewis
directors follow the same pattern as teachers asidtant teachers with Region 3 paying the loweaha
hourly median $13.12 and Region 4 showing the ligbempensation at $20.00 per hour.

Earnings by Geographic Area.Being employed in a metropolitan or non-metropoliarea can also
affect wage scales for teachers, assistant teaaratglirectors. See Table 13. In metropolitaasre
teachers average a low hourly wage of $9.50 arndhadverage hourly wage of $13.00. More rural srea
reflect a median low hourly wage for teachers o2%&nd top out at a median hourly wage of $10.45.
Assistant teachers show this same pattern withvarage low hourly compensation of $8.50 in
metropolitan areas to an average high hourly wagd@.00. In non-metropolitan areas these hourly
wages drop to a median low of $7.50 to a high o®®9 Likewise, directors in metropolitan areasree
higher median hourly wages than those in more aneds at $19.12 versus $15.00.

Earnings by Program Size. In the early childhood field in lowa, in termsg#lary, size does matter.
Though lowest median wages for teachers and fistasts shows no remarkable difference, highest
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median wage increases as the size of the progrenesises. For smaller programs, the median highest
hourly wage for assistants is $9.00, increasir§ot60 in medium-sized programs and topping out at
$10.15 for larger programs. Teachers follow alsinpattern with smaller programs paying an average
highest hourly wage of $11.00, medium-sized progrpaying $11.75 and large programs paying a
median $13.50. Similarly, directors’ salaries ease with program size as smaller programs pay
directors on average $15.00, medium-sized progmay$16.06, and larger programs pay a median
director hourly wage of $19.91.

Earnings by Organizational Sponsorship. Despite these overall trends, there are impowage scale
and wage progression differences for teaching diggending on whether or not they work in a forfipro
or non-profit program. See Table 13. Though tler® difference between starting wages, highest
wages for teachers and assistants are impacteasipica. Those in the non-profit sector fared worse
financially with teachers making a median higheagevof $11.39 per hour and assistant teachers only
making a median highest wage of $9.50 per hour-pFafit teachers saw higher hourly wages at tipe to
at $12.00 than those teachers in non-profit prografssistant teachers followed the same pattetim wi
those employed in for-profit centers receiving aliae highest hourly wage of $10.00.

For directors, those in non-profit programs rembaenedian hourly wage of $16.83 and for-profit
program directors averaged $16.00 per hour focttiresalaries.

Experience and Turnover of the Early Care and Educaon Workforce

Program Director Experience. Young children need an experienced, well-educatattforce with
whom they can form close attachments over

_ Table 14 _ time. While teacher experience was beyond
Directors' Child Care Experience the scope of this study, directors reported
Years that they had been in their centers for a
Directors’ Years in Current Position in Center 6.4 median of 6.4 years and in the field for an
Directors’ Years in Child Care Field 18.0 average (.)f 18.0 years. These tenure rates
increase in programs that are NAEYC

accredited with average time in centers at 10.@syaad 22.0 years in the early childhood field. See
Table 14.

Center Staff Turnover. The current survey included data which can be ts&xamine two different
measures of turnover: (1) for center-based teactierpercentage of child care teachers and asssista
teachers who left their centers during the Table 15

previous year and (2) for individual ECE Workforce Turnover
directors, the percentage of workers whe

are planning to leave the child care field Statewide Separation Rates 2016
in the next three years. An aggregate | All Teachers and Assistant Teachers 279
separation rate can be constructed by Full-time Teachers and Assistant Teachers 23%
summing the number of staff reported by -

center directors as working in their Full-time Teachers 21%
centers and dividing into the number thgyFull-time Assistant Teachers 28%
reported as having left employment in the

previous year. See Table 15. For all | All Teachers Only 26%
teachers and assistant teachers, just oveAd Assistant Teachers Only 28%
fourth (27%) left their programs during

the previous 12 months. For full-time | Directors Leaving the Field in 3 Years 13%

employees only, the turnover rate drops a
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bit to 23%. The separation rate ffull and part time teachers only, wag2@nd forfull and part time
assistants only, the rate was 28% in ..

These same data can be used to calculate cent#ficspeparation rates. hese rates varied substantic
across centers and ranged from 09138% of fulltime staff. Thirteen percent (%) of centers reported
that they had no fullime staff turnoveduring the previous year whilé&@of centers had turnover at

Table 16 above 100% of current fi-time staff.

Factors Motivating ECE Directors to

Stay in the Fielc Directors were asked, as a measure of prospe

turnover, whether or not they plaid to still be in
Motivator Percent of | ihe field in three years. Most (87%) said thayt
Directors | gijther probably or definitely would remain in t
Finding qualified teachers 57% field in three years. However, 13% said that
Working fewer hours 38% either probably or definitely would not still be
Finding substitutes 37% early care and edgca_hon in th years. Survey
respondents who indicated that they planne
More pay 37% leave the field within three years were then ac
Fewer money problems faente 30% what would make them stay in the fieHaving an
More administrative help 24% easier time finding qualified teachers was che(
More benefits 2204 by the largest percentage of dlrecl(57%). See
Befter working condifions 12% Tab]e 16. Fewer hours per_week was Ils'ged by 3
of directors followed byavingan easier time
Professional growth opportunit 7% finding substitutes (37%) and better pay (3:

Of note,30% of directors who said they wot
likely being leaving the field in three years wi in that there was nothing that could make them
because they would be retirin

Experience and Turnover byQRS Level Interestingly, directors’ total experience in tteglg care anc
education field is at its longest for directors whark in programs that do not participate in QRS.Q:
years versus 17.0 for

programs at levels 1-2 4 Figure 4 Director Time in Center and Fielc )
and 16.5 for programs at 30
levels 3-5). However,
the opposite occurs 25.
when examining length
of time in their current 20.(
centers. Directors in L
non-participating 15.C - E:QS n
programs have been in
these centers for 5.8 10.¢ = Time in
years compared to Center
directors in programs 5.C
level 1-2 at 6.4 years
and directors in 3-5 0.C
level programs at 6.8
years. See Figure 4. Q)

- J

As would be expected
based on salaries, turnover rates in programsahbat,group, pay me,-those noparticipating in the
Quality Rating System,-arev@r than those programs ttparticipate in the program and, agroup, pay
less. Teaching staff turnover in r-participatingprograms was 23% in 2016 compared to 29% in t
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programs at the 3-5 level and 32% in programseataiver 1-2 level. Full time teachers left theina
participating in the QRS programs at a rate of X@¥hpared to those teachers in programs at the 3-5
level who left at a rate of nearly one in five, 19%ad teachers in programs at the 1 or 2 level lgti@t

a rate of 34%. See Table 17.

Experience and Turnover by CCR&R Region. Teacher and assistant teacher turnover variesscr
regions in the state. Overall, for part and finid teachers and assistant teachers, Region Bdas t
highest turnover at 47%. (Caution should be uséutis specific percentage as a low number of
responses were used to calculate the turnoverf@t&egion 3.) Region 5 does a better job ofinatg
their staff with a turnover rate of just one indi{20%). However, when looking at just full tintaf§
Region 1 has the highest turnover rate at 29% vRelgion 5 again has the lowest rate of 19%.

Directors have a statewide average tenure of @#syia their current position in their current eenbut
this varies across the state. The median yeagerfiom 4.5 years in Region 1 to 8.5 years in &edi
Directors, as would be expected, tend to haveivelgtlengthy careers in the ECE field, just asytdel
in their own centers. Typically a child care cemtigector in lowa has been in the field for 18.@nge
Directors in Region 1 have had the shortest caf@&r® years), while those in Regions 4 and 5 lean
in the field for the longest period of time (20£ays).

Experience and Turnover by Geographic Area.Across the state, directors have been in theisgnt
jobs and in the field for varying amounts of tinieirectors in more rural areas have more instghiith
just 5.0 years in their present position in theinters and 13.0 years in the field. In metropoldaeeas,
however, directors stay longer in their positiond @ the field at 8.0 years and 20.0 years respygt
See Figure 4.

Teaching staff in rural programs also show morealifity. In metropolitan areas, 23% of teachard a
assistant teachers left their programs in 2016 ewetpto 34% in more rural areas. When lookingistt |
full time teachers, 18% left their metropolitan grams with 27% leaving in non-metropolitan are&e S
Table 17.

Experience and Turnover by Program SizeProgram size has a particular impact on director
experience in smaller programs. In these progrdivesstors have been in their centers for 3.5 yaats

in the field as a whole for 16.0 years. Mediunediprograms have the directors with the longestréen

at 8.2 years in their current programs and 20.0syiecthe field. Falling in between the two simeserms

of experience, though leaning far more towards omadiized programs, directors in larger programs
have been in their current centers for 8.0 years

Table 17 and in the field as a whole for 18.5 years. See
Turnover Rates of Teaching Staff Figure 4.
Teachers | Full Time
and Teachers

Assistants|  Only As a whole, programs seem to increase in

employment stability as program size

Statewide All Programs 2% 21% | increases. Full time teacher turnover is at its
Type of For-Profit 26% 22% lowest in larger programs at just 15%. This
Organization Non-Profit 28% 20% | rateincreases in medium size programs to
- 20% and peaks in smaller programs at 33%.
Location Metropolitan 23% 18% | When part time staff and teacher assistants are
Non-Metro 34% 27% | added to the mix, this same trend continues
No Stars 23% 18% with larger programs seeing just under one in
QRS Rating | Under Level 3 | 32% 349 | four staff leaving (24%) to small programs
with 1 in 3 teachers and assistants leaving
Level 3 or Higher 29% 19% (33%).
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Experience and Turnover by Organizational Sponsorsip. Experience varies by organizational
sponsorship. Directors of for-profit programs haeen in their centers for 8.0 years (6.7 yeasirigle
center sites and 11.7 years in multi-site centand)in the field for 19.0 years (20.0 years fogkircenter
sites and 17.1 years for multi-site centers). Noofits directors average 5.8 years in their progr#5.0
years for programs sponsored by faith communities7al years for programs with a community board)
and 18.0 years in the early care and educatiod fie3.5 years for programs sponsored by faith
communities and 18.0 years for programs with a camty board). See Figure 4.

Overall, turnover in non-profit programs occurgdtigher rate than in for-profit programs. For all
teachers and assistant teachers in non-profit @anogjrthe turnover rate is 28% rate compared toi86%
for-profit programs. For full-time teachers, howevwson-profit programs have a lower turnover rdte o
20% compared to 22% in for-profit programs. Seeld afi.

Conclusion and Recommendations

lowa has put forth great effort in improving theatity of child care in the state. As the workfostady
shows, great variability exists across the stateidver, in programs’ commitment to quality and the
teachers that provide care and education to yohiddren allowing for further opportunities to imme
guality overall in the state and in targeted ard2alow are some recommendations to help in engurin
that, as a state, lowa provides the best possineeand education to all young children as theyrbeg

their journey to becoming productive members ofdtate’s economy and leaders in lowa’s communities.

1. Disseminate the findings of this study widely te #arly care and education community.
Presentations should encourage center directaampare their policies and practices with lowa
providers to help them develop strategies to impmducation, salaries, benefits, working
conditions and retention.

2. Increase funding for and participation in T.E.A.CHarly Childhood® IOWA. As national research
has shown, increased teacher education increaaétygare for young children. T.E.A.C.H. Early
Childhood® IOWA provides a low-cost, effective mathto increase teacher education, decrease
turnover and increase compensation. Further, trg@sing teacher and director education, directors
gain the knowledge and skills to effectively lebdit programs and the gap between education
levels of teachers and that of directors decreaseating a real career pathway for teachers as
directors leave or retire.

3. Increase funding for and participation in Child EXWAGE$ IOWA. The provision of salary
supplements increases teacher salaries and enesugaglified teachers to stay in the field. In
addition to the tremendous benefit that consistary educators have to the quality of care for
young children, directors listed “finding qualifiedndidates” as the number one way to prevent
directors from leaving the field. If more teachermain in their programs, directors will spend less
of their time and energy having to find qualified¢hers.

4. Require that all directors have at least an astsgsidegree (preferably in a related field) as péart
the state’s licensing requirements. Given thaintlagority of directors already have at least an
associate’s degree (81%), requiring that all dinecobtain this level of education as part of the
state’s licensing requirement should be attainaBl@viding the means to increase this education
through incentives and educational funding couss &le incorporated to help teachers increase their
education as the first step towards degree attaihoretheir career pathway.
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Encourage NAEYC accredited programs to participatbe QRS. Nearly half of all NAEYC
accredited programs do not participate in the QBSite already meeting the more strenuous
qualifications to become nationally accreditedrtiBiation in the QRS would provide a small
financial bonus to these programs and would inditiair leadership in and support of lowa’s
attempts to measure and improve quality for alingpahildren. Given that these accredited
programs are already meeting high standards, ogeoMaster this relationship would be for the
state to award these programs an automatic QRS leve

Create additional incentives, and increase funfbnghese incentives for QRS participation. While
a small financial bonus helps, the currently funfiechl rewards hardly compare to the additional
costs required to provide high quality early card aducation. Providing other incentives, such as
qualification for grants or ability to participateother publicly sponsored programs, could male th
QRS a highly sought after endeavor for all programswa.

Increase the Child Care Assistance reimbursemenatmwing programs to increase staff wages.
Given that most teachers and assistant teacherms neddw the living wage in lowa, an increase in
revenue by child care programs could begin to pl@a mechanism to increase wages so that those
charged with teaching our young children could foon their important work, decrease turnover,
and ensure greater stability in classrooms.

Commit funding to conduct a follow up study to tB¥16 workforce study. The 2016 Early Care
and Education Workforce Study provides some infaeionaabout the child care workforce and
working conditions within center-based programslldw-up studies, however, can delve more
deeply into some of the more complex and/or pempteresults. A follow-up study could also focus
more heavily on teachers and teacher assistagtina better understanding of their demographics,
needs, and issues from their perspective. A nuwibehildren are educated and cared for in family
child care homes. A study of this workforce copitdvide a fuller picture of early care and
education in lowa. Finally, a follow-up study cdide used to show changes over time in the
education, experience, and compensation of thg earé and education workforce.
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Appendix A

lowa Child Care Resource & Referral Regions
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Appendix B

Sampling Frame and Sample Selection Strategy

The selection of the sample was done in severgéstaTo begin, an overall targeted number of about
250 useable cases was planned for given previqueriexce with other surveys and the desired survey
precision. Because survey implementation proagassumes as a minimum a 70% response rate, a
targeted number of selections was calculated (S828BD= 358). The design to be used required
identifying four characteristics of ECE centersttivare likely to be available in a sampling franmel a
which had been found to be associated with diffésieresponse patterns in previously conducted ECE
workforce surveys (e.g., NC surveys). These factoe: (1) quality rating of center; (2) geographic
location; (3) type of organizational sponsorshipd &) size of program.

A list of all ECE centers in the state of lowa emtrfor the year 2016 was obtained from the lowa
Department of Human Services. This list was s@édea eliminate centers that would be ineligible fo
survey (.e.g., those that did not minimum critémigerms of hours and days of service; those tatesl
school age only, etc.) The remaining centers wefimed aghe entire population of centers in lowa
(P=748). These centers were then arrayed in laftital order by name and assigned a preliminary ID
number to be used throughout the rest of the sticdampling fraction (F) was calculated which
consisted of F=S/P=358= 0.4786; in effect this msahat about 48% percent of all ECE centers iralow
would be targeted for surveys with the expectatian 70% of those centers would yield valid survey
responses for approximately 250 cases. Each caséhen assigned a random number using the RAND
function in Excel. Using the more stringent ciiesf self-weighting stratified sampling, the samplas
designed in such a way as to randomly sample 48¥teofases in eaatell with the expectation that 70%
of the cases in eaalell would respond to the survey.

The sampling frame was then configured using infdrom about the four variables to construct stfata
drawing the actual sample. The quality ratinghef tenter was measured using the QRS data available
on the sampling frame. Information about this pssae displayed in the first two columns of Table A
QRS participation is effectively voluntary in lowaryd almost half of the centers (N=334 or 44.7%% wh
do not participate in the system were give a sobeero. Although there are 5 QRS levels, given th
distribution of cases, centers with lower ratinf®[ 2) were collapsed into a single category (N=ad
15.9%). The remaining cases which had scores4f@, 5 were also collapsed (N=295 or 39.4%) (See
Table Ala). Geographic location was indexed utiiegJS Census definition of metropolitan versus
non-metropolitan counties. Most centers (N=47&3%) were located in Metropolitan counties with the
remaining centers in non-metropolitan counties (RE@r 37%). See Table Alb. Next, centers were
categorized according to their organizational foffine registration and license data specifieddbaters
were either not-for-profit (N=320 or 43%) or forofit. The few centers with unidentified organinaual
forms were combined with the for-profits yieldin@8or 57% in that category. See Table Alc. Hmnall
the size categories were based on the numberIdfehireportedly enrolled in the center, and whkeg
number was unavailable; a proxy based on the nupflahildren allowed under the license was used.
Three size categories were employed. See Table Abdut one-third of the centers were in the small
category (under 50 children) about one quartehénargest category (100 or more children) and the
remaining 40% were in the medium sized category9®@hildren).

Four other characteristics of the centers wereeamined. These variables were not used in
constructing the strata for sampling, but nonetitetaight be relevant to ECE workforce and policy
issues. These were: (1) Participation in ChildeC&ssistance program; (2) accreditation by theitepd
national organization representing early childhpoafessionals (NAEYC); (3) current or previous
participation in the T.E.A.C.H. Early Childhood stdrship program; and (4) current or previous
participation in the WAGES$ program. Each of theagables was represented by a (1,0) dichotomous
variable. See Table A2a through Table A2d. That fivo columns of these tables display the distigiou
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of these four variables in numeric and percentaged. . As can be seen, most centers are CCA
participants: (Table A2a: N=657 or 88%). See T#fla. Relatively few centers have NAEYC
accreditation (N=46 or 6%), See Table 2b. Almos third have participated in the IOWA T.E.A.C.H.
Early Childhood scholarship program (N=238 or 32ég Table A2c. On the other hand, only 53 or 7%
have participated in the WAGE$ salary supplemeogiam in lowa. See Table A2d.

Constructing the Initial Sampling Strata

Cross-tabulating the categorizations of the foimary stratification variables (Quality rating,
Community, Organization Type, and Size) yielded8ls (3 x 2 x 2 x3). The entire sampling frame was
sorted according to this 36 cell scheme and cemtiéhsthe lowest random number were selected fer th
sample. Although a target of 48% of each cell attsmpted, because some cells were very small this
could not always be achieved. The number of caseach cell ranged from 1 to 23.

How effective was the attempt at randomization ofample selections

In order to ascertain whether or not the randonunatas effective, the selected cases were compared
the population, for each of the four variables uselthe stratification. The actual distributiorfsselected
cases are displayed in the second two columnstdéTel. The final two columns in Table Al provide
the absolute percentage difference between the population and the sampled caseshanddtive
percentage difference. The absolute percentage difference is simply the percentage of sampled cases with
a given characteristic minus the percentage ofscasthe population with that same characteristibe
relative percentage difference is the absolutedifice divided by the percentage of cases in the
population with that characteristic. As can bendeem the entries in the last two columns, dbeolute
percentage difference for each of the four vargidenvariably small--less than 0.2 of one perc&he
relative percentage differences are also quite small. fElsisconfirms that the attempt to randomize the
selection of cases yielded quite effective result&e can conclude that the sample selected quite
consistently reflects the population distributidritee four characteristics incorporated into the
stratification design population.

The situation for the four variables which were used in stratification present a less uniformly
representative situation. The last two columnBdhles A2a-A2d display the results. These sughast
there is some divergence in representation bettfeeselections made and the entire population. The
sample estimates the percentage of centers pattiggpin CCA program at 88% while slightly
underestimating the number of centers which hadimently are participated in the WAGE$ program
(6.1% vs. 7.1%). However, the sample somewhat @@esents centers with NAEYC accreditation 8%
vs. 6% and those that have participated in theATEH scholarship program (34% vs. 32%). These
discrepancies which apparently have occurred bgaghand may affect estimates of some other
variables, do not by themselves suggest that fugd@pling weight adjustments would be necessary.
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Table Al. Effectiveness of Randomization of Seleoti:
Impact on Estimates of Stratification Variables
Table Ala Total Population Selections Dli:;feer::ee nné e
Quality Rating N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
0: No QRS rating 334 44.7 160 44.7 0.0% 0.1%
1: QRS rating of 1 or 2 119 15.9 57 15.9 0.0% 0.19
2: QRS rating of 3, 4, or 5 295 39.4 141 39.4 -0.1%-0.1%
Total 748 100.0 358 100.0 0.09 0.0%
Table Alb Total Population Selections Dli:';feer::eenn(:e
Community Type N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
Non-Metro 277 37.0 132 36.9 -0.29 -0.4%
Metro 471 63.0 226 63.1 0.2% 0.3%
Total 748 100.0 358 100.0 0.09 0.0%
VElEEAIE Po-pl)-glt:tlion SEIEEE Dliz;l?t—:-rrceenn(;[e
Organization Type N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
For Profit or DK 320 42.8 153 42.7 | 0.0% -0.1%
Not for Profit 428 57.2 205 57.3| 0.0% 0.1%
Total 748 100.0 358 100.0 0.0% 0.09
Ul Po-rl)-Slt:tlion i — Dliz;ferfeenn(;[e
Size Category N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
1: Small (0-49) 255 34.1 122 341 0.0% 0.0%
2: Medium (50-99) 292 39.0 140 39.1] 0.1% 0.2%
3: Large (100+) 201 26.9 96 26.8] -0.1%-0.2%
Total 748 100.0 358 100.0 0.0% 0.09
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Table A2. Effectiveness of Randomization of Seleoth:

Impact on Estimates of Other Structural Characteridics

. . Percent
Table A2a Total Population Selections Difference
CCA Provider N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
NO 91 12.2 46 12.8 0.7% | 5.6%
YES 657 87.8 312 872 | -0.7% | -0.8%
Total 748 100.0 358 100.0 | 0.0% | 0.0%
Table A2b Total Population Selections I_Dercent
Difference
NAEYC Accreditation N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
NO 702 93.9 329 919 | -2.0% | -2.1%
YES 46 6.1 29 8.1 2.0% | 31.7%
Total 748 100.0 358 100.0 | 0.0% | 0.0%
Table A2c Total Population Selections I_Dercent
Difference
Ever participated in T.E.A.C.H. N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
program
NO 510 68.2 235 65.6 | -2.5% | -3.7%
YES 238 31.8 123 34.4 25% | 8.0%
Total 748 100.0 358 100.0 | 0.0% | 0.0%
Table A2d Total Population Selections I_Dercent
Difference
Ever participated in WAGE$ N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
program
NO 695 92.9 336 93.9 0.9% | 1.0%
YES 53 7.1 22 6.1 -0.9% | -13.3%
Total 748 100.0 358 100.0 | 0.0% | 0.0%
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Appendix C

Response Weights

How did response patterns affect representativeness the sample

Although there was no sampling bias associated tivéthel ection of sample due to QRS rating,
community locationor type of organizatigrthere wasesponse bias associated with each of these three
important characteristics. In particular, centgith the following characteristics wenaore likely to
respond to the survey (1) those with higtpaality ratings (as opposed to those with lower QRS sgores
(2) those located inon-metropolitan counties (as opposed to those found in metropotitaunties; (3)
those centers which havenan-profit status (as opposed to those whose status is “for-profit”
“unknown”). There was no response hégsociated with thg&ze of the center. The discussion below
provides more detail.

The pattern and extent of response bias assogidtie@ach of the stratification variables can bensie

Table A3a through A3d. Although about 45% of cdedhe population had no QRS ratings (i.e., QRS
=0), only 38% of responding cases had this QR3.leAkthe other end of the quality rating rangéie

39% of the population was in the highest QRS categwer 45% of survey respondents were. See Table
A3a. Similarly, although 37% of all lowa’s centevere located in non-metro counties, 41% of
respondents were located in such communities. 8bleA3b. Similarly although 43% of all lowa

centers were for-profits, only 36% of respondingtees had this form of organizational sponsors@ge
Table A3c. In marked contrast, the distributiomedpondents by size category was remarkably sitailar
the population; the size distribution of the popiolaand the responding centers differs by less tha
percentage point See Table A3d.

Clearly, the sample of survey respondents overessmts centers with certain characteristics: higies
levels, community location in a non-metro county &eing a non-profit center. This means that eente
with these characteristics need to be “weightedrdawlative to centers with the converse charasties
to ensure generating estimates that are trulyatéfie of the population of lowa Centers. However,
because there is no response bias associatedenitérs’ size, no weighting adjustments reflecting t
variable seem necessary. This is fortunate d®wssimplification of the post-stratification dfpgation
of weights by omitting size categories from thatsfication process. This has the effect of redg¢he
number of cells with distinct weights from 36 to. 12 effect the 12 cells are constituted by cross-
tabulating QRS categories (3 levels) with commutyipe categories (2 levels) and organizational {@Zoe
levels). Again this helps the estimation processabse the actual cases of respondents will be
distributed across fewer cells thus ensuring gresibility in the estimates within each cell adlas the
overall statewide estimates of the entire poputatiblowa Centers.

Calculation of Post-stratification weights

The weights were calculated for each cell usingahmula
W;=P;/R =(P;/S)* (Si/R)

Where:
W = the weight in a cell;
P = the number of centers in the population in thedit c
R=the number of responding centers in that cell;
S=the number of selections in in that cell; and
i= the particular cell, ranging from1to 12

The sum of the weighted respondent cases acrot2 aélls is equal to the entire population. Thenber
of respondent cases in a cell ranges from 4 tohilevhe number of centers in the population ranges
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from 19 to 109. Because the sample is a relatilegbye percentage of the population — about one-thir
the weights are relatively small across the difiells ranging from 2.21 to 4.75, and relativailyilar.

How effective are the weights in generating accuratestimates

The impact of applying survey weights on estimatesample distribution across the 12 cells cornstitu
the primary sampling strata can be seen by examifiable 5. As expected, the cell numbers and
percentage distribution of the 748 cases in theuladipn and the responses which were weighted up to
reflect that population are identical. Any othesult would suggest computational error. Thisiis i
contrast to the distribution of the 251 unweightesponses. The impact of these differences caedre
by examining the relative differences in certanatst which one would expect to be most signifigantl
under represented or over represented based onwgHatow about their characteristics as described
earlier. We would expect to see a significant unidpresentation in responses from for-profit cente
with lowest QRS rating that are located in meteraar In fact, this is the case for a substantiaiber

of centers in lowa (N=142) constituting almost o of every five centers in the state (19.0%).
However, only about 15.1% of the survey respondeet® in this category. If we examined the data
without weights, we would underestimate the contidn of this slice of the sample by about 20%ws0
have in effect weighted these cases more heavigrgpensate for this under-representation.
Conversely, we would expect substantial over-reprigion of respondents from non-profit centers in
non-metro areas with higher QRS ratings. In fa& dfall of the 748 centers in lowa fit this prefilor
about 14.6%. However, among the 251 survey respuad47 are of this type, which constitute 18.7%
of the respondents. This means that these kihcisnters are over-represented in the sample by som
28%. Consequently our weighting procedure adjihstis contribution by “down-weighting” them
relative to other types of centers in the populatio

Table A6 Reports the distribution of the 251 wegghtases compared to the population and, as was the
case in Table A5, the results of the weightingideatical to the actual population distributiortfie case
of the first three variables of QRS level (Tableaj\@ocation (Table A6b) and type of organization
(Table A6c) The originally designed weighting scleeatso stratified the sample by size. There was no
differential sampling bias by size, nor was therg Besponse bias associated with size. Henceysize
not incorporated into the weighting scheme. Howelecause size might be associated with other
variables like quality rating, location, or typeagnter, we examined the impact of weighting on
estimates of the size distribution. The resulésdisplayed in Table A6d. Both the weighted and
unweighted estimates are remarkably similar to eglolr and to the known population distribution.
Slightly more than one-third of the centers aredBfrabout 40 percent are “medium sized” and about
one quarter are “large.” The fact that the est@maenerated by the weighted and unweighted esmat
using the response data are so similar to each atiteto the population measures indicates that the
application of the proposed weights is not likedydtstort our estimates. This also gives us more
confidence that any size related characteristitbérsurvey data (e.g., staffing levels, enrollraemniill

be reflected in a relatively accurate manner anid 6me precision in the estimates generated from
examination of the survey data.

Finally, we examined some other characteristiaghefpopulation including CCA participation, NAEYC
accreditation and patrticipation in two workforcevel®pment programs: the T.E.A.C.H. Early Childhood
Project, and the Child Care WAGE$ Project. Theltesue summarized in Tables A7. It can be seen
that the current weighting scheme works quite faelestimating CCA participation and involvement
with the WAGES$ program. However, it appears tgtgly over-estimate the proportion of centers with
NAEYC accreditation and those involved with the AE.H. Early Childhood Project in absolute terms,
and somewhat more substantially in relative teriftsis statistical effect should not affect overall
examination of the population of lowa Centers, might be a cause of some concern if these data were
used to focus specifically on either or both osthgariables. Should that be the case, further re-
calibration of the weighting scheme would be recanded
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TableA3. Effects of Response Bias.
Impact on Estimates of Stratification Variables

Table A3a Total Population TSI I_Dercent
Responses Difference
Quiality Rating N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
0: No QRS rating 334 44.7 96 38.2 -6.4% | -14.3%
1: QRS rating of 1 or 2 119 15.9 41 16.3 0.4% 2.7%
2: QRS rating of 3, 4, or 5 295 39.4 114 454 6.0% 15.2%
Total 748 100.0 251 100.0 | 0.0% 0.0%
Table A3b Total Population LTSRS I_Dercent
Responses Difference
Community Type N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
Non-Metro 277 37.0 102 40.6 3.6% 9.7%
Metro 471 63.0 149 59.4 -3.6% | -5.7%
Total 748 100.0 251 100.0 | 0.0% 0.0%
Table A3c Total Population Uirisusilp itz I_Dercent
Responses Difference
Organization Type N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
For Profit or DK 320 42.8 91 36.3 -6.5% | -15.3%
Not for Profit 428 57.2 160 63.7 6.5% 11.4%
Total 748 100.0 251 100.0 | 0.0% 0.0%
Table A3d Total Population LTSRS I_Dercent
Responses Difference
Size Category N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
1: Small (0-49) 255 34.1 86 34.3 0.2% 0.5%
2: Medium (50-99) 292 39.0 98 39.0 0.0% 0.0%
3: Large (100+) 201 26.9 67 26.7 -0.2% | -0.7%
Total 748 100.0 251 100.0 | 0.0% 0.0%
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Table A4. Effects of Response Bias.

Impact on Estimates of Other Structural Characteridics

Table Ada Total Population LTSRS I_Dercent
Responses Difference
CCA Provider N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
NO 91 12.2 31 124 0.2% 1.5%
YES 657 87.8 220 87.6 -0.2% | -0.2%
Total 748 100.0 251 100.0 | 0.0% 0.0%
Table Adb Total Population UimsiReliEe I_Dercent
Responses Difference
NAEYC Accreditation N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
NO 702 93.9 230 91.6 -2.2% | -2.4%
YES 46 6.1 21 8.4 2.2% | 36.0%
Total 748 100.0 251 100.0 | 0.0% 0.0%
Table Adc Total Population TSI I_Dercent
Responses Difference
Ever participated in T.E.A.C.H. N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
program
NO 510 68.2 158 62.9 -5.2% | -7.7%
YES 238 31.8 93 37.1 5.2% 16.4%
Total 748 100.0 251 100.0 | 0.0% 0.0%
Table Add Total Population UimsERelEe I_Dercent
Responses Difference
Ever participated in WAGE$ N Pct N Pct AbS Rel
program
NO 695 92.9 233 92.8 -0.1% | -0.1%
YES 53 7.1 18 7.2 0.1% 1.2%
Total 748 100.0 251 100.0 | 0.0% 0.0%
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Table A5

Impact of applying survey weights on estimates ofasnple distribution across primary sampling strata

Strata Definition Sl Entire Population Ugévggi?nhézg LIJQZV:S?:SJIZS Dif:‘;éiegnt::tien\évith
oS | Commnty | owamaaton | "7 |y [ percent| [ perent| n [ porcent| Mool | Ree
none NonMetro for-profit 000 36 4.8 36 4.8 9 3.6 -1.2% -25%
none NonMetro non-profit 001 53 7.1 53 7.1 17 6.8 -0.3% -4%
none Metro for-profit 010 142 19.0 142 19.0 38 15.1 -3.8% -20%
none Metro non-profit 011 103 13.8 103 13.8 32 127 -1.0% -7%
lor2 NonMetro for-profit 100 19 2.5 19 2.5 4 1.6 -0.9% -37%
lor2 NonMetro non-profit 101 42 5.6 42 5.6 19 7.6 2.0% 35%
lor2 Metro for-profit 110 28 3.7 28 3.7 8 3.2 -0.6% -15%
lor2 Metro non-profit 111 30 4.0 30 4.0 10 4.0 0.0% -1%
lor2 NonMetro for-profit 200 18 2.4 18 2.4 6 2.4 0.0% -1%
3to5 NonMetro non-profit 201 109 14.6 109 14.6 47 18.7 4.2% 28%
3to5 Metro for-profit 210 77 10.3 77 10.3 26 104 0.1% 1%
3to5 Metro non-profit 211 91 12.2 91 12.2 35| 13.9 1.8% 15%

All Strata 748 100.0 748 100.0 251 100.0 0.0% 0%
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Table A6. Effectiveness of Use of Survey Weights
Impact on Estimates of Stratification Variables
Table A6a Total Population UF:)(?}VSQS?]?:& Dli:';grceenn(:e
Quiality Rating N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
0: No QRS rating 334 44.7 334 44.7 0.0% 0.0%
1: QRS rating of 1 or 2 119 15.9 119 15.9 0.0% 0.09
2: QRS rating of 3, 4, or 5 295 39.4 295 39.4 0.0% 0.0%
Total 748 100.0 748 100.0 0.0% 0.0%
Table A6b Total Population Resp_onses I_Dercent
Upweighted Difference
Community Type N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
Non-Metro 277 37.0 277 37.0 0.0% 0.0%
Metro 471 63.0 471 63.0 0.0% 0.0%
Total 748 100.0 748 100.0 0.0% 0.0%
Table A6c Total Population UF:;\:‘NSepig?::Csl Dli:;ferrceenncfe
Organization Type N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
For Profit or DK 320 42.8 320 42.8 0.0% 0.0%
Not for Profit 428 57.2 428 57.2 0.0% 0.0%
Total 748 100.0 748 100.0 0.0% 0.0%
Table A6d Total Population Ul:zp)(\a;vser)igﬂf:él Dli:;ferrceennée
Size Category N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
1: Small (0-49) 255 34.1 263 35.1 1.0% 3.09
2: Medium (50-99) 292 39.0 291 38.9 -0.19 -0.3%
3: Large (100+) 201 26.9 194 25.9 -0.9%  -3.5%
Total 748 100.0 748 100.0 0.0% 0.0%
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Table A7 Effectiveness of Use of Survey Weights
Impact on Estimates of Other Structural Characterigics

. Responses Percent

Vil PapiEEn Upweighted Difference

Participation in Child Care 657 878 649 86.7 | -1.1% | -1.3%
Assistance Program
NAEYC Accreditation 46 6.1 64 8.5 24% | 39.0%
Ever Pamugated in T.E.A.C.H. 238 318 264 353 3.50 11.0%
rogram

Ever Participated in WAGE$ 0 0

Program 53 7.1 52 6.9 -0.2% | -2.2%
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Table A7. Effectiveness of Use of Survey Weights
Impact on Estimates of Other Structural Characterigics

: Responses Percent
Table A7a Total Population Upweighted Difference
CCA Provider N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
NO 91 12.2 99 13.3 1.1% 9.2%
YES 657 87.8 649 86.7 -1.1% | -1.3%
Total 748 100.0 748 100.0 | 0.0% 0.0%
. Response:! Percent
Table A7b Total Population Upweighted Difference
NAEYC Accreditation N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
NO 702 93.9 684 915 -24% | -2.6%
YES 46 6.1 64 8.5 24% | 39.0%
Total 748 100.0 748 100.0 | 0.0% 0.0%
. Responses Percent
Table A7c Total Population Upweighted Difference
Ever participated in T.E.A.C.H. N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
program
NO 510 68.2 484 64.7 -3.5% | -5.1%
YES 238 31.8 264 35.3 3.5% 11.0%
Total 748 100.0 748 100.0 | 0.0% 0.0%
Table A7d Total Population Resp_onses I_Dercent
Upweighted Difference
Ever participated in WAGE$
program N Pct N Pct Abs Rel
NO 695 92.9 696 93.1 0.2% 0.2%
YES 53 7.1 52 6.9 -0.2% | -2.2%
Total 748 100.0 748 100.0 | 0.0% 0.0%
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Appendix D

Construction and Testing Regionally Specific Sampling Weights

It was decided upon completion of the statewidd\stthat regional estimates for each of the fiwgdo
regions would be useful. However, the originatigtdesign involved plans only for estimates to lzelen
at the statewide level, and sampling weights werssttucted to be applied and interpreted onlyiat th
more global level. Because of variation in tharibstion of population and sample across the Foxga
regions, as well as variation in response ratesadfwse regions, it is unlikely that statewide [garg
weights could be meaningfully applied to creatéestes at the lower geographical level of the five
multi-county regions of the state. Therefore isvag@propriate to calculate weights which could be
applied at the regional level.

Despite these limitations, however, the startingnipéor constructing appropriate regional estimates
begins with the use of statewide weights. Whetestide weights are applied to the sample, estimates
of the count of centers can be generated for ezgibmr and each stratum and, hopefully, these sHmuld
close to the actual counts observed in the popuatiThus for the five regions of lowa and for ttie
strata used in the state wide sample, we shouliblgeto generate 60 distinct estimates and congrare
“test” them against the actual distribution of caffem the license file in each of these 60 possiklls.
However, this situation is complicated somewhathgyfact that in three of the cells there were aiges

in the population; and further, in seven additiooells there were no cases in the sample. Thes, t
necessary adjustment of the weights for the casesa¢h region can only be done for 50 of the 60
potential cells.

We can tell how good estimates are for each rejgyocealculating the ratio of the count of centers
generated by these statewide weights to the aobwaits in the 50 relevant cells that constituted th
statewide sampling strata cross tabulated witHitleeowa regions were quite variable. If the esttes
had been uniform the ratio in each cell would hawen 1.00. However, these ratios diverged quité a
from that ideal. The results of this distributidihdivergences, i.e., the observed value minus ¢z00

be seen in Figure 1. This distribution suggestsrinaeighting would improve estimates substantjally
and that not reweighting might lead to relativebppestimates.

Figure 1. Discrepancy between actual population count and sample
estimates using statewide weights applied at the regional level
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The “missing cell” situation, described above, hed about a 5% underestimate of the statewide
population when statewide estimates were applichatregional level. Hence an inflation factor of
about 1.05 was uniformly applied to all cells. Tpmcess was performed in two steps. The first
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regional adjuster was used to correct for the retrilution by region that occurs from applying the
statewide weights across each of the five regioneftect the differential distribution of casestimose
regions according to the parameters incorporatedtive construction of the statewide strata. Aoegl
smoothing adjuster (about 1.05) was applied unifpracross the entire sample corrected for the
underestimate in total population count that angleen statewide weights are applied to each region.

Next, regionally specific weights were calculated €ach of the 53 cells where a value could be
calculated from the existing data (including theeéhcells where there were no cases in the popnjati
These weighting factors were then multiplied bystetewide weights in each of the applicable @il

the resulting combined weight corrected for thedipancies shown above in the graph. The weights
were tested against the overall distributions foheof the four structural variables one at a timbese
included QRS rating, community type, organizatisminsorship, and size. For the first three viegb
the divergence between the reweighted estimatetlandctual population was minimal. This is not
surprising as these three variables were built theo sample weighting design. However, when the
regionally specific reweighted estimates were exaahi by different size categories, substantial
divergences remained, with medium size centers ogpresented and larger and smaller centers
underrepresented.

The sample was then further adjusted for the datertions by using a method similar to the oneduige
previous adjustments. Population counts of cemenr® arrayed by region and size categories (i%e., 1
cells =5 X 3). These values then were compardtdaaounts for those same cells that were genkrate
using the regionally adjusted weights applied ® sample survey data cases. These ratios were then
calculated. They were then compared again to ikwiliitions by the remaining three structural
variables, i.e., QRS rating, community type, angaaization sponsorship. This process revealed that
the discrepancies in the weighted sample versuslgiign estimates were substantially reduced, btt n
eliminated. At this point, further efforts to cade the weights were attempted, but resulted mimal
reductions in discrepancies. The final regionaiglits were applied to the SPSS file at this time.
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Appendix E

Definitions of Terms

Child Care Centers: Typically care for dozens odfdcan, are required to follow a list of requirent&n
receive at least one unannounced monitoring usitially and must renew their license every two
years:' Centers may be found in community buildings, chascor synagogues, buildings built
specifically for child care or in public buildings.

Child Care WAGE$® IOWA: This program provides sglaupplements that are linked to the education
level of participants and are paid every six mo@ih$ong as participants remain in the same chitd ¢
program. (http://www.iowaaeyc.org/wage.cfm)

Degree: either an associate degree, bachelor'séegraster’'s degree or Ph.D. from an institutagifedr
learning.

Degree in ECE: an associate, bachelor’'s, mastePh. in either early childhood education or ahil
development.

Degree in other: an associate, bachelor’s, mastei?h.D. in a field of study other than early dhibod
education or child development.

For-profit centers: Child care centers ranging fieingle-classroom facilities consisting of a malge
group of children and one teacher/director to nmité facilities enrolling hundreds of children and
employing a director, assistant director, leadieexand assistant teachers that are operatetkas so
proprietorships, partnerships, or corporations Withgoal of making a profit for their owner or
stockholders.

Metropolitan and non-metropolitan geographic ar€egraphic areas as defined by the U.S. Office of
Management Budget. These areas do not equataditidnal definitions of urban and rural as many of
these areas contain a mixture of both types otilmes These areas are defined by both size avadidm
to other geographic areas and can change over @ee.Appendix E for a list of lowa counties areirth
geographic area.

Median: one of three measures of central tendeheynumber representing the case which has equal
cases above and below it. Throughout this repavefage” is used interchangeably with “median”.

Non-profit centers: Child care centers operated bgpard of directors that govern the program, ithat
mission-driven and not operated with a goal of mgki profit. These programs may be sponsored by
community or faith-based organizations.

People of color: People who self identify as Asi&frican-American, bi-racial, or American
Indian/Native American.

Public (sponsored programs): Head Start sitesjgsabhool sponsored and other publicly funded
programs.

Quality Rating System (QRS): a voluntary child caing system for child development homes, licdnse
child care centers and preschools, and child cargrams that are operated by school districts. JR&
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was developed: to raise the quality of child carowa, to increase the number of children in high-
quality child care settings, and to educate paramtsit quality in child car€. There are five levels in
the QRS with level one being the lowest and leiwe being highest.

T.E.A.C.H. Early Childhood® IOWA: This program plides comprehensive educational scholarships
that help pay the cost of tuition, books, and treawed may insure paid release time, require
compensation incentives and encourage retentiochitd care providers working on a credential or
degree in early childhood education or child depeient. (http://www.iowaaeyc.org/teach.cfm).
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Appendix F

lowa Counties by Geographic Area

Adair Nonmetropolitan Floyd Nonmetropolitan Monona Nonmetropolitan
Adams Nonmetropolitan Franklin Nonmetropolitan Monroe Nonmetropolitan
Allamakee | Nonmetropolitan Fremont Nonmetropolitan Montgomery | Nonmetropolitan
Appanoose | Nonmetropolitan Greene Nonmetropolitan Muscatine Nonmetropolitan
Audubon Nonmetropolitan| Grundy Metropolitan O'Brien Nonmetropolitan
Benton Metropolitan Guthrie Metropolitan Osceola Nonmetropolitan
Black Hawk | Metropolitan Hamilton Nonmetropolitan Page Nonmetropolitan
Boone Nonmetropolitan| Hancock Nonmetropolitan Palo Alto Nonmetropolitan
Bremer Metropolitan Hardin Nonmetropolitan Plymouth Metropolitan
Buchanan Nonmetropolitan Harrison Metropolitan Pocahontas | Nonmetropolitan
Buena Vista | Nonmetropolitan Henry Nonmetropolitan Polk Metropolitan
Butler Nonmetropolitan| Howard Nonmetropolitan Pottawattamie| Metropolitan
Calhoun Nonmetropolitan| Humboldt Nonmetropolitan| Poweshiek | Nonmetropolitan
Carroll Nonmetropolitan| Ida Nonmetropolitan Ringgold Nonmetropolitan
Cass Nonmetropolitan lowa Nonmetropolitan Sac Nonmetropolitan
Cedar Nonmetropolitan| Jackson Nonmetropolitan Scott Metropolitan
Cerro Gordo | Nonmetropolitan| Jasper Nonmetropolitan Shelby Nonmetropolitan
Cherokee Nonmetropolitan Jefferson Nonmetropolitan Sioux Nonmetropolitan
Chickasaw | Nonmetropolitanj Johnson Metropolitan Story Metropolitan
Clarke Nonmetropolitan Jones Metropolitan Tama Nonmetropolitan
Clay Nonmetropolitan Keokuk Nonmetropolitan Taylor Nonmetropolitan
Clayton Nonmetropolitan Kossuth Nonmetropolitan Union Nonmetropolitan
Clinton Nonmetropolitan Lee Nonmetropolitan Van Buren Nonmetropolitan
Crawford Nonmetropolitan| Linn Metropolitan Wapello Nonmetropolitan
Dallas Metropolitan Louisa Nonmetropolitan Warren Metropolitan
Davis Nonmetropolitan Lucas Nonmetropolitan Washington | Metropolitan
Decatur Nonmetropolitan Lyon Nonmetropolitan Wayne Nonmetropolitan
Delaware Nonmetropolitan, Madison Metropolitan Webster Nonmetropolitan
Des Moines | Nonmetropolitang Mahaska Nonmetropolitan| Winnebago | Nonmetropolitan
Dickinson Nonmetropolitan Marion Nonmetropolitan| Winneshiek | Nonmetropolitan
Dubuque Metropolitan Marshall Nonmetropolitan| Woodbury Metropolitan
Emmet Nonmetropolitan Mills Metropolitan Worth Nonmetropolitan
Fayette Nonmetropolitan Mitchell Nonmetropolitan
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