Application of the Child Care and Early
Education Heart Monitor (CCEEHM) to a
Hypothetical Program

1.0 Introduction: The CCEEHM Framework for Integrated Quality
Assessment

The Child Care and Early Education Heart Monitor (CCEEHM) is a modern assessment tool
designed to provide a unified, comprehensive evaluation of early learning environments. It
moves beyond traditional, siloed approaches by integrating the two fundamental pillars of
quality—structural and process—into a single, data-driven platform. This document will
demonstrate the application and diagnostic power of the CCEEHM by evaluating a
hypothetical program exhibiting significant quality deficiencies.

The CCEEHM framework is built upon two core components as described in its
foundational documentation:

e The Contact Hour (CH) Metric: This innovative metric assesses structural quality,
specifically compliance with adult-child ratios and group size regulations. It offers a
more dynamic and accurate measure than static counts by incorporating the
dimensions of time and population density.

e The Program Quality Indicators (PQI): This set of 10 indicators assesses process
quality, which is often called the "heart" of early education. The PQls evaluate the
quality of daily interactions, the educational environment, and the relationships
between educators, children, and families.

The following analysis will first calculate the Contact Hour (CH) metric to determine the
hypothetical program's structural integrity. Subsequently, it will systematically score each
Program Quality Indicator (PQI) to build a detailed process quality profile. Together, these
results will generate a comprehensive, data-driven assessment of the program's overall
quality.



2.0 Profile of the Hypothetical Program Under Review

To effectively demonstrate the CCEEHM's diagnostic capabilities, a scenario representing
a low-quality program has been established. The characteristics of this program are
designed to highlight common areas of critical deficiency in early childhood education.
This section outlines the specific conditions that will serve as the basis for all subsequent
calculations and evaluations within the CCEEHM framework.

The defining characteristics of the hypothetical program are as follows:

o Staffing Ratios: The program is consistently understaffed, with too many children
present for the number of teachers on duty, violating standard ratio requirements.

e Curriculum & Assessment: There is no formal curriculum to guide learning
activities, noris there a system in place for assessing individual child development
to inform instruction.

e Parental Communication: Communication with parents is minimal and
unstructured, with few to no formal opportunities for families to receive information
about their child's progress or to build relationships with staff.

e Teacher Qualifications: The teaching staff lack the required credentials and
qualifications according to established early childhood education (ECE) standards.

e Teacher-Child Interactions: Interactions between teachers and children are
infrequent, superficial, and of low quality, lacking the warmth and educational
depth necessary for healthy development.

Having established this profile, the analysis will now proceed to the first part of the
assessment: an evaluation of structural quality using the Contact Hour metric.

3.0 Structural Quality Analysis: Contact Hour (CH) Metric Calculation

The Contact Hour (CH) metric is a cornerstone of the CCEEHM framework, offering a
strategic advantage over traditional compliance checks. It moves beyond a static snapshot
of adult-child ratios to a more dynamic measure that accounts for how ratios fluctuate
over the course of a day. By incorporating time and the density of the child population, the
CH metric provides a more accurate and nuanced picture of potential overpopulationin a
classroom, which is a key indicator of structural risk.



CH Metric Data Inputs and Assumptions

To perform the calculation for the hypothetical program, the following operational data
points are assumed. These values have been selected to reflect a program struggling with
understaffing and high enrollment, consistent with its low-quality profile.

A tion for Hypothetical
Question ssumption for Hypothetica Variable
Program
1.When does your first teaching staff 8:00 AM TO1
arrive?
2. When does your last teaching staff 6:00 PM 102
leave?
3. Number of teaching/caregiving 5 TA
staff?
4. Number of children on maximum 30 NG
enrollment day?
5. When does your last child arrive? 9:00 AM TH1
6. When does your first child leave? 5:00 PM TH2

CH Calculation and Interpretation

Based on the assumptions above, the intermediate values for TO (Total hours open) and TH
(Total hours at full enrollment) are calculated first.

e Total Hours Open (TO): TO2 (6:00 PM) - TO1 (8:00 AM) = 10 hours
e Total Hours at Full Enroltlment (TH): TH2 (5:00 PM) - TH1 (9:00 AM) = 8 hours

The appropriate formula for a typical day where children arrive and depart gradually,
forming a trapezoidal density distribution, is used for the final calculation.



e Formula: CH=((NC*(TO+TH))/2)/TA
e Calculation: CH=((30*(10+8))/2)/2
e Calculation: CH=((30*18)/2)/2

e Calculation: CH=(540/2)/2

e Calculation: CH=270/2

e Calculated CH Value: 135

To interpret this result, the calculated CH value is compared to the compliant reference
value in the CCEEHM's Table 1: Contact Hour (CH) Conversion Table. Assuming a standard
preschoolratio of 1 teacher for every 10 children (1:10), a program with 30 children would
require 3 staff members to be compliant. According to Table 1, the maximum compliant
CH value for 30 children at a 1:10 ratio is 80.

The hypothetical program's calculated CH value of 135 significantly exceeds the compliant
reference value of 80. This result provides a clear, quantitative indicator that the program
is non-compliant with adult-child ratio standards. The high CH value confirms a state of
overpopulation, where too few adults are responsible for too many children over a
prolonged period.

Having established a critical failure in structural quality, the analysis will now proceed to
evaluate the program's process quality using the Program Quality Indicators.

4.0 Process Quality Analysis: Program Quality Indicators (PQI) Evaluation

The Program Quality Indicators (PQI) are designed to assess the "heart" of quality—the
daily experiences, interactions, and educational environment that directly shape a child's
development. These 10 indicators move beyond structural rules to measure the nuanced,
interactive elements of an early learning program. Each indicator will be scoredona 1-4
scale, with justifications directly linked to the hypothetical program's defined
characteristics, to create a comprehensive profile of its process quality.

Detailed PQI Scoring

Indicator 1: Number of ECE Ill Educators



This indicator measures the percentage of teaching staff who hold advanced credentials
(AA or BA level) in early childhood education. A highly qualified staff is a key predictor of
program quality.

Justification for Score: The hypothetical program is explicitly defined as having
"unqualified staff." This means the percentage of educators with ECE Ill or equivalent
credentials is zero. According to the CCEEHM scoring protocol, a percentage between 0%
and 25% corresponds to the lowest possible performance level.

Assigned Score: 1
Indicator 2: Stimulating and Dynamic Environment

This indicator assesses whether the learning environment is child-centered, offers
meaningful choices, and reflects children's interests through its materials and displays.

Justification for Score: The source text provides a checklist of 11 items to measure this
indicator. A program with "no curriculum" and "unqualified staff" would fail on nearly all
points. An observer would not find evidence of 'Co-teaching,' 'Authentic and meaningful
materials,' or 'Documentation of learning... displayed.' The resulting score of 0-25% on the
checklist places the program squarely at the lowest performance level.

Assigned Score: 1
Indicator 3: Developmentally Appropriate Curriculum Based on Assessments

This indicator evaluates whether the program uses a curriculum that is informed by the
individual developmental assessments of each child, ensuring a personalized and
effective learning experience.

Justification for Score: The program's profile states it has "no formal curriculum or system
for assessing child development." This represents a complete failure to meet the criteria
for this indicator, which requires a documented link between individual assessment and
curriculum planning. A review of children's records would reveal a 0% compliance rate.

Assigned Score: 1
Indicator 4: Opportunities for Staff and Families to Get to Know Each Other

This indicator measures the presence of policies and practices that foster strong, two-way
communication and relationship-building between program staff and families.



Justification for Score: The program is characterized by "little to no structured
communication with parents." This deficiency means it fails to provide the required
evidence of two-way communication, educational opportunities, and respectful
engagement with families, resulting in a score of 0-25% on the associated checklist.

Assigned Score: 1
Indicator 5: Families Receive Information on Their Child’s Progress Regularly

This indicator assesses whether families are formally and regularly updated on their child's
developmental progress through mechanisms like parent-teacher conferences and written
reports.

Justification for Score: Given the lack of a child assessment system (Indicator 3) and poor
parental communication (Indicator 4), the program has no foundation upon which to report
child progress. It would score zero on the CCEEHM's 4-point measurement scale for this
indicator, as it provides neither parent conferences nor written reports based on
developmental data.

Assigned Score: 1
Indicator 6: Educators Encourage Children to Communicate

This observational indicator measures whether educators actively use materials and
conversational strategies to encourage back-and-forth communication with and among
children.

Justification for Score: The program's "minimal and low-quality interactions" directly align
with the scoring criteria for a "1" on this indicator. An observer would find that "No
activities used by staff with children to encourage them to communicate" and that there
are "Very few materials accessible that encourage children to communicate," leading to
the lowest possible score.

Assigned Score: 1

Indicator 7: Infant Toddler Observation



This indicator is specifically designed to assess communication and interaction quality
within infant and toddler classrooms.

Justification for Score: The Contact Hour calculation was based on a standard preschool
ratio, and therefore this evaluation assumes a preschool classroom context. This indicator
is not applicable to the current assessment.

Assigned Score: N/A
Indicator 8: Educators Use Language to Develop Reasoning Skills

This indicator observes whether educators use language to help children understand
logical relationships, solve problems, and think critically during daily activities.

Justification for Score: The scoring criteria for a "1" on this indicator specify that "Staff do
not talk with children about logical relationships" and "Concepts are introduced
inappropriately.”" The hypothetical program, characterized by unqualified staff and low-
quality interactions, directly embodies these failures, making a score of 1 unavoidable.

Assigned Score: 1
Indicator 9: Educators Listen Attentively When Children Speak

This indicator measures whether educators give children their undivided attention, make
eye contact, and use verbal and nonverbal cues to show they are actively listening.

Justification for Score: This indicator is scored via timed observations on a 1-4 Likert
scale. In an environment with "low-quality interactions," observers would consistently
record a'1' (Never/Not at All), as educators would be disengaged, preoccupied, or failing to
get on the child's level. The average observational score would therefore be 1.

Assigned Score: 1
Indicator 10: Educators Speak Warmly to Children

This indicator assesses the emotional tone of staff-child communication, looking for
caring, respectful, and warm verbal and nonverbal language.

Justification for Score: Similar to the previous indicator, this is scored via timed
observation. A program defined by "low-quality interactions" would lack the consistent
warmth required for a high score. Interactions would more likely be perfunctory or harsh,



leading to consistent observational scores of '1' (Never/Not at All) and a final assigned
score of 1.

Assigned Score: 1

With each of the applicable indicators scored, the analysis can now move to a synthesized
summary and final conclusion.

5.0 Synthesized CCEEHM Assessment and Final Conclusion

This final section integrates the findings from both the structural (Contact Hour metric) and
process (Program Quality Indicators) analyses to render a holistic quality verdict, as
intended by the Child Care and Early Education Heart Monitor (CCEEHM) framework. By
combining these two distinct but interconnected domains, the CCEEHM provides a
complete and undeniable picture of the program's performance.

PQI Scoring Summary and Final Verdict

The scores assigned to the applicable Program Quality Indicators for the hypothetical
preschool program are summarized below.

Program Quality Indicator Assigned Score
1. ECE lll Educators 1
2. Stimulating Environment 1
3. Curriculum & Assessment 1
4. Staff/Family Opportunities 1
5. Child Progress Information 1
6. Encourage Communication 1




7. Infant/Toddler Observation N/A
8. Language for Reasoning 1
9. Listen Attentively 1
10. Speak Warmly 1
Total Score (Preschool) 9

According to the "PQIAI Scoring Protocol," a total score for a preschool program thatis 15
or less falls squarely into the "Low Quality" category. The hypothetical program's total
score of 9 is well within this range, confirming a systemic failure in process quality.

Integrated Conclusion

The comprehensive assessment conducted using the CCEEHM framework reveals critical
failures in both foundational areas of early childhood education quality. The two
components of the monitor worked in concert to identify distinct yet related deficiencies,
painting a full picture of a program in crisis.

The Contact Hour (CH) metric exposed a fundamental structural deficiency. The
calculated CH value of 135 far exceeded the compliant threshold of 80, providing
quantitative proof that the program is overpopulated and non-compliant with mandatory
adult-child ratio standards. This failure in structural quality creates an environment that is
inherently unsafe and stressful for both children and staff.

Simultaneously, the Program Quality Indicators (PQIl) assessment demonstrated a
pervasive failure in process quality. The total score of 9 places the program in the lowest
quality tier, reflecting an environment devoid of the essential interactions and educational
supports necessary for child development. This poor performance is a direct result of
unqualified staff, the complete absence of a curriculum and assessment cycle, poor
communication with families, and a lack of warm, stimulating, and cognitively rich
interactions.



Ultimately, the CCEEHM's integrated approach provides regulators, administrators, and
stakeholders with a clear, comprehensive, and undeniable assessment of this
hypothetical program's profound inability to provide a safe, healthy, and developmentally
appropriate environment for the children in its care.
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