Smart Oversight, Better Human Care

A Friendly Guide to Modern Licensing Science & the CH+ Framework

Based on the research of Richard Fiene, PhD - Research Institute for Key Indicators

The Golden Paradox: Have you ever wondered why a childcare center or human care facility can have
a perfect record on major life-safety rules but still get flagged for minor administrative oversights?
Historically, state regulations treated every single mistake with the same weight—whether it was a
missing signature on a form or an unsafe playground structure. This manual, "one-size-fits-all" approach
causes paperwork fatigue and fails to show true program quality.

| 1. The Risk-Compliance Interaction Model

Compliance isn't random; it is driven by human psychology and a facility's perception of risk. By using
principles of behavioral economics, this model splits the regulatory landscape into two clear cognitive zones:

» The Certainty Zone (Low-to-Medium Risk): When rules carry minor, manageable penalties (like
administrative paperwork), providers know non-compliance won't shut them down. Because the risk is
acceptable, focus naturally drifts, making minor errors more frequent.

* The Loss Aversion Zone (High Risk): When infractions threaten the baseline survival of the organization
(like total license suspension or severe danger to care recipients), a powerful psychological drive takes
over. To avoid catastrophic failure, facilities fiercely prioritize these standards, pushing non-compliance
down toward zero.

| 2. The Regulatory Compliance Gravity Curve

When analyzing thousands of real-world inspections, a natural law emerges: as the risk level of a rule
increases, the frequency of violations drops to near zero. This groups regulations into three operational
zones:

* High Frequency Zone: Low-risk, administrative rules where mistakes are frequent but usually stem from
minor oversight rather than structural issues.

» The Predictor Zone: Medium-risk rules that show a healthy statistical signal. These act as the "Key
Indicators" for overall facility quality.

» The Floor: High-risk rules where non-compliance is a statistical anomaly because universal compliance is
standard for survival.

The Strategy: Instead of exhausting resources checking universal "Floor" rules or getting lost in the "noise" of
minor paperwork, regulators can look at the Predictor Zone to evaluate a facility's systemic health quickly
and efficiently.



| 3. The CH+ Composite Score: Balancing Growth & Safety

Moving away from traditional, binary Pass/Fail logs, the CH+ Unified Equation provides a multi-dimensional
performance metric. It acts as a balanced system—measuring micro-level programmatic excellence while
strictly penalizing macro-level safety errors.

CH+ = ((PQI x 3) + (RWCH x 2)) — (FC x 2) + F~+ (F* x 3))

The Engine (Upward Trajectory & Growth)

This part measures positive institutional depth and active engagement:

* Program Quality Indicators (PQI x 3): Carries the highest positive weight. Measures elements exceeding
basic safety, such as advanced staff credentials, optimal child-to-teacher ratios, and enriched learning
environments.

* Relatively Weighted Contact Hours (RWCH x 2): Captures the frequency, duration, and meaningful
substance of direct engagement between caregivers and those in their care.

The Anchors (Downward Trajectory & Stabilization)

This part enforces strict penalties for foundational issues to protect individuals from harm:

» Foundational Compliance (FC x 2): Measures basic safety rule adherence. Core compliance failures act
as a heavy anchor, dragging down the overall score.

* High-Risk False Negatives (F"): A critical diagnostic error where an inspector misses a dangerous
violation and mistakenly certifies a facility as safe. This demands a value of zero.

° Administrative False Positives (F* x 3): Occurs when a compliant provider is mistakenly flagged for a
minor administrative error with no real safety consequence. By weighting this explicitly, the system actively
identifies and mitigates administrative assessor bias.

| A Roadmap for Modern Policymakers
To implement this advanced science, regulatory systems should adopt five core actions:

1. Adopt Differential Monitoring: Use Key Indicators from the Predictor Zone to optimize inspector
resources.

2. Mitigate Administrative Bias: Use the CH+ formula to isolate subjective assessment mistakes and
safeguard systemic fairness.

3. Utilize Non-Binary Metrics: Transition from flat pass/fail checklists to dynamic composite scoring to
track program growth.

4. Prioritize Behavioral Mapping: Anticipate and prevent non-compliance clusters by understanding
certainty and loss aversion triggers.

5. Anchor Enforcement in The Floor: Keep high-risk rules as a non-negotiable baseline, treating any
infraction as a critical anomaly requiring immediate correction.



