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Executive Summary

One of the primary goals of the Quality Improvement 
Network (QIN) systems evaluation is to provide timely 
and actionable data and analysis to support the QIN in its 
development and evolution. To this end, DC Action for 
Children (DC Action) produced a mid-year report for The 
BUILD Initiative to review at the midpoint of the evaluation’s 
first year. 

The report provides an analysis of the findings from 
the evaluation to date and concludes with preliminary 
recommendations to support the QIN both during its 
first year of implementation and beyond. This report will 
be shared with the Office of the State Superintendent of 
Education (OSSE) Division of Early Learning to help guide 
their leadership of the QIN. 

The preliminary round of data collection reveals many areas 
of strength that speak to successes that the QIN has thus 
far achieved. In the report, we highlight areas that have 
been challenging for the QIN. While important to address, 
these challenges are common for networks that organize 
large, diverse groups of stakeholders focused on systems 
building and alignment.

The findings also provide an opportunity for strategic 
dialogue among the QIN stakeholders to discuss and 
address the common challenges identified within the QIN 
during its startup phase.

Stakeholders highlighted their deep commitment to goals 
of the QIN, the growing collaboration within the network 
and its strong leadership. Given the strong overarching 
foundation set by the shared vision of the QIN, stakeholders 
had space to raise areas of potential concern, including 
those regarding the substantial investment of time and 
support that will be necessary to bring child care providers 
up to the rigorous Early Head Start (EHS) standards, the 
barriers to achieving financial stability faced by child care 
providers, and the long-term sustainability of the QIN model.

Based on the summarized data, we have identified a 
number of actionable recommendations to support 
and improve the QIN during its implementation phase. 
These preliminary recommendations are divided into four 
categories of focus:
1) communication; 
2) governance;
3) quality assurance; and
4) sustainability. 
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Systems Evaluation Overview

The BUILD Framework
Social service systems are inherently complex. They are 
composed of multiple institutions and stakeholders, each 
with their own perspectives, that are governed by different 
policies and regulations. Furthermore, systems develop 
in different stages — from planning to implementation to 
scale — and are constantly evolving over time. As a result, 
systems-focused initiatives that aim to build or reform 
social service infrastructure are far from homogenous and 
can often vary depending on the type of system involved, 
the system’s stage of development and the specific 
components of the system. Assessing the implementation 
and impact of the QIN requires a unique set of evaluation 
tools that account for the complexity of the District’s early 
care and education system.

Systems evaluation is an approach to conducting program 
evaluation that assesses the functions, products, and 
impacts of a system. Because of the diversity of systems 
initiatives, there is no single evaluation model that is 
appropriate in every situation. To be effective, a systems 
evaluation should be tailored to the specific areas of 
focus, governance structure, and stage of development 
of the systems initiative. This evaluation uses the BUILD 
Framework for Evaluating Systems Initiatives1 as a 
conceptual framework and guide to the evaluation design 
and analysis. In particular, the analysis focuses on the 
following elements of system initiatives:

1. Context: Initiatives focused on context attempt to 
change the political environment that surrounds and 
affects a system’s development and ultimate success.
• The QIN is uniquely suited to build system-wide 

capacity for quality infant and toddler early care 
and education by convening District agencies and 
providers with a shared vision and goals. 

2. Components: Systems initiatives that focus on program 
components aim to impact a system by introducing 
high-quality programs, services or interventions for the 
system’s intended beneficiaries.
• The QIN aims to improve the early care and education  

system by piloting a new model for high-quality, 
comprehensive subsidized child care in center and 
home-based settings. 

3. Connections: Systems initiatives that focus on 
connections aim to connect and align a system’s 
components in meaningful ways.
• The QIN is designed to promote greater connections 

in the early care and education system through 
the Interagency Steering Committee and use of 
community-based Hubs to support and assist 
participating direct service providers. 

4. Infrastructure: Systems initiatives that focus on 
infrastructure aim to improve a system by improving its 
governance structure, financing, and resources.
• The three-tiered structure of the QIN is intended to 

ensure that the appropriate resources and supports 
are allocated from OSSE and the Steering Committee 
to the Hubs and from the Hubs to the child care 
providers. 

 

Evaluation Questions
The research questions that guide the QIN systems 
evaluation reflect the aspects of the early care and 
education system that the QIN will engage at each 
successive stage of its development. The first year of the 
systems evaluation focuses on the QIN’s planning and 
implementation stages, particularly on the components of 
the BUILD framework listed above. 

The evaluation is guided by the following research 
questions based on BUILD’s framework:

1. Has the QIN changed the political landscape as a result 
of its activities?

2. Are members of the QIN fulfilling their responsibilities as 
intended?

3. Has the QIN improved connectivity and collaboration in 
the city’s early care and education system?

4. Have the QIN’s internal systems and structures been 
implemented as planned?

1. Coffman, J. (2007). A framework for evaluating systems initiatives. The BUILD Initiative. 
Retrieved from, http://pathways.nccp.org/assets/pdf/Coffman2007.pdf.
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Methods

The evaluation of the QIN’s first year uses methodologies 
that are suited to explore these specific research questions: 

Document and Data Review and Analysis
• Evaluators reviewed QIN background materials, Steering 

Committee notes, and program enrollment and quality 
rating data. [See Appendix C].

One-on-One Interviews with Representatives  
from Partner Agencies and Hubs
• At the beginning of the first year of evaluation, one-

on-one interviews were conducted with 11 QIN 
representatives from partner agencies on the Steering 
Committee and Hub partners to provide a deeper 
understanding of the successes and challenges of 
implementing the QIN model.

• Interview subjects were selected from a list of key 
stakeholders provided by OSSE [See Appendix B]. 

• To ensure that a full range of perspectives are 
represented in this evaluation, we asked that at least 
one representative from each partner agency and Hub 
partners participate in the interview process.

• These interviews form the basis of the evaluation 
narrative in this mid-year report and provide a greater 
descriptive context for the quantitative data that is 
collected.

• A second round of interviews will be conducted at the 
end of the first year of the evaluation to assess how the 
network has evolved. These results will be explored in 
the evaluation’s year-end report. 

Online Survey of Representatives from 
Partner Agencies and Lead Staff from Hubs
• For this evaluation, OSSE requested that the Wilder 

Collaboration Factors Inventory (WCFI)2 be used as 
the primary survey instrument. The WCFI is a validated 
survey that measures 20 factors that research has shown 
are key to strengthening collaboration in a system. At the 
beginning of the first year of the evaluation, this survey 
was distributed to key stakeholders within QIN. 

The survey consists of 40 items that are presented as 
statements, which respondents were instructed to respond 
using a five-point Likert scale: 
1) strongly disagree;
2) disagree;
3) neutral/no opinion;
4) agree; and
5) strongly agree. 

Average scores for each item and factor were calculated 
for respondents as a whole as well as by the stakeholder 
groups: 
1) the Interagency Steering Committee; and
2) the Hub partner organizations. 

In addition to the 40 items, two optional, open-ended 
questions were included at the end of the survey that asked 
about general strengths and weaknesses of the QIN. We 
asked that at least one representative from all agencies and 
Hub partners in the QIN complete the survey to ensure that 
the data collected represent a full range of perspectives.

2. The Wilder Collaboration Factors Inventory (2001). Retrieved from, https://www.wilder.org/
Wilder-Research/Research-Services/Pages/Wilder-Collaboration-Factors-Inventory.aspx
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Results

Summary of Wilder Collaboration Factors 
Inventory Survey (WCFI)
The WCFI was distributed to a list of QIN stakeholders 
provided by OSSE [See Appendix B].

• 12 of whom submitted complete responses — six from 
Hub partner organizations and six from partner agencies 
on the Steering Committee. 

• At least one response was received from all Hub 
organizations and all but one partner agency. 

• The Wilder group suggests that evaluators interpret 
factor scores in the following manner: 

• A score of 4.0 or higher represents a factor that is 
an area of strength that likely does not need special 
attention; 

• Scores between 3.0 and 3.9 are borderline and may 
require additional attention; and 

• Scores below 3.0 indicate a factor that is an area of 
concern that should be addressed.

Because many of the average factor ratings fell between  
3.0 to 3.9, we further divided scores into factors 
‘approaching strength’ (3.75-3.99), factors ‘approaching 
concern’ (3.01-3.25) and borderline factors (3.26- 3.74).

The list of items, factors and complete survey results may 
be found in Appendix D and E at the end of the report. This 
portion will focus on the areas of strength and areas of 
concern based on the preliminary results of the survey for 
the stakeholder groups, both individually and combined. 

While some of the factors identified in the WCFI do not 
map directly onto the BUILD framework, we have grouped 
them according to the BUILD component that is most 
conceptually similar.

Combined Results
We use the combined results to highlight how stakeholders 
as a whole view collaboration through the QIN. The 
combined results for each factor reflect an average of both 
stakeholder groups’ responses.

The preliminary results for both stakeholder groups 
combined are largely positive (the average item score is 
3.68) and include four areas of strength. These factors 
received a score of 4.0 or higher indicating that each serves 
to support collaboration among QIN stakeholders. Those 
factors are:
1) favorable political and social climate (context); 
2) members see collaboration as in their self-interest 

(connections);
3) shared vision (context); and
4) unique purpose (context). 

After combining the responses of both stakeholder groups, 
only one factor, history of collaboration or cooperation in 
the community, emerged as an area of concern. The chart 
below provides additional information about the responses 
for each item within this factor and the factor overall:

Factor:  
History of collaboration or cooperation in the community
Q1: Agencies in our community have a history of working together.

Q2: Trying to solve problems through collaboration has been 

common in this community. It’s been done a lot before.

This chart highlights that responses from the Hub partners 
fell below 3.0 for both items in this factor, indicating this 
was an area of concern. However, the Steering Committee 
rated the same items as borderline and approaching 
concern. Overall, this factor received the lowest ratings.

0.0
0.5
1.0
1.5
2.0
2.5
3.0
3.5
4.0
4.5
5.0

Q2Q1Factor (Q1 & Q2)

Stakeholder Average Hubs Steering Committee
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Interagency Steering Committee
The average item score for respondents on the Steering 
Committee is 3.87, higher than the average score for 
respondents overall. Members of the Steering Committee 
indicated nine areas of strength for the QIN:
1) favorable political and social climate (context); 
2) mutual respect, understanding, and trust (connections); 
3) appropriate cross section of members (components); 
4) members see collaboration as in their self-interest 

(connections); 
5) members share a stake in both process and outcome 

(connections); 
6) adaptability; 
7) established informal relationships and communication 

links;
8) shared vision (context); and
9) unique purpose (context). 

Representatives from partner agencies also identified five 
areas approaching strength and no areas of concern or 
areas approaching concern. Together, these positive scores 
account for 14 out of the 20 possible factors. Appendix E 
contains a bar chart with all Steering Committee responses. 

Hub Partners
In contrast, the average item score for respondents 
from the Hubs is lower than for respondents as a whole. 
Survey results indicate six areas of strength and one area 
approaching strength, suggesting that Hub partners 
perceive a number of positive aspects of collaboration in 
the QIN. 

However, the survey results of Hub stakeholders indicate 
three areas of concern:
1) history of collaboration or cooperation in the 

community (context);
2) development of clear roles and policy guidelines 

components; and
3) sufficient funds, staff, materials, and time 

(infrastructure).

The Hubs’ responses indicate that funding is an area of 
concern for this collaboration. Representatives from the 
Hubs spoke more about this factor during the interviews. 
Additionally, Hub partners noted two areas approaching 
concern that received a rating between 3.01 and 3.25:
1) flexibility (infrastructure);
2) mutual respect, understanding, and trust (connections). 

For complete Hub survey results, please see Appendix D and E.

Factor: Developmet of clear roles and policy guidelines
Q20: People in this collaborative group have a clear sense of their 

roles and responsibilities.

Q21: There is a clear process for making decisions among the 

partners in this collaboration.

Factor: Sufficient funds, staff, materials, and time
Q38: Our collaborative group had adequate funds to do what it 

wants to accomplish

Q39: Our collaborative group has adequate “people power” to do 

what it wants to accomplish.
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Analysis

The first round of data collection offers insight into the 
notable successes and accompanying challenges that 
stakeholders have experienced during the QIN’s planning 
and implementation stages. This analysis of interview and 
survey results uses the BUILD Framework for Evaluating 
Systems Initiatives to assess the QIN’s strengths and 
challenges through a systems evaluation lens.

Strengths of the QIN
The QIN demonstrates a number of strengths that are 
indicative of a successful systems-building initiative. 
Although implementation began six months prior to this 
report, stakeholders identified strengths in all elements 
within the BUILD framework. The table below summarizes 
these strengths identified as well as the particular data 
source. We provide a more in-depth summary below for 
added context and significance.

Element of BUILD Framework Identified Strengths Data Source

Context All stakeholder groups felt the current political and 
social environment was right for the development 
of the QIN. 

WCFI survey results 

All stakeholder groups indicated that QIN 
members shared a vision and common goals for 
the QIN.

Key informant interviews / 
WCFI survey results

Components The right stakeholders are part of the QIN, 
ensuring the full-range of comprehensive services 
to support young children and families.

Key informant interviews / 
WCFI survey results 

Both stakeholder groups expressed confidence in 
the current leadership at OSSE.

Key informant interviews / 
WCFI survey results

Connections The QIN improved collaboration throughout 
the broader ECE system. Partner agencies, in 
particular, described the Steering Committee as 
a catalyst for developing greater inter-agency 
cooperation. 

Key informant interviews / 
WCFI survey results 

Both stakeholder groups feel they will benefit from 
the collaboration in the QIN. 

WCFI survey results 

Hubs shared that the QIN facilitated new linkages 
between center and home-based child care 
partners. 

Key informant interviews

Infrastructure Professional development and capacity-building 
through the QIN has improved professionalism in 
the early care and education workforce.

Key informant interviews
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Summary of Strengths
Both the BUILD framework and the WCFI recognize 
a system initiative’s context, or its political and social 
environment, as a critical foundation for its success. 
Initiatives often require substantial investments of time, 
effort, and monetary resources and securing these 
investments requires political will. A favorable context 
means that members of an initiative will need to devote less 
time and effort overcoming opposing views or addressing 
controversial issues while assembling this necessary 
political will. As a result, context is especially important 
during the planning and implementation stages. 

Multiple stakeholders suggest that many aspects of the 
QIN’s context were favorable for its development and 
for collaboration between its stakeholders. Survey results 
indicate that both respondent groups see a favorable 
political and social climate for the QIN, with respondents 
rating this factor 4.5 on the WCFI. 

Further, both survey and interview responses show that QIN 
stakeholders share a common vision and common goals 
for the QIN. Indeed, the range and number of interview 
subjects that emphasized the strong level of buy-in 
among stakeholders suggests this is one of the QIN’s most 
significant assets. 

The individual components that make up a system shape 
its potential to generate positive change. Both of the BUILD 
framework and the WCFI suggest that this is another critical 
factor for the success of a systems initiative. In particular, 
these resources suggest that the groups that will directly 
influence an initiative’s success should have meaningful 
representation in it. At the same time, the size and breadth 
of the group must also be manageable for stakeholders. 

Both survey and interview data suggests that the current 
stakeholders involved in the QIN are capable of providing 
the full range of high-quality comprehensive services 
required by the model. Indeed, respondents rated the 
appropriate cross section of members factor as an area 
approaching strength (average score of 3.88 on the WFCI). 
Stakeholders were also generally positive about the current 
state of OSSE leadership with the QIN, rating the skilled 
leadership factor with an average score of 3.92. 

At its most basic level, a system is an attempt to link 
or make connections between different programs or 
components in meaningful ways. This coordination is what 
enables a system to produce a greater impact than its 
individual components could have independently. 

During interviews, multiple representatives from partner 
agencies described Steering Committee meetings as an 
effective forum and catalyst for developing more effective 
and meaningful collaborative relationships within the 
network. Additionally, several partner agencies indicated 
that their involvement in the QIN has allowed them to 
expand other agency programs that impact young children 
and families. 

Growing connections and collaboration in the QIN extends 
beyond the Steering Committee. Several Hub partners 
spoke positively about how the professional development 
opportunities and trainings have built linkages between the 
center- and home-based child care partners in the network, 
creating new “communities of learners.” Hub partners 
also noted that the QIN has helped establish stronger 
connections between child care partners and OSSE. 

Finally, both the BUILD framework and the WCFI point to 
the importance of a system’s infrastructure for ensuring 
that it has the resources and supports necessary for to 
function effectively and with quality. Infrastructure can 
include a system’s governance structure, financing, 
data systems, and practitioner support or workforce 
development. 

The QIN’s infrastructure is designed so that the appropriate 
resources and technical assistance are delivered and 
transferred from OSSE and the Steering Committee to 
the Hubs and from the Hubs to child care partners. Both 
respondent groups spoke positively about several aspects 
of how the QIN’s infrastructure has been implemented to 
date. In particular, all Hub partners expressed in interviews 
how valuable the shared professional development (PD) 
opportunities have been for the child care partners they 
currently work with.

Challenges for the QIN
While the QIN has had demonstrable success, there are 
challenges that accompany changes to the early care and 
education system. Stakeholders shared their perspectives 
on some of the challenges during the planning and 
implementation of the QIN. The table below summarizes 
these challenges according to the elements within the 
BUILD framework.
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Summary of Challenges
As noted above, an initiative’s context is a critical 
foundation that enables and sustains systems-level 
improvement. Both survey and interview data point to 
previous challenges in developing collaboration between 
government agencies in the District. Despite this legacy, 
both respondent groups emphasized that the strong 
support for the QIN represents an important break from this 
past. 

In order for the high-quality components in an initiative 
to function efficiently, the roles and responsibilities of 
the different stakeholders must be clearly defined. Both 
interview and survey results indicate that this is an area that 
may require additional attention, with Hub partners rating 
the development of clear roles and policy guidelines 
factor with an average of 3.0 on the WCFI. While the 
Steering Committee rated this factor higher, it is important 
to note that participating government agencies often 
have more narrowly defined involvement in the QIN that 

Element of BUILD Framework Identified Challenges Data Source

Context Both stakeholder groups indicated that there has 
been a lack of inter-agency collaboration in the 
District in the past.

Key informant interviews / 
WCFI survey results 

Components Lack of clarity around the roles and responsibilities 
of Hub partners.

Key informant interviews / 
WCFI survey results 

Hub partners felt that the timelines for bringing 
child care partners up to EHS standards was 
extremely challenging.

Key Informant Interviews

Connections Both Hubs and partner-agencies indicated a lack 
of collaborative decision-making on the Steering 
Committee.

Key Informant Interviews

Hub partners indicated that trust between the 
members of the QIN is an area of concern.

WCFI survey results

Hub partners also experienced tension with 
child care partners when acting as intermediary 
between them and OSSE.

Key informant interviews

Infrastructure Insufficient communication between 
representatives from partner agencies and both 
agency leadership and front-line staff.

Key informant interviews

Hub partners also indicated that child care 
partners were experiencing high teacher turnover 
and lack of professionalism with their workforce.

Key informant interviews

Hub partners raised the financial impact of 
the lower child-to-staff ratios required by EHS 
standards has on child care partners and that 
some child care partners had not received prompt 
payments.

Key informant interviews / 
WCFI survey results

Hub partners expressed concern about the long-
term financial stability of the QIN.

Key informant interviews / 
WCFI survey results
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corresponds with their areas of expertise. Developing a 
clear, shared understanding of the roles and responsibilities 
of all stakeholder groups in the QIN could mitigate this 
challenge.

Interview results also suggest that Hub partners view some 
of the goals for child care partners in the QIN as not easily 
attainable. In particular, many Hub partners expressed 
concerns about the large gap in quality for child care 
partners when they joined the QIN and where they needed 
to be to meet EHS standards. Most of the Hub partners 
interviewed also highlighted the importance of establishing 
trust with child care partners in order to effectively build 
their capacity. 

As a result, most Hub partners expressed a strong desire 
to rework the QIN timelines to better reflect the wide 
variance in the quality and capacity of child care partners 
upon entering the QIN to allow for adequate time to 
develop trusting relationships with them. Hub partners also 
recommended that OSSE require future child care partners 
to meet a baseline level of “quality” before being accepted 
into the QIN so that they could focus on building their 
capacity to reach EHS standards.

While the QIN successfully established and strengthened 
connections between different stakeholders, both survey 
and interview results indicate that there is room to grow 
in some areas. Multiple stakeholders, representing both 
Hubs and partner agencies recommended more consistent 
follow-up after Steering Committee meetings in order to 
keep track of both long- and short-term goals. 

Additionally, several interview subjects also identified 
different ways that intra-agency communication has 
been challenging, both from the representatives on the 
Steering Committee up to agency leadership and down 
to direct service staff. Moving forward, it will be important 
to establish clear communication channels between 
representatives from partner agencies regarding QIN work 
within their respective District agencies. 

While Hub partners were positive about many aspects 
of the QIN’s infrastructure, including the professional 
development opportunities for child care partners, several 
raised concerns in other areas. For example, interview 
results suggest that high teacher turn-over and a lack of 
professionalization in the staff at child care partners has 
been a challenge for some Hubs. These concerns led one 
Hub partner to recommend that OSSE consider developing 

a messaging strategy around professionalization that 
highlights the important role they have in the QIN work and 
specialized training expected of early care and education 
teachers.

Interview results also suggest that Hub partners are 
concerned about the financial instability of some of the 
child care partners in the network. Survey results support 
this finding as Hub partners rated the sufficient funds, staff, 
materials, and time factor with an average of 2.83 on the 
WCFI. In particular, they explained how the lower child-to-
staff ratios required by the QIN place a significant financial 
burden on child care partners. Further, they also indicated 
that many child care partners have begun enrolling more 
private pay clients because they provide a higher rate 
than what they would receive with the subsidy. One Hub 
partner also noted that delays in payments from OSSE led 
some child care partners to increasingly resort to private 
pay clients to remain financially solvent. These issues have 
also made it more difficult for child care partners to meet 
enrollment requirements. 

To help child care partners achieve financial stability, 
it will be important that they have additional capacity 
building trainings on business practices, including 
financial management, budgeting, record-keeping, risk 
management, and marketing. While funding for any 
initiative is finite, it will be important for OSSE to review 
the subsidy rate for child care partners to ensure that it 
sufficiently supports teacher retention. As one Hub partner 
reflected, a higher subsidy rate for child care partners has 
the added benefit of incentivizing other child care providers 
to join the QIN and signals the District’s commitment to the 
QIN model going forward. 

Beyond these more immediate funding issues, Hub partners 
also expressed interest in engaging in dialogue about the 
long-term sustainability of the QIN model. In particular, 
they felt that the limited funding they received to operate 
as a Hub was insufficient to cover the associated costs. 
As the QIN continues to develop, it will be important for 
city leaders to establish concrete funding mechanisms to 
ensure the long-term sustainability of this innovative model. 
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Conclusion

The BUILD Framework provided us with a conceptual 
framework to evaluate the successful implementation of 
systems-focused work. Our use of the Wilder Collaboration 
Factors Inventory complements the BUILD Framework as 
it capitalizes on stakeholders’ unique perspectives while 
promoting synergy across diverse actions in order to 
leverage targeted systems change.  

The baseline data collection across both tools reveals 
many areas of strength that the QIN has thus far achieved. 
The findings from the evaluation also act as a jumping off 
point for strategic dialogue among the QIN stakeholders to 
discuss the common challenges and potential pitfalls that 
have arisen within the QIN network during this preliminary 
phase of implementation.

Stakeholders highlighted their deep commitment to goals 
of the QIN, the growing collaboration within the network 
and its strong leadership. Given the strong overarching 
foundation set by the shared vision of the QIN, stakeholders 
had space to raise areas of potential concern, including 

those regarding the substantial investment of time and 
support that will be necessary to bring child care providers 
up to the rigorous Early Head Start (EHS) standards, the 
barriers to achieving financial stability faced by child care 
providers and the long-term sustainability of the QIN 
model.

We have identified a number of actionable 
recommendations to support and improve the QIN during 
its implementation phase. These recommendations are 
divided into four categories of focus:

1) communication;
2) governance;
3) quality assurance; and
4) sustainability.
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Appendix A:
Definitions

BUILD Framework for Evaluating Systems Initiatives
A conceptual framework and guide to the evaluation  
design and analysis developed by The BUILD Initiative.  
This evaluation primarily focuses on four elements of 
system initiatives:

1. Context: Initiatives focused on context attempt to 
change the political environment that surrounds and 
affects a system’s development and ultimate success.

2. Components: Systems initiatives that focus on program 
components aim to impact a system by introducing 
high-quality programs, services or interventions for the 
system’s intended beneficiaries. 

3. Connections: Systems initiatives that focus on 
connections aim to connect and align a system’s 
components in meaningful ways.

4. Infrastructure: Systems initiatives that focus on 
infrastructure aim to improve a system by improving its 
governance structure, financing, and resources.

Child Care Partners
Center-based and home-based child care providers 
selected to join the QIN.  

Child Care Provider
In this report, ‘child care provider’ is used as an umbrella 
term to refer to all center- and home-based child care 
programs, regardless of whether they are part of the QIN. 

Comprehensive Services
In this report, comprehensive services refer to the range of 
services beyond early education provided under Early Head 
Start program requirements, including health screening and 
referral, and family support.

Early Head Start
A federal child development program that supports 
prenatal health and the social, cognitive, and emotional 
development of low-income infants and toddlers and 
families through early learning experiences, home visitation, 
health screenings, doctor referrals, parent support, and 
nutritional programs. 

The Early Learning Quality Improvement Network (QIN)
A new initiative to integrate Early Head Start and 
community child care programs in the District of Columbia. 
The QIN simultaneously focuses on building capacity, 
increasing access, and enhancing the quality of early care 
and education for infants and toddlers in the District. The 
QIN is the first step toward a multi-year effort to build a 
neighborhood - based quality improvement system for 
both center- and home-based child care providers in the 
District of Columbia.

Hub Partners
The QIN’s Hub partners — United Planning Organization, 
CentroNia, and Mary’s Center — are community-based 
early care and education providers that were selected to 
oversee the QIN’s child care partners and provide them with 
technical assistance and professional development as well 
as coordinating the distribution of the QIN’s comprehensive 
services for participating children and families.

Partner Agencies
The District agencies that are members of the QIN’s 
Steering Committee. These agencies deliver services 
and supports to infants and toddlers and their families 
including the Department of Health (DOH), Department 
of Health Care Finance (DHCF), Child and Family Services 
Administration (CFSA), Department of Human Services 
(DHS), and Department of Behavioral Health (DBH). 

Steering Committee
Led by the Office of the State Superintendent of Education’s 
(OSSE) Division of Early Learning and composed of the QIN 
partner agencies. The Steering Committee meets regularly 
to coordinate the joint planning of comprehensive services 
and supports to child care partners through the QIN’s Hub 
partners.

Wilder Collaboration Factors Inventory (WCFI)3

The WCFI is a validated survey that measures 20 factors that 
research has shown are key to strengthening collaboration 
in a system. The survey consists of 40 items that are 
presented as statements, which respondents are instructed 
to respond using a five-point Likert scale.

3. The Wilder Collaboration Factors Inventory (2001). Retrieved from, https://www.wilder.org/
Wilder-Research/Research-Services/Pages/Wilder-Collaboration-Factors-Inventory.aspx
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Appendix B:
Interview and Survey  
Respondents

Stakeholder Group Organization Name
Number of Survey 
Respondents

Number of Interview 
Respondents

Partner Agency Department of Behavioral Health 
(DBH)

1 1

Partner Agency Department of Health (DOH) 2 2

Partner Agency Department of Health Care 
Finance (DHCF)

1 1

Partner Agency Department of Human Services 
(DHS)

1 1

Partner Agency Office of the Deputy Mayor for 
Health and Human Services

1 1

Hub Partner CentroNia 2 2

Hub Partner Mary’s Center 2 1

Hub Partner United Planning Organization 
(UPO)

2 2
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Appendix C:
Background Documents

To assist in this evaluation, Office of the State 
Superintendent for Education (OSSE) provided the following 
QIN background materials:

1. OSSE’s application for the EHS-CC Partnership grant;
2. PDF of OSSE’s PowerPoint presentation from the initial 

Steering Committee meeting;
3. Packet of QIN marketing materials developed by OSSE; 

and
4. Contact information for the members of the Steering 

Committee and Hub partners. 
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Appendix D:
Survey Results Table

Factors and Survey Questions
Total 

(average) Hubs
Steering 

Committee

History of collaboration or cooperation in the community 2.96 2.58 3.33

1. Agencies in our community have a history of working together. 2.92 2.33 3.5

2. Trying to solve problems through collaboration has been common in 
this community. It’s been done a lot before.

3 2.83 3.17

Collaborative group seen as a legitimate leader in the community 3.46 3.33 3.58

3. Leaders in this community who are not part of our collaborative group 
seem hopeful about what we can accomplish.

3.25 3 3.5

4. Others (in this community) who are not a part of this collaboration 
would generally agree that the organizations involved in this collaborative 
project are the “right” organizations to make this work.

3.67 3.67 3.67

Favorable political and social climate 4.5 4.42 4.58

5. The political and social climate seems to be “right” for starting a 
collaborative project like this one.

4.33 4.17 4.5

6. The time is right for this collaborative project. 4.67 4.67 4.67

Mutual respect, understanding, and trust 3.63 3.25 4

7. People involved in our collaboration always trust one another. 3.08 2.67 3.5

8. I have a lot of respect for the other people involved in this 
collaboration.

4.17 3.83 4.5

Appropriate cross section of members 3.88 3.67 4.08

9. The people involved in our collaboration represent a cross section of 
those who have a stake in what we are trying to accomplish.

4.42 4.33 4.5

10. All the organizations that we need to be members of this collaborative 
group have become members of the group.

3.33 3 3.67

Area of strength (≥ 4) Area approaching concern (3.01-3.25)

Area approaching strength (3.75-3.99) Area of concern (≤ 3)

Borderline area (3.26-3.74)
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Factors and Survey Questions
Total 

(average) Hubs
Steering 

Committee

Members see collaboration as in their self-interest 4.5 4.33 4.67

11. My organization will benefit from being involved in this collaboration. 4.5 4.33 4.67

Ability to compromise 3.58 3.33 3.83

12. People involved in our collaboration are willing to compromise on 
important aspects of our project.

3.58 3.33 3.83

Members share a stake in both process and outcome 3.97 3.72 4.22

13. The organizations that belong to our collaborative group invest the 
right amount of time in our collaborative efforts.

3.58 3.33 3.83

14. Everyone who is a member of our collaborative group wants this 
project to succeed.

4.33 4.17 4.5

15. The level of commitment among the collaboration participants is high. 4 3.67 4.33

Multiple layers of participation 3.33 3.33 3.33

16. When the collaborative group makes major decisions, there is always 
enough time for members to take information back to their organizations 
to confer with colleagues about what the decision should be.

3.17 2.83 3.5

17. Each of the people who participate in decisions in this collaborative 
group can speak for the entire organization they represent, not just a part.

3.5 3.83 3.17

Flexibility 3.58 3.25 3.92

18. There is a lot of flexibility when decisions are made; people are open 
to discussing different options.

3.58 3 4.17

19. People in this collaborative group are open to different approaches to 
how we can do our work. They are willing to consider different ways of 
working.

3.58 3.5 3.67

Development of clear roles and policy guidelines 3.25 3 3.5

20. People in this collaborative group have a clear sense of their roles and 
responsibilities.

3.42 3.33 3.5

21. There is a clear process for making decisions among the partners in 
this collaboration.

3.08 2.67 3.5

Area of strength (≥ 4) Area approaching concern (3.01-3.25)

Area approaching strength (3.75-3.99) Area of concern (≤ 3)

Borderline area (3.26-3.74)
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Factors and Survey Questions
Total 

(average) Hubs
Steering 

Committee

Adaptability 3.79 3.58 4

22. This collaboration is able to adapt to changing conditions, such as 
fewer funds than expected, changing political climate, or change in 
leadership.

3.67 3.33 4

23. This group has the ability to survive even if it had to make major 
changes in its plans or add some new members in order to reach its goals.

3.92 3.83 4

Appropriate pace of development 3.54 3.5 3.58

24. This collaborative group has tried to take on the right amount of work 
at the right pace.

3.25 3.17 3.33

25. We are currently able to keep up with the work necessary to 
coordinate all the people, organizations, and activities related to this 
collaborative project.

3.83 3.83 3.83

Open and frequent communication 3.64 3.33 3.94

26. People in this collaboration communicate openly with one another. 3.92 3.67 4.17

27. I am informed as often as I should be about what goes on in the 
collaboration.

3.42 3 3.83

28. The people who lead this collaborative group communicate well with 
the members.

3.58 3.33 3.83

Established informal relationships and communication links 3.92 3.75 4.08

29. Communication among the people in this collaborative group 
happens both at formal meetings and in informal ways.

4 3.83 4.17

30. I personally have informal conversations about the project with others 
who are involved in this collaborative group.

3.83 3.67 4

Concrete, attainable goals and objectives 3.97 4 3.94

31. I have a clear understanding of what our collaboration is trying to 
accomplish.

4.17 4.17 4.17

32. People in our collaborative group know and understand our goals. 4.08 4.17 4

33. People in our collaborative group have established reasonable goals. 3.67 3.67 3.67

Area of strength (≥ 4) Area approaching concern (3.01-3.25)

Area approaching strength (3.75-3.99) Area of concern (≤ 3)

Borderline area (3.26-3.74)
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Factors and Survey Questions
Total 

(average) Hubs
Steering 

Committee

Shared vision 4.08 4 4.17

34. The people in this collaborative group are dedicated to the idea that 
we can make this project work.

4.33 4.17 4.5

35. My ideas about what we want to accomplish with this collaboration 
seem to be the same as the ideas of others.

3.83 3.83 3.83

Unique purpose 4.38 4.33 4.42

36. What we are trying to accomplish with our collaborative project would 
be difficult for any single organization to accomplish by itself.

4.58 4.67 4.5

37. No other organization in the community is trying to do exactly what 
we are trying to do.

4.17 4 4.33

Sufficient funds, staff, materials, and time 3.08 2.83 3.33

38. Our collaborative group had adequate funds to do what it wants to 
accomplish.

2.92 2.67 3.17

39. Our collaborative group has adequate “people power” to do what it 
wants to accomplish.

3.25 3 3.5

Skilled leadership 3.92 4 3.83

40. The people in leadership positions for this collaboration have good 
skills for working with other people and organizations.

3.92 4 3.83

Area of strength (≥ 4) Area approaching concern (3.01-3.25)

Area approaching strength (3.75-3.99) Area of concern (≤ 3)

Borderline area (3.26-3.74)
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Appendix E:
Survey Results Bar Graphs

Strength Approaching Strength Borderline Approaching Concern Concern
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Wilder Collaboration Factors:
Mean Rating Steering Committee Respondents



QIN QUALITY IMPROVEMENT NETWORK  |  MID-YEAR REPORT

Appendix E  |  21

Strength Approaching Strength Borderline Approaching Concern Concern

0 1 2 3 4 5

Skilled leadership

Su�cient resources

Unique purpose

Shared vision

Concrete, attainable goals

Informal relationships

Open and frequent communication

Appropriate pace of development

Adaptability

Clear roles and policy guidelines

Flexibility

Multiple layers or participation

Shared stake in process/outcomes

Ability to compromise

Collaboration in members' self-interest

Appropriate cross section of members

Mutual respect, understanding, trust

Favorable political and social climate

Collaboration as legitimate leader

History of collaboration in community

Wilder Collaboration Factors:
Mean Rating Hub Respondents


