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Appendix Tables 3.1 through 9.1 

Appendix Table 3.1: Common KIT Item Frequencies: Supporting Documentation for Figure 3.1 (FCCH) 

 
KIT item 

 
KIT 1 

 
KIT 2 

 Average 
KIT 1/2 

 
KIT 3 

 Perc 
KIT 1/2 

Perc 
KIT 3 

ZT 102417(g)(5)(A-B) 5 0  2.5 8  0% 1% 

ZT 102417(g)(4)(A)-(C) 11 10  10.5 25  1% 3% 

ZT 102417(a) 6 5  5.5 9  1% 1% 

ZT 102391(a) 0 0  0 1  0% 0% 

102417(g)(4) 154 148  151 207  19% 24% 

102417(g)(1) 92 164  128 13  16% 2% 

102417(b) 13 18  15.5 22  2% 3% 

102417(g)(3) 24 12  18 21  2% 2% 

102416.5(a) 23 27  25 42  3% 5% 

102370(d)(1) 35 52  43.5 51  6% 6% 

102416(c) 157 211  184 235  24% 27% 

102416.5(c) - 3  3 6  0% 1% 

102417(d) - 29  29 38  4% 4% 

102417(g)(8) - 166  166 188  21% 22% 

Total N/Percent    781.5 866  100% 100% 

 
Appendix Table 4.1: Common KIT Item Frequencies: Supporting Documentation for Figure 4.1 (Infant) 

 
KIT item 

 
KIT 1 

 
KIT 2 

 Average 
KIT 1/2 

 
KIT 3 

 Perc 
KIT 1/2 

Perc 
KIT 3 

ZT 101238(e) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

ZT 101238(g)(2) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

ZT 101200(a) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

ZT 101229(a)(1) 0 3  1.5 0  6% 0% 

ZT 101429(a)(1) 4 1  2.5 4  10% 7% 

ZT 101161(a) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

ZT 101170.1(a) 0 -  0 0  0% 0% 

101238(g) 1 2  1.5 6  6% 10% 

101239(n) 0 4  2 2  8% 3% 

101238.2(d)(2) 0 2  1.5 2  6% 3% 

101239(f)(1) 1 1  1 2  4% 3% 

101238.2(e) 0 2  1.5 2  6% 3% 

101238(a)(1) 0 0  0 1  0% 2% 

101170(e)(1) 0 4  2 1  8% 2% 

101216(f) 2 4  3 3  12% 5% 

101212(b) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

101227(a)(6) 0 1  0.5 3  2% 5% 

101439.1 1 0  0.5 1  2% 2% 

101438.3 0 0  0 1  0% 2% 

101416.5 1 3  2 3  8% 5% 

101427 0 0  0 2  0% 3% 

101419.2 0 1  0.5 8  2% 13% 

101419.3 1 2  1.5 3  6% 5% 

101416.2 1 4  2.5 3  10% 5% 

101161(a) 0 -  0 2  0% 3% 

101221(b)(8) 2 -  2 11  8% 18% 



KIT Final Report Phase Two Appendix Tables 26 
 

101439 0 -  0 0  0% 0% 

Total N/Percent    26 60  100% 100% 
 

Appendix Table 5.1: Common KIT Item Frequencies: Supporting Documentation for Figure 5.1 (School Age) 

 
KIT item 

 
KIT 1 

 
KIT 2 

 Average 
KIT 1/2 

 
KIT 3 

 Perc 
KIT 1/2 

Perc 
KIT 3 

ZT 101238(e) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

ZT 101238(g)(2) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

ZT 101229(a)(1) 2 2  2 3  7% 10% 

ZT 101200(a) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

ZT 101161(a) 0 1  0.5 1  2% 3% 

101238(g) 2 3  2.5 1  9% 3% 

101238(g)(1) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

101239(n) 0 2  1 1  3% 3% 

101238.2(d)(2) 1 1  1 0  3% 0% 

101239(e)(4) 1 3  2 2  7% 7% 

101238.3(b) 0 3  1.5 1  5% 3% 

101227(a)(18) 0 1  0.5 0  2% 0% 

101239(f)(1) 2 0  1 3  3% 10% 

101239.2(a) 1 1  1 1  3% 3% 

101238.2(e) 1 2  1.5 2  5% 7% 

101170(e)(1) 1 2  1.5 2  5% 7% 

101216(f) 7 3  5 4  17% 13% 

101212(b) 1 3  2 0  7% 0% 

101161(a) 1 0  0.5 0  2% 0% 

101227(a)(6) 0 4  2 1  7% 3% 

101516.5 0 1  0.5 0  2% 0% 

ZT 101170.1(a) 0 -  0 0  0% 0% 

ZT H&S 1596.8897(g) - 0  0 0  0% 0% 

101229.1(a)(1) 0 -  0 6  0% 20% 

101217(a)(11) 0 -  0 1  0% 3% 

101217(a)(6) - 3  3 1  10% 3% 

Total N/Percent    29 30  100% 100% 
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Appendix Table 6.1: Common KIT Item Frequencies: Supporting Documentation for Figure 6.1 (FFH) 

 

 
KIT item 

 
KIT 1 

 
KIT 2 

 Average 
KIT 1/2 

 
KIT 3 

 Perc 
KIT 1/2 

Perc 
KIT 3 

89387(d) 2 0  1 2  5% 3% 

89378(a) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

89410(a) 2 0  1 4  5% 5% 

89387(a)(7) 0 0  0 3  0% 4% 

89387(b) 5 3  4 13  18% 17% 

89387.2(a) 2 1  1.5 1  7% 1% 

89376(a) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

89319 0 2  1 6  5% 8% 

89405(a) 4 3  3.5 14  16% 19% 

89405(b) 9 3  6 22  27% 29% 

89475(b) 2 0  1 2  5% 3% 

89387.2(a)(1) 0   0 0  0% 0% 

89372(a) 0   0 1  0% 1% 

89468(a) 0   0 1  0% 1% 

89387(n)  0  0 4  0% 5% 

89387(a)(1)  1  1 2  5% 3% 

89361(a)  2  2 0  9% 0% 

Total N/Percent    22 75  100% 100% 

 
Appendix Table 8.1: Common KIT Item Frequencies: Supporting Documentation for Figure 8.1 (ARES 

 
KIT item 

 
KIT 1 

 
KIT 2 

 Average 
KIT 1/2 

 
KIT 3 

 Perc 
KIT 1/2 

Perc 
KIT 3 

ZT 80010(a) 0 0  0 1  0% 0% 

ZT 80087(e) 2 0  1 2  1% 1% 

ZT 80087(g)(1) 18 6  12 28  9% 10% 

ZT 85065(b) 2 5  3.5 2  3% 1% 

ZT 80046(a) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

ZT 80044(a) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

80088(e)(1) 29 27  28 61  21% 23% 

80076(a)(1) 6 7  6.5 17  5% 6% 

85076(d)(1) 19 18  18.5 30  14% 11% 

80019(e)(1) 0 1  0.5 3  0% 1% 

80075(n)(3) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

80075(n)(1) 0 1  0.5 3  0% 1% 

80087(c) 9 -  9 21  7% 8% 

80087(g) 23 -  23 40  17% 15% 

80088(d) 4 -  4 8  3% 3% 

80088(e)(3) 7 -  7 15  5% 6% 

85068.3(a) 8 -  8 12  6% 4% 

85088(c)(4) - 8  8 18  6% 7% 

80026(e) - 2  2 3  1% 1% 

80068(a) - 2  2 6  1% 2% 

Total N/Percent 118 77  97.50 249  100% 100% 
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Appendix Table 9.1: Common KIT Item Frequencies: Supporting Documentation for Figure 9.1 (A Day) 

 
KIT item 

 
KIT 1 

 
KIT 2 

 Average 
KIT 1/2 

 
KIT 3 

 Perc 
KIT 1/2 

Perc 
KIT 3     

ZT 82010 1 0  0.5 0  4% 0% 

ZT 82087(f) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

ZT 82065(e) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

ZT 82046(a) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

ZT 82044(a) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

82087(a)(3) 3 6  4.5 5  38% 29% 

82088(e)(1) 3 1  2 6  17% 35% 

82088(e)(3) 2 0  1 0  8% 0% 

82076(a)(1) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

82068.2(e) 0 0  0 0  0% 0% 

82019(e)(1) 1 0  0.5 0  4% 0% 

82075(f) 2 4  3 5  25% 29% 

82075(b) 1 0  0.5 0  4% 0% 

ZT 82065(a) - 0  0 0  0% 0% 

82066(a)(10) 0 -  0 1  0% 6% 

82072(a)(8) - 0  0 0  0% 0% 

Total N/Percent    12 17  100% 100% 
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Executive Summary 
California has more than 75,000 licensed community care facilitates with the capacity to serve roughly 1.4 
million children, disabled adults, and elderly persons needing care and supervision. The Community Care 
Licensing Division (CCLD) of the California Department of Social Services (CDSS) is the agency designated 
by California’s Health and Safety Code to protect and promote the health, safety, and quality of life of each 
person in such community care facilities, through the administration of an effective regulatory enforcement 
system. Within CCLD, more than 475 Licensing Program Analysts (LPAs) perform direct inspections of 
facilities for compliance with health and safety regulations. 

In late 2010, in an effort to increase the number of routine inspections CCLD could perform per year, CCLD 
developed several Key Indicator Tools (KIT) and began using them as a complement to their comprehensive 
inspection processes. KITs are intended to (1) standardize the inspection protocol between facilities and 
between inspectors, (2) enhance the efficiency of the inspection process, and (3) appropriately identify 
whether a more comprehensive inspection is warranted. 

In 2012, CCLD began a collaborative effort with the Institute for Social Research (ISR) at Sacramento State 
University to evaluate and improve the Key Indicator Tools. In the end, this collaborative effort produced 
new KITs for 18 CCLD facility types that are contained within the three overarching program areas: Child 
Care, Children’s Residential, and Adult/Senior Care). 

To evaluate and improve the KITs, the ISR proceeded in several stages. We: 

1. Reviewed existing inspection/investigation data 

2. Job shadowed LPAs in each of the three program areas 

3. Conducted stakeholder meetings (internal and external) 

4. Facilitated extended discussions with LPA workgroups and CCLD upper management1 

5. Created a new “KIT 3” for each facility type, based on a hybrid methodology that integrated three 
data-driven processes to overcome weaknesses associated with any single approach 

6. Conducted extended pilot tests of the new KITs in two phases, analyzing the resulting data to form 
the basis of our evaluation. 

KIT 3 Development Methodology (in brief) 

Using four years of CCL facility inspection data (within program area and facility type), we identified a list 
of “key indicator” violations that can be used to predict when a facility has violated a large number of 
regulatory codes or has at least one severe code violation. Specifically, we devised a hybrid methodology 
that incorporated three analytical strategies. First, we performed logistic regression analyses to identify 
and rank the specific violations that predict high-frequency violation inspections. Second, to take account 
of violation severity, we examined how such key indicator rankings differed between routine visits and 
complaint visits, adding indicators that rank highly during complaint visits even if they did not appear in the 
broader analysis. Third, to further account for violation severity, we identified additional violations 
recorded during complaint visits that were associated with domain clusters of violations during routine 
inspection visits. 

 

 
1 See Key Indicator Tool Development Project: Phase I and II: Final Report (June 2014) for an in-depth discussion of this aspect of 
the project (Institute for Social Research, June 2014). 
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After identifying the list of key indicators, ISR created the KIT 3 tool itself using Adobe LiveCycle, which 
provides for electronic submission of a form’s data and does not allow submission of incomplete forms. 
This prohibition against incomplete data submission encouraged LPAs to systematically review facility 
compliance of every regulatory item on KIT 3 (in contrast to the earlier KITs, which were simply printed out 
checklists of specific regulations). The forced data submission also enhanced the quality of data, 
compensating to some degree for shortcomings in the inspection data repository system that CCLD 
currently uses (the Lotus Notes-based Field Automated System (FAS)). 

Pilot Data Research Objectives and Specific Research Questions 

Broadly speaking, ISR’s analyses of KIT 3 pilot data sought to evaluate KIT 3—relative to KITs 1 and 2—based 
on four criteria: validity, reliability, efficiency, and utility. These objectives led us to evaluate KIT 3 (including 
the new data collection and submission procedures) with regard to six primary indicators: 

1. The number and rate of regulatory violations cited, overall (validity) 

2. The number of zero tolerance violations cited (validity) 

3. The number of comprehensive visits triggered (validity) 

4. The percent of regulatory violations cited at least once (efficiency) 

5. The consistency and accuracy with which LPAs submitted KIT forms (reliability and utility) 

6. The qualitative feedback received from LPAs, program managers, and other CCLD staff (utility). 

 

Pilot Test Procedures 

After internal pilot tests with a small sample of LPAs, ISR commenced large-scale pilot testing statewide— 
in two phases. The first phase, which took place for two months during the Fall of 2014, tested the new 
KITs developed for (1) preschool centers, (2) children’s group homes, and (3) residential care facilities for 
the elderly (RCFEs).2 We pilot tested 15 KIT 3s pertaining to all of the remaining facility types in the late 
Summer/Fall of 2015.3 

After each phase of piloting, we cleaned, merged, and matched the electronically submitted KIT 3 data with 
CCLD’s FAS inspection data, forming the complete study period data set. Ultimately, we used four sources 
of data for analysis: 

➢ Four years of FAS inspection data (2008 to 2011) 

➢ FAS inspection data from Fall 2013, 2014, and 2015 

➢ The merged KIT 3 and FAS inspection data from the Phase One pilot period in Fall 2014 

➢ The merged KIT 3 and FAS inspection data from the Phase Two pilot period in Fall 2015 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2 We created two KITs for Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly, according to their size (1-6 beds vs. 7 or more beds) 

3 Child Care Program facility types: Infant Centers, School Age Centers, Day Care Centers for the Mildly Ill; Children’s 
Residential facility types: Adoption Agencies, Foster Family Agencies, Small Family Homes, Foster Family Homes, 
Crisis Nurseries, Transitional Housing Placement Programs; Adult/Senior Care facility types: Adult Residential, Adult 
Day, Social Rehabilitation, Residential Care for those with Special Health Care Needs, and Residential Care for the 
Chronically Ill. 
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Major Conclusions from Phase Two Pilot 

This section summarizes the results from Phase Two of the pilot test (Fall 2015), which reviewed the 
performance of KIT 3, relative to KITs 1 and 2, with regard to 15 of the 18 CCL facility types (though, as we 
will discuss below, nine of them did not include enough inspections or citations from which to draw 
conclusions). Generally speaking, the findings we report here are very much in keeping with those from the 
Phase 1 pilot. For a detailed review of the performance of the facility types piloted in Phase 1 (Fall 2014: 
preschool centers, children’s group homes, and residential care facilities for the elderly), see our earlier 
report: “KIT 3 Phase One Pilot Test of Four KITs”, submitted to CCLD August 2015. 

Across all facility types, we can draw a few general conclusions about the reliability and utility of the new 
KIT 3s: 

➢ By design, KIT 3 accurately captures specific regulation and statute code sections, since LPAs do 
not hand-type entries on the forms themselves. In itself, this change significantly enhances 
inspection reliability. 

➢ The electronic submission process, using Adobe LiveCycle, enhances the reliability of data 
submission. 

➢ Based on email correspondence and other communication with LPAs and regional managers, LPAs 
tended to find the new KIT 3 forms, recording process (on tablets) and submission process to be 
user friendly, which is also reflected in the generally high percentage of forms that LPAs correctly 
completed and submitted during the data collection. 

➢ In terms of the six criteria listed above that we used to evaluate KIT 3 relative to KITs 1 and 2, KIT 3 
frequently outperforms KITS 1 and 2, and performs equally well in other instances. 

➢ The specific criterion on which KIT 3 outperformed the earlier KITs most consistently was with 
respect to tool efficiency: the percentage of KIT items that LPAs cited at least once during the 
comparable study periods was regularly higher—often much higher—for KIT 3 than for the earlier 
KITs. 

➢ In no facility type did KIT 3 lead to a higher frequency of total violations (KIT and non-KIT) than KITs 
1 and 2.4 This may indicate all KIT versions perform similarly in identifying poorly performing 
facilities. 

➢ Overall, for no individual facility type did KIT 3 perform worse than the earlier KITs. 

 
The remainder of this section summarizes the findings with respect to each Phase Two facility type, in turn: 

 
Family Child Care Homes: KIT 3 added five new regulatory violations to the tool. Performance-wise, KIT 3 
outperformed KITs 1 and 2 with respect to the average number of KIT violations cited, the percentage of 
KIT inspections triggering a comprehensive inspection, and the number of individual KIT items cited at least 
once during the comparison time periods. With the five additional items, KIT 3 proves to be a statistically 
sound instrument to aid in the efficiency of the KIT inspection process in family day care homes. 

 
 

4 There are exceptions to this statement. Statistical testing was not possible in several facility types due to limited 
numbers of KIT inspections: One facility type in the child care program, five in children’s residential, and three in 
adult/senior care. Details are provided in the relevant chapters. 
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Infant Centers: KIT 3 added 14 new regulatory violations to the tool, four of which were never cited and 
might be considered candidates for removal going forward. In terms of their relative performance, KIT 3 
outperformed KITs 1 and 2 in terms of the number of KIT violations cited and the percentage of inspections 
that triggered comprehensive inspections (barely). Furthermore, KIT 3 appears to be a much more efficient 
tool: the percentage of KIT 3 items that LPAs cited at least once was roughly 30-40% greater than on KITs 
1 and 2. However, while KIT 3 appeared to generally outperform KITS 1 and 2 on the other criteria as well, 
the differences tended to be small and not statistically significant. Finally, LPAs cited identical KIT items at 
very different rates across the three KITs—an unusual result that we find difficult to interpret. In general, 
then, while the Infant Center results generally favor KIT 3, we cannot say this with as much confidence as 
we did with respect to Family Child Care Homes. 

School Age Child Care Facilities: KIT 3 added eight new regulatory violations to the KIT, three of which were 
never cited and could be candidates for removal going forward. In terms of its relative performance on the 
criteria we have identified, KIT 3 does not tend to differ significantly from KITs 1 and 2. Thus, while we 
cannot say with any confidence that KIT 3 outperformed KITs 1 and 2, we can say that KIT 3 performed at 
least as well—indicating that KIT 3 is a viable alternative. 

Foster Family Homes: KIT 3 included four new regulatory violations to the tool, three of which were cited 
at least once. Across most of the evaluation criteria we have measured, KIT 3 did not differ statistically from 
KITs 1 and 2. However, if nothing else, KIT 3 appears to be a much more efficient tool: the percentage of 
KIT 3 items that LPAs cited at least once during the pilot period was more than 40 percentage points higher 
than for KITs 1 or 2 during comparable periods. 

Adult Residential Facilities (General): KIT 3 added eleven new regulatory violations to the tool. 
Performance-wise, while KIT 3 performs similarly to KITs 1 and 2 on some evaluative criteria, it out-performs 
KITs 1 and 2 in several others—most notably the average number of violations cited, the average number 
of comprehensive triggering citations, and the percentage of KIT items that LPAs cited at least once during 
the comparable study periods. This facility type presents one of the clearest indications of KIT 3 superiority, 
relative to the earlier KITs. 

Adult Day Care Facilities: KIT 3 added 14 new regulatory violations to the tool. In terms of performance, KIT 
3 radically outperformed the earlier KITs in terms of the number of violations that it identified during the 
comparable study periods—catching almost twice as many. Moreover, KIT 3 was more likely to trigger a 
comprehensive inspection than were KITs 1 or 2, and as has been a consistent theme across facility types, 
the percentage of KIT 3 items that LPAs cited at least once during the study period was greater than the 
percentage for KITs 1 or 2 during comparable periods (though the difference is not as great for this facility 
type as it was for some of the others). On the other hand, LPAs cited identical KIT items at quite different 
rates across the comparison periods—more in some cases during KIT 3, and less in others. Thus, while KIT 
3 does not appear to outperform the earlier KITs across the board, it fares quite well overall. 

Although the KIT 3 forms appear to have performed well with regard to the facility types listed below, the 
pilot period did not produce enough data, in terms of inspections or citations, to perform large scale 
statistical analysis: Mildly Ill Child Care Facilities, Adoption Agencies, Foster Family Agencies, Small Family 
Homes, Crisis Nurseries, Transitional Housing Placement Programs, Social Rehabilitation facilities, and 
Residential Care for those with Special Health Care Needs and the Chronically Ill. 

Recommendations 

1. KIT 3 should be implemented as an inspection tool, but least one alternative version of each KIT be 
produced to maintain the fidelity of the inspection process. 
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2. The new KIT 3 Adobe LiveCycle form be continued for KIT inspections. The KIT 3 format will be 
helpful in the future design of a new FAS-type database to collect CCLD inspection data. 
Furthermore, in the interim, it can be used with database programs such as Access, Excel, or SPSS 
to collect and analyze inspection data for decision-making and policy analysis purposes. 

 
3. A comprehensive training program should be developed (much as was done with the original 

implementation of the KITs), to ensure all LPAs are familiar with the form and comfortable in its 
use. Such training will help the KIT 3’s ability to standardize the KIT inspection process. 

 
4. CCLD should conduct or sponsor additional research to determine why some regulations are very 

infrequently / never cited (excluding zero tolerance items) in inspections. Inspection items falling 
into this category would appear to have limited utility, and might be removed or combined into a 
more general category within that facility type. Results from the ISR KIT 3 development analysis 
also could be used for training purposes to focus LPAs’ attention in this area. 

 

5.  Zero tolerance and other regulations that must be checked at every inspection should not be 
included in future analysis of empirically identified KIT items. The mandated KIT items could be 
placed in a separate section on the KIT in future modifications. 

Organization of the Remainder of the Report 

The remainder of this report consists of four sections. Section 1 provides an introduction to the project 
(Chapter 1) and discusses the pilot study’s research questions in greater detail, and discusses the data and 
measures used to analyze those research questions (Chapter 2). Section 2 describes the Phase Two pilot 
test results as they pertain to the Child Care program area facilities (with the exception of Preschools, which 
ISR piloted in Phase 1). Section 3 does the same with regard to the Children’s Residential program area 
facilities (with the exception of Group Homes, which was piloted in Phase 1), and Section 4 considers the 
Adult and Senior Care program area facilities (with the exception of Residential Care Facilities for the 
Elderly, also piloted in Phase 1). The Phase 1 Pilot Results [Preschools, Group Homes, and Residential Care 
Facilities for the Elderly can be reviewed in “KIT 3 Phase One Pilot Test of Four KITs”, submitted to CCLD 
August 2015). For those interested in results as they pertain to only a subset of program areas or facility 
types, we have structured this report so that each specific facility chapter may be read independently. 
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SECTION 1: BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY 
This section provides a general overview of the project in Chapter 1, and details the specific research 
questions, data, and measurement strategy in Chapter 2. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

California has more than 75,000 licensed community care facilitates with the capacity to serve roughly 1.4 
million children, disabled adults, and elderly persons needing care and supervision. The Community Care 
Licensing Division (CCLD) of the California Department of Social Services (CDSS) is the agency designated 
by California’s Health and Safety Code to protect and promote the health, safety, and quality of life of each 
person in community care, through the administration of an effective regulatory enforcement system. 
CCLD has more than 475 Licensing Program Analysts (LPAs) who directly monitor facilities for compliance 
with health and safety requirements typically through routine facility inspections. 

In late 2010, in an effort to increase the number of routine inspections CCLD could perform per year, CCLD 
developed Key Indicator Tools (KIT) and began using them as a complement to their comprehensive 
inspection processes. KITs are intended to standardize the inspection protocol between facilities and 
between inspectors, enhance the efficiency of the inspection process, and appropriately identify when a 
more comprehensive inspection is warranted. 

In 2012, CCLD began a collaborative effort with the Institute for Social Research (ISR) at Sacramento State 
University to evaluate and improve the Key Indicator Tools. The partnership also included guidance from 
the National Association of Regulatory Agencies (NARA). In the end, this collaborative effort produced new 
KIT tools for each of the 18 community care facility types (as contained within the three CCLD program 
areas). 

This report (1) describes the new KITs (hereafter referred to as “KIT 3,” (2) elaborates the methods used to 
create them, (3) summarizes pilot test procedures, and (4) evaluates the validity, reliability, utility and 
overall effectiveness of the new KITs, relative to their predecessors. 

KIT 3 Development and Modifications (In Brief) 

The goal in developing any KIT is to identify specific indicators (in this case, violations) that can efficiently 
predict whether a facility stands a good chance of being low-performing—either in terms of violation 
frequency or violation severity—so as to focus initial inspections on identifying such predictive violations 
(thereby triggering comprehensive inspections). Thus, to create a useful KIT, one must devise a 
methodology that efficiently identifies specific violations that are not only associated with high numbers of 
violations within a facility but also with the presence of severe (e.g., zero tolerance) violations. 

Using four years of CCL facility inspection data (within program area and facility type), we accomplished 
this goal by devising a hybrid methodology that incorporated three analytical strategies: (1) logistic 
regression, (2) ranking, and (3) correlation/clustering by violation domain.5 

We used logistic regression analysis as our starting point, which robustly identified and ranked specific 
violations that are associated with a facility violating a high number of codes. This produced an initial list of 
“key indicator” violations. However, this logistic regression approach did not differentiate violations in 
terms of severity. 

Therefore, we augmented the list of key indicators by distinguishing between routine inspections and 
complaint-driven inspections—which typically involve more severe violations. We added key indicators that 
ranked highly in their predictive capacity during complaint investigations, even if they had not ranked highly 
during the routine inspection analysis. 

 

5 As noted in prior reports, several data-system challenges complicated the creation of a useful methodology – 
rendering impossible the simple replication of approaches previously used in other states. 
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Finally, to refine the list even further, we deepened our focus on complaint investigations—adding 
additional violations to the key indicator list that tended to correlate with given clusters of violations during 
routine inspections. 

This process resulted in significant changes to KIT 3, relative to KITs 1 and 2, in terms of the specific 
regulatory violations (i.e. “key indicators”) that are listed on each form. For a comprehensive list of changes 
as they relate to such indicators, per facility type, see the earlier report: “KIT Task 7 Phase Two KITs”, 
submitted to CCLD June 2015. 

We also modified the way that LPAs use and submit KIT data. When LPAs used KIT 1 or 2 during a facility 
inspection, they did not indicate anywhere—either on the form, in the facility file, or in FAS—that they had 
examined each and every KIT item. In other words, LPAs used KITs 1 or 2 as guides during inspections, but 
not as record-keeping tools. As a result, without such records, researchers could not draw valid conclusions 
about a facility’s compliance with each KIT item. We designed the new KIT 3s to address this problem; when 
LPAs use the form during inspections, they cannot submit the form before recording whether the facility is 
in compliance with each regulation listed on the form. This practice eliminates missing/partial responses, 
thereby greatly enhancing the soundness of the data collected. Finally, we added additional questions to 
the bottom of each KIT 3 form, which we included to test various aspects of the KIT 3’s validity and efficacy.6 

In summary, the major differences between CCLD’s KITs 1 and 2 and ISR’s KIT 3 lie in how ISR selected items 
for inclusion, the requirement that each item be examined, and KIT 3’s additional validity questions. For 
more detailed information, see Key Indictor Tool Development Project: Phase I and II: Final Report. Please 
see the 15 new KIT 3 forms in the Appendix. 

Evaluating the New KITs: Objectives and Specific Research Questions 

Broadly speaking, ISR’s analyses of KIT 3 pilot data sought to evaluate KIT 3s—relative to KITs 1 and 2—on 
four criteria: validity, reliability, utility, and overall effectiveness. More specifically, we examined the extent 
to which KIT 3 differs from the earlier KITs with regard to the following indicators: 

➢ The overall number and rate of regulatory violations cited 

➢ The number of zero tolerance violations cited 

➢ The number of comprehensive visits that it triggers 

➢ The range of different violations cited 

➢ The utility of KIT 3’s empirically identified regulatory items on KIT 3 

Chapter Two provides the rationale underlying each of these evaluator indicators/research questions, and 
details the data, measures, and analytical methods used to address them. 

KIT 3 Pilot Testing Procedures 

Pilot data collection took place in two phases. In the first phase, which took place from July 27 to Oct 30 
2014, CCLD and ISR jointly selected three facility types to complete pilot testing: Preschool Child Care 
Centers (CCC), Children’s Group Homes (GH), and Residential Care Facilities for the Elderly (RCFE). In the 
latter case, we designed and tested two KIT 3s: one for smaller RCFE facilities (one-to-six bed capacity) and 
another for larger RCFE facilities (seven or more bed capacity). 

 

 
6 For example: one question asked if a comprehensive inspection was triggered during the KIT visit, and if so, did KIT 
items trigger the comprehensive inspection. 
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During the second phase, the remaining 15 facility types completed pilot testing from July 27 to Oct 30, 
2015 

In order to ensure the new KIT 3s were error-free and ready for distribution, Regional Office managers 
selected one or two LPAs from their staff to pre-test them before implementing the division-wide data 
collection. Once ISR reviewed the results of this pre-test and completed minor adjustments to the form, 
CCLD’s regional managers trained the general LPA workforce on how to use the improved KIT 3. 

Prior to starting official data collection, we allotted time for all LPAs to become comfortable using the new 
KIT 3. To that end, we asked all newly trained LPAs to submit one or two practice KIT 3s, electronically, to 
ensure that they could fill out and submit the forms properly and that we were able to receive their 
submissions successfully. 

Data Collection 

To facilitate the collection of the KIT 3 test data, we developed a protocol to guide participating LPAs 
through the electronic submission process and to provide: (1) ongoing error checking during the test data 
collection period, (2) feedback to LPAs so as to reduce submission errors, and (3) a standardized process 
for handling incoming data, thereby maintaining quality and consistency in data prepared for analysis. 
Within each program area, we initiated facility-specific KIT 3 inspection data collections in a staggered 
fashion. 

We instructed LPAs to use KIT 3 during all annual random, annual required, and five-year inspections ONLY 
IF the inspection was KIT-eligible.7 We further instructed LPAs to submit each KIT 3 form to ISR for every 
KIT inspection they performed during the data collection period. Preliminary record review (via FAS 
downloads) during Phase One of the pilot (the first four KITs listed above) revealed that not all LPAs were 
compliant with the data collection period directions; some LPAs continued to use KITs 1 or 2, and some 
LPAs used KIT 3s during inspections but neglected to submit the KIT 3 to ISR. We asked that CCLD instruct 
all LPAs to only perform KIT 3 inspections when warranted, and to always submit the KIT 3 to ISR during the 
data collection period. 

Every time an LPA completed a KIT 3, the LPA transmitted it to the ISR as an email attachment. Each day 
during data collection, an ISR team member monitored and responded to LPA emails containing questions 
or raising problems—seeking help from CCLD program administrators/staff as necessary. Throughout this 
period, KIT 3 submissions were examined closely for possible misinterpretation of items by LPAs, mistakes 
in filling out the KIT, and/or questions regarding items on the KIT or for problems submitting the KIT through 
email. During the data collection period a fair amount of time was spent responding to LPAs regarding such 
matters. 

KIT Pilot Test Data Received 

As each facility type’s data collection period ended, we combined all KIT 3 forms into facility-specific PDF 
data sets, which were examined for suitability in data analysis. Table 1.1 highlights the number of KIT 3 
forms that we received, and the percentage that we deemed acceptable for analysis. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

7 Some facilities only receive comprehensive inspections due to prior compliance issues or source of funding, and 
therefore were not eligible for a KIT inspection at all. 
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Table 1.1: Electronic KIT 3 Submissions, by Facility Type 
  

Facility Type 
Number of KIT 3s 

received 
Number of KIT 3s 

after cleaning 
Percent of KIT 3s accepted 

for potential analysis 

Phase One Preschools 456 418 92% 
 Group Homes 130 118 91% 
 RCFE 1 to 6 Bed 136 128 94% 
 RCFE 7 or more 47 45 96% 
 Total 769 709 92% 
     

Phase Two FCCH 1631 1574 97% 
 Infant 163 151 93% 
 School Age 121 115 95% 
 Mildly Ill 3 3 100% 
 FFH 58 57 98% 
 SFH 13 13 100% 
 AA 5 5 100% 
 FFA 5 5 100% 
 THPP 4 4 100% 
 CN 1 1 100% 
 A Res 457 447 98% 
 A Day 29 29 100% 
 ARFSHN 9 7 78% 
 SRF 11 9 82% 
 RCFCI 5 5 100% 
 Total 2515 2425 96% 
     

Both Phases Total 3284 3134 95% 

RCFE: Residential care facilities for the elderly; FCCH: Family child care home; FFH: Foster family home; SFH: small 
family home; AA: Adoption agencies; FFA: Foster family agencies; THPP: Transitional housing placement programs; 
CN: Crisis nurseries; A Res: Adult residential facilities; A Day: Adult day programs; ARFSHN: Adult residential facilities 
for those with special health care needs; SRF: Social rehabilitation facilities; RCFCI: Residential care facilities for the 
chronically ill. 

Inspection Data as Recorded in FAS 

As noted, CCLD provided ISR with FAS inspection visit data, to provide a subset of data (i.e., inspections 
using KITs 1 and KIT 2 one year earlier) to compare to the new KIT 3 data. FAS data pulls arrived in .txt 
format,8 which we converted into Excel data. Next, we imported the cleaned Excel FAS data into SPSS,9 
where we consolidated and matched inspection and violation files.10 We attempted to merge the 
appropriate facility-specific FAS SPSS file with the electronically submitted KIT 3 data. If no matching FAS 

 

8 .txt format: this is a file format that is easily read by multiple data processing software, but needs to be converted 
to a more useable format prior to being used by data processing software. 
9IBM’s Statistical Package for Social Sciences, a program used extensively in social science research for more than 30 
years. 
10 LPAs enter inspection data and cited violations data on two different forms in FAS and for ISR’s purposes, required 
matching for a complete data picture of each inspection visit. 
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entry existed, we excluded the KIT 3 submission from further data analysis. If a KIT 3 inspection was present 
in FAS but no KIT 3 was submitted to ISR, the FAS KIT 3 data was included in analysis. Table 1.2 shows the 
adjusted number of KIT 3s considered appropriate for further analysis.11 

Table 1.2: Adjusted KIT 3 Sample Sizes, by Facility Type 
  

Facility Type 
Electronic 

submissions 
KITs in FAS but not 

submitted 
Adjusted total KIT 

inspections 

Phase One Preschools 456 418 652 
 Group Homes 130 118 168 
 RCFE 1 to 6 Bed 136 128 229 
 RCFE 7 or more 47 45 76 
 Total 769 709 1125 
     

Phase Two FCCH 1574 653 2227 
 Infant 151 0 140 
 School Age 115 55 170 
 Mildly Ill 3 0 3 
 FFH 57 8 66 
 SFH 13 33 46 
 AA 5 * 1 

 FFA 5 0 5 
 THPP 4 * 2 
 CN 1 0 1 
 A Res 447 140 587 
 A Day 29 10 39 
 ARFSHN 7 0 2 
 SRF 9 1 10 
 RCFCI 5 * 2 
 Total 2425 900 3301 
     

Both Phases Total 3194 1609 4426 

*Some submissions did not match FAS data because FAS indicated a non-triggered comprehensive inspection 
occurred. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

11 During data analysis, it is not uncommon to find additional problems with individual entries. Therefore, valid totals 
as reported in subsequent chapters may be slightly different than represented in Table 1.2. 
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Chapter 2: Pilot Study Data, Research Questions, and Measures 

To analyze the Phase Two pilot study data for the purpose of evaluating KIT 3, we used two primary data 
sources. They are both FAS-based, and represent three different time periods: 

➢ FAS data from Fall 2014 (“Previous Period”) 

➢ FAS data combined with KIT 3 electronic submissions from Fall 2015 (“Study Period”) 

The first FAS data set’s date range was July 2014 through November 2014. The electronically submitted KIT 
3 pilot data was cleaned, merged, and matched with the other 2015 FAS data whenever possible.12 

Research Questions 

A fundamental purpose of designing a new hybrid KIT was to improve the validity and reliability of the 
existing KITs as an indicator tool for use in facility inspections. The new KIT also had to be practical in terms 
of being similar enough to past KITs to make its use familiar to LPAs, negating the need for extensive training 
on a new instrument. The new hybrid KIT also had to meet CCLD’s requirements pertaining to regulatory 
inspections, such as including zero tolerance (ZT) violations. It was to serve as a better mechanism for data 
collection on the inspection process, providing administrators with information to improve the fidelity and 
efficiency of the inspection process. From these requirements, several research questions emerged which 
the pilot testing of KIT 3 was designed to answer. To guide the analysis, the research team proposed five 
general research questions. We present the research questions in this chapter as jargon-free to the greatest 
extent possible. For the interested reader, Appendix J contains the formal null hypotheses and alternative 
hypotheses for each research question. 

Analysis of KIT data can be done with several different measures, and it is important to understand each of 
them: 

➢ Number of KIT violations (instances of non-compliance with regulations listed on the KIT used 
during the inspection visit) 

➢ Average number of KIT and non-KIT item citations 

➢ Number of KIT inspection visits 

➢ Number of KIT items (rows) cited found to be out of compliance (regardless of multiple violations 
of the item during the visit) 

 
Research Question 1: Is there a difference between KITs 1 and 2 and KIT 3 with regard to the 
number of zero tolerance violations cited? 

Rationale: All KITs contain zero tolerance regulations.13 Because CCLD defines review of ZT regulations as 
mandatory, KIT 3 included the same ZT items as found on KITs 1 and 2. There is no reason to expect LPAs 
citing ZT violations more (or less) often when they use KIT 3 than when they used KITs 1 or 2 during 

 
12 Each KIT visit in FAS was included in the analysis if it occurred during the previous periods. Only KIT 3 visits were 
included in the study period analysis. If the visit took place over more than one calendar date, the violations were 
combined and registered with the initial visit date. Some visits had more than one stated purpose (e.g., annual 
inspection and case management work done during the same visit). If we could not clearly identify which violations 
were relevant only to the inspection, we excluded the visit’s results from analysis. 
13 A zero-tolerance regulation is one so serious that if violated, would typically be considered grounds for civil 
penalties and possible facility closure. 
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inspections in the Fall 2014 Period. By extension, this would mean that differences between KITs 1 and 2 
and KIT 3 on the measures studied would be due to the discretionary items added to KIT 3, or the 
discretionary items on KITs 1 and 2 that were removed in the construction of KIT 3 (see Research Question 
#2). 

➢ Measure: Number of ZT KIT violations. This is the total of ZT violations as recorded in FAS. 

➢ Example: A KIT 3 visit recorded two violations of the same ZT item on the KIT. Therefore, it has two 
ZT violations (but note that only one ZT KIT item was cited). 

 
Research Question 2: Is there a significant difference in the average number of KIT and non- 
KIT item citations, overall, between KITs 1 and 2 and KIT 3? 

Rationale: Because non-ZT items on KIT 3 were maintained, dropped, or added based on empirical 
assessment of four years of historical data during the KIT 3 development phase (including considering 
violation frequency, violation ranking, and clustering in problematic areas), there should be an increase in 
the number of KIT items cited when using KIT 3 during an inspection, compared to using KITs 1 and 2. In 
addition, compared to KITs 1 and 2, KIT 3 inspections should lead to a higher average number of total 
violations because KIT 3 is designed to identify poorly performing facilities that would have more violations. 

➢ Measure: Average number of KIT and non-KIT items cited, per inspection. 

➢ Example: Five KIT violations are cited during a KIT 3 visit, but only four KIT items were cited, because 
the facility had two instances of non-compliance with the same KIT item 

➢ Example: The average number of all violations found during inspections using KITs 1 and 2 is much 
lower than KIT 3’s average number. We can test these findings for statistical significance. 

 
Research Question 3: Does the use of KIT 3 trigger comprehensive inspections more 
frequently? Is there a significant difference in the percentage of KIT 3 inspections triggering 
an in-depth comprehensive inspection, compared to KITs 1 and 2? 

Rationale: Again, as in Question 2 (above), because we believed that the new KIT 3 would be more 
successful at identifying facilities that needed a comprehensive inspection, we expected that the 
percentage of KIT 3 visits triggering comprehensive inspections might be greater than that of KITs 1 and 2. 

➢ Measure: The number of comprehensive inspections triggered during a KIT visit.14
 

➢ Example: During 100 KIT 1 visits, 25 comprehensive inspections were triggered (25%); during 100 
KIT 3 visits, 33 comprehensive inspections were triggered (33%). We can test these findings for 
statistical significance between the KITs. 

 
Research Question 4: Is there a significant difference in the range of different KIT items that 
LPAs cite or do not cite on the KITs? 

Rationale: Again, assuming KIT 3 is a stronger tool in terms of the relevance of its items, it seems logical to 
assume that more items on the KIT 3 form will be cited, compared to KITs 1 and 2. In other words, are KIT 
3’s items more useful? Because LPAs occasionally cite multiple violations of one KIT item during an 
inspection, we count KIT items (rows on the KIT) rather than total KIT violations to assess the KITs. And, we 

 

14 If a visit was marked as a KIT-triggered comprehensive inspection, but the LPA did not cite any KIT items, we 
excluded that visit from analysis. 
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focus on KIT items rather than number of KIT violations because this study is intended to examine the utility 
of the KIT items themselves. 

➢ Measure: a count of KIT items (rows) cited during at least one KIT inspection. 

➢ Example: KIT 1 has 20 separate items listed, and LPAs cited 15 of those items at least once during 
the previous period: 75 percent of KIT 1 items have ever been cited. KIT 3 has 24 separate items, 
and 20 of them were cited at least once during the study period: therefore 83 percent of KIT 3’s 
items were cited at least once, a higher percent than the items on KIT 1. 

The remaining chapters of this report summarize the Phase Two pilot test results for each program area 
and facility type, one by one. We begin with the Child Care program facility types (Section 2), continue with 
those in the Children’s Residential program (Section 3), and conclude with those in the Adult and Senior 
Care program (Section 4). 
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SECTION 2: CHILD CARE CENTERS 
In this section of the report, we discuss the pilot test results as they pertain to facility types within the Child 
Care Center program area: Family Child Care Homes (Chapter 3), Infant Centers (Chapter 4), and School 
Age Child Care Facilities (Chapter 5). We do not discuss Child Care Facilities for the Mildly Ill in detail, 
because there are only six such facilities in the state. CCLD LPAs conducted five total inspection visits in 
Mildly Ill centers across the two comparison periods (one KIT 1 and one KIT 2 inspections occurred during 
the prior period, and 3 KIT 3 inspections during the study period); no KIT violations were cited during any 
of those visits. 
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Chapter 3: Family Child Care Homes 

In this chapter, we describe the KIT 3 pilot test results as applied to Family Child Care Homes (FCCH). We 
compare KIT 3 pilot test results to those of KITs 1 and 2 from the same time period in the prior year, 
observing the tools’ relative tendency to identify code violations and trigger comprehensive inspections. 
Specifically, we examine: 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool identified at least one KIT item violation during an 
inspection and the total number of KIT and non-KIT violations during a KIT inspection 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool identified a zero tolerance violation 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool triggered a comprehensive inspection 

➢ The relative average number of violations that each tool identified—both in general and after 
distinguishing between KITs which trigger comprehensive inspections and KITs that did not trigger 
comprehensive inspections 

➢ The relative percentage of individual KIT items (rows) on the KITs cited at least once during the 
study periods 

➢ The relative frequency with which the tools identified specific violations, both in raw numbers and 
as a percentage of the total number of KIT citations, for just items present on KITs during the two 
comparison periods 

 
Frequency: At Least One Violation 

First, we observe the relative frequency with which each tool identified at least one violation during a KIT 
inspection. As Table 3.1 shows below, KIT 3 was 5-6% more likely to identify at least one violation, a 
statistically significant finding. 

Table 3.1: Comparing Proportion of KIT Inspections with at Least One KIT Regulation Cited, Previous and 
Study Periods (FCCH) 
  Previous Period  Study Period   

 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3   

KIT Inspections N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Average 

No KIT violations 
cited 

1,003 71% 1,297 70% 1,449 65% 3,707 68% 

At least one KIT 
violation cited 

413 29% 546 30% 778 35% 1,779 32% 

Total 1,416  1,843  2,227  5,486  

 
Frequency: Zero Tolerance Violations 

What about zero tolerance violations? We see that none of the KITs identified zero tolerance violations 
very often, and that KIT 3 performs very similarly to KITs 1 and 2 in this respect. 
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➢ KIT 1 Zero Tolerance violations: 22 of 597 KIT violations (4%) 

➢ KIT 2 Zero Tolerance violations: 11 of 885 KIT violations (2%) 

➢ KIT 3 Zero Tolerance violations: 33 of 1421 KIT violations (3%) 

 
Frequency: Comprehensive Inspection Trigger 

How did KIT 3 compare to KITs 1 and 2 in terms of triggering comprehensive inspections? As Table 3.2 
highlights, KIT 3 tended to trigger a comprehensive inspection more than twice as frequently as had KITs 1 
and 2, a statistically significant finding. These results indicate a KIT 3 inspection triggers a comprehensive 
inspection roughly one out of seven inspections, whereas KITs 1 and 2 triggered a comprehensive 
inspection one out of 20 inspections. 

Table 3.2: Number and Percent of KIT Inspections Which Triggered a Comprehensive Inspection, Previous 
and Study Periods (FCCH) 
  Previous Period  Study Period   

 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3   

 N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Average 

Triggered a comprehensive 
inspection 

84 6% 52 3% 107 14% 243 7.6% 

Didn’t trigger a comp 
inspection 

1,332 94% 1,791 97% 671 86% 3,794 92.3% 

Total 1,416  1,843  778  4,037  

 
Average Number of KIT Violations 

Having looked at the relative frequency with which the KITs identified at least one violation and how often 
comprehensive inspections are triggered, we now turn our attention to comparing the KITs with respect to 
the overall number of violations that each tool identified. As we can see in Table 3.3 below, on average, KIT 
3 identified more violations than the other KITs, both including and not including the zero tolerance 
regulations—differences that are statistically significantly different. Finally, the higher average number of 
all types of violations cited during a KIT 3 inspection (KIT and non-KIT violations), is not statistically 
significant. KIT 3 inspections were no more likely to identify poorly performing facilities more often than 
KITs 1 and 2. This finding may indicate that each KIT version is performing similarly in this aspect. 

Table 3.3: Average Number of KIT Violations, for KIT Inspections with at Least One Violation, Previous and 
Study Periods (FCCH) 
 Previous Period Study Period  

 KIT 1 (N) KIT 2 (N) KIT 3 (N) p 

Average KIT violations per visit (Number of 
inspections) 

1.46 (416) 1.62 (546) 1.91 (778) .000 

Average KIT violations per visit, excluding ZT 
items (Number of inspections) 

1.42 (406) 1.59 (545) 1.87 (769) .000 

Average violations per KIT visit, all possible 
regulations (Number of inspections) 

2.46 (559) 2.41 (741) 2.56(987) .262 
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Triggered Comprehensive Inspections 

As Table 3.4 highlights below, the average number of KIT violations cited during a KIT inspection that 
triggered a comprehensive is significantly higher for KIT 3 visits (2.71 KIT violations), compared to an 
average number for KITs 1 and 2 (2.36 KIT violations), a statistically significant finding. The difference 
between KIT 3 and KITs 1 and 2 in the average number of KIT violations for those inspections which did not 
trigger a comprehensive inspection is also significantly different (1.78 for KIT 3 versus an average 1.41 for 
the other KITs). 

Table 3.4: Average Number of KIT Violations for Triggering and Non-Triggering KITs, Previous and Study 
Periods (FCCH) 
 Previous Period Study Period  

 KIT 1 (N) KIT 2 (N) KIT 3 (N) p 

Average KIT violations when a comprehensive 
was triggered (Number of inspections) 

2.00 (76) 2.71 (45) 2.71 (107) .001 

Average KIT violations for inspections that did 
not trigger a comprehensive (Number of 
inspections) 

 

1.33 (337) 
 

1.52 (501) 
 

1.78 (671) 
 

.000 

NOTE: Some comprehensive inspections were triggered by two Type A violations of non-KIT items, and are excluded 
from the above findings. 

 
Percentage of KIT Indicators Cited At Least Once 

One of the best ways to evaluate the relative usefulness of the KITs is to analyze the utility of each item on 
the KITs. Specifically, what percentage of the indicators included on each KIT did LPAs cite at least once 
during the comparison and study periods? If the percentage is large, that suggests a more practical and 
efficient tool, in that LPAs spend less time reviewing regulations rarely, if ever, cited. In other words, KIT 
items should be relevant as well as useful. As Table 3.5 below reveals, KIT 3 outperformed KITs 1 and 2 by 
a substantial margin in this respect; ninety-one percent of KIT 3 items were cited at least once, compared 
to 78% of KIT 1 items and 79% of KIT 2 items. 

Table 3.5: Number and Percent of KIT Items Cited During at Least One KIT Inspections, Previous and Study 
Periods (FCCH) 
 Previous Period Study Period 
 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 

Number of KIT items cited 14 15 20 

Total KIT items present* 18 19 21 

Percent KIT items cited 78% 79% 95% 
*These counts were not generated within the KIT data; they are simply counts using Table 3.6 below. No statistical 
testing was possible. Some regulations were combined on the KITs but are counted as individual items in this table. 

 
Frequency: Specific Violations 

Finally, it is useful to compare how frequently the KITs identified and cited specific violations. Table 3.6 
makes these comparisons, distinguishing items that appear on all three KITs from those that appear on two 
of the KITs and those that appear on only one KIT. The table also distinguishes zero tolerance items from 
non-zero tolerance items. 
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Table 3.6: KIT Items Present on KITs 1, 2, and 3, Previous and Study Periods (FCCH) 

Number of violations Percent of violations 
 KIT item KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 

On all three KITs ZT 102417(g)(5)(A-B) 5 0 8 1% - 1% 
 ZT 102417(g)(4)(A)-(C) 11 10 25 2% 1% 2% 
 ZT 102417(a) 6 5 9 1% 1% 1% 
 ZT 102391(a) 0 0 1 - - 0.1% 
 102417(g)(4) 154 148 207 26% 17% 15% 
 102417(g)(1) 92 164 13 15% 19% 1% 
 102417(b) 13 18 22 2% 2% 2% 
 102417(g)(3) 24 12 21 4% 1% 1% 
 102416.5(a) 23 27 42 4% 3% 3% 
 102370(d)(1) 35 52 51 6% 6% 4% 
 102416(c) 157 211 235 26% 24% 17% 

On two KITs ZT 102370.1(a) 1 0  0.2% -  

 ZT 102417(k)(1) 0 0  - -  

 102421(b) 51 38  9% 4%  

 102417(c) 3 1  0.5% 0.1%  

 102417(g)(6) 0 1  - 0.1%  

 102416.5(c)  3 6  0.3% 0.4% 
 102417(d)  29 38  3% 3% 
 102417(g)(8)  166 188  19% 13% 

On one KIT ZT 102417(r)(1) 0   -   

 ZT 102417(k)(2)   1   0.1% 
 ZT H&S 1597.58(c)(2)   0   - 
 102417(g)(9)(A)(1) 22   4%   

 102423(a)(2)   35   2% 
 102418(g)/(g)(1)   164   12% 
 102419(d)   88   6% 
 102418(g)(1)   74   5% 
 H&S 1597.543   193   14% 
 Total KIT violations 597 885 1,421 100% 100% 100% 

 
With regard to the zero tolerance items, we see that item while ZT 102417(g)(4)(A)-(C)15 appears far more 
likely to be cited than any other ZT item across the board, as a percentage of KIT violations, all three KITs 
cited that ZT item just 1 to 2% of the time. 

As for non-zero tolerance items that appear on all three of the KITs, it is worth noting that no item was 
cited more frequently on KIT 3 than on the other KITs (as a percentage of cited violations), and several were 
cited much less frequently on KIT 3. The individual items that stand out in this regard are: 

 
 
 

 
15 ZT 102417(g)(4)(A)-(C) – The licensee shall be present in the home and shall ensure that children in care are 
supervised at all times, the home shall be kept clean and orderly, with heating and ventilation for safety and 
comfort, and the home shall maintain telephone service. 



CCLD KIT Phase Two Pilot Final Report 25 CSUS Institute for Social Research 
 

➢ 102417(g)(1)16 (KIT 1 - 15%; KIT 2 - 19%; and KIT 3 - 1%) 

➢ 102416(c)17 (KIT 1 - 26%; KIT 2 - 24%; and KIT 3 - 17%) 

Two of the three KIT items present on just KIT 2 and KIT 3 were cited at similar rates, and the third common 
item was cited much more frequently on KIT 2 than KIT 3: 102417(g)(8)18 (19% by KIT 2 vs. 13% by KIT 3). 
KIT 3 items included five that were not on KITs 1 or 2. As a percentage of all KIT 3 violations, these five new 
items comprised fully 39% of those violations. 

Figure 3.1 displays the relative frequencies of 14 common KIT items with the exception of 102417(g)(1); 
the general distribution pattern appears remarkably similar.19 This indicates the KITs are being used 
similarly during the KIT inspections, and KIT 3’s electronic format did not unduly influence how LPAs 
performed their KIT inspections during the study period. 

Figure 3.1: Frequency Distribution of Common KIT Item Violations, Previous and Study Periods (FCCH) 

 
NOTE: These percentages are based on only the 14 items common to KIT 3 and KITs 1 and/or 2; percentages differ 
from those in Table 3.6 because these are based on 14 KIT items, not all possible KIT items. Please see Appendix 
Table 3.1 for supporting documentation. 

 
In sum, while KIT 3 performs similarly to KITs 1 and 2 in some areas for KIT inspections occurring in family 
child care homes, it is statistically significantly different from the other two KITs in a few ways, namely the 
average number of KIT violations on KIT 3 and the percentage of KIT inspections triggering a comprehensive 
inspections. Additionally, the percent of individual KIT 3 items cited at least once during the comparison 

 
 
 

16 102417(g)(1) – The home shall be free from defects or conditions which might endanger a child. Fireplaces and 
open-face heaters shall be screened to prevent access by children. The home shall contain a fire extinguisher and 
smoke detector device which meet standards established by the State Fire Marshal. 
17 102416(c) – The licensee and other personnel as specified shall complete training on preventative health 
practices, including pediatric cardiopulmonary resuscitation and pediatric first aid, pursuant to Health and Safety 
Code Section 1596.866. 
18 102417(g)(8) – The home shall be free from defects or conditions which might endanger a child. Each family child 
care home shall have a current roster of children as specified in Health and Safety Code Section 1596.841. 
19 If an item was present on both KIT 1 and 2, the number of violations was averaged for the purposes of this figure 
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time periods was notably higher. With the five additional items, KIT 3 proves to be a statistically sound 
instrument to aid in the efficiency of the KIT inspection process in family day care homes. 

In the next chapter, we review findings from the pilot test of the new KIT 3 used in Infant Child Care Centers. 
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Chapter 4: Infant Child Care Facilities 

In this chapter, we describe the KIT 3 pilot test results as applied to Infant child care facilities (Infant). We 
compare KIT 3 pilot test results to those of KITs 1 and 2 from the same time period in the prior year, 
observing the tools’ relative tendency to identify code violations and trigger comprehensive inspections.20 
Specifically, we examine: 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool identified at least one KIT item violation during an 
inspection and the total number of KIT and non-KIT violations during a KIT inspection 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool identified a zero tolerance violation 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool triggered a comprehensive inspection 

➢ The relative average number of violations that each tool identified—both in general and after 
distinguishing between KITs which trigger comprehensive inspections and KITs that did not trigger 
comprehensive inspections 

➢ The relative percentage of individual KIT items (rows) on the KITs cited at least once during the 
study periods 

➢ The relative frequency with which the tools identified specific violations, both in raw numbers and 
as a percentage of the total number of KIT citations, for just items present on KITs during the two 
comparison periods 

 
Frequency: At Least One Violation 

First, we observe the relative frequency with which each tool identified at least one violation during a KIT 
inspection. As Table 4.1 shows below, KIT 3 was 17% more likely to identify at least one violation: 29% of 
KIT 3 inspections had at least one KIT violation, compared to 12-19% of KIT 1 or KIT 2 inspections. 

Table 4.1: Comparing Proportion of KIT Inspections with at Least One KIT Regulation Cited, Previous and 
Study Periods (Infant) 
  Previous Period  Study Period   

 KITs 1 KIT 2 KIT 3   

KIT Inspections N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Average 

No KIT violations 
cited 

104 88% 117 81% 170 71% 391 97% 

At least one KIT 
violation cited 

14 12% 28 19% 70 29% 112 3% 

Total 118  145  140  403  

 
Frequency: Zero Tolerance Violations 

As for zero tolerance violations, KIT 3 did not tend to cite such violations with the same regularity as had 
KITs 1 or 2. Specifically: 

 
 
 
 
 

20 Previous period dates: July 27 to Oct 30 2014; Study period dates: July 27 to Oct 30 2015 
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➢ KIT 1 Zero Tolerance violations: 4 of 18 KIT violations (22%) 

➢ KIT 2 Zero Tolerance violations: 4 of 45 KIT violations (9%) 

➢ KIT 3 Zero Tolerance violations: 4 of 126 KIT violations (3%) 

 
Frequency: Comprehensive Inspection Trigger 

How did KIT 3 compare to KITs 1 and 2 in terms of triggering comprehensive inspections? As Table 4.2 
highlights, KIT 3 tended to trigger a comprehensive inspection slightly less frequently (3% vs. an average 
5% with KITs 1 and 2). 

Table 4.2: Number and Percent of KIT Inspections Which Triggered a Comprehensive Inspection, Previous 
and Study Periods (Infant) 
  Previous Perio d Study Period   

 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3   

 N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Average 

Triggered a comprehensive 
inspection 

6 5% 4 3% 7 2.9% 17 3.6% 

Didn't trigger a comp. 
inspection 

112 95% 141 97% 233 97% 486 96.3% 

Total 118  145  240  503  

 
Average Number of KIT Violations 

Having looked at the relative frequency with which the KITs identified at least one violation, and how often 
they triggered comprehensive inspections, we now turn our attention to comparing the overall average 
number of violations that each KIT identified. As we can see in Table 4.3 below, the KITs performed fairly 
similarly, in that each type of comparison (average KIT violations, average KIT violations excluding zero 
tolerance items, and average number of all types of violations) reveals a steady increase in the number of 
violations, from KIT 1 to KIT 2 to KIT 3. In all cases, though, the increases were small and not significantly 
different. KIT 3 inspections were no more likely to identify poorly performing facilities more often than KITs 
1 and 2. This finding may indicate that each KIT version is performing similarly in this aspect. 

Table 4.3: Average Number of KIT Violations, for KIT Inspections with at Least One Violation, Previous and 
Study Periods (Infant) 
 Previous Period Study Period  

 KIT 1 (N) KIT 2 (N) KIT 3 (N) p 

Average KIT violations per visit (Number of 
inspections) 

1.29(14) 1.61(28) 1.86(70) .231 

Average KIT violations per visit, excluding ZT 
items (Number of inspections) 

1.17(12) 1.65(26) 1.83(69) .231 

Average violations per KIT visit, all possible 
regulations (Number of inspections) 

2.13(39) 2.32(57) 2.38(101) .761 

 
Triggered Comprehensive Inspections 

Similarly, as Table 4.4 highlights below, when a comprehensive inspection was triggered, the same pattern 
emerges: the average number of KIT violations increased from KIT 1 to KIT 2 to KIT 3, but the averages were 
not statistically different from each other. Note that this lack of statistical significance may be due to the 
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small number of cases, or may be due to chance. Keep in mind that a comprehensive inspection can be 
triggered by just one Type A violation of a KIT or a non-KIT item; if that situation occurs frequently, the 
average number of violations during such KIT inspections would not necessarily increase a great deal. 

Table 4.4: Average Number of KIT Violations for Triggering and Non-Triggering KITs, Previous and Study 
Periods (Infant) 
 Previous Period Study Period  

 KIT 1 (N) KIT 2 (N) KIT 3 (N) p 

Average KIT violations when a 
comprehensive was triggered 
(Number of inspections) 

 

1.5(4) 
 

3(2) 
 

3.43 (7) 
 

.295 

Average KIT violations for inspections 
that did not trigger a comprehensive 
(Number of inspections) 

 

1.2(10) 
 

1.5(26) 
 

1.68 (63) 
 

.340 

 
Percentage of KIT Indicators Cited At Least Once 

One of the best ways to evaluate the relative usefulness of the KITs is to analyze the utility of each item on 
the tools. Specifically, what percentage of the indicators included on each tool did LPAs cite at least once? 
If the percentage is large, that suggests a more efficient tool, in that LPAs spend less time reviewing 
regulations rarely, if ever, cited. In other words, KIT items should be relevant as well as useful. 

As Table 4.5 below reveals, the KIT 3 out-performed the older KITs by a substantial margin in this respect; 
seventy-three of KIT 3 items were cited at least once, compared to 29% of KIT 1 items and 42% of KIT 2 
items. 

Table 4.5: Number and Percent of KIT Items Cited During at Least One KIT Inspections, Previous and Study 
Periods (Infant) 
 Previous Period Study Period 
 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 

Number of KIT items cited 12 18 30 

Total KIT items present* 42 43 41 

Percent KIT items cited 29% 42% 73% 
*These counts were not generated within the KIT data; they are simply counts using Table 4.6 below. No statistical 
testing was possible. Some regulations were combined on the KITs but are counted as individual items in this table. 

 
Frequency: Specific Violations 

It is useful to compare how frequently each KIT identified a violation, and which KIT items were cited. Table 
4.6 makes these comparisons, presenting the KIT items in such a way that the reader can tell if a given KIT 
item was on one, two, or all three KITs, and how frequently the item was cited on each of those KITs. The 
table also distinguishes zero tolerance items from non-zero tolerance items. 

As a percentage of violations, LPAs cited zero tolerance items less frequently with KIT 3: just three percent 
of KIT 3 violations were of the one KIT 3 zero tolerance item: 101429(a)(1).21 This particular item was cited 

 
 

21 101429(a)(1) – In addition to Section 101229, each infant shall be constantly supervised and under direct visual 
observation and supervision by a staff person at all times. Under no circumstances shall ANY infant be left 
unattended. 
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on all three KITs, and was a full 22% of all of KIT 1’s violations. Seven percent of KIT 2’s violations were of 
the only other zero tolerance item cited during either period: 101229(a)(1).22 

As for non-zero tolerance items that appear on all three of the KITs, it is worth noting that on nearly all 
items KIT 3 cited the item less frequently than KITs 1 and 2 had. In general, as a percentage of all KIT 
citations, KIT 3 tended to cite items at roughly the same or lower frequently: 

➢ 101239(n)23 (9% on KIT 2 vs 2% on KIT 3 (no violations noted on KIT 1)) 

➢ 101239(f)(1)24 (6% on KIT 1 vs 2% on KIT 2 and KIT 3) 

➢ 101416.225 (6% on KIT 1, 9%, on KIT 2, and 2% on KIT 3) 

With respect to the items that only appear on two of the three KITs, few items were cited during those 
inspections. Regarding KIT 3 specifically, only one of the four common items with KIT 1 was cited, and as a 
percentage of violations on those KITs, KIT 1 was cited 11% and KIT 3 9% (101221(b)(8)).26 

KIT 3 included 14 new items, although one health and safety statute did not exist when KITs 1 and 2 were 
developed: H&S 1596.954,27 requiring carbon monoxide monitors in all facilities. Fully 53% of violations 
cited during KIT 3 inspections were cited at least once. Four of the new KIT 3 items were never cited; CCL 
might consider removing them from KIT 3. 

Table 4.6: KIT Items Present on KITs 1, 2, and 3, Previous and Study Periods (Infant) 

Number of violations Percent of violations 

 KIT item KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 

On all three KITs ZT 101238(e) 0 0 0 - - - 

 ZT 101238(g)(2) 0 0 0 - - - 

 ZT 101200(a) 0 0 0 - - - 

 ZT 101229(a)(1) 0 3 0 - 7% - 

 ZT 101429(a)(1) 4 1 4 22% 2% 3% 

 ZT 101161(a) 0 0 0 - - - 

 101238(g) 1 2 6 6% 4% 5% 

 101239(n) 0 4 2 - 9% 2% 

 101238.2(d)(2) 0 2 2 - 4% 2% 

 101239(f)(1) 1 1 2 6% 2% 2% 
 

22 101229(a)(1) – No child(ren) shall be left without the supervision of a teacher at any time, except as specified in 

Sections 101216.2(e)(1) and 101230(c) 
23 101239(n) – Furniture and equipment shall be maintained in good condition, free of sharp, loose, or pointed 
parts. 
24 101239(f)(1) – Solid waste shall be stored, located and disposed of in a manner that will not transmit 
communicable diseases or odors, create a nuisance, or provide a breeding place or food source for insects or 
rodents. All containers used for storage of solid wastes, including moveable bins, shall have a tightfitting cover that 
is kept on; shall be in good repair; and shall be leak-proof and rodent-proof 
25 101416.2 – Infant Care Teacher Qualifications and Duties 
26 101221(b)(8) – Each record shall contain information including, but not limited to, the following: medical 
assessment, including ambulatory status as specified in Section 101220 
27 H&S 1596.954 – Facility has one or more functioning carbon monoxide detectors that meet statutory 
requirements. 
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 101238.2(e) 0 2 2 - 4% 2% 

 101238(a)(1) 0 0 1 - - 1% 

 101170(e)(1) 0 4 1 - 9% 1% 

 101216(f) 2 4 3 11% 9% 2% 

 101212(b)* 0 0 0 - - - 

 101227(a)(6) 0 1 3 - 2% 2% 

 101439.1 1 0 1 6% - 1% 

 101438.3 0 0 1 - - 1% 

 101416.5 1 3 3 6% 7% 2% 

 101427 0 0 2 - - 2% 

 101419.2 0 1 8 - 2% 6% 

 101419.3 1 2 3 6% 4% 2% 

 101416.2 1 4 3 6% 9% 2% 

On two KITs ZT 101170.1(a) 0  0 -  - 

 101238(g)(1) 0 0  - -  

 101226(e)(1)(A) 0 0  - -  

 101239(o) 0 0  - -  

 101239(e)(4) 1 0  6% -  

 101238.3(b) 0 4  - 9%  

 101227(a)(18) 0 0  - -  

 101239.2(a) 0 0  - -  

 101239(q) 0 0  - -  

 101229.1(a)(1) 2 3  11% 7%  

 101216.3(a) 0 0  - -  

 101221(b)(5) 0 0  - -  

 101438.2 0 0  - -  

 101417 0 0  - -  

 101161(a) 0  2 -  2% 

 101221(b)(8) 2  11 11%  9% 

 101439* 0  0 -  - 

On one KIT ZT H&S 1596.8897 (g)  0   -  

 101227(a)(19) 1   6%   

 101217(a)(11) 0   -   

 101227(a)(15)  0   -  

 101439(h)(1)  2   4%  

 101439(h)(2)  0   -  

 101439(l)  0   -  

 101217(a)  2   4%  

 101217(b)  0   -  
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 101216.2(b)*   0   - 

 101217   1   1% 

 101226(e)*   0   - 

 101229.1(b)   9   7% 

 101238(a)   5   4% 

 101416.5(b)   9   7% 

 101416.2(b)   4   3% 

 101417(a)(6)*   0   - 

 101427(j)   9   7% 

 101439(d)(2)*   0   - 

 101439(h)(4)   2   2% 

 101221(a)   2   2% 

 H&S 1596.954   24   19% 

 101438.3(b)   1   1% 

 Total KIT violations 18 45 126 100% 100% 100% 

*KIT items CCLD could consider removing from KIT 3. 

 
Finally, Figure 4.1 allows the reader to make a direct comparison of the 27 KIT items common to all three 
KITs; the general distribution pattern does not appear similar.28 This is a finding difficult to interpret. We 
would like to see common KIT items cited relatively frequently regardless of the KIT, indicating that the 
electronic format did not have undue influence on how each KIT is used during the inspection. In this case, 
four common items were only cited during KIT 3 inspections.29 While this may indicate CC LPAs treated the 
KIT 3 differently during those inspections, CC LPAs did not display this pattern when using KIT 3 forms in 
other child care facilities. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

28 If an item was present on both KIT 1 and 2, the number of violations was averaged for the purposes of this figure 
29 101238(a)(1): The licensee takes measures to keep the facility free of flies, other insects, and rodents; 101438.3: 
The facility shall have indoor activity space for infants that is physically separate from space used by preschool child 
care center/school-age child care center components, and meets the requirements of 101438.3(a) – (e); 101427: 
The facility has an individual feeding plan for each infant that meets the requirements of 101427(b)(1) – (5); 
101161(a): The licensee does not exceed the conditions, limitations, and capacity specified on the license. 
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Frequencies of 27 Common KIT Items 
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Figure 4.1: Frequency Distribution of Common KIT Item Violations, Previous and Study Periods (Infant) 
 

NOTE: These percentages are based on only the 27 items common to KIT 3 and KITs 1 and/or 2; percentages differ 
from those in Table 4.6 because these are based on 27 KIT items, not all possible KIT items. Please see Appendix 
Table 4.1 for supporting documentation 

 
In summary, KIT 3 added 14 new regulatory violations to the tool, four of which were never cited and might 
be considered candidates for removal going forward. In terms of their relative performance, KIT 3 
outperformed KITs 1 and 2 in terms of the number of KIT violations cited and the percentage of inspections 
that triggered comprehensive inspections (barely). Furthermore, KIT 3 appears to be a much more efficient 
tool: the percentage of KIT 3 items that LPAs cited at least once was roughly 30-40% greater than on KITs 
1 and 2. However, while KIT 3 appeared to generally outperform KITS 1 and 2 on the other criteria as well, 
the differences tended to be small and not statistically significant. Finally, LPAs cited identical KIT items at 
very different rates across the three KITs—an unusual result that we find difficult to interpret. In general, 
then, while the Infant Center results generally favor KIT 3, we cannot say this with as much confidence as 
we did with respect to Family Child Care Homes. 

In the next chapter, we present pilot test results as they pertain to School Age Child Care Centers. 
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Chapter 5: School Age Child Care Facilities 

In this chapter, we describe the KIT 3 pilot test results as applied to School Age child care facilities (School 
Age). We compare KIT 3 pilot test results to those of KITs 1 and 2 from the same time period in the prior 
year, observing the tools’ relative tendency to identify code violations and trigger comprehensive 
inspections.30 Specifically, we examine: 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool identified at least one KIT item violation during an 
inspection and the total number of KIT and non-KIT violations during a KIT inspection 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool identified a zero tolerance violation 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool triggered a comprehensive inspection 

➢ The relative average number of violations that each tool identified—both in general and after 
distinguishing between KITs which trigger comprehensive inspections and KITs that did not trigger 
comprehensive inspections 

➢ The relative percentage of individual KIT items (rows) on the KITs cited at least once during the 
study periods 

➢ The relative frequency with which the tools identified specific violations, both in raw numbers 
and as a percentage of the total number of KIT citations, for just items present on KITs during the 
two comparison periods 

 
Frequency: At Least One Violation 

First, we observe the relative frequency with which each tool identified at least one violation during a KIT 
inspection. As Table 5.1 shows below, KIT 3 was not statistically more or less likely to cite at least one 
violation. 

Table 5.1: Comparing Proportion of KIT Inspections with at Least One KIT Regulation Cited, Previous and 
Study Periods (School Age) 
  Previous Period  Study Period   

 KITs 1 KIT 2 KIT 3   

KIT Inspections N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Average 

No KIT violations 
cited 

98 84% 100 78% 133 78% 331 80% 

At least one KIT 
violation cited 

19 16% 28 22% 37 22% 84 20% 

Total 117  128  170  415  

 
Frequency: Zero Tolerance Violations 

What about zero tolerance violations? We see that none of the KITs identified zero tolerance violations 
very often, and that eight percent of KIT violations for all three KITs were zero tolerance violations. 

 
 
 
 
 

30 Previous period dates: July 27 to Oct 30 2014; Study period dates: July 27 to Oct 30 2015 
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➢ KIT 1 Zero Tolerance violations: 2 of 24 KIT violations (8%) 

➢ KIT 2 Zero Tolerance violations: 3 of 40 KIT violations (8%) 

➢ KIT 3 Zero Tolerance violations: 4 of 52 KIT violations (8%) 

 
Frequency: Comprehensive Inspection Trigger 

How did KIT 3 compare to KITs 1 and 2 in terms of triggering comprehensive inspections? As Table 5.2 
highlights, KIT 3 triggered a comprehensive inspection much less frequently: Nine percent of KITs 1 and 2 
inspections triggered a comprehensive, compared to three percent when LPAs used KIT 3. While this seems 
like a big difference, it is not a statistically significant one; due to the small number of observations in the 
data, the difference could have been a function of chance. 

Table 5.2: Number and Percent of KIT Inspections Which Triggered a Comprehensive Inspection, Previous 
and Study Periods (School Age) 
  Previous Period Study Period   

 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3  

 N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Average 

Triggered a comprehensive 
inspection 

2 11% 2 7% 1 3% 5 6% 

Didn't trigger a comp inspection 17 89% 26 93% 36 97% 79 94% 

Total 19  28  37  84  

 
Average Number of KIT Violations 

Having looked at the relative frequency with which the KITs identified at least one violation, and how often 
comprehensive inspections are triggered, we now turn our attention to comparing the KITs with respect to 
the overall number of violations that each tool identified. As we can see in Table 5.3 below, KIT 3 does not 
statistically differ from KITs 1 or 2 on these dimensions. KIT 3 inspections were no more likely to identify 
poorly performing facilities more often than KITs 1 and 2. This finding may indicate that each KIT version is 
performing similarly in this aspect. 

Table 5.3: Average Number of KIT Violations, for KIT Inspections with at Least One Violation, Previous and 
Study Periods (School Age) 
 Previous Period Study Period 

 KIT 1 (N) KIT 2 (N) KIT 3 (N) p 

Average KIT violations per visit (Number of 
inspections) 

1.32 (19) 1.36 (28) 1.43 (37) .912 

Average KIT violations per visit, excluding ZT 
items (Number of inspections) 

1.28 (18) 1.4 (25) 1.44 (34) .866 

Average violations per KIT visit, all possible 
regulations (Number of Inspections) 

1.91 (33) 2.09 (47) 1.73 (56) .457 

 
Triggered Comprehensive Inspections 

As Table 5.4 highlights below, there is not much of a difference between KIT 3 and KITs 1 and 2 in the 
number of violations cited during inspections that triggered a comprehensive inspection. The average 
number of KIT violations cited during a triggering visit is not statistically significantly different across the 
two time periods. Likewise, the difference in the average number of violations cited during non-triggering 
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KIT visits is also not statistically significant. The low number of KIT-triggered comprehensive inspections in 
this study should be interpreted with caution. 

Table 5.4: Average Number of KIT Violations for Triggering and Non-Triggering KITs, Previous and Study 
Periods (School Age) 
 Previous Period Study Period  

 KIT 1 (N) KIT 2 (N) KIT 3 (N) p 

Average KIT violations when a comprehensive 
was triggered (Number of inspections) 

1.00 (2) 2.0 (2) 1.0 (1) .872 

Average KIT violations for inspections that did 
not trigger a comprehensive (Number of 
inspections) 

 

1.35 (17) 
 

1.14 (29) 
 

1.44 (35) 
 

.625 

NOTE: Some comprehensive inspections were triggered by violations of non-KIT items, and are excluded from the 
above values. 

 
Percentage of KIT Indicators Cited At Least Once 

One of the best ways to evaluate the relative usefulness of the KITs is to analyze the utility of each KIT item. 
Specifically, what percentage of the indicators included on each tool did LPAs cite at least once during the 
comparison and study periods? If the percentage is large, that suggests a more efficient tool, in that LPAs 
spend less time reviewing regulations rarely, if ever, cited. In other words, KIT items should be relevant as 
well as useful. As Table 5.5 below reveals, KIT 2 and KIT 3 items were cited at functionally the same amount: 
58% to 59% of items on those KITs. In contrast, just 42% of KIT 1 items were ever cited during the previous 
period. 

Table 5.5: Number and Percent of KIT Items Cited During at Least One KIT Inspections, Previous and Study 
Periods (School Age) 
 Previous Period Study Period 
 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 

Number of KIT items cited 14 18 20 

Total KIT items present* 33 31 34 

Percent KIT items cited 42% 58% 59% 
*These counts were not generated within the KIT data; they are simply counts using Table 5.6 below. No statistical 
testing was possible. Some regulations were combined on the KITs but are counted as individual items in this table. 

 
Frequency: Specific Violations 

Finally, it is useful to compare how frequently the KITs identified and cited specific types of violations. Table 
5.6 makes these comparisons, distinguishing items that appear on all three KITs from those that appear on 
two of the KITs and those that appear on only one KIT. The table also distinguishes zero tolerance items 
from non-zero tolerance items. 
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Table 5.6: KIT Items Present on KITs 1, 2, and 3, Previous and Study Periods (School Age) 

Number of violations Percent of violations 
 KIT item KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 

On all three 
KITs 

ZT 101238(e) 0 0 0 - - - 

ZT 101238(g)(2) 0 0 0 - - - 
ZT 101229(a)(1) 2 2 3 8% 5% 6% 

 ZT 101200(a) 0 0 0 - - - 
 ZT 101161(a) 0 1 1 - 3% 2% 
 101238(g) 2 3 1 8% 8% 2% 
 101238(g)(1)* 0 0 0 - - - 
 101239(n) 0 2 1 - 5% 2% 
 101238.2(d)(2) 1 1 0 4% 3% - 
 101239(e)(4) 1 3 2 4% 8% 4% 
 101238.3(b) 0 3 1 - 8% 2% 
 101227(a)(18) 0 1 0 - 3% - 
 101239(f)(1) 2 0 3 8% - 6% 
 101239.2(a) 1 1 1 4% 3% 2% 
 101238.2(e) 1 2 2 4% 5% 4% 
 101170(e)(1) 1 2 2 4% 5% 4% 
 101216(f) 7 3 4 29% 8% 8% 
 101212(b) 1 3 0 4% 8% - 
 101161(a) 1 0 0 4% - - 
 101227(a)(6) 0 4 1 - 10% 2% 
 101516.5 0 1 0 - 3% - 

On two KITs ZT 101170.1(a) 0  0 -  - 

ZT H&S 1596.8897(g)  0 0  - - 
 101226(e)(1)(A) 0 0  - -  

 101239(o) 0 0  - -  

 101239(q) 0 0  - -  

 101238(a)(1) 1 3  4% 8%  

 101216.3(a) 0 0  - -  

 101221(b)(5) 2 0  8% -  

 101529.1 0 2  - 5%  

 101229.1(a)(1) 0  6 -  12% 
 101217(a)(11) 0  1 -  2% 
 101217(a)(6)  3 1  8% 2% 

On one KIT 101227(a)(19) 0   -   

101227(a)(15)  0   -  

 101221(b)(8) 1   4%   

 101216(g)(1)   3   6% 
 101217(a)   0   - 
 101221(a)   3   6% 
 101238(a)   2   4% 
 101538.3(b)   0   - 
 101170(e)(2)   1   2% 
 101516.5(b)   0   - 
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 H&S 1596.954   13   25% 
 Total KIT violations 24 40 52    

* KIT item CCLD could consider removing from KIT 3 

 
Of the eight new items added to KIT 3, three were never cited during the study period, making them 
candidates for removal. Furthermore, one new item comprised fully 25% of all KIT 3 violations: the newly 
implemented Health and Safety statute 1596.954, which requires carbon monoxide detectors in day care 
centers. 

Figure 5.1 displays the relative frequencies of 26 common KIT items; the general distribution pattern 
appears somewhat dissimilar.31 However, the number of violations of any one KIT item is quite small 
(typically cited less than four times for a given KIT), and readers should use caution when interpreting the 
results. Due to the small number of violations, we cannot know the impact of using KIT 3’s electronic format 
during KIT inspections. 

Figure 5.1: Frequency Distribution of Common KIT Item Violations, Previous and Study Periods (School Age) 

 

KIT 3 KIT 1 and/or 2 

25% 

NOTE: These percentages are based on only the 26 items common to KIT 3 and KITs 1 and/or 2; percentages differ 
from those in Table 5.6 because these are based on 26 KIT items, not all possible KIT items. Please see Appendix 
Table 5.1 for supporting documentation. 

 
In conclusion, KIT 3 does not tend to differ significantly from KITs 1 and 2 with regard to the evaluative 
criteria that we have examined. Thus, while we cannot say with any confidence that KIT 3 outperformed 
KITs 1 and 2, we can say that it performed at least as well—indicating that KIT 3 is a viable alternative. 

Thus concludes our analyses of the KIT 3 Pilot as it relates to Child Care facilities. In the next section of the 
report, we present pilot test results as they pertain to Children’s Residential facilities. 

 
 
 
 

 

31 If an item was present on both KIT 1 and 2, the number of violations was averaged for the purposes of this figure 
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SECTION 3: CHILDREN’S RESIDENTIAL FACILITIES 
In this section of the report, we discuss the pilot test results as they relate to Children’s Residential Facilities. 
We begin, in Chapter 6, with a discussion of Foster Family Homes. Then, in Chapter 7, we briefly discuss 
several facility types that have very small sample sizes when it comes to the number of inspections 
performed during the study period, and especially with regard to the number of violations cited during 
those periods (Small Family Homes, Adoption Agencies, Foster Family Agencies, Crisis Nurseries, and 
Transitional Housing Placement Programs). Given the small numbers of inspections and citations in those 
five facility types, it is not feasible to conduct large-scale quantitative analyses. Thus, in Chapter 7, our 
discussion is limited with respect to these facility types. 
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Chapter 6: Foster Family Homes 

In this chapter, we describe the KIT 3 pilot test results as applied to Foster Family Homes (FFH). We compare 
KIT 3 pilot test results to those of KITs 1 and 2 from the same time period in the prior year, observing the 
tools’ relative tendency to identify code violations and trigger comprehensive inspections.32 Specifically, 
we examine: 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool identified at least one KIT item violation during an 
inspection and the total number of KIT and non-KIT violations during a KIT inspection 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool identified a zero tolerance violation 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool triggered a comprehensive inspection 

➢ The relative average number of violations that each tool identified—both in general and after 
distinguishing between KITs which trigger comprehensive inspections and KITs that did not trigger 
comprehensive inspections 

➢ The relative percentage of individual KIT items (rows) on the KITs cited at least once during the 
study periods 

➢ The relative frequency with which the tools identified specific violations, both in raw numbers 
and as a percentage of the total number of KIT citations, for just items present on KITs during the 
two comparison periods 

 
Frequency: At Least One Violation 

First, we observe the relative frequency with which each tool identified at least one violation during a KIT 
inspection. As Table 6.1 shows below, KIT 3 cited at least one violation a little more frequently than had 
KITs 1 and 2 (35% to 30% each, respectively), but that higher percent was not statistically significant. 

Table 6.1: Comparing Proportion of KIT Inspections with at Least One KIT Regulation Cited, Previous and 
Study Periods (FFH) 
  Previous Period  Study Period   

 KITs 1 KIT 2 KIT 3   

KIT Inspections N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Average 

No KIT violations 
cited 

54 70% 28 70% 43 65% 125 68% 

At least one KIT 
violation cited 

23 30% 12 30% 23 35% 58 32% 

Total 77  40  66  183  

 
Frequency: Zero Tolerance Violations 

There are no zero tolerance items on the KIT 3 inspection form for Foster Family Homes. 

 
Frequency: Comprehensive Inspection Trigger 

How did KIT 3 compare to KITs 1 and 2 in terms of triggering comprehensive inspections? As Table 6.2 
highlights, KIT 3 tended to trigger a comprehensive inspection slightly more frequently (3.2% vs. 2.6% with 

 

32 Previous period dates: July 27 to Oct 30 2014; Study period dates: July 27 to Oct 30 2015 
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KIT 1 [no comprehensive inspections were triggered when KIT 2 was used]). This difference in frequency 
between KIT 3 and KIT 1 is statistically significant, although one could argue that it is not really a 
substantively meaningful difference given the small number of instances. 

Table 6.2: Number and Percent of KIT Inspections Which Triggered a Comprehensive Inspection, Previous 
and Study Periods (FFH) 
  Previous Period  Study Period   

 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3   

 N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Average 

Triggered a comprehensive 
inspection 

2 2.6% 0 0 6 3.2% 8 4.4% 

Didn't trigger a comp. 
inspection 

75 97.4% 40 100% 60 96.8% 297 95.6% 

Total 77  40  66  305  

 
Average Number of KIT Violations 

Having looked at the relative frequency with which the KITs identified at least one violation and how often 
they triggered comprehensive inspections, we now turn our attention to comparing the overall average 
number of violations that each KIT identified. As we can see in Table 6.3 below, while the average number 
of violations increased from KIT 1 to KIT 2 to KIT 3—both for average KIT item violations and for all violation 
types—the increases were small and not statistically significant. KIT 3 inspections were no more likely to 
identify poorly performing facilities more often than KITs 1 and 2. This finding may indicate that each KIT 
version is performing similarly in this aspect. 

Table 6.3: Average Number of KIT Violations, for KIT Inspections with at Least One Violation, Previous and 
Study Periods (FFH) 
 Previous Period Study Period  

 KIT 1 (N) KIT 2 (N) KIT 3 (N) p 

Average KIT violations per visit (Number of 
inspections) 

1.26 (23) 1.50 (12) 1.61 (23) .351 

Average violations per KIT visit, all possible 
regulations (Number of inspections) 

1.59 (37) 2.11 (18) 2.41 (29) .109 

 
Triggered Comprehensive Inspections 

During the previous period, KIT 1 only triggered one comprehensive inspection. The LPA cited three KIT 
violations during that inspection. By contrast, during the KIT 3 study period, there were five KIT-triggered 
comprehensive inspections, with an average number of 3.2 KIT violations. However, this difference is not 
statistically significant (meaning we cannot definitively distinguish the effect from zero). This lack of 
statistical significance may be due to the small number of cases, or may be due to chance. 
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Table 6.4: Average Number of KIT Violations for Triggering and Non-Triggering KITs, Previous and Study 
Periods (FFH) 
 Previous Period Study Period 

 KIT 1 (N) KIT 2 (N) KIT 3 (N) 

Average KIT violations when a comprehensive was 
triggered (Number of inspections) 

3.00 (1) n/a 3.20 (5) 

Average KIT violations for inspections that did not 
trigger a comprehensive (Number of inspections) 

1.18 (22) n/a 1.17 (18) 

NOTE: Some comprehensive inspections were triggered by violations of non-KIT items, and are excluded from the 
above findings. No comprehensive inspection was triggered by KIT 2 during the previous period. 

 
Percentage of KIT Indicators Cited At Least Once 

One of the best ways to evaluate the relative usefulness of the KITs is to analyze the utility of each item on 
the tools. Specifically, what percentage of the indicators included on each tool did LPAs cite at least once? 
If the percentage is large, it suggests a more efficient tool, in that LPAs spend less time reviewing regulations 
rarely, if ever, cited. In other words, KIT items should be relevant as well as useful. As Table 6.5 below 
reveals, KIT 3 outperformed the older KITs by a substantial margin in this respect; 73% of KIT 3 items were 
cited at least once, compared to 31% of KIT 1 items and 25% of KIT 2 items. 

Table 6.5: Number and Percent of KIT Items Cited During at Least One KIT Inspections, Previous and Study 
Periods (FFH) 
 Previous Period Study Period 
 KIT 1 (N) KIT 2 (N) KIT 3 (N) 

Number of KIT items cited 8 8 16 

Total KIT items present* 26 32 22 

Percent KIT items cited 31% 25% 73% 
*These counts were not generated within the KIT data; they are simply counts using Table 6.6 below. No statistical 
testing was possible. Some regulations were combined on the KITs but are counted as individual items in this table. 

 
Frequency: Specific Violations 

It is useful to compare how frequently each KIT identified a violation, and which KIT items were cited. Table 
6.6 makes these comparisons, presenting the KIT items in such a way that the reader can tell if a given KIT 
item was present on one, two, or all three KITs, and how frequently the item was cited on each of those 
KITs. 

As a percentage of violations, LPAs cited two items with similar frequencies: 

➢ 89787(b)33 (17%, 19%, and 15% on KITs 1, 2, and 3, respectively) 

➢ 89405(a)34 (14%, 19%, 16%, KITs 1, 2, and 3) 

LPAs cited three common KIT items three times more often on KITs 1 or 2 versus KIT 3: 
 
 
 

 

33 89387(b):The home is clean, safe, sanitary, and in good repair 
34 89405(a): Caregivers have 12 hours foster parent training prior to placement, and 8 hours annual training 
thereafter 
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➢ 89387(d)35 (7% on KIT 1, 2% on KIT 3) 

➢ 89475(b)36 (7% on KIT 1, 2% on KIT 3) 

➢ 89387(a)(1)37 (6% on KIT 2, 2% on KIT 3) 

KIT 3 included four new items; three were cited at least once (the most often cited was the new Health and 
Safety statute requiring carbon monoxide monitors, H&S 1596.954). 

Table 6.6: KIT Items Present on KITs 1, 2, and 3, Previous and Study Periods (FFH) 
Previous Period Study Period 

  Number of violations Percent of KIT violations 
 KIT item KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 

On all three 
KITs 

89387(d) 2 0 2 7% - 2% 

89378(a)* 0 0 0 - - - 

89410(a) 2 0 4 7% - 4% 
 89387(a)(7) 0 0 3 - - 3% 
 89387(b) 5 3 13 17% 19% 15% 
 89387.2(a) 2 1 1 7% 6% 1% 
 89376(a)* 0 0 0 - - - 
 89319 0 2 6 - 13% 7% 
 89405(a) 4 3 14 14% 19% 16% 
 89405(b) 9 3 22 31% 19% 25% 
 89475(b) 2 0 2 7% - 2% 

On two KITs 89372(a)(10)(B)  0   -  

89372(a)(9)  0   -  

 89372(a)(5)  0   -  

 89370(a)(6) 0 0  - -  

 89370(a)(3) 0 0  - -  

 11165.5PC 0 0  - -  

 89387.2(a)(1)* 0  0 -   

 89372(a) 0  1 -  1% 
 89468(a) 0  1 -  1% 
 89387(n)  0 4  - 4% 
 89387(a)(1)  1 2  6% 2% 
 89361(a)  2 0  13%  

On one KIT 89387(h) 3   10%   

89387.2(a) 0   -   

 89372(a)(4) 0   -   

 89361(a)(4) 0   -   

 89361(a)(9) 0   -   

 89387(k)  0   -  

 89387(a)(4)  1   6%  

 89323(a)  0   -  

 

35 89387(d): Swimming pools and all other bodies of water are inaccessible to children who are under the age of 10 
years old or who are disabled 
36 89475(b): Caregiver maintains age appropriate first aid supplies 
37 89387(a)(1): No more than two children share a bedroom 
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 89323(a)(1)  0   -  

 89372(a)(1)  0   -  

 89372(a)(10)(B)(8)  0   -  

 89370(a)   0   - 
 89219(d)   1   1% 
 89405(b)(1)   1   1% 
 H&S 1503.2   13   15% 
 Total KIT violations 29 16 89 100% 100% 100% 
* KIT item CCLD could consider removing from KIT 3 

 
Figure 6.1 allows the reader to make a direct comparison of the 17 KIT items common to all three KITs.38 
For items cited by all KITs, the distribution pattern is quite similar. Three common items were never cited 
during any KIT inspection, and only four items were only cited during KIT 3 inspections. With these 
exceptions, the relatively similar distribution patterns may indicate the electronic format did not have 
undue influence on the use of KIT 3 during the inspection. 

Figure 6.1. Frequency Distribution of Common KIT Item Violations, Previous and Study Periods (FFH) 

 
NOTE: These percentages are based on only the 17 items common to KIT 3 and KITs 1 and/or 2; percentages differ from those in 
Table 6.6 because these are based on 17 KIT items, not all possible KIT items. Please see Appendix Table 6.1 for supporting 
documentation. 

 
In summary, KIT 3 included four new regulatory violations to the tool, three of which were cited at least 
once. Across most of the evaluation criteria we have measured, KIT 3 did not differ statistically from KITs 1 
and 2. However, if nothing else, KIT 3 appears to be a much more efficient tool: the percentage of KIT 3 
items that LPAs cited at least once during the pilot period was more than 40 percentage points higher than 
for KITs 1 or 2 during comparable periods. 

Next, in Chapter 7, we briefly discuss our limited findings as they relate to several Children’s Residential 
facility types that LPAs visited infrequently during the study period and for which they cited very few 
regulatory violations. 

 
 

38 If an item was present on both KIT 1 and 2, the number of violations was averaged for the purposes of this figure 
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Chapter 7: Specialized Children’s Residential Facilities with Small Pilot 
Study Sample Sizes 

In this chapter, we briefly discuss the Phase Two pilot test results regarding Children’s Residential facility 
types that LPAs visited relatively infrequently during the KIT 3 pilot study period and in comparable KIT 1 or 
KIT 2 periods (in fact, CCLD did not create KIT 2 forms for these facility types): Small Family Homes, Adoption 
Agencies, Foster Family Agencies, Crisis Nurseries, and Transitional Housing Placement Programs. 

We begin by discussing the 154 Small Family Homes in the state, which was the Children’s Residential 
facility type in this category with the most visits during the study period (relatively speaking): LPAs 
conducted 46 KIT 3 inspections during the study period, and 31 visits during the comparable KIT 1 period— 
far more than they conducted in Adoption Agencies, Foster Family Agencies, Crisis Nurseries or Traditional 
Housing Placement Programs. As Table 7.1 highlights below, in Small Family Homes KIT 3 visits produced at 
least one cited violation 13% of the time, a ten-percentage point increase over the comparable KIT 1 period 
visits. Four individual KIT 3 items were cited, compared to only one KIT 1 item. This difference is 12 
percentage points higher. 

These results suggest that the KIT 3 tool improved the efficiency and overall effectiveness of the inspection 
process, relative to KIT 1. However, these results should be interpreted with extreme caution; the number 
of violations in both periods was very small—meaning these differences between KIT 1 and 3 are nowhere 
close to statistically significant. 

Table 7.1: Small Family Homes Inspection and Violations Frequencies 
 KIT 1 KIT 3 

N visits 31 46 

N KIT violations 1 4 

N total violations 4 6 

Percent KIT/comp visit with at least one KIT violation cited 3% 13% 
   

N triggering Comprehensive Visits 0 1* 
   

N KIT items cited 1 4 

Number of KIT items 21 24 

Percent KIT items cited 5% 17% 
*Triggered by two Type A violations 

 
When it comes to the 242 Foster Family Agencies in the state, there are a few more data points to examine, 
but not many. As Table 7.2 displays below, in Foster Family agencies, LPAs conducted eight inspections 
during the KIT 1 period, producing five KIT violations. Thirteen percent of the individual 24 KIT 3 items were 
cited. By contrast, LPAs conducted five inspections of such facility types during the KIT 3 period, resulting 
in zero KIT violations. Again, nothing can really be made of these results, given the extremely small 
numbers. 
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Table 7.2: Foster Family Agencies Inspection and Violations Frequencies 
 KIT 1 KIT 3 

N visits 8* 5 

N KIT violations 5 0 

N total violations 6 1 

Percent KIT/comp visit with at least one KIT violation cited 24% 0% 
   

N triggering KIT visits 0 0 
   

N KIT items cited 3 0 

Number of KIT items 24 26 

Percent KIT items cited 13% 0% 
*Two additional KIT visits were noted in FAS but only Certified Family Home-related deficiencies were recorded; 
those two KIT visits are not included in this number of KIT 1 visits. 

 
Moving now to a discussion of Adoption Agencies, we cannot draw conclusions regarding the performance 
of KIT 3, relative to KIT 1, because LPAs only conducted three KIT 1 period visits and one KIT 3 period visit— 
none of which resulted in any cited KIT violations. 

As for the five Crisis Nurseries in the state, there is even less to report. LPAs conducted two visits during 
the KIT 1 period, resulting in zero violations, and they conducted one visit during the KIT 3 period, resulting 
in one violation. 

The story is much the same with regard to the 90 Transitional Housing Placement Programs in California. 
LPAs conducted a total of six inspections during the KIT 1 period and two during the KIT 3 period, none of 
which resulted in a KIT violation. 

In sum, when it comes to the specialized Children’s Residential facilities in the state, we simply do not have 
enough data to draw any conclusions about the relative utility or efficacy of KIT 3, relative to earlier tools. 



CCLD KIT Phase Two Pilot Final Report 47 CSUS Institute for Social Research 
 

SECTION 4: ADULT AND SENIOR CARE FACILITIES 
In this section, we discuss KIT 3 pilot test results with respect to the Adult and Senior Care facility types that 
we examined during Phase Two of the pilot data collection. In Chapter 8, we discuss Adult Residential 
facilities, and in Chapter 9, we discuss Adult Day Centers. Finally, in Chapter 10, we discuss specialized Adult 
and Senior Care facilities that make up a relatively small percentage of adult facilities in the state: Social 
Rehabilitation facilities, Residential Facilities for Those with Special Health Care Needs, and for those who 
are Chronically Ill. During the Phase Two KIT 3 Pilot data collection period and comparable KIT 1 and 2 
periods, LPAs conducted relatively few inspections of these facility types, and cited even fewer violations— 
rendering large-scale data analyses infeasible. Thus, as was the case with regard to specialized Children’s 
Residential facilities for which there were few data points, our discussion is limited as it relates to such 
facility types. 
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Chapter 8: Adult Residential Facilities 

In this chapter, we describe the Phase Two KIT 3 Pilot test results as applied to Adult Residential facilities 
(A Res). We compare KIT 3 Pilot test results to those of KITs 1 and 2 from the same time period in the prior 
year, observing the tools’ relative tendency to identify code violations and trigger comprehensive 
inspections.39 Specifically, we examine: 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool identified at least one KIT item violation during an 
inspection and the total number of KIT and non-KIT violations during a KIT inspection 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool identified a zero tolerance violation 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool triggered a comprehensive inspection 

➢ The relative average number of violations that each tool identified—both in general and after 
distinguishing between KITs which trigger comprehensive inspections and KITs that did not trigger 
comprehensive inspections 

➢ The relative percentage of individual KIT items (rows) on the KITs cited at least once during the 
study periods 

➢ The relative frequency with which the tools identified specific violations, both in raw numbers 
and as a percentage of the total number of KIT citations, for just items present on KITs during the 
two comparison periods 

 
Frequency: At Least One Violation 

First, we observe the relative frequency with which each tool identified at least one violation during a KIT 
inspection. As Table 8.1 shows below, KIT 3 was 17% more likely to identify at least one KIT item violation 
(39% of the time vs. an average 22% of the time). 

Table 8.1: Comparing Proportion of KIT Inspections with at Least One KIT Regulation Cited, Previous and 
Study Periods (A Res) 
  Previous Period  Study Period   

 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3   

KIT Inspections N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Average 

No KIT violations 
cited 

254 73% 302 83% 360 61% 884 68% 

At least one KIT 
violation cited 

96 27% 65 17% 227 39% 421 32% 

Total 350  367  587  1,305  

 
Frequency: Zero Tolerance Violations 

What about zero tolerance violations? We see that none of the KITs identified zero tolerance violations 
very often, and that KIT 3 performs very similarly to KITs 1 and 2 in this respect (11% percent of the time 
vs. 13% of the time). 

 
 
 

 

39 Previous period dates: July 27 to Oct 302014; Study period dates: July 27 to Oct 30 2015 
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➢ KIT 1 Zero Tolerance items cited: 22 of 158 KIT violations (14%) 

➢ KIT 2 Zero Tolerance items cited: 11 of 90 KIT violations (12%) 

➢ KIT 3 Zero Tolerance items cited: 45 of 425 KIT violations (11%) 

 
Frequency: Comprehensive Inspection Trigger 

How did the KIT 3 compare to KITs 1 and 2 in terms of triggering comprehensive inspections? As Table 8.2 
highlights, KIT 3 tended to trigger a comprehensive inspection slightly more frequently, but this difference 
in frequency between KIT 3 and the other KITs is not statistically significant. 

Table 8.2: Number and Percent of KIT Inspections Which Triggered a Comprehensive Inspection, Previous 
and Study Periods (A Res) 
  Previous Perio d Study Period   

 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3   

 N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Average 

Triggered a comprehensive 
inspection 

25 7% 20 5% 55 9% 100 7% 

Didn't trigger a comp. 
inspection 

325 93% 347 95% 531 91% 1,203 93% 

Total 350  367  586  1,303  

 
Average Number of KIT Violations 

Having looked at the relative frequency with which the KITs identified at least one violation, both in general 
and in terms of zero tolerance items, we now turn our attention to comparing the KITs with respect to the 
overall number of violations that each tool identified, on average. As we can see in Table 8.3 below, KIT 3 
statistically tended to identify more violations than the other KITs, both when we include zero tolerance 
regulations in the calculation and when we do not. However, when we include both KIT and non-KIT 
violations, the slightly higher average number of violations found during KIT 3 visits is not statistically 
significantly different. KIT 3 inspections were no more likely to identify poorly performing facilities more 
often than KITs 1 and 2. This finding may indicate that each KIT version is performing similarly in this aspect. 

Table 8.3: Average Number of KIT Violations, for KIT Inspections with at Least One Violation, Previous and 
Study Periods (A Res) 
 Previous Period Study Period  

 KIT 1 (N) KIT 2 (N) KIT 3 (N) p 

Average KIT violations per visit (Number of 
inspections) 

1.64 (96) 1.38 (64) 1.88 (226) .003 

Average KIT violations per visit, excluding ZT 
items (Number of inspections) 

1.55 (88) 1.33 (60) 1.79 (212) .004 

Average violations per KIT visit, all possible 
regulations (Number of inspections) 

2.80 (199) 2.58 (160) 3.04 (316) .196 

 
Triggered Comprehensive Inspections 

As Table 8.4 highlights below, the starkest difference between KIT 3 and KITs 1 and 2 is in the number of 
violations cited during inspections that triggered a comprehensive inspection. KIT 3 tended to identify 
nearly 3 violations during such inspections, compared to fewer than 2 violations during KIT 1 and 2 visits— 
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a difference that is statistically significant. However, the average number of KIT violations for those KIT 
inspections which did not trigger a comprehensive inspection was not significantly different. 

 

Table 8.4: Average Number of KIT Violations for Triggering and Non-Triggering KITs, Previous and Study 
Periods (A Res) 
 Previous Period Study Period  

 KIT 1 (N) KIT 2 (N) KIT 3 (N) p 

Average KIT violations when a comprehensive 
was triggered (Number of inspections) 

2.00 (22) 1.67 (13) 2.94 (49) .002 

Average KIT violations for inspections that did 
not trigger a comprehensive (Number of 
inspections) 

 

1.53 (74) 
 

1.30 (53) 
 

1.59 (177) 
 

.131 

NOTE: Some comprehensive inspections were triggered by two Type A violations of non-KIT items, and are excluded 
from the above values. 

 
Percentage of KIT Indicators Cited At Least Once 

One of the best ways to evaluate the relative usefulness of the KITs is to analyze the utility of each item on 
the tools. Specifically, what percentage of the indicators included on the tool did LPAs cite at least once 
during the comparison and study periods? If the percentage is large, that suggests a more efficient tool, in 
that LPAs spend less time reviewing regulations that are rarely, if ever, cited. In other words, KIT items 
should be relevant as well as useful. As Table 8.5 below reveals, KIT 3 outperformed KITs 1 and 2 by a 
substantial margin in this respect; ninety-one percent of KIT 3 items were cited at least once, compared to 
66% of KIT 1 items and 56% of KIT 2 items. 

Table 8.5: Number and Percent of KIT Items Cited During at Least One KIT Inspections, Previous and Study 
Periods (A Res) 
 Previous Period Study Period 
 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 

Number of KIT items cited 19 15 29 

Total KIT items present 29 27 32 

Percent KIT items cited 66% 56% 91% 
*These counts were not generated within the KIT data; they are simply counts using Table 8.6 below. No statistical 
testing was possible. Some regulations were combined on the KITs but are counted as individual items in this table. 

 
Frequency: Specific Violations 

Finally, it is useful to compare how frequently the KITs identified and cited specific types of violations. Table 
8.6 makes these comparisons, distinguishing items that appear on all three KITs from those that appear on 
two of the KITs and those that appear on only one KIT. The table also distinguishes zero tolerance items 
from non-zero tolerance items. 
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Table 8.6: KIT Items Present on KITs 1, 2, and 3, Previous and Study Periods (A Res) 

Number of violations Percent of violations 
  Previous 

Period 
Study 
Period 

Previous 
Period 

Study 
Period 

 KIT item KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 

On all three 
KITs 

ZT 80010(a) 0 0 1 - - 0.2% 

ZT 80087(e) 2 0 2 1% - 0.5% 
ZT 80087(g)(1) 18 6 28 11% 7% 7% 

ZT 85065(b) 2 5 2 1% 6% 0.5% 
 ZT 80046(a) 0 0 0 - - - 
 ZT 80044(a) 0 0 0 - - - 
 80088(e)(1) 29 27 61 18% 30% 14% 
 80076(a)(1) 6 7 17 4% 8% 4% 
 85076(d)(1) 19 18 30 12% 21% 7% 
 80019(e)(1) 0 1 3 - 1% 1% 
 80075(n)(3)* 0 0 0 - - - 
 80075(n)(1) 0 1 3 - 1% 1% 

On two KITs 80088(a) 0 0  - -  

85088(c)(5) 7 4  4% 4%  

 80077.3(a) 2 0  1% -  

 85070(a)(3) 0 4  - 4%  

 85069.3(a) 1 1  1% 1%  

 80075(i) 5 2  3% 2%  

 80024(a) 0 0  - -  

 85064(e) 3 0  2% -  

 80087(c) 9  21 6%  5% 
 80087(g) 23  40 15%  9% 
 80088(d) 4  8 3%  2% 
 80088(e)(3) 7  15 4%  4% 
 85068.3(a) 8  12 5%  3% 
 85088(c)(4)  8 18  9% 4% 
 80026(e)  2 3  2% 1% 
 80068(a)  2 6  2% 1% 

On one KIT ZT 80020(a)   12   3% 

80087(b) 5   3%   

 85076(d)(4) 6   4%   

 85075(b) 2   1%   

 80072(b) 0   -   

 85088(f)(1)(A)  0   -  

 80023(d)(2)  2   2%  

 80076(a)(6)  0   -  

 85079(a)  0   -  

 85078(a)(1)   2   0.5% 
 80072(a)(2)   9   2% 
 80023(d)   21   5% 
 80069(c)(1)   6   1% 
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 80075(a)   4   1% 
 80069(b)   8   2% 
 80076(a)(18)   8   2% 
 80070(a)   14   3% 
 85064(b)   12   3% 
 80075(j)(i)   2   0.5% 
 H&S 1503.2** n/a n/a 57   13% 
 Total KIT violations 158 90 425 100% 100% 100% 

* KIT item CCLD could consider removing from KIT 3 
**H&S 1503.2 did not exist in statute when KITs 1 & 2 were developed. 

 
With regard to the zero tolerance items, we see that item 80087(g)(1)40 is far more likely to be cited than 
any other item across the board, but that the new tool does not cite it any more frequently than KIT 2 had, 
and does so less frequently than KIT 1 had. We also observe that the addition of ZT 80020(a)41 to KIT 3 
seems to have been a well advised change, given that the new tool identified that particular violation 12 
times during the study period. 

As for non-zero tolerance items that appear on all three of the KITs, it is worth noting that no KIT 3 item 
was cited more frequently than the other KITs (as a percentage of cited violations). In general, KIT 3 tended 
to cite items at about the same rates as KIT 1 had, but cited a few items less frequently than KIT 2 had. The 
individual items that stand out in this regard are: 42 

➢ 80088(e)(1) (14% to 30%, KIT 3 vs. KIT 2, respectively) 

➢ 80076(a)(1) (4% to 8%, KITs 1 & 3 vs. KIT 2) 

➢ 85076(d)(1) (7% to 21%, KIT3 vs. KIT 2) 

With respect to the items that appear on two of the three KITs, KIT 3 also performs quite similarly to the 
other two KITs, but is again a little less likely to cite a couple of the items—specifically 80087.g43 (9% to 
15%, KIT 3 vs KIT1) and 85088.c.444 (4% to 9%, KIT3 vs KIT2). 

Looking finally at the items that appear on only one of the KITs, the thing that stands out most starkly is 
that new Health and Safety statute 1503.245 is 13% of all KIT violations cited during a KIT 3 visit, strongly 
validating its inclusion on KIT 3. 

Figure 8.1 displays the relative frequencies of 20 common KIT items; the general distribution pattern 
appears similar.46 This indicates the KITs are being used similarly during the KIT inspections. This is a positive 

 

40 80087(g)(1): Storage areas for firearms and other dangerous weapons are locked 
41 80020(a): Facility fire clearance is maintained in conformity with State Fire Marshall regulations 
42 80088(e)(1): Hot water temperature is maintained between 105 and 120 degrees F; 80076(a)(1): All food is 
selected, stored, prepared, and served in a safe and healthful manner; 85076(d)(1): Supplies of nonperishable foods 
are maintained on the premises to last for a minimum of one week, and fresh perishable foods for a minimum of 
two days 
43 80087(g): Disinfectants, cleaning solutions, poisons are inaccessible to clients 
44 85088(c)(4): License ensures that each client has clean linen in good repair, including lightweight warm blankets 
and bedspreads, top and bottom sheets, pillow cases, mattress pads, rubber or plastic sheeting when necessary, 
and bath towels, hand towels, and washcloths 
45 Health and Safety Statute 1503.2: Facility has one or more functioning carbon monoxide detectors that meet 
statutory requirements 
46 If an item was present on both KIT 1 and 2, the number of violations was averaged for the purposes of this figure 
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finding in that the necessity of an LPA literally indicating compliance with each KIT 3 item (due to the new 
electronic format) in itself did not create a higher rate of non-compliance. 

Figure 8.1: Frequency Distribution of Common KIT Item Violations, Previous and Study Periods (A Res) 

NOTE: These percentages are based on only the 20 items common to KIT 3 and KITs 1 and/or 2; percentages differ 
from those in Table 8.6 because these are based on 20 KIT items, not all possible KIT items. Please see Appendix 
Table 8.1 for supporting documentation. 

 
In short, while KIT 3 performs similarly to KITs 1 and 2 in some areas for inspections occurring in Adult 
Residential facilities, it out-performs KITs 1 and 2 in several others. With only a few items that CCLD may 
consider removing, KIT 3 proves to be a statistically sound instrument to aid in the efficiency and 
identification of code violations for inspections within adult residential facilities. Next, we will review the 
pilot test results for Adult Day center KITs. 
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Chapter 9: Adult Day Facilities 

In this chapter, we describe the KIT 3 Pilot test results as applied to Adult Day programs (A Day). We 
compare KIT 3 Pilot test results to those of KITs 1 and 2 from the same time period in the prior year 
observing the tools’ relative tendency to identify code violations and trigger comprehensive inspections.47 
Specifically, we examine: 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool identified at least one KIT item violation during an 
inspection and the total number of KIT and non-KIT violations during a KIT inspection 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool identified a zero tolerance violation 

➢ The relative frequency with which each tool triggered a comprehensive inspection 

➢ The relative average number of violations that each tool identified—both in general and after 
distinguishing between KITs which trigger comprehensive inspections and KITs that did not trigger 
comprehensive inspections 

➢ The relative percentage of individual KIT items (rows) on the KITs cited at least once during the 
study periods 

➢ The relative frequency with which the tools identified specific violations, both in raw numbers 
and as a percentage of the total number of KIT citations, for just items present on KITs during the 
two comparison periods 

 
Frequency: At Least One Violation 

First, we observe the relative frequency with which each tool identified at least one violation during a KIT 
inspection. As Table 9.1 shows below, LPAs did not cite violations of KIT items more frequently when using 
KIT 3 versus KITs 1 and 2. The frequency was roughly the same for KITs 1 and 3 (52% to 51%), and slightly 
higher than KIT 2 (44%). 

Table 9.1: Comparing Proportion of KIT Inspections with at Least One KIT Regulation Cited, Previous and 
Study Periods (A Day) 
  Previous Period Study Period   

 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3   

KIT Inspections N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Average 

No KIT violations cited 15 48% 22 56% 19 49% 56 51% 

At least one KIT violation cited 16 52% 17 44% 20 51% 53 49% 

Total 31  39  39  109  

 
Frequency: Zero Tolerance Violations 

What about zero tolerance violations? Only one zero toleration was cited at all, during the previous period: 
82010 (licensee shall not operate beyond the conditions and limitations of specified for the license). 

 
 
 

 
47 Previous period dates: July 27 to Oct 30 2014; Study period dates: July 27 to Oct 30 2015 
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Frequency: Comprehensive Inspection Trigger 

How did KIT 3 compare to KITs 1 and 2 in terms of triggering comprehensive inspections? In general, there 
were very few KIT-triggering comprehensive inspections. As Table 9.2 highlights, KIT 3 tended to trigger a 
comprehensive inspection slightly more often than KIT 1 (5% versus 3%). However, this difference was not 
statistically significant. No KIT 2 inspection triggered a comprehensive inspection. 

Table 9.2: Number and Percent of KIT Inspections Which Triggered a Comprehensive Inspection, Previous 
and Study Periods (A Day) 
  Previous Perio d Study Period   

 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3   

 N Percent N Percent N Percent Total Average 

Triggered a comprehensive 
inspection 

1 3% 0 0% 2 5% 3 3% 

Didn't trigger a comp. 
inspection 

30 97% 39 100% 37 95% 106 97% 

Total 31  39  39  109  

 
Average Number of KIT Violations 

Having looked at the relative frequency with which the KITs identified at least one violation, and how often 
they triggered comprehensive inspections, we now turn our attention to comparing the overall average 
number of violations that each KIT identified. As we can see in Table 9.3 below, LPAs cited a significantly 
higher average number of KIT violations with KIT 3 than they had with KITs 1 or 2, when including and 
excluding zero tolerance items in the analyses. By contrast, when counting violations of any regulation or 
statute cited during KIT inspections, there was no statistically significant difference in the average number 
of violations. KIT 3 inspections were no more likely to identify poorly performing facilities more often than 
KITs 1 and 2. This finding may indicate that each KIT version is performing similarly in this aspect. 

Table 9.3: Average Number of KIT Violations, for KIT Inspections with at Least One Violation, Previous and 
Study Periods (A Day) 
 Previous Period Study Period  

 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 p 

Average KIT violations per visit (Number of 
inspections) 

1.20 (10) 1.18 (11) 2.23 (13) 0.002 

Average KIT violations per visit, excluding ZT 
items (Number of inspections) 

1.22 (9) 1.18 (11) 2.23 (13) 0.003 

Average violations per KIT visit, all possible 
regulations (Number of inspections) 

1.81 (16) 1.65 (17) 2.05 (20) 0.368 

 
Triggered Comprehensive Inspections 

As Table 9.4 highlights below, only three KIT inspections triggered comprehensive inspections: one KIT 1 
inspection, and two KIT 3 inspections. Due to these low incidences, we could not perform statistical 
analyses. We did test the average number of violations between KITs for those inspections that did not 
trigger a comprehensive inspection, and found statistical significance between KIT 1 and KIT 3. 
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Table 9.4: Average Number of KIT Violations for Triggering and Non-Triggering KITs, Previous and Study 
Periods (A Day) 
 Previous Period Study Period  

 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 p 

Average KIT violations when a comprehensive 
was triggered (Number of inspections) 

1.0 (1) n/a 2.0 (2) 0.667 

Average KIT violations for inspections that did 
not trigger a comprehensive (Number of 
inspections) 

1.22 (9) n/a 2.27 (11) 0.003 

NOTE: No comprehensive inspection was triggered by KIT 2 during the previous period. 

 
Percentage of KIT Indicators Cited At Least Once 

One of the best ways to evaluate the relative usefulness of the KITs is to analyze the utility of each item on 
the tools. Specifically, what percentage of the indicators included on each tool did LPAs cite at least once? 
If the percentage is large, that suggests a more efficient tool, in that LPAs spend less time reviewing 
regulations that are rarely, if ever, cited. In other words, KIT items should be relevant as well as useful. As 
Table 9.5 below reveals, the percentage of KIT items cited on KITs 1 and 3 were similar (27 and 33%, 
respectively), and were higher than the percentage of items on KIT 2 (17%). 

Table 9.5: Number and Percent of KIT Items Cited During at Least One KIT Inspections, Previous and Study 
Periods (A Day) 
 Previous Period Study Period 
 Kit 1 Kit 2 Kit 3 

Number of KIT items cited 8 5 11 

Total KIT items present* 30 29 33 

Percent KIT items cited 27% 17% 33% 

*These counts were not generated within the KIT data; they are simply counts using Table 9.6 below. No statistical 
testing was possible. Some regulations were combined on the KITs but are counted as individual items in this table. 

 
Frequency: Specific Violations 

It is useful to compare how frequently each KIT identified a violation, and which KIT items were cited. Table 
9.6 makes these comparisons, presenting the KIT items in such a way that the reader can tell if a given KIT 
item was on one, two, or all three KITs, and how frequently the item was cited on each of those KITs. The 
table also distinguishes zero tolerance items from non-zero tolerance items. 

In general, LPAs found few violations during KIT visits in the previous period (27 KIT violations total), and 
40 KIT violations when using KIT 3 during the study period. 

Notable findings: 
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➢ Two KIT 2 items were cited much more frequently than on KITs 1 or 3 

o 82087(a)(3)48 (46% of KIT 2 violations, versus 21 and 13% on KITs 1 and 3, respectively) 

o 82075(f)49 (31% of KIT 2 violations, versus 14 and 13% on KITs 1 and 3) 

➢ Seven of the 14 new KIT 3 items were cited at least once, and seven were never cited 

➢ The majority (59%) of KIT 3 violations are from the seven new KIT 3 items 

o 15% are violations of the new Health and Safety statute 1503.2 (carbon monoxide 
detectors are required in all facilities) 

Table 9.6: KIT Items Present on KITs 1, 2, and 3, Previous and Study Periods (A Day) 
  Number of violations Percent of violations 
 KIT item KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 

On all 
three 
KITs 

ZT 82010 1 0 0 7% - - 

ZT 82087(f) 0 0 0 - - - 
ZT 82065(e) 0 0 0 - - - 

 ZT 82046(a) 0 0 0 - - - 
 ZT 82044(a) 0 0 0 - - - 
 82087(a)(3) 3 6 5 21% 46% 13% 
 82088(e)(1) 3 1 6 21% 8% 15% 
 82088(e)(3) 2 0 0 14% - - 
 82076(a)(1)* 0 0 0 - - - 
 82068.2(e)* 0 0 0 - - - 
 82019(e)(1) 1 0 0 7% - - 
 82075(f) 2 4 5 14% 31% 13% 
 82075(b) 1 0 0 7% - - 

On two 
KITs 

ZT 82078 0 0  - -  

ZT 82065(a)  0 0  - - 
 82074(c) 0 0  - -  

 82087(b)(1) 0 0  - -  

 82076(c) 0 0  - -  

 82076(a)(7) 0 0  - -  

 82077.4(b)(4) 0 0  - -  

 82065.1(d) 0 0  - -  

 82023(d) 1 1  7% 8%  

 82024(a) 0 0  - -  

 82064(g) 0 0  - -  

 82075(k) 0 0  - -  

 82066(a)(10) 0  1 -  3% 
 82072(a)(8)*  0 0  - - 

On one 
KIT 

ZT 82020   0   - 

ZT 82078(a)   0   - 
 ZT 80087(g)(1)   0   - 
 82087.2(a)(1) 0   -   

 

48 82087(a)(3): Disinfectants, cleaning solutions, and poisons are inaccessible to clients 
49 82075(f): Staff responsible for direct care and supervision have current first and CPR training 
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 82087.3(a) 0   -   

 82088(a) 0   -   

 82065.5(b) 0   -   

 82075(a)(2) 0   -   

 82087(d)  1   8%  

 82066(e)  0   -  

 82092(a)  0   -  

 82022(a)*   0   - 
 82064(a)(1)/(a)(2)*   0   - 
 82064(d)   3   8% 
 82065(g)(1)   2   5% 
 82066(a)*   0   - 
 82068.3(a)   0   - 
 82068(a)   3   8% 
 82072(a)(2)*   0   - 
 82075(l)(1)*   0   - 
 82076(a)(16)*   0   - 
 82087(a)   2   5% 
 82019(e)(2)   1   3% 
 H&S 1503.2   6   15% 
 82065.1(d)(1)   6   15% 
 Total KIT violations 14 13 40 100% 100% 100% 
* KIT items CCLD could consider removing from KIT 3 

 
Figure 9.1 allows the reader to make a direct comparison of the 16 items common to all three KITs, note 
that only eight of these common items were cited.50 The general distribution pattern does not appear 
similar. This finding is difficult to interpret. We would like to see common KIT items cited at relatively similar 
frequencies regardless of the KIT, indicating that the electronic format did not have undue influence on 
how a KIT is used during the inspection. In this case, four items were only cited during the previous period,51 
one was cited only during a KIT 3 inspection,52 and just three common items were cited during both the 
previous and study periods.53 Eight of the 16 common items were never cited during either period. This 
may indicate ASC LPAs treated the KIT tools differently in the two comparison periods. 

 
 
 
 
 

50 If an item was present on both KIT 1 and 2, the number of violations was averaged for the purposes of this figure 
51 82010: The licensee is operating the day program within the conditions and limitations specified on the license, 
including the capacity limitation; 82088(e)(3): All toilets, hand washing, and bathing facilities are maintained in a 
safe, sanitary operating condition, with provisions/equipment for handicapped individuals; 82075(b): Clients are 
assisted with self-administration of medications; 82019(e)(1): Prior to working, residing, or volunteering in a licensed 
day program, all individuals subject to criminal record review obtain a California clearance or a criminal record 
exemption. 
52 82066(a)(10): Personnel records contain a health screening from a licensed medical professional. 
53 82087(a)(3): Disinfectants, cleaning solutions, and poisons are inaccessible to clients; 82088(e)(1): Hot water 
temperature is maintained between 105 and 120 degrees F; 82075(f): Staff responsible for direct care and 
supervision have current first and CPR training. 



CCLD KIT Phase Two Pilot Final Report 59 CSUS Institute for Social Research 
 

 

Figure 9.1: Frequency Distribution of Common KIT Item Violations, Previous and Study Periods (A Day) 

NOTE: These percentages are based on only the 16 items common to KIT 3 and KITs 1 and/or 2; percentages differ from those in 
Table 9.6 because these are based on 16 KIT items, not all possible KIT items. Please see Appendix Table 9.1 for supporting 
documentation. 

 

In summary, KIT 3 added 14 new regulatory violations to the tool. In terms of performance, KIT 3 radically 
outperformed the earlier KITs in terms of the number of violations that it identified during the comparable 
study periods—identifying almost twice as many. Moreover, KIT 3 was more likely to trigger a 
comprehensive inspection than were KITs 1 or 2, and as has been a consistent theme across facility types, 
the percentage of KIT 3 items that LPAs cited at least once during the study period was greater than the 
percentage for KITs 1 or 2 during comparable periods (though the difference is not as great for this facility 
type as it was for some of the others). On the other hand, LPAs cited identical KIT items at quite different 
rates across the comparison periods—more in some cases during KIT 3, and less in others. Thus, while KIT 
3 does not appear to outperform the earlier KITs across the board, it fares quite well overall. 

In the next chapter, we discuss pilot test results as they pertain to three Adult/Senior Care facility types 
(Social Rehabilitation facilities, Residential Care for those with Special Health Care Needs, and for those 
who are Chronically Ill) that LPAs rarely inspected during the study period or during the comparable KIT 1 
and KIT 2 periods), and for which they rarely cited violations during those inspections (thereby preventing 
large-scale data analyses). 
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Chapter 10: Specialized Adult/Senior Care Residential Facilities with 
Small Pilot Study Sample Sizes 

In this chapter, we briefly consider three specialized Adult Residential facilities for which very few 
inspections took place during the KIT 3 Pilot study period or during the comparable KIT 1 and 2 period: 
Social Rehabilitation facilities, Special Health Care Needs facilities, and facilities for the Chronically Ill. We 
begin by discussing the 103 Social Rehabilitation facilities in the state. As Table 10.1 illustrates below, LPAs 
conducted ten inspections of such facilities during the KIT 3 pilot period, citing nine KIT violations (including 
18% of all the possible violation types at least once). LPAs cited at least one violation in 60% of all 
inspections during the study period. 

By contrast, during the KIT 1 period, LPAs conducted 17 visits, citing eight KIT violations (17% of all possible 
violation types at least once), and citing at least one violation in 35% of all visits. During the KIT 2 period, 
LPAs conducted four visits, citing one KIT violation. These results suggest that KIT 3 might have proved more 
effective at identifying violations, but we cannot definitively draw any conclusions based on these small 
sample sizes. 

Table 10.1: Social Rehabilitation Facilities Inspection and Violations Frequencies 
 Previous Period Study Period 
 KIT 1 KIT 2 KIT 3 

N visits 17 4 10 

N KIT violations 8 1 9 

N total violations 18 3 16 

Percent KIT/comp visit with at least one KIT violation cited 35% 25% 60% 
    

N triggering KIT visits 2* 0 1** 
    

N KIT items cited 5 1 3 

Number of KIT items 29 28 34 

Percent KIT items cited 17% 4% 18% 
*Both comprehensive inspections were triggered by two Type A violations 
**Triggered by three Type A violations 

 
As for the 38 Special Health Care Needs facilities in California, LPAs only conducted two KIT 3 inspections 
during the pilot period, and only seven inspections during the KIT 1 and 2 periods combined. The KIT 3 
inspections resulted in two Type A KIT violations, triggering a comprehensive inspection. By contrast, none 
of the KIT 1 or 2 inspections resulted in citations. Again, while it appears that KIT 3 might have proven more 
effective at identifying violations, no conclusions can be drawn from such infinitesimally small numbers. 

When it comes to facilities for the Chronically Ill, the story is similar: LPAs conducted two KIT 3 inspections, 
matching the number that they had conducted during the comparable KIT 2 period (none were conducted 
during the KIT 2 period). The KIT 3 inspections resulted in three KIT violations, while the KIT 1 inspections 
resulted and two. None of the violations triggered a comprehensive inspection. Thus, nothing can be 
gleaned from these data with respect to the relative efficacy of KIT 3 relative to the earlier KITs. 
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