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Executive Summary

In 2009, the New Brunswick Government selected four demonstration sites to test the concept of early childhood development centres as a means to achieving more effective integration of early childhood services. Two Anglophone (Bath, Saint John) and two Francophone (Moncton, Robertville) sites are receiving annual grants of $100,000 for a three-year period.  In March 2010, Government partnered with the Margaret and Wallace McCain Family Foundation (MWMFF) to provide support and guidance to five additional sites (Centreville, Keswick, Millville, Perth-Andover, and Kent/Richibucto).  The Centreville, Keswick, Millville and Perth-Andover sites are part of the Carleton-Victoria-York (CYV) Network, and are aligned with the Valley Family Resource Centre. The MWMFF supports a full-time coordinator for the CYV Network and provides between $10,000 and $50,000 per year to each of the five additional sites. The intent is that the nine New Brunswick Early Childhood Development Centres be self-sustaining by the end of the three-year demonstration period.   The nine demonstration sites are currently at various stages of implementation.

The Health and Education Research Group (HERG) of the University of New Brunswick, supported by a grant from the Margaret and Wallace McCain Family Foundation, is undertaking an evaluation of these nine centres, located in urban and rural areas of New Brunswick, for the purpose of demonstrating how integrated programming functions as an effective delivery model for early childhood services.  In so doing, it is anticipated that lessons learned will inform public policy with respect to the delivery of early childhood programs.  The key areas of inquiry include, but are not limited to:
· How can public policy inform a program delivery model of integrated early childhood services that is closely linked to schools?
· How and why do the identified indicators of change progress along a continuum from co-existence to coordination to integration in five categories: early learning environment, early childhood team and service providers, leadership and management structure, access and intake processes, and parent and community opportunities for engagement and activities?
· How effective and efficient are the eligibility, application and decision-making review processes; planning and facilitation functions; and funding mechanisms in the nine demonstration sites?
· How are expenditures and resources (monetary and in-kind) pooled by partners to create sustainability necessary for the long-term financial viability of the demonstration sites?
· What are the impacts on children, families and communities?
Throughout all data collection activities, participants have been asked to share their vision of the future of early childhood programming in New Brunswick.  Initial themes identified by participants follow.

Early Childhood Centres should be located within schools or closely associated with schools.
Participant rationales include the following:

· As the hub of the community, the school is already supported by a provincial infrastructure. 

· Located in a school, the early childhood centre has access to shared school spaces and resources, not only during the school year but throughout the summer months.

· With the declining school population in New Brunswick, many schools have unused spaces.  Locating early childhood centres within these spaces guarantees the viability of community schools, especially in small rural areas.

· Locating childcare as well as before- and after-school care within the school minimizes transitions for children.
Integration of early childhood and education services at departmental and provincial levels.

The provincial government has announced the transfer of early childhood services into the newly-expanded Department of Education and Early Childhood Development. Community partners/service providers and early childhood educators shared their perspectives on the nature of the necessary changes in provincial policy and practice for full integration to occur.  Not only did the majority of the respondents recognize the need for change in policy and practice at the provincial, federal and local levels; but they linked changes to the long term sustainability of this initiative in the future through the reallocation of funds to ensure quality of programming; to eliminate service duplication; and to align mandates, policies and practices among service providers and community partners.  Participants recognized the strengths of what has been accomplished during the first year of implementation with respect to the integrated service delivery model in early childhood.  
Early childhood centres should be restructured to ensure universal access and the preparation of all children for school, and of schools for children.

Communities, families and a range of organizations play a role in preparing children for school learning, and schools themselves need to be ready to receive children entering Kindergarten classes. As part of the school community, the demonstration sites are harnessing the efforts of families and communities. Awareness about the learning and developmental needs of younger learners within school settings is growing. 

While there have been significant increases in utilization at all sites, participants indicated that many families in their communities are not accessing centre services, activities or programs.  Cost, transportation, and lack of awareness were identified as three challenges faced by families.    

The leadership and management structure of the early childhood centres must guarantee that programming and services respond to the unique needs of children and families in each community.

The lessons learned from the cross case analysis during the first year of implementation point to a leadership and management structure that recognizes the unique needs of the community, and builds upon strengths of existing programs, partnerships and relationships to provide foundations for new initiatives.  In order to accomplish this, a management structure that includes all stakeholders (school administrators, community partners, service providers, parents, early childhood educators and teachers) is seen as critical in valuing and building upon the grassroots work that has been contributed by communities thus far.

1.0 Introduction
This report describes the ongoing evaluation of the integration of services, and presents some of the outcomes of the first year of implementation.  Research outcomes are expressed in terms of benefits of an integrated model of early childhood; impacts on children, families, early childhood educators, and partners; as well as some of the challenges encountered at the community and provincial levels. Findings from the four provincially-funded demonstration sites have served to inform services and the development of policies and procedures at other sites (Carleton-York-Victoria (CYV) sites and La Boussole in Kent/Richibucto) that are just beginning their first year of implementation. The Margaret and Wallace McCain Family Foundation has provided funds to include these additional sites (as well as others in Nova Scotia and Prince Edward Island) in the evaluation currently underway by the University of New Brunswick’s Health and Education Research Group. 
This report focuses on data collected from the initial four sites during the first year of implementation (2009/2010). It is expected that this evaluation will influence the early childhood policies within government and community agencies.
2.0 Research Design

The first step in designing this study was to match the appropriate research methodology to the research mandate.  In examining the scope of this evaluation, it was determined that the work is best conceptualized as a longitudinal study that seeks to answer the questions of “how” and “why” with respect to a complex social intervention – integration of the delivery of services – in early childhood sites in four real-life contexts (two rural, two urban, two Francophone, two Anglophone).  To explore the key issues with respect to implementation and outcomes as outlined above, researchers have employed multiple data collection instruments.  In considering the preceding issues, a multiple-descriptive case study approach was selected. A descriptive case study is a methodology situated between the quantitative and qualitative paradigms, utilizing multi-data collection to gain an in-depth understanding of a complex social intervention within the real-life context in which it occurs (Yin, 2003).  In this case, the intervention occurs in four sites.  Thus, a multiple case study approach has been employed, as this methodology furnishes researchers with opportunities to explore differences within and between cases and to uncover contextual conditions that are relevant to the development and implementation of the service delivery integration phenomenon under study.   The rich, in-depth understanding of individual cases accelerates the cross-case analysis (Dubé and Paré, 2003). 

In preparing the case study design, a project logic model was constructed to serve as a schematic overview of the major components of the proposed demonstration site implementation plan, including assumptions, goals, inputs (resources and participants), outputs, and outcomes (immediate, short-term and long-term).  The logic model also serves to bind the individual case studies and suggest possible linkages of potential benefit to the sites.

In case study methodology, cases should examine characteristics and problems that reflect the unique characteristics of the context in which the intervention is being implemented.  The initial four sites in this study, selected by the Government of New Brunswick through a tender process, represent the linguistic, economic and geographical characteristics unique to the province of New Brunswick.   The additional five sites were selected by MWMFF using the same program criteria.

2.1
Conducting Case Studies

In conducting a case study, there are three distinct components to be considered: skills of the investigators; case study protocol; and sources of evidence.
Skills of the investigators 

The research team must have an extensive knowledge and understanding of the phenomena, be perceptive in sensing novel or unexpected issues in data collection, formulate good questions, be sensitive listeners, and adapt to the needs of the research.    The research team has a collective background in education, research, counselling, clinical psychology, and government. Two francophone team members bring a thorough understanding of the unique cultural contexts of the three Francophone sites.  

HERG Research Team 

Dr. Bill Morrison & Dr. Patricia Peterson, HERG Co-executive Directors
Dr. Ruth Morrison & Monique Allain, PhD Candidate, HERG Project Managers
Amy MacMullin & Dr. Gaëtan Losier, HERG Research Associates
Case study protocol

A case study protocol that contains the multi-data sources being used for the study has been developed, and research questions have been generated.  Key classifications and suggestions for likely sources of evidence have been created, reflecting the review of relevant literature and key policy documents.  The general procedures and guidelines for access to field sites and sources of information have also been outlined.  Case study questions with respect to the specific interviewees, as well as of the individual case, have been formulated.  More general questions have been posed to assist with analyzing findings across cases.

Sources of evidence 

Within case study methodology, the sources of evidence fall into six distinct categories.  It is essential that the data sources are linked to the key elements of the research.  In the table below, these links are outlined in detail.   
1) Documents including, but not limited to:

· New Brunswick policy documents 

· Site policy and procedures documents  

2) EDI and EYE results 

3) Archival records including, but not limited to:

· Initial applications by sites

· Monthly site reports submitted to the Department of Social Development

· Site implementation profiles

· Site directors’ monthly reports to the management boards

· Minutes of management boards and their committees

· Monthly administrative utilization tracking of sites by childcare services and partners

· In-kind donations during set-up

· Quarterly financial tracking

· Yearly financial reporting to the Department of Social Development

4) Interviews including, but not limited to:

· Structured 360 interviews conducted twice per year designed to provide comprehensive data representing all viewpoints essential for triangulation of data

· Focus groups held once per year with all stakeholders, utilizing an open-ended format that allows for unanticipated themes or issues to arise

· Structured annual surveys which seek to understand the viewpoint of parents and community members

5) Direct observations 

· Triangulation of researchers’ interpretation of field notes through the presence of two or more researchers onsite 

· Weekly email and biweekly phone contacts to gain an insider’s understanding of the site, providing continuity between site visits  

· Recording of field notes following each interaction with the sites

6) Participant observations at each early childhood centre

7) Physical artefacts including, but not limited to: 

· Photo documentation of events

· Students’ and educators’ learning portfolios

· Learning webs and site schedules posted on walls or on websites 

The following table presents an overview of how and when data collection instruments are being employed in individual sites over the course of the three-year study.
	Overview of Data Collection

	Area of inquiry: Implementation
	Research Instruments
	Timeline

	How public policy informs a program delivery model of integrated early childhood services that is closely linked to schools.
	· Review of public policy documents and interviews with policymakers

· Observational notes from site visits

· Key informant interviews (all stakeholders)

· Focus groups 
	· Ongoing

· Monthly site visits, weekly emails, biweekly phone contact

· Twice per year (January and June)

· Once each year

	How and why the indicators of change progress along the continuum from co-existence to coordination to integration in five categories: 

· early learning environment 
· early childhood team and service providers
· leadership and management structure 
· access and intake processes
· parent and community opportunities for engagement and activities
	· Indicators of Change
· Adapted Indicators of Change instrument with Francophone sites


	· Facilitated focus group sessions with Management Boards at two Anglophone sites (January – February 2010) 

· Facilitated discussions with two Francophone demonstrate sites (Moncton and Robertville)  as well as WMMFF in January 2010

· Facilitated discussions with Management Boards at two Anglophone sites (February 2010)

· Yearly review of the instrument with Management Boards to document change process (February 2011, February 2012) 

	How effective and efficient are service delivery processes with respect to the eligibility process, application and decision review process, planning and facilitation, and funding mechanisms in the four demonstration sites?
	· Observation notes from site visits

· Review of site policy documents

· Key focus interviews

· Administrative tracking (utilization)
	· Monthly

· Ongoing

· Twice per year (January and June)

· Quarterly

	Which expenditures and resources (monetary and in-kind) pooled by partners, are necessary for the long-term financial viability of the demonstration sites?
	· Financial Tracking

· Set-up (budget statements and in-kind donations)

· Quarterly tracking of in-kind donations and expenditures
	· Quarterly tracking and analysis

	What evaluation processes will contribute to an increase in understanding the impact on children, families and communities?
	· Administrative tracking of utilization

· EDI and EYE data surveys with parents/ECEs/community partners and service providers

· Key informant interviews 

· Parent/participant feedback forms
	· Monthly

· Yearly

· Yearly

· Twice yearly

· After site activities


For each of the early childhood sites, aggregate data arising from the Early Development Instrument (EDI) and Early Years Evaluation (EYE) may provide useful contextual information for describing regional trends related to student learning and readiness. The EDI was developed in response to a need to assess children’s readiness to learn at school.  This instrument provides a standardized way of reporting on populations of children in different communities, and offers the possibility of monitoring groups of children over time with respect to their academic development and functioning.  The EYE instruments (Teacher Assessment and Direct Assessment) were designed to assist educators in assessing the skill development of children as they prepare for and make the transition to school.  The EYE-TA (Teacher Assessment) provides a systematic framework that teachers can use during the first few months of school to structure their observations and informal assessments and to identify students who are at risk of future negative consequences. The evaluation team has requested the opportunity of collaborating with departmental stakeholders in accessing and analysing these results as part of the final case study report.

2.2
Analysing the evidence
An initial step in the research was the development of a case description.  This analysis provided a descriptive framework for organizing the case study.  Initial case descriptions were created for each of the New Brunswick ECDC demonstration sites.  An analysis of project proposals and an examination of provincial and policy documents assisted in creating a description of the sites’ readiness and desire to embrace the development and implementation of the integration of service delivery in the early childhood development sites within school contexts.  Site visits and initial key focus interviews served to introduce the key players and partnerships, outlining their roles and responsibilities.  Analysis of community demographics was also included in the site description as a means of defining each community.  Ongoing collation, coding and analysis of site reports as well as field notes from site observations and phone/email communications yielded themes around successes, challenges and lessons learned in the process of set-up and initial implementation of the four sites.   
Two analytic techniques have been employed as part of the general analysis strategy.  The first strategy, explanation building, builds an understanding of the process by identifying a set of causal links.  The creation and revision of case explanations is a cyclical process that continues for the duration of the research project.  Furthermore, case explanations and the identification of sets of causal links are also considered in cross-case analysis.  Time series analysis, or the posing of “how” and “why” questions concerning relationships and changes of events over time, is an essential strategy that deepens our understanding of how key relationships among government departments, community partners, and government policymakers function over time to facilitate the effectiveness of integration of service delivery, to build capacity, and to provide support to communities and families.   

Throughout the analysis process, validity and reliability are ensured through the triangulation of data sources, data types and researchers’ perceptions (Baxter & Jack, 2008).  Member checking is a technique by which the investigator shares research interpretations with participants for the purpose of discussion and clarification.  For this initiative, drafts of initial case studies were shared with each site director.  Through this exchange, new issues emerged and deeper understandings were acquired.  Finally, in the process of data collection, theme coding and peer evaluation of analysis were utilized.  During such a process, researchers code the same data and come together to share findings and interpretations to ensure consensus.  
3.0 Research Outcomes
This section includes a synthesis of findings from site observations, key informant interviews, and surveys.  The outcomes are presented under the headings of goals of the sites in the planning and implementation stages, impacts on children, parents and families, benefits and challenges of integrated early childhood model, as well as lessons learned.

3.1 Goals of the Early Childhood Centres

A cross case analysis identified five goals common to all sites with respect to the planning and implementation of the early childhood integrated programs.
· Create quality early childhood programming within a school context that improves school readiness (parental capacity and student preparedness)

· Foster and move towards an integrated model of service delivery that responds to the needs of communities, families and children by developing, implementing and ensuring ease of access to relevant programming/services/resources at a central location (school)

· Build upon existing programs and strengths to extend the scope of services

· Ensure collaboration between the school and other partners to provide quality programming for children, parents and families

· Build trusting, respectful relationships with families to facilitate the early identification of child/family challenges, and to support access to needed services or resources 

3.2 Impacts of the Early Childhood Centres
The synthesis of findings indicate that there is a high level of congruence in research outcomes with respect to impacts of the early childhood centres on children and families.  
3.2.1 Children:
The early childhood integrated service delivery model impacts children by preparing them academically and socially for school.  The June 2010 survey results indicate a strong belief on the part of parents, community partners and early childhood educators that the early childhood centers are effective in terms of preparing children for school.  Furthermore the increase in utilization by parents and children support these findings.

	Statement
	Level of Agreement
	Parents
	Community Partners
	ECEs

	The early childhood centre helps children develop the social skills needed for school.
	Strongly agree or agree
	97%
	90%
	85%

	The early childhood centre helps children get ready for school academically.
	Strongly agree or agree
	80%
	80%
	85%
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By virtue of becoming accustomed to the routines and schedules of the school, findings indicate that children experience a smoother transition to kindergarten.  Transitions are further minimized where before- and after-school care is available in the school.  Parents and early childhood educators note that building trusting relationships with key school personnel has allowed students to feel at home and valued in the school context.    Multi-aged groupings provide opportunities for students to learn through a play-based emergent curriculum connected to personal areas of interest with evidence of personal choice. 
3.2.2 Parents and Families
Initial research findings point to three key ways in which the integrated early childhood centres are assisting parents and families, including:  
· Becoming more comfortable in the school setting

· Becoming more involved in their child’s educational life

· Gaining skills and competencies in raising their children

	Statement
	Level of Agreement
	Parents
	Community Partners
	ECEs

	Parents are more involved in the child’s learning because of the centre.
	Strongly agree or agree
	66%
	70%
	

	Parents are more comfortable in the school because of their involvement with the centre.
	Strongly agree or agree
	72%
	82%
	81%

	The early childhood centre has provided extra support to parents in raising their children.
	Strongly agree or agree
	81%
	81%
	90%

	The early childhood centre has provided extra support to parents in raising their children.
	Strongly agree or agree
	81%
	81%
	90%


The June 2010 survey data are in agreement with findings from the key informant and observational results.  When asked to identify in order of importance/preference the features of the early childhood program that were important to them in terms of providing support and education, parents cited three specific programs:
· Parenting courses  

· General information sessions 

· Support groups for special interest groups (single parents, adoptive parents, and ayant droit families) 
3.3
Impact on Families from Cross Case Analysis

3.3.1 Providing accessibility to childcare and programming that:

· Is flexible (full-time, part-time and occasional care) 
· Includes adult/child program opportunities 
· Allows access to financial support (daycare assistance program)
3.3.2 Breaking down barriers between home and school by:

· Creating an inviting environment for parents to become involved with the school (Christmas concerts, school-picnics, Family Days)

· Enhancing opportunities to build relationships with school and service providers

· Providing avenues to network with other parents

3.4 Benefits of Integrated Early Childhood Programs

Three major themes emerged from the responses of early childhood educators and community partners to the question of the benefits of integrating services: holistic approaches; accessibility; and sustainability.

3.4.1 Holistic approach to care and education 
Survey respondents defined a holistic approach as comprehensive programming and services working together to strengthen children and families to produce long-term impacts.  In this approach, the child becomes the focus, the community becomes strong, and partners work together to share information so that programming, services and intervention benefit children and families.  
3.4.2 Accessibility – the “one-stop” shopping approach
Accessibility was defined as the process that allows all families and all children to access the services and programming that they need.  The school is a common denominator for many families.  In small rural communities, the school is the centre of the community. Frequently, parents may have to drive from 30 to 60 kilometres to access services.   As a community hub, schools are seen as logical spaces for parents to access services.  With all services located in one spot and with partners collaborating to deliver a comprehensive program tailored to the needs of individual children and families, participants felt there would be less duplication of services.  Community partners also believed that fewer children would “fall through the cracks” with this approach to service. 

3.4.3
Desire to sustain the early childhood centres with the model of having them located in schools.

Survey participants responded to the statement: “I would like to see the early childhood centre continue at my child/ren’s school”.  The chart below demonstrates a strong desire on the part of parents, community partners/service providers and for the services offered by the centres to continue.  
Desire for Sustained Centre Services

Not only do respondents support the idea of sustaining the early childhood centres in schools, but they agree overwhelmingly (parents=94%; community partners/service providers=90%; early childhood educators=96%) that the services should include kindergarten, childcare, parenting and family support services, public health, nutrition, early intervention, and school readiness programs.  

Sharing of information among services providers facilitates the coordination of services and avoids duplication.  Frequently, the providers responsible for delivering services to children and families change when the child enters the public school system (kindergarten), resulting in interruption or a complete change in programming.  Service providers (81%) and early childhood educators (89%) strongly agreed or agreed that licensed childcare programs should share information with public kindergarten as a means of providing a continuous plan of services for children from birth onwards.  This provides support for the continuation of the model of programs being located in schools as well as the integration of early childhood and education at the departmental as well as the community level.

3.5
Challenges Faced by Early Learning Centres in Terms of Delivery of Services to All Families

Four themes emerged from survey participant responses to the perceived challenges of integrated services in schools.  The challenges pertained to the manner in which provincial demonstration sites were implemented, centre-related issues around implementation, concerns with partnerships, and community acceptance and awareness.

3.5.1 Initial site set-up 

· Short time frame in which to complete renovations and sign partnership agreements

· Uncertainty about future plans for sustainability

· Diverse departmental policies 

· Lack of direction or mandate among partners on the ground level to engage in the early childhood centres
· Need for communication protocols that facilitate engagement among key local and system stakeholders

3.5.2 Centre-related issues

· Adequate space for programming

· Integrating with school schedules and routines

· Issues of space when considering expansion of programming

· Negotiating with School Districts to clearly articulate in-kind support with respect to space, utilities, maintenance and custodial service, internet service, etc.

· Coordinating partner programs

· Demands on early childhood educators to earn certification

· Availability of francophone early childhood educators 
3.5.3 Partnerships
· Need for understanding stakeholder roles and responsibilities

· Negotiating collaboration with community partners: perceived benefits and losses

· Building relationships with new partners

· Developing a common vision of partnership

· Building partnerships with existing community or private childcare programs

3.5.4 Community Awareness and Acceptance

· Early Childhood Educators and community service providers asserted the need to continue to build awareness of centre programming in the community and local region.

· Factors impeding community participation included:

· Lack of awareness 

· Transportation

· Scheduling of events

· Cost of accessing services
4.0 Visioning for the Future
4.1 Expanding Services 

Parents were asked to describe three types of programs or services that they would like to see offered at their centres.  Suggestions included increased joint programming for children and their parents/families, as well as stronger strategies for communication with families and communities.   
4.1.1 Programming and curriculum for children

Operations and programming were the focus of most parents’ responses.  Parents recognized that growth of programming necessitated an increase in:

· Flexibility and access to programming by altering hours of operation to include evenings and summers (It was suggested that sites explore ways of providing transportation to those that do not have access.)

· Number of licensed spaces in childcare as well as before- and after-school care
· Access to shared school spaces
· Response to families in need with respect to financial assistance to access programming, as well as connections to clothing/food banks and other social agencies

There were numerous suggestions with respect to the kinds of programming that parents would like to see offered at the centre.  These included: 
· Before- and after-school care

· Academic tutoring, lunch and breakfast programs 
· Music and art

· English as a second language and Francisation
· Physical activity for children (e.g. Sports Camps)

· Social activities for families and children (e.g. Christmas parties and barbecues)

4.1.2 Programming and curriculum for parents/families

There were a number of specific proposals with respect to the kinds of programming and services.  These included:

· Parent information sessions on child development and health and wellness to be offered in the evening

· Support groups such as breastfeeding, postnatal, parenting support on communicating with children, and dealing parenting challenges 

· Parent consultations – one-on-one sessions for parents to deal with issues such as physical illness (e.g. cancer, diabetes, and cerebral palsy)

· Social activities for adults  (such as single parents and ayant droits families)

· Sports activities for families (Active Family Days) and adults (yoga, zoomba, aerobics)
4.1.3 Promotion and Awareness
Survey results indicated that many families in the community were not accessing services at the centres.  In the following section, some of the possible barriers to utilization are highlighted.  In responding to this question, survey participants indicated that centres need to: 
· Increase publicity with consistent key messages (monthly newsletters and more public advertising)

· Develop a communication strategy

· Increase communication with individual parents (individual progress reports and updates – communication booklets for each child)

4.2 Facilitating integration

Community partners/service providers and early childhood educators were asked to comment on what changes were needed in provincial policy and practice in order for full integration to occur.  The majority of the respondents recognized the need for changes in policy and practice at the provincial, federal and local levels.  Participants noted that such changes are linked to the sustainability of the demonstration sites in the future.  
4.2.1 Provincial Level
Breaking down barriers that exist among departments

An overarching theme was related to the need to break down the barriers that exist among departments.  Community partners/service providers and early childhood educators noted that two areas that are directly impacted by these barriers are the sharing of information and data, and the discrepancies in policies.  Sharing of information invites communication and the formation of professional partnerships designed to respond to families and children, and avoids the duplication of services.

In follow-up conversations, a number of community partners/service providers proposed the creation of a single department responsible for the education and health of all children at the community and provincial levels. The transfer of early childhood programs into the Department of Education and Early Child Development from the Department of Social Development  is now official, as of April 1, 2011.

Reviewing existing policies

Respondents also called for a review of existing policy.  Departments were encouraged to have representation from “grass roots” educators and service providers when discussing policy changes or revisions.  Respondents also commented on the need to have policies across departments that support the integration of early childhood centres within school settings.  Participants expressed their belief that there is a lack of congruence in policies between Departments of Education and Early Childhood Development, Social Development and Health.  Competing policies pertaining to access to buildings, safety requirements, painting, and the use of the internet are just a few of those encountered by sites to date.
Creating policy and partnership agreements
Respondents noted differences in practices across School Districts with respect to the relationship between the early childhood centres and school districts.  Among these differences were services and resources that were offered as in-kind support and those for which charges were levied.  In some cases, district employees were reluctant to “bend” the rules without direction from the Superintendent.  The differences among processes across the province have been a cause for concern for some sites.   
Respondents proposed the creation of school district policy and partnership agreements that would define the roles and responsibilities of the centre, the school, and the school district.  Presently, centres have formed close relationships with their schools, opening dialogues between site directors and principals, and often expanding activities to involve teachers and early childhood educators.  These relationships have facilitated partnerships in which collaborative activities have been planned and implemented.  However, some respondents expressed concerns related to the involvement of sites in decision-making at a school district level with respect to the need for the expansion of site programming, among other issues. Several respondents suggested that provincial policy must be created that specifies the nature of partnership agreements among centres, schools and school districts.  Other respondents proposed that boards should be given more autonomy to respond to the unique needs of centres.
Sharing of information

Respondents indicated that the sharing of information between childcare, kindergarten and service providers who are responding to student and family needs is critical.  Policies must be developed to facilitate partnerships among professionals to ensure that needs can be met at a local level.  This is particularly important during the transition of a child from preschool to kindergarten. 

One ECE tells the story of a five year old who comes twice a week to the centre.  He has experienced significant childhood illness and is mother wanted him to have some social interaction before attending kindergarten.  The mother says that every morning when the child wakes up he asks, “Is this my school day?”  When he leaves on Tuesday he says to the ECE – “Two sleeps and I will be back.” ECE





A community effort working with families is beneficial to all children, parents and partners.  The child has a greater sense of place and security when they realize other adults care about their wellbeing.  When partners work in unison it creates better harmony and problem solving.  Community Partners / Service Providers








As the transition of early childhood programming into education occurs, the various government departments (Education and Early Childhood Development, Social Development and Health) have the opportunity for increased collaboration with each other.   They also can consider integrating or implementing the rich services that already exist within the community.  Community partner








The benefits of locating the Early Years Centre in the school are a given. To support this, Early Years need to be a part of district decision-making in terms of the schools they are located in.  The centres cannot be told no and no by the district and then still be expected to sustain over the long-term.  The Early Years Centres in schools need to have their position in terms of growing community programs written in policy in order to make this effort successful and sustainable.   Demonstration site board member
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