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Background 

In 2015, advocates in our community began working together with the Alachua County Board of County Commissioners to 

create a dependent children’s services council, focused on serving children ages prenatal to 5 years old. Soon thereafter, 

in early 2016, the County Commission passed a resolution authorizing the creation of Children’s Services Advisory 

Board (CSAB), and commissioned Well Florida to undertake a needs assessment. The needs assessment sought to gain 

a comprehensive perspective on the major issues impacting school readiness for children prenatal to 5 years old, as well 

as the contributing factors associated with those issues.  A variety of health, social, emotional, and safety issues were 

examined in the needs assessment. One of the major issues identified both by the data collected and through parent 

interviews and questionnaires was lack of access to quality early learning services.    

Informed by the needs assessment, the CSAB established guiding principles and priority areas that would inform the 

spending decisions in the years to come. The guiding principles emphasized collaboration, capacity building, and long-term, 

data driven impacts. The CSAB identified three priority funding areas, one of which was to “improve access to high quality, 

developmentally appropriate early learning and care programs in Alachua County.” (CSAB presentation to Alachua County 

Board of County Commissioners, December 2016) As part of that objective, they sought to implement a program that 

would: 

	» Provide parents with information on high quality, developmentally appropriate early learning and care programs in 

Alachua County.

	» Facilitate access by teachers and caregivers to comprehensive training and technical assistance by creating 

demonstration centers and providing compensation to early learning and care programs and their employees.

	» Collaborate with existing high quality, developmentally appropriate early learning and care resources (e.g., the 

University of Florida, Santa Fe College).

	» Integrate current training and technical assistance programs to facilitate a collaborative, not competitive system.   

In late 2017, Alachua County issued Request for Proposals 18-222 (RFP) to initiate a program of Transformative Professional 

Development for Early Care and Education Program Providers (TPD). The RFP sought proposals for an initiative that would 

“ensure universal supports for this most critical phase of preparing young children for school and life success.” (RFP 

Posting) The RFP required that the proposals show “targeted supports for those who need additional help, and place-based 

supports for those with greatest needs” as well as “[p]lace-based supports…coupled with universal and targeted activities 

disseminated to early care and education sites throughout Alachua County through the Early Learning Coalition of Alachua 

County.”  (RFP Posting) 

The CHILD Center applied for and was ultimately awarded the TPD contract. The contract was executed on May 22, 

2018 and expired on September 30, 2019. Pursuant to the contract, the CHILD Center has provided monthly reports to 

the county throughout the contract period (see Appendix A), as well as this annual report that details the efforts and 

achievements of the CHILD Center with respect to the TPD initiative.  
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Executive Summary
The TPD initiative at the CHILD Center is an innovative partnership between leading researchers, providers, advocates, 

committed community members, and the families it serves.  Because of its collaborative nature, the CHILD Center not only 

provides place-based, high quality early care and education services to up to 57 children and their families in a historically 

underserved community, but it also serves as a “learning laboratory” where experts can work to better understand the 

barriers faced by low-income families when seeking to access quality early childhood education and services, and how 

those barriers can be overcome. Further, the CHILD Center serves as a valuable resource for all of Alachua County’s 

early care and education programs and providers. The CHILD Center, in its role as a model demonstration site, serves 

as a tangible example of a high quality early childhood care and education facility, and serves as a “hub” of professional 

development that offers support and technical assistance to educators throughout the county.  

This annual report describes the efforts undertaken by this TPD initiative, including both the quantity of services offered, 

and the quality of the results achieved.  

During this initial year of funding the TPD initiative established the CHILD Center as a model demonstration site providing 

quality services to young children and their families in the Southwest Advocacy Group (SWAG) neighborhoods, an area 

that historically has not had reasonable access to quality early care and education services. During this first year the CHILD 

Center had an average monthly enrollment of 48.85 children, ranging from 34 to 54 children and their families. The CHILD 

Center was able to show measurable gains in student performance as measured by various assessment tools.  In addition, 

the CHILD Center achieved family engagement through regularly scheduled events with average family attendance of 19.54 

families, ranging from 2-61 families attending each event. During the course of the first year, 35 community organizations 

visited the CHILD Center to either provide support to children and families or learn about quality early care and education.   

In addition to the direct services to children, families, and the community, the TPD initiative successfully piloted the 

implementation of practice-based coaching to support early care and education providers at the CHILD Center and 

expanded to the Early Learning Coalition of Alachua County (ELC) to support early care and education programs in six early 

care and education centers in Alachua County. In addition to the teachers and children at the CHILD Center, the TPD pilot of 

practice-based coaching impacted 31 teachers in centers served by the ELC, with a total potential impact on 273 children in 

Alachua County. Results from the evaluation of the pilot indicate that the Lead Implementation Coaches (LICs) implemented 

practice-based coaching as intended, teachers valued the support provided through practice-based coaching, and that the 

interactional and teaching practices of the teachers improved to result in higher quality early learning supports for children 

in their classrooms.   



i i i       T R A N S F O R M AT I V E  P R O FES S I O N A L  D EV ELO P M EN T  G R A N T



YE A R  O N E  ( 2 0 1 8  -  2 0 19)  A N N UA L  R EPO RT       i v

Table of Contents

Background......................................................................................................................................................................... i

Executive Summary............................................................................................................................................................ ii

Introduction........................................................................................................................................................................ 1

Overview of the Transformative Professional Development for Early Care and Education Providers  

in Alachua County Initiative..............................................................................................................................................................2

Establishing a Model Demonstration Site for High-Quality Early Care and Education that is Supported by  

Practice-Based Coaching: The CHILD Center..................................................................................................................................3

Using Implementation Science to Guide Partners’ Efforts Toward Sustained Impacts...............................................................4

Reporting the Efforts and Effect of the TPD Initiative....................................................................................................................6

Part 1: Establishment of Model Demonstration Site – The CHILD Center............................................................................. 6

Section 1: Description of Model Demonstration Site Activities.....................................................................................................6

Section 2: Quantity of Services: How Much Was Done in Year One?............................................................................................ 7

Section 3: Quality of Services: How Well Were Efforts Done in Year One?.................................................................................10

Section 4: Effects of Services: Is Anyone Better Off?................................................................................................................... 12

Part 2: Developing Leadership Teams and Coaches........................................................................................................... 15

Section 1: Coach Characteristics.....................................................................................................................................................15

Section 2: Description of Services: How Much Was Done?..........................................................................................................15

Section 3: Further Information about Coach Training: How Much Was Done?.......................................................................... 17

Section 4: Quality of Services: How Well Did We Do It?...............................................................................................................18

Section 5: Effects of Services: Is Anyone Better Off?................................................................................................................... 21

Part 3: CHILD Center Coaching Activities.......................................................................................................................... 22

Section 1: Anita Zucker Center Practice-Based Coaching Activities..........................................................................................22

Section 2: CHILD Center Transformative Professional Development Activities.........................................................................22

Section 3: Amount of Coaching Implemented..............................................................................................................................25

Section 4: Quality of Coaching........................................................................................................................................................25

Section 5: Effects  of TBD and AZC-PBC: Classroom Observation Measures.............................................................................28

Part 4: Early Learning Coalition Coaching Activities......................................................................................................... 31

Section 1: ELC TPD and AZC-PBC Activities...................................................................................................................................31

Section 2: ELC Teacher Professional Development...................................................................................................................... 34

Section 3: Amount of TPD and AZC-PBC Implemented...............................................................................................................36

Section 4: Quality of Coaching........................................................................................................................................................37

Section 5: Effects of TPD and AZC-PBC........................................................................................................................................ 43

Field Test........................................................................................................................................................................................... 43

Five Pilot Early Care and Education Centers................................................................................................................................. 44

Summary..........................................................................................................................................................................46

References........................................................................................................................................................................48

Appendix A: Monthly County Reports..............................................................................................................................49

Appendix B: O2B Kids Essential Teaching Practices Checklist Coach Observation Practice Checklist...............................94 



1       T R A N S F O R M AT I V E  P R O FES S I O N A L  D EV ELO P M EN T  G R A N T

Introduction 
This annual performance assessment report describes the efforts and effects of the inaugural year of the Transformative 

Professional Development for Early Care and Education Providers in Alachua County (TPD) initiative. The TPD initiative was 

approved by the Alachua County Board of County Commissioners in Fall 2018. Activities reported in this report took place 

from May 22, 2018 through September 30, 2019. Community partners contributing to these activities include:

	» Children’s Health, Imagination, Learning and Development (CHILD) Center; 

	» Early Learning Coalition of Alachua County (ELC); 

	» Anita Zucker Center for Excellence in Early Childhood Studies at the University of Florida;

	» O2B Kids; 

	» Head Start; 

	» Southwest Advocacy Group (SWAG) 

A Results-Based Accountability framework (RBA; Friedman, 2015) is used throughout the annual performance assessment 

report to emphasize the integrated and collaborative efforts of the contributing partners and the effects of those efforts 

on systems, teachers, families, and children. An RBA framework addresses three questions, two of which relate to effort 

(i.e., How much did we do?, How well did we do it?) and one of which relates to effect (Is anyone better off from a quantity 

or quality perspective?). This report describes the quantity and quality of TPD activities. Quantity describes the number 

of people who participated in TPD activities as well as how many TPD activities occured and how often they took place. 

Quality provides information about how well TPD partners did the activities they said they would do and the extent to 

which participants found the TPD supports useful, feasible to implement, and worth the efforts involved.  This report also 

describes the effects (whether teachers, families, and children are better off) of TPD activities that have been completed 

and services that have been provided.
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Overview of the Transformative Professional Development for Early Care and 
Education Providers in Alachua County Initiative

The TPD initiative focuses on increasing access to high-quality early care and education for children birth to age five in 

Alachua County, particularly in under-resourced areas where it is difficult for families to locate affordable and quality 

early care and education. There are two practical ways to increase the supply of quality services. The first is to create 

more affordable quality programs, which is what we have done at the CHILD Center. The second is to increase the quality 

of existing programs by providing professional development supports for early care and education teachers. The TPD 

initiative includes a system of professional development supports for early care and education teachers. These professional 

development supports include training through teacher workshops and practice-based coaching (Snyder, Hemmeter, & 

Fox, 2015) to help teachers learn to use evidence-based interactional and teaching practices in the classroom. Interactional 

and teaching practices describe the actions of teachers that can be seen or heard in the classroom, including how teachers 

interact with children, how they help children to interact with their peers or classroom materials, and how teachers provide 

intentional learning opportunities for children. Teaching practices are considered to be evidence-based when research has 

shown that using the practice benefits young children’s development and learning, and that teachers and family members 

report the practice is useful, feasible to implement, and worth the efforts involved. Figure 1 shows relationships among 

quality professional development, quality interactional and teaching practices, and quality care and learning.

In addition to supporting teachers through practice-based coaching, the TPD initiative provides educational opportunities 

for families of children birth through age five in Alachua County. These opportunities include family child engagement 

sessions led by local experts in child development and learning as well as meetings focused on supporting families to 

provide interactive learning activities that support their children’s growth and development. The family engagement 

sessions emphasize the importance of families learning how to engage in “serve and return” interactions that support their 

children’s learning and development (Britto et al., 2017). Serve and return interactions include caregivers’ engaging with 

their child through positive initiations and responding when the child initiates. The TPD also encourages families to engage 

in informal learning opportunities, such as volunteering in the classroom and observing the teachers’ use of evidence-

based teaching practices.

TR AN SFORMATIVE 

P ROFESSIONA L 

DEVELOP M ENT

Professional development is job 

embedded and uses evidence-

based strategies to support adult 

learning

All providers use effective 

curricula and evidence-based 

interactional and teaching 

practices with support from 

program leadership

Children acquire knowledge 

and skills which promote 

development, learning, and 

independence

Q UALIT Y  I NTER ACTIONAL 

AN D  TE ACH I NG  P R ACTICES

QUALIT Y  C ARE  

AN D  LE AR N I NG

Figure 1. Increasing Quality Early Care and Education 
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Establishing a model demonstration site for high-quality early care and education 
that is supported by practice-based coaching: The CHILD Center

The CHILD Center is a “learning laboratory,” a place where experts in the field of early childhood can work together with 

parents and practitioners to find practical solutions to the real-world scenarios faced by families and young children who 

live in under-resourced communities. This firsthand knowledge of the real-life barriers and broader life circumstances 

experienced by these families and their children when accessing quality early learning services is crucial in developing 

effective ways to build on community, family, and child strengths and eliminate barriers to have a better impact on the 

children, families, and communities we seek to serve. The CHILD Center, located in the SWAG neighborhood, serves an 

under-resourced area of Alachua County where quality early care and education historically has been difficult for families 

to access. The CHILD Center serves as a model demonstration center where other early care and education programs and 

teachers can learn about:

a.	 high-quality early care and education classroom environments; 

b.	 strategies to help families access community-based supports and services and advocate for themselves and their 

children; 

c.	 evidence-based interactional and teaching practices and professional development, including practice-based coaching 

to support teachers’ use of these practices; 

d.	 education opportunities for families; 

e.	 how to collaborate with other community agencies who support children birth through age five and their families; and 

f.	 fiscal and human resource management. 

Together, ELC and the CHILD Center disseminate the lessons learned and practices implemented at the CHILD Center 

county-wide through the ELC’s professional development system. This has been accomplished with the help of two lead 

implementation coaches (LICs), one housed within the CHILD Center and one in the ELC. The primary role of the LICs is 

to provide direct practice-based coaching support to early care and education teachers to support their use of evidence-

based interactional and teaching practices in their classrooms. LICs also help to organize leadership team meetings focused 

on professional development, family education and advocacy opportunities, teacher workshops, and informal coaching 

supports for teachers. Informal coaching supports supplement the use of practice-based coaching by providing “just in 

time” consultation around classroom environment, behavior, and planning activities.
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In addition to supporting teachers and families, LICs  provide formal and informal support and training to other coaches 

in Alachua County who are using practice-based coaching. Formal support occurs through initial training on the practice-

based coaching framework provided in collaboration with members of the Anita Zucker Center Practice-Based Coaching 

(AZC-PBC) team. Following the initial training, the LICs provide coaches with video-based feedback on the fidelity of 

implementation of the coaching approach. LICs also provide informal support in collaboration with the AZC-PBC team 

by co-facilitating bi-weekly coaching community meetings. At each coaching community meeting, coaches have the 

opportunity to a) share celebrations and challenges associated with their use of practice-based coaching; b) provide 

updates about the teachers’ progress using evidence-based interactional and teaching practices; and c) ask questions, 

problem-solve, and receive guidance and resources from their peers.

Using implementation science to guide partners’ efforts toward sustained impacts 

The TPD is using an active implementation science framework (Metz & Bartley, 2012), which serves as a guide of the TPD 

initiative through the process of adopting a new initiative and building policies, procedures, and resources to install and 

sustain a new initiative. The stages of implementation within an active implementation science framework are exploration, 

installation, initial implementation, and sustainability. These stages typically occur over 2-4 years. Figure 2 shows how TPD 

activities are aligned with the stages of implementation. 

Exploration stage activities occurred prior to the TPD contract, which began on May 22, 2018. During the exploration stage, 

the CSAB used strengths and needs assessment data to identify practices and systems-level approaches that would likely 

lead to positive change within Alachua County. The TPD initiative was conceptualized based on the review of these data and 

research evidence from initiatives implemented by the Anita Zucker Center for the past 10 years. 

In the first year of the TPD project, from May 22, 2018 to September 30, 2019, the CHILD Center and ELC were supported 

by the Anita Zucker Center to engage in the stages of installation, initial implementation, and implementation. Across 

these stages, community partners provided direct services to teachers, children, and families at the CHILD Center. In 

addition, teacher and program competency, program leadership, and organizational systems were considered to achieve 

full implementation and sustainability of TPD activities in years 2-4 and beyond. These activities have been supported by 

the Anita Zucker Center for Excellence in Early Childhood Studies at the University of Florida, the CHILD Center, the ELC of 

Alachua County, O2B Kids; Alachua County Head Start, and the SWAG neighborhood. 

One example of an organizational system that was initiated in Year One, that will contribute to full implementation and 

sustainability is the creation of AZC-PBC Leadership Teams. Leadership team members include the LIC, administrators 

from the organization, Anita Zucker Center staff, and community partners, when appropriate. Initially, these meetings 

were dedicated to developing policies, procedures, and resources for implementing TPD activities and for collecting data to 

make, data-informed decisions. Later in Year One, the focus of the meetings shifted toward using data to make decisions 

about how activities were implemented. Through the initiative, we have found establishing a Leadership Team is a key part 

of building an organizational system to sustain TPD activities. A Leadership Team helps to make the organization responsive 

to the demands of external policies and the needs of those receiving services while continuing to work towards the goal of 

high-quality early care and education environments for children and families in Alachua County.
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Two things are important to note when looking at Figure 2. First, the figure shows a linear process that moves from left to 

right; however, activities and implementation stages often overlap. For example, teachers might work with the coach on 

multiple occasions across the 2-4 year period to address different interactional or teaching practices and family or child 

strengths and needs. Similarly, there will be additional coach trainings in years 2-4 as the TPD project expands the number 

of coaches who are trained to implement AZC-PBC and the number of programs receiving coaching support. Second, full 

implementation and sustainability of the TPD project is a multi-year process. It is important to note that significant child 

effects require sustained exposure to high-quality early care and education environments. Although children are making 

progress, we are unlikely to see statistically significant child effects until the model has been fully implemented with high 

levels of fidelity. Once teachers and families are using these practices as intended and consistently, research has shown 

associated effects on children’s development and learning (e.g., Hemmeter, Snyder, et al, 2017; Snyder, Hemmeter et 

al, 2018). It is important to “stay the course” with respect to providing TPD that results in teachers’ improved practice 

implementation, and, then, in turn, child developmental and learning outcomes.  

Exploration

	» Children’s Services Advisory Board (CSAB) explores the strengths and needs of the Alachua County 

Community

	» Transformative Professional Development Project conceptualized

Installation

	» Staff hired at the CHILD Center and the ELC 

	» CHILD Center opening

	» Launch the family engagement program

	» LIC trained to use PBC with fidelity

	» Leadership team meetings and coaching calls facilitated by Anita Zucker Center for Excellence in Early 

Childhood Studies at UF begin

	» Field test of PBC materials adapted to meet the needs of each context

Initial Implementation

	» PBC used by the LIC in all CHILD Center classrooms

	» PBC piloted in 5 LIC programs in Alachua County and additional ELC coaches receive initial training

	» Data systems for continuous improvement established

	» Leadership team meetings and coaching calls facilitated by UF continue

	» Family engagement program continues

Implementation

	» PBC used by the LIC in all CHILD Center classrooms and serves as a model for visitors to learn about PBC 

	» PBC is part of the ELC’s professional development system for programs in Alachua County

	» Leadership team meetings and coaching calls continue and are facilitated by the LICs with support from UF 

	» Data systems for continuous improvement used

	» Family engagement program continues

Sustainability

	» CHILD Center and ELC are model demonstration sites for others to learn about PBC and quality care

	» Leadership team meetings and coaching calls providing systems for continuous improvement

	» Data systems for continuous improvement used

	» Family engagement program continues
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Figure 2. Transformative Professional Development System for Early Care and Education Providers in Alachua County 

Stages of Implementation
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Reporting the efforts and effect of the TPD initiative

The remaining sections of the annual performance report provide descriptions of the Year One efforts dedicated to building 

professional development, leadership, and organizational systems and the effects of those efforts for the children, families, 

teachers, and community stakeholders touched through this initiative. The report is presented in 4 parts: (1) Establishment 

of the Model Demonstration Site (CHILD Center) for Children’s Services, Family Engagement, and Community Outreach 

Activities; (2) Supports for Leadership Teams and Coaches; (3) CHILD Center Coaching Activities; and (4) ELC Coaching 

Activities. 

Part 1: Establishment of Model Demonstration Site –  
The CHILD Center
In Year One, the first part of the TPD initiative was focused on effort activities to establish the CHILD Center as a model 

demonstration site to serve Alachua County. The purpose of the model demonstration site has been to leverage available 

resources, establish new and innovative partnerships, engage with the local community to better understand the barriers 

to accessing early care and education services, and increase access to and participation in quality early care and education 

services that support children’s development and learning as well as family self-sufficiency. The CHILD Center board 

of directors established partnerships with existing state and federal programs that provide funding for early childhood 

care and education services (ELC, Alachua County School Board Head Start Program, USDA Food Program). With these 

partnerships in place, coupled with additional funding from the Alachua County Board of County Commissioners (via the 

CSAB), the CHILD Center embarked on the process of establishing the CHILD Center as a viable and supportive resource for 

children and families in the community. This part of the TPD initiative included efforts to install and implement starting the 

program by:

1.	 establishing systems of operation that comply with state and federal regulations; 

2.	 recruiting, hiring, and providing TPD to qualified personnel; 

3.	 recruiting and enrolling children in the program that meet program eligibility requirements for the Florida Child Care 

Subsidy Program, the Florida Voluntary Pre-Kindergarten Program and the federal Head Start program operated by the 

Alachua County Public Schools; 

4.	 planning and implementing family engagement events; and 

5.	 hosting community stakeholders interested in learning about the CHILD Center and initiating interactions with other 

community agencies and initiatives that are working to support young children and their families. 

Section 1: Description of Model Demonstration Site Activities

CHILDREN’S SERVICES 

The services provided to children at the CHILD Center include the provision of developmentally appropriate and 

evidence-informed curriculum and learning opportunities, meaningful interactions among children and teachers, and the 

maintenance of a healthy and safe learning environment. To support the provision of developmentally appropriate and 

evidence-informed learning opportunities, the teachers use the O2B Kids curriculum. This curriculum includes a teacher 

lesson planning tool, guidance for informal assessment of children’s development and learning, and an extensive library of 

activity plans from which teachers select and implement activities that are interesting and appropriate for the children from 

birth through age five.  
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FAMILY SERVICES

The CHILD Center implemented regular family engagement activities that include informal gatherings, planned family-child 

engagement activities, and adult education experiences, all of which are designed to help families learn the importance of 

parent and child “serve and return” interactions, build families’ capacities to advocate for themselves and their children, 

and provide examples of ways in which they can interact with their children to support learning and development. In 

addition to the family education opportunities, the staff at the CHILD Center, in collaboration with the Family Liaison from 

the Alachua County School Board Head Start program, actively communicate with families to identify strengths and needs 

and identify ways that connection to additional services and supports can be facilitated. 

COMMUNITY SERVICES

Community services provided through the CHILD Center are designed to increase awareness of the characteristics 

of quality early care and education services; facilitate meetings among community partners to increase coordination 

and collaboration throughout Alachua County; and to share techniques, strategies and lessons learned with interested 

stakeholders to support the dissemination of practices that improve the administration and provision of quality services for 

children and families. 

Section 2: Quantity of Services: How Much Was Done in Year One?

CHILD SERVICES 

The volume of services provided directly to children during the start-up year at the CHILD Center was documented through 

the O2B Kids proprietary child and family data system, Beekeeper. This system collects data related to the enrollment, 

funding status (School Readiness, Voluntary Pre-K, Head Start), dates of attendance, and dis-enrollment for all children 

receiving services at the CHILD Center. This information was aggregated to the classroom level to show how many children 

received care and education services at the CHILD Center. Table 1 shows the average monthly enrollment, total dis-

enrollment, and number of children supported by the three different state and federally funded early care and education 

initiatives. 

Classroom Enrollment 
Capacity

Average 
Monthly 

Enrollment

Total  
Dis-enrolled 
over 1 year 

Funding 
Source: 

Florida School 
Readiness

Funding 
Source: 

Voluntary PreK

Funding 
Source: Head 

Start

Freshmen 8 4.92 4

40 38 52
Sophomores 12 9.54 4

Juniors 17 15.62 7

Seniors 20 18.77 8

Table 1. Children served August 2018- May 2019 

“Being part of this family is the best thing that has happened in our life. [I] trust them because they really care about the families.” 

- Parent from the CHILD Center 

“[Child’s name] has benefitted emotionally and physically, which has reduced the stress and provided additional support for my family.” 

- Parent from the CHILD Center
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FAMILY SERVICES

Part of the vision for the CHILD Center as a model demonstration program is to demonstrate to families and other 

community members that providing quality services and supports to families is as important as providing direct services 

to children. During the initial year of operations, the CHILD Center provided opportunities for families to engage with their 

children through informal engagement events and their children’s teachers through formal parent meetings. Table 2 below 

shows the number of family members that have participated in family meetings by event. 

Month Event Number of Family Members

August 2018 Open House/Meet The Teacher 36

September 2018 Curriculum Showcase 27

October 2018 Head Start Parent Meeting 13

November 2018 Thanksgiving Feast 17

November 2018 ASO RAD Kids 30

December 2018 Candyland Santa’s Workshop 10

December 2018 Holiday Concert/ Male Involvement Day @ Cade Museum 52

January 2019 Family Fun Day 20

January 2019 Parent Empowerment Meeting 17

February 2019 Sweetheart Fun Day 17

March 2019 Picture Day 6

March 2019 Parent Meeting 14

April 2019 Eggstravaganza 3

April 2019 Spring Egg Hunt 7

April 2019 Fun and Fitness 8

May 2019 Car Seat Safety Check 2

May 2019 Harn Museum visited CHILD Center 4

May 2019 Pre-K Graduation 61

June 2019 Doughnuts for Dad 42

June 2019 Gardening Club 4

July 2019 Parent Orientation/Facility Tour 15

August 2019 New Student Orientation 25

Table 2. Number of families participating in education and engagement events

In addition to providing support to families through organized events, the CHILD Center personnel provided individualized 

support to families as their strengths and needs were identified.  Some examples of additional help ranged from assisting 

families with their application for the Florida School Readiness program for child care subsidy to helping families connect 

with other services and supports that relate to either meeting individual child needs or family self-sufficiency. The CHILD 

Center has assisted in getting families connected with Peaceful Paths; referred families to the SWAG Family Resource 

Center to meet emergency food needs; provided diapers and clothes to families who have a critical need; and provided 

scholarships to families for extended care to bridge funding gaps when those families were in transition between jobs or 

schooling.  
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COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

During the initial year of operation, the CHILD Center established a pattern of community engagement that includes visits 

from local, state, national, and international organizations to learn about the model demonstration program. Since opening 

in August 2018, the CHILD Center has been visited by 36 local, state and national agencies and organizations. The purposes 

for the visits included meeting to establish and maintain partnerships (e.g., Peaceful Paths, SWAG, Social Emotional 

Development (SED) Children’s Services Advisory Board initiative, and Alachua County Sherriff’s Office), visits to provide 

extracurricular programming for the children and families at the CHILD Center (e.g., Gainesville Garden Club, Harn Museum, 

and Gainesville Library Partnership), and visits to learn more about the CHILD Center (Region IV Head Start office, County 

Commissioners, and SWAG board members). The CHILD Center was fortunate to have several local dignitaries visit the 

center who also volunteered by conducting a shared book reading activity with the children (Nathan Crabbe, Mayor Lauren 

Poe). In addition to these local visitors and volunteers, researchers from the University of Kentucky and the University of 

South Carolina visited Gainesville to celebrate the Ribbon Cutting of the CHILD Center. In February 2019, the CHILD Center 

was visited by scholars from Switzerland who were interested in learning more about differences between early care and 

education services provided in the US versus their home country.  Table 3 lists all organizations and agencies that the CHILD 

Center has hosted and collaborated with during the first year of operation.  

 

Alachua County Public Schools Healthy Start

Alachua County Fire Hippy

Alachua County Sherriff’s Office Mayor

Black on Black Taskforce My Food Plate

Bosshardt Realty National Head Start Office

Community Foundation of NCF O2B Kids

Department for Children and Families Parents

Early Learning Coalition of Alachua County Peaceful Paths

Family Partnership Rad Kids

FDLRS Rotary Foundation

Front Street Realtors Social Emotional Development Project 

Gainesville Garden Club SWAG

Gainesville Library Partnership System of Care

GPD - Reichert House The Family Church

Harn Museum UF Anita Zucker Center

Head Start UF Dentistry

Healthy Families UF College of Education

United States Department of Agriculture

Table 3. List of agencies and organizations visiting CHILD Center 

In addition to the visits, volunteers, and other supports described above, the CHILD Center was supported through an 

advisory board consisting of representatives from Partnerships for Strong Families, Gainesville Area Chamber of Commerce, 

WUFT, UF Health, Alachua County Public Schools Title 1 programs, Meridian, the Alachua County Health Department, and 

Insurance and Financial Planning companies. The contributions of the advisory board include organizing special events, 

developing ongoing fundraising strategies, and elevating community awareness of the resources and supports provided 

through the CHILD Center. 
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Section 3: Quality of Services: How Well Were Efforts Done in Year One?

The measurement of the quality of services consists of a description of the personnel background and education, direct 

observation of teachers during their work with children in classrooms, and through stakeholder feedback provided through 

surveys.

QUALITY OF CLASSROOMS

Establishing a quality workforce, including the hiring and initial training of personnel (program administration and teachers) 

is foundational to the provision of quality education and care for young children. The quality of personnel hired by the 

CHILD Center is demonstrated structurally through the years of experience working in the field of early childhood education 

and teacher degree status indicating specialized training in the field of early childhood education. The 8 teachers working in 

the CHILD Center classrooms have a combined 151 years of experience working with children. Individual teacher experience 

as early care and education providers ranging from 1 to 29 years and 9.59 average years working in the field. In addition to 

depth of experience, the teachers at the CHILD Center all meet or exceed the education requirements of associated state 

and federal guidelines. Among the classroom teachers, all have specialized training in early childhood education including 

the state-required, 45-hour course in early childhood education. Beyond that basic level of education, 6 teachers have a 

professional credential known within the field as the Child Development Associate (CDA), 2 teachers have a 2-year degree 

(AA), and 2 have a 4-year degree in professional education. Beyond these degrees, two of the teachers at the CHILD Center 

have earned their Director Credential recognized by the Florida Office of Early Learning and the Florida Department of 

Children and Families. While years of experience and degree attainment has been generally regarded as a reasonable 

predictor of quality teacher and child interactions in classrooms, a more direct measure of the quality of teaching and 

learning opportunities comes from direct observation of teacher and child interactions in the classroom.   

Observation tools used by the CHILD Center to measure the quality of services provided to children include: 

	» Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS; Hamre, La Paro, Pianta, LoCasale-Crouch, 2014; La Paro, Hamre, & 

Pianta, 2012; Pianta, La Paro, & Hamre, 2008), 

	» Teaching Practices Observation Tool (TPOT; Hemmeter, Fox, & Snyder, 2014), and 

	» O2B Kids Essential Teaching Practices Checklist (a tool developed specifically to support the TPD initiative, see 

Appendix B).  

In-depth descriptions of teacher performance related to the TPOT and O2B Kids Essential Teaching Practices Checklist are 

provided in Part 3 of this report as these tools were used to measure the effect  of the AZ-PBC on teacher performance (i.e., 

are teachers’ better off in their practice from the TPD?).

With respect to the CLASS tool and the quality of services, the Early Learning Coalition of Alachua County and faculty from 

the UF Anita Zucker Center for Excellence in Early Childhood Studies conducted observations using the CLASS tools for 

Infants, Toddlers and Pre-K classrooms. The results of these observations were then calculated to construct a composite 

score using the formula employed by the Florida Office of Early Learning as a program-wide assessment of quality that 

has a range from 1 to 7. The CHILD Center composite score on this assessment (4.71) is as high or higher than 75% of all 

programs providing Florida School Readiness services who were assessed using these tools throughout Florida during the 

2018-2019 Fiscal Year. The CLASS score of 4.71 shows that, on average, the quality of services at the CHILD Center is good. 

While this performance indicates opportunity for continuous improvement, it is a noteworthy accomplishment to have 

achieved this performance level within the first year of operation.
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PARENT PERSPECTIVES ON THE QUALITY OF SERVICES 

The CHILD Center executive committee developed a family survey to solicit feedback from families about different aspects 

of services provided through the CHILD Center. Surveys were distributed to the 37 families who had children enrolled in 

the Head Start classrooms at the CHILD Center in May 2018. Among the 27 (73%) families that completed the surveys, 

all responses except for one response on one question indicated that the family agreed or strongly agreed that they were 

satisfied with the services provided and that the services supported their children.  Figure 3 shows the number of parents 

who responded to items on the family survey related to parent satisfaction and assessment of CHILD Center services 

by response category. For example, 22 parents strongly agreed and 4 parents agreed that they feel like they have been 

supported by the staff at the CHILD Center. As shown in the figure, almost all parents either strongly agreed or agreed with 

these family survey items. 

0%

23 4

20 5

20 7

25 2

23 4

22 4

23 4

100%80%60%40%20%

I feel like the price I pay for my child to attend the CHILD 
Center is reasonable.

I am satisfied with the services I have received in 
preparing my child for kindergarten

When my child has needed extra resources beyond those 
offered at the CHILD Center, I feel like the staff at the 
CHILD Center has helped me connect with those resources. 

When my child has needed extra help, I feel like the staff 
at the CHILD Center has helped me meet that need. 

I feel like my child is supported by the staff at the CHILD 
Center. 

I am well-informed about the progress my child is making 
in his or her class. 

I feel comfortable talking to my child’s teacher. 

Figure 3. Family assessment of CHILD Center services
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Strongly Disgree

Agree

Disagree
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Section 4: Effects  of Services: Is Anyone Better Off? 

EFFECTS ON CHILDREN 

The effects that services provided by the CHILD Center have on children has been measured through an assessment 

of children’s development: The Florida Voluntary Prekindergarten Assessment (FL VPK; Lonigan, 2011). The FL VPK 

assessment was commissioned by the Florida Office of Early Learning to provide periodic checks on the developmental 

progression of children enrolled in the FL VPK program. The FL VPK assessment addresses the following domains of  

learning: 1) print knowledge; 2) phonological awareness; 3) oral language/vocabulary; and 4) mathematics. At the CHILD 

Center, the FL VPK assessment was administered three times by the teachers in the classroom providing VPK services. 

Data from these assessments are reported in the aggregate to show change from initial assessment to the end of the year 

assessment points. The results indicate that across all domains measured, children’s competence increased steadily from 

the beginning of the year. 
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Figure 4. FL VPK Assessment results at beginning, middle, and end of year assessment

In addition to the FL VPK assessment implemented, 4-year-old children also received a developmental screening using the 

Ages & Stages Questionnaire, Third Edition (ASQ-3; Squires & Bricker, 2009) by their parents or caregivers within 45 days 

of enrollment. The ASQ-3 is a developmental screening tool designed to be completed by parents and caregivers to identify 

young children who might have a developmental delay and should be evaluated further to determine need and eligibility for 

early intervention services. The ASQ-3 assesses development in five developmental domains: communication, gross motor, 

fine motor, problem-solving, and personal social. Based on parent or caregiver report of child skill, children’s development 

is categorized as either above the cut-off (developmentally on-track) near the cut-off (in need close monitoring), or below 

the cut-off (at-risk for developmental delay). The results of the ASQ-3 were used to determine the number of children 

at-risk for developmental delay so that their referral for diagnostic testing and subsequent connection to additional early 

intervention services is documented. 
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During the 2018-2019 academic year 40 children enrolled at the CHILD Center were screened using the ASQ-3. One child 

was indicated as being at risk for developmental delay and was referred for further evaluation. 

EFFECTS ON FAMILIES  

The effects that CHILD Center services has had on families was measured through the end of the year surveys that asked 

the families to indicate their satisfaction with services that they received and to describe if and how CHILD Center services 

helped them. The questions from the family survey that most directly relate to the effect that CHILD Center services had on 

families are shown below in Figures 5, 6, 7, and 8. These questions prompted parents to reflect on the extent to which the 

CHILD Center supported them in accessing additional resources, navigating early care and education support systems, and 

engaging in events and meetings organized by the CHILD Center. 

Figure 5. I feel like my family (beyond just 

my child) is supported by the staff at the 

CHILD Center. 

Figure 7. I feel well-informed about 

meetings and events going on at my 

child’s school.

Figure 6. I feel like the staff at the CHILD 

Center has helped me navigate the 

processes needed to apply for ELC and/or 

Head Start. 

Strongly Agree

Strongly Disgree

Agree

Disagree

Key for Figures 5 - 7:

Yes

No

Key for Figure 8:

Figure 8. The CHILD Center has helped me 

connect to other services or supports that 

my family needed. 

81% 88%

19%

8%
4%

8%

92% 72%
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EFFECTS ON POLICY  

Following the review of internal and external operation systems that relate to the provision of services at the CHILD Center, 

the CHILD Center executive committee identified potential solutions to the interpretation and implementation of local and 

state policies that had the most significant impact on children and families participating in the Florida School Readiness 

Program managed by the ELC. Unlike most early care and education programs, the CHILD Center was in a unique position 

to learn about the processes that families must navigate to apply for childcare subsidy through the Florida School Readiness 

Program. What made the CHILD Center different was that many children who enrolled in the CHILD Center through the 

Head Start program were eligible for the Florida School Readiness Program but had not applied for the services before the 

start of the academic year.  This situation does not commonly occur, given that most families initiate interaction with a 

prospective childcare program after they have been determined eligible and awarded a Florida School Readiness Program 

voucher. Given this vantage point, the personnel at the CHILD Center experienced the launch of a re-designed parent 

application portal for the Florida School Readiness Program from the perspective of families attempting to navigate the 

system. Through established connections with ELC and the Florida Office of Early Learning, the CHILD Center identified 

issues with the new online application process, shared those issues with the Florida Office of Early Learning, and helped 

facilitate the resolution process. In addition to helping refine the Florida School Readiness Program parent portal, the 

CHILD Center also developed a protocol to help parents gather the required documentation in an electronic format and 

submit their applications to further expedite the voucher process. This advocacy at the state level and the development of 

a support protocol for families facilitated a more efficient and effective application process that ultimately helped parents 

connect to needed resources.
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Part 2: Developing Leadership Teams and Coaches
During the first year of the TPD initiative, an early critical series of activities consisted of the development leadership teams, 

consisting of key stakeholders from partnering organizations, and the selection and initial training of Lead Implementation 

Coaches. The development and initial professional development of leadership teams and Lead Implementation Coaches is 

described in this section. 

Section 1: Coach Characteristics 

This section provides descriptive information about the program leadership and coaches who participated in Year One 

(2018-19) of the TPD project. 

COACH BACKGROUND AND EXPERIENCE

The TPD initiative grant from Alachua County funded two lead implementation coaches (LICs). One LIC was employed by 

the ELC and was assigned to support teachers at five early care and education centers in Alachua County. One LIC was 

employed by O2B Kids and was assigned to support teachers at the CHILD Center. The ELC coach was a former teacher 

at a local early care and education program where she had been a recipient of AZC-PBC professional development. She 

also had administrative roles within her former program. The CHILD Center coach was a former 5th grade teacher at a local 

elementary school. She did not have prior experience coaching or being coached at the time of hire.

LEADERSHIP TEAMS

The ELC and the CHILD Center each formed a leadership team to make decisions about the implementation of AZC-PBC 

and other TPD activities at their site. Leadership teams were required to include the LIC and a leadership level administrator 

who could make staffing and fiscal decisions for the program. The leadership team at the ELC was composed of the LIC, 

the ELC Director of Programs, the director of a local childcare program to represent the perspective of a potential recipient 

of the services associated with the TPD, and three faculty from the Anita Zucker Center. The leadership team at the CHILD 

Center was composed of the LIC, the O2B Kids Director of Operations, the O2B Kids Recruiting and Onboarding Manager, 

the CHILD Center Director, and three faculty from the Anita Zucker Center.

Section 2: Description of Services: How Much Was Done? 

COACH AND ADMINISTRATOR PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT

Consistent with the Year One major activities reflected in the 2018-2019 scope of work, this section describes the how 

much initial and ongoing support was provided to coaches and administrators during the 2018-19 school year including: 

(a) a 3-day coach training; (b) establishing LIC field test implementation sites; (c) monthly leadership team meetings; 

(d) monthly administrator and coaching calls; and (e) coach fidelity feedback regarding their implementation of AZC- 

PBC.	
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PRACTICE-BASED COACHING COACH TRAINING

The initial AZC-PBC coach training was a 2-day training (approximately 14 hours). During the coach training, coaches were 

introduced to the theory of change underlying TPD and the AZC-PBC framework developed by Snyder and colleagues 

shown in Figure 9. AZC-PBC is an evidence-based coaching framework implemented with teachers in their classrooms. 

The framework is composed of (a) shared goals and action planning, including strengths and needs assessment to help 

identify interactional and teaching practice goals and plan actions; (b) focused observation by the coach of the teachers’ 

practice implementation; and (c) performance-based reflection and feedback by the teacher and coach about practice 

implementation. Each component occurs within the context of a collaborative coaching partnership. During the coach 

training, coaches learned how to implement each component of PBC with a teacher. Each component of AZC-PBC 

was defined and described using research-based professional development methods (National Academies of Science, 

Engineering, and Medicine, 2018). These methods included case stories, PowerPoint™ slides, video exemplars, modeling, 

role plays with feedback from the facilitators, application activities, and handouts. During the training, coaches received 

feedback on their implementation of AZC-PBC components, were provided opportunities for self-reflection, and were 

encouraged to ask questions and seek clarification about coaching processes. 

As part of training, coaches received a Coach Training 

Workbook and Practice Guide and guidelines for 

implementing coaching  adapted from the Anita Zucker 

Center Practice-based Coaching Coach Manual. These 

materials included forms for implementing AZC-PBC, 

such as: coaching logs; observation notes; email reflection 

and feedback templatest; and templates for teacher and 

coach strengths and needs assessments, action plans, 

and practice checklists. Throughout the coach training, 

participants had opportunities to use their Coach Manual 

materials and implementation forms to discuss how they 

would implement AZC-PBC at their sites. In addition, the 

training culminated with a role-play where participants 

had the opportunity to integrate the AZC-PBC coaching 

framework components to simulate a coaching session 

with a “teacher.”

LEADERSHIP TEAM MEETINGS

Leadership teams met on a monthly basis for approximately 90-120 minutes. Leadership teams were focused on 

establishing leadership and organization structures that would support the implementation of AZC-PBC. Each team 

participated in a process of identifying a list of targeted teaching practices that would be the focus of coaching. Practices 

were identified by using commonly used practice observation tools such as the Classroom Assessment Scoring System© 

Preschool (CLASS Pre-K; Pianta, LaParo, & Hamre, 2008) and the Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT; Hemmeter, 

Fox, & Snyder, 2014). Leadership teams also worked in collaboration with Anita Zucker Center faculty to adapt the Anita 

Zucker Center Practice-Based Coaching Coach Manual and coaching implementation forms for their program. This included 

conversations about coaching caseloads and decisions about the dosage (i.e., number of sessions and duration) of coaching 

based on the LICs’ field test experiences.
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COACH CONFERENCE CALLS 

Anita Zucker Center faculty continued to provide ongoing support to administrators and coaches in Year One of the 

TPD via virtual conference calls using ZOOMTM video conferencing. One to two coach calls were held each month for 11 

months. The coach calls were facilitated by AZC faculty. The average duration of calls was 60 minutes and the number of 

participants ranged from 2 to 8 coaches per call. Calls focused on topics related to: data collection; components of the 

AZC-PBC framework; writing high-quality action plan goals; essential and enhancement AZC-PBC coaching strategies; 

locating developmentally appropriate materials to support teachers’ practice implementation; and identifying resources to 

share with teachers. In addition to monthly coach calls, individual coach calls were scheduled with AZC faculty as needed. 

The individual calls were focused on TPD workshop content presentation, coaching fidelity feedback, action plan support, 

modified coaching schedules, and data processing. 

FIELD TEST IMPLEMENTATION SITES

Following the October AZC-PBC training, the LIC from the ELC and CHILD Center participated in a field test where coaching 

implementation forms were used to implement AZC-PBC with one preschool teacher and one toddler teacher in a local 

early care and education center in Alachua County. Qualitative and quantitative data from the field test were brought to 

the monthly program-based leadership team meetings during a development period of 2 months to refine implementation 

forms and the coaching protocol, identify a feasible coaching caseload, and ensure AZC-PBC was feasible, useful, and 

acceptable for the program to implement (i.e., social validity). At the conclusion of the field test, the ELC and the CHILD 

Center LIC each produced a fully developed and field-tested version of the Anita Zucker Center Practice-based Coaching 

Manual adapted to meet the unique needs of their program contexts. 

Section 3: Further Information about Coach Training: How Much Was Done?

COACH TRAINING PARTICIPANTS

AZC-PBC Coach Training was offered three times during Year One of the TPD. The first training was held on October 10 

- 11, 2018 at the University of Florida. A total of 8 people participated in the training, including staff from O2B Kids and 

the CHILD Center (n = 4), the ELC (n = 2), and the Unified Early Childhood preservice teacher preparation program at the 

University of Florida (n = 2). The second training was held on March 13 -14, 2019 at the University of Florida. A total of 7 

people participated in the training, including staff from the University of Florida Baby Gator Research and Development 

Center (n = 2), the ELC (n = 3), and Meridian Behavioral Health/Social Emotional Development (SED) program (n = 2). The 

third coach training was held July 22 - 25, 2019 at the ELC and included five staff from the ELC.

PREPARING COACHES FOR CO-FACILITATION

Consistent with major activities specified in the Year One scope of work, the AZC-PBC Coach Training offered in March 2019 

was co-facilitated by the LIC from the CHILD Center, the LIC from the ELC, and AZC faculty, and the July 2019 training was 

co-facilitated by the LIC from the ELC and AZC faculty. Before the training, the LICs received individual planning meetings 

with a member of the AZC faculty. When faculty from AZC were facilitating, LICs had the opportunity to collect data 

about whether the coach training was implemented as it should be using a research-based fidelity checklist developed 

by the Anita Zucker Center (AZC). When the LICs facilitated coach training, AZC staff collected data on their fidelity of 

implementation using the fidelity checklist. The fidelity data were used to provide each LIC who facilitated with individual 

feedback on whether they did or did not adhere to the fidelity checklist and their use of effective facilitation strategies.
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Section 4: Quality of Services: How Well Did We Do It? 

IMPLEMENTATION FIDELITY OF COACH TRAINING. 

Implementation fidelity data were collected live during the coach training using a research-based fidelity checklist aligned 

with the content and activities described in the AZC-PBC Coach Training materials. The fidelity indicators are aligned with 

the learning objectives for the coach training. Each indicator is marked “yes” (implemented) or “no” (not implemented). 

In addition to the core learning objectives and associated fidelity indicators, there are indicators aligned with additional 

enhancement content that was presented when appropriate in response to the participants’ needs. These latter items have 

an “NA” (not applicable) option. Overall coach training fidelity is calculated by summing the number of indicators marked 

“yes”, dividing this number by the number of indicators on the checklist, and multiplying by 100. Thus, fidelity is reported 

as the percentage of indicators implemented. The mean percentage of indicators implemented with fidelity across trainings 

ranged from 99% - 100%. This means the coach training was implemented with very high fidelity. 
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PARTICIPANT EVALUATION OF COACH TRAINING 

Following the coach training, participants completed a 13-item evaluation rating scale, which included items related to the 

quality of the training and the relevance of the content, plus an item rating the effectiveness of the facilitator. Participants 

were asked to indicate their level of agreement with each item using a 4-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly 

disagree) to 4 (strongly agree). To rate the facilitator, the coaches used a 5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (poor) to 

5 (superior). The survey was distributed via Survey MonkeyTM.

Table 4 shows the mean participant rating for each of the 12 items, the overall evaluation score, and the rating of the 

facilitators for coach training across all sessions. The mean ratings for the items ranged from 3.8 to 4, suggesting strong 

agreement with the quality and effectiveness of the training and the relevance of the content for coaches. To obtain an 

overall evaluation rating for coach training, the responses to the 12 items were averaged. The mean overall evaluation score 

was 3.9 (SD = 0.3) on a 4-point scale. The mean overall rating for the facilitators  was 5.0 on a 5-point scale, suggesting that 

participants rated all facilitators “superior.”  

Item M (SD)a

The training was well-organized. 4

The learning objectives for this training were clearly stated. 4

The learning objectives for this training were accomplished. 3.9 (0.3)

The trainer(s) who presented the training was prepared. 4

The trainer(s) was effective. 4

The methods used to present the material in the training were effective. 3.9(0.4)

The information presented in this training will be useful for me as a coach. 4

The content of the training has direct application to my daily work with teachers of 
young children.

3.8 (0.5)

The content of the training was appropriately targeted to my abilities and skills. 3.8 (0.4)

The content of the training is important for coaches. 4

It is feasible to use practice-based coaching in preschool classrooms. 3.9 (0.4)

I would recommend this training content to other coaches. 4

Overall Evaluation Score 3.9 (0.3)

How would you rate the facilitator ?b 5
Note: Item rating scale = 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (agree), 4 (strongly agree).
a Coach Training Evaluation Forms (N = 15).
b Facilitator  rating scale = 1 (poor), 2 (fair), 3 (average), 4 (good), 5 (superior).

Table 4. Participant evaluation of coach trainings
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Participants were also provided the opportunity to respond to open-ended questions about what was most helpful and least 

helpful about the content of the coaching training. All participants provided feedback about what was most helpful about 

the coaching training. Examples of participants’ responses are below.

I really appreciated the opportunity to practice skills/coaching strategies presented.

I loved the training materials and resources!

Role-play allowed me to practice using some of the strategies. I also thought application activities  

(e.g., writing action plan goals) was helpful.

When asked what was least helpful about the Coach Training, participants identified that they would have liked additional 

time or responded with additional positive comments about their experience.

Although this is a structured practice, the fact that there is still flexibility poses some challenges we’ll need 

to think about. Having more time would have been lovely.

N/A → I would sit in again for this training ... please call me 

All of the information was helpful for either learning new information or clarification.

Overall, participants reported they found the interactive learning strategies and materials provided to be beneficial in 

supporting them to learn about and practice the use of the AZC-PBC framework in the context of the TPD project.
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Section 5: Effects  of Services: Is Anyone Better Off?

COACH FIDELITY OF IMPLEMENTATION OF THE COACHING PROTOCOL 

In Year One (2018-19) of the TPD project, coaching implementation fidelity video checks were scheduled to be conducted 

by AZC faculty on two or more occasions per LIC during the field test and initial coaching sessions. Fidelity feedback 

included information about (a) the coach’s implementation of the coaching with a teacher; (b) accuracy of self-report 

coaching implementation fidelity data recorded on the coaching log; (c) alignment of the follow-up coaching email content 

with the eight email protocol indicators; and (d) alignment of the teacher’s action plan content with the action plan quality 

indicators. All coaches received written feedback by AZC faculty via email. When requested, the email feedback was paired 

with an individual Zoom© call or phone call with AZC faculty. Common issues related to coaching implementation fidelity 

were also noted and addressed on the coach calls. 

Table 5 provides the average coaching fidelity adherence scores as measured by video observations conducted by AZC 

faculty. These data show that quality and adherence to the AZC-PBC protocol as well as the accuracy of coaches self-

reported coaching protocol implementation are good to excellent for coaches. On average, coaches demonstrated 

high fidelity across occasions in their implementation of the protocol indicators and in their accuracy of self-reported 

implementation. Taken together, these data suggest coaches benefit from ongoing fidelity feedback and support to 

implement the essential components of AZC-PBC with fidelity.

Number of sessions
UF coded fidelity for 
coaching  indicators

M (range)

Coach self-reported fidelity 
for coaching indicators

M (range)

Fidelity for email 
feedback to teachers

as evaluated by UF
M (range)

N = 9 90.7 (77.3 - 100) 84.8 (66.7 - 100) 81.4 (71.4 - 93.8)

Table 5. Mean percentage of coaching fidelity, and email fidelity implemented for the ELC and CHILD Center LICs
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Part 3: CHILD Center Coaching Activities
This section of the report provides information about TPD effort and effect activities that occurred through the CHILD 

Center during the first year of the project. Effort is reported in terms of how much was done and how well it was done. 

Effect is reported in terms of whether efforts made a difference for the CHILD Center and for teachers. 

Section 1: Anita Zucker Center Practice-Based Coaching Activities 

The LIC from the CHILD Center implemented the Anita Zucker Center Model for Practice-Based Coaching (AZC-PBC) in two 

early education and care centers from February 2019 to September 2019. One center participated in AZC-PBC activities as 

part of an initial field test for the LIC to practice and receive feedback on her implementation of AZC-PBC. The field test also 

provided an initial trial of the AZC-PBC materials (i.e., interactional and teaching practices and domains, coaching manual, 

coaching protocols, coaching logs, teacher and coach strengths and needs assessments) developed by the CHILD Center 

Leadership Team. The field test began in February 2019 and continued through May, 2019. AZC-PBC materials were field 

tested with one preschool teacher and one infant/toddler teacher during this time period. Following the field test, AZC-PBC 

was implemented with six teachers at the CHILD Center from all four classrooms. 

NUMBER OF CHILDREN WHOSE TEACHERS RECEIVED TPD, INCLUDING AZC-PBC

The number of children reported to be enrolled in the CHILD Center classrooms as of May 9, 2019 was Freshman, n = 5; 

Sophomores n = 12; Juniors, n = 16; Seniors, n = 19, for a total of 52 children. All classrooms had two or more adults working 

in the classroom.  Three classrooms had a child with an identified disability enrolled in the classroom and 2 classrooms had 

dual language learners enrolled. Across the classrooms receiving AZC-PBC, 40 children were reported by directors to be 

receiving School Readiness Vouchers.

Section 2: CHILD Center Transformative Professional Development Activities 

PLANNED COACHING ACTIVITIES

Following the LIC training described previously, the CHILD Center leadership team developed an adapted Anita Zucker 

Center Practice-Based Coaching Manual and coaching logs as a guide for conducting and documenting what occurs in 

CHILD Center coaching meetings and sessions (Anita Zucker Center for Excellence in Early Childhood Studies & Early 

Learning Coalition of Alachua County, 2019). Coaching logs are used to record information about coaching interactions, 

including the duration of the coaching session, the number of teachers and children present during the observation portion 

of the coaching session, the teacher’s current practice implementation goal, coaching protocol indicators implemented, 

and coaching strategies used by the coach. The coaching log is completed by the coach during and immediately following 

the coaching session. In addition to the self-reported coaching logs, which are collected for all coaching activities, the 

coach submitted a video recording of the coaching on a minimum of two occasions over the course of the year for AZC 

faculty to provide feedback regarding their fidelity of implementation of coaching. Fidelity data, which indicate how well 

coaches were coaching, were provided in Part 2 of this report.
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The planned coaching activities and a sample coaching timeline for teachers receiving coaching from the CHILD Center are 

shown in Table 6. In addition to coaching teachers, the LIC also held meetings with the CHILD Center director to build her 

capacity to support TPD activities, including AZC-PBC activities, at the CHILD Center. These meetings included a director 

orientation, regular director check-in meetings, and a director closing meeting. During the orientation meeting, the LIC 

reviewed the key components of AZC-PBC and the interactional teaching practice domains that might be the focus of 

AZC-PBC (i.e., Schedules, Routines, and Transitions; Teaching Behavior Expectations; Supporting Children’s Engagement; 

Supportive Conversations). The director and coach collaborated to select one practice domain on which to focus AZC-PBC. 

The coach and director also signed a coaching agreement explaining the roles and responsibilities of the director, coach, 

and teachers within the collaborative coaching partnerships. An essential agreement is that data collected during coaching 

observations will be kept confidential and will not be used for purposes of teacher job performance evaluations. 

A coaching session involved an approximately 1-hour classroom observation by the coach followed by a 20 to 30 minute 

debrief meeting between the teacher(s) and coach. During each debrief meeting, four essential coaching strategies should 

be implemented: reflective conversation, supportive feedback, constructive feedback, and providing resources/materials. 

In addition to face-to-face contact with teachers during coaching sessions, a follow-up e-mail is sent to the teacher within 

48 hours of each coaching meeting or session summarizing the coaching observation and debrief.
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Week of Coaching Sample Coaching Timeline for a Teacher

Week 1
Director Orientation Meeting
Welcome Meeting for teacher

Week 2
Session 1 
Formal observation 1—all practices
Create Action Plan 1

Week 3
Session 2
Focused observation 1—Target area practices
Action Plan 1 

Week 4
Session 3 
Focused observation 2—Target area practices
Action Plan 1 

Week 5

Director Check-in Meeting
Session 4 
Focused observation 3—Target area practices
Action Plan  

Week 6

Session 5 
Focused observation 4—Target area practices
OR Formal Observation 2—All practices
Write new action plan this week or in week 7
Action Plan 2

Week 7

Session 6 
Focused observation 5—Target area practices
OR Formal Observation 2—All practices
Write new action plan, if not developed in previous week
Action Plan 2

Week 8
Session 7
Focused observation 1—Target area practices
Action Plan 2 

Week 9

Director Check-in Meeting 
Session 8
Focused observation 2—Target area practices
Action Plan 2

Week 10
Session 9
Focused observation 3—Target area practices
Action Plan 2

Week 11
Session 10
Focused observation 3—Target area practices
Action Plan 2

Week 12

Director Check-in Meeting 
Closing Meeting
Formal Observation 3—All practices
Decide to continue coaching for a new 12 week block or plan for sustainability

To Be Determined Monthly Sustainability Check-in Meetings

Table 6. CHILD Center Coaching Activities and Sample Coaching Timeline
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Section 3: Amount of Coaching Implemented 

COACHING SESSION IMPLEMENTATION

The coaching session activities shown in Table 7 differed slightly for each type of coaching contact (welcome meeting, 

sessions 1-10, closing meeting). For example, in the welcome meeting, the coaching log included indicators for reviewing 

the key components of AZC-PBC. In contrast, coaching sessions 1 – 10 focused on the coach’s implementation of essential 

coaching strategies to support the teachers’ implementation of interactional or teaching practices. 

The average session length for each type of coaching contact for coaching sessions provided in the CHILD Center, in 

addition to time spent preparing for and in follow-up to coaching sessions is shown in Table 7.  

Type of Contact Preparation  
M (Range)

Observation
M (Range)

Debrief/ 
Meeting
M (Range)

Follow-Up
M (Range)

Teacher Welcome Meeting 
(N = 6)

32.5
(30.0 – 45.0)

N/A
30.5

(30.0 – 33.0)
40.0

(30.0 – 60.0)

Coaching Sessions 
(N = 60)

33.25 
(30.0 – 60.0)

62.0
(30.0 – 90.0)

30.5
(30.0 – 36.0)

N/A

Closing Meeting  
(N = 6)

34.2
(30.0 – 45.0)

N/A 30.0 30.0

Director Orientation 40.0 N/A 26.0 30.0

Director Update
50.0

(40.0-60.0)
N/A

46.7
(40.0 – 60.0)

30.0

Note. N = number of sessions or meetings.

Table 7. Average coach-reported time (in minutes) spent in Coaching Activities

Section 4: Quality of Coaching  

The LIC’s self-reported percent of coaching log indicators implemented per coaching session was high as shown in Table 8. 

Each of the coaching practices was implemented well above the 80% threshold necessary to be considered implementing 

with fidelity. 

Type of Contact
Observation

Fidelity
% (Range)

Debrief/Meeting 
Fidelity
% (range)

% of sessions with 
email follow-up

# of Coaching 
Strategies

M (range)

Teacher Welcome Meeting
(N = 6)

N/A 100.0 100.0 3.0

Coaching Sessions
(N = 60)

100.0
99.9

(92.3 – 100.0)
100.0

6.0
(4.0 – 8.0)

Closing Meeting
(N = 6)

N/A 100.0 100.0
5.0

(5.0 – 6.0)

Director Orientation N/A 100.0 N/A N/A

Director Update N/A 100.0 100.0 N/A

Note. N = number of sessions or meetings

Table 8. Average Coach-Reported Field Test Implementation Coaching Activity
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On average, across 60 coaching sessions, the LIC reported using 5.7 (range = 4 – 8) coaching strategies. These sessions 

include essential strategies to be used in every session (i.e., supportive verbal feedback, constructive verbal feedback, 

reflective conversation, provision of resources/materials). As shown in Figure 10, reflective conversation (100%), and the 

provision of resources/materials (100%) were reported in 100% of sessions. Supportive verbal feedback (98.3%) and 

constructive verbal feedback (88.3%) were not reported in 100% of sessions as planned, but were above the recommended 

80% implementation fidelity criterion. Additional coaching strategies used are shown in Figure 10.

*Supportive Feedback

*Constructive Feedback

*Reflective Conversation

*Providing Resources

Goal Setting

Teacher Classroom Video

Graphic Feedback

Modeling

Environmental Arrangement

Problem Solving

Project Developed Video

Role-Play

Other (Specify)

48.3
98.3

3.3
88.3

1.7
100.0

100.0

45.0

8.3

11.7

1.7

1.7

5.0

5.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

11.7

11.7

81.7

Figure 10. Percentage of 60 CHILD Center coaching sessions in which the LIC reported using each AZC-PBC 

coaching strategy during the coaching session.  
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The percentage of coaching sessions focused on each interactional or teaching practice domain is shown in Figure 11. The 

largest percentage (25%) of coaching sessions focused on the Teaching Behavior Expectations practice domain, which 

includes practices related to posting, teaching, and reminding children about the classroom rules and expectations. Twenty-

three percent of the sessions focused on practices to support children’s engagement in everyday activities and routines. 

Twenty percent of coaching sessions focused on more than one practice domain. 

Multiple

20.0

15.0

23.3

16.7

25.0

Supporting Children’s 
Engagement in 

Everyday Activities

Supportive 
Conversations

Schedules, Routines, 
and Transitions

Teaching Behavior 
Expectations

Percent of Coaching Sessions Focused on Each Domain

Figure 11. Percentage of CHILD Center coaching sessions focused on each practice domain. 

TEACHER PERSPECTIVES ABOUT TPD AND PRACTICE-BASED COACHING

At the completion of TPD and AZC-PBC activities, the teachers and director at the CHILD Center were invited to complete 

an online coaching questionnaire to provide their perspectives about participating in AZC-PBC. Unfortunately, at the time 

of the report only 2 respondents had completed the surveys. Due to the low response rate, it is inappropriate to present 

the results of the survey by question response. The LIC at the CHILD Center will continue to seek better response rates 

for teacher and director completed survey in the future. While the response rate was low, it is important to note that both 

respondents provided favorable ratings with respect to their experiences with AZC-PBC. Almost all items on the survey 

were rated above a 5 on a 6-point-scale. The single item that was rated below a 5 was: “I need more coaching to implement 

the teaching practice that was the focus of my action plan”. The response of 4 on that item indicates that the teachers felt 

that they received the right amount of coaching to achieve their goals. 
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Section 5: Effects  of TBD and AZC-PBC: Classroom Observation Measures

Teachers’ use of teaching practices was measured using two different classroom observation measures. The most proximal 

measure was completed by the LIC. The LIC conducted a 1-hour observation of the classroom and indicated whether 

each of the O2B Kids Teaching Practices in the four practice domains was observed. This observation was completed on 

three occasions: (1) prior to coaching, (2) mid-way through coaching, and (3) at the end of coaching. In the Head Start 

CHILD Center classrooms serving children ages 3-5, the LIC also administered the Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool 

(TPOT; Hemmeter, Fox, & Snyder, 2014) before and after coaching to measure the teachers’ use of practices that promote 

children’s social-emotional development and prevent or address challenging behavior. 

COACH OBSERVATIONS 

The percentages of O2B Kids Teaching Practices observed by the coach at each observation time point for the preschool 

and the infant/toddler classrooms are shown in Figures 12 and 13, respectively. Practice implementation increased or 

maintained within and across all four practice domains for preschool teachers and for infant/toddler classrooms. 

0.0

20.0

60.0

40.0

80.0

100.0

Preschool Teachers Implementation of O2BKids Teaching Practices (Teachers, N=3)

Schedules, Routines, 
& Transitions

Teaching Behavior 
Expectations

Supporting Children’s 
Engagement

Supportive 
Conversations

Overall

Observation 1 Observation 2 Observation 3

Figure 12. Percentage of teaching practices implemented by preschool teachers within and across practice domains. 



2 9       T R A N S F O R M AT I V E  P R O FES S I O N A L  D EV ELO P M EN T  G R A N T

0.0

20.0

60.0

40.0

80.0

100.0

Infant/Toddler Teachers Implementation of O2BKids Teaching Practices (Teachers, N=3)

Schedules, Routines, 
& Transitions

Teaching Behavior 
Expectations

Supporting Children’s 
Engagement

Supportive 
Conversations

Overall

Observation 1 Observation 2 Observation 3

Figure 13. Percentage of teaching practices implemented by infant/toddler teachers within and across practice domains. 

The percentages of TPOT Teaching Practices observed by the coach at each observation for the Junior and Senior 

classrooms are shown in Figures 14 and 15, respectively. Although practices increased for important foundational 

practices aligned with the O2B Kids Teaching Practices (i.e., Schedules, Routines, and Transitions and Teaching Behavior 

Expectations), there were some items where there was a decrease. Of importance to note: the children had “transitioned” 

to an older age classroom at the time of the second administration. These data suggest teachers need additional supports 

around maintaining consistency in their implementation of practices when they are starting with a new class of children. 

Job-aids, such as visual schedules and posted behavior expectations, appear to have been effective in supporting teachers 

sustained use of some key foundational  practices.

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

INFCOMPCBTPSTEEFRTSCTBECTPDENGSCTRSR

Figure 14. Percentage of Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT) teaching practices implemented by Juniors teachers 

within and across practice domains. 

Note:  

SR = predictable schedules, routines, and 

activities; TR = smooth transitions; SC = 

supportive conversations; ENG = supporting 

children’s engagement; PD = providing directions;  

CT = collaborative teaming;  TBE = teaching 

behavior expectations; TSC = teaching social and 

emotional skills;  FR = teaching friendship skills;  

TEE = teaching children to express emotions;  TPS 

= teaching problem-solving;  PCB = strategies 

for addressing challenging behavior;  COM = 

communication with families; INF = providing 

information to families about social-emotional 

development and learning

Juniors (Age 3) Teachers Implementation of TPOT Teaching Practices

Observation 1

Observation 2
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Figure 15. Percentage of Teaching Pyramid Observation Tool (TPOT) teaching practices implemented by Seniors teachers 

within and across practice domains. 

Note:  

SR = predictable schedules, routines, and 

activities; TR = smooth transitions; SC = 

supportive conversations; ENG = supporting 

children’s engagement; PD = providing directions;  

CT = collaborative teaming;  TBE = teaching 

behavior expectations; TSC = teaching social and 

emotional skills;  FR = teaching friendship skills;  

TEE = teaching children to express emotions;  TPS 

= teaching problem-solving;  PCB = strategies 

for addressing challenging behavior;  COM = 

communication with families; INF = providing 

information to families about social-emotional 

development and learning

Seniors (Age 4) Teachers Implementation of TPOT Teaching Practices

Observation 1

Observation 2
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Part 4: Early Learning Coalition Coaching Activities
This section of the report provides information about Transformative Professional Development (TPD) effort and effect 

activities that occurred through the ELC during the first year of the project. Effort is reported in terms of how much was 

done and how well it was done. Effect is reported in terms of whether efforts made a difference for the programs and for 

teachers. 

Section 1: ELC TPD and AZC-PBC Activities 

The LIC at the ELC implemented AZC-PBC in six early education and care centers contracted with the ELC from October, 

2018 to September, 2019. One center participated in AZC-PBC activities as part of an initial field test for the LIC to practice 

and receive feedback on her implementation of AZC-PBC. The field test was also an initial trial of the AZC-PBC materials 

(i.e., interactional and teaching practices and domains, coaching manual, coaching protocols, coaching logs, teacher and 

coach strengths and needs assessments) developed by the ELC Leadership Team. The field test began in January, 2019 and 

continued through March, 2019. AZC-PBC materials were field tested with one preschool teacher and one infant/toddler 

teacher during this time period. Following the field test, AZC-PBC was piloted in five Alachua County early learning centers 

with 10 teachers from eight different classrooms. For six of the classrooms, one teacher from the classroom received 

AZC-PBC. In one classroom, two teachers from the classroom each received AZC-PBC independently (i.e., participated in 

coaching separately and each had a personal action plan). In another classroom, two teachers from the same classroom 

received AZC-PBC together (i.e., participated in coaching sessions together and worked together on one action plan). 

Demographic data were collected from five center directors and 12 teachers (10 from the five programs who participated in 

the pilot; two from the program that participated in the field test) at the completion of AZC-PBC as part of an anonymous 

survey to gather information about teachers’ and directors’ perspectives about TPD, including  AZC-PBC. One director 

has not completed the survey because AZC-PBC is still being implemented at the center. Effort data are reported below, 

aggregated across the field test and pilot sites. 

TPD PILOT PROGRAM RECRUITMENT AND SELECTION 

The TPD Leadership Team at the ELC developed the TPD Pilot application process to select five early care and education 

centers in Alachua County in which to test the feasibility and social validity (i.e., the feasibility of implementing, the 

usefulness of implementing, the acceptability of implementing) TPD. The application was developed and distributed 

through Survey MonkeyTM to all centers contracted with the ELC to provide Florida School Readiness Program services.  

This recruitment strategy yielded 15 applicants that demonstrated interest and commitment to transformative professional 

development (TPD). The ELC-TPD Leadership team reviewed all applications and made selections based on the following 

criteria:

	» Location: Programs within Alachua County zip codes with inadequate supply of quality providers (32605, 32609, 

32618) and representing diverge population densities (urban, suburban, rural) were given preference in the selection 

process. 

	» Program Quality: CLASS Scores above 3.50 on a 7-point scale 

	» Licensing Compliance History: No Department of Child and Families (licensing) Class I violations or repeated Class II or 

III violations

	» Durable Leadership: Consistent program administrator more than 1 year

	» Durable Personnel: Over 50% of the staff have been employed longer than a year
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Following the review of applications, five programs were selected that represented diversity in terms of program size, 

location, and proportion of children using child care subsidy. Descriptive characteristics illustrating this diversity are shown 

in Table 9. Selected programs were located in both rural and urban locations within the county. 

TPD Pilot Sites (N = 6 total)

Site
Teachers 
Coached

Total # of 
Teachers in 
Classroom

# of 
Children in 
Classroom

Total # of 
Children 

receiving TPD 
& AZC-PBC

Total # of 
Classrooms 

Coached

Total # of 
Classrooms 
in Program

Total # of 
Children 

Enrolled in 
Center

Total # of 
Children 

Receiving 
Childcare 

Subsidies in 
Center

Field Test

Toddler 
Teacher

1 4

19 2 4 45 18
VPK  

Teacher
2 15

Pilot 1

Infant 
Teacher

2 5

13 2 4 36 27
Toddler 
Teacher

2 8

Pilot 2

Director/
VPK  

Teacher 2 12 12 1 3 23 6
Preschool 
Teacher

Pilot 3

VPK  
Teacher

1 12

27 2 4 33 29
Preschool 
Teacher

1 15

Pilot 4

Toddler 
Teacher

4 12 12 1 5 35 18
Toddler 
Teacher

Pilot 5

Infant 
Teacher

2 5

31 3 7 101 45
Toddler 
Teacher

4 15

Toddler 
Teacher

4 11

Total 25 114 114 11 27 273 143

Table 9. TPD Pilot Program Characteristics
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TEACHER INFORMATION 	

Teachers at the TPD sites reported varying levels of education and years of experience working in early education and care 

settings. Two teachers reported their highest level of education as the minimum qualifications required by the state to work 

in early education and care settings (which is high school or GED plus a 45-hour course on early care and education); four 

teachers reported having a CDA; and three teachers reported having a Florida Child Care Professional Credential (FFPC) or 

a Bachelor’s Degree. The average years of experience reported working in early education and care settings was 11.2 (range 

= 2 – 21). At the time the survey was completed, two teachers reported working with infants (less than 12 months old), six 

teachers reported working with toddlers (ages 1 year to 3 years), and four teachers reported working with preschool-aged 

children (ages 3 years through 5 years). 

CLASSROOM DEMOGRAPHICS

The average number of children reported to be enrolled in the classrooms receiving TPD, including AZC-PBC, was 11 (range 

= 3 – 21). The majority of classrooms (n = 7) were reported to have two adults working in the classroom. Three teachers 

reported having one child with an identified disability enrolled in the classroom. No teachers reported having dual language 

learners enrolled in the classroom. Across the classrooms receiving TPD, including AZC-PBC, the average number of 

children reported by directors to be receiving School Readiness Vouchers was 12 (range = 3 – 30). These data reflect the 

number of children aggregated across classrooms within a center. Data for one center are not reported because they have 

not been collected to date. 



YE A R  1  ( 2 0 1 8  -  2 0 19)  A N N UA L  R EPO RT       3 4

Section 2: ELC Teacher Professional Development

PLANNED COACHING ACTIVITIES

Following training for those who would be delivering AZC-PBC by Anita Zucker Center faculty, the ELC Leadership Team 

developed an adapted Anita Zucker Center Practice-Based Coaching Coach Manual and coaching logs as a guide for 

conducting and documenting what occurs in ELC coaching  sessions (Anita Zucker Center for Excellence in Early Childhood 

Studies & Early Learning Coalition of Alachua County, 2019). Coaching logs were used to record information about coaching 

interactions, including the duration of observation and debrief, the number of teachers and children present during the 

observation, the teacher’s current practice implementation goal, coaching indicators implemented, and coaching strategies 

used. The coaching log was completed by the coach during and immediately following the coaching session. In addition to 

the self-reported coaching logs, which are collected for all coaching activities, the coach submitted a video recording of the 

coaching session on a minimum of two occasions over the course of the year for Anita Zucker Center personnel to provide 

feedback about their fidelity of coaching implementation. Fidelity data are shown in Part 2 of this report.

The planned coaching activities and a sample coaching timeline for teachers receiving coaching from the ELC are shown 

in Table 10. In addition to coaching teachers, coaches also held meetings with center directors to build their capacity to 

support TPD activities, including AZC-PBC activities, at their centers. These meetings included a director orientation, 

regular director check-in meetings, and a director closing meeting. During the orientation meeting, the coach reviewed 

the key components of AZC-PBC and the interactional or teaching practice domains that might be the focus of TPD 

and AZC-PBC (i.e., Building Positive Relationships, Designing Safe and Supportive Environments, Teaching Social and 

Emotional Skills, and Supporting Cognitive and Language Development). The director and coach collaborated to select 

one practice domain on which to focus. The coach and director also signed a coaching agreement explaining the roles and 

responsibilities of the director, coach, and teacher within the collaborative coaching partnership. An essential agreement 

was that data collected during coaching observations will be kept confidential and will not be used for purposes of teacher 

job performance evaluations.

A coaching session involved an approximately 1-hour classroom observation by the coach followed by a 20 to 30 minute 

debrief meeting between the teacher(s) and coach. During each debrief meeting, four essential coaching strategies should 

be implemented: reflective conversation, supportive feedback, constructive feedback, and providing resources/materials. 

In addition to face-to-face contact with teachers during coaching sessions, a follow-up e-mail is sent to the teacher within 

48 hours of each coaching meeting or session summarizing the observation and debrief. In weeks between face-to-face 

coaching sessions, the coach has a face-to-face check-in meeting or sends a check-in email to remind the teacher of 

current practices on which she or he is working and to see if any supports are needed from the coach. Whether the check-

in meetings occur face-to-face or through email is determined by the teacher and the coach.
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Week of Coaching Sample Coaching Timeline for a Teacher

Prior to coaching Director Orientation Meeting

Week 1 Welcome Meeting for teacher

Week 2
Session 1 
Formal observation 1—all practices
Create Action Plan 1

Week 3
Session 2
Focused observation 1—Target area practices
Action Plan 1 

Week 4
Session 3 
Focused observation 2—Target area practices
Action Plan 1 

Week 5
Director Check-in Meeting
Teacher Check-In Meeting
Action Plan 1 

Week 6

Session 4 
Focused observation 3—Target area practices
OR Formal Observation 2—All Practices
Action Plan 1 

Week 7

Session 5 
Focused observation 4—Target area practices
OR Formal Observation 2—All practices
Write new action plan
Action Plan 2

Week 8
Session 6 
Focused observation 1—Target area practices
Action Plan 2 

Week 9
Teacher Check-in Meeting
Action Plan 2

Week 10
Session 7 
Focused observation 2—Target area practices
Action Plan 2

Week 11
Director Check-in Meeting 
Teacher Check-In Meeting
Action Plan 2

Week 12
Session 8 
Focused observation 3—Target area practices
Action Plan 2

Week 13
Formal Observation 3
Distribute Teacher Strengths and Needs Assessment 
No Debrief Meeting

Week 14
Closing Meeting
Decide to continue coaching or plan for sustainability 

After coaching Director Closing Meeting 

To Be Determined Monthly Sustainability Check-in Meetings

Table 10. Planned ELC Coaching Activities and Sample Coaching Timeline
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Section 3: Amount of TPD and AZC-PBC Implemented 

COACHING SESSION IMPLEMENTATION

The coaching session differed slightly for each type of coaching contact (welcome session, sessions 1-8, check-in session, 

closing session). For example, in the welcome session, the coaching included indicators for reviewing the key components 

of AZC-PBC. In contrast, the coaching 1-8 sessions  focused on the coach’s implementation of essential coaching strategies 

to support the teachers’ implementation of interactional or teaching practices. 

ELC Field Test. The average session length for each type of coaching contact in the field test, in addition to time spent 

preparing for and in follow-up to coaching sessions, is shown in Table 11.

Type of Contact Preparation  
M (Range)

Observation 
M (Range)

Debrief/Meeting
M (Range)

Follow-Up
M (Range)

Welcome Meeting 
(N = 2)

30.0
N/A

32.5 
(25.0 – 40.0)

12.5
(5.0 – 20.0)

Coaching Sessions 
(N = 15)

63.5 
(30.0 – 120.0)

62.3 
(50.0 – 83.0)

32.3 
(9.0 – 40.0)

29.4
(10.0 – 90.0)

Closing Meeting 
(N = 2)

75.0
(60.0 – 90.0)

59.0
(55.0 – 63.0)

35.0 
(20.0 – 50.0)

22.5
(15.0 – 30.0)

Teacher Check-In
39.17 

(10.0 – 60.0)
N/A

12.33 
(5.0 – 25.0)

56.67 
(20.0 – 120.0)

Director Orientation
(N = 1)

30.0 N/A 30.0 20.0

Director Check-In 
(N = 1)

15.0 N/A 15.0 0.0

Note. N = number of coaching contacts

Table 11. Average Coach-reported Time (in minutes) Spent in Field Test Coaching Activities at the Field-Test Center  

ELC Pilot. The average session length for each type of coaching contact in the pilot, in addition to time spent preparing for 

and in follow-up to coaching sessions, is shown in Table 12. 

Type of Contact Preparation 
M (Range)

Observation 
M (Range)

Debrief/Meeting
M (Range)

Follow-Up
M (Range)

Welcome Meeting  
(N = 9)

22.2
(10.0 – 30.0)

N/A
28.3

(25.0 – 30.0)
11.3

(5.0 – 15.0)

Coaching Sessions 
(N = 72)

19.2
(0.0 – 120.0)

58.0
(35.0 – 80.0)

25.3
(10.0 – 90.0)

39.8
(0.0 – 120.0)

Closing Meeting 
(N = 9)

60.0
(30.0 – 90.0)

50.8
(30.0 – 60.0)

25.6
(15.0 – 40.0)

16.9
(15.0 – 30.0)

Teacher Check-In 
(N = 22)

10.9
(5.0 – 30.0)

N/A
10.5

(3.0 – 23.0)
N/A

Director Orientation
(N = 5)

16.0
(5.0 – 30.0)

N/A
39.4

(26.0 – 70.0)
16.3

(15.0 – 20.0)

Director Check-In
(N = 10)

8.0
(0.0 – 20.0)

N/A
19.8

(6.0 – 58.0)
6.0

(0.0 – 15.0)

Table 12. Average Coach-Reported Time (in minutes) Spent in Pilot Coaching Activities at the Five Centers
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Section 4: Quality of Coaching 

COACHING IMPLEMENTATION FIDELITY

The LIC’s self-reported percent of coaching log indicators implemented per coaching session was high, as shown in Table 

13. The coaching sessions in the preschool field test classroom focused on the Teaching Social Emotional Skills practice 

domain. The coaching sessions in the infant/toddler field test classroom focused on the Designing Supportive and Safe 

Environments practice domain, which includes practices related to promoting children’s engagement, implementing 

predictable classroom routines and activities, and teaching behavior expectations. On average, across 15 coaching sessions 

following the session 1-8 coaching protocol, the LIC reported using 6 (range = 3 – 7) coaching strategies. These sessions 

include essential strategies to be used in every session (i.e., supportive verbal feedback, constructive verbal feedback, 

reflective conversation, provision of resources/materials). As shown in Figure 16, supportive verbal feedback, constructive 

verbal feedback, and reflective conversation were reported by the coach in 100% of the field test sessions. The provision of 

resources/materials (93.3%) was not implemented in 100% of sessions as planned, but was above the recommended 80% 

implementation fidelity criterion. Additional coaching strategies used in field test coaching sessions are shown in Figure 16. 

Type of Contact Observation Fidelity 
M (Range)

Debrief/ 

Meeting Fidelity  
% (Range)

% of Sessions with 
Email Follow-Up

# of Coaching 

Strategies
M (Range)

Welcome Meeting  
(N = 2)

N/A
93.8

(87.5 – 100.0)
100.0 N/A

Coaching Sessions 
(N = 15)

100.0
99.6

(93.3 – 100.0)
100.0

6.0
(3.0 – 7.0)

Closing Meeting 
(N = 2)

100.0 100.0 100.0 5.0

Teacher Check-In 
39.17

(10.0 – 60.0)
N/A

12.33
(5.0 – 25.0)

56.67
(20.0 – 120.0)

Director Orientation
(N = 1)

N/A 100.0 N/A N/A

Director Check-In
(N = 1)

N/A 100.0 N/A N/A

Table 13. Average Coach-reported Field Test Implementation Fidelity by Coaching Activity
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The LIC’s self-reported percent of coaching log indicators implemented per coaching session was high, as shown in Table 

14. The percentage of coaching sessions focused on each practice domain is shown in Figure 17. The largest percentage of 

coaching sessions in the pilot focused on the Designing Supportive and Safe Environments practice domain, which includes 

practices related to promoting children’s engagement, implementing predictable classroom routines and activities, and 

teaching behavior expectations. 

On average, across 72 coaching sessions, the LIC reported using 5.0 (range = 1 – 7) coaching strategies. These sessions 

include essential strategies to be used in every session (i.e., supportive verbal feedback, constructive verbal feedback, 

reflective conversation, provision of resources/materials). As shown in Figure 18, supportive verbal feedback was reported 

in 100% of coaching sessions. Constructive verbal feedback (88.9%), reflective conversation (97.2%), and the provision of 

resources/materials (97.2%) were not reported in 100% of sessions as planned, but were above the recommended 80% 

implementation fidelity criterion. Additional coaching strategies used in field test coaching sessions are shown in Figure 18. 
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*Supportive Feedback
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Video

Graphic Feedback
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Environmental Arrangement

Problem Solving
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Other

Coaching Strategies Used During ELC Field Test Coaching Sessions

100.0

100.0

100.0

93.3

20.0

6.7

13.3

40.0

26.7

26.7

26.7

0.0

Figure 16. Percentage of ELC field test sessions in which the coach reported using each coaching strategy. Coaching 

strategies marked with an * are essential coaching strategies that are required in every session.
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Type of Contact Observation Fidelity 
M (Range)

Debrief/ 

Meeting Fidelity  
% (Range)

% of Sessions with 
Email Follow-Up

# of Coaching 

Strategies
M (Range)

Welcome Meeting  
(N = 9)

N/A 100.0 100.0 N/A

Coaching Sessions 
(N = 72)

99.7
(80.0 – 100.0)

98.5
(60.0 – 100.0)

100.0
5.0

(1.0 – 7.0)

Closing Meeting 
(N = 9)

100.0 100.0 100.0
5.0

(3.0 – 7.0)

Teacher Check-In  
(N = 22)

N/A 100.0 N/A N/A

Director Orientation
(N = 5)

N/A 97.6 (3.6) 100.0 N/A

Director Check-In
(N = 10)

N/A
98.8

(87.5 – 100.0)
N/A N/A

Table 14. Average Coach Reported Field Test Implementation Fidelity by Coaching Activity
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Supportive/Safe 
Environments

Building 
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Social-Emotional 
Skills

Cognitive/Language 
Development

Percentage of ELC Pilot Coaching Sessions Focused on Each Practice Domain

Figure 17. Percentage of ELC pilot coaching sessions focused on each practice domain. Sessions with multiple domains 

included combinations of Designing Supportive and Safe Environments with Building Positive Relationships and Positive 

Relationships with Designing Supportive and Safe Environments. 
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TEACHER AND DIRECTOR SOCIAL VALIDITY PERSPECTIVES

At the completion of AZC-PBC, teachers and directors completed an online Coaching Questionnaire to provide their 

perspectives about participating in TPD, including AZC-PBC. Both teachers and directors rated the extent to which they 

agreed with statements related to TPD and AZC-PBC on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree). A summary 

of teacher responses is shown in Table 15. A summary of director responses is provided in Table 16. Across the field test and 

pilot sites, teachers and directors provided very favorable ratings with respect to their experiences with TPD and AZC-PBC. 
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97.2

97.2

36.1

11.1

2.8

2.8

2.8

0.0

26.4

30.6

Figure 18. Percentage of ELC Pilot coaching sessions in which the coach reported using each coaching strategy. Coaching 

strategies marked with an * are essential coaching strategies that are required in every session.
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Item No. Item Content Mean SD

1 Having a coach available to model Early Learning Teaching Practices was helpful. 5.9 0.3

2 My coach identified things I was doing well and things I needed to work on each time we met. 6.0 0

3
Coaching sessions were frequent enough to support my implementation of the Early Learning 
Teaching Practices that were the focus of my action plan. 

5.6 0.9

4
The e-mail feedback I reviewed from my coach supported my implementation of Early Learn-
ing Teaching Practices. 

6.0 0

5
I will continue implementing the Early Learning Teaching Practices I learned now that coach-
ing has ended. 

6.0 0

6 My coach understood program-wide issues that impacted my classroom. 5.9 0.3

7 I read each follow-up email my coach sent me.  5.9 0.3

8
Receiving verbal feedback about my implementation of Early Learning Teaching Practices was 
helpful.

6.0 0

9
The process of working with my coach to develop an action plan supported my implementa-
tion of Early Learning Teaching Practices.

5.9 0.3

10 My coach valued my perspectives about implementation of Early Learning Teaching Practices. 5.9 0.3

11
Having a written action plan supported my implementation of Early Learning Teaching Prac-
tices.

6.0 0

12 I developed a good working relationship with my coach. 6.0 0

13
I was comfortable talking with my coach about concerns or issues I encountered with respect 
to implementation of Early Learning Teaching Practices. 

6.0 0

14
The resources my coach shared with me supported my implementation of Early Learning 
Teaching Practices. 

5.9 0.3

15
Having a coach available to observe my implementation of Early Learning Teaching Practices 
was helpful.

5.9 0.3

16 My coach spent sufficient time getting to know me. 5.9 0.3

17
The time between each coaching session was adequate for me to implement the steps speci-
fied on my action plan.

5.9 0.3

18 The suggestions I received from my coach via e-mail were helpful. 6.0 0

19
I need more coaching to implement fully the Early Learning Teaching Practices that were the 
focus of my action plans. 

3.9 1.9

20
Receiving graphed feedback about my implementation of Early Learning Teaching Practices 
was helpful. 

5.5 0.8

21 Sometimes it was stressful to have a coach observe in my classroom. 3.7 2.1

22
The number of weeks devoted to coaching was adequate to support my implementation of 
Early Learning Teaching Practices.

5.6 0.7

23 I liked having the opportunity to meet after the coach completed her observation. 5.7 0.5

24 I will continue developing action plans now that coaching has ended. 5.7 0.5

25
My coach helped me identify things I was doing well and things I needed to work on with 
respect to implementation of Early Learning Teaching Practices.

6.0 0

Note. 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Somewhat Agree, 5 = Agree, 6 = Strongly Agree. 

Table 15. ELC Coaching Questionnaire Teacher Responses
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Item No. Item Content Mean SD

1
I received enough information about the components of practice-based coaching to know 
what was expected of the teacher.

5.8 0.4

2
I developed a collaborative partnership with the ELC team as part of the Transformative Pro-
fessional Development grant.

5.8 0.4

3 I have seen teachers in my program using the practices that were the focus of coaching. 5.6 0.5

4
The information I received about the commitments for the Transformative Professional Devel-
opment grant, including practice-based coaching, was accurate. 

5.8 0.4

5 The ELC coach responded to site issues or concerns that impacted our staff. 5.8 0.4

6
The time committed by teachers to participate in practice-based coaching was a positive 
investment for our program. 

5.6 0.5

7
It was beneficial to have professional development opportunities that were job-embedded 
and occurred directly in the teachers’ classrooms.  

5.8 0.4

8 The information about the teacher’s action plan goals shared by the coach were helpful. 5.8 0.4

9
I am committed to supporting teachers to continue to use the teaching practices they learned 
as part of the Transformative Professional Development grant.

5.6 0.5

10 The director’s meetings I participated in with the coach were helpful. 5.6 0.5

11
The ELC coach established a collaborative partnership with the teachers and staff in our pro-
gram.

5.6 0.5

12
Our site has a system for celebrating and acknowledging teachers who are continuing to use 
the practices that were the focus of coaching. 

4.6 1.5

13 It was feasible for me to regularly communicate with the ELC coach about teachers’ progress. 5.8 0.4

14 The ELC coach maintained confidentiality in their work with teachers. 5.8 0.4

15 The time required for me to participate in project-related activities was realistic. 5.8 0.4

16
Participating in Transformative Professional Development grant informed my thinking about 
the design and delivery of effective professional development.

5.2 0.4

17
I am committed to supporting coaches and teachers to continue to use the knowledge and 
skills they have gained as part of the Transformative Professional Development grant. 

5.4 0.5

18
Our site has a system for acknowledging and celebrating teachers who are engaging in the 
Transformative Professional Development grant and practice-based coaching. 

4.6 1.5

19
I would encourage other administrators to participate in the Transformative Professional De-
velopment grant. 

5.6 0.5

20
Practice-based coaching helped extend or expand what teachers have learned in other pro-
fessional development activities. 

5.6 0.5

Note. 1 = Strongly Disagree, 2 = Disagree, 3 = Somewhat Disagree, 4 = Somewhat Agree, 5 = Agree, 6 = Strongly Agree.

Table 16. ELC Coaching Questionnaire Director Responses
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Section 5: Effects of TPD and AZC-PBC 

Teachers’ use of teaching practices was measured using two different classroom observation measures. The most proximal 

measure was completed by the LIC. The LIC conducted a 1-hour observation of the classroom and indicated whether each 

of the Early Learning Teaching Practices in the four practice domains was observed. During the field test with one early care 

and education center, this observation was completed on two occasions: prior to the start of coaching and at the end of 

coaching. During the pilot with five early care and education centers, this observation was completed on three occasions: 

(1) prior to coaching, (2) mid-way through coaching, and (3) at the end of coaching. 

Field Test

Coach observations. The percentages of Early Learning Teaching Practices observed by the coach at each observation 

time point for the preschool and the infant/toddler field test classrooms are shown in Figures 19 and 20, respectively. In 

both field test classrooms, the use of three of the four practice domains was either maintained at a high level or increased. 

Practice implementation in both classrooms increased across all four practice domains. 

Figure 19. Percentage of Early Learning Teaching Practices observed in the preschool ELC field test classroom before and 

after coaching. The practice domain targeted was Teaching Social Emotional Skills.
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Figure 20. Percentage of Early Learning Teaching Practices observed in the infant/toddler ELC field test classroom before 

and after coaching. The practice domain targeted was Designing Safe and Supportive Environments.

0.0

20.0

60.0

40.0

80.0

100.0

Field Test Infant/Toddler Teacher Implementation of Teaching Practices 
(Teachers, N = 1) 

Relationships Environments Social-Emotional Language All

Pre Post

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 P

ra
ct

ic
es

  
O

bs
er

ve
d

 in
 1

 H
ou

r

Five Pilot Early Care and Education Centers

Coach observations. The percentages of Early Learning Teaching Practices observed by the coach at each observation 

time point for the preschool and the infant/toddler pilot classrooms are shown in Figures 21 and 22, respectively. Practice 

implementation increased within and across all four practice domains for preschool teachers and for infant/toddler 

classrooms. 

Figure 21. Percentage of teaching practices implemented by preschool teachers within and across practice domains. 

0.0

20.0

60.0

40.0

80.0

100.0

Preschool Teachers Implementation of Evidence-Based Teaching Practices (Teachers, N=4)

Relationships Environments Social-Emotional Language All

Pre Mid Post

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 P

ra
ct

ic
es

 O
bs

er
ve

d



4 5       T R A N S F O R M AT I V E  P R O FES S I O N A L  D EV ELO P M EN T  G R A N T

0.0

20.0

60.0

40.0

80.0

100.0

Infant/Toddler Teachers Implementation of Evidence-Based Teaching Practices (Teachers, N=4)

Relationships Environments Social-Emotional Language All

Pre Mid Post

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

of
 P

ra
ct

ic
es

 O
bs

er
ve

d
 

in
 1

 H
ou

r

Figure 22. Percentage of teaching practices implemented by infant/toddler teachers within and across practice domains.



YE A R  O N E  ( 2 0 1 8  -  2 0 19)  A N N UA L  R EPO RT       4 6

Summary
The inaugural year of the TPD project has been successful. The CHILD Center, in collaboration with the ELC of Alachua 

County, the UF Anita Zucker Center for Excellence in Early Childhood Studies, O2B Kids, and the Alachua County Public 

Schools Head Start Program has established a model demonstration program that has provided quality early care and 

education services to children, provided opportunities to support engagement among families and has hosted community 

organizations from Alachua County to support awareness of the importance and characteristics of quality early learning. 

The pilot of the AZC-PBC was also successful. Lead implementation coaches at the CHILD Center and the ELC were 

trained to implement AZC-PBC with fidelity, and both LICs effectively supported teachers to increase the quality of their 

interactions with children through the use of evidence-based teaching practices.  

This work would not have been possible without the support of community partners, teachers, families, and children 

with whom we have worked. The funding provided by the Alachua County Board of County Commissioners through the 

Children’s Services Advisory Board to support this initiative has made an important impact on the citizens of Alachua 

County.  
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Appendix A: Monthly County Report
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Appendix B: O2B Kids Essential Teaching Practices Checklist 
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