B F A RX—Ty—PA AR I —DBEEOR YU EF v T3 (74
FA AT UR)
LEST I ENEBEROIMBERVZFORUMOBREL LTET LN,

Y Fa2 7 ADHBEXS
1. SEUTORELTER2XMBRL LImAHF L #— K(standard for all under age 8)
2. 3BAOLSHEECOERAT DU Y*2TF bHA FF4 2 (ursery follow 3-5
curriculum guidance)

3. OBOL3IBMHODOHA T ATHDH( “Birth to three matters” )

BB TII L, HRBINATA FTA L EVIFNERSTND,

BIEIXLROD Y F 2 T b2 AVTERENTOA TV SA, 2008 £9H 1 ANHH LWL
TSHhEMBERRT — D7D H Y X2F 5] BRESND, THICE->T, 3E”NL5
BICEAL T, ThETD32DHY XaF AR—DHEINDTFTE, AL, A, %
B, RIUTF4TEINETHBEERERRZ > TWEBDIIHLT—2DF Y ¥ 25 L TH
JELTN Z &R B,

TG E

6 DOEENERESHL TV,

m 2B 7E5< D (Being Healthy)
<fEm>
<BEBE>

» 7% (Staying safe)
<PEHIRE >
<BEHHM >
<zeh>
<FELDRE>

m LA LEREnjoying & achieving)
T EFWEHEV>

B L YVRLSTAHZHIZMaking a positive contribution)
<B=YE>
<Rl ZE>
<5HDFEVE>
<fri#E L OBR>

m  #H#%k (Organization)
<M >
<Fo&>
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< MEREERRE >
X L., BEEREEOHEMELE L THHAVW LR
n BEBICEL HB7=DIZ (Economic well-being)
X FEBEICECBERTAZOICHARID I ENE LW O, HlsE L LTim
BRIy,
ERREE T, 6 20EHEDI L, END 40K ENETN4BERTFEE 5 X 5,

BB E B 1] 3R & %D 5 (evidence-base)
n BELTFLELLOREE
. BFEVHENTELLEDLIEDLo TWADONEEE
R BFE, vx—Tx—, BRLOEE
n REEFELOKEE
n EEEEREFOSR (B F EHORER L RE)

HIWTEHEIIR STV A, BRI RIT 284 RBEICRIT S [FELOKTF) %
BEROTHhLT20, BEEFRETOL S RAAZ2EM L L CTERETEHTE IHE
- BRBPKROOND, BEEOEL I, MEMBFTOERIEL> TWRROHD
DOBRBVHB BEEE L LTHDTHHEL ST CCT & LT 0fsted NOBEINDILERD D,
EEEE OFMEENHEIX 1B T, MA T, BallREILN UEERERTbh T 5,
BE2213 Of sted BEEEATH Z & bl SR CTEEFT2IRET2HELEL TITOIh5
BAbLH D, BIE, Ofsted TITKI 700 4D CCI, FFEHBEOEREIIN 1100 £B&HEIN T
W5 (http://www. ofsted. gov. uk),

EZENACLOBIEILrOREAHY TS, TLFRENFICIT. BE, B8
RERHB,

LA, 2006 AEDFHRIREE TIL, PRERE OEIT 40000 725 45000 K> FTh 3
DIZx L, SHERIEERE OFERIT 25000 25 26000 R FTH Y, BEMAS CRBEICSHh
TWh,

u

AE. BEGEAE

HEHDELIC 1T B 4 BREDFFHEEIZ D1 T
» F51k outstanding _

» L THARY, £HEITH DK 110000 DREFRD 5 HH 4 BITWE RV, EFELD
FERN ER->TETND (2005-2006 TiE 4% Tdh o> 7=h5, 2006-2007 Trd 5% b
BLTW3) (http://www. ofsted. gov. uk)

> HWEODHDOWRIIRINAV, Ofsted 1% outstanding DIERIZITRER VW EE
ZTVBH, FRTH-Th, BEIZFEITLICRITDH I LITR>TND,

> M. BICEETITOR, £, HERIC X > THER S LD, HFROFEM
X EREEEE (senior manager) OAEALELT 3,
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» R good
> BETIRARAVAKBOLDOWHREZ L EDVEDIRTEND, HIZE, X
DELALEHEEZ LD, BEMEZLVENERATLILIIC, LW oltdiE
RPHEREIND,
» A satisfactory
> BLRAULDKHBEOLDOHENDRL LBV LOREREND,
» AT®] inadequate
R ZHOHT T —Ipitbhd
<HTIY—1>
> BB L-THEORHMAEHDHD
> BEZII-FURTbND
> ZOAT Y —IZBWTIISNR L O AidiThhiawy
<HTAY—2>
> 31 ANbH6w AURICHEERMTbID
> TR THLEREBENRPSEGEICITENHEBL L o720, BEOKH TIZEW:
Y EWVWHIHEBNR L GNDFEEENH D
> MEEREEIX2 0 0 OMEERMHHINT: GHME~v=a2T7 1D 7 5 X—TVHH)

BERES AT, A7) —2IS T 256, BEDOHKH, HEHRES. RROMAH
EERTIHIFBEEOHBZLDIILDBH D,

4. Ofsted IC X D EBFMOBEL S%

Ofsted 1%, The new Of sted Strategic Plan 2007-2010 &\ 9 BFZEFHENZ VN T, ” Raising
Standards, improving lives” EWH RAu—H L 2HIT THBFTLEAEDEDOH LZ#K - T
W5, SEIOBERICHES T, HERBICRIT 2HEKEOTE & WV OME T TiEi<,
FELEAIRY B ATRRESR (REE - RS L0 2E), £EBETONE
FTHEETICEE ., BUHMERDOBRENMboT-EAH D, £H5 I EWRTIE, F 121988
FEDOHBREEICHYER U= BEERE 2006 REABYELL T, FELEOHETE - £TEOHDH
F-mlzEDTWIHELTWVWDEEEZD,

7272, ZORATICHE > TEMES N A TH DR OBNPNTWAINREE2IX, Hx B4
ELTWBEITHEVY, EEEIZ, Essex ICHARFABBMHR LA LI=ss, ShRICER
LT I§HMliE Lic& - Liddgshc By vk oic) LEBERERD LN, BREIZEIN
i, BEEFIIREERT CEST LR LELNTE DFERNEIIEDH LD L
Thote, BEBES, FELECELMTS D LICH LT HRERLRIER 5 RNEESR
FIITHTFEL TV, EREET TR, BEEDIBAVE Ly Uy —IZKLDE
BEEIIL, BIE/RERIT0fsted DY A M ETELSABMEND D, TORMBEOEE
FELEBOREL LTREENLAVONAL S THD, BUERBEL LT, FLHEA

i

80



&) EMRERZEL QW AREENRNT HBHEOE—FIT (£ oDFHAEIXfAITLE
M) VST EThIUL, ERFTENMNTR- T AERELZBRND R, EEHIFN
L\, 277, BAZOT Ly vy —ZELENDZ LICE T IBREOFEFEEZRIICL
TR, WOERTH Lo THREK) L), BAERVERY ZTOMEORICERT S

BERLZBANT 505D,

A XY RAORFAHEBRRIIZEEHETHY —EOEEHRIEDZ LIFE LV, BIE,
0—3#. 3—SEOHY X7 LBHLEATHS, EFXBMICEHBICEHERNE X
FTWEAXEY RThHo>Th, BHEEDF L aFAH ) ¥a2F ATHEKEZIY b
—n L., B2, ERLWVWIVRATAZEALT, TOKEDOHR - M EKEHTWD, &
B3R BAL TIT N ARHER 721 TRE OB OHRER L2 KO TITIIIR+H2THH LT
LR, T, TOHBCESWTEEERHZEB ZLOBEBEBED LD ERIETHZ LA
HETHA I,

2% Ik
EFELETF (2007) 74T FERUA XY RCBITHEBHEOLMEIEOLE —
FHT A, FREmEROIC- EVESREEREROSNEEER 2007.5

IWAFIZE (1998) RBOEMMLEEZBHETAXY RAOFHLWVEZ LEZDORETLIHO
—REFORE B LWER) LEBFTOFMEFOIC— HSEEBEFHIT, pp.3-13.

Ofsted http://www. ofsted. gov. uk

QCA http://www. qca. org. uk/default. aspx
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AHFRIE, T AV I EBKECBITHREOEICETIER 2L CIREOEICH
THFMY N ZIREL, BRE EDITHRBMEFII L THHOTH D, 7l
VAT L E LTONAEYC ORGEHEC, ERER 7 —/b, CLASS (LN TENE
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<gE1>
7 AU BEREIIZBITAHREOEOHEENA

TAYAESZEIIBOTL, FREOEIZOWTOERIBELL O REINTE =, TDE
Hix, 1950 ER I VIEE o REB =— XOWKIZ X HRFMROEMLNSH. EDEDIETL
SERFAINTERLILIZED (P, 2004), REOEVWVEERD T, 1980 FRLUE
o, TOMEBEENRE®RE L OX D, 1979 FITLXEHRIITHONIZ The
National Day Care Study i, 1) X¥ v 7 ¢ FELOEIE, 2) IA—TO¥ A X, 3) R
FoTIDEE. D3 AR REOERRESTIEERERLLTRVWELELDE LT,
FRODHEDHFTESR L R->TWD (B, 1990), Z5 LEEEOREICET &E®IT. £
KLUV TORBERCRBEHREBEOLICLDIBNICL ST, BER2oTHL,

1 NAEYCWKEBTI VT 47— ary (EORGE)

REEDFXy bT—2 L LT, ELFMAREEREOFRMME LT 1926 FICRILS
7= National Association of Education for Young Children NAEYC, £XH4hREFH
£)1%. 1985 4= National Academy of Early Childhood Programs #3%37 L, LSROE
BICETIEOERERZT T, FHMBEEITI L Eeole, EEHBTHD, ZOTHTI
—IZE o T, EKLBOFHEREENRED b, FREERBENLENTTHEZ R IT TV D,
Z DOFHMEHEIZ X o T Accreditation GHERRE) 2T 7enE 5085, R#FEDREHER
RSB, HEEBNICREDDIDDFERENY &2oTWD,

BEXZTFHICE, 1) BEESETASHAR - FELITV, 2) TAT I-2LIRES
NEERBICI>THEEZT., 2L T3) REZBRCLHRELZIT T, MIHTREE
ERfMEND, TOTuERITE, HEENID 2 FERECHMAZEL. e ThAl
TEBRBBELRSTLLD, ZOXSI, RSO ERAZDPRYDENELBELETHDOTH
BN, TOZEBEICIIDLIREE - BELBOEROMLEL, FELOREELDH
(BT D RIMOEREITKRL > T D,

BB 7 o R IITF D&Y Th 5,

1) BicksBCAR - FHb

BicX 248K - i, 7THATI—IoRITENTWET=aTAIZEDSE,
130 ERIC O AEBEIIODWTF =2y 73D enkbDbND, TDOEBIX, LLTD 10
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PEIZDEoTW3,

A REELFLELORYLDY
AV XaTLNE
REELFEELORV LD
HREE - BBOHELHHE
fERR DEBREE

77 ABIVDOANKLFREEDERE
MEHRE

TR - BE

I RBLRF

J BE2EOFTHE

INLDOEFHOEBIZONWT, 1-3 OFHMEREETTF = v 7 2T 5, £HICIE. KE
FBTORE, TEMLALE—, BEE BAOT 7/ — b, REEOT 7 — 1
REENTEY, ADD I ETONHT, BET 2 bOBTATNBFET EIE 0 Y
THoRTWVS, 25 LeFzyrZibiic, BELTOTRS T AREELEE BT,
Mo OERBHMICHZ D LITR B,

BERBIZ L HREWM - FHE

BeLTOTusI 0 BEEXRER. THTI—DPDOIRESNIELZRIZL - T,
BOREZFEIToN D, BEBIL. BEARK  iHEOBRICAVW O b D & [F LR
HRAEALTF =y 7%1TH, ZIT, HEARK  FHEORNAE L. BHITHE LA
BLEBPELL RR2-oTWEHAIT, EEEEE @RRLY) »PORAZENT, Tz
TATI-CRET LI L E25, HERAR FHETIE. FFBE O L OPRH L R27D
WL RV TERVTE2REF =y 7 L, BEBEERELDOREHMTH D,

THRT I —IC X HERRERHE

BERAKR i, BERRICKZHEEMHM - FFELKDLD L, TORELXTITTA
FI—NIIRIToNEEEBSE B A1 F—2) Lo THRIAHMEDOHBI A TSN D, 58
EHRBY DL, BRELEBRITEND, E<OETH, THT7TI-ITLRELRT LD
LEMBLDBIDIZ, AVDOHEMSEZAIZ RBEFH) LFRLILY, RBEREE
ol ) LTV 2, TOREILS FH BRIASIIL3FEDHANTH 7)) TH DM,
e L CRREA T 27121, REHMAKRT 7280, BURIL 0 A Z& TR
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EZZTRTE R B2,

ZOFBIEME L AT AE, 2KMICBHINTRY, BEINTWDEINE I 2, HO
BEVRBERRELEET D ETOEREL 2o TWD, ZORBERELEDT, 1987 FiTHENT
Developmentally Appropriate Practice in Early Childhood Programs Serving Children
From Birth Through Age 8 (LHEDRFIZS IO LWHBER) OBXHITHh-72bD
ThHY, MEHLBECABRELT TR, Y ¥2 7 bRBERLFELRREE LOX
DEVREIEBLTF =y 7 U X MBMELR TV D,

2 TIOVF4T— a3 rOiLREEE

NAEYCIZ K BT 7 VF 4T —avid, TORIEIEREBLRIL, BRIRFOH
RoT. FERBRFERFTREELLLENY ZRAE T W3, National Association for
Family Child Care (NAFCC. 2K FEREHENT, 1988 FIZT /LT 4T —a v DY
2T LEBRE LT-, F7-. National AfterSchool Association (NAA, X ¥ EREHS)
b, 1997 ENHY AT AZBBLTWS, Zhb 3 20BEICE > T, MRS - FER
F - FEREOTNTNOEERRIT bh. BOFESTOND & > 12eot, 2007 45
£ Tix. NAEYC 12 & 5B EMZ 2 10000, NAFCC I X 5FBET 1 77 LS 2048, NAA
WCEBBETS T T LM 569 & 72o>TW 5,

3 MHRBEREAS—/ (ITERS/ECERS) (Z2W\T

7 A U BAREICH T HREOEOHEIZE L TIL NAEYC KRB ENBT 7 LT 4T
—¥ 3 VOFHBEEEDMIZ, Harms HBIZLDRERER T —NADBH D, THITITRERO
ITERS ¢ 412k ® ECERS &35 5, Thbid, 1 225 7T X THOR—)T ITERS T
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HEFIZOZoTN 5,
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VIL. {R#&#H LIREE - A

ECERS 7 & QN ITERS (ZB#E 4 2. KE COSARERMBIZER T ¢ <,
FENCBT DA T — LV OBEIGFRL., ERUGICEDE L CORTROFFME AR LR E
nTn5, BARICBWTIE, #2F (2004) 1LV TREREMER 7 — O EK] MRE
BB A 7 — LV @QURIR] & L CTHFRAH IR TR Y . BG~O#EA 12 S TREE
IhTwna,
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T 5H0D (Cassidy et. al, 2005) HHY ., SHOUEBLHFHEINTV D,

4 7T AN— LG AT L(CLASSHIZ DWW T

Z ®— X, Foundation for Child Development & U.S. Department of Education ®
BhRk %% T, National Center for Early Development and Learning (NCEDL)»3BA% L 7=
Classroom Assessment Scoring System(CLASS) & FEEN 5 D TH D (Pianta, et al.,

|2008), FEATVE 2008 4 & 72> T2, )
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TORAT VT RTF AEFBA LRIV 2L, BEEAALIZLDLODH
(Pianta. et.al. 2004) ThAH. 5% OFEFEL AW/ INETL 52 &2
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VF AT —Ya iz ko T, SAEREHERERE L L COMMIZRESLL TV D, £EDHEE LT
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LTIRZTWAS, LOLREETOTOEAEIMZIENSDOTHY ., FiizBEHDIC
HEAEPEEELEIRAATHLRY OBEHES>TRLLERD D, —FH., "RBERER S
—/Uik, FOX D R & 3Bk AR <. HRMCRERELZBZH L, HOoRm IR T
BEHDOLDER->TVWS, NAEYC DL HIKEERZITDZLHRVOT, BHIHERT
X7, YLEBZTEL FELREY LTWAEERDH D, Kiln, FEMHEL VIR, X
LDOEERIZEETHH, EVoZMBELRZ TV, iz, REOHERRIIT TR
. RBIEBIBFATIvIRFELRILRFEDLLRFELORV LV E, EDLD
B CEX BB REE LTHETFONAEA D, CLASSORaT Y 7« VAT A,
D2 ODOFEESHIZRRY, HEW (HHWITHERN) BEHOHEEEILLXIDIMNIT, £
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EVWHBETHEDLNALDOR b E ERSTWDED, ) LEHEFERRELR>TVWDHO
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TAYHEREICBITIREOLEIL, FOMEEEEThO0b, RONTETFRPOBIRD
BRI X > T, 2B I BAKBEZEL TV RVWE D IZRZITOND, THIL,
BOBWVMEERRZENTHARNEVS OTIERL, HIBEPRICE > TAHLRIEDIETHD
XORERKZVOELEEZOND, RBEOEARRDIZILELSLLHESERENDIOI
REEHLEHTH DM, HREBEL THREAFLBLLWVREASH D, Tio, RARE
RROENBHETHBEOT, BEOFMEEES NIRRT TESL LI, WO OB
B, NAEYC O L 5 238 EHERFE L TE D TEHRWIEAS I D,

IO LS - HERERERE XL LT, TAY I ERECBIREOHICEAT
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ERIC #:ED272274
Title:Guide to Accreditation by the National Academy of Early Childhood
Publication Date:1985 |

Abstract:Intended for use with "Accreditation Criteria and Procedures of the National
Academy of Early Childhood Programs," this guidebook is designed to help early
childhood educators in their progress through the process of program accreditation by
the National Academy of Early Childhood Programs. Provided are (1) instructions and
materials for conducting an in-depth self-study of an early childhood program,
including sample copies of the Early Childhood Classroom Observation, Administrator
Report, Staff Questionnaire, and Parent Questionnaire that are used during the
self-study and in reporting findings; (2) a copy of the Program Description that is used
by programs to report their compliance with criteria to the Academy; and (3) a
description of the validation process and the accreditation decision. Section 1 provides
an introduction to the guide. Section 2 offers directions for conducting a self-study.
Section 3 focuses on the use of the classroom observation form. Section 4 guides the
completion of the administrator report and center profile. Sections 5 and 6, respectively,
give directions for using the staff and parent questionnaires. Sections 7, 8, and 9
concern the preparation of the program description, preparation for the validation visit,
and aspects of the accreditation decision. Related reference materials are cited in the

bibliography comprising Section 10. (RH)

Institutions:National Association for the Education of Young Children,

Washington, DC.

ISBN(s):ISBN-0-912674-93-8

Descriptors:Accreditation  (Institutions); Classroom  Observation  Techniques;
Curriculum Evaluation; Early Childhood Education; Personnel Evaluation; Physical
Environment;, Program Descriptions, Program Validation; Questionnaires; Self

Evaluation (Groups)

92



ERIC #:EJ757462

Title:Improving and Sustaining Center Quality: The Role of NAEYC Accreditation and
Staff Stability

Authors: Whitebook, Marcy; Sakai, Laura M.; Howes, Carollee
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Abstract:Research Findings: This study examines child care centers that improved
quality and sustained these improvements over time. Quality was assessed using the
Early Childhood Environment Rating Scales (ECERS). Forty-three centers were visited
three times over six years. Centers that substantially improved by Time 2 were not
initially rated better than those that did not improve but did employ less harsh teachers.
At the second visit, centers that improved substantially were higher in quality, employed
more sensitive and less harsh teachers, had experienced lower teaching staff turnover,
and achieved NAEYC accreditation. The vast majority sustained these improvements.
Centers seeking NAEYC accreditation were more likely to become accredited if they
received moderate to intensive support and experienced less teaching staff turnover.
Centers were more likely to experience lower turnover if they paid staff higher wages.
Practice or Policy: Resources to support centers in becoming accredited and to increase

the retention of teaching staff can assist centers in improving and sustaining quality.
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Abstract:Contends that accreditation alone is not the solution to problems facing early
childhood and school-age education programs. Presents seven recommendations for
program accreditation. Suggests that stakeholders should also continue to refine
standards and practices, focus on integrating accreditation policies into comprehensive
plans, view accreditation as ongoing process, continually implement standards, and

involve broader public in developing creative initiatives. (LBT)
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Abstract:In 1999, the Governing Board of the National Association for the Education of
Young Children (NAEYC) appointed a commission to review NAEYC accreditation.
Among the commission's recommendations is the goal of making NAEYC accreditation
the standard-bearer of program excellence. While NAEYC accreditation is often used to
support a claim that a program provides high-quality early care and education, this is
not always the case. Under current accreditation criteria, a program can obtain NAEYC
accreditation yet fall short of meeting the NAEYC guidelines concerning
developmentally appropriate curriculum. This article analyzes current accreditation
guidelines concerning the curriculum and reports results of a recent evaluation of 116
NAEYC-accredited preschool classrooms. While the mean total ECERS-R score was
5.77, classrooms exhibited a wide range of scores from inadequate to excellent on 11

curriculum-related items. Thirty-four classrooms scored in the inadequate or minimal
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range (1-3) on at least one of the curriculum-related items, and 18 scored in this range
on 4 or more of these items. Results are used to support the position that currently,
NAEYC accreditation criteria do not adequately address the quality of the curriculum.
» Finally, the paper evaluates the draft accreditation criteria and makes recommendations

concerning the future of NAEYC accreditation.
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Abstract:In recent years, several states have offered financial incentives to encourage
child care centers and homes to become accredited by a reputable national organization
to improve child care quality. This report examines whether it is good policy to offer
higher reimbursement rates to accredited child care facilities and assesses the relative
merits of alternative public policies that seek to improve U.S. child care. The report
presents findings from an NAEYC study assessing the effects of differential
reimbursement on center acéreditation application rates. The study found that in a few
small states, differential reimbursement boosted application rates modestly, with more
substantial increases in three larger states. States with differential reimbursement
policies differ in how much more they are willing to pay for accreditation, with a range
of 5 to 20 percent more. The average reimbursement rate difference in states with a
positive impact of differential reimbursement was 15.8 percent. The report suggests that
states allow more than one accrediting organization to participate in the differential

reimbursement process and describes situations in which differential reimbursement is
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not likely to improve quality. Other creative procedures to improve quality are also
noted, including different types of monetary incentives for accreditation, technical
assistance to guide staff through the accreditation process, or requirements for
accreditation. The report concludes by asserting that differential reimbursement should
be considered as only one method to improve child care quality and that accreditation
information should be shared with parents. The report's appendix delineates the current
reimbursement rates for the 18 states with accreditation-related differential

reimbursements. (Contains 16 references.) (KB)

Identifiers:Day Care Quality; Monetary Incentives; Policy Effectiveness
Institutions:Foundation for Child Development, New York, NY.

Descriptors: Accreditation (Institutions); Accrediting Agencies; Change
Strategies; Day Care; Early Childhood Education; Family Day Care;
Financial Support; Public Policy; State Programs

ERIC #:EJ757531

Title:A Developmental Approach to Early Childhood Program Quality Improvement:
The Relation between State Regulatioh and NAEYC Accreditation

Authors:Apple, Peggy L.

Publication Date:2006

Abstract:Descriptive statistics were utilized to examine the relation between early
childhood education and care quality indicators found in state child care regulations and
the number of National Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC)
accredited programs ih the 50 states and the District of Columbia. The data analysis
provided the first empirical evidence that a relation exists between the stringency of
quality indicators in state child care regulations and the number of programs involved in
the NAEYC accreditation process. Based on these findings, I suggest a developmental
approach to quality improvements, rather than a one-size-fits-all approach. With no
currently published empirical research that assists accreditation facilitation projects in

explaining to funders the variations in time or levels of support needed to achieve
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accreditation from program to program and from state to state, this research focused on

one possible explanation for these variations.
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Title:Accreditation Criteria and Procedures of the National Academy of Early
Childhood Programs. Position Statement.

Publication Date:1984

Abstract:The early childhood program accreditation system developed by the National
Association for the Education of Young Children is described in this publication. Part 1
focuses on policies and procedures for accreditation (including discussion of goals and
eligibility) and provides a six-step overview of the accreditation process. This process
involves self-study by the.applying center, reporting to the National Academy of Early
Childhood Programs, validation visits to the center, consideration of the center report by
commissioners, appeal by deferred centers, and maintenance of accreditation by
accredited centers. Part 2 enunciates 10 criteria for high quality early childhood
programs and offers interpretations of these criteria. The criteria concern interactions
among staff and children, the curriculum, staff-parent interaction, staff qualifications
and development, administration, staffing, the physical environment, health and safety,
nutrition and food serVice, and evaluation. Appended materials include resource lists
concerning the planning of developmentally appropriate curricula for infants and
toddlers, children 2 through 5 years of age, and school-age children; a schedule for
childhood immunization; child care food program recommendations of the United
States Department of Agriculture; and requirements for food preparation and service. A
bibliography citing literature reviewed in developing the evaluation criteria is also
provided. (RH)

97



