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Executive Summary 
The South-Central Early Learning Hub (SCELH) is one of 16 hubs across Oregon that coordinates efforts 

to support young children and their families through early learning services. The SCELH service area 

includes families who reside in Douglas, Klamath, and Lake counties. In May 2019, SCELH partnered 

with Pacific Research and Evaluation (PRE) to conduct a research effort that would respond to statewide 

preschool expansion, would inform the development of a community plan, and would ultimately provide 

strategic direction for the Hub’s work.  

Between May and September 2019, PRE surveyed kindergarten teachers and elementary school 

principals, early learning providers, and parents of children the South-Central region, in addition to 

conducting a landscape analysis and interviewing superintendents from all three counties. The landscape 

analysis included reporting on elementary school student demographics from the past five years, 

demographic trends from those students taking the kindergarten readiness assessment, and an interactive 

map that displays early learning providers in each of the three SCELH counties. The elementary school 

survey assessed current enrollment processes for incoming kindergarten students across counties and 

partnerships between elementary schools and local early learning providers. The provider survey gathered 

input on existing early learning program demographics and operations, relationships with local 

elementary schools, the transition from early learning programs to kindergarten, and staff resources. The 

parent survey collected feedback regarding families’ preferences when selecting an early learning 

program and the barriers that limit access to their program of choice. The superintendent interviews 

gathered input on districts’ preschool and child care needs, barriers to expanding preschool programs, and 

opportunities for partnership with the Hub.  

The following key findings emerged from the data:  

Landscape Analysis Key Findings  

Key Finding #1: Race/ethnicity elementary school demographics in all three counties have been fairly 

stable over the last five years, although Douglas County saw a slight increase in over two thirds of their 

elementary schools.  

Key Finding #2: Most students in Douglas County report as White with the Hispanic/Latino students 

representing the next largest ethnicity/race at about one tenth of the county's schools.  Fir Grove 

Elementary has the highest population of Hispanic/Latino students who represent one fifth of the school, a 

higher percentage than the county average.  

Key Finding #3: Klamath County has the highest percentage of Hispanic/Latino students in the South-

Central area, they make up about one fifth of the county population over the last five years. Chiloquin 

Elementary School is the only school in all three counties that reports over half the students as American 

Indian/Alaska Native. Malin Elementary and Merrill Elementary are the only schools in all three counties 

that report over half the students as Hispanic/Latino. 

Key Finding #4: Over the last five years, Lake County elementary school population is predominantly 

White and the Hispanic/Latino population makes up for the next largest race/ethnicity group at about 
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16%. Fremont/Hay Elementary has the highest population of Hispanic/Latino students who represent one 

fifth of the school.  

Key Finding #5: According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, the median income of families in the South-Central region is under $55,000. One noteworthy 

statistic is that 63.6% of families with related children under 5 years of age are living in poverty in Lake 

county. Finally, 70.0% of Douglas County Elementary Schools and 75.0% of Klamath County 

Elementary Schools had over 60.0% of students eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch in the 2018-19 

school year. 

Elementary School Staff Key Findings 

Key Finding #1: In Klamath County, less than half of kindergarten teachers report receiving information 

about incoming students’ participation in early learning programs prior to kindergarten.  

Key Finding #2: Principals and kindergarten teachers across all three counties report a desire for 

increased partnership with early learning providers and want to receive consistent information about 

incoming students’ social-emotional skills, behavior issues, types of programs attended, and length of 

program participation.  

Early Learning Provider Key Findings 

Key Finding #1: Providers suggest that one way to expand access to preschool is to adjust the income 

requirement to qualify for free or reduced care. Families who make just enough to not qualify are still 

struggling to pay. 

Key Finding #2: Providers want more communication from local schools on the transition from 

preschool to kindergarten and more structure around the types of information kindergarten teachers 

receive. 

Key Finding #3: While most providers are interested in increased communication and exchange of 

information, a consistent minority of providers do not want to engage in these efforts.  

Key Finding #4: Providers want more paid opportunities for high quality continuing education and 

training resources. 

Parent Key Findings 

Key Finding #1: Parents in the region contend with waitlists that are too long and child care costs that are 

too high, which limits them from choosing their ideal type of early learning program.  

Key Finding #2: A theme from the parent surveys in Douglas County was that they do not qualify for 

low income assistance but cannot pay the child care bills on their salaries alone.  

Key Finding #3: Parents in Klamath County reported transportation as an issue when selecting an early 

learning program. Survey results showed that transportation is especially a need for families who live 

outside of major city centers and for working parents that need flexible program hours.  
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Key Finding #4: For parents, the most important factors when choosing an early learning program are 

trustworthy staff, positive relationships between children and staff, clean indoor and outdoor spaces, 

consistent care by the same staff, and regular communication.  

Superintendent Key Findings 

Key Finding #1: Superintendents across counties see a lack of facilities, funding, and staff as the primary 

barriers to preschool expansion.  

Key Finding #2: A theme from superintendents interviews in Douglas County is they would like to see 

the income requirements adjusted or more flexible to allow families who need assistance to apply for free 

or reduced preschool tuition. 

Key Finding #3: Superintendents named transportation as a barrier to accessing child care in Klamath 

County. They also identified a need for more equitable access to preschool and child care services for the 

high number of families experiencing poverty.  

Key Finding #4: Superintendents in Lake County reported there are currently little to no preschool 

programs or licensed child care centers in the county and identified a need to serve children who are 

undergoing Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACEs). 

Overarching Themes 

There were three primary points of synthesis across the stakeholder data: 1) Opportunities for partnership, 

2) Preschool expansion and county-specific opportunities for growth, and 3) Professional development.  

Opportunities for Partnership: Most providers and school staff reported that their partnership would 

ideally involve more consistent communication about kindergarten transition processes, and opportunities 

to meet in person. A notable minority of providers, however, indicated they were hesitant to pursue 

collaboration with schools and further investigation is necessary to understand why.  

Evaluation Insight: A suggestion that surfaced from our research is for the Hub to offer a forum 

for providers to allow for shared learning about best practices regarding curriculum and 

assessment tools. This would also be an opportunity to unpack why some providers resist school 

partnerships. There would be mutual benefit to the Hub collecting updated contact information 

from providers to be shared out in parent networks in schools as it would increase program 

visibility and school staff familiarity with providers in their school zone.  

Preschool Expansion and County-Specific Opportunities for Growth: Our research revealed that 

barriers to preschool expansion across counties include limited funding, facilities, and staff, however each 

county has additional challenges that suggest a county-specific approach to expansion would be most 

effective. 

Douglas County superintendents and parents remarked on the need to adjust the income requirement to 

qualify for free or reduced care. Many Douglas families reported that they make just enough to not 

qualify as low income, and feel stuck as they cannot afford the other high cost private preschool and child 

care alternatives.  
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Evaluation Insight: According to parents and superintendents, preschool expansion in Douglas 

County would involve opening more preschools and would focus on making existing programs 

more accessible by introducing sliding scales for income to reduce preschool tuition. 

Additionally, Douglas superintendents emphasized their goal of working towards universal access 

to free preschool for all families.  

Klamath County superintendents and parents commented on the need for more transportation options to 

and from early learning programs for families outside of the city of Klamath Falls and for working 

parents. Superintendents also added that equitable access to preschool is a need for the many Klamath 

County families experiencing poverty. 

Evaluation Insight: According to parents and superintendents, preschool expansion in Klamath 

County would ideally offer more transportation options to and from outlying areas. Additionally, 

expansion would be equity-driven by opening more preschools in remote communities and in 

neighborhoods where the needs are highest for families experiencing poverty.  

Lake County superintendents highlighted the lack of preschool and options other than in-home child care 

in the districts and stressed a need for education around how to pursue more licensed facilities in their 

communities.  

Evaluation Insight: According to superintendents, expansion in Lake County could involve a 

ground-up approach to implement and sustain early learning programs and would be attentive to 

the fluctuating programming demands in the districts that have very small service populations.  

Professional Development: Douglas and Lake County superintendents highlighted the need for 

professional development opportunities. In Douglas County, a superintendent commented on the lack of 

training opportunities for preschool instructional assistants. Lake County superintendents stated there is a 

need for professional development around opening licensed child care centers, trauma informed services, 

and parent and provider education regarding social emotional learning.  

Evaluation Insight: There are opportunities for the Hub to partner with Douglas County to 

provide training for preschool paraeducators and Lake County to provide training related to 

trauma-informed practices, social emotional learning, and requirements around licensed child 

care.  
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Introduction 
The South-Central Early Learning Hub (SCELH) is one of 16 hubs across Oregon that coordinates efforts 

to support young children and their families through early learning services. The SCELH service area 

includes families who reside in Douglas, Klamath, and Lake counties. In May 2019, SCELH partnered 

with Pacific Research and Evaluation (PRE) to conduct a research effort that would respond to statewide 

preschool expansion, would inform the development of a community plan, and would ultimately provide 

strategic direction for the Hub’s work. SCELH has seen a shift in their service population in recent years 

and this evaluation will provide SCELH with current data to make informed, evidence-based decisions. 

SCELH’s vision is to improve accessibility of services, implement evidence-based practices to improve 

outcomes for young children, and to address the cultural needs of at risk and underserved children.1  

PRE conducted a landscape analysis of the current county population that SCELH serves. This analysis 

included reporting on elementary school student demographics from the past five years, demographic 

trends from those students taking the kindergarten readiness assessment, and an interactive map that 

displays early learning providers in each of the three SCELH counties. PRE also surveyed key 

stakeholder groups including kindergarten school teachers and elementary school principals, early 

learning providers, parents of children, and superintendents across the South-Central region. From these 

efforts, PRE conducted and analyzed a total of 313 surveys and 10 phone interviews. The report that 

follows will provide a detailed description of the methods used for each data collection effort, key 

findings from the data, and a synthesis of major themes repeated from multiple stakeholder groups.  

Methods 
PRE collaborated with the SCELH Director and team to develop the research tools as detailed below.  

Landscape Analysis 
PRE retrieved Oregon Department of Education demographic data from the past five years to create 

tables presenting race/ethnicity data for all elementary schools in the region and to comment on changes 

in populations over time. These tables can be found in Appendix A. Demographics tables and trends for 

students who took the kindergarten readiness assessment were compiled by school district (see Appendix 

B). In order to gain an understanding of the socioeconomic status of the region, PRE examined poverty 

and income data retrieved from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates. Table 14 presents the median income for households and families. A final data source used to 

examine socioeconomic status in the region is the percentage of students receiving free and reduced lunch 

by elementary school retrieved from the Oregon Department of Education 

(https://www.ode.state.or.us/sfda/reports/r0061Select2.asp). An interactive map was created that displays 

early learning providers in each of the three counties. The list of providers was compiled by cross 

referencing mapping tools from Western Oregon University and Oregon State University. 

Elementary School Survey  
In May and June, 2019, PRE developed and administered a survey for kindergarten teachers and 

elementary school principals in Douglas, Klamath, and Lake Counties. The purpose of the survey was 

twofold: 1) assess what type of information would be helpful for teachers and principals to know about 

 
1 SCELH vision statement: https://oregonearlylearning.com/administration/what-are-hubs/#currenthubs 

https://www.ode.state.or.us/sfda/reports/r0061Select2.asp
https://oregonearlylearning.com/administration/what-are-hubs/#currenthubs
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students entering kindergarten (e.g. length of time in preschool) and 2) better understand elementary 

schools’ desired relationship with preschools and child care facilities in the region. A copy of the survey 

can be found in Appendix C.  

As seen in Table 1, the majority (79.5%) of the survey responses were from kindergarten teachers.  

Table 1. Number of elementary school survey responses by Role  

Role n 

Kindergarten Teacher 35 

Principal 8 

Other (Title I Coordinator) 1 

TOTAL 44 

 

Table 2 presents the total number of survey responses by county for the kindergarten survey. It also 

indicates the percentage of elementary schools represented in the survey data out of the total number of 

elementary schools in each county. The greatest number of responses were submitted by teachers and 

principals in Douglas County (n = 27). A total of 25 of the 46 elementary schools in the South-Central 

region participated in the survey. The names of the elementary schools that participated are listed by 

county in Appendix D. 

 

Table 2. Number of responses and percentage of schools represented by county 

County 
Survey 

Responses 

Schools 

Represented 

% of 

County Schools 

Douglas  27 15  62.5% 

Klamath  15 9  56.3% 

Lake 2 1 16.7% 

TOTAL 44 25  -- 

 

Due to the limited number of Lake County survey participants (n = 2), caution should be exercised when 

drawing inferences from these responses.  

 

Provider Survey  
PRE created this survey in partnership with the South-Central Early Learning Hub. In June and July, 

2019, this survey was distributed to early learning providers throughout Douglas, Klamath, and Lake 

counties. It was offered after providers had already completed a state-wide survey for a similar, yet 

separate data collection effort. The purpose of this survey was to collect information on demographics of 

children in early learning programs, current communication trends with local elementary schools, the 

transition to kindergarten, and program use of resources. Parents who completed the survey received a $5 

Starbucks gift card. A copy of the survey can be found in Appendix E. 

 

A total of 62 providers filled out a majority of the survey. A few providers (n = 6) dropped out of the 

survey before the end, however their data was maintained if they completed over half of the total items. 

See Table 3 for a breakdown of providers per county. The percentage of provider responses is reflective 

of the proportion of total individuals living in each county, relative to each other (estimates based off 
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2018 United States Census data). As expected, the largest representation is from Douglas County. Two 

providers indicated their program is in multiple counties and are designated throughout this section as 

“Multi-county”.  

Table 3. Number of provider survey responses by county 

County n % 
Total county 

residents 

% Tri-county 

residents 

Douglas 35 56.5% 110,283 59.4% 

Klamath 22 35.5% 67,653 36.4% 

Lake 3 4.8% 7,879 4.2% 

Multi-county 2 3.2% - - 

TOTAL 62 100.0% 185,815 100.0% 

 

Parent Survey  
PRE developed a parent survey to determine what factors are most important to families when selecting 

an early learning program for their child and to better understand the barriers parents encounter with early 

learning options across the three counties. Between May and August, 2019, a paper and pencil version of 

the survey was administered by SCELH team members at various community outreach events and was 

sent to community agencies such as Head Start and Preschool Promise. An online version of the survey 

was sent out to the Hub’s wider family network via the SCELH Facebook page. The majority (61.8%) of 

the parent survey responses were collected at community outreach events in Klamath County. The survey 

was offered in English and Spanish and five parents completed the Spanish version. Parents who 

completed the survey received a $5 Starbucks gift card. Appendix F includes a copy of the survey. 

The breakdown of responses by county is presented in Table 42. Due to the limited number of Lake 

County responses, anonymity of parents cannot be ensured, and Lake County responses will be excluded 

from this section of the report. 

Table 4. Number of parent survey responses by county 

County  n 

Douglas  69 

Klamath  136 

Lake  2 

TOTAL 207 

 

Parents’ cities of residence are listed by county in Appendix G. Most of the parents who completed the 

survey reside in Roseburg, Douglas County or Klamath Falls, Klamath County.  

 

As shown in Table 5, the majority (80.4%) of Douglas County parents indicated the race of their child as 

White, followed by 12.5% reporting their child’s ethnicity as Hispanic/Latino. In Klamath County, 22.1% 

 
2 An initial version of the survey did not include county of residence information. The 13 responses that do not 

specify county of residence are not included in this report.  
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of parents identified their child as Hispanic/Latino and 8.1% of parents identified their child as Alaskan 

Native/American Indian.  

Table 5. Race/ethnicity of child by county 

  Douglas (n = 56) Klamath (n = 136) 

African American/Black 0.0% 3.7% 

Alaskan Native/ American Indian 0.0% 8.1% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 12.5% 22.1% 

Multiracial 5.4% 5.1% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.8% 1.5% 

White 80.4% 72.8% 

 

Superintendent Interviews 
In August and September 2019, PRE conducted ten interviews with superintendents across the three 

counties. The purpose of the interviews was to learn whether districts have preschools within their schools 

or are partnering with other programs, to identify the greatest preschool and child care needs in the 

districts, and to better understand their preferences regarding early learning efforts moving forward. See 

Appendix H for the interview protocol.  

PRE included a definition of “preschool” and “child care” during interviews with preschools defined as 

quality, developmentally appropriate learning environments that are typically not full day and that usually 

serve children 3-4 years of age. Child care was defined as serving children ranging from age 0-6 years of 

age, most often offering full day care for working parents. The number of superintendent interviews by 

county is presented in Table 6. below.  

Table 6. Number of superintendent interviews by county 

County  n 

Douglas  5 

Klamath 2 

Lake  3 

TOTAL 10 

 

Findings 
The findings from PRE’s research efforts are organized below by data source and include six subsections: 

1) Landscape Analysis, 2) Elementary School Feedback, 3) Provider Feedback, 4) Parent Feedback,  

5) Superintendent Feedback, and 6) Synthesis of Stakeholder Feedback3.  

 
3 Stakeholder quotes throughout this report were drawn from interview transcripts and survey input and have been 

edited for grammar and brevity. 



  

   
PACIFIC RESEARCH & EVALUATION, LLC    |    PG. 9 

 

Landscape Analysis 
In order to gain an understanding of the county demographics over the last five years, PRE examined 

demographic data by elementary schools retrieved from the Oregon Department of Education’s online 

records. To supplement this demographic information from ODE, the demographic data from the last five 

years of the kindergarten readiness assessment were examined at a district level to see if trends for 

kindergarten students are in line with the overall demographic trends in the schools.  

Landscape Analysis Key Findings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Due to the large amount of data analyzed for this task, the below section will only report on general trends 

or unexpected findings and should not be read as an exhaustive synthesis of all data. Comprehensive 

tables reporting the percentages of race/ethnicity in all elementary schools within Douglas, Klamath, and 

Lake counties over the past five years can be found in Appendix A and provide a much more thorough 

representation of the data. Tables reporting the percentages of race/ethnicity from the kindergarten 

Key Finding #1: Race/ethnicity elementary school demographics in all three counties have 

been stable over the last five years, although Douglas County saw a slight increase in over 

two thirds of their elementary schools.  

 

Key Finding #2: Most students in Douglas County report as White with the Hispanic/Latino 

students representing the next largest ethnicity/race at about one tenth of the county's 

schools.  Fir Grove Elementary has the highest population of Hispanic/Latino students who 

represent one fifth of the school, a higher percentage than the county average.  

 

Key Finding #3: Klamath County has the highest percentage of Hispanic/Latino students in the 

South-Central area, they make up about one fifth of the county population over the last five 

years. Chiloquin Elementary School is the only school in all three counties that reports over 

half the students as American Indian/Alaska Native. Malin Elementary and Merrill Elementary 

are the only schools in all three counties that report over half the students as 

Hispanic/Latino. 

 

Key Finding #4: Over the last five years, Lake County elementary school population is 

predominantly White and the Hispanic/Latino population makes up for the next largest 

race/ethnicity group at about 16%. Fremont/Hay Elementary has the highest population of 

Hispanic/Latino students who represent one fifth of the school. 

 

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates, the median income of families in the South-Central region is under $55,000. One 

noteworthy statistic is that 63.6% of families with related children under 5 years of age are 

living in poverty in Lake county. Finally, 70.0% of Douglas County Elementary Schools and 

75.0% of Klamath County Elementary Schools had over 60.0% of students eligible for Free and 

Reduced Lunch in the 2018-19 school year. 
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readiness assessment over the past five years are reported by school district within Douglas, Klamath, and 

Lake counties in Appendix B.  

Douglas County 

Overall, the race and ethnicity demographics in Douglas County elementary schools have been stable the 

past five years (see Table 7). The majority of students in the county report as White (80.2% in 2018-19) 

however, 16 out of the 23 schools saw a slight increase in Hispanic/Latino students. Fir Grove 

Elementary school has the highest percentage of Hispanic/Latino students in Douglas County with this 

population making up one fifth of the school (21.3%). This is a result of small increases in this population 

since 2014-15 when Hispanic/Latino students were 15.6% of the school.  

Table 7. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Douglas County elementary schools per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.1% 2.1% 1.8% 1.8% 1.7% 

Asian 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 

Black/African American 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 

Hispanic/Latino 8.7% 9.2% 9.4% 9.9% 10.1% 

Multiracial 7.2% 6.5% 6.4% 6.2% 6.7% 

White 79.1% 80.6% 80.8% 80.6% 80.2% 

Total Enrolled 14,420 14,214 14,113 14,275 14,408 

Demographics from the kindergarten readiness assessment support the upward trend of Hispanic/Latino 

students in Douglas County as shown in Table 8. Due to small sample sizes, it is difficult to draw 

meaningful conclusions from the demographics by district. The data that are available show a decline in 

the percentage of White students in Glide, North Douglas School District and Reedsport School District 

and an increase in the percentage of Hispanic/Latino students in Roseburg School District, Sutherlin 

School District, and Winston-Dillard School District.  

Table 8. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Douglas school 

districts per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.6% - 0.6% - - 

Asian  - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino 6.6% 5.2% 6.8% 7.8% 9.7% 

Multiracial  5.1% 3.9% 3.1% 3.3% 6.3% 

White 83.1% 84.6% 83.7% 86.9% 82.9% 

Total Enrolled  1053 972 1057 1059 1055 
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Klamath County 

Klamath County student demographic data showed more diversity compared to Douglas County, with a 

higher percentage of Hispanic/Latino students. The average of Klamath County’s elementary 

Hispanic/Latino student population has remained about one fifth (average 19.9%) the last five years 

compared to Douglas County average at one tenth (average 9.5%). The average percentages of American 

Indian/Alaska Native, Asian, Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander, and Black/African American student 

populations have relatively stayed the same from 2014 to 2019 (see Table 9).  

Table 9. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Klamath Elementary schools per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 6.0% 5.8% 6.9% 6.6% 5.8% 

Asian 1.1% 1.2% 1.1% 0.9% 1.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 

Black/African American  1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.7% 0.7% 

Hispanic/Latino 19.4% 20.0% 19.5% 19.9% 20.8% 

Multiracial  5.8% 6.3% 6.2% 6.7% 7.0% 

White 66.6% 65.6% 65.2% 65.0% 64.6% 

Total Enrolled 9,643 9,664 9,565 9,672 9,719 

As shown in Table 10, the demographic data from the kindergarten assessment are consistent with those 

of all elementary school students in Klamath County and show a notable percentage of American 

Indiana/Alaska Native students over the last five years.  

Table 10. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Klamath school 

districts per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 7.0% 5.1% 7.0% 6.6% 6.1% 

Asian  - 1.3% - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino 19.4% 21.7% 18.4% 20.4% 21.3% 

Multiracial  7.2% 6.7% 9.1% 5.9% 6.7% 

White 64.8% 64.1% 63.5% 65.5% 63.7% 

Total Enrolled  727 743 784 696 743 

 

Chiloquin Elementary in Klamath County has a unique race/ethnicity make up relative to other schools in 

the South-Central area as American Indian/Alaska Native students in 2018-19 represent over half their 

student population (see Table 11). The majority of students at Chiloquin identify as non-White (average 

63.9%). The American Indian/Alaska Native population has increased by 8.1% in the last five years from 

45.3% to 53.4%. Students who report as Multiracial has decreased by 12.4% in that same time frame from 

16.8% to 4.4%. 
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Table 11. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Chiloquin per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 45.3% 42.3% 39.3% 55.0% 53.4% 

Asian 1.0% 2.2% 1.8% 0.6% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American  1.0% 0.7% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 4.0% 2.9% 5.5% 3.6% 3.4% 

Multiracial  16.8% 16.1% 13.5% 5.3% 4.4% 

White 31.0% 35.8% 39.3% 35.5% 38.7% 

Total Enrolled  137 137 163 169 204 

 

There are a few other schools in Klamath County that report over half of their students as identifying as 

non-White. Malin Elementary’s Hispanic/Latino population makes up for a little over half of the school 

(54.3% in 2018-19), and this has remained a stable trend over the past five years. Similar to Malin, 

Merrill Elementary’s population is about half Hispanic/Latino (50.7% in 2018-19). This is a slight 

decrease compared to 57.6% of the school identifying as Hispanic/Latino in 2014-15 though, with a 

corresponding increase of students identifying as White (46.7% in 2018-19). Figure 1 visually displays 

this fluctuating trend over the past five years. 

Figure 1. Percentage of Hispanic/Latino and White students at Merrill last 5 years 

 

Similarly, Stearns Elementary has seen a slight 8.6% increase in their Hispanic/Latino population over the 

last five years while there has been a decrease of 9.7% of the White population in the same timeframe. As 

of 2018-19, the Hispanic/Latino population makes up for over one third (34.6%) of students and White 

students represent just under half the school (49.3%). 

Lake County 

Lake County is the smallest county in the South-Central area and therefore caution should be applied to 

interpreting percentages from each school as lower numbers can make the changes in percentages seem 

more drastic than they truly are. Student demographics from Lake County show 75.0% of the student 

58.0% 54.4%
51.4%

55.0%
50.7%

42.0% 43.2% 45.7% 40.4% 46.7%

2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19

Hispanic/Latino White
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population identifying as White in 2018-19 (see Table 12). The Hispanic/Latino population makes up for 

the next largest race/ethnicity group and is this trend has been consistent over the last five years. 

Fremont/Hay Elementary has the largest enrollment in Lake County and about one fifth of its population 

identifies as Hispanic/Latino (20.7% in 2018-19), which heavily skews the data for Lake County 

averages. 

Table 12. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Lake Elementary schools per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 1.6% 2.0% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 

Asian 1.0% 1.4% 0.9% 0.7% 0.9% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 0.0% 0.2% 

Black/African American  0.4% 0.7% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 

Hispanic/Latino 16.4% 16.2% 15.5% 15.5% 16.3% 

Multiracial  3.4% 2.4% 2.7% 4.7% 5.7% 

White 77.0% 77.2% 77.7% 77.3% 75.0% 

Total Enrolled  1,209 1,204 1,203 1,203 1,202 

 

In Lake County, the demographics from the kindergarten assessment look similar to the demographics for 

all elementary school students. The kindergarten demographics show a slightly lower percentage of 

Hispanic/Latino students in 2018-19 and slightly higher percentages of White students in kindergarten 

over the last five years but these differences are too small to draw any meaningful conclusions (see Table 

13).  

Table 13. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Lake 

school districts per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15  2015-16 2016-17 2017-18  2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native -  - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino 12.6% - 9.3% 15.3% 10.5% 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White 79.3% 82.7% 82.5% 81.2% 77.9% 

Total Enrolled 87 75 97 85 86 

County Income and Poverty Data 

In order to gain an understanding of the socioeconomic status of the region, PRE examined poverty and 

income data retrieved from the U.S. Census Bureau, 2013-2017 American Community Survey 5-Year 

Estimates. Table 14 presents the median income for households and families.  
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Table 14. Median income of families and households and children receiving public 

assistance by county 

 Douglas Klamath Lake 

Median income of households  $44,023 $42,531 $32,769 

Median income of families  $54,147 $50,554 $42,071 

Children under 18 receiving public assistance (Supplemental 

security income, cash assistance or food stamps/SNAP) 

41.2% 44.0% -- 

 

Table 15 presents the percentages of families living below the poverty level for families with varying ages 

of children. One noteworthy statistic is the percentage of families with related children under 5 years of 

age living in poverty in Lake County (63.6%).  

Table 15. Families living below the poverty level 

Families Living Below the Poverty Level 
Douglas 

(29,363) 

Klamath 

(17,592) 

Lake 

(2,132) 

Families living in poverty 12.1% 13.2% 18.5% 

Families with related children of householder under 18 years 22.8% 21.4% 34.8% 

With related children of householder under 5 years 31.2% 26.7% 63.6% 

With related children of householder under 5 years and 5 to 

17 years 

26.5% 25.7% 20.0% 

With related children of householder 5 to 17 years 18.9% 18.3% 23.1% 

 

Table 16. provides data for families at varying poverty levels. Lake County has the highest percentages in 

the region.  

Table 16. Families with income below varying poverty levels 

All families with income below the 

following poverty ratios 

Douglas 

(29,363) 

Klamath 

(17,592) 

Lake 

(2,132) 

100% of poverty level 12.1% 13.2% 18.5% 

125% of poverty level 16.6% 19.7% 22.9% 

185% of poverty level 29.3% 31.0% 41.1% 

200% of poverty level 32.4% 36.1% 44.2% 

300% of poverty level  52.2% 54.9% 59.5% 

 

A final data source used to examine socioeconomic status in the region is the percentage of students 

receiving free and reduced lunch by elementary school retrieved from the Oregon Department of 

Education (https://www.ode.state.or.us/sfda/reports/r0061Select2.asp). In Douglas County, 70.0% of 

elementary schools had over 60.0% of students eligible for Free and Reduced lunch in 2018-19. Yoncalla 

Elementary school had the highest eligibility at 94.4%. 

 

 

  

https://www.ode.state.or.us/sfda/reports/r0061Select2.asp
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Table 17. Percentage of Douglas County students eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch 

by Elementary  

School Name 
% Eligible for F&R 

Lunch in 2018-19 

Oakland Elementary  58.6% 

Eastwood Elementary School 66.7% 

Fir Grove Elementary School 70.4% 

Fullerton IV Elementary School 59.9% 

Green Elementary School 63.5% 

Hucrest Elementary School 30.9% 

Melrose Elementary School 25.1% 

Sunnyslope Elementary School 70.7% 

Winchester Elementary 62.5% 

Glide Elementary School 59.7% 

Days Creek Charter School 63.3% 

Canyonville School 69.9% 

Myrtle Creek Elementary School 65.5% 

Tri City Elementary School 69.8% 

North Douglas Elementary School 64.5% 

Yoncalla Elementary School 94.4% 

Elkton Charter School 57.4% 

Riddle Elementary School 75.4% 

Glendale Elementary School 76.5% 

Highland Elementary School 67.5% 

Brockway 67.9% 

Lookingglass Elementary School 51.6% 

East Sutherlin Primary School 68.3% 

 

In Klamath County, 75.0% of Elementary Schools had at least 60% of students eligible to received free 

and reduced lunch. Mills and Chiloquin Elementary Schools had the highest eligibility.  
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Table 18. Percentage of Klamath County students eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch 

by Elementary  

School Name 
% Eligible for F&R 

Lunch in 2018-19 

Joseph Conger Elementary School 69.7% 

Mills Elementary School 91.2% 

Pelican Elementary School 74.0% 

Roosevelt Elementary School 49.1% 

Bonanza Elementary School 72.5% 

Chiloquin Elementary School 87.3% 

Ferguson Elementary School 63.2% 

Gearhart Elementary School n/a 

Gilchrist Elementary School n/a 

Henley Elementary School 54.4% 

Keno Elementary School 64.4% 

Malin Elementary School 76.8% 

Merrill Elementary School 70.4% 

Peterson Elementary School 60.8% 

Shasta Elementary School 69.7% 

Stearns Elementary School 91.2% 

 

Limited data were available for Lake County Elementary schools as displayed in Table 19.  

Table 19. Percentage of Lake County students eligible for Free and Reduced Lunch by 

Elementary  

School Name 
% Eligible for F&R 

Lunch in 2018-19 

Union Elementary School n/a 

Fremont/Hay Elementary School 52.4% 

Paisley School n/a 

North Lake School 69.6% 

Plush Elementary School  -- 

Adel Elementary School -- 

 

Interactive Map of Early Learning Providers 

An interactive map was created that displays early learning providers in each of the three SCELH 

counties. The list of providers was compiled by cross referencing mapping tools from Western Oregon 

University and Oregon State University. The map can be accessed through the following link: 

http://rpubs.com/Kmanseth/SCELHProviderMap. The maps include blue dots representing the various 

providers in the county and the orange shading representing the school district boundaries within each 

county.  

http://rpubs.com/Kmanseth/SCELHProviderMap
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In Douglas County as a whole, one notable finding is the clustering of about 35 providers along the I-5 

corridor that are not within the boundary of any school district. Additionally, Glide School District only 

has one known provider and Camus Valley School District has zero known providers. In Klamath County 

as a whole, 18 known providers fall outside of the school district boundary with four located in remote 

areas. Only three providers were identified in Lake County and they do not fall within any of the school 

district boundaries. This is consistent with information collected through the superintendent interviews.  

Elementary School Feedback 
Findings from the elementary school survey provide a summary of the current enrollment processes for 

incoming kindergarten students across counties along with suggestions for partnerships between 

elementary schools and providers.  

Elementary School Staff Key Findings 

 

The Enrollment Process 

Teachers and principals provided input on their schools’ current enrollment process, highlighting what 

information they receive and what information is missing regarding students’ participation in an early 

learning program prior to entering kindergarten.  

 

Figure 2 presents the estimated number of incoming students that have participated in an early learning 

program. The majority of survey participants from Klamath County indicated that less than 50% of 

students have participated in an early learning program prior to starting kindergarten. In Douglas County, 

there was variation in the estimated number of students with early learning program experience.  

 

Figure 2. Percentage of incoming kindergarten students with early learning program 

experience 

Key Finding #1: In Klamath County, less than half of kindergarten teachers report receiving 

information about incoming students’ participation in early learning programs prior to 

kindergarten. 

Key Finding #2: Principals and kindergarten teachers across all three counties report a 

desire for increased partnership with early learning providers and want to receive 

consistent information about incoming students’ social-emotional skills, behavior issues, 

types of programs attended, and length of program participation. 
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As shown in Figure 3, the majority (74.1%) of Douglas County teachers and principals reported they 

receive some information about students’ early learning program participation during the enrollment 

stage. In Klamath County 46.7% of participants reported access to this information. For those teachers 

and principals who do not receive participation information, all participants in Douglas County and 87.5% 

of participants in Klamath County indicated they would like access to it. The two respondents in Lake 

County reported they receive program information.  

 

Figure 3. Percentage of teachers & principals who receive program participation 

information 

 
Sixty-five percent (65.0%) of Douglas County participants obtain information regarding the length of 

time incoming students have participated in an early learning program and the remaining 35.0% would 

like to be provided with this information. In Klamath County 14.3% of teachers and principals report 

receiving information regarding the duration of students’ program participation, and the majority (83.3%) 

of those who do not, indicate this information would be useful. Both Lake County participants indicate 

that they already receive information about the length of time that students participated in early learning 

programs.  

 

In addition to time spent in an early learning program, several teachers and principals also remarked that 

they obtain program details for students with Individual Family Service Plans (IFSPs). As noted by one 

Douglas County teacher:  

22.2%

26.7%

25.9%

53.3%

44.4%

20.0%

7.4%Douglas (n = 27)

Klamath (n = 15)

Less than 25% Between 26 and 50% Between 51 and 75% More than 76%

74.1%

46.7%

Douglas (n = 27) Klamath (n =15)
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We know what students are on Individual Family Service Plans and what needs those 

students have. We don't always know how many students we will have because so 

many families wait to register. I wish there was a more collaborative way we could 

get all preschool programs to help their families register for kindergarten. 

Douglas and Klamath respondents both indicated they want more details about students’ social emotional 

learning needs and behavior issues and the types of early learning programs that students attend. As stated 

by one Klamath teacher:   

 It would be nice to receive information from the preschools, Head Start, or other 

government funded preschools about the child's social emotional well-being. Are they 

developmentally ready to enter kindergarten or not?  

Klamath County teachers expressed they would also benefit from accessing information about services 

received (e.g. speech therapy) and more information from programs like Head Start. Both Lake County 

respondents remarked that they already receive the information they need via their own survey, as one 

participant stated:   

 We give our own survey to parents of incoming Kindergartners, so we have 

information regarding their early learning experiences. As long as we continue to use 

our form, we will have the information we need. We originally acquired it from PSU.  

Suggestions for Partnerships between Schools and Early Learning Providers 

Teachers and principals provided input on their knowledge of regional early learning providers and their 

hopes for improving partnership. As presented in Figure 4, most Douglas County teachers and principals 

(88.9%) stated they are familiar or very familiar with the preschool and child care facilities in their 

elementary school zone. In Klamath County, 66.7% of participants indicated that they are familiar or very  

familiar with local providers. The two participants in Lake County reported they are very familiar with 

providers in their area.  

Figure 4. Teacher and principal familiarity with local early learning providers 
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The majority of teachers and principals in both Klamath (86.7%) and Douglas (92.6%) Counties reported 

that it is important or very important to be in communication with local preschools and child care 

facilities. Both respondents in Lake County rated communication with early learning providers in their 

area as very important. As seen in Table 20, 77.8% of Douglas County rated their relationship with local 

providers as good or excellent. In Klamath County, just over half (53.4%) rated this relationship as good 

or excellent. Both Lake County respondents reported that their schools’ relationship with providers is 

excellent.  

  

6.7%

11.1%

26.7%

88.9%

66.7%

 Douglas
 (n = 27)

Klamath
 (n = 15)

Not at all familiar (%) Somewhat familiar (%) Familiar/Very Familiar (%)
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Table 20. Relationship between schools and local providers by county 

County Good/Excellent (%) 

Douglas (n = 27) 77.8% 

Klamath (n = 15) 53.4% 

 

In terms of activities that would benefit partnerships between schools and providers, districts were most 

interested in sharing transition information with providers (See Table 21).  

Table 21. Activities that would benefit partnerships between schools and providers 

 County 
Sharing transition 

information (%) 

Sharing professional 

development (%) 

Douglas (n = 27)  96.2% 65.4% 

Klamath (n = 15)  100.0% 40.0% 

 

Douglas County suggestions for improving partnerships with providers included more frequent 

communication and collaboration, as stated by one teacher: “I believe the communication could be more 

reliable and scheduled”. Several teachers and principals indicated they are only familiar with school-

based facilities. These same participants remarked that they would like to have access to contact 

information for all types of early learning providers in the area, so they can share registration and other 

information and can refer parents who are looking for preschool and child care options. One Douglas 

County teacher stated:  

If we were able to meet with providers, not just Head Start, to have them "pass the 

torch" and give us helpful information on incoming kindergarteners, that would 

improve the relationship.  

Klamath County teachers and principals commented that more open communication would improve their 

relationship with providers. As one teacher stated: “I think it would be beneficial for kindergarten 

teachers to observe preschools and vice versa”. Partnership suggestions included meet and greets, 

provider participation in transition meetings, and written statements by providers about where student 

abilities are at. Additionally, multiple Klamath County participants specified they would like to be more 

on the same page with providers about kindergarten readiness and expectations. 
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Provider Feedback 
The findings below summarize information regarding program demographics and operations, 

relationships with local elementary schools, the transition from an early learning program to kindergarten, 

and providers’ use of resources. Due to the small amount of responses from Lake and Multi-county 

groups, for the rest of this section results will be focused on Douglas and Klamath when reporting county 

differences. Furthermore, it is important to note that any findings reported in this section were based on a 

small sample size (N = 62) and should be interpreted with this limitations in mind. These 62 respondents 

may not be representative of all early learning providers within the South-Central region. 

Early Learning Provider Key Findings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Demographic Information 

Providers were asked to report on the demographics of children who attend their program. For both 

Douglas and Klamath there is a trend of providers reporting more toddlers than infants, and more 

preschoolers than toddlers and infants (see Table 22). None of the Lake County providers (n = 3) reported 

serving infants or toddlers in their program.  

 

Table 22. Early learning program age groupings by county 

County Infants Toddlers Preschool 

Douglas 18 24 33 

Klamath 13 17 20 

Lake 0 0 3 

Multi-county 2 2 2 

TOTAL* 33 43 58 

*Total represents providers indicating all age groups in their program; providers were able to enter multiple options 

 

A variety of ethnicities are represented in programs by early learning providers from every county (see 

Table 23). A small portion of providers (16.1%; n = 10) report their program as attended by one 

Key Finding #1: Providers suggest that one way to expand access to preschool is to adjust 

the income requirement to qualify for free or reduced care. Families who make just enough 

to not qualify are still struggling to pay. 

Key Finding #2: Providers want more communication from local schools on the transition 

from preschool to kindergarten and more structure around the types of information 

kindergarten teachers receive. 

Key Finding #3: While most providers are interested in increased communication and 

exchange of information, a consistent minority of providers do not want to engage in these 

efforts. 

Key Finding #4: Providers want more paid opportunities for high quality continuing 

education and training resources. 
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race/ethnicity of children (7 providers specifically report White as the only race/ethnicity). A majority 

(83.9%) of providers have two or more race/ethnicities in their program and half (54.8%) have children 

who speak more than one language.  

 

Table 23. Percentage of race/ethnicities represented in each program by county 

County* 
Native 

American 
Asian Black 

Hispanic/ 

Latino 

Hawaiian/ 

Pacific 

Islander 

White 

Douglas (n = 35) 45.7% 42.9% 60.0% 68.6% 25.7% 94.3% 

Klamath (n = 22) 63.6% 40.9% 72.7% 90.9% 13.6% 90.9% 

Lake (n = 3) 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 100.0% 33.3% 66.7% 

Multi-county (n = 2) 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 50.0% 

*Total represents providers indicating all race/ethnicities in their program; providers were able to enter multiple 

options. 

Program Operations Information 

Only two providers indicate they are unlicensed (see Table 24); however, about one third (30.6%) of 

respondents left this item blank on the survey which may indicate a hesitancy to disclose as an unlicensed 

home child care facility.  

 

Table 24. Number of child care facility types by county 

 

From this provider survey sample, Douglas and Klamath report just a little over half their programs offer 

full-day care as opposed to school-day and half-day care (see Table 25). Across all counties, about two 

thirds of programs offer year-around services. 

Table 25. Percentage of care options by county 

County Full-day School-day Half-day 

Douglas (n = 35) 54.2% 23.9% 23.9% 

Klamath (n = 22) 63.6% 13.6% 22.7% 

Lake (n = 3) 33.3% 33.3% 33.3% 

Multi-county (n = 2) 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

 

The majority of early learning programs across all counties are longer-term programs that have been 

operating for at least 6 years (see Table 26). Douglas County has the highest number of newer programs, 

as 10 out of 35 providers report their programs started within the last 5 years. 

 

County 
Licensed Center 

Child care 

Licensed Home 

Child care 

Unlicensed Home 

Child care 
Left Blank 

Douglas 16 8 2 9 

Klamath 12 3 0 7 

Lake 1 0 0 2 

Multi-county 0 1 0 1 

TOTAL 29 12 2 19 
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Table 26. Percentage of length of program by county 

County 0-5 years 
6-10 

years 

11-15 

years 

16-20 

years 

More than 

20 years 

Douglas (n = 35) 28.6% 20.0% 0.0% 17.1% 34.3% 

Klamath (n = 22) 13.6% 31.8% 4.5% 13.6% 36.4% 

Lake (n = 3) 0.0% 33.3% 33.3% 0.0% 33.3% 

Multi-county (n = 2) 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 

 

The size of early learning programs varied quite a bit for each county; of note no Klamath County 

providers who took this survey reported a program of 9 or fewer kids and more than half reported 

programs of 40 or more children (see Table 27). Douglas County programs were more balanced across all 

categories, with the largest number of providers reporting a program size of 10-19 children. Most (77.4%) 

respondents report they have a waitlist (Douglas: 27, Klamath: 18, Lake: 2; Multi-county: 1). Slightly 

more Klamath County providers have a waitlist (81.2%) compared to Douglas County (77.1%). 

 

Table 27. Percentage of child care size by county 

County 
1-9 

children 

10-19 

children 

20-29 

children 

30-39 

children 

40-49 

children 

50-100 

children 

More 

than 100 

Douglas (n = 35) 11.4% 40.0% 8.6% 11.4% 11.4% 5.7% 11.4% 

Klamath (n = 22) 0.0% 18.2% 4.5% 18.2% 22.7% 18.2% 18.2% 

Lake (n = 3) 0.0% 33.3% 66.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Multi-county (n = 2) 50.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50.0% 

 

The cost per day for each program varied across infant, toddler, and preschool ages (see Table 28). There 

was a general trend across all counties that costs decreased once the child was older. Costs were equally 

mixed in each county and are therefore not reported below. Provider answers were interpreted as free if 

the provider entered “0” as a response. Half of Douglas and Klamath County providers indicate they 

provide child care to families receiving Employment Related Day Care and have eligibility requirements. 

The requirements most frequently cited include low income, at least one working parent, and identified 

risk factors. 

Table 28. Cost of daily care rate by child age range 

Age Group* Free 
$1-$50 

per day 

$51-$100 

per day 

Average 

cost per day 

Infants (n = 32) 53% 34% 13% $43 

Toddlers (n = 41) 44% 44% 12% $41 

Preschoolers (n = 53) 45% 43% 11% $47 

*Total represents providers indicating all age group costs in their program; providers were able to enter multiple 

options. 

 

Providers were asked to write-in suggestions for expanding access to preschool and ensuring full 

enrollment. The 35 responses collected can be broadly grouped into financially related, resource related, 

and staff support related. Ideas that are financially related include implementing sliding scales, providing 

tuition support, and adjusting income requirements. Other comments are resource related and suggest 
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adding more classrooms, splitting age groups, and adding alternative hours of operation. One provider 

touched on both categories and wrote: 

 More options for low income families as far as payment options or a sliding scale 

goes. Longer hours of operation or services for families/parents that work odd hours 

and need atypical times for child care. 

Ideas also include increasing staff support through paid continuous training and education for providers, 

improving collaboration between elementary schools and early learning programs, and reaching out to the 

community to increase visibility of these programs. One provider suggests: 

 Reaching out to families through community events, daycares, or child care centers. 

A lot of families aren't aware of these programs unless they inquire about it. 

The theme that is repeated the most in these answers is adjusting the income requirement to qualify for 

free or reduced child care. There is a general agreement that a lack of funding is contributing to families 

in need not having access to the assistance they require. 

Communication with Local School Districts 

Provider responses from this part of the survey generally support the desire for collaboration with local 

school districts. Even if providers report being in communication with local districts, they also reported 

wanting improved and more frequent exchanges. 

 

About a third of providers (n = 21) report not having a relationship with an elementary school split 

between Douglas County (n = 13) and Klamath County (n = 8). Most providers are interested in 

connecting more with elementary schools but some providers (n = 7) do not want this. When asked what 

resources and support is needed to make these connections, providers suggest paid after hour meetings or 

free trainings; more than one provider stated that having contact information would be helpful.  

 

When asked to rate the overall relationship between their program and local school districts, almost half 

of providers (46.8%) rate their relationship as ‘Excellent’ or ‘Good’. Only 1 provider rated the 

relationship as ‘Poor’ and 30.6% did not answer (see Figure 5). 

Figure 5. Rated quality of relationship with local school districts 
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16
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1
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One provider who rated both the relationship and communication as excellent explained: 

My program stays in constant contact with the local schools. Offering open houses 

and meetings with kindergarten teachers in the area. 

Another provider who spoke highly of their collaboration with Early Childhood Intervention explained: 

We hold an education advisory in the fall and spring. We also do a kindergarten 

transition sheet (all about me) that is given to the kindergarten teachers to help them 

better understand and get a feel for the children’s’ behaviors and learning styles. 

Other ideas regarding communication strategies for working with specific children include transition 

meetings, phone meetings, in-person meetings, paperwork, and sharing standardized assessments. A 

comprehensive list of the elementary schools children attend after graduating their early learning program 

can be found in Appendix I. 

 

Providers who rated the relationship as ‘Excellent’ or ‘Good’ still had suggestions for how to improve 

communication, mainly that they want more communication – especially regarding the transition from 

preschool to kindergarten. The next item on the survey asked providers to rate their quality of 

communication with local school districts, the majority again rated communication as ‘Excellent’ or 

‘Good’ but write-in answers from both these items strongly indicate there were several opportunities for 

improved communication. For example, an individual who rated both the relationship and communication 

as ‘Excellent’ and explained “We communicate fully” but also wrote “We need to speak more often” and 

“We need more face to face”. This was not a singular instance, other respondents echoed similar 

statements. Some suggestions include “more communications with the teachers and not only managers” 

and “easier access to communication between teachers of children in my program”. 

 

While the ratings and write-in responses at first glance appear to disagree with one another, another 

interpretation could be that early learning providers acknowledge that communication is taking place but 

would like more of it and want targeted communication regarding children in their program. A handful of 

providers offered the suggestion of creating opportunities for preschoolers to transition into kindergarten 

by introducing them to their teachers and the school campus before officially starting. When providers 

were asked whether they communicate with kindergarten teachers, more said they do not communicate 

this information (n = 38) compared to those who do communicate (n = 24). This seems to be an 

opportunity for increased collaboration between providers and kindergarten teachers.  

 

It is important to note that this survey asked a few different times whether providers would be interested 

in more communication and there was a small, yet consistent subset of providers who indicated they 

would not be interested. When asked if interested in connecting more with elementary schools, 11.3% 

said “no”. When asked if interested in communicating with kindergarten teachers on numbers entering 

their classroom, 17.7% said “no”. When asked if interested in communicating with kindergarten teachers 

on effective strategies with working with specific children, 25.8% said “no”. While it is tempting to 
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assume more communication is better, it is worth acknowledging not all providers felt this to be true. For 

a majority of providers however, this is the desire.  

Transitioning into Kindergarten  

The survey then asked providers to report on curriculum use and assessments targeted towards preparing 

children for kindergarten. A few respondents stopped completing the survey at this point reflecting a 

sample size of N = 59.  

 

A little over half (57.6%) of providers report using curriculum while the rest (42.4%) report they do not 

use it. The proportion of providers who do and do not use curriculum is distributed fairly evenly across 

Douglas (18 do, 15 do not) and Klamath (13 do, 8 do not) counties (3 providers from Lake/Multi-County 

also report use of curriculum). As Figure 6 displays, Creative Curriculum is the most frequently reported 

curriculum (n = 8) while TS (Teaching Strategies) GOLD (n = 3) and Second Step (n = 2) are the only 

other curriculums reported by more than one provider. Other curriculums reported by a single provider 

include Fireflies Preschool, ASQ (Ages & Stages Questionnaires) Getting Ready for kindergarten, Zoo-

phonics, and Mother Goose Time. A total of 7 providers report using internally created curriculum that is 

geared towards building general social and academic skills. 

Figure 6. Frequency of curriculum use by type 

 
*Total represents providers indicating all curriculum used in their program; providers were able to enter multiple options. 

More providers seem to use a formative assessment tool than curriculum (71.2% compared to 57.6%). 

The proportion of providers using an assessment tool is similar for Douglas (24 do, 9 do not) and Klamath 

(14 do, 7 do not). Four additional providers from Lake or Multi-County also use a formative assessment. 

When asked to describe how they approach assessment, providers either described the process or named 

the assessment tool. From the responses it appears that ASQ (n = 7) and TS GOLD (n = 6) are the most 

popular. ASQ-SE (Social-Emotional) was reported three times and always in conjunction with ASQ. 

Creative Curriculum was mentioned twice. Other assessments include the Ounce Scale and the Classroom 

Assessment Scoring System (CLASS). 

 

While 42 providers use a formative assessment tool, only 33 assess for kindergarten readiness. This was 

one of the few times results in this section were unproportionally split between Douglas and Klamath. As 

the data from the provider survey shows, about two thirds of Klamath providers assess for kindergarten 

readiness compared to less than half of Douglas providers, see Table 29 below. Percentages are not 
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reported for Lake or Multi-county categories, though broadly 3 reported they do assess while 2 reported 

they do not. More than half of providers who do assess (18 out of 33) do not communicate the results to 

the district. Of those who report to the district (n = 15), a majority report individual student results (n = 

13). 

Table 29. Percentage of early learning programs assessing for kindergarten readiness 

County Yes No 

Douglas (n = 33) 45.5% 54.5% 

Klamath (n = 21) 71.4% 28.6% 

 

A little less than half (45.8%) of providers said they use a standard transition form for students entering 

kindergarten and 32 providers do not. This was a similar pattern regardless of county. Out of the 32 that 

do not use a form, only 19 would consider using it. This means 40% of those who do not use the form are 

not interested in adopting that practice. According to providers who use a form, the types of information 

included are ASQ scores, learner strengths, family supports, behavioral learning style, social-emotional 

and self-regulation scores, literacy and math abilities, motor skills, and ways to communicate with 

kindergarten teachers such as helping children during the summer. A few providers mentioned they do not 

know how this information is recorded. Those who are aware of the process described contact logs, 

meeting notes, report cards, parent teacher conferences, a family file, and a portfolio shared with parents. 

For providers who don’t currently use the form but would consider using it, many mentioned that having 

information on a child’s social emotional, behavioral, and cognitive skills would be important 

information. Several providers emphasize the importance of knowing a child’s strengths and weaknesses, 

as one provider put it: “What makes a child soar, what makes them retreat”. Another provider wrote: 

Ways the children learn the best. Areas they are good in and areas they need help in 

or needs to be improved. 

In sum, it appears there is a split between providers regarding the use of curriculum, assessment tools, 

kindergarten readiness assessment, and a standard transition form. Roughly half who took the survey use 

these items and half do not. For those who do engage in these activities, there is quite a bit of variety 

across tools and processes. For example, one provider reports using TS GOLD for curriculum and ASQ 

for assessment, yet another provider uses ASQ for curriculum but TS GOLD for assessment. Other 

providers instead describe their process such as “talking with families and observing children”. There 

seems to be many opportunities for early learning providers to share best practices with one another as 

well as collaborate with kindergarten teachers in the district. 

Early Learning Staff Resources 

Items in this part of the survey asked various questions regarding training and resources available to early 

learning staff. A few more respondents stopped the survey at this point, therefore total responses reflect N 

= 56. Due to the sensitive nature of these items, frequencies by county will not be reported.  

 

A total of 46 providers state that they require training and continuing education for their staff, but 10 

providers said they do not. A closer analysis revealed that 7 of these providers work in licensed child care 
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programs, 2 providers did not disclose their type of program, and 1 reported as unlicensed. This is 

surprising information as training and continuing education of staff is required for licensed programs. 

Almost all these same providers report not using curriculum (9 do not), none assess for kindergarten 

readiness, and only 3 report using a standard transition form. Not providing training to staff may be 

related to use of structured curriculum and assessment tools, however, the sample size is too small to 

determine this statistically.  

 

A majority of providers (82.1%) require training and education for their staff. From write-in responses, 

the requirements of this training varies greatly. Types of training ranged from in-house to community 

college classes to online classes. Some of these courses are paid for by the program’s organization and 

some are at cost to the provider themselves. Hours of required training range from 12 to 30 hours per 

year. It was clear some providers have access to a variety of training, for example this provider wrote: 

[We do] CPR First Aid, Food Handlers, various trainings related to Relief Nurseries and 

Child Care Center requirements. Trainings are paid for by our employer. Some 

trainings are on site and some at colleges and other resources. 

Compared to another provider who explained: 

We are encouraged to find trainings on our own. They encourage looking for the free 

ones, anything that requires a payment requires managements approval (rare). The 

free trainings are usually during the week when we cannot attend, and the weekend 

ones are not sufficient to meet requirements. 

It is important to note that even if a program requires training, there does not seem to be consensus on the 

amount of training, type of training, access to training, and quality of training across programs. There also 

seemed to be a theme regarding in-house training, providers expressed a desire to do training outside of 

their own staff but wanted affordable access to this training and paid time to do so.  

Connecting with Families 

The most frequent method of building relationships with families is in-home visits (n = 16). The other 

commonly reported way to connect with families is during drop-off and pick-up times (n = 9). As 

displayed in Figure 7, providers report that the primary methods families find out about their services is 

through word of mouth (n = 41), referrals from community partners (n = 37), and social media (n = 33). 

Having a recommendation from a person within the community seems to be an essential way to build 

interest in the program. 
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Figure 7. Primary outreach methods by which families discover early learning programs 

 
*Total represents providers indicating all outreach methods used for their program; providers were able to enter multiple options. 

When a family is in need of additional support due to mental health, parenting, or nutrition, most 

providers know where to refer them whether it be to the organization’s director or a larger organization 

such as DHS or 211. A few providers offer services like mental health counseling on-site.  

 

The last item on the survey asked providers to reflect on their greatest barriers. Responses primarily 

focused on resource needs and relationship concerns. Regarding resources, several providers explained a 

lack of time, space, money, staffing, and training. The most frequently reported resource need was 

maintaining appropriate numbers of quality staff at the program (n = 5). In terms of relationships, several 

providers express wanting improved communication with families and a desire to support them better as 

they face difficult challenges in their lives. Other providers mention they would like to collaborate more 

with outside agencies. 

 

In conclusion, there is clearly diverse network of early learning programs across Douglas, Klamath, and 

Lake counties. Most providers agree that communication with school districts and local kindergarten 

teachers could be improved but need support (such as paid meeting time) and structure (such as 

standardized transition forms) to do so. Curriculum and assessment tools vary greatly and about half of 

providers do not use them, it would be worth further investigation to understand why and might be an 

opportunity for collaboration across programs. Finally, resource issues seem to be felt by most, especially 

having access to adequate training and education that is necessary to maintain a highly qualified, 

knowledgeable staff. 
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Parent Feedback 
The findings below will summarize which factors parents prioritize when selecting an early learning 

program for their child and the barriers that limit access to their program of choice. Parents’ preferences 

and limitations when choosing an early learning program are grouped into the following themes: program 

placement and availability, program logistics, health and safety, positive relationships, staff experience 

and education, inspiring learning environments, family engagement, and child development.  

Parent Key Findings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Program Placement and Availability 

Just over half (53.6%) of Douglas County and 44.1% of Klamath County parents reported that their child 

is currently attending an early learning program. Since twice as many surveys were completed in Klamath 

County, it is unclear from these percentages alone if Klamath County parents have less access to early 

learning programs than their counterparts in Douglas County. Overall, the survey data suggest that a 

significant percentage of parents in both counties are seeking care but are unable to find it because of the 

limited space in regional programs, as shown in the Douglas County parent quote below:  

The amount of facilities compared to children in need are highly off balanced. You are 

forced on a waiting list and to go with whatever option opens first; there is not 

opportunity to access your ideal learning facility. 

Similarly, Klamath County parents commented that places fill up too fast, there is little to no availability, 

and that they contend with long waitlists to get into programs. One Klamath County parent stated:  

Key Finding #1: Parents in the region contend with waitlists that are too long and 

child care costs that are too high, which limits them from choosing their ideal type 

of early learning program.  

 
Key Finding #2: A theme from the parent surveys in Douglas County was that they 

do not qualify for low income assistance but cannot pay the child care bills on their 

salaries alone. 

Key Finding #3: Parents in Klamath County reported transportation as an issue when 

selecting an early learning program. Survey results showed that transportation is 

especially a need for families who live outside of major city centers and for working 

parents that need flexible program hours. 

Key Finding #4: For parents, the most important factors when choosing an early 

learning program are trustworthy staff, positive relationships between children and 

staff, clean indoor and outdoor spaces, consistent care by the same staff, and 

regular communication. 
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Besides the cost of early learning programs, it is challenging to find availability. For 

my current provider I had to get on the list as soon as I found out I was pregnant. A 

spot opened up when my child was 3 months old. 

Another Klamath County parent replied: “Most early learning programs in our area are saturated, with 

long waiting lists, worn out staff, and unclean areas”. This finding is confirmed by the provider survey as 

77.4% of providers reported that they have a waitlist. Overall, the data suggest that it is difficult for 

parents across counties to pursue their ideal program placement when options are few and existing 

programs are oversaturated.  

For parents with children enrolled in a program, preschools were reported to be the most popular type of 

early learning facility for both Douglas (56.8%) and Klamath (42.6%) Counties (see Table 30.). Parents 

reported unlicensed family-home based centers as the least attended type of early learning facility.  

Table 30. Type of early learning facility that child currently attends  

 Douglas County  

(n = 37) 

Klamath County 

(n = 61) 

Licensed child care center 10.8% 27.9% 

Licensed family/home-based center 10.8% 13.1% 

Unlicensed family/home-based center 2.7% 8.2% 

Preschool 56.8% 42.6% 

Other - Early Headstart, Family Development Center, 

Relief Nursery, Early Childhood Intervention 
21.6% 19.7% 

I don’t know 0.0% 1.7% 

     *Includes duplicates as participants could select all that apply 

One theme that emerged from the survey data is that parents are prevented from choosing their ideal type 

of facility because of their financial situation. One Klamath County parent remarked: “My ideal type of 

early learning facility is a licensed child care center. The main barrier is the cost for this type of facility, 

with that in mind it makes it hard to plan for new family members”. A Douglas County parent made a 

similar comment:   

I had to quit a full-time job because child care would have been three-fourths of my 

pay. I will not send my children to in-home care. I have in the past and they only are 

in code when they are under inspection. Facilities provide better care then in-home.  

Program logistics 

As seen in Table 31, over seventy percent of parents in Klamath and Douglas Counties rated balancing 

program times with work schedules and location of the program as important or very important when 

selecting an early learning program.  
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Table 31. Percentage of parents rating program logistics as important or very important 

  
Douglas County 

(n = 67) 

Klamath County 

(n = 135) 

Balancing program schedule with my work schedule 74.6% 80.0% 

Transportation to/from program 28.3% 62.2% 

Location of the program 74.6% 73.4% 

 

Though parents in both counties rated other factors such as family engagement and positive relationships 

between children and staff higher than program logistics factors, there were several remarks made by 

participants about the lack of proximity to care. One Douglas County parent expressed:  

It is a challenge to find quality programs that are close enough so that my child 

doesn't have to travel more than 2 hours a day. I want to feel like it is a close enough 

distance that I can return home, rather than staying near the location for the 

duration of the programming each day.  

Another parent in Douglas County provided similar feedback: “I struggle with finding a program that 

meets the hours, days, and location that I need.” While proximity to a program was reported an issue for 

many Douglas County parents, less than a third (28.3%) of parents reported that transportation to and 

from the program is important or very important when choosing an early learning program.  

Over sixty percent of Klamath County parents rated transportation as important or very important. 

Transportation and program location are interlinked for Klamath County parents living outside of larger 

cities, where most child care programs are concentrated. As one parent stated: “There is no available 

transportation from Sprague River”. Similarly, another parent remarked: “I live an hour from Klamath 

Falls so location is the biggest factor for me”. Transport also appears to be a significant issue in Klamath 

County for working parents, who struggle to find care for their child that syncs with their work schedule. 

One parent commented: “I work full-time 8 to 4pm, Monday to Friday so it's hard to figure out pick-ups 

and drop-offs”. Another parent stated:  

My work hours vary. It is difficult to get transportation for him on days I work at 

different hours. This makes it so that my child cannot attend, and then he loses his 

spot in the program.  

More flexible program hours of operation and/or increased access to nearby after care options appear to 

be a need for working parents in Klamath County. As one parent stated: “I get done with work at 3:30pm 

but preschool is over at 2:30pm at Head Start so I need somewhere willing to pick up kids for less than 

half a day or nearby after care.”  

As displayed in Figure 8. below, full-day care is preferred by about half of Douglas County (43.5%) and 

Klamath County (50.4%) parents, followed by an almost equal preference for either school-day or half-

day care.  

 



  

   
PACIFIC RESEARCH & EVALUATION, LLC    |    PG. 34 

 

Figure 8. Preferences for program hours of operation by county 

  

*Includes duplicates as parents could select all that apply 

Cost 

Both Klamath County (31.5%) and Douglas County (31.3%) responses generally agreed cost is a barrier. 

Seventy-four percent (74.0%) of Klamath County parents and 62.7% of Douglas County parents agreed or 

strongly agreed (74.0%) that cost is a significant limitation when selecting a program. One parent in 

Klamath County replied that their biggest challenge is “the cost of child care with minimum wage jobs”.  

Similarly, a Douglas County parent stated:   

Openings in quality facilities are hard to find. Since most parents want a quality 

place, these places have raised the prices. In between children, one facility doubled 

their prices. This made it unaffordable for us and we are not low income. 

Beyond rising prices and the overall cost of programs being out of reach for many families, many parents 

talked about the challenges posed by their income bracket. Multiple parents in Douglas County conveyed 

that they do not qualify for low-income programs by a marginal amount. As one parent remarked: “We 

make too much income for Head Start, but it is a struggle to pay for child care out of pocket because we 

only make about 50,000”. Another parent provided similar feedback: “I'm a single mom with an 

extremely tight budget, but I do not qualify for assistance of low-income programs. I cannot afford the 

type of program I am willing to put my child into.” This issue with low income qualifications leaves 

parents without other viable options within their budget, as one Douglas County parent commented:  

 A lot of the affordable early learning programs are based upon a specific family 

need, such as accepting low income families first. Other schools are very expensive, 

don't provide transportation, are already full, or we live out of that district. 
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Klamath County families discussed the need for more “middle of the road” options for families, as stated 

by one parent:  

My decision was limited due to our low income. We really only had one option which 

was Head Start. So other programs for children with low to medium incomes would 

be great. In this city you either have low income and go to Head Start or high income 

and go to private preschool, which is usually religion-based. 

Of the 37 Douglas County parents who indicated their child currently attends an early learning program, 

59.4% reported that the program is free to attend. These children are primarily enrolled in subsidized 

programs including Preschool Promise and Head Start. The remaining 40% of Douglas County parents 

are evenly split between paying less than $25 or paying between $26 and $50 a day for child care. Only 

one parent reported paying more than $50. In Klamath County, 46.7% of the 60 parents with children 

currently attending programs pay $0 for child care, in addition to 16.7% of parents paying less than $25 

and 11.6% paying between $26 and $50. The remaining 23.3% of Klamath County parents did not 

disclose their daily child care cost.  

In terms of an ideal child care budget, over half of Douglas County and Klamath County parents reported 

that their ideal budget would be less than $25 a day or free (See Table 32).  

Table 32. Parents’ ideal child care budget 

  
Douglas County 

(n = 69) 

Klamath County 

(n = 136) 

Free 23.2% 27.9% 

Less than $25 27.5% 34.6% 

$26 to $50 11.6% 8.8% 

More than $50 2.9% 1.5% 

Did not disclose 34.8% 27.2% 

 

Parents provided their maximum child care budget as presented in Table 33. In Klamath County, 32.4% 

of parents reported their maximum child care budget is less than $25 a day. In Douglas County, 29.0% of 

parents reported they can afford a maximum of $26 to $50 a day for child care.  

Table 33. Maximum that parents would be willing to pay for child care 

  
Douglas County 

(n = 69) 

Klamath County 

(n = 136) 

Free 18.8% 16.9% 

Less than $25 26.1% 32.4% 

$26 to $50 29.0% 19.1% 

More than $50 4.3% 5.1% 

Did not disclose 21.7% 26.5% 
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Parents were asked to rank their top factors out of a list of 22 factors when selecting an early learning 

program. Table 34 lists the 3 factors that parents picked as their #1 factor by county.  

Table 34. Parents’ top-rated factors when selecting an early learning program 
Douglas County (n = 65) Top 3 Factors Klamath County (n = 126) Top 3 Factors 

#1 Trusted staff #1 Having the same person take care of my 

child regularly 

#2 Having the same person take care of my 

child regularly 

#2 Trusted staff 

#3 A clean, comfortable, friendly space #3 Healthy meals/snacks provided 

 

Health and Safety 
Trustworthy staff was one of the highest rated factors for parents in Klamath and Douglas Counties, as 

seen in Table 35 below.  

Table 35. Percentage of parents rating health and safety as important/very important 

 Douglas County 

(n = 67) 

Klamath County 

(n = 135) 

Facility that is licensed through the state 71.6% 83.7% 

Trusted staff 100.0% 97.7% 

Healthy meals and/or snacks provided 85.1% 92.6% 

Number of children in a program 76.1% 73.9% (n = 134) 

 

Parents conveyed how important it is to feel confident that their child is safe and secure. One Klamath 

County parent commented: “It's important to me to feel comfortable that I'm leaving my kids with 

someone I can trust so I don’t have to worry about them during the day.” A Douglas County parent 

echoed this input: “It is important to make sure that my children are safe and well protected and 

watched”. Several Douglas County parents brought up the importance of staff background checks Parents 

in both counties talked about referrals and the community reputation of a provider as a key way to build 

trust. Finally, having “healthy meals and/or snacks provided” was also ranked as highly important by 

parents in both counties. 

Positive Relationships 

Staff interactions with children (smiling, listening and talking) was rated as important or very important 

by all Douglas County respondents and 94.8% of Klamath County parents, as shown in Table 36 below.  

Table 36. Percentage of parents rating positive relationships as important/very important 

  
Douglas County 

(n = 67) 

Klamath County 

(n = 136) 

Staff read to and play with children 95.5% 97.0%  

Staff actively smile, listen, and talk to children   100.0% 94.8% 

Children encouraged to play together 91.0% 94.9% 

 
Parents in both Counties expressed the importance of child-centered care when choosing the right 

program, commenting that they look to see how their child reacts and adjusts to the environment and the 
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staff beyond their own impressions. One parent reported: “It is important that my child feels comfortable 

in the environment”. Another parent stated: “I look to see how my child takes to people”. 

Learning Environment 

In line with Table 37 below, parents reiterated throughout the survey that there is a need for child care 

facilities that offer clean and accommodating indoor and outdoor spaces. ‘A clean, comfortable, friendly 

space’ was ranked as the third top rated factor by parents in Douglas County and fourth top rated factor 

by parents in Klamath County.  

Table 37. Percentage of parents rating learning environment as important/very 

important 

  
Douglas County 

(n = 67) 

Klamath County 

(n = 136) 

Indoor/Outdoor space for movement and play 98.6% 95.6% 

Adequate materials/books and toys provided 97.0% 94.9% 

A clean, comfortable, friendly space 98.5% 97.8% (n = 135) 

Staff Education and Experience  

While 91.0% of parents in Douglas and Klamath Counties rated staff training and education as important 

or very important, the number of years of staff experience was rated lower on parents’ priority list when 

selecting an early learning program (see Table 38). Consistent care by the same staff person was rated as 

the second top rated factor in Klamath County, and the first top rated factor in Douglas County.  

Table 38. Percentage of parents rating staff education/experience as important/very 

important 

  
Douglas County 

(n = 67) 

Klamath County 

(n = 135) 

Staff training and education  91.0% 91.2% 

Number of years of staff experience  62.7% 73.4% 

Having the same person take care of my child regularly 89.5% 94.8% (n = 136) 

Family Engagement 

Family engagement in participation in the program and regular communication with program staff were 

rated as highly important by parents in both counties (See Table 39). One Klamath County parent 

remarked: “It is important to establish communication from the time I first show interest and ask about a 

program. If it is hard to get information, it turns me off the program”. Other parents echoed this feedback, 

as one Douglas County parent stated: “I consider how the staff make me feel, do they treat me with 

respect and make me feel welcome. Are they good at explaining what they expect of me as the parent?”  

 

Table 39. Percentage of parents rating family engagement as important/very important 

  
Douglas County 

(n = 67) 

Klamath County 

(n = 135) 

Family welcome to participate in the 

program 
85.1% 91.8% 

Regular communication with families by 

program staff 
98.5% 97.8% 
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Child Development  

The majority (83.1%) of parents in Klamath County indicated that support for their child's home language 

and culture was important or very important when choosing an early learning program (see Table 40).  

Table 40. Percentage of parents rating child development as important/very important 

  
Douglas County 

(n = 67) 

Klamath County 

(n = 135) 

A daily routine and planned activities  89.5% 91.2% (n = 136) 

Support for my child’s home language 

and culture 
68.6% 83.1% (n = 136) 

Limited screen time on TVs, computer, 

tablets, etc. 
92.6% (n = 66) 90.3% 

A specific curriculum  56.7% 68.9% 

 
Though specific curriculum was rated less important than other child development factors, multiple 

parents indicated the need for developmentally and age-appropriate activities. As one Douglas County 

parent stated: “My ideal program is very child-led, language rich, focuses on social-emotional learning, 

and super interactive. I haven't seen an authentic model of that type of learning in our community, except 

in places that run programs that are only a few hours long a few days a week.”. Another parent in Douglas 

County stated: “I look for developmentally appropriate expectations for my child and curriculum”. 

Parents mentioned the importance of respect for their beliefs as well, either commenting that they 

preferred a faith-based program or that they prioritized a non-faith-based program.  

Superintendent Feedback 
Superintendents across the three counties were interviewed to better understand existing early learning 

programs and partnerships as well the greatest early learning needs in each of their respective districts. 

Superintendent feedback by county is summarized below.  

Superintendent Key Findings 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key Finding #1: Superintendents across counties see a lack of facilities, funding, and staff as 

the primary barriers to preschool expansion.  

Key Finding #2: Superintendents in Douglas County would like to see the income requirements 

be adjusted or more flexible to allow families who need assistance to apply for free or reduced 

preschool tuition. 

Key Finding #3: Transportation as a barrier to accessing child care is an issue in Klamath 

County. There is also a need for more equitable access to preschool and child care services for 

the high number of families experiencing poverty. 

Key Finding #4: There are currently little to no preschool programs or licensed child care 

centers in Lake County and there is a need to serve children who are undergoing Adverse 

Childhood Experiences (ACEs). 
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Douglas County 

Four out of the five superintendents interviewed in Douglas County indicated that they have preschools 

based in their elementary schools or that they have formed partnerships with Head Start and Preschool 

Promise to run programs on site. Where community partnerships are in place, superintendents voiced their 

desire for more collaboration to increase program capacity. One superintendent commented: “There needs 

to be expansion in our Preschool Promise program, which currently has a waiting list.” Another 

superintendent remarked: “Our preschool programs are insufficient at this time” and later added:  

I'd like to see a lot more partnerships in the county. Head Start, for example, they 

have been doing this for several years. I think it’s about getting together with our 

partners so there's no wrong door for families. 

A need for expanding existing programs was repeated throughout the interviews, as one interviewee 

responded: “The number of students we have currently registered in kindergarten far exceeds who could 

have accessed Preschool Promise or Head Start”. One superintendent reported one of their schools has 

recently expanded their Preschool Promise program, and though they have not yet attained full 

enrollment, it will allow them to accommodate more than twice as many students in the long-term. 

Superintendents were overall more familiar with school-based preschool programs and did not provide 

significant input on private preschool options in their districts.  

Douglas County superintendents identified a variety of barriers to preschool expansion in the districts. 

Several commented on the need for more facilities that fit preschool requirements, as well as more 

funding and staff. One superintendent stated: “We have talked about expanding to where we don’t have 

waiting lists, but we just don’t have the room to do it or the funds. Funding would be huge.” Even in the 

district where preschool expansion has already taken place, there is a still a reported need for increased 

storage facilities to accommodate program growth. Another superintendent commented:  

I think there is always a need for facilities. Head Start is a good program and it does 

take up a substantial amount of room and they could use more…Our Preschool 

Promise program is housed at our primary school and functions really well, we've 

made it happen, but it was difficult to find the perfect place for them that's close to a 

playground…With Preschool Promise, there are so many restrictions, it’s difficult to 

meet all the requirements…Just to increase our capacity before required a 

tremendous effort to get new staff, it was a hassle. 

In the district that does not currently have school-based preschools, the superintendent remarked on the 

lack of facilities and funding for “supplies, staff, and services” that inhibit the district from implementing 

preschool programs to begin with. This same superintendent discussed the challenges of a smaller district 

with oversaturated district/school staff performing multiple roles at once. They stated:  
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We are concerned about adding preschools, because we aren't sure that we could 

sustain it and keep it moving with all the support costs involved…There is a need here, 

I just don't know how to fulfill the need without adding the burden to the K-12 

infrastructure. 

Only one superintendent of four indicated that facilities are “not a huge dilemma for us”.  

 

In addition to more space and funding for preschools, two superintendents identified waiting lists and 

income eligibility requirements for preschools as barriers in their district. One interviewee stated:  

I would say the biggest need is universal preschool for all. Right now, our preschool is 

capped according to family wage earners and that's an issue…We have people on 

waiting lists that want their kids to be in preschool, but they are making $100 dollars 

more than they should so they can't get in.  

Another superintendent repeated this input, suggesting sliding scales to reduce preschool tuition, but 

stating that ultimately the goal needs to be free preschool for all:   

I just get frustrated when we talk about expansion of preschool, we don’t say 

preschool for all. If we are going to have a well-educated populous, we need free 

preschool for all. I don’t believe in hard lines; I believe in sliding scales, if there has to 

be a hard line. It becomes more equitable for all families. 

This same superintendent discussed the problematic trend they have witnessed of parents choosing to not 

return to work once they have a child, because it will ultimately result in a loss if they have to pay the 

high costs for preschool. This feedback reiterates parents’ frustration about long waiting lists to get into 

early learning programs and echoes parents’ voiced concern over not being eligible for low-income status 

by a marginal amount, leaving little to no options outside of expensive private programs. Another 

superintendent remarked:  

We’ve got a large number of students at private preschools or not accessing it at all. 

There is a need for more access, especially with preschool not necessarily being just 

one year but multiple years for children with high needs.  

Superintendents were unsure about the types of information that schools collect during the current 

enrollment process about incoming kindergarten students’ participation in early learning programs. There 

was a general sense, however, that either no information was being collected, or that the information they 

were receiving was inadequate. One superintendent indicated they receive information from their school-

based preschool, but no information from external providers.  
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All superintendents had more to say about preschool than child care needs in each of the Douglas County 

districts, but emphasized the need for more providers, more affordable programs, and more equitable 

access for families seeking child care in Douglas County. One superintendent discussed the need for a 

united focus around family support services for early childhood development and “the power of the first 

thousand days”, highlighting a current lack for resources for families who speak a language other than 

English at home. This same superintendent stated:  

We get really worried about achievement gaps, but unless we start focusing on the 

idea of equity and opportunity gaps and access gaps well before kids arrive in our 

schools then we are just playing catch up. The question should be: How do we 

coordinate services around opportunity for all and access for all? 

Three superintendents brought up the prohibitive cost of child care in their district, as well as the lack of 

providers, making child care hard to come by for many families.  

Superintendents in Douglas County reported that, to better support early learning efforts and partnerships 

in their districts, the Hub would ideally operate in closer proximity to the work of their stakeholders, 

taking a system-wide and community-led approach. One superintendent highlighted:  

The Hub needs to be well beyond a technical assistance organization. They need to be 

a good thinking partner. We need to think well beyond classrooms for 3, 4 and 5-year 

olds. It’s really about pedagogical shifts…They need to be systems-thinkers in 

understanding how to move the work forward and upstream. 

This same interviewee stated that being a “systems-thinker” would involve, for example, understanding 

instructional leadership and what that means for superintendents moving the work forward at the district 

level. They also outlined the potential for the Hub to play a critical role at the county-level, supporting 

families with high mobility to transition smoothly. This same superintendent expressed proximity is 

essential for increased impact by the Hub, and Education Service Districts (ESDs) more broadly: 

I think ESDs need to think through the same thing in terms of how they become more 

proximate to the work. They provide some professional development and staff go to 

it. But they are kind of a service organization that is distant from the work if you will 

and so I think part of their survival and their future will be to be proximate to the 

work. 

 

Two superintendents talked about the importance of community input. The need to collect community 

feedback on how student success funds should be allocated was discussed. This will help to assess 

whether there is a strong desire for more preschools, or whether other competing priorities within the K-
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12 system are more pressing, such as graduation rates. An example was provided from a district that 

worked through initial push back in the community and eventually successfully incorporated preschools 

in their district:  

We are working really hard to have a birth through 12th grade system and we are a 

small rural district, but I think it’s been very beneficial. There have been lots of 

growing pains because things changed and the community fights change, everyone 

fights change. It’s been a long haul to get people to buy into the preschool piece, but 

it’s going well for us and we can’t wait to continue to move forward.  

 

Lastly, it was suggested that the Hub offer trainings to preschool instructional assistants as early learning 

paraprofessionals have very few professional development opportunities in their district.  

 

In sum, four out of five Douglas County superintendents interviewed reported room for growth in existing 

preschools, especially in their partner programs like Head Start. Limited facilities, funding, and staff were 

reported as barriers to preschool expansion by all superintendents. Superintendents in Douglas County 

also indicated a need for more affordable, equitable child care services and resources. The income bracket 

for low income programs was discussed as a challenge for families, echoing parent feedback. The need 

for professional development was brought up and it was suggested that the Hub could offer trainings for 

early learning paraprofessionals. Superintendents responded that a system-wide, community-driven 

approach that is proximal to the work of their stakeholders would be most impactful for the Hub moving 

forward.  

Klamath County 

Two superintendents were interviewed in Klamath County. Districts in Klamath County do not report 

school-based preschools but have community partnerships to support preschool services. Barriers to 

expanding preschool services include facilities, as one superintendent cited “virtually all of our 

classrooms are full”. One superintendent indicated that transportation is one of the main barriers for 

families living outside of city centers:  

We are the largest county in the state, so we need transportation. It is difficult for 

parents to drop off and pick up their children… Poverty rates are high so there is a 

need for transport and getting kids into the city or setting things up in outlying 

communities. We need several locations for preschools.  

 

Both superintendents expressed a need for funding to rent or purchase facilities, as well as operation and 

staffing costs. They noted that they anticipate locating preschool teachers could be a challenge as school 

staff are in short supply overall across their district. They talked about the high poverty rates in their 

districts and the corresponding need for more affordable preschool programs for low income families. 

They added that there are many families who face long waiting lists and language barriers: “A lot of our 

families cannot afford preschool and they cannot get into Head Start. Those families then have kids 

entering kindergarten not speaking English and with very limited academic preparation”. Superintendents 
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in both districts brought up the below average kindergarten readiness data in their respective districts, as 

one interviewee stated:  

Incoming kindergarten students start out a year or two behind the average 

kindergartner and the results of that are that we spend their whole school career 

trying to get them caught up because of their early learning years.  

 

In terms of child care, cost was identified as a barrier for parents and a lack of high-quality care daycare. 

They explained that early childhood education is focused primarily on middle class families and that there 

is a lack of resources for families living in poverty. Both superintendents replied that their districts offer 

some child care services aimed at teen parents. 

 

One of the Klamath superintendents stated that they do not currently collect information about early 

learning participation for incoming kindergarteners. They explained that they did collect this data for one 

year, but that it was discontinued due to a lack of consensus:   

 

We tried collecting that one year and it was really difficult because people 

interpreted it so differently. What one family would say is high quality, another family 

would say is low quality care; what one parent would characterize as preschool, the 

other would characterize as babysitting. We didn’t feel the data was reliable at 

all…We’ve got a lot of non-English speaking parents too so that gap in understanding 

gets to be even bigger.  

 

Areas for additional support from the Hub included supporting district’s early learning efforts around 

transportation, making preschool affordable, and providing quality service in multiple locations across the 

county. One superintendent indicated they are working on the board of Klamath Promise, a group of 

community agencies and district representatives, and commented on a recent shift from increasing 

graduation rates to early learning in this group. They responded:   

We need to start where the problem is and that is that students are not ready for 

coming into school. We are refocusing on the preschool piece, so the work the Hub is 

doing is really good timing…On behalf of the district, we are really appreciative of the 

work of the Hub and we look forward to doing more with them in the future.  

Other suggestions for the way the Hub can support early learning efforts in the district pertained to 

developing a preschool expansion plan, increasing access to services, and improving kindergarten 

transitions. They expressed a desire for the Hub to put together a detailed preschool plan that identifies 

the areas and populations with the highest need for preschools and locate the necessary grants and facility 

options. They described the need for increased access to services offered by the Hub for families living in 
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poverty, recommending that the Hub provide transport to their events and spread awareness of their 

services in the neighborhoods where these families reside. Additionally, it was suggested that the Hub 

support the districts’ focus on strengthening lines of communication between early learning and 

kindergarten programs:  

 I'd like to see the Hub provide more connection with our kindergarten programs so 

they can build a more clear and reliable bridge between preschool and daycare and 

our kindergarten program. I don't think that has been done nearly enough and I think 

that there are lots of opportunities for helping kids by just having better 

communication and better understanding between preschool, daycare, and our 

kindergarten system. 

In sum, more funding and facilities are needed for preschool expansion and transportation to and from 

early learning programs is a major barrier for families living in communities outside Klamath Falls. There 

is need for more affordable preschool and child care programs for low income families, and a desire for 

the Hub to make its services more accessible to these families. The data suggest that the Hub’s focus on 

developing a community plan for preschool expansion and connecting early learning and kindergarten 

programs is timely and in line with Klamath County efforts and needs.  

Lake County 
Two of the three Lake County superintendents reported that there are no existing preschool programs 

based in their schools, instead these districts are served by a Head Start program or a preschool funded by 

ESD. One superintendent indicated that they have a small preschool program in their school focused on 

four-year old children and with a cohort of around 4 to 10 students who are blended into the kindergarten 

program (which may only include a few students to begin with). The program is only doable at this time, 

indicated the superintendent, because it does not require additional staff and little extra funding. What 

expansion of programs would look like in these in small districts would depend on needs that vary by 

year: “For us, one small change can be a huge impact. One family moving out can impact a program.” 

Ideally, if extra funding and staff were in place, services could be expanded to include three-year old 

children. 

Superintendents pointed to the potentially prohibitive costs for families should they open a new 

preschool, as one interviewee cited: “the people that would really need it would not be able to afford it”. 

Two superintendents reported that families in their districts are actively looking for affordable preschool 

options, but the districts contend with a lack of available facilities. One superintendent stated:  

With my building capacity, I’m busting at the seams trying to keep the classrooms 

that I currently have. It prohibits me from branching out and putting in more 

classrooms for preschool. Facilities is very much my limiting factor.  

Child care options in the districts were primarily described by Lake County superintendents as private in-

home daycare programs. Many young children have informal supports with their family members, such as 

grandparents, providing care. They emphasized the need for more licensed child care centers, as there are 
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none currently operating in their district. Cost was again cited as the biggest barrier, both for starting new 

child care programs and for the families who would access them:  

We have no child care or day care facilities. If anything were to happen it would need 

to be from the ground up. There is a huge dollar figure just to get anything started 

and that is probably the biggest roadblock. We don’t even know if we would have 

enough people to come at the price we would have to charge. I don’t know what kind 

of funding would be available to provide something free. We would be overrun with 

people if we had something like that.  

Superintendents in Lake County were mostly unsure about what types of information were being 

collected, if any, during the current enrollment process regarding incoming kindergarten students and 

their early learning experiences. The one district with a school-based preschool utilizes the information 

from its own program to assess for kindergarten readiness, but it does not collect information for 

incoming students outside of that program.  

Two of the three superintendents interviewed in Lake County brought up opportunities for training and 

professional development (PD) as a way the Hub could increase partnership with the districts. They 

discussed a need for PD around what it would take to open more licensed child care facilities in the 

community:  

There could be training for people that are interested in creating a child care facility 

or organization. It could teach them what to do, what the laws are, the paperwork 

needed and the expectations. That information is difficult to find in our district. 

The need for trauma-informed services for pre-k through grade 12 was brought up, citing that there are 

many students with high ACES scores, and reporting that the district is in the process of applying for 

grants to meet this need. It was suggested that it would be beneficial to survey the community to assess 

child care needs, especially for ages 0 to 4, and to better understand the landscape of child care providers. 

They expressed interest in partnering with the Hub in efforts to map providers and in learning more about 

the findings of this research project. They also remarked the Hub could assist in meeting the need for 

more education for parents, child care providers, and preschool staff around topics such as social 

emotional learning. The third superintendent indicated that they would like to continue the partnership 

through the monthly meetings with the Hub “when we come together and get things done”. This same 

superintendent commented that there are a number of students not served by their Head Start program and 

that any support the Hub can provide to increase access to preschools would be appreciated.  

In sum, superintendents explained that there are little to no existing school-based preschool programs in 

the districts they oversee in Lake County. Preschool expansion would be reliant on more funding, staff, 

and facilities to house programs. The data suggest that expansion would also need to be tailored to the 

unique needs of small districts that have smaller, varying service populations. Superintendents reported 

in-home daycare is the primary type of child care in their area and that it is often provided by family 

members. They indicated a need for more licensed child care options, and suggested the Hub could help 



  

   
PACIFIC RESEARCH & EVALUATION, LLC    |    PG. 46 

 

provide professional development to those interested in starting a licensed facility. They echoed the need 

for professional development for parents, teachers, and child care providers around topics such as social 

emotional learning. Additional ideas for increased Hub partnership include training around trauma-

informed services and mapping child care providers and needs.  

Synthesis of Stakeholder Feedback  
Three themes emerged throughout the stakeholder feedback pertaining to partnerships, preschool 

expansion and professional development, and each point to potential opportunities for the Hub to engage.  

Opportunities for Partnership  

The elementary school and provider surveys reveal opportunities for increased partnership between these 

groups and suggest improved communication is desired by both. While provider responses overall 

indicate an interest in collaboration with schools, only half (46.8%) of early learning providers in all three 

counties rate the current relationship between their program and their local school district as excellent or 

good. From the perspective of elementary school staff, there is some variation by county in how staff 

perceive their relationship with providers. The majority (77.8%) of teachers and principals in Douglas 

County report their relationship with local providers as good or excellent. In Klamath County, around a 

third (33.4%) of teachers and principals reported they are only somewhat familiar or not at all familiar 

with providers in their local elementary zone and only half (53.4%) reporting their current relationship 

with providers is good or excellent.  

To increase partnership, most school staff and early learning providers indicate they would benefit from 

more reliable, frequent communication. Across counties, almost all teachers and principals rated being in 

communication, particularly concerning kindergarten transition details, with local child care facilities as 

highly important to their work. One superintendent in Klamath County shared that a potential way for the 

Hub to support their district-wide efforts could involve building connections between early learning 

providers and the kindergarten system. Teachers and principals from across counties indicate they would 

like more specific information from providers about students’ social emotional learning needs, types of 

programs attended, length of program participation, and behavior issues. School staff and early learning 

providers agree that they would appreciate more opportunities to meet each other in-person through 

transition meetings or meet and greets. Some providers commented that they would benefit from more 

targeted communication with teachers, rather than school administrative staff. Most providers are open to 

deepening communication with schools, but clarified they need support (such as paid meeting time) and 

structure (such as standardized transition forms) to do so.  

While most early learning providers indicate they want to collaborate with schools, there is a notable 

subset of providers who reported they were not interested in communication. About one tenth of providers 

(11.3%) said they do not want to connect more with elementary schools. Almost one fifth (17.7%) of 

providers don’t want to communicate with kindergarten teachers on how many children are entering their 

classroom. One fourth (25.8%) of providers don’t want to communicate with kindergarten teachers on 

strategies for working with specific children. Just a little less than half (45.8%) of providers who don’t 

currently use a standard transition form are not interested in using one.  

An interest in increased partnership between early learning providers and elementary schools is a trend 

that emerged from the survey and interview data. There is a subset of providers, however, who express 
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they are not interested in communicating with schools on various information and to understand why 

would require further inquiry. To respond to this input, the Hub could facilitate opportunities for 

kindergarten teachers and principals and early learning providers to meet face to face to talk more about 

the kindergarten transition process and what kind of standardized form would be practical and useful for 

all involved. Throughout the data, Head Start was reported to be a leading example for communicating 

useful transition information to schools and their process could be examined further to understand a 

model for a possible place to start. First, however, the Hub could create spaces for early learning 

providers to meet with other providers and troubleshoot the hesitation that some have to work with 

schools. Incentives for participating could include free trainings and resources, as providers reported they 

would like access to more external training and education opportunities outside of in-house options. The 

Hub could also consider conducting a forum to better understand why providers prefer such a variety of 

curriculum and assessment tools and providers could benefit from sharing best practices. An additional 

benefit to providers would be that the Hub could create an updated list of contact information for existing 

providers to be shared with parents in school networks. There would be mutual benefit as school staff 

would become more familiar with the providers in their elementary school zone and providers would 

increase the visibility of their programs.  

Preschool Expansion Barriers and County-Specific Opportunities for Growth  

Barriers to preschool expansion include lack of funding, facilities, and staff throughout the tri-county 

region. In addition, each county has an additional layer of varied challenges. Preschool expansion would 

be most effective if tailored to the most pressing needs of each county:  

• Stakeholders in Douglas County repeatedly raised the issue that many families miss qualifying 

for subsidized preschool programs by an incremental amount. Though some Klamath County 

parents mentioned this concern, it appears to higher on the list of concerns for Douglas County. 

Many Douglas County parents described feeling stuck as they do not qualify as low income and 

are left with few, high cost private early learning alternatives. Parents described that it is often 

less of a financial burden to stay at home and provide care themselves than it is to work and pay 

for child care. Preschool expansion in Douglas County would, according to stakeholders, ideally 

not only involve opening more preschools, but it would also focus on making existing programs 

more accessible by introducing sliding scales for income to reduce preschool tuition. 

Additionally, Douglas superintendents emphasized their goal of working towards universal access 

to free preschool for all families.  

• Klamath County superintendents and parents highlighted transportation to and from early 

learning programs as a key concern for families living outside Klamath Falls where most 

programs are concentrated, and for working families who need flexible program hours for their 

child. Superintendents also report a high number of Klamath families experience poverty. 

Stakeholders remarked that opening more preschools or expanding existing program capacity 

would have not have the needed impact if a large portion of the population continues to be unable 

to afford these programs. Preschool expansion would ideally not only include offering 

transportation to and from outlying areas, but it would provide more preschools in remote 

communities.  

• Lake County superintendents reported that there are little to no existing preschools or licensed 

day cares in their districts and that child care is predominantly provided by family members or 

other in-home care providers. Expansion would involve a grounds-up approach to implement and 
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sustain programs. One superintendent reported that there is a need for educating communities 

about what it would take to open more licensed child care centers and suggested that the Hub 

could help meet this need. Additionally, effective expansion would require assessing the unique, 

and fluctuating demands for early learning services in the Lake County districts with very small 

populations. One superintendent indicated they are interested in working with the Hub to map 

early learning providers in their county and to better understand the early learning needs for 

children birth through age 4. If additional providers are identified and include addresses, PRE can 

add them to the Lake County interactive map of providers.  

Professional Development 

The need for professional development (PD) and education around early learning topics emerged as a 

theme throughout the data. Early learning providers report they are interested in more external or 

community training opportunities beyond no training or the current in-house training they receive. A 

superintendent in Douglas County expressed the need for more PD for preschool instructional assistants, 

as paraprofessionals receive little to no training opportunities via the districts. Lake County 

superintendents remarked on the need for PD around opening licensed early learning facilities for 

potential providers. Trauma-informed services were also highlighted as a need in Lake County, in 

addition to parent and provider education about early learning topics such as social emotional learning.  
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Appendix A. Demographics by Elementary School 

Douglas County 

Table A. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Douglas elementary schools per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.1% 2.1% 1.8% 1.8% 1.7% 

Asian 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.3% 0.2% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 

Black/African American 0.6% 0.6% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 

Hispanic/Latino 8.7% 9.2% 9.4% 9.9% 10.1% 

Multiracial 7.2% 6.5% 6.4% 6.2% 6.7% 

White 79.1% 80.6% 80.8% 80.6% 80.2% 

Total Enrolled 14,420 14,214 14,113 14,275 14,408 

 

Brockway Elementary School   
Table B. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Brockway per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.0% 1.4% 0.6% 1.7% 0.9% 

Asian 0.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 1.0% 1.1% 0.6% 0.6% 0.9% 

Hispanic/Latino 10.0% 9.0% 11.7% 7.9% 8.2% 

Multiracial 4.0% 5.2% 5.0% 5.8% 7.0% 

White 83.0% 83.2% 81.5% 84.0% 83.1% 

Total Enrolled  367 368 341 343 343 

 

Camas Valley Charter School 
Table C. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Camas Valley per year 
Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.5% 1.5% 1.4% 0.5% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 6.0% 5.3% 4.6% 4.6% 3.7% 

Multiracial 8.0% 8.0% 7.7% 8.3% 10.0% 

White 85.0% 86.1% 86.2% 85.7% 85.8% 

Total Enrolled 203 187 196 217 219 
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Canyonville School 

Table D. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Canyonville per year 
Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 3.0% 3.2% 1.4% 1.8% 1.8% 

Asian 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 0.4% 0.5% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 10.0% 8.1% 10.3% 14.3% 13.7% 

Multiracial 11.0% 9.7% 9.9% 9.0% 8.2% 

White 75.0% 78.4% 77.9% 74.4% 75.8% 

Total Enrolled 208 185 213 223 219 

 

Days Creek Elementary School  
Table E. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Days Creek per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 4.0% 6.1% 5.6% 5.7% 4.8% 

Asian 2.0% 1.5% 1.4% 1.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 0.5% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 12.0% 10.7% 8.4% 8.3% 6.4% 

Multiracial 7.0% 6.1% 9.8% 11.9% 10.6% 

White 76.0% 75.1% 74.8% 72.5% 77.7% 

Total Enrolled 165 197 214 193 188 

 

East Sutherlin Primary School 
Table F. Percentage of race/ethnicity in East Sutherlin per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 1.0% 0.2% 0.7% 0.3% 0.9% 

Asian 1.0% 0.2% 0.2% 1.0% 0.5% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 10.0% 8.9% 8.7% 8.3% 10.1% 

Multiracial 6.0% 6.2% 5.5% 5.3% 4.6% 

White 82.0% 84.4% 84.9% 85.3% 83.9% 

Total Enrolled 429 417 438 400 435 
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Eastwood Elementary School 
Table G. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Eastwood per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 1.0% 1.3% 1.1% 1.5% 0.7% 

Asian 1.0% 1.0% 1.1% 0.5% 0.2% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 12.0% 12.2% 11.6% 12.7% 14.9% 

Multiracial 6.0% 5.7% 5.9% 6.1% 7.5% 

White 79.0% 79.5% 80.0% 78.8% 76.6% 

Total Enrolled 439 458 440 411 402 

 

Elkton Charter School  
Table H. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Elkton per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native 1.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Asian 0.0% 0.4% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 1.2% 1.2% 0.4% 0.4% 

Hispanic/Latino 7.0% 7.8% 7.0% 7.2% 6.8% 

Multiracial 9.0% 7.5% 5.4% 4.8% 6.4% 

White 82.0% 82.4% 85.3% 86.5% 85.7% 

Total Enrolled 256 255 258 251 251 

 

Fir Grove Elementary School 
Table I. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Fir Grove per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.0% 1.8% 0.6% 0.3% 1.2% 

Asian 2.0% 1.4% 1.9% 1.6% 1.9% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.6% 0.6% 

Black/African American 1.0% 0.7% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 

Hispanic/Latino 15.6% 17.4% 16.3% 19.7% 21.3% 

Multiracial 15.0% 13.5% 11.5% 6.6% 4.9% 

White 66.0% 65.2% 68.7% 70.6% 69.4% 

Total Enrolled 315 282 313 320 324 
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Fullerton IV Elementary School 
Table J. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Fullerton IV per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 1.0% 1.1% 0.6% 1.1% 0.8% 

Asian 0.0% 0.6% 1.4% 1.4% 1.1% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 

Black/African American 1.0% 0.8% 0.8% 0.3% 0.3% 

Hispanic/Latino 10.0% 11.0% 11.6% 11.7% 10.6% 

Multiracial 8.0% 7.1% 5.5% 4.9% 4.8% 

White 79.0% 78.8% 79.9% 80.4% 82.1% 

Total Enrolled 345 354 363 367 357 

 

Glendale Elementary School 
Table K. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Glendale per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 4.0% 1.3% 2.7% 2.6% 4.0% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 2.1% 2.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 0.5% 0.5% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.4% 0.5% 0.5% 0.5% 

Hispanic/Latino 9.0% 12.1% 12.4% 12.0% 11.5% 

Multiracial 2.0% 2.1% 1.6% 0.5% 1.5% 

White 84.0% 83.9% 80.6% 81.7% 80.0% 

Total Enrolled 244 233 186 191 200 

 

Glide Elementary School 

Table L. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Glide per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.0% 2.1% 1.3% 1.2% 1.0% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 7.0% 6.9% 6.4% 6.2% 6.5% 

Multiracial 6.0% 4.8% 5.3% 5.8% 6.0% 

White 84.0% 86.2% 86.7% 86.6% 86.2% 

Total Enrolled 350 376 376 417 414 
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Green Elementary School 
Table M. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Green per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.3% 0.4% 0.8% 0.7% 

Asian 0.0% 0.7% 0.8% 0.4% 0.4% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 1.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 

Hispanic/Latino 10.0% 11.0% 13.6% 13.6% 10.9% 

Multiracial 8.0% 9.6% 8.4% 8.0% 9.1% 

White 80.0% 78.1% 76.8% 77.2% 78.2% 

Total Enrolled 312 301 250 250 285 

 

Highland Elementary School 
Table N. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Highland per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 1.0% 2.2% 1.4% 1.7% 2.4% 

Asian 1.0% 1.1% 1.2% 0.8% 1.1% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.6% 0.5% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 9.0% 9.2% 8.4% 7.9% 7.9% 

Multiracial 6.0% 5.6% 6.7% 8.2% 10.0% 

White 82.0% 81.6% 82.0% 80.8% 78.0% 

Total Enrolled 359 358 345 355 369 

 

Hucrest Elementary School 
Table O. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Hucrest per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 1.0% 1.4% 1.7% 1.6% 1.3% 

Asian 3.0% 2.1% 1.7% 0.7% 0.8% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.2% 0.5% 0.7% 0.6% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.9% 0.8% 

Hispanic/Latino 6.0% 7.4% 7.6% 8.7% 10.1% 

Multiracial 9.0% 5.5% 6.4% 5.9% 6.3% 

White 81.0% 81.9% 81.4% 81.5% 79.9% 

Total Enrolled 433 430 420 426 473 
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Lookingglass Elementary School 
Table P. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Lookingglass per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.0% 1.3% 1.6% 1.1% 0.5% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 

Black/African American 1.0% 0.6% 1.6% 1.1% 0.5% 

Hispanic/Latino 1.0% 1.9% 4.1% 5.7% 5.8% 

Multiracial 6.0% 3.8% 2.6% 1.7% 3.7% 

White 90.0% 92.4% 90.1% 90.3% 88.9% 

Total Enrolled 141 158 191 175 190 

 

Melrose Elementary School 
Table Q. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Melrose per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.0% 1.5% 1.2% 1.1% 1.4% 

Asian 1.0% 1.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.6% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 4.0% 6.5% 9.1% 9.5% 9.8% 

Multiracial 6.0% 7.1% 5.0% 6.0% 5.2% 

White 86.0% 83.0% 83.8% 83.0% 83.0% 

Total Enrolled 307 324 339 348 347 

 

Myrtle Creek Elementary School 
Table R. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Myrtle per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 4.0% 2.8% 1.5% 2.4% 1.2% 

Asian 1.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 

Black/African American 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 8.0% 7.1% 5.1% 6.8% 10.9% 

Multiracial 9.0% 7.5% 8.5% 8.6% 9.6% 

White 78.0% 82.0% 84.6% 82.0% 77.6% 

Total Enrolled 334 322 331 338 322 
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North Douglas Elementary School 
Table S. Percentage of race/ethnicity in North Douglas per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 3.0% 3.3% 2.3% 2.0% 1.6% 

Asian 1.0% 0.9% 0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 1.0% 1.4% 0.9% 0.4% 0.4% 

Hispanic/Latino 10.0% 9.0% 9.6% 10.6% 10.5% 

Multiracial 7.0% 7.5% 6.8% 5.5% 8.2% 

White 78.0% 77.8% 79.5% 80.7% 78.5% 

Total Enrolled 212 212 219 254 256 

 

Oakland Elementary School 
Table T. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Oakland per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.0% 4.0% 3.2% 2.8% 4.4% 

Asian 1.0% 1.1% 0.5% 0.9% 0.5% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 1.1% 1.1% 0.5% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 5.0% 6.3% 5.3% 5.6% 6.4% 

Multiracial 5.0% 0.0% 1.1% 4.7% 4.9% 

White 87.0% 87.4% 88.9% 85.5% 83.7% 

Total Enrolled 179 175 189 214 203 

 

Riddle Elementary School 
Table U. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Riddle per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 1.0% 2.7% 3.3% 2.2% 1.3% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 7.0% 9.4% 7.9% 5.2% 9.7% 

Multiracial 8.0% 8.5% 7.0% 5.7% 6.8% 

White 83.0% 79.5% 81.9% 87.0% 82.2% 

Total Enrolled 204 224 215 230 236 
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Sunnyslope Elementary School 
Table V. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Sunnyslope per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.0% 1.5% 1.9% 1.8% 1.8% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 10.0% 9.0% 6.7% 10.2% 12.1% 

Multiracial 13.0% 11.6% 10.7% 8.8% 6.8% 

White 74.0% 77.5% 80.4% 78.8% 79.3% 

Total Enrolled 286 267 270 274 280 

 

Tri City Elementary School 
Table W. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Tri City per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 3.0% 3.8% 5.2% 5.2% 2.4% 

Asian 0.0% 0.8% 0.4% 0.4% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 1.3% 0.8% 0.4% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 9.0% 6.7% 6.3% 5.2% 6.6% 

Multiracial 4.0% 5.8% 4.4% 4.1% 9.0% 

White 84.0% 81.7% 82.9% 84.7% 81.9% 

Total Enrolled 245 240 252 268 288 

 

Winchester Elementary School 
Table X. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Winchester per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.0% 1.5% 1.5% 1.1% 1.5% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.9% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American  1.0% 1.2% 1.5% 1.1% 0.6% 

Hispanic/Latino 9.0% 9.4% 9.0% 10.0% 13.3% 

Multiracial  14.0% 11.2% 7.3% 5.8% 5.7% 

White  75.0% 76.7% 80.8% 81.4% 77.9% 

Total Enrolled 327 331 343 360 331 
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Yoncalla Elementary School 
Table Y. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Yoncalla per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 5.0% 4.3% 5.2% 4.4% 2.8% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.7% 

Hispanic/Latino 11.0% 9.6% 13.1% 11.0% 12.7% 

Multiracial 10.0% 6.1% 9.2% 9.6% 7.7% 

White 73.0% 80.0% 71.9% 75.0% 76.1% 

Total Enrolled 132 115 153 136 142 

 

 

Klamath County 

Table Z. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Klamath Elementary schools per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 6.0% 5.8% 6.9% 6.6% 5.8% 

Asian 1.1% 1.2% 1.1% 0.9% 1.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 

Black/African American  1.0% 0.8% 0.9% 0.7% 0.7% 

Hispanic/Latino 19.4% 20.0% 19.5% 19.9% 20.8% 

Multiracial  5.8% 6.3% 6.2% 6.7% 7.0% 

White 66.6% 65.6% 65.2% 65.0% 64.6% 

Total Enrolled 9,643 9,664 9,565 9,672 9,719 

 

Bonanza Elementary School 

Table AA. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Bonanza per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 3.0% 4.1% 4.7% 4.8% 3.2% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.8% 1.4% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 23.0% 22.8% 22.9% 18.5% 22.1% 

Multiracial 4.0% 7.3% 8.7% 10.1% 7.2% 

White 69.0% 65.8% 63.6% 65.7% 66.2% 

Total Enrolled 206 219 253 248 222 
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Chiloquin Elementary School 

Table AB. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Chiloquin per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 45.3% 42.3% 39.3% 55.0% 53.4% 

Asian 1.0% 2.2% 1.8% 0.6% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American  1.0% 0.7% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 4.0% 2.9% 5.5% 3.6% 3.4% 

Multiracial  16.8% 16.1% 13.5% 5.3% 4.4% 

White 31.0% 35.8% 39.3% 35.5% 38.7% 

Total Enrolled  137 137 163 169 204 

 

Ferguson Elementary School 

Table AC. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Ferguson per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 5.0% 4.0% 4.1% 4.1% 4.4% 

Asian 1.0% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.4% 0.2% 0.2% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.6% 1.0% 0.0% 1.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 14.0% 14.6% 14.7% 15.8% 17.4% 

Multiracial 7.0% 5.6% 7.1% 8.6% 9.0% 

White 73.0% 74.8% 72.3% 70.8% 67.7% 

Total Enrolled 455 481 491 487 524 

 

Gearhart Elementary School 

Table AD. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Gearhart per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 27.0% 22.2% 14.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.7% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 9.0% 0.0% 0.0% 15.4% 0.0% 

Multiracial  36.0% 33.3% 28.6% 30.8% 16.7% 

White 27.0% 44.4% 57.1% 46.2% 83.3% 

Total Enrolled  11 9 7 13 12 
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Gilchrist Elementary School 

Table AE. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Gilchrist per year 
Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 4.0% 5.0% 4.5% 6.6% 5.6% 

Multiracial 9.0% 7.4% 7.2% 90.9% 8.7% 

White 88.0% 86.8% 88.3% 2.5% 85.7% 

Total Enrolled 105 121 111 121 126 

 

Henley Elementary School 

Table AF. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Henley per year 
Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 4.0% 4.4% 3.4% 4.1% 3.2% 

Asian 1.0% 0.9% 0.6% 0.4% 0.4% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.2% 

Black/African American 1.0% 0.5% 0.2% 0.2% 0.2% 

Hispanic/Latino 14.0% 17.4% 14.2% 13.3% 15.9% 

Multiracial 8.1% 3.7% 6.6% 7.7% 8.1% 

White 72.1% 73.1% 75.1% 74.4% 72.1% 

Total Enrolled 429 431 534 558 555 

 

Joseph Conger Elementary School 

Table AG. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Joseph Conger per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 6.0% 4.7% 6.4% 6.0% 5.4% 

Asian 1.0% 1.2% 1.0% 1.0% 1.3% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.5% 0.7% 0.2% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 11.0% 14.0% 12.7% 18.1% 19.3% 

Multiracial 7.0% 7.3% 7.1% 7.2% 7.7% 

White 74.0% 72.0% 71.8% 67.5% 66.3% 

Total Enrolled 411 422 408 403 389 
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Keno Elementary School 

Table AH. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Keno per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 6.0% 3.5% 1.1% 1.6% 1.0% 

Asian 1.0% 1.8% 1.1% 0.5% 0.5% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 7.0% 7.6% 11.8% 9.6% 11.2% 

Multiracial 8.0% 76.5% 8.6% 80.2% 9.3% 

White 78.0% 10.6% 77.4% 8.0% 78.0% 

Total Enrolled 162 170 186 187 205 

 

Malin Elementary School 

Table AI. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Malin per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 3.0% 5.2% 2.9% 3.6% 0.7% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 54.0% 59.0% 59.6% 53.3% 54.3% 

Multiracial  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.3% 

White 43.0% 35.8% 37.5% 43.1% 40.6% 

Total Enrolled  134 134 136 137 138 

 

Merrill Elementary School 

Table AJ. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Merrill per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 0.8% 1.4% 3.3% 0.7% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.4% 

Black/African American  0.8% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 57.6% 54.4% 51.4% 55.0% 50.7% 

Multiracial  0.0% 0.8% 0.7% 0.7% 0.7% 

White 41.7% 43.2% 45.7% 40.4% 46.7% 

Total Enrolled  132 125 140 151 142 

 
  



  

   
PACIFIC RESEARCH & EVALUATION, LLC    |    PG. 61 

 

Mills Elementary School 

Table AK. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Mills per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 5.0% 4. 8% 9.1% 5.1% 5.9% 

Asian 1.0% 1.7% 1.0% 0.8% 1.9% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 

Black/African American 3.0% 1.0% 1.2% 1.5% 1.6% 

Hispanic/Latino 44.0% 39.6% 39.5% 40.9% 41.2% 

Multiracial 9.0% 10.7% 6.9% 7.6% 8.0% 

White 38.0% 39.6% 42.2% 43.9% 41.4% 

Total Enrolled 412 419 405 394 374 

 

Pelican Elementary School 

Table AL. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Pelican per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15  2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 7.0% 6.5% 8.3% 6.9% 4.5% 

Asian 0.0% 0.4% 0.4% 1.5% 0.4% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 2.0% 

Black/African American 1.0% 1.5% 1.6% 0.7% 2.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 15.0% 17.2% 16.3% 16.4% 14.2% 

Multiracial 9.0% 8.8% 9.1% 7.7% 6.5% 

White 68.0% 65.6% 64.3% 65.3% 70.3% 

Total Enrolled 250 261 252 274 246 

 

Peterson Elementary School 

Table AM. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Peterson per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 3.0% 2.5% 3.3% 2.0% 2.5% 

Asian 1.0% 1.0% 1.3% 0.9% 0.8% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.0% 0.2% 

Black/African American 1.0% 1.7% 1.5% 1.0% 0.9% 

Hispanic/Latino 21.0% 20.5% 20.6% 21.3% 22.1% 

Multiracial 5.0% 7.6% 10.2% 8.9% 7.4% 

White 69.0% 66.4% 62.7% 65.9% 66.1% 

Total Enrolled 579 605 606 586 646 
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Roosevelt Elementary School 

Table AN. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Roosevelt per year 

Race/Ethnicity 2014-15  2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 3.0% 2.2% 3.4% 3.0% 1.5% 

Asian 3.0% 3.9% 3.1% 2.3% 1.5% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American 1.0% 0.6% 0.8% 0.5% 1.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 11.0% 10.8% 12.4% 16.0% 16.3% 

Multiracial 8.0% 6.6% 3.7% 5.3% 7.6% 

White 75.0% 76.0% 76.3% 72.8% 72.0% 

Total Enrolled 390 362 355 394 393 

 

Shasta Elementary School 

Table AO. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Shasta per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 9.0% 7.5% 8.6% 8.7% 3.2% 

Asian 3.0% 3.3% 2.5% 2.0% 2.2% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.4% 

Black/African American  1.0% 1.1% 1.4% 1.1% 1.1% 

Hispanic/Latino 15.0% 17.3% 14.3% 12.6% 20.1% 

Multiracial  5.0% 4.6% 6.4% 7.8% 7.5% 

White 68.0% 65.8% 66.5% 67.3% 65.5% 

Total Enrolled 547 549 561 539 536 

 

Stearns Elementary School 

Table AP. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Stearns per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 10.0% 7.5% 6.8% 8.6% 6.9% 

Asian 1.0% 3.3% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 1.0% 0.5% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 

Black/African American  1.0% 1.1% 0.9% 0.6% 1.2% 

Hispanic/Latino 26.0% 17.3% 31.1% 34.2% 34.6% 

Multiracial  3.0% 4.6% 4.6% 6.5% 7.2% 

White 59.0% 65.8% 55.7% 49.1% 49.3% 

Total Enrolled 345 549 325 336 347 
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Lake County 

Table AQ. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Lake Elementary schools per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 1.6% 2.0% 2.1% 1.9% 1.7% 

Asian 1.0% 1.4% 0.9% 0.7% 0.9% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.2% 0.2% 0.7% 0.0% 0.2% 

Black/African American  0.4% 0.7% 0.4% 0.3% 0.2% 

Hispanic/Latino 16.4% 16.2% 15.5% 15.5% 16.3% 

Multiracial  3.4% 2.4% 2.7% 4.7% 5.7% 

White 77.0% 77.2% 77.7% 77.3% 75.0% 

Total Enrolled  1,209 1,204 1,203 1,203 1,202 

 
 

Adel Elementary School 

Table AR. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Adel per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.0% 11.1% 11.1% 12.5% 25.0% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.5% 0.0% 

Multiracial  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

White 100.0% 88.9% 88.9% 75.0% 75.0% 

Total Enrolled  8 9 9 8 8 

 

Fremont/Hay Elementary School 

Table AS. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Fremont/Hay per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.0% 2.7% 2.5% 3.0% 2.6% 

Asian 0.0% 0.9% 0.8% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 

Black/African American  0.0% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 

Hispanic/Latino 23.0% 19.9% 21.4% 20.7% 20.7% 

Multiracial  2.0% 3.3% 3.1% 3.7% 5.1% 

White 73.0% 72.9% 71.5% 72.4% 71.1% 

Total Enrolled 335 336 355 352 353 
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Plush Elementary School 

Table AT. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Plush per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 0.0% 40.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Multiracial  0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

White 75.0% 60.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Total Enrollment 4 5 3 3 5 

 

Union Elementary School 

Table AU. Percentage of race/ethnicity in Union per year 
Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18 2018-19 

American Indian/Alaska Native 2.0% 1.3% 1.2% 0.6% 1.7% 

Asian 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 

Black/African American  0.0% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.0% 

Hispanic/Latino 1.0% 1.3% 1.2% 3.0% 1.7% 

Multiracial  2.0% 1.9% 2.9% 4.2% 2.3% 

White 95.0% 94.9% 94.1% 91.5% 94.3% 

Total Enrollment  165 156 170 165 176 
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Appendix B: Kindergarten Readiness Assessment Demographics by 

County and School District 

Douglas County 

Table A. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in ALL Douglas 

school districts per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native 0.6% - 0.6% - - 

Asian  - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino 6.6% 5.2% 6.8% 7.8% 9.7% 

Multiracial  5.1% 3.9% 3.1% 3.3% 6.3% 

White 83.1% 84.6% 83.7% 86.9% 82.9% 

Total Enrolled  1053 972 1057 1059 1055 

 

Table B. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Douglas school 

district 15 per year  

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native -  - - - - 

Asian  - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino -  -  - - - 

Multiracial  -  - - - -  

White -  70.0% 84.6% 78.6% 85.7% 

Total Enrolled  - 10 13 14 14 

 

Table C. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Roseburg school 

district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native 1.4% - - - - 

Asian  - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino 8.6% 10.8% 9.8% 13.0% 11.8% 

Multiracial  8.8% 5.9% 4.8% 2.5% 6.5% 

White  80.2% 81.1% 83.3% 82.6% 79.3% 

Total Enrolled  430 408 419 471 459 
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Table D. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Elkton school 

district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino - - - - - 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White  86.7% 100.0% 83.3% 88.2% 88.9% 

Total Enrolled  15 14 12 17 9 

 

Table E. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Camas Valley 

school district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino - - - - - 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White  93.3% -  83.3% 72.2% 92.9% 

Total Enrolled  15 - 18 18 14 

 

Table F. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Glendale school 

district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino - - - - - 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White 92.9% 85.7% 85.7% 91.3% 85.7% 

Total Enrolled  14 21 21 23 21 
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Table G. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Glide school 

district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino - - - - - 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White 90.2% 94.2% 86.0% 89.5% 75.5% 

Total Enrolled  51  52 43 57 53 

 

Table H. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in North Douglas 

school district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino - - - - - 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White  93.3% 77.3% 84.0% 85.2% 88.9% 

Total Enrolled  15 22 25 27 18 

 

Table I. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Oakland school 

district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino - - - - - 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White  87.2% 84.4% 88.9% 81.0% 85.7% 

Total Enrolled  39 32 36 42 35 
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Table J. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Reedsport school 

district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino - - - - - 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White  86.9% 80.0% 81.1% 85.2% 72.5% 

Total Enrolled  61 45 53 54 51 

 

Table K. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Riddle school 

district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino - - - - - 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White  81.8% 74.1% 85.2% 87.5% 84.6% 

Total Enrolled  33 27 27 32 39 

 

Table L. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in South Umpqua 

school district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - 4.4% - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino 8.5%  - 6.6% 8.2% 13.8% 

Multiracial  7.0% 6.8% 4.4% 7.4% 8.9% 

White  82.9% 84.6% 84.7% 81.1% 77.2% 

Total Enrolled  129 117 137 122 123 
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Table M. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Sutherlin school 

district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino 10.9%  - 9.4% 11.8% 14.4% 

Multiracial  5.9% 6.4%  - 7.8%   

White  82.4% 88.3% 85.5% 79.4% 83.1% 

Total Enrolled  119 94 117 102 118 

 

 

Table N. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Winston-Dillard 

school district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino 7.0% 6.2% 9.6% -  7.0% 

Multiracial  - - 6.1% -  7.8% 

White  85.2% 91.2% 80.7% 89.7% 82.6% 

Total Enrolled  115 113 114 107 115 

 

Table O. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Yoncalla school 

district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino - - - - - 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White  76.5% 87.5% 86.4% 86.7% 76.2% 

Total Enrolled  17 16 22 15 21 
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Klamath County 

Table P. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in ALL Klamath 

school districts per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native 7.0% 5.1% 7.0% 6.6% 6.1% 

Asian  - 1.3% - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino 19.4% 21.7% 18.4% 20.4% 21.3% 

Multiracial  7.2% 6.7% 9.1% 5.9% 6.7% 

White 64.8% 64.1% 63.5% 65.5% 63.7% 

Total Enrolled  727 743 784 696 743 

 

Table Q. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Klamath County 

school district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native 8.0% 5.4% 8.9% 8.3% 6.5% 

Asian  - 2.0%  -  -  - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander  -  -  -  -  - 

Black/African American   -  -  -  -  - 

Hispanic/Latino 18.1% 21.4% 16.0% 18.3% 20.5% 

Multiracial  6.3% 6.0% 8.9% 6.6% 6.9% 

White 65.2% 64.3% 64.8% 65.9% 64.5% 

Total Enrolled  489 496 537 458 507 

 

Table R. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Klamath Falls 

City Schools school district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native 5.0% 4.5% 2.8% 3.4% 5.1% 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino 21.4% 22.3% 23.5% 24.4% 22.9% 

Multiracial  8.8% 8.1% 9.3% 4.6% 6.4% 

White 63.9% 63.6% 60.7% 64.7% 61.9% 

Total Enrolled  238 247 247 238 236 
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Lake County 

Table S. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in ALL Lake school 

districts per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino 12.6% -  9.3% 15.3% 10.5% 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White 79.3% 82.7% 82.5% 81.2% 77.9% 

Total Population 87 75 97 85 86 

 

 

Table T. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Lake County 

school district 7 per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino 20.8%  - 13.4% 20.3% 17.3% 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White 71.7% 84.4% 82.1% 76.6% 73.1% 

Total Population 53 45 67 64 52 

 

Table U. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in North Lake 

school district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino - - - - - 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White 88.9% 63.6% 83.3% 100.0% 88.9% 

Total Population 18 11 12 8 18 
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Table V. Percentage of race/ethnicity from kindergarten assessment in Paisley school 

district per year 

Race/Ethnicity  2014-15 2015-16  2016-17  2017-18  2018-19  

American Indian/Alaska Native - - - - - 

Asian - - - - - 

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander - - - - - 

Black/African American  - - - - - 

Hispanic/Latino - - - - - 

Multiracial  - - - - - 

White 93.8% 89.5% 83.3% 92.3% 81.3% 

Total Population 16 19 18 13 16 

 

*No data was reported for the kindergarten assessment for Plush or Adel school districts.  
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Appendix C. Elementary School Survey 
 

1. Please select your county  

• Douglas 

• Klamath 

• Lake  

 

2. Please select your school (Drop down list of elementary schools) 

 

3. What is your role?  

a. Principal 

b. Kindergarten Teacher 

c. Other – Write In 

 

4. Does the current enrollment process provide you with information regarding incoming students’ 

participation in early learning programs prior to entering kindergarten? (Y/N) 

 

i. If YES, does it indicate the length of time that incoming students participated in a 

preschool and/or childcare facility? (Y/N)  

a. If no, would it be helpful for you to have access to this information?  

 

ii. If YES, what other details does the current enrollment process provide you regarding 

students’ participation in early learning programs? (OE) 

 

iii. If YES, what information is missing that would be helpful for you to know? (if 

applicable) (OE) 

 

iv. If NO, would it be helpful for you to have access to this information? (Y/N)  

If so, what specific details about incoming students’ participation in early learning 

programs would be most useful for you to know? (OE) 

 

5. Based on your experience, what percentage of the children entering kindergarten have 

participated in an early learning program? (Less than 25%, Between 26-50%, Between 51-75%, 

76-100%) 

 

6. How familiar are you with the preschools and childcare facilities located in your elementary 

school zone? (Very familiar, familiar, slightly familiar, not at all familiar)   

 

7. How important is it to the work you do to be in communication with local preschools and child 

care facilities? (Very Important, Important, Neutral, Not Important) 

 

8. How would you rate the overall relationship between your school and local preschools and child 

care facilities? (Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor) 
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9. What would improve the overall relationship between your school and local preschools and child 

care facilities?  

 

10. Which of the following activities would be beneficial to you in terms of partnering with child care 

providers and preschool teachers?  (Sharing transition information, sharing professional 

development, other (OE))  
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Appendix D. Number of Survey Responses by School within County 
 

Douglas County 

School n 

Brockway Elementary School 1 

Camas Valley Charter School 1 

Days Creek Charter School 1 

East Sutherlin Primary School 4 

Eastwood Elementary School 2 

Fir Grove Elementary School 1 

Glendale Elementary School 2 

Glide Elementary School 1 

Green Elementary School 2 

Hucrest Elementary School 3 

Melrose Elementary School 2 

Oakland Elementary School 2 

Tri City Elementary School 1 

Yoncalla Elementary School 1 

 

Klamath County 

School n 

Chiloquin Elementary School 3 

Gearhart Elementary School 1 

Gilchrist Elementary School 1 

Joseph Conger Elementary School 1 

Mills Elementary School 2 

Pelican Elementary School 2 

Peterson Elementary School 2 

Roosevelt Elementary School 2 

Shasta Elementary School 1 

 

Lake County 

School n 

North Lake School 2 
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Appendix E. Provider Survey 
1. In what county(s) is your early learning program located?  

• Douglas County  

• Klamath County 

• Lake County 

2. What school(s) do your students attend once they are school age? (select all that apply) 

• (List ~40 schools)  

3. Please choose what best describes your early learning program:  

• Child care facility only 

▪ What type of facility is it?  

• Unlicensed Home-based child care facility  

• Licensed Home-based child care facility 

• Licensed Center-based child care facility  

• Preschool only  

• Both childcare facility and preschool 

4. What program time sessions do you offer? (select all that apply) 

• Half day (less than 4 hours) 

• School day 

• Full day 

• Other (write in) 

5. What are your hours of operation? (Textbox) 

6. Does your early learning program offer year-round services? Y/N 

7. How many years has your early learning program been running for? (0-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 

years, 16-20 years, more than 20 years) 

8. Please indicate the number of children in your program on average each day? 

• 1-9 

• 10-19 

• 20-29 

• 30-39 

• 40-49 

• 50-100 

• More than 100  

9. What race/ethnicities are represented in your student population (select all that apply)  

• American Indian/Alaska Native 

• Asian 

• Black/African American 

• Hispanic/Latino 

• Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 

• White  

10. What primary language(s) do the children in your program speak at home (select all that apply)?  

• English 

• Spanish  

• Other (write in) 

11. Do you have children in your program who are dual language learners (learning two languages at 

the same time)? (Y/N)  

12. What is the age group of children who attend your program? (select all that apply) 

• Infants 
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▪ If selected, what is the cost per day for an infant to attend your program (Textbox $ 

per day) 

• Toddlers  

▪ If selected, what is the cost per day for a toddler to attend your program (Textbox 

$ per day) 

• Preschool age 

▪ If selected, what is the cost per day for a preschool-age child to attend your program? 

(Textbox $ per day) 

▪ If response is preschool age only, why do you not provide childcare for infants and 

toddlers at this time?  

13. Do you currently provide care to children receiving Employment Related Day Care (the state 

subsidy for income eligible families)? (Y/N) 

14. Do you have a waiting list for your program? (Y/N) 

i.  If so, for what age groups? (check all that apply) 

• Infants 

• Toddlers 

• Preschool age  

15. Does your program have eligibility requirements? (Y/N) 

• If Yes, what are they? 

16. What ideas or strategies would you suggest for expanding access to preschool and ensuring you 

have full enrollment in your Head Start / Oregon Pre- K program? (OE) 

 

This next set of questions will ask you about your connections with local elementary 

schools:  

17. With which elementary schools do you have a relationship (i.e. communicate and/or share 

information with)? (select all that apply) 

• (List ~40 schools) 

• I do not currently have a relationship with elementary schools 

▪ If so, are you interested in connecting more with elementary schools? (Y/N)  

If yes, what resources or support do you need to make these connections? 

(OE) 

18. How would you rate the relationship between your program and your local school district(s)? 

(Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor) 

19. What is going well regarding the relationship between your program and your local school 

district(s)? (OE) 

20. What would improve your relationship with your local school district(s)? (OE) 

21. How would you rate the overall communication between your program and your local school 

district(s)? (Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor) 

22. What could be improved about the communication with your local school district(s)? (OE) 

23. Do you communicate with kindergarten teachers regarding the number of children from your 

program you anticipate will enter kindergarten? (Y/N) 

• If Yes, how do you communicate this information with kindergarten teachers? (OE) 

• If No, would you be interested in a process for communicating this information? (Y/N) 

23b. Do you communicate with kindergarten teachers about effective strategies for 

working with specific children, particularly on behavior issues or learning challenges? 

[Y/N] 
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• If Yes, how do you communicate this information with kindergarten teachers? 

• If No, would you be interested in a process for communicating this information? 

 

This next set of questions will ask you for details about children transitioning from your 

program to kindergarten:   

24. Do you follow a specific curriculum or set of steps to prepare children for kindergarten? (Y/N) 

• If Yes, please describe your curriculum or steps (OE) 

25. Do you use formative assessment (a process for assessing where students in your program are at 

and then making subsequent changes to improve student’s learning)? 

• If Yes, how do you approach formative assessment? 

26. Do you assess for kindergarten readiness? (Y/N)  

• If Yes, how do you assess? (OE) 

• If Yes, do you communicate the assessment results to the K-12 district? (Y/N) 

▪ If yes, are results communicated for individual students, or cumulatively? 

27. Do you use a standard transition form for students entering kindergarten? (Y/N) 

• If yes, what types of information are included on this standard form? (OE) 

• If No, how do you record this transition information for your students? (OE) 

• If No, would you consider using a standard form? (Y/N) 

o If Yes, in your opinion, what details would be most important to have on this 

standard form? (OE) 

The following questions will ask you about staff training, professional development, and 

resources:  

28. Do you require training and continuing education for your staff? (Y/N) 

• If Yes, please describe the training required and how it is provided (e.g. in-house sessions 

and/or $ for external trainings, conferences, college courses, or coaching opportunities, etc.) 

(OE) 

29. Please describe professional, community-based, and other resources available to assist with your 

work and the needs of your students? Are there ways to improve access to these resources? (OE) 

This final set of questions is about how your program relates to families:  

30. How do you build relationships with families? (OE) 

31. What are the primary methods by which families learn about your services? (check all that apply) 

• Recruitment efforts by our organization 

• Referrals from community partners 

• Self-Referral 

• Social media 

• Word of mouth 

• Newspaper 

• Other (write in) 

32. When you suspect a family needs help (mental health, addictions, nutrition, parenting, etc.) do you 

know how to refer them? What services are used most often? (OE) 

33. What are the biggest challenges/barriers you face as an early learning provider? (OE) 
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Appendix F. Parent Survey 
 

1. In what county do you currently reside? 

O  Douglas  

O Klamath 

O Lake 

 

2. OPTIONAL: In which city or town do you currently reside? ____________________  

  

 

3. OPTIONAL: What is the race/ethnicity of your child?  

 

O African American/Black 

O Alaska Native/American Indian 

O Asian 

O Hispanic/Latino 

O Multiracial 

O Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander 

O White 

 

4. Do you currently have a child attending an early learning program?  

 O Yes  

O No 

 

 

5. What type of early learning facility does your child currently attend?  

O  Licensed child care center 

O  Licensed family/home-based facility  

O Unlicensed family/home-based facility  

O Preschool  

O  Other: _____________ 

O  I don’t know 

 

 

If you answered No to the previous question, please move on to question 6.  
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6. What, if any, are the barriers to accessing your ideal type of early learning facility (types of 

facilities are listed above in Question 5)? 

 

7. What do you prefer in terms of hours of operation?  

O Full-day  

O School-day  

O Half-day  

O Evening and/or Weekend Care 

8. How much do you currently pay for childcare? _____________ per day 

 

9. What is your ideal childcare budget? _____________ per day 

 

10. What is the maximum you would be willing to pay for childcare? _____________per day 

 

11. Cost is a significant limitation to me when selecting a child care program 

Strongly Disagree  Disagree Neutral  Agree        Strongly Agree 

    O                     O         O        O         O 

 

 

Please help us understand what factors are most important to you 

when selecting an early learning program by rating the following 

statements:  

 

Very Important 

Important 

 

Neutral 

 Somewhat Important 

 

Not Important  

12. Having the same person take care of my child regularly O O O O O 

13. Number of children in a program O O O O O 

14. Healthy meals and/or snacks provided O O O O O 

15. Family welcome to participate in the program O O O O O 

16. Regular communication with families by program staff O O O O O 

17. A clean, comfortable, friendly space O O O O O 

18. Indoor/Outdoor space for movement and play O O O O O 
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19. Adequate materials/books and toys provided O O O O O 

20. A daily routine and planned activities  O O O O O 

21. Support for my child’s home language and culture O O O O O 

22. Limited screen time on TVs, computer, tablets, etc. O O O O O 

23. A specific curriculum  O O O O O 

24. Number of years of staff experience  O O O O O 

25. Staff training and education  O O O O O 

26. Facility that is licensed through the state O O O O O 

27. Children encouraged to play together O O O O O 

28. Trusted staff O O O O O 

29. Staff read to and play with children O O O O O 

30. Staff actively smile, listen, and talk to children   O O O O O 

31. Transportation to/from program O O O O O 

32. Balancing program schedule with my work schedule O O O O O 

33. Location of the program O O O O O 

 

34. Please rank your top 5 factors, in order of importance, when selecting an early learning program 

(please choose from the options listed in questions 12 through 33) 

1. ____________________________________ 

2. ____________________________________ 

3. ____________________________________ 

4. ____________________________________ 

5. ____________________________________ 

 

35. What other factors contribute to your decision when selecting an early learning program?  
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36. Please tell us more about any challenges you experience overall in finding the ideal early learning 

program (if applicable)?  

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Appendix G. Parents’ City of Residence 
 

Douglas County (n = 52) 

  n 

Drain 1 

Myrtle creek 2 

Oakland 3 

Reedsport 1 

Riddle 1 

Roseburg 33 

Sutherlin 4 

Tenmile 1 

Winchester 1 

Winston 3 

Yoncalla 2 

 

Klamath County (n = 122) 

  n 

Beatty 1 

Bonanza 7 

Chiloquin 3 

Keno 3 

Klamath Falls 96 
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Malin 5 

Merrill 2 

Midland 1 

Sprague River 1 

Tulelake  3 

 

Lake County (n = 1) 

  n 

Lakeview 1 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix H. Superintendent Interview Questions 
Preschool Questions: This first set of questions is specific to the preschool efforts in your 

district. Think of these as quality, developmentally appropriate learning environments. They are 

different from childcare environments as they are not typically full day and they usually serve 

children 3-4 years of age.  

1. What do the preschool efforts look like in your district? Do you have preschools within 

your schools or are you partnering with another program to provide these services to 

families? 

 

2. What would you identify as the greatest preschool needs in your district?  

a. What strategies does the district have in place for increasing access to preschools 

for families? 

 

3. How would you like to see preschool services expanded in your district?  

Childcare Questions: This next set of questions are specific to childcare. Childcare facilities 

typically serve children ranging from age 0-6 years of age and most often offer full day care for 

working parents.  

4. What would you identify as the greatest childcare needs in your district? 

a. What strategies does the district have in place for increasing access to childcare 

options for families?  
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5. Does your district’s current enrollment process provide you with information regarding 

incoming students’ participation in early learning programs (childcare or preschool) prior 

to entering kindergarten?  

a. What type of information do you receive? 

b. What additional information would you like to receive? 

 

6. Would you like to have an increased partnership with the South-Central Early Learning 

Hub to support early learning in your district?  

a. If so, how could the Hub provide support for your district’s early learning efforts? 

b. What would you like to see the partnership with the Hub look like moving 

forward? 

 

7. Is there anything you would like the Hub to know about childcare or preschool efforts in 

your district? 

 

8. Do you have any other comments about the early learning needs in your districts or your 

partnership with the Hub? 

Appendix I. Provider Reported Elementary Schools 
School n* 

Adel Elementary School 3 

Bonanza Elementary School 6 

Brockway Elementary School 12 

Camas Valley Charter School 8 

Canyonville School 10 

Chiloquin Elementary School 6 

Days Creek Charter School 5 

East Sutherlin Primary School 9 

Eastwood Elementary School 13 

Elkton Charter School 5 

Ferguson Elementary School 8 

Fir Grove Elementary School 15 

Fremont/Hay Elementary School 4 

Fullerton IV Elementary School 16 

Gearhart Elementary School 1 

Glendale Elementary School 4 

Glide Elementary School 9 

Green Elementary School 13 

Henley Elementary School 10 

Highland Elementary School 4 

Hucrest Elementary School 14 

Joseph Conger Elementary School 4 

Keno Elementary School 4 
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Lookingglass Elementary School 13 

Malin Elementary School 7 

Melrose Elementary School 13 

Merrill Elementary School 5 

Mills Elementary School 8 

Myrtle Creek Elementary School 10 

North Douglas Elementary School 4 

Oakland Elementary School 5 

Paisley Charter School 1 

Pelican Elementary School 5 

Peterson Elementary School 12 

Plush Elementary School 1 

Riddle Elementary School 7 

Roosevelt Elementary School 10 

Shasta Elementary School 9 

Stearns Elementary School  11 

Sunnyslope Elementary School 11 

Tri City Elementary School 9 

Union Elementary School 1 

Winchester Elementary School 13 

Yoncalla Elementary School 8 
*Total represents providers indicating all schools; providers were able to enter multiple options. 


