




























































State Capitol Bldg. Rm 216   Phone (907) 465-2095 
Juneau, AK 99801-1182    Fax (907) 465-3810 
Rep.Chris.Tuck@akleg.gov   Toll-free (866) 465-2095 

           
 

Representative Chris Tuck 
Alaska State Legislature   Phone: (907) 465-2095  
State Capitol, Room 216  Toll-free: (866) 465-2095  
Juneau, AK 99801   

   

 

House Bill 164 – Early Ed Programs; Reading; Virtual Ed 

Version G – Summary of Changes 

 
Version G of House Bill 164 removes sections 4, 6, 8, 12, 16, 19, 22, 26, 30, 32, and 
40. In version I of the bill these sections repealed the changes made by the bill on 
June 30, 2034. As a result of removing the repealers, any changes described in 
version G pertaining to Sections 3, 5, 7, 10, 11, 15, 18, 21, 25, 29, 31, and 39 
would be permanent. 
 
Version G amends the title of the bill to align with changes made through the 
amendment process. (Page 1, lines 1-11) 
 
Version G amends the short title to “The Alaska Reads Act.” (Page 2, line 3) 
 
Version G inserts legislative intent language affirming that this legislation does not 
promote English-only reading curricula and recognizes a student’s right to learn to 
read through culturally responsive materials in multiple languages. (Page 2, lines 4-
11) 
 
Section 3 of version G aligns with section 2 of version I. (Page 2) 
 
Section 4 of version G aligns with Section 3 of version I. (Page 2) 
 
Version G removes section 4 of version I. 
  
Section 5 of version G amends section 6 of version I to clarify when parents and 
guardians receive early reading information and inserts subsection 6 regarding 
the role of socio-emotional learning on developmental success. (Page 3, lines 1-15) 
 
Version G removes section 6 of version I. 
 



Section 6 of version G amends section 7 of version I by directing DEED to employ a 
data analyst.  (Page 3, Line 17 and removing 8(a)(b)(c) from section 7 of v. I Page 4, Lines 6-
11) 
 
Version G removes sections 8 and 9 of version I.  
 
Section 7 of version G. aligns with Section 10 of version I and clarifies that a child 
who is at least four years of age maybe be admitted to a public early education 
program. (Page 4) 
 
Version G removes sections 11 and 12 of version I. 
 
Section 8 of version G aligns with Section 13 of version I. However, reporting 
requirements under subsections (e) and (f) in version I are removed. This is 
because changes made to version I removed progression waivers and good causes 
exemptions. (Pages 4-5, Lines 24-18) 
 
Section 9 of version G aligns with section 14 of version I and inserts subsection (d) 
under AS 14.03.420 Parents as Teachers program, clarifying the term “parent,” to 
include a broad and culturally responsive definition. (Page 8, Lines 2-5) 
 
Section 10 of version G aligns with section 15 of version I. (Pages 8-9) 
 
Version G removes section 16 of version I. 
 
Section 11 of version G aligns with section 17 of version I and inserts clarifying 
language regarding the exclusion of head start from the definition of an early 
education program operated by a public school. (Page 10, Lines 25-26) 
 
Section 12 of version G aligns with Section 18 of version I and directs DEED to 
consult schools and tribes when providing optional textbooks to school districts 
who request additional support while implementing reading intervention services 
provided under authorizing statutes in this Act. (Page 11, Lines 5-8) 



 
Version G removes section 19 of version I. 
 
Section 13 of version G aligns with section 20 of version I by amending subsection 
(5)(B)(i) to extend the allotted time an educator may complete minimum 
requirements in early education from one to two years. (Page 11, Lines 27-30) 
 
Section 14 of version G aligns with Section 21 of version I. (Page 12) 
 
Version G removes section 22 of version I. 
 
Section 15 of version G aligns with section 23 of version I. (Page 13) 
 
Version G removes section 24 of version I. 
 
Section 16 of version G aligns with section 25 of version I. (Page 13) 
 
Version G removes section 24 of version I. 
 
Section 17 of version G aligns with section 27 of version I. (Pages 13-14) 
 
Section 18 of version G aligns with section 28 of version I. (Page 14) 
 
Section 19 of version G aligns with section 29 of version I. (Page 14) 
 
Version G removes section 30 of version I. 
 
Section 20 of version G aligns with section 31 of version I by inserting a provision 
that requires any out-of-state preliminary teacher being certified under this 
section to teach in Alaska to also complete additional training through an Alaska 
Native lens and using Alaska Native cultural standards. (Page 15, Lines 16-19) 
 
Version G removes sections 32 and 33 of version I. 



 
Section 21 of version G aligns with section 34 of version I and inserts a new 
subsection (m) that requires any out-of-state preliminary teacher being certified 
under this section to teach in Alaska to also complete additional through an 
Alaska Native lens and using Alaska Native cultural standards. (Page 15, Lines 28-31) 
 
Version G inserts a new section to AS 14.30 and authorizes DEED to collaborate 
with and provide technical and financial support to a school district to develop 
Alaska Native language immersion programs for kindergarten through grade 
three. (Page 16, Lines 2-7) 
 
Section 23 of version G aligns with section 35 of version I and makes the following 
changes: 
 

• Permits school districts to opt-out of offering individualized intensive 
reading services to students in grades kindergarten through three. (Page 18, 
Line 5) 

 
• Permits school districts to opt-out of providing intensive reading services in 

addition to core reading instruction to all students. (Page 18, Line 8) 
 

• Aligns AS 14.30.765 subsection (c)(7) with the removal of subsections (8) 
and (9) in version I by removing the provision that prohibits a struggling 
kindergarten through 3rd-grade reader from being retained more than once. 
(Page 20, Lines 19-20) 

 
• Removes AS 14.30.765 subsections (8) and (9) that requires a school district 

to explain the waiver process to a parent or guardian. 
 

• Amends AS 14.30.765 subsection (d) to require a parent or guardian to 
determine whether a struggling reader may progress to the next grade and 
removes any contingency provision if a parent or guardian is unavailable for 
consultation. (Pages 20 & 21, Lines 26-2) 



 
• Removes AS 14.30.765 subsection (g) which required DEED to develop a 

recognition program for districts that demonstrate intervention reading 
services success. 

 
• Removes AS 14.30.765 subsection (h) which permitted a superintendent to 

exempt a student from grade retention and provided good cause 
exemptions for students with disabilities, students who have previously 
received intensive reading services, or students who are English language 
learners. 

 
• Removes AS 14.30.765 subsection (i) which permitted a parent or guardian 

to request a good cause exemption for their struggling reader. 
 
• Removes AS 14.30.765 subsection (j) which outlined the process for 

notification of a parent or guardian when the superintendent retention 
contingency provision under version I AS 14.30.765 was enacted. 

 
• Removes AS 14.30.765 subsection (m)(1) & (2), which outlined specific 

criteria school districts must consider when adopting a mid-year 
progression policy. 

 
• Removes AS 14.30.765 subsection (o) which prohibited a struggling reader 

from being retained more than once. 
 

• Amends AS 14.30.770 by removing the limiting percentage of low-
performing schools served, frequency in which schools may be served, 
removing the application process, permitting schools to opt-out of the 
program, increasing the number of participating schools to ten (10), 
requiring DEED to hire a reading specialist for at least a year or until every 
student requiring intervention has progressed, requiring a reading specialist 
to work directly with struggling readers and their primary teacher, inserting 



language requiring DEED to hire at least one reading specialist for every 
four (4) classes in which 25 percent of students require individual reading 
plans, broaden membership and participation in an annual convening of 
stakeholders regarding program efficacy and implementation, and 
authorizes equal consideration of the academic or professional experience 
in qualifying a candidate for a DEED-funded reading specialist position. 
(Pages 25-26) 

 
• Inserts AS 14.30.775 and directs the state to appropriate $1,000 for each K-

3 grade struggling reader to a school district. (Page 26, Lines 19-24) 
 

• Inserts AS 14.30.780 and exempts an Alaska Native language immersion 
program from AS 14.30.770. This section does permit DEED to assist in 
reading program strategies if requested. (Page 26 & 27, Lines 25-1) 

 
Section 24 of version G aligns with Section 36 of version I and makes the following 
changes: 
 

• Amends all references of “consortium,” to “library.” 
 

• Directs DEED to establish and maintain a library that is created by local 
educators, school districts, the University of Alaska, and other locally 
sourced resources. (Page 27, Lines 19-24) 

 
• Removes a provision under subsection (b) and associated subsections (b)(1) 

and (2) that permitted virtual instruction. 
 

• Substantially amends subsection (d) by removing the ability for DEED to 
charge a fee to school districts that participate in the consortium and 
instead permit a school district to charge a fee for a course included in the 
library. (Page 28, Lines 12-14) 

 
• Removes subsections (e) and (f). 



 
Section 25 of version G aligns with Section 37 of version I. 
 
Section 26 of version G aligns with Section 38 of version I. 
 
Version G removes Sections 39 & 40 of version I. 
 
Section 27 of version G aligns with Section 41 of version I. 
 
Section 28 of version G aligns with Section 42 of version I. 
 
Section 29 of version G aligns with Section 43 of version I. 
 
Section 30 of version G aligns with Section 44 of version I. 
 
Section 31 of version G aligns with Section 45 of version I. 
 
Version G removes section 46 of version I. 
 
Section 32 of version G aligns with Section 47 of version I and removes reference 
to the above section as all the changes made in this Act will continue in perpetuity 
unless amended by future legislatures. 
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House Bill 164 Version G – Early Ed Programs; Reading; Virtual Ed 

Updated Sectional Analysis 

“An Act relating to the duties of the Department of Education and Early Development; relating 
to reading; relating to public schools and school districts; relating to early education programs; 
relating to funding for early education programs; relating to school age eligibility; relating to 
reports by the Department of Education and Early Development; relating to reports by school 
districts; relating to certification and competency of teachers; relating to assessing reading 
deficiencies and providing reading intervention services to public school students enrolled in 

grades kindergarten through three; relating to textbooks and materials for reading intervention 
services; establishing a reading program in the Department of Education and Early 

Development; relating to school operating funds; relating to a virtual education library; and 
providing for an effective date.” 

 
Section 1 – Establishes this Act as the Alaska Reads Act. 
 
Section 2 – Inserts legislative intent language recognizing a student’s right to learn 
to read through culturally responsive materials in multiple languages. 
 
Section 3 – Amends AS 14.03.040, Day in session, to clarify the length of a school 
day for grades 4- 12. 
 
Section 4 – Amends AS 14.03.060 to give the Alaska Department of Early 
Education and Development (DEED) the ability to approve and supervise a district 
early education program. 
 
Section 5 – Amends AS 14.03.072 by aligning terminology and requiring all 
districts provide information regarding the importance of early reading, adult 
literacy, and socio-emotional learning to parents and guardians of students at the 
first parent-teacher conference of the year. 
 
Section 6 – Amends AS 14.03.078 by directing DEED to employ a data analyst 
and include in their annual report to the legislature information collected under AS 
14.03.120 and AS 14.30-760 – 14.30.775. 



 
Section 7 – Amends AS 14.03.080 to allow children who are at least four (4) years 
of age to attend publicly provided early education programs. 
 
Section 8 – Amends AS 14.03.120 by adding a new subsection that establishes 
annual reporting requirements for school districts to report student performance 
metrics in grades K-3. 
 
Section 9 – Amends AS 14.03 by establishing a statewide early education grant 
program. The early education grant program includes financial support, 
professional training, and technical assistance to school districts to develop or 
improve their high-quality, locally designed, culturally responsive, universal 
voluntary pre-K program. 
 
Participation in the grant program is not required and school districts are not 
mandated to establish a pre-K program. 
 
AS 14.03.420 codifies the Parents as Teachers (PAT) program as a program of the 
state within DEED and specifies criteria for PAT to demonstrate its efficacy in 
supporting school districts with pre-K education. 
 
Section 10 – Amends AS 14.07.020 and directs DEED to supervise all early 
education programs, approve those early education programs established under AS 
14.03.410, establish a new reading program (AS 14.07.065), and offer reading 
intervention programs to participating schools (AS 14.30.770). 
 
Section 11 – AS 14.07.020 is amended to define an early education program as a 
pre-K program, but not including a head start program, for students three to five 
years old if its primary function is educational. 
 
Section 12 – Amends AS 14.07.050 to direct DEED to consult schools and tribes 
when providing optional textbooks to school districts who request additional 
support while implementing reading intervention services provided under the 
authorizing statutes in this Act. 
 



Section 13 – Amends AS 14.07.165 by directing the Alaska State Board of 
Education and Early Development (state board) to establish regulations for a high-
quality, locally designed, evidence-based, culturally responsive early education 
program for children who are four and five years of age. 
 
Section 14 – Amends AS 14.07.168 by directing the state board to include 
information and analysis collected under AS 14.30.800. 
 
Section 15 – Amends AS 14.07.180 by directing the state board to establish 
standards for reviewing and approving early education through grade 3 language 
arts curricula based on the five components of evidence-based reading. 
 
Section 16 – Amends AS 14.17.500 by adding new subsections on how a student 
participating in a DEED-approved early education program is counted under a 
school district’s Average Daily Membership (ADM) calculations. 
  
Sections 17 and 18 – Amends AS 14.17.505 by increasing the unreserved fund 
balance a school district may carry forward into a new fiscal year. 
 
Section 19 – Amends AS 14.17.905 to include students in early education 
programs approved by DEED in the definition of an elementary school. 
 
Section 20 – Amends AS 14.20.015 to ensure teaching certificate reciprocity and 
teaching proficiency for teachers moving to Alaska. The section inserts a provision 
requiring any out-of-state preliminary teacher being certified under this section to 
teach in Alaska to complete additional training through an Alaska Native lens and 
using Alaska Native cultural standards. 
 
Section 21 – Amends AS 14.20.020 by adding a new subsection to require all 
teachers to complete at least three credits or equivalency in evidence-based reading 
instruction to be eligible for an endorsement in elementary education. The section 
inserts a provision for any out-of-state preliminary teacher being certified under 
this section to teach in Alaska that they must also complete additional training 
through an Alaska Native lens and using Alaska Native cultural standards. 
 



Section 22 – Inserts a new section to AS 14.30 and authorizes DEED to 
collaborate with a school district to develop an Alaska Native language immersion 
program for kindergarten through grade three. The section allows DEED to 
provide technical and financial support to school districts. 
 
Section 23 – Establishes Article 15, Reading Intervention. 
 
Establishes AS 14.30.760, which directs DEED to establish a culturally responsive 
statewide reading program and support school districts in implementation.  
 
Establishes AS 14.30.765, which permits school districts to opt-out of providing 
culturally responsive intensive reading intervention services to K-3 students who 
are identified as struggling readers. 
 
Establishes AS 14.30.770, which directs DEED to establish a statewide reading 
program to assist the lowest-performing school districts serving K-3 students in 
proving reading intervention services. 
 
Section 24 – Establishes Article 16, Virtual Education. 
 
Establishes AS 14.30.800, a virtual education library operated by DEED in 
collaboration with educators, school districts, the University of Alaska Anchorage, 
and other local education resources. 
 
Section 25 – Amends AS 14.60.010 to provide a definition of “culturally 
responsive.” 
 
Section 26 – Directs early education program staff to be included in those required 
to report evidence of child abuse. 
 
Section 27 – Establishes a July 1, 2024, deadline for when DEED must make 
virtual education courses available. 
 
Section 28 – Provides applicability language relating to endorsements in 
elementary education issued on or after the effective date of this Act. 



 
Section 29 – Directs DEED to provide a detailed analysis of this Act to the Alaska 
State Legislature no later than the 30th day of the First Regular Session of the 38th 
Alaska State Legislature. 
 
Section 30 – Is transition language that prohibits DEED from approving more than 
$3,000,000 in state aid for early education programs for FY 23 above the previous 
fiscal year. 
 
Section 31 – Is transition language that permits DEED to begin adopting the 
regulations needed to actualize this Act prior to the effective date of the legislation. 
 
Section 32 – Establishes an effective date of July 1, 2022. 
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House Bill 164 – Summary of Additional Supporting 
Documents 

Alaska School District K-3 Reading Report to the Legislature compiled by the 
Alaska Department of Education and Early Development. 
 

• The report shows an inconsistent approach to reading instruction across 
Alaska with inadequate measures for quality control. 

• Labeled: HB 164 Research Alaska School District K-3 Reading Survey Report 
to the Legislature 1.25.2022 

 
Colorado’s curriculum crackdown by Dale Chu. 
 

• A report from the Thomas B. Fordham Institute detailing how the education 
department in the state of Colorado has been reinforcing school districts' 
use of approved evidence-based reading curricula.  

• The author articulates that “adopting high-quality curriculum should be 
low-hanging fruit for school districts.” 

• Labeled: HB 164 Research Colorado’s Curriculum Crackdown 1.25.2022 
 
The Long-Term Effects of Universal Preschool in Boston by MIT Department of 
Economics. 
 

• Researchers use a randomized study to identify possible long and short-
term effects of Boston’s Public Schools’ universal public preschool program. 

• Researchers found that attending a public preschool had positive long-term 
and short-term effects on students. 

• Labeled: HB 164 Research Long-Term Effects of Universal Preschool in 
Boston 1.25.2022 

• Labeled: HB 164 Research Blueprint Labs Discussion Paper 2021.05 
1.25.2022 



FLYPAPER

Colorado’s curriculum crackdown

Dale Chu

1.6.2022

To start the year off on an upbeat note, Colorado’s muscular effort to improve K–3
reading curriculum finally appears to be paying off. One of twenty states that passed or
recently considered measures related to the science of reading, the Centennial State
began cracking down on how its teacher preparation programs cover early literacy. It is
now in the process of requiring teachers to demonstrate more in-depth knowledge about
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reading pedagogy as well as tightening the reins on which reading programs may be
used by districts. Last year, barely two in five of the state’s many local districts used
reading curricula from the state’s list of approved programs. That has already risen to 63
percent. 

The encouraging news can be traced back to Colorado’s READ Act, a major law enacted
ten years ago requiring districts to help struggling readers in the early grades. But laws
are blunt instruments, particularly when it comes to improving classroom practice, and
the READ Act was no exception. Frustrated by the slow rate of progress, lawmakers
passed an update to the statute in 2019, which spurred the state to take a more assertive
role in compelling districts to pick from the list of state-approved curricula. Notably,
Colorado’s four largest districts—Denver, Jefferson County, Douglas County, and Cherry
Creek—have all recently publicized plans to adopt new elementary reading programs
that adhere to reading science.

The state’s department of education sent out dozens of letters last fall notifying districts
that plans for complying with the curriculum requirement must be submitted later this
month. Those that don’t risk having their accreditation rating lowered—a toothless
consequence by itself but one that could lead to greater sanctions down the road.
Colorado districts have long enjoyed wide latitude on their curriculum choices—it’s a
“local control” state, after all—so it’s not surprising that some districts have pushed back
by playing games or disregarding the state’s directives. But in a foreshadowing of what
may be to come, the state’s fifth largest district, Aurora Public Schools, made an abrupt
about-face in December after arguing for months that the state’s rules didn’t apply to it.
What’s important to understand here is how and why Colorado’s policy is getting results.
Other states may have similar laws on the books, but they haven’t yet seen this kind of
response. So what’s the secret? Four things come to mind.

The first was an unusual level of legislative involvement in the details of classroom
teaching, emanating from both sides of the aisle. Consider just this one passage from the
final law:

Each [district] that enrolls students in kindergarten or first, second, or third grade
shall provide to the students the instructional programming and services necessary
to…develop the reading skills to enable them to master academic standards and
expectations....The instructional programming and services for teaching students to
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read must be evidence based and scientifically based and must focus on reading
competency in the areas of phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary development,
reading fluency including oral skills, and reading comprehension.

I have mixed feelings about how heavy a hand state legislatures should take when it
comes to the nuts and bolts of curriculum and instruction. Those of us who have had a
hand on the switch when it comes to influencing state policy often have strong feelings
about what is and isn’t within the state’s bailiwick. But if there’s an exception, it might be
in Colorado’s unapologetic attention to reading in the early grades, where the battle to
ensure the success of our students is largely won or lost.

Second, Colorado’s elected state board of education—which is directly accountable to
voters for shaping policy—has been animated by an urgency to raise reading proficiency
scores. For example, a report commissioned last year to review the state’s landmark
reading law recommended giving districts more time to replace state-rejected reading
materials because curriculum adoption is “expensive and time consuming.” Several state
board members balked at the suggestion, with one saying, “Reading should be the
highest priority that any school district has so they need to be allocating the resources to
make the adjustment as soon as possible.” Another added, “Some of the [reading]
programs that are in use are actually detrimental to the science of reading. I don’t think
we need any more time. I don’t think we have any more time.”

Third, ongoing pressure applied by parents focused attention on the abysmal number of
students reading at grade level as well as the barriers—including financial ones—that
several districts had erected to obfuscate how literacy is taught. Indeed, officials in
Jefferson County, the state’s second largest district, initially reported that it didn’t know
what reading programs its schools used! Thanks to the efforts of COKID, a group of
parents of children with dyslexia, among others, the legislature enacted a transparency
bill requiring districts to submit information about their core and supplemental reading
programs for posting on the state department’s website.

Lastly, the news coverage about flawed instructional approaches galvanized by Emily
Hanford’s indispensable work sounded the clarion call. Curriculum reform advocates
flogged her stuff to state lawmakers, district leaders, and other key stakeholders. Without
Hanford’s oeuvre, it’s hard to imagine Colorado making progress at its recent pace. By
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shining a spotlight on the deficiencies in how elementary schools approach teaching
reading, she helped equip policymakers and parents alike with the tools to become
knowledgeable and persuasive advocates for high-quality instructional materials.

The open question is how far can literacy laws move the needle on student learning. But
good policy is always preferable to crappy policy, and adopting a high-quality curriculum
should be low-hanging fruit for school districts, more so after receiving Uncle Sam’s
ESSER largesse. Although it remains to be seen how vigorously Colorado will continue
to exercise its oversight over curriculum in the face of countervailing pressures to ease
up, it’s nonetheless heartening to see state leaders leaning in to ensure that schools
employ sound methods for teaching children how to read. If they haven’t already, more
states should keep an eye on Colorado’s curriculum reform efforts.

POLICY PRIORITY: HIGH EXPECTATIONS
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The Long-Term Effects of Universal 
Preschool in Boston 
 

Guthrie Gray-Lobe 
Parag Pathak 
Christopher Walters 
 
Policy Brief | May 2021   
 

Summary 
High-quality early childhood education 
is increasingly viewed as an important 
and cost-effective intervention to 
address early-life deficits. New research 
from economists Guthrie Gray-Lobe 
(UChicago), Parag Pathak (MIT), and 
Christopher Walters (UC Berkeley) 
studies the short and long-run impacts 
of Boston Public Schools’ universal 
public preschool program. It is the first 
study that uses a randomized research 
design to examine the long-term 
outcomes of children attending a large-
scale program.  
 
The researchers find that attending a 
Boston public preschool led to positive 
long-term impacts on educational 
attainment as attendees were more 
likely to graduate from high school and 
enroll in college. The short-term effect  

 
of preschool on test scores was minimal, 
but there was a substantial impact on 
student behavior. Effects were larger for 
boys but did not differ by race or 
income. As policymakers consider 
increased public investment in 
universal preschool, the research 
findings suggest that preschool can lead 
to long-term educational attainment 
gains through improvements in 
behavior. Furthermore, the observed 
effects across demographic groups 
suggest that all students are likely to 
benefit from universal preschool.    
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Source 
Gray-Lobe, G., Pathak, P. A., and C. R. Walters 
(2021): “The Long-Term Effects of Universal 
Preschool in Boston,” SEII Discussion Paper 
#2021.05. 
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Setting 
This work studies the impact of Boston 
Public Schools’ (BPS) public preschool 
program using data on more than 4,000 
preschool applicants from 1997 to 2003. 
The study leverages the randomization 
embedded in the BPS preschool lottery-
based assignment process to compare 
the outcomes of students who won a 
preschool seat to students whose 
random lottery number was not high 
enough to win a seat. The study 
combines data from Boston Public 
Schools, the Massachusetts Department 
of Elementary and Secondary 
Education, and the National Student 
Clearinghouse. 
 
Key finding #1: Public preschool in 
Boston boosted educational attainment. 
Students attending public preschool in 
Boston were more likely to graduate 
from high school and enroll in college. 
Enrolling in preschool increased the 
likelihood that a student would ever 
graduate from high school by 6 
percentage points. Similar impacts are 
evident with respect to college going. 
Preschool attendees were 8 percentage 
points more likely to attend college on-
time, an effect driven by increased 
enrollment at four-year colleges and 
Massachusetts colleges. 

Preschool enrollment also increased the 
likelihood of taking the SAT by 9 
percentage points. Taken together, this 
represents consistent and substantial 
evidence of the impact of Boston public 
preschool on long-term educational 
attainment. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Key finding #2: The short-term impacts 
of preschool are evident in student 
behavior but not test scores. 
Boston public preschool had little 
detectable impact on elementary, 
middle, and high school state 
standardized test scores. Additionally, 
there was minimal effect on the 
likelihood that a student repeats a 
grade. This lack of short-term preschool 
effects contrasts with the findings on 
long-term educational attainment. 
However, the story evolves when the  
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school

Attend college on-
time
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+8.3 p.p. 

+6 p.p. 

Figure 1. Impact of Boston's public 
preschool program on educational 

attainment 
 

How to read this figure: The figure compares students 
who randomly won a preschool seat to those who did 
not win a seat. For example, lottery-winners attending 
preschool had a 6 percentage point higher high school 
graduation rate than the 63.6% rate for students who 
did not receive a high enough lottery number to attend 
preschool. 
 

69.6% 
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54.2% 

45.9% 

70.4% 
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researchers analyze short-term 
behavioral outcomes. Findings indicate 
that attending Boston public preschool 
reduced total high school suspensions 
and decreased the likelihood of ever 
being in juvenile incarceration. 
Although the study detected no impact 
of preschool on short-term test scores, 
the positive effects on student behavior 
suggest ongoing skill formation that 
culminates in higher long-term 
educational attainment. 

Key finding #3: The benefits of 
preschool are larger for boys than girls 
but do not differ by race and income. 
As a policymaker weighs an expansion 
of public preschool against budgetary 
constraints, a likely consideration is  
whether to offer universal preschool or 
a more targeted program for 
disadvantaged students. The 
researchers explore whether Boston 
public preschool has a differential 
impact by gender, race, or income. Both 

boys and girls attending preschool have 
a higher chance of attending college, 
but the preschool effect is larger for 
boys. In contrast, there are no 
differences in preschool impact by race 
and income (as proxied by whether a 
student receives a free or reduced-price 
lunch). Notwithstanding the gender 
difference, this study suggests that all 
students – regardless of race or income - 
are likely to benefit from a universal 
preschool program.  
 

Future research 
Future work will explore the impact of 
preschool later in the student lifecycle 
and quantify the effect of public 
preschool on employment, earnings, 
and adult criminal activity. As 
policymakers consider public 
investment in preschool in a variety of 
settings, future studies will also 
evaluate the benefits of public preschool 
in sites other than Boston with more 
recent cohorts.  

 Outcome Impact of attending preschool 

Long-term 
educational 
attainment 

Graduate high school ­ 6 percentage points more likely 

Take the SAT ­ 8.5 percentage points more likely 

Enroll in college on-time ­ 8.3 percentage points more likely 

Ever enroll in college ­ 5.4 percentage points more likely 

Academic 
achievement 

State standardized test scores - No detectable impact 

Repeat a grade - No detectable impact 

Student 
behavior 

Suspensions in high school ¯ 0.24 fewer suspensions 

Juvenile incarceration ¯ 0.8 percentage points less likely 

Table 1. Impact of Boston Public Schools’ preschool program 

How to read this table: The table compares students who randomly won a preschool seat to those who did 
not win a seat. For example, lottery-winners attending preschool had a 6 percentage point higher chance of 
graduating high school than students who did not receive a high enough lottery number to attend preschool. 
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