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Why should you care about the availability of quality early education and child care in
Alaska? Because stepping up early education for our children is critical for all of us.

LET US STEP YOU THROUGH THE FACTS.
@ Early childhood education and child care play a critical and
measurable role in Alaska’s economy

0 The availability of quality, affordable child care remains a
challenge for many Alaska families

3 Alaskans across the state place a high priority on state
funding for early education and child care

Until recently, there was no data specific to Alaska to demonstrate how the
welfare of our youngest community members impacts the entire state — both in
the short term and long term. But thanks to this study commissioned by the
System for Early Education Development (SEED) and completed in July 2006
by McDowell Group, there is now local information to combine with the
knowledge learned from national studies to provide an accurate baseline,

What the statistics demonstrate is that Alaska lags behind much of the country in
providing quality early education and child care to our residents. And while there are
certainly entities working hard throughout Alaska to provide quality care for our
children, Alaska remains one of only 10 states without a state-funded, statewide
early childhood education system.




“Investment in early childhood
development programs brings a
real (that is, inflation-adjusted)
public return of 12%, and a real
total return, public and private,

of 16%. We are unaware of any
other economic development
effort that has such a public
return...."”

ART ROLNICK

SVP AND DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH
FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF MINNEAPOLIS

LONG-TERM BENEFITS OF EARLY
EDUCATION AND CHILD CARE

LONG-TERM ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF QUALITY EARLY EDUCATION & CHILD CARE
A host of studies have been done to track the long-term economic impact of high
quality early child care development on society. Though none of these studies
focuses on Alaska, the implications for Alaska are relevant. The results of these
studies have shown conclusively that although investment is required to provide
quality early care to infants, toddlers and youths, the rate of return far exceeds that

initial investment.

The largest benefit provided by quality early care was increased earnings capacity
projected from higher educational attainment, along with higher taxes paid from
better paying jobs. Other benefits are lower criminal justice system costs, reduced
welfare costs, savings for crime victims, and savings on school remedial services
budgets. The results of several studies are highlighted below.
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per capita, resulting from better employment

Studies also note that expenditures on education that are focused on Ko1o may be

mirspiaced given that brains develnp rapicly in the early vears (0-4), then develop

at a much slewer pace from age 4 through8. The ‘mplicaticn is that the earijer

the investment on early education, the higher the return on irvestment will be,
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stepo ' EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CHILD CARE PLAY A
CRITICAL AND MEASURABLE ROLE IN ALASKA'S ECONOMY,

9 of 10 alaskans support funding

The telephone survey described earlier also asked all households a series

of questions about state funding support for early learning and child care

services in Alaska. Results showed overwhelming support for the funding
of early education and child care.

Nearly nine out of 10 Alaska residents (87 percent) think it is important or
very important for state government to provide financial support for early
education and child care. Among residents with children under six years

of age, 94 percent think state support is important or very important. Even
among residents without young children, 86 percent think state financial
support is important or very important. Further, urban and rural residents
alike feel it is important to provide funding for early education and child care.

THOSE STATING IT (S “IMPORTANT”
OR “VERY IMPORTANT" FOR STATE
GOVERNMENT TO PROVIDE
FINANCIAL SUPPORT.
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audiences who expressed above average w
support for early education and child care

Alaskans were also asked if the stare should give early learning and chiid care high, medium or icw
funding priority. Two-thirds (66%) feel it should have high priority. A variety of population
subgroups were more fikely to give it a high priority. They include:

%
76 O houscholds with children under six
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PERCENT OF NATIONAL POPULATION ENROLLED AVERAGE STATE SPENDING PER CHILD ENROLLED
(2007 DOLLARS)
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n 2006-2007, state-funded preschool education halted a troubling trend in per-child funding, achieved
important milestones in expanding access, and continued the march toward higher quality standards.

WHAT'S NEW?

* State spending per child rose to $3.642 on average, halting, if not reversing, a trend of declining per-child
commitment that has persisted for years.

* Total spending by state governments reached an all-time high of more than $3.7 billion.

* More than a million children attended state-funded preschool education, making states the largest source of
public pre-K.

* Thirty of the 38 states with programs increased enrollment.

* Twenty-two percent of all 4-year-olds in the nation attended state-funded pre-K, an increase from 20 percent
in the previous year.

* Access for 3-year-olds rose, perhaps signaling a new trend toward expanding services at this age, as well.

* Seven states improved on NIEER’s Quality Standards Checklist, indicating that quality standards, while
variable across states, continue to improve.

* A new ranking is provided for spending reported from all sources, which averaged $4,134 per child, despite
incomplete data for some states. Using these more complete spending per child figures, we estimate that at
least 19 of 38 states spend enough to meet all 10 benchmarks,
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Total state program enroliment, all ages 1,026,037 STATE PRE-K AND HEAD START ENROLLMENT
States that fund preschool ... ... ....38 states AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL POPULATION
Income requirement.... ... .. 27 state programs have 3-YEAR-OLDS 4+-YEAR-OLDS
an income requirement
Hours of operaton ... . 12 full-day, 10 half-day,
27 determined locally
Operating schedule ... 36 academic year,
13 determined locally
Special education enroliment, ages3 &4 ... . 407,967
Federal Head Start enroliment, ages 3 &4 .. 753,205 -
State Public Pre-K gt H S W Special Ed
Total federal Head Startand...... . 908,412 2te Public Pre L R
M Other* .2 No Center-Based Care/Education

State-funded Head Start enrollment, ages3 &4 ...159947

* This includes local public education as well as prvate child care and
other center-based programs

NATIONAL QUALITY STANDARDS CHECKLIST SUMMARY

POLICY
Early learning standards ... ..
Teacher degree

Teacher in-service ..

Maximum class size
3-year-olds

OF THE 49 STATE PRE-K
INITIATIVES, NUMBER
MEETING BENCHMARKS

.41

BENCHMARK
Comprehensive

4-year-olds
Staff-child ratio ... Y0 orbetter. oo 42
3-year-olds
4-year-olds
Screening/referral ..o Vision, hearlng, health; and....... ... 35
and support services at least 1 support service
Meals ..o Atleast 1/day . 24
MOMIOMNG. oo Sitevisits 38

NATIONAL RESOURCES
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Total state preschool spending................ $3,724,382,1293 SPENDING PER CHILD ENROLLED
Local match required? ... . 14 state programs $4.134
require a focal match PRE.K* -,V . S T j
State spending per child enrolled... $3.642 " i .
(K" 7,850

State Head Start spending... $134,921 487 hosT SCMCOEenoGl Y
Ail reported spending per chiicf enrolled* ... $4,134

| =t J

* Pre-K pregrams may recewve additiorai funds from federal or locai sources
that are not included i this figure.

K12 expenditures wdlude capitai spending as welf as current operating
experdtures.

Data are for the 0607 schoo! year, urless othermse roted,

P e erioitmert figure for federsl Hesa Start, ages 3 and 4, s liruted to riidren serve

sed Eardy Head Start, age< 7 1o 5, iraiiaes 37 soidrer surved n any iGcat

LALGrer wihi atterget PROGTAMS 7 wira ¢
wert reral

ritdes federa TANF foeids diveced 1o 1 Lreuthoct at states’ discret on

K-12%e

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 g
$ THOUSANDS

# Federal Contributions
W TANF Spending

B State Contributions
W Local Contributions

d 0 tre 50 states and DC. Thie enroliment figure for total federal Hoad Stare
widng the S Ferrrnnes, ard rmigrart ang Amercan icdian poograms
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TABLE 1: STATE RANKINGS AND QUALITY CHECKLIST SUMS

Resources Rank Rescurces Rank Quality Standards
Access for Access for Based on Based on Checklist Sum
State 4-Year-Olds Rank 3-Year-Olds Rank State Spending All Reported Spending Maximam of 10)
Alabama 38 none served 9 8 i - ’—MA
Arizona 30 none served 33 37 N P
Arkansas 15 4 12 7 T
California 21 8 i5 25 .
Colorado 2 1 3 29 s
Eonnecticut "18 9 ) 3 2 hw&é wwwwww -
none served 5 10 8 o
none served 34 3~8~/hh_~ o —hud hhhhhhhh
Georgia 3 none served 15 2 o 8
linois 12 1 2 27 9
lowa 3 17 26 3 s T
Kansas 19 none served 29 33 Hkvh?: ~~~~~~
Kentucky 1 5 19 20 8
Louisiana 14 none served 8 18 7.8 h
Maine 17 none served 37 24 4
Maryland 10 20 27 13 7
Massachusetts 25 6 16 23 6
Wc@;n hhhhhh I{hm ~~~~~~~ none ser;;ﬁ VVVVVVVV o 14 21 T 6 o
Wr: nesota - 37 T 19 o 4 6 - _m—g‘—ﬁ
Missouri 32 13 31 55 -—~——~»}—~—-—
Nebraska 34 15 35 9 8
Nevada 36 2 23 28 - 7
New Jersey 13 3 1 1 - es
New Mexico 26 22 25 30 h B*ﬁ‘m
New York _ ? 25 20 26 6.5
!‘\I—o—r—twh' é;:;ﬂrg yyyyyyyyyyyy ——21 o none served 10 5 T Avio—k«ﬁh
Ohio 35 18 -
@;omhaﬁ ;*‘**kh_m*_T**i none served
Oregon -*M_‘ﬁ&wmw >>>>> 12
e N R a—
South Carolina 7 24
Tennessee 20 21

Texas

NG pr

NS Erogram NG Program no program nO Brogram
NG program no program NG program no program )
Mississippi no program no program no program no program
Mantana NG program NG program no program No program
New Hampgshire NG program no pProqgram N0 £rogram no program N0 Program
North Dakota NG £rogram no program no program N0 program - m‘c‘pg;:n_h
Rhode island ne program no program no program no program no program
South Cakcta ne program roprogram no program o NG program o program

LT

NG ERSGram

nC program

5}
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STATE-FUNDED PRESCHOOL EDUCATION: A TURN IN THE ROAD

In 2006-2007, state-funded preschool education halted a troubling trend in per-child funding, achieved
important milestones in expanding access, and continued the march toward higher quality standards.

WHAT'S NEwW?
* State spending per child rose to $3,642 on average, halting, if not reversing, a trend of declining per-child

commitment that has persisted for years.

* Total spending by state governments reached an all-time high of more than $3.7 billion.

* More than a million children attended state-funded preschool education, making states the largest source of
public pre-K.

¢ Thirty of the 38 states with programs increased enrollment.

* Twenty-two percent of all 4-year-olds in the nation attended state-funded pre-K, an increase from 20 percent
in the previous year.

* Access for 3-year-olds rose, perhaps signaling a new trend toward expanding services at this age, as well.

* Seven states improved on NIEER's Quality Standards Checklist, indicating that quality standards, while
variable across states, continue to improve.

DISPARITIES
Behind the national averages lie large and growing disparities, making it ever more obvious that the chances

for a child to benefit from state pre-K are largely determined by the state where he or she fives. The top 10
states in access now serve more than one-third of all their 4-year-olds. (See Box.) Longtime leader Oklahoma
serves more than two-thirds of its 4-year-olds with high-quality state pre-K, and nearly three-quarters when
special education is considered. In marked contrast, a dozen states still provide no state-funded preschool
education to even their most disadvantaged families other than special education services for young children

with disabilities. (See Box.)

State Percent of 4-Year-Olds Served No-Program States
Alaska

State Pre-K State Pre-K &

Special Education Hawaii
Okiahoma 68.4 73.2 ldaho
Florida 56.7 61.8 Indiana
Georgia 53.3 57.9 Mississippi
W. Virginia 45.8 55.3 Montana
Texas 452 48.6 New Hampshire
Vermont 44.9 53.9 North Dakota
S. Carolina 37.8 43.8 Rhode Island
Wisconsin 36.1 44.0 South Dakota
New York 34.6 44.6 Utah
Maryland 34.0 39.6 Wyoming

Other important disparities across the states include:

* State spending ranges from nothing in 12 states to mare than 513,000 per child in New Jersey.,

* Degree requirements for teachers range from a bachelor’ degree with teaching zertificate i carly
chiidhcod in some states to fittle more thar a figh school digicma in g number of ather statos

* Maximum class sizes and staff-child ratios range from no limit i Texas and Kansas to 15 children
with a teacher and full-time assistant New sersey's Abbott groagram,
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GAINS FOR 3-YEAR-OLDS

Access for 3-year-olds in 2006-2007 rose 10 percent over the previous year
and only two states serving 3-year-olds had substantive enrollment decreases.
Access for this age group has increased 28 percent since NIEER began
tracking the data in 2001-2002. This is a welcome development since

Top 5 States Serving
3-Year-Olds

the effects of poor educational opportunities for children at risk are clearly Hlinois
. , . . : Vermont
evident by age 3. Still, provision for 2-yearolds remains modest and
¥ a9 New Jersey
concentrated in fewer states compared to programs for 4-year-alds. The new Arkansas
leader in serving 3-year-olds is llinois, which became the first state committed Kentucky

to serving all 3-year-olds. lilinois now serves 19 percent of its 3-year-olds,
matching the national average for 4-year-olds from just a few years ago.

MARCH TOWARD QUALITY

The rapid enrollment growth in state pre-K that NIEER has documented over the last six years only retains
its value if quality is maintained. While funding and other commitments have not always kept pace with
enrollment, it is noteworthy that states have continued their progress toward higher standards. In 2006-2007,
improvements in program standards enabled seven states to meet more benchmarks on NIEER's Quality

Standards Checklist.

High quality standards are preconditions for attaining educational effectiveness. Alone, they do not guarantee
children a highly effective education. However, in conjunction with continuous improvement efforts focused on
teaching in the classroom, high standards have helped states to produce substantial learning gains for children
from all social and economic backgrounds as several studies now document.’

TOWARD A MORE CERTAIN COMMITMENT

Overall, there is more positive news than negative to report from 2007. For the first time since NIEER began
collecting data on state pre-K programs, spending per child rose after adjusting for inflation. This important
change occurred despite a rise in enrollment to an all time high. It is important for children and the nation that
this trend continues. Fiscal Year 2007 was a relatively good year for state revenues. Future revenue projections
are less rosy and a recession that could reduce state revenues even more sharply may loom on the horizon.

i
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WHAT CAN BE DONE
As states set their fiscal year 2009 budgets, taxpayers and children’s champions should ensure that investments

in early education have priority over less-productive spending. Just as wise individuals set aside savings betore
budgeting for discretionary spending, public investments in the future should come first, not last in state
budget making. This includes ensuring that states do not rob Peter's prenatal or infant-toddler care to pay for

Paul's pre-K.

Attaching pre-K funding to state funding formulas for K-12 education could help ensure that pre-K funding
would increase proportionally with enrollment as it expands, so that funding per child is more dependable. Thys

GAUGING FUNDING ADEQUACY

The spending increase for 2007 does not erase previous declines. In inflation adjusted dollars, state pre-K
funding per child still falls substantially below the level of 2001 We conducted a new analysis for this Yearbook
that looks at all resources per child enrolled and estimates whether state programs are sufficiently funded to
meet the benchmarks on our Quality Standards Checklist. {See Table 8.) We found that 19 states spent enough
that they probably could meet all 10 of our benchmarks for minimum standards of quality. For most of the

A FEDERAL ROLE?

In 2007, enroliment increased for both
3- and 4-year-olds, signifying renewed
interest in states serving children for
two years beginning at age 3. Even so,
enrollment of 3-year-olds remains low
relative to that for 4-year-olds. With the
states shouldering a growing share of the
cost of preparing the nation’s children to
succeed in school, it's fair to ask what
role the federal government might play
to ensure that progress continues. The
federal government could play a vital role
by providing an inducement to states to
expand enrollment, particularly at age 3,
and improve quality by offering matching
funds. It could also have provisions
designed to be counter cychcal—by
providing states with mare funding for
pre-K when state revenues decline or
fail to keep up with inflation due to an
economic downturn.
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ACCESS: REACHING MORE CHILDREN

State-funded prekindergarten reached more children during the 2006-2007 school year than ever before, with
total enrollments topping one million for the first time. State pre-K programs served 1,026,037 children in 38
states across the country, of which 1,008,597 were 3- and 4-year-olds. This represents an enrollment increase of
more than 80,000 children from the previous year. Pre-K enrollment data for each state are reported in Tables 2
and 3, and additional information about Head Start and special education enroliment is provided in Tables 4
and 5. Key trends in the 2006-2007 program year were:
* Most enroliment increases were modest, but some states made large gains. Enrollment increased by 52
percent in Tennessee, 33 percent in Pennsylvania, and 17 percent in lllincis, Florida and New York.

* Three states with pre-K for all served more than half of the state's 4-year-olds: Oklahema (68 cercent), Florida
(58 percent), and Georgia (53 percent). When preschool special education enroliments are taken into account

of 4-year-olds hit 90 percent in Oklahoma, 71 percent in Florida, and 65 percent in Georgia. For the first
time, 10 states served more than one-third of their 4-year-olds in regular state pre-K.

¢ Thirty states increased enrollment of 4-year-olds, Of the seven states that decreased enrollment of 4-year-
olds, only Ohio decreased enrollment by more than 5 percent. Enroliment of 4-year-olds has grown by 56
percent since 2001-2002, a gain of mcre than 300,000 children nationwide.

* In the 26 states serving 3-year-olds, enrollment increased in all but five. Still, only five states served more
than 10 percent of their 3-year-olds outside of preschool special education. Since 2005-2006, there was
a 10 percent increase in the number of 3-year-olds served. Two-thirds of this increase was due to lllinois’
expansion initiative, Preschool for All, which took it to first place in providing access for 3-year-olds. Vermont
and New Jersey follow closely, with more than 15 Fercent served.

Overall, enroliment in state prekindergarten programs continued to increase so that 22 percent of d-year-olds
and 3 percent of 3-year-olds were served in state-funded pre-K programs across the country. These increases
dre encouraging, but uneven growth persists. Children and familios in the 12 stataes with no orovision of otate
pre-iCare increasingly disadvantaged reiative to those in the rest of the naton.
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QUALITY STANDARDS: ENSURING VALUE

- T
The quality of a prekindergarten program plays a critical role in determining its value to the children who
attend it and the taxpayers who support it. All states require classrcoms to meet some specific quality
standards to receive state prekindergarten funds. The Yearbook uses a research-based checklist of quality
benchmarks to compare quality standards across the states,

Each benchmark represents a different program component, covering broad areas such as staff qualifications,
class size, comprehensive services, and early learning standards, (A list of the benchmarks and summary of the
supporting research is provided on pages 25-29.} Although each benchmark is important, they are net all equally
important and do not encompass every aspect of quality. The benchmarks are best viewed as preconditions for
quality and evidence of a state's commitment to ensure that every child enrclled receives an effective education

States improved their prekindergarten quality standards modestly, as the median number of benchmarks met
increased from 6.5 to 6.8 for 2006-2007. (The NIEER benchmarks for state quality standards remain unchanged
from the previous two school years.) Key findings for the 2006-2007 school year are:

* North Carolina and Alabama met all 10 of the NIEER quality benchmarks. Eight additional states funded
pre-K initiatives that met nine of the 10 benchmarks—-Arkansas, llinois, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma,
South Carolina, Tennessee, and Washington.

¢ Only eight state-funded preschool initiatives met fewer than half of the NIEER benchmarks. Among this
shrinking group of states, Arizona, Kansas and Maine have scheduled improvements in their standards to
take effect in the next two years.

11
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¢ Fewer than half the 38 pre-K states required all lead teachers in their programs to hold a bachelor's degree.
Most of the others required bachelors degrees only in certain circumstances, typically in public school
settings. Eight states did not require any state prekindergarten teachers to have bachelors degrees. The
lack of progress in this area is particularly disappeinting.

on page 19.

FIGURE 1: PERCENT OF 4-YEAR-OLDS SERVED IN STATE PRE-K

D 0% of d-year-olds served

1-10% of 4-year-clas served j 41-50% of dwyear-oids served
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RESOURCES: TRACKING THE FUNDING

During the 2006-2007 school year states continued to increase funding for state prekindergarten, partly to
increase enrollment and partly to maintain or improve quality. Pre-K programs must be sufficiently funded in
order to provide children with a quality education. Some states provide adequate funding for their state pre-K

* In 2006-2007, states spent $3.72 billion on preschool initiatives, an increase of $467 million (without adjusting
for inflation), or 14 percent, from the previous year. State pre-K spending ranged from just more than $3
million in Nevada, a state with about 72,000 3- and 4-year-olds, to $533 million in Texas, which has about
758,000 3- and 4-year-olds.

* Average state spending per child enrolled was $3,642. Compared to the previous year, this is an increase of
$175 per child without adjusting for inflation (and an increase of $32 adjusted for inflation). However, states

* The national average of per-child spending was $4,134, when combining state, local, and locally allocated
federal funds, despite incomplete data reported.

The good news is that for the first time in Yearbook history, there was an increase rather than a decrease in
inflation-adjusted per-child state spending. Spending per child enrolled increased in more than half of the

adjusted per-child state spending is still down $700 nationally from 2001-2002. Over this time, all but eight
states have increased nominal per-child spending, suggesting that states are struggling to maintain spending
levels in light of enroliment increases and inflation. Tables 7 and 9 provide more detailed information on state

spending.

interpreting this new ranking, it is important to recognize that some states were unable to report spending
from other sources. This new ranking will underestimate total spending for some, if not all, of those states.
There are few large differences between the states positions on the two resource rankings. The problem of
inaccurate rankings on expenditures from all sources is likely to be most severe toward the middie of the
distribution. Those states at the very top and very bottcm are unhikely ts change rank much even with more
complete information. The national average of per-child spending from alf reported funding was $4,134,
though this figure surely underestimates the true national average if all spending could be identified. Table 8
shows the per-child spending in each state, using all known sources.

Three states serve as examples: Colorado, Maryland, and Florida. In 2006-2007, Colorado spent $2,047 per
child in state doliars and was ranked 36th nationally in per-child spending. However, Colorado also collects
information on focal spending required by the state school funding formula. Including these mandatory local
dollars, Colorade spent $3,194 per child and is ranked 29th in spending from afl known sources. Maryland is
another state that benefits from the new resource ranking. Based on state spending alone, Maryland spent
$2,918 per child and was ranked 27th nationally. However, after including local and federal dollars, Maryland
spent $6,132 per child and was ranked 13th in per-child spencing from all known sources. The picture ¢ guite
different in Flonda where the VPK pragram s funded entirely by state funds The state sperit unly $2,235 per
child and was ranked 3d1h in state per-child spending. Flonda's ranking dropped to 38th in per-child spending

fram aii known sources.
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The 2007 Yearbook also presents an analysis of which states funded their state prekindergarten initiatives
sufficiently to be able to meet the NIEER quality benchmarks. Half of the states had pre-K programs that we

raise their standards to meet all the benchmarks without incurring added costs. Of the 19 states that did not
sufficiently fund their state pre-K to meet all 10 NIEER benchmarks (as judged by all reported spending), only
five states met eight or more NIEER benchmarks. Both Alabama and North Carolina, which met all 10 NIEER
benchmarks, sufficiently funded their programs.

Some of the 19 states that did not appear to be adequately funded based on reported spending are states
that also did not provide complete spending information beyond state spending. Those states may come
closer to adequately funding their programs than reported in Table 8 if funds from all sources were taken into
account. lllinois is an example of such a state. Illinois reported only state spending, although the state pre-K
program is also supported by local dollars. By our calculations a half-day pre-K program in Ilinois meeting the
NIEER quality benchmarks should cost about $4,520 per child, but the state spent $3,322 per child. Local
spending in filinois from other sources {donated private facilities and other in-kind contributions, public facilities
costs outside the pre-K budget, etc.) may have been sufficient for the program to have ceen adequately funded,
This is especially likely because linois meets nine of the NIEER benchmarks. Florida, en the cther hand, does
not appear to adequately fund its pre-K program and may have little funding besides that from the state. The
state currently spends $2,335 per child, but would need to spend about $4,055 to mect the NIEER benchmarks.
It seems unlikely that most providers in Florida, who are primarily private, could find the additional resources
needed to make up the difference on their own.




TABLE 2: STATE RANKINGS BY PRE-K ACCESS FOR 4-YEAR-OLDS

PERCENT OF CHILDREN ENROLLED

NUMBER OF CHILDREN ENROLLED

ACCESS FOR
4-YEAR-OLDS IN STATE PREKINDERGARTEN IN STATE PREKINDERGARTEN
RANK STATE (2006-2007) (2006-2007)
4-year-olds 3-year-olds  Total (3s and 4s) 4-year-olds 3-yearolds  Total (3s and 4s)
1 Oklahoma 68.4% 0.0% 34.2% 34,375 0 34,375
2 Florida 56.7% 0.0% 28.3% 124,390 0 124,390
3 Georgia 53.3% 0.0% 26.6% 74,155 0 74155
4 West Virginia 45.8% 51% 25.5% 9,586 1,073 10659
5 T Texas 45.2% 4.4% 24.7% 170,313 16,925 187,238
6 Vermont 44.9% 15.6% 30.1% 2,908 1,028 393
7 South Carolina 37.8% 0.6% 19.3% 21,367 9 21,716
8 Wisconsin 36.1% 0.8% LY 24,878 550 25428
9 New York 34.6% 0.5% 17.5% 83,505 1,155 84,660
10 Maryland 34.0% 1.2% 17.6% 24,825 849 25674
1 Kentucky 29.3% 10.7% 19.9% 15808 5815 21623
12 Hlinois 26.7% 18.5% 22.6% 47,108 32,71 79,819
13 New Jersey 25.3% 15.1% 201% 28,240 1725 45499
14 Louisiana 24.4% 0.0% 12.3% 14,543 0 14,543
15 Arkansas 21.4% 10.8% 16.1% 8,148 4,068 12,216
16 Michigan 16.9% 0.0% 8.5% 21,801 0 21,801
17 Maine 16.3% 0.0% 8.1% 2,263 0 2,263
18 Connecticut 15.6% 45% 10.0% 6,625 1,907 8,532
19 Kansas 15.6% 0.0% 7.8% 5971 0 5971
20 Tennessee  15.6% 10% 8.3% 12,293 753 13,046
21 North Carolina 14.8% 0.0% 7.4% 17,961 0 17,961
22 Colorado 14.6% 31% 8.8% 9,784 2,084 11,868
23 Virginia 12.5% 0.0% 6.3% 12,501 0. 1250
24 California 10.8% 5.0% 7.9% 56,254 26,318 82572
25 Massachusetts 10.3% 9.2% 9.8% 8,047 7,153 15,200
26 New Mexico 8.9% 0.9% 4.9% 2,497 242 2,739
27 Delaware 7.6% 0.0% 3.7% 843 0 843
28 Pennsylvania 7.2% 2.2% 4.7% 10,329 3,255 13,584
29 Washington 5.8% 1.4% 3.6% 4,671 1,163 5,834
30 Arizona 5.5% 00% 2.7% 5,076 0 5,076
31 Oregon 4.8% 26% 3% Taom 2 Tiam
32 o Missouri 4.3% 22% T33%  T3mp o 977
33 lowa 4.0% 1.4% 27% 1,515 518 2,033
34 Nebraska 4.0% 2.0% 3.0% 977 496 1,473
35 Ohio 3.4% 1.3% 2.3% 4,979 1,870 6,849
36 Nevada 2.2% 0.4% 3% 799 140 939
37 Minnesota 1.9% 13% 16% 1,245 864 2,109
38 Alabama 1.8% 0.0% 09% 1,062 ) 1062
No Program Alaska 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 o
No f Program  Rawai  oon oo 0.0% T 0 I
No Program idaho 0.0% 0.0% ot o T I
No Program Indiana 00% oo 0.0% T
No Program Iﬂrssissippi 0.0% 0.0%
No Program Montana 0.0% 0.0%
No Program New Hampshire 0.0% 0.0%
No Program North Dakota 0.0% 0.0%
No Program Rhode Istand 0.0% 0.0%
No Program South Dakota 0.0% 0.0%
No Program Utah o 0.0% 0.0%

No Program Wyoming




TABLE 3: CHANGE IN PRESCHOOL ENROLLMENT OVER TIME

STATE ENROLLMENT CHANGES FROM ENROLLMENT CHANGES FROM
2001-2002 TO 2006-2007 2005-2006 TO 2006-2007
Change in 3-year-olds Change in 4-year-olds Change in 3-year-olds Change in 4-year-oids
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Alabama B 0 NA 1306 40% 0 NA | D 4%
Zﬁs?f'm‘ij_:*ﬁo ***** T R T Y e

Arizona 0 NA 799 19%

: — A
0 N 0 NA o NA 0 NA
Minos S N 2 R N AL T

- — :
indiana 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
fowa 7 1% -3% - 1%
.

—— —— —
i 0 NA 823 57% 0 NA 175 8%
Maryland -559 0% 6,451 35% 122 , 6%

Massachusetts™ 2279 24% 15% 213 3% 239 3%

Michigan 0 NA -4,676 -18% 0 NA 230
Minnesota 49 -7 =22

T

Mississippi o]
Missouri -836

Montana 0

New Hampshire 0

New Jarsey

New Menxico
New York

Cklahama

Oregon

Virginia

“Nashing?a-n

8% 315,019 56%

R I D L T T R IS
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TABLE 4: 2006-2007 ENROLLMENT OF 3-YEAR-OLDS IN STATE PRE-K, PRESCHOOL SPECIAL
EDUCATION, AND FEDERAL HEAD START

Pre-K Pre-K Special Education Head Start Total
Number Percent of Number Percent of Number Percent of Number Percent of
STATE Enrolled State Population Enrolled State Population Enrolled State Population Enrolled State Population
—_—— T
Alabama 0 0.0% 1,420
Alaska

Connecticut

Delaware

Florld:

Georga
Hawai

quahO 0]
Minois 32,711
Indiana N 0

fowa
Kansas
Kentucky

Louisiana 0

Massachusetts 7,153
Michigan 0

Minnesota 864
Mississippi

Missoun

Maontana

South Dakota

Vermont

P — ~

Virgenia G
A

Washington

N T S ST Sl e



TABLE 5: 2006-2007 ENROLLMENT OF 4-YEAR-OLDS IN STATE PRE-K, PRESCHOOL SPECIAL

EDUCATION, AND FEDERAL HEAD START
-:-Z-:-:-:-:-;—I-I_:-:-IW_

Pre-K Pre-K Special Education Head Start Total
Number Percent of Number Percent of Number Percent of Number Percent of

STATE Enrofied State Population Enrolled State Population Enrolled State Population Enrclled State Populaticn
Alabama 1,062 18% 2,490 4.2% 9,380 15.7% 12,932 216%
Alaska 0 0.0% 709 7.3% R T
Arizona 5,076 5.5% 4,932 5.3% 11,601  125% 21,609 23.2%
Arkansas 8148 2149 4844 5,512 14.5% S T —
California | sezsa 108% 23308 5762 % 1maee m
Colorade 0,784  1a6% *,__3?3,2~ﬁ__%m~%§?530 82% 196w
Comnectiont 6,625 15.6% 2514 ) o 12,593 9.7%
Delaware A*_WBT3“— 7.6% T 763 T y

Florida 124,390 567% 11389

Georgia  aass s33% 453 4 90,389

Hawaii - o oo g R T o

Idaho 0 0.0% R 2,305

linois 47,108 26.7% 12,762 18,794

Indiana 0 00% 6383 7.5% 7,586

lowa 1,515 4.0% 2,069 5.5% 3,955

Kansas 5,971 15.6% 3,312 8.7% 3,621

Kentucky 15,808 29.3% 7,684 14.2% 895

Louisiana 14,543 24.4% 3470 se% 5,789

Maine 2263 1a5% 1573 11.3% 1818

Maryland 24,825 34.0% 4,039 5.5% 4,987

Massachusetts 8,047 10.3% 5,609 7.2% 6,068

Michigan 21,801 16.9% 7,845 6.1% 19,767

Minnesota 1,245 1.9% 4,947 7.5% 5810

Mississippi 0 0.0% 2,549 6.2% 14,540

Missouri 3,262 4.3% 54364 7.2% 8,664

Montana 0 oo% 669 5.9% 2,281 . ,
Nebraska 977 40% 1433 C67% 28 ioam T -

Nevada 99 o a0 5.6% 1,776

New Hampshire ¢ I 65% 85
New Jersey . 28200 753% 6,276 5.6% 6,739

New Mexico 2,497 8.9% 2,385 8.5% 4826
NewYork 83505 31e% s woom 24,454
North Carolina 981 as% | eals s 1036 1% megr e

North Dakota

714 9.5% 28791
772 7 5% 5,510

170,313 15.2%
o con

Yermont 2,908 44.9%

‘\/lfgiﬂi‘& T 1 qze,

Washingtan

 aaaoar

437,256 1558436 3aev

50 states
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TABLE 6: 2006-2007 STATE PRE-K QUALITY STANDARDS

:I-m:-

Assistant Vision, hearing, Quality

Comprehensive Speciahzed teacher Atleast  Maximum Staff-child health, and Standards
early learming  Teacher traming has COA 5 hrsiyr  class size ratio 1110 ore support At least Site Checklist Sum
standards has BA 0 pre-K o equiv. mn-service <20 or better service one meal  wisits  2006-2007

Alsbama v v v v v

Colorado v v v v 5
Connecticut v v
Delaware

linots

lowa

Kansas v v
wKentucky v v v v v v v v

fc;uisiana (8g) v v v v %*m; w:hhh'—; ~~~~~~
Louisiana (LA4/SP) v v *: v v v v &8—Hh¥

Louisiana (NSECD) v v v v v v v 8
o Y he
Maine v v v v 4
Maryland v v v v v
IS A MMM——M&H
v

v
Massachusetts v v v v v 6
o S MMMM,
v

Minnesota v

Missouri

Nebraska

F\l_‘e Vada v 4 v 4 v T 7”1;7*_‘*“*7* o
New Jersey (Abbott) v v v o v v Twﬁmj—;ﬁh*f *mﬂhjhbm»?' T
}?e‘w‘:!ersey (ECPA) *—‘;7»—»@&-; ~~~~~~ : ........... T v A e R e

New Jersey (ELLI] o

New Mexico (COP)

New Mexico (PEK)

New York (TPK)

New York (JP )

North Carohn%z;hh

Oregon
Pennsylvania (EABG)
Pennsylvania (HSSAP, o v s v v Ty
Pennsyivania (SBPK)  w , o e T e e s
South Carolina (ak) T A e B
South Corchna 1CDEPP, , T T e v Ty v Ty
Tenness v v v v v v v o -/‘ B —ﬁy.;hﬁvh*‘h*wi
s v v v v T o M~WW~MA‘—“*
Vermont PFP-ADM; o v v T e T 7
Vermont (EE) . v T I —
vxrg»r v v v v v i v ‘; Nv*w7w -
’vmshngrommﬁh v v o v - v v VMM'T“A
Nest Virgnia v A e
Niennsin v v v o v - T
onsin-Hasy o v T s s

Totals

BT I 41 4z 35 24 18




TABLE 7: RANKINGS OF STATE PRE-K RESOURCES PER CHILD ENROLLED

Resources rank State §
based on per child enrolled
enroifed in pre-K

state spending State
e ———————ee T T T ————
$10,494

1 New Jersey )

2 T T Oregon 7 B — -
R —  Connecticut B~ A —— T
Z“HM‘H*‘*_’MMM—“TAEE;&? """""" - s1251 T T
gh*ﬁma&mm_mmwﬁhaelaware T i $6,745 T
s T W'*’—“"A"*_N_MVEWTA T Y — -
TMW“*MW"*“&*W*““Emv?n?‘h“h‘hh “““““ $5519 T
s T s I
9 ‘Q“Mh**“m““““MHQTabaTmT-I*h~ T T
ﬁhmu%’q**mwhﬁ*h North Carolina T $4,712 T N
1T West Virginia $4,447 -
W Ao T @ T R
13T S Tennessee T $4,168 T
D — o Wm&,hwmx_b;._,.ﬂw%ﬁ,%w_giﬁ ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, _
I m"*“xm'm*kk‘zﬁ? ********** T

16 Massachusetts $3,681

17 Virginia $3,577
MM T eee—
18 California $3,486

19 Kentucky ,

M*MMM_MM”MHMW

20 New York $3,454

-MM*ﬁMM —
Oklahoma $3,433

21

22 linois $3,322 T
23 Nevada $3322

24 "*‘M*mw“*&mwwwﬁ hhhhh T
iifh::*h‘fﬁhﬁmco w“*mf hhhh $2975 T

26 lowa O Tsee o
__.RW~EMHM__MMMA&M\M,ﬁm,hg,&_ ,,,,,
27 Maryland $2,918

hm,_mhmwm_hA‘.*HM&,ﬁ ......

28 Texas $2,836

2% MW%WW'M&W*»HMRWW‘ hhhhhhh T
. T Verment hﬁ*m&ﬁum*k&ﬂ*%? T
;3—‘1 ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ T Missouri W-th%q T

32 ) ’ Ohio $2,515

No Program ) Hawaii

NoProgram T idaho

NoProgram T ndina T

NoProgram "

No Prograrrr~~w __AM“QE“*M—Mvontana . T
ﬁo.‘Pr*o‘grAamﬁv;—hm - New Hampshirem

NOMProgran*\‘w ququququququ North Dakota T
N—O‘P;ogram ) ' T Rhode Island
N‘O‘Progra_n:\‘hv—w_.— h w__South Dakota

No Program T Utah T

No Program Wyoming )

gy

et



TABLE 8: RANKINGS OF ALL REPORTED RESOURCES PER CHILD ENROLLED

Is the program

T e S R B S e A R B R

Resource rank All reported $ sufficiently funded Additionar Qushty
based on all per child enrolled Estimate of per  to meet the NIEER per child benchmark
reported spending State enrolled in pre-K child spending* benchmarks? funding needed tetal
1 New Jersey $10,494 $4,947 Yes $C ] 8.5
2 Connecticut $9.577 $3.828F Yes $0 o

it 7 —— _—

s T lowa 896 meen

$4,233H Yes

$6,607 F Yes

8 Alabama $6,931 $7,033 F Yes

S T Nebrass 5888 . $3704H T Yes

0 T  hdemae 86785 saaan T ves
M T ke e memn )
Tzw'1~WA’"h’"hmﬁmf\ﬁgﬁr"‘WWEE[W~%%%§ """"""""""

.
E Washington $6,010 $4,548 H Yes o
15 Virginia $5,633 $8,689 F No

16 Pennsylvania $5,519 $4173H Yes

e U

17 Tennessee $5,295 $7,378 F No $2,083 9
e T 98
18 Louisiana $5,275 $6,960 F No $1.485 7.
— P ‘\MMM

19 Wisconsin $4,665 $4,156 H Yes $0
MMM_N
$4,637 $3.868 H Yes $0

20 Kentucky

B i . .
21 Michigan $4,167 $4,275 H Yes $0

22 Georgia $4,114 $7,882F No $3,768

— . beorga N

23 Massachusetts $3,998 $4,765 H N 8767

24 Maine $3,575 $3656H Yes $0

$3,961 H
$4,194 H

Arizona

Florida s233

Nofrogam T aesa s
$0

No Program

NoProgram | 50
No Program Indiana $0

_ Mississippi g0 T

No Program
$3,290H

No Program Montana $0

No Program -“M“—‘r{ém;;ﬁ?_“h
North Dakota

No Program

Rhode fsra.r;gw

No Program South Dakota

No Program

No Program Utah

No Program Wyoming

e et et st e e n ey S
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TABLE 9: STATE PRESCHOOL SPENDING DURING 2006-2007 AND CHANGES FROM 2005-2006

- ——

STATE TOTAL STATE PRESCHOOL SPENDING STATE SPENDING PER CHILD

Total state Change in total Change in total State Change in spending Change in spending

preschool spending from 2005- spending from 2005- spending per child from 2005 per child from 2005.

spending in 2006 1o 2006-2007, 2006 to 2006-2007, per child in 2006 to 2006- 2007, 700(3 to 2006- ?OO/

2006-2007 Nominal dollars Adjusted dollars 2006-2007 Nominal dollars
Alabama $5,369,898 $1,043,348 866,480 ) T
Alaska %0 %0 W s R
Arizona  $12077,49% 180,997 I T T
Akansas §53,775,935 $1,618,656 §724,792 36 e g
Caifornia  $295.104.549 $29,086,515 $18,179.776 $3,486 $1a g
Colorado $28965009  $5371555 $4,404,220 $2,047 $138
Comnecticat 365755 670 ' §13,265,480 $11,113,382 $7.707 $606
Delaware $5,685,800 $407,500 $191,090  s6745 $483
Floda 4 §290406902  $67,306 907 ssio13802  s2338 $171
Georgia | $309.579 383 §19484410 $7.798,716 o
Hawaic e T
idaho $0 $0 S
tinois $283,020000  $45069.419 $35,313.445 o
Indiana B $0 %0 $0 -
lowa $6,800,000 $0 -$278,800
Kansas $15,500,000 $1,771,175 $1,208,293
Kentucky $75,127,000 $2357000  s;arta0
Lovisiana  $74719738 $5,604,302 ' $2.770,569
Maine  $4247.915 3503332 $349,804
Maryland $74,910,729 $31,641,363 $29,867,319
Massachusetts $65,816,357 $3,026,395 $452,007 $3,681 $62 387
Michigan $90,850,000 $6,000,000 $2,521,150 sa167 I
Minnesota $19,100,000 $77.025 5702917 $7,251 $48 R
Mississippi fo $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Missouri $12,631,001 $501,731 w430 s e Tt
Montana 50 _ $0 50 50 50 s
Nebraska  $36775% 2875 §153,//4 52,273 §209 5311
Nevada —  g3152479 §120,307 $4012 533 $206 §7
Ne‘vs;ﬂampshrre B ’ $0 ’ $0 T T $0 - $0 ‘q)mw’¥~’7w—7m~*$6@”m
NewJdersey $477,466,737  $21.623.489 52933916 $10,494 $6a0 §236
NewMeaco — s81a9234 53704727 _SS2802 mes 8706 s

New York $292 413,929 $37 463,839 $27,010,885 $3,454 858

518,585,0F

,,,,,,,,,, 52 [/J‘J $ QO‘,,UUU -
_ ~,§i34‘587,?48 $48,577 816 $29,145,733

50 50 $0
dermont  $10.206.693 $411,481 $218,080
degna saiciaan 86,194 597 54,615,323
Wash;rtgtch — 7;5;8 048 ) 5
‘ s R

H ; 400,000
- Cw T ,
50 states 53,724, 382129 466645837 $333.078.040

22

B .



; ~ s . . S 2
TR 4 el R SR W N

WHAT QUALIFIES AS A STATE PRESCHOOL PROGRAM?
Our Yearbook focuses on state-funded preschool initiatives meeting these criteria:

* The initiative is funded, controlled, and directed by the state.

* The initiative serves children of prekindergarien age, usually 3 and/or 4. Although initiatives in some states
serve broader age ranges, programs that serve only infants and toddlers are excluded.

* Early childhood education is the primary focus of the initiative. This does not exclude programs that offer
parent education but does exclude programs that mainly focus on parent education.

The initiative offers a group learning experience to children at least two days per week.

State-funded preschool education initiatives must be distinct from the state’s system for subsidized child care.
However, preschool initiatives may be coerdinated and integrated with the subsidy systemn for child care.

The initiative is not primarily designed to serve children with disabilities but may include children with
disabiiities.
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to a state preschool program.

While ideally this report would identify all prekindergarten funding streams at the state, local, and federal
levels, there are a number of limitations on the data that make this extremely difficult to do. For example,

beyond the required matches for federal funds. Also, although some of these child care funds may be used
for high-quality, educational, center-based programs for 3- and 4-year-olds that closely resemble programs
supported by state prekindergarten initiatives, it is nearly impossible to determine what proportion of the
funds are spent this way.

AGE GROUPINGS USED IN THIS REPORT

Children considered to be 3 years old during the 2006-2007 school year are those who were eligible to
enter kindergarten two years later, during the 2008-2009 school year. Children considered to be 4 years
old during the 2006-2007 school year were eligible to enter kindergarten one year later, during the 2007-
2008 school year. Children considered to be 5 years old during the 2006-2007 school year were already
eligible for kindergarten at the beginning of the 2006-2007 program vyear.
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How to interpret data on the individual state profiles:

For each state that has a prekindergarten initiative, we present one page with a description of the state’s
program followed by a page with data on the program’s key features.

On the top of the first page for each state are two sets of bar graphs:

¢ The first set shows percentages of the state’s 3-year-olds and
4-year-olds enrolled in the state program.

* The second set shows the state’s spending per child enrolled
in the state prekindergarten initiative.

Both sets of bar graphs depict changes in state prekindergarten over
time, from fiscal year 2002 (which corresponds to the 2001-2002
school year) through fiscal year 2007 (the 20062007 school year).
Most of the 2002-2006 data used for comparison purposes come
from NIEER's previous Yearbooks, although spending figures are

The bar graphs are followed by a narrative describing the main features of the state’s initiative, with deta)ls
such as the initiative's origins, the types of settings in which prekindergarten can be offered, and eligibility

At the bottom of the first page of each state profile are 4 numbers showing how the 38 states with

prekindergarten rank on the following measures:

* The percentage of the state's 4-year-old population enrolled in the state’s prekindergarten program
{Access Ranking-4s)

* The percentage of the state’s 3-year-old population enrolled in the state’s prekindergarten program
(Access Ranking~3s)

* State expenditures per child enrolled in the program (Resources Ranking~State Spending)

* All reported expenditures per child enrolled in the program, including local and federal spending
as well as state spending (Resources Ranking-All Reported Spending)

Fer the first time, two rankings on resources are included. The Resources Ranking~State Sperding corresponds
to resources rankings in previous Yearbooks. The Resources Ranking-All Reported Spending is new, and
provides a more complete picture of spending in states employing local and federal funding sources.
However, because states vary in their ability to repart spending from these other sources, the new ranking

is imperfect and sometimes underestimates total spending.

information for states that have more than cne prekindergarten intiative s Fresented sughtiy differentiy and
is explained in the individual state profiles. Louisiana, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, Penrsylvania,
South Carclina, Vermont, and Wisconsin each have more than one distinct initiative.

The 12 states that did not fund state prekindergarten initiatives in 2006-2007 are also given state profile
pages. For most of these states, the space usually filled by a description of a state’s initiative s loft blark, and
the table on the quality standards is omitted. However, these profiles provide information cn special education
enrcliment, federally funded Head Start enroliment, and state-funded Head Start enroliment. information on
K=12 spending and federal Hoad Start spending is also provided. Whera applicable, state Head Start spending

15 reported,
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The sections below provide an overview of information contained in data tables on the state profile pages
and explain why these elements are important. Data in the tables are for the 2006-2007 program year, except

when noted.

ACCESS

The first item in the Access data table is total state program enrollment. This is the number of children
enrolied at a specific point in time. Following that is the percentage of school districts (or in some cases,
counties or communities) offering state prekindergarten. This information shows the extent of the initiative's
geographic coverage. Next, the table shows what, if any, income requirement is used in determining eligibility

for the program.,

Data on the hours of operation (hours per day and days per week) and operating schedule (academic or
calendar year) are shown as additional measures of access. Parents working full time may find it difficult to

The Access data table also shows enroliment of 3- and 4-year-old children in two federally funded prekindergarten
programs outside the state prekindergarten initiative: preschool special education and Head Start. The final
item in the table reports how many children are participating in Head Start slots funded by the state.

Two Access pie charts illustrate the percentages of 3-year-olds and 4-year-olds in the state enrolled in the
state prekindergarten initiative, special education, and Head Start. The remaining children are categorized

as enrolled in “Other/None.” These children may be enrolled in another type of private or publicly funded
program (e.q., state-subsidized child care) or may not be attending a center-based program at all. For the
purposes of these charts, it was assumed that there was no overlap across the three types of programs. In fact,

i
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QUALITY STANDARDS CHECKLIST
State policies in 10 critical areas related to quality are shown. For each area, states receive a checkmark when

minimum criteria needed to ensure effective prekindergarten programs, especially when serving disadvanisged
children, but is not intended as an exhaustive catalog of all features of 4 high-quality program. Meeting all 10
standards is not necessarily sufficient for ensuring high quality. However each of these standards is essential,

and no state’s prekindergarten policies should be considered fully satisfactory unless all 10 benchmarks are met,

large educational benefits for children in randomized trials and the strongest quasi-experimental studies (e.q.,
High/Scope Perry Preschool and Chicago Child Parent Centers) and farther from the characteristics of programs

found to have weak effects in rigorous studies.?

Four of the items we use to gauge the quality of state prekindergarten programs involve teacher credentials
and training. State pre-K policies are evaluated based on whether programs require teachers to have a bachelor's
degree?; whether they require teachers to have specialization in pre-K education?; whether they require
assistant teachers to have at least a Child Development Associate (CDA) or equivalent credential*: and
whether they require teachers to have at least 15 hours of annual in-service training.* Teacher qualifications
receive this emphasis in our checklist because research shows this area to be critical
quality. Better education and training for teachers can improve the interaction between children and teachers.

This, in turn, affects children’s learning.

Class size and staff-child ratios are also emphasized in the Quality Standards Checklist. States are expected to

limit class sizes to 20 at most®, and to have no more than 10 children per teacher’” With smaller classes and

fewer children per teacher, children have greater opportunities for interaction with adults and can receive more
individualized attention. The importance of class size and staff-child ratios in determining the quality of programs
has been confirmed by several studies.
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Early learning standards are critical to quality,® because they offer programs guidance and ensure that they
cover the full range of areas essential to children’s learning and development. States should have comprehensive
early learning standards covering all areas identified as fundamental by the National Education Goals Panel'—
children’s physical weli-being and motor development, social/emotional development, approaches toward
learning, language development, and cognition and general knowledge. These standards should be specifically
tailored to the learning of preschool-age children so that it is appropriate for their level of development, and
should be required by the state or actively promoted for use in state prekindergarten classrooms.

standards.1®
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RESOURCES

rge number of children. As a result, children may not be
ed for the prekindergarten program to have a substantial
impact. in some states, local communities contribute substantial additional funds to state pre-K. In such cases,
the figure that includes all reported spending is the best gauge of the level of available resources, to the
extent that information about local spending is available.

A bar chart in the resources section compares prekindergarten spending to federal Head Start spending and

K-12 spending. Different colors indicate different funding sources—state focal, and federal, A separate cclor is
used to indicate any TANF funds that a state directs toward its prekindergarten initiative. While TANF funds are
federal dollars, it is the state’s decision to devote these funds to prekindergarten as opposed to other purposes.
Finally, data on the amounts of local and federal pre-K funds used are included in the bar chart when available.
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ACCESS
Total state program envollment ... Number of children in state pre-K program

School districts that offer state program ... Percentage of school districts in state where program is offered
(may include programs not provided by district itsclf)

Maximum family income for participanrts

Hours per day and days per week programs operate

Operating schedule ... Annual schedule of operation (academic year or entire calendar year)
>pecial education enroliment ... .. Number of 3- and 4-year-olds served by the Preschool
Grants Program of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

Federally funded Head Startenroliment..... ... I Number of slots for 3- and 4-year-olds in
Head Start funded with foderal money

Stote-funded Head Start enrofiment........ ... .. Number of slots for 3- and 4-year-olds in

Head Start funded with state money

QUALITY STANDARDS CHECKLIST

POLICY STATE PRE-K REQUIREMENT

Barly learning standards ... National Education Goals Panel content areas covered by state learning
standards for preschool-age children must be comprehensive

TERCNET DGIEC Lead teacher must have a BA, at minimum

Teacher specialized training ..o Lead teacher must have s ecialized training in a pre-K area
P g p 9 p

Assistant teacher degree ... .. Assistant teacher must have a CDA or equivalent, at minimum

Teacher in-service .. Teacher must receive at least 15 hours/year of in-service
professional development and training

Maximum class size ... Maximum number of children per classroom must be 20 or lower
3-year-olds
4-year-oids

Stafchild (880 Lowest acceptable ratio of staff to children in classroom
3-year-olds te.g., maximum number of students per teacher) must be 1:10 or better
4-year-olds

Screening/referral and support services ... Screenings and referrals for vision, hearing, and health must pe required;

at least one additional SUpport service must be provided to families
~Atleast one meal must be required daily

be used to demonstrate ongoing adherence to state program standards

RESOURCES
:
Total state pro-K spending Total state funds spent on state pre-K program

bocal match required?. Whether state requires iocal £roviders 1o match store MGhEtary
contributions to program and amount of any required matcr

State Head Start spenrding (when appiicable) ... .. Total state funds spent to suppiement federal Head Sear Erogram
tate spending per chitd enrolled ... Amount of state funds spent per child participating in pre-K program

All reported spending per child encolled . ... Amaount of state, lecal, and federal funds spent
per child participating in pre-K program

29
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GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS

AA

BA

BS

cC
CCDBG
CCDF
CcD
CDA
COR
DHHS
DIBELS
DOE
EC
ECE
ECERS(-R)
ECSE
EE

ELL
ESL
Exp.
FPL
FTE

FY
GED
Hdst
HSD
IDEA
IEP
IFSP

K

LEA
LEP
MA
MOE
Mos.
N-

NA
NAEYC
NCLB
NEGP

PIR

Pre-K

RFP

SES

smi

SpEd

TA

TANF
TEA.CH.
USDA

Associate of Arts
Bachelor of Arts

Bachelor of Science

Child Care

Child Care and Development Block Grant
Child Care and Development Fund

Child Development

Child Development Associate credential
Child Observation Record

Department of Health and Human Services
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills
Department of Education

Early Childhood

Early Childhood Education

Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (-Revised)
Early Childhood Special Education
Elementary Education

English Language Learner

English as a Second Language
Experience

Federal Poverty Level

Full-time Equivalent

Fiscal Year

General Equivalency Diploma

Head Start

High School Diploma

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
Individualized Education Plan
Individualized Family Service Plan
Kindergarten

Local Education Agency

Limited English Proficiency

Master of Arts

Maintenance of Effort

Months

Denotes that the age range covered by a teaching license begins at nursery (e.g., N—4

Not Applicable

National Association for the Education of Young Children
No Child Left Behind

National Education Goals Farei

-

= nursery-grade 4)

Derotes that the age range covered by a teaching license begins at preschooi {e.q., P-4 = preschool~grade 4)

Program Information Report (Head Start)
Prekindergarten

Request for Proposal

Socic-economic Status

State Median Income

Special Education

Techrical Assistance

Terporary Assistance to Needy Famiies

Teacher Education und Compensation Helps (TE ACH Farty Chidhaod - Projet)

United States Depattment of Agnculture

T s o e



Alaska

PTA

cverychild.onevoice.

2007-2008 Legislative Platform

The Alaska PTA will support legislation and regulations, which promote the Purpose of

the PTA cited as follows:
a. To promote the welfare of children and youth in home, school, community and
place of worship.

b. To raise the standards of home life
To secure adequate laws for the care and protection of children and youth

C.
d. To bring into closer relation the home and the school, that parents and
teachers may cooperate intelligently in the education of children and youth
e. To develop between educators and the general public such united efforts as
will secure for all children and youth the highest advantages in physical,
mental, social, and spiritual education.
This legislative platform is the authority for selecting those areas of legislation to be
addressed by the Alaska PTA. Positions taken on state and federal legislation will
conform to policies adopted in this basic platform, priorities approved at the Legislative
Issues Conference, resolutions adopted at Convention and positions adopted by Alaska

PTA Board.

( A. SCHOOL GOVERNANCE
The Alaska PTA supports legislation and regulations that will:

1 Maintain local school district self-governance; require financial accountability, timely
and effective communications between all parties regarding school performance
records and local control of all public schools.

2. Require bargaining unit within School Districts to give a three-day strike notice.

B. FUNDING FOR PUBLIC EDUCATION
The Alaska PTA supports legislation and regulations for state and local funding for

public education, that is adequate, equitable, stable and accountable. To achieve
this, Alaska PTA supports the following concepts:

1. Public education is primarily a responsibility of both state and local governments and
must be a top funding priority.

2. The Alaska Legislature must consider new, stable sources of revenue to fund
education and initiate forward funding for education. This would enable school
districts to initiate, improve upon and maintain educational programs that show
results in achieving high academic and or life skills performance by students
according to their abilities. These programs will allow students to pass all
appropriate and required tests while maintaining a safe and sound environment that
promotes and facilitates learning.

3. The Department of Education and Early Development should annually compile data
on the finances of all School Districts and make this information readily available to
the public in a comprehensible and relevant format. Uniform accounting procedures
should be required by the State in order that district expenditures for programs and
administrative costs can be computed equitably, while showing number of
participants within the program for the fiscal period reported.




9.

for every primary and secondary school.

10. Support Denali kid care to ensure that children, teens (through age 18) and pregnant

11.

women of both working and non-working families who meet the current) income
guidelines have access to affordable health insurance.

Require confidential reporting to the state where every child is receiving their 1-12t
grade education be it public, private or home schooling.

EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CHILD CARE
The Alaska PTA Supports legislation and regulations, which will:
Support a comprehensive program to provide training for parents of all children from

birth to age 5.
Provide high-quality, developmenta”y appropriate preschool programs, for all

children age 3-5
Improve licensing for day care, preschool programs, and foster home parents to

ensure high standards.
Provide day care assistance to families in need to allow them to pay for quality

programs.
Support a statewide system of resource and referral centers to help parents find

accessible, affordable, quality childcare.

Same rate as business usage.
Include parents, community members, and educational professionals in all aspects

of student performance standards.
Alaska PTA strongly supports and advocates for the development and
implementation of the parental involvement policies of NCLB that will:

1 Communicating

2. Parenting

3. Student Learning

4, Volunteering

5. School decision making and advocacy

6. Collaborating with the community

Engage parents

Provide parents with clear and timely information about NCLB

Develop effective advocates

"Approved hy the Delegates of the Alaska PTA 2oy7 Annual Convention
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Our view: Alaska needs a plan to make pubilic schools better
Quality gap

(11/16/08 21:39:10)

Alaska has handicapped its young children by being one of only 12 states with no state-funded education system
for pre-kindergarten students,

Friday they came up with about 50 goals, including offering state-funded preschool to the families of every 3-, 4-
and 5-year-old in Alaska.

A sampling of other goals:
* Evaluating pre-school programs to make sure they're adequately preparing children for school,
* Establishing a statewide telecommunications network, with equal access for all students,

* Defining what a student needs to know to be a skilled worker or a college student -- not just the minimum
standards the state now sets for handing out high school diplomas.

Meeting these goals would take school funding to another level. A much higher one, though no one made any
estimates.

can produce an admirable list of goals, but whether the state administration and the Legislature will support them
financially.

We can't say right now which reforms the state should adopt and pay for and which not.

They need to be thought through. The list will 9o up on the state Web site, be adopted and perhaps refined by
‘he state Board of Education, and be publicized so that anyone in Alaska can comment.

3ut it's worth noting that other states, not as wealthy as ours, do offer state-funded pre-school, for example,

\nd it's clear that Alaska isn't doing enough to ensure the success of its students. If it were, we wouldn't have
uch abysmal graduation rates.

OTTOM LINE: Alaska needs to take a hard look at steps that will improve public education, like state-funded
re-kindergarten,

[N ‘.v“.w‘,mw,wmww~mm~
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Off the trail

Campaign is over, Gov. Palin; come back home and govern

here in Alaska,

At least it is supposed to be.

The governor was absent when the state sponsored a big, statewide conference to chart the future of Alaska's
educational system last week. Instead of lending her weight to the effort to improve education, the governor was
in Miami giving a speech on the future of the Republican Party.

She had been back in Alaska briefly after the Palin-McCain ticket lost the presidential election, Long enough to
say, hi, I'm back. Then she was gone on another partisan political errand.

There are pressing issues to be addressed in the state, such as low graduation rates, plummeting North Slope oil
prices, proposals to build alternative energy projects, the gas pipeline.

Welcome back, again, Gov. Palin. The state needs you.

BOTTOM LINE: It's time for the governor to re-focus on Alaska's needs,

Print Page f Close Window I
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A Valuable Investment

By Abbe Hensley, executive director, Best Beginnings - as
published in our November 2008 E-newsletier.,

Even in these stressful, nail-biting times, there’s one investment
that holds its value. Economists are touting it as one of the best
bets available for economic development. This sure-fire
investment? It's early learning. Myriad studies and rescarch
continue to reinforce what is already a powerful case: preparing
babies and young children to succeed in school and life has
profound impacts on the economy.

The components of quality early learning — positive and purposeful
parenting, high quality and accessible child care and early
education programs — build strong brains during the critical years
from birth to 5. When we build strong brains, we stoke educational achievement and workplace skills, both vital to a
productive workforce and a strong and vibrant economy. Early learning contributes to the economy in two ways. It
saves money by reducing crime, teen pregnancy, and welfare dependency. And it generates revenue by paving the way
for higher educational attainment and a resulting increase in earning potential.

the nation’s leading experts on the impact of high quality early education on workforce productivity and economic
development.

In “Schools, Skills and Synapses” (c 2008 Western Economic Association International), Heckman summarizes a
domino effect: rising high school dropout rates result in lower college enrollment. Lower college enrollment results in
sluggish growth of workforce skills. Declining workforce skills result in less productivity and a weaker economy.

We already know the path to success in school starts at birth. Those first five years of life are critical for establishing
how a child will fare in school and ultimately in life. According to Heckman, the evidence suggests that a child’s early
environment plays a powerful role in shaping adult outcomes.

It’s in our self-interest to create the carly learning system we need. We all benefit when more kids graduate from high
school and when more people have jobs, pay taxes. and contribute to their communities and the cconomy.,

Early learning — it’s everybody’s business,

Best,

Abbe

Abbe Hensley, exccutive director of Best Beginnings, was director of outreach services for the U.S. Department of
Education-funded PBS Ready To Learn Service. Prior 10 that, she worked with educational children’s television and

conummty outreach at KAKM in Anchorage and at WETA in Washingron, D.C. She has served on the Alaska State
Board of Education, as president of the Alaska PTA, and as vice prestdent for leadership for National PTA.

View Best Beginnings E-newsletter archives

Close Window
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Early Childhood Development: Economic
Development with a High Public Return

Art Rolnick
Senior Vice President and Director of Research

Rob Grunewald
Regional Economic Analyst

Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis

Note: The following paper was developed in March
2003 with Minnesota audiences in mind. However, the
authors subsequently discovered a high degree of inter-
est throughout the country in their research on the eco-
nomics of early childhood development and the univer-
sality of the issues discussed. This paper also motivated
the October conference at the Minneapolis Fed.

Early childhood development programs are rarely
portrayed as economic development initiatives, and
we think that is a mistake. Such programs, if they
appear at all, are at the bottom of the economic
development lists for state and local governments.
They should be at the top. Most of the numerous
projects and initiatives that state and local govern-
ments fund in the name of creating new private
businesses and new jobs result in few public bene-
fits. In contrast, studies find that well-focused
investments in early childhood development yield
high public as well as private returns.

Why the case for publicly subsidizing private
businesses is flawed and misguided

Over the last few years, the future of Minnesota’s
cconomy has been called into question. The result-
ing debate illustrates how little is understood about
the fundamentals that underlie economic develop-
ment. While many recognize the success of the
Minnesota economy in the past, they see a weaken-
ing in the foundations of that success. Some point
to the decline in corporate headquarters located in
Minnesota. Some point to the lack of funding for
new startup companies, particularly in the areas of
high-tech and biotech. Some point fo the possible
loss of professional sports teams. Some think the

University of Minnesota is not visible enough in the
business community. And still others raise the
broader concern that Minnesota’s citizens and pol-
icymakers have become too complacent and
unwilling to make the public commitment to be
competitive in a global economy.

Those who raise these concerns conclude that
Minnesota and local governments need to take a
more active role in promoting our economy. Often
that implies that the state or local governments sub-
sidize private activities that the market is not fund-
ing. Proponents of this view argue that without
such subsidies, either well-deserving businesses will
not get funded or other states will lure our busi-
nesses to greener pastures.

State and local subsidies to private businesses are
not new. In the name of economic development
and creating new jobs, Minnesota, and virtually
every other state in the union, has a long history of
subsidizing private businesses. We have argued in
previous studies that the case for these subsidies is
short-sighted and fundamentally flawed." From a
national perspective, jobs are not created—they are
only relocated. From a state and local perspective,
the economic gains are suspect because many
would have been realized without the subsidies. In
summary, what often passes for economic develop-
ment and sound public investment is neither.

If subsidizing private businesses is the wrong way
to promote Minnesota’s economy, then what is the

right way?

To answer this question, we need to understand that
unfettered markets generally allocate scarce resources
to their most productive use. Consequently, gov-
ernments should only intervene in markets when
they fail.

Market failures can occur for a variety of rea-
sons; two well-documented failures are goods that
have external effects and those with public attrib-
ates. Unfettered markets will generally produce the
wrong amount of such goods. Education has long




been recognized as a good that has external effects
and public attributes. Without public support, the
market will yield too few educated workers and too
little basic research. This problem has long been
understood in the United States and it is why our
government, at all levels, has supported public
funding for education. {According to  the
Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development, for example, the United States in
1999 ranked high on public funding of higher edu-
cation.”) Nevertheless, recent studjes suggest that
one critical form of education, early childhood
development, or ECD, is grossly underfunded.
However, if properly funded and managed, invest-
ment in ECD vyields an extraordinary return, far
exceeding the return on most investments, private
or public,

A convincing economic case for publicly subsi-
dizing education has been around for years and is
well supported. The economic case for investing in
ECD is more recent and deserves more attention,

Public funding of education has deep roots in
U.S. history. John Adams, the author of the oldest
functioning written constitution in the world, the
constitution  of  the Commonwealth  of
Massachusetts, 1779, declared in that document
that a fundamental duty of government s to pro-
vide for cducation.’ Publicly funded schools have
been educating children in the United States ever
since. Today over 85 percent of U.S children are
cducated in publicly funded schools. John Adams
argued for public funding of education because he
realized the importance of educated voters to the
well-being of a democracy, We suspect that he also
understood the cconomic benefits that flow to the
general public,

Investment in human capital breeds economic
success not anly for those buing educated, but also
for the overall cconomy. Clearly today, the market
return to cducation s sending astrony signal. Prior
to 1953, the wages of a worker with an undergradu-
e degree exceeded a worker with a high school
degree by roughly 40 percent. Carrenly, that diffor-
cice s cose to 60 percent. The wdge premium for
anadvinced degree has srown even more. Prior to
P85, the wages of a worker with 4 graduate degree
cxceeded those of 1 worker with high school

dewree by ronahly 6o porcent Bedas that Jifference
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Minnesota represents a good example of the ¢co-
nomic benefits that flow from education. Evidence
is clear that our state has one of the most successful
economiies in the country because it has one of the
most educated workforces. In 2000, almost a third
of persons 25 and older in Minnesota held at least g
bachelor’s degree, the sixth highest state in the
nation. To ensure the future success of Minnesota’s
cconomy, we must continue to provide a highly
educated workforce.

The economic case for public funding of early
childhood development

Knowing that we need a highly educated work-
force, however, does not tel] us where to invest
limited public resources. Policymakers must
identify the educational investments that yield
the highest public returns. Here the literature is
clear: Dollars invested in ECD vield extraordi-
nary public returns.

The quality of life for a child and the contribu-
tions the child makes to society as an adult can be
traced back to the first few years of life. From birth
until about 5 years old a child undergoes tremen-
dous growth and change. If this period of life
includes support for growth in cognition, language,
motor skills, adaptive skills and social-emotional
functioning, the child is more likely to succeed in
school and later contribute to society.' However,
without support during these early years, a child is
more likely to drop out of school, receive welfare
benefits and commit crime,

A well-managed and well-funded carly child-
hood development program, or ECDP, provides
such support. Current ECDPs include home visits
as well as center-based programs to supplement and
enhance the ability of parents to provide g solid
foundation for their children, Some have been initj-
tted ona Large scale, such as federally funded Flead
Start, while other small-scale model programs have
been implemented locally, sometimes with relative-
Iy high levels of funding per participant,

The question we address is whether the current
funding of ECDPs is high cnough. We nuike the case
that it is not, and that the benefits achieved from
ECDPs far exceed their costs, Indeed, we tind tha
the return 1o ECDPs fay exceeds the return on o
Projects that e currently fanded gy capomie

deselopment,
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Many of the initial studies of ECDPs found little
improvement; in particular, they found only short-
term improvements in cognitive test scoves. Often
children in ecarly childhood programs would post
improvements in IQ relative to nonparticipants,
only to see the IQs of nenparticipants catch up
within a few years.”

However, later studies found more long-term
effects of ECDPs. One often-cited rescarch project is
the High/Scope study of the Perry Preschool in
Ypsilanti, Mich., which demonstrates that the
returns available to an investment in a high-quality
ECDP are significant. During the 1960s the Perry
School program provided a daily 2 1/2-hour class-
room session for 3- to 4-year-old children on weck-
day mornings and a 1 1/2-hour home visit to each
mother and child on weekday afternoons. Teachers
were certified to teach in clementary, early childhood
and special education, and were paid 10 percent
above the local public school district’s standard pay
scale. During the annual 30-week program, about
one teacher was on stalf for every six children.”

Beginning in 1962, researchers tracked the per-
formance of children from low-income black fami-
lies who completed the Perry School program and
compared the results to a control group of children
who did not participate. The research project pro-
vided reliable longitudinal data on participants and
members of the control group. Atage 27, 117 of the
original 123 subjects were located and interviewed.”

The results of the research were significant
despite the fact that, as in several other studies, pro-
gram participants lost their advantage in [Q scores
over nonparticipants within a few years after com-
pleting the program. Therelore a signiticant contri-
bution to the program’s success likely derived from
growth in noncognitive arcas involving social-emo-
tonal functioning. During clementary and second-
ary schoal, Perry School participants were less like-
Iv to be phiced in a spedial education program and
had o significantly higher average achievement
scare at age 1 than nonparticipaats. Over 65 per-
centof program participants graduated from regu-
Lar high school cump'lml with 43 percent of non-
partici pmh Atage 27, four Gmes 48 many program
part a5 m‘n; rticipants carned 82,000 or
more per month, And onbe one-titth as many pro-
Ui p‘mit,ip‘\xm 15 nenpartdipants were arrested
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Perry School Preschool's Estimated
Impact per Program Participant

ic01RlY Benefit/Cost Analysis
Present Value in 1992 Dollars Discounted at 3%

Benefits* For Participant  For Public Total
Child care proviced 738 0 738
More efficent K-12 education,

such as less grade retention

and higher achievement 0 8872 6877
Decrease in public adult

education costs 0 233 283
Increase in participants’

earnings and employee benefits 21,485 3,846 30,331
Decrease in crime 0 70,381 70,481
Increase in publicly funded

higher education costs 0 -268

Decrease in welfare payments -2,653 VRIES 765
Total Benefits 19,570 88,433 108,002
Cost of Pregram 0 -12,356 -12.356

Estimated return on $1 invested in program:
For Participant and Public: $8.74 ($108.002 in Benelits,$12.356 for Cast of Program)

For Pubtic: 6 {£88,433 in Benefits/$12,356 for Cost of Program)

* Benefits and costs were measurcd from ages 3 through 27 and prowected for ages 23 thraugh ©

Data coune: The Fighdscope Fery Preschon! Study Tirdogh Age 27

Other studies of ECDPs, while not solely focused
on 3- to 4-year-old children, abvo show improve-
ments in scholastic achicvement and less crime. Tor
example, the Syracuse Preschool Program provided
support for disadvantaged children from prenatal
care through age 5. Ten vears fater, problems with
probation and criminal olfenses were 70 percent less
among participants compared with a control group.”

As the result of the Abecedarian Project in North
Caroling, which provided children from low-
income families 3 full-time, high-quality oduca-
xperience lrom intancy through age 3, -

in both reading and mach s
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Benefits**

Child care grovided

Mare clficent K-
education

Decrease in publ
adult education services

Increase in participants’

LAnings and em
benefits

Oecrease in crim

Increase in putt
lunded tigher
( education costs

Decrease in welt
payments

Cost of program

Estimated Real |

Perry School Preschool's Estimated
Impact per Program Participant

! Internal Rate of Return*

Average Annual Effect in 1992 Dollars

For Participant  For Public Total

(Ages 3-4) 385 0 385
12

{Ages 5-17) 0 47 747
lic

(Ages 20-25) 0 89 89
ployee  (Ages 18-27) 2142 714 2856

(Ages 28-65) 1,070 357 1427
e {Ages 18-27) 0 8.923 3,823

(Ages 28-B5) 0 1,565 1,565
icly

tAges 20-25) 0 -225 -225
e

(Ages 18-27) -392 431 39

{Ages 28-65) -31 34 3

{Ages 3-4) 0 -6,444 -6,444
nternal Rate of Return 4% 12% 16%

* The siternal rale of refura s the inferest rate rocerved for an veEtment that consists of pay-
Tents and revenuye DCeUImng At requiar perioads. The above dMounts were yifocated annuatly

dCICST the age qroupes fisted,

" Braelite and osts were moasuied

Cata soume

e H

. R [ SR T, b4 oid
NGSRALE FEiTy Froscings Sty gl Age 27

ticipants into young adulthood, Furthermore, par-
ticipants had fewer incidences of grade retention
and special education placements by age 15,7

The High. Scope study conducted a benefit-cost
analysis by converting the benefits and costs found
in the study into monetary values in constant 1992
dollars discounted wnually at 3 percent. The
rescarchers found that for every dollar invested in
the program during the carly 19605, over $8 in ben-
efits was returned to the program participants and
see Tuble TAY,

sodiety as a whaole
ressive benefit-ta-cost

While 8-to-1 iy an inmy
mkers should place this ¢

N 1]
CUOTYOI ft;'w,{up—

ration policy bt in con-
festosith setirns front other

from ages 5 tnrsugh 27 and Croncted forages 28 theaugh 65
{ B i 9!

ment projects. Perhaps another project can boast g
higher benefit-to-cost ratio, Unfortunately, well-
ed benefit-to-cost ratios are seldom com-

cts. However, an alternative
measure—the internal rate of return—can be used
tomore easily compare the public, as well 1 private,
return to investments. ( The internal rate of return is
the interest rate received for an investment consist-
ing of payments and revenue that occur at regular
periods.)

To calculate the internal rate of return for the
Perry School program, we estimated the time peri-
ods in which costs and benefits in constant dollurs
were paid or received by program participants and
society (see Table 1B). We estimate the real internal
rate of return for the Perry School program at 16
percent. “Real” indicates that the rate of return is
adjusted for inflation,

While program participants directly benefited
from their increase in after-tax earnings and fringe
benefits, these benefits were smaller than those
gained by the general public. Based on present value
estimates, about 80 percent of the benefits went to
the general public (students were less disruptive in
class and went on to commit fewer crimes), yielding
over a 12 percent internal rate of return for society
in general. Compared with other public invest-
ments, and even those in the private sector, an
ECDP seems like a good buy. This analysis suggests
that early childhood development is underfunded,
otherwise, the internal rate of return on an ECDP
would be comparable to other public investments,

As with virtually all studies, there are cavears to
the High/Scope findings. On the one hand, the
High, Scope study may overstate the results we
could achieve today. Problems facing children 30
vears ago were different from the problems facing
children today. Single parenthood, parental drug
use, neighborhood crime are higher in many areas
of the country than they 30 years ago.
Pherefore, the rate of return of an ECDp today muay
be lower than the Perry School program.

Furthermore, in rey iewing our method of caleg-
lating the internal rate of return, one could argue
that some of the payments and rovenue stroams
dssigned should have staried of ended mr ditferont
civdisteibation diseon

ninde.

ground
puted for public proje

were

b

sears, o that wssigning an o
the actingl and
Savertheless, we find that the final el holds,

Py ments resenie
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even when payments and revenue are adjusted to 2
more conservative distribution.

On the other hand, the High/Scope study may
understate the results we could achieve today.
First, the High/Scope study doesn’t measure pos-
itive cffects on children born to participant fam-
ilies after the study period. The knowledge
gained by parents participating in the program
likely transferred to their younger children.
Second, the study may further understate the
effects because it doesn’t take into account
effects on future generations. With increased
education and earnings, participants’ children
would be less likely to commit crime and more
likely to achieve higher levels of education and
income than if their parents hadn’t attended the
Perry School program. A chain of poverty may
have been broken.

The returns to ECDPs are especially high when
placed next to other spending by governments
made in the name of economic development. Yet
ECD is rarely considered as an economic develop-
ment measure,

For example, tax increment financing and other
subsidies have recently been used to locate a dis-
count retail store and an entertainment center in
downtown Minneapolis, and to relocate a major
corporate headquarters to suburban Richfield and a
computer software firm to downtown St. Paul. Can
any of these projects, which combined represent an
estimated quarter of a billion dollars in public sub-
sidies, stand up to a 12 percent public return on
investment? From the state’s point of view, if the
subsidy is simply moving businesses within the
state, the public return is zero. If the subsidy is
required for the business to survive, the risk-adjust-
wd public return s not merely small but could be
negative.

As our lewmakers review proposals to build or
improve the state’s major professional sports stadi-
L, let’s not nake the same mistake. The various
proposals to build new haseball and football stadi-
uns and improve the current basketball stadium
total over $1 hillion. Can new stadiums effer a com-
parable public return on investment as an ECDP?
[How does a new stadiom veduce crime, increase
carnings and potentially break o chain of poverty?
We propose it this SEbillion plas be invested i

croiect withmnach iipher public return,

Proposal: Minnesota Foundation tor
Early Childhood Development

Our proposal—to create a foundation for early
childhood development in Minnesota—-isn’t born
in a vacuum. For scveral years the state of
Minnesota has sponsored initiatives to help prepare
children for kindergarten, specifically, Early
Childhood Family Education, or ECFE, School
Readiness and state-funded Head Start programs.
These programs often work together in supporting
carly childhood development.

ECFE provides support to parents and their chil-
dren from birth until kindergarten enrollment to
promote the healthy growth and development of
children. The program offers classes for parents and

Cost Estimate to Educate all 3- and
4-Year-0ld Children from Low-Income

Families In Minnesota at a Two-Year,
High-Quality ECOP

Annual cost of program
Number of 3- and 4-year-old children living in poverty™ 20,000

Castper child™” $ 9,500
Total $ 190,000,000

Current funds availahle

Federal and state annual funds for Head Start
{Serves atout 13,300 chidren at an annual cost

o 85,750 per chuid} § 20,000,000

Schect Readiness
(Estiate that 30 porcent of childre gaiapatng
o I proram e o poverty) $

Farly Shildhend Family Edu

sade Sy aant Darently gt o s- ard
S W e £y 5 LLuug
£ a500 ey
PRI




Po—

children, and provides optional home visits. About
$20 million in state aid was allocated to ECFE in
2001, which supported brograms for more than
300,000 parents and children. '

Between the ages of 3 1/2 10 5 years, children can
participate in School Readiness programs that pro-
vide a wide array of prekindergarten activities in
collaboration with other early childhood and com-
munity programs. Funding for School Readiness
was about $10 million in 2001 and reached 43,030
children,

The state of Minnesota also allocated almost $19
million to supplement federal funding ($59 mil-
lion) for Head Start programs in 2000, with about
13,300 children and their families participating in
comprehensive cducation, health and social services,
However, according to a state report, only 45 percent
of eligible children and their families received Head
Start services. Some of these eligible children
between the ages of 3 1/2 to 5 years who didn’t
receive help from Head Start participated in School
Readiness programs." However, it is unlikely that
participation of high-needs children in a lower-
cost, less comprehensive program demonstrated the
returns available in a part- to full-day, long-term
program.

We propose that the Minnesota state govern-
ment create the Minnesota Foundation for Early
Childhood Development to fill the gap between the
funds currently available for ECFE, School
Readiness and Head Start and the amount neces-
sary to fully fund a high-quality program for al 3-
and 4-vear-old children living in poverty in
Minnesota. A one-time $1.5 billion outlay would
create an endowment.that could support ECDPs on
anannual basis. The foundation would receive
donations from sovernment, private foundations,
individuals and businesses, With the foundation’s
funds invested in corporate AAA bonds, cirning
about 7 percent Peryear we estimate that the $105
million in annual sarnings would cover the searly
costs required to fully fund comprchensive, high-
quality ECDPs for all children from low-income
familios in Minnesoty < see Table 23,

The Minnesota Foundation for Early Childhood
Development would provide funding for well-sup-
portedand highly effective ECDPs, whether supple-
menting funds for an existing Head Start conrer of

Blring start 4 new Prograni. The Foundation

Ty
L. 2 fegon

would provide additional resources to enhance
existing programs, such as boost teacher qualifica-
tion and compensation, reduce teacher-student
ratios and  expand curriculum  resources,
Furthermore, the Foundation would provide start-
up funds for new ECDPs to help reach all eligible
children.

We contend that funding for ECDPs should
reach the level of model program status, such as the
Perry School program, since this is the leve] ar
which high returns have been demonstrated. Well-
funded ECDPs would ensure that all teachers have
a degree in early childhood education and are paid
at a level that keeps turnover to a minimum.
Furthermore, ECDPs would maintain low student-
to-teacher ratios and use high-quality curriculum
materials. Funds should also be allocated for
research to track the improvement of participating
children and identify where additional support may
be needed. Participation in these brograms should
be voluntary, but incentives may be provided for
tamilies to participate. ECDPs should work effec-
tively with parents and include them in the educy.
tion process with their children.

Conclusion

The conventional view of economic development
typically includes company headquarters, offjce
towers, entertainment centers, and professional
sports stadiums and arenas, In thjs paper, we have
argued that in the future any proposed economijc
development list should have early childhood
development at the top. The return on investment
from early childhood development is extraordinary,
resulting in better working public schools, more
cducated workers and less crime. A $1.5 billion
investment to create the Minnesota Foundation for
Early Childhood Development would 8o 4 long way
toward ensuring that children from low-income
families are ready to learn by the time they reach
kindergarten,

Granted that in today’s tight fiscal Cnvironment,
$1.53 billion is a4 particularly large sum, which may
mean we can't fully fund the program immediately,
Butiwe should be able 1o tully fund the endowment

over the next five years, Aftor measuring the public

impact on the quality of fife that wach 4 foandation

st provide, the costs of ot miaking such i inyey -

entare just too great to ignore. @
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Children Bencfit from High-Quality Pre-K

* Increased Educational Success
~ Less grade repetition
~ Less special education
— Improved social behavior and cognitive
— Higher high school graduation rates
* Increased Life Success
— Lower teenage pregnancy rates
— Less involvement in crime
— Higher employment and earnings

www.preknow.org
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Society Benefits from High-Quality Pre-K
* More productive workforce
* Increased competitiveness
* Reduced crime
* Increased school achievement
f * Significant return on investment
— Savings in K-12 costs
— Savings in social services costs

/ — Savings in crime costs
| — Increased tax revenue

T e SR

www.preknow.org
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Inside the Pre-Kindergarten Door:
A deeper look at what makes a high-quality pre-K classroom

|
|

Deborah A. Phillips, William T. Gormley, Jr., and Amy Lowenstein, Georgetown University

W explored the “black box” of pre-K classrooms o
identify promising targets for public investments in
classrooms thar promote k'uming,

Our study looked inside the classroom door of
pre-K programs in the relatively stringent policy conrtext of
Tulsa, Oklahoma. We investigated three primary research
questions: 1) What are children’s experiences with regard
to classroom e¢motional and instructional climate and
exposure  to  academic instruction in Tulsa’s  pre-K
classrooms?  2)  Are  the Tuls pre-K  classrooms
characterized by higher-quality classroom environments
and greater instructional time for four-year-old children as
compared to comparable classrooms in other states? 3) Do
program auspice (Head Start or TPS pre-K) and teacher
characteristics and practices predict variation in classroom
processes  in  Tulsa’s publicly-funded four-year-old
classrooms?

The rapid growth in state pre-K programs
represents a national experiment focused on finding the
best means of launching all voung children on a trajectory
of school success. In just the past five vears, there has been
a 40" increase in the number of four-vear-olds enrolled in
state pre-K programs. This trend has generated interest in
the impacts of carly childhood education on children’s
academic and social development, as well as questions
related to how policy makers can focus public resources to
produce bigh-quality classroom experiences for children.
Our study addresses the larter question in the context of
Tulsa, Oklahoma’s pre-K program, which has generated
extremely srrong cognitive Impacts across racial and
income groups. Our sample is pre-kindergarten ‘pre-K)
classrooms run by the Tulsa Public Schools "TPS; and
four-vear-old  Head  Stare classrooms  run by the
Community \ction Project 1CA P of Tulsa County.

AU Pre-K Progpams re Noy ¢ rected Dignal

Teackhor and cliseroom standirds virs widel aeross

stes with procKN Progrims,

e
Stefunded pre N Programs van exrensively in
reacher standards, Tor example, while 26 tares require a

BA degree and carly childhood certification for gl pre-K
lead teachers, 8 states do not require any teachers to have a
BA degree, and 10 states do not require teachers to have
specialized training in early childhood education (ECE).
The majority of states require a teacher-child ratio of 1:10,
but 12 states allow less stringent ratios in some or all of
their pre-K classrooms. Oklahoma has among the most
stringent state pre-K standards, with its requirements that
every classroom’s lead teacher have 2 BA degree and an
carly childhood certification, a maximum class size of 20,
and teacher-to-student ratio of 1:10. Salaties and benefits
are the same as those of elementary school teachers, and
strong support exists for focused instructional in-service
training. These standards and practices apply not only to
pre-K programs based in the TPS system, but also to
collaborating Head Start and child care programs.

KEY FINDINGS
TIPS Pro-K and Head Start Classrooms

B

Tulsa’s pre K classrooms offer ligher lovels of
[

fnstructional support than their e rerparts in other

states. Compared to narional samples, Tulsa pre-K
teachers in both ‘TIPS and Head start devored more
tme to pre-iteracy: TIPS pre-Koteachers also devored

more tme 1o math and seience,

We used the Classroom Assessment Scoring
Svstem /CLASS) to capture instructional and cmotional
climate in the classroom. The qualin of the climates thae
children were exposed to in the TPS pre-Koand Head Starr
classrooms varicd across our ourcome measures and
within cach measure. The quality of Instructional Support
was notably lower /3.21, on average; than rhe qualiny of
limotional Support 523, on average), and the ranges
within cach of these quality indices were substantial ¢ 4
ro 394 for Insrructional Support, 325 1o (.80 for
limotional Support,. Based on other studies, however, ir
appears that higher Jevels of [nsrructional Support are
more difficult 1o achicve than bigher levels of Emotiong
Support. NMthough both ape ~ poine seules, thev may b
calibrated  ditferently, muiking  direer COMparisons of
Instructional and 'morional Supporr problematic,



Inside the Pre-Kindergarten Door

In order to assess the quantty of academic
instruction, we used the Child Fngagement section of the
(CE-EAS). The most
this instrument is the

Fmerging Academics  Snapshot
notable descriptive finding using
relatively large amount of dme spent on
2430, of instructional Gme; as compared to
or social studics. This Lkely

literacy activities
(consuming
time spent on math, science,
reflects the strong emphasis placed on literacy in carly
cducational contexts in the United States today.

Predicting Classroom Climate and Instractional Tine Allocation |

Teacher and program characteristics han ¢ success at
predicting instructional rime allocation, hut not the
clinnate in the classroom.

A critical question for policy purposes concerns
how to produce the kinds of pre-K classrooms  that
generate learning and social gains. We examined which

teacher characteristics and

Comparison of Tulsa Programs e mredicred hicher-
Yp . ! o Figure 1. Quality comparisons between TPS pre-K and multi-state p!‘&CthLb prdlCtLd hlger
to National Samples £ &y comp o i
e S school-based pre-K classrooms quﬂht'\ classroom
B (**Sigmificant difference at 7= .08 capa | v N
When compared ‘ " processes in the Tulsg pre-
to other school-based pre- B P o P K classrooms. TO thl? end,
K programs from multi- WP S Gy we investigated
state samples, teachers in associations  between  the
the Tulsa TPS preK outcomes of classroom
classrooms, and to a lesser | climate and instructional
extent the Tulsa Head Start | % ume aHo_catlon i ic
classrooms received | ° inputs of school auspice
H N .. o .
significantly higher ratings (TPS pre-K or Head Start);
£ ) g , .
on aspects of classroom teachers LdUC“Fl()ﬂ‘ll
management and backgrounds, — experience,
instructional suppott, ) undergraduate GPAs, and
specifically, ~ how well A — curricular  choices;  and
teachers  use  classroom — whether the classroom was .,
time, maximize students’ on a tull-? or half-day
engagement in 1caming, Figure 2. Quality comparisons petween Tulsa Head Start and multi- schedule. None of thesc
a1 1 fapdlhack . state Head Start classrooms rogram or teacher
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location of the dassroom
a2 Head Start or TPS pre-k program was the most
consistent predicror of children’s exposure to instructional
activitics. Teachers fead Start spent
signiﬁczmtly less time practicing lerrers and sounds and on
math activities, but they spent more fime on social studies
than did their counterparts in TPS pre-K classrooms,

in classrooms

O the teacher characreristics, vears of classroom
experivace showed the most consisrent Lssociations with
time  allocation.

chissroom Maore gxpcr;cnc«:d teachers

showed a patrern of resaits suggesting that they devote
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classrooms com bined)

Taide 1, Predicting Classroom Time \llocation Prictices from Teacher and Classroom Characteristics TTPS and CAP Head Starr

Proportion of Time Spent on Academic Activities

Note. “ns.” = nora significant association at 2= .10 level.

Practicing Building Literacy Gross
letrers, Lxpressive Activities Social Motor Fine Mortor
Varable Reading Sounds Language Writing Composite)  Math  Seudies Activities  Activities

Schwol-lovel rariaie
Head Start Classroom ns. o 1n.s. = ns. = + + =
Cluassroom-lered rariabior
BA ECE + n.s. + ns. n.as. n.s. ns. n.s. ns.
MA n.s. ns. ns. n.s. ns. n.s. n.s. n.s. ns.
Teacher Experience + + + mns. + ns. = ns. ns.
Undergraduate GPA n.s. ns. + n.s. n.s. ns. n.s. ns. n.s.
Half-day Classroom n.s. ns. mns. ns. fn.s. nas. 1n.s. n.s. fL.s.
Direce Instruction n.s. + n.s. n.s. + n.s. .3, n.s. n.s.
Thematic Instruction = e + - n.s. n.s, n.s. n.s. f.s.
Creative Curriculum n.s. n.s. o.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s.

more time to pre-literacy  activities. The teachers’
educational backgrounds, specifically whether they had
majored in ECE and their GPA, played significant, but less
influential roles.

The teachers’ choice of curricula also affected
their use of instructional time in ways that correspond to
the differing emphases of the different curricula. These
findings need to be nterpreted cautiously in light of the
“Xtremely common practice, among the Tulsa teachers, of
integrating multiple curricula and the fact that this rescarch
was not designed as a curriculum evaluation study.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The policy priorivy should be o idcmify cHective
teachers and reward them appropriately,

In some respects, our research supports generally
cautious findings from the cducation literature—it s
possible to identifv differences in classroom quality and
classtoom practices, but it s difficult to explain them,
Although Tulsa’s pre-K classrooms are superior to those
of other school-based and Head Start pre-K classrooms
with college-cducated, carly-childhood-certified teachers, it
is hard to pinpoint teacher chatucteristics that account for
the higher ievels of nstructional support in Tulsa. It s
possible ro identify some reacher characteristics thar help
to cxplain differences in how pre-K classroom time s
spent, but these variables may have limired predictive
power. It s important to keep in mind that these
conclusions are drawn in the conrext of Oklahoma’s
relatively seringent pre-K policy environment, the general
ctfeet of which we have not assessed.

The tvo maose powerful variables  we have
identificd are auspices schoot-based Programs ditfer from

hoad Srartand reacher experience. If our 2oal s to hay e

pre-K teachers devote more time to literacy and math in
the classroom, then we should direct more experienced

teachers to spend similar amounts of high-quality
time on math and literacy instruction as thejr school-
based counterparts.

However, we always need to  recruit new
teachers into the system. Recent teacher recruitment
Initiatives, including the Teach for America program and
the North Carolina TEACH program, have helped to lure
bright, talented college  graduates  and mid-carcer
professionals jnto public school classrooms, including
many inner-city classrooms that need them desperately.
Public  officials might  wish o expand  the pre-K
components of these programs and evaluate the outcomes,
Similarly, the federal No Child Left Behind law is an
important focus for efforts to bring greater attention and
fesources to the nation’s pre-K classrooms.

Other  strategies  for recruiting new  teachers,
including salary bonuses, also are worth considering,
especially if they provide financial incentives to
qualificd and motivated teachers who are willing to serve
at-risk children. New  York Cin’s Teaching  Fellows
Program, for example, has narrowed the reacher qualiry
Zap between more advantaged and less advantaged public
schools,

At a minimum, we need to ensure that we do not
lose cffeetive pre-K teachers for reasons, such as wage
dis‘inccntivcs, that can he prevented. ;\Jrhough reacher
salarics in Tulsa ar¢ not notably high, pre-K reacher
salaries in Tulsa are close cnough o the prevading wage
rate thar thev have arrracred many brighr, dedicared, ind
cnergetic teachors ingg pre K chissrooms, Compcnsating
pre-K teachers at the same wage rate as other teachers

__ Novemberantg |
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may be an excellent strategy for promoting cffective
reaching in f()ur—yczm()ld classrooms.

Ultimately, we need to do 2 better job of
identifying effective teachers and rewarding them.
Getting children started on successful school trajectorics 18
a daunting and extremcly important job. Fifforts to predict
who will and will not be an cffective teacher remain
clusive, which signals the need to observe teachers as
they practice their craft and to evaluate the progress
made by their students. Under the Denver Pro Comp
plan, for example, teachers whose students perform better
receive higher compensation than teachers whose students
perform worse; teachers also are rewarded for ongoing
professional development. An alternative would be for
principals or pecrs to reward teachers based on their own
ssessment of teachers’ performance. We are sympathetic
to the intent of these initatives and would urge funders to
evaluate their impacts on both the teaching workforce and
student performance.

APPENDIX: METHODS

We examined classroom chimate and exposure to
Leademic instruetion o gain insight into classroom
processes that may help explaimn the highly successtul
ourcomes of the Tulsa pre-K program.

Our classroom sample included virtually the entire
universe of state-funded motning classrooms for four-
vear-olds in Tulsa and 106 of the 129 total pre-K
classrooms (78 of the 100 TPS pre-K classrooms and 28 of
the 29 Head Start classrooms).

Of the 106 lead teachers in the participating
classrooms, 104 completed qucsti(mnaircs about their
cducational background and training, employment history,
and use of pre-iK curricula. Seventy-seven of the teachers
who complered qucstionnnires provided consent for us to
obtain a copy of their college transcript.

Between February and May of 2006, classroom
observations were conducted by pairs of trained obscrvers
in the 100 p:n‘ricip:mng classrooms. We  chose two
nstruments  fo o assess  the classrooms:  the  Classroom
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management, and instructional support. Furthermore, w

focused on 10 out of 14 CH-EAS activides, selected to
capture individual children’s exposure to instruction and
activities in a range of skill domains.

Conpartion 1 Otber National Samiples

In order to place the descriptive data from the
Tulsa classrooms in a broader context, the National Center
for Early Development and Learning (NCEDL) Multi-
State Study of Pre-Kindergarten and the State-Wide Early
fiducation  Programs  (SWEEP) Study  provided
comparison classroom data from 11 states.

We restricted our cross-site comparisons  to
classrooms with a lead teacher who had both a BA-degrec
and was cettified to teach children ages four through third
grade (to match the ecarly childhood certification
requirement in Tulsa). A total of 241 classrooms from the
NCEDL/SWEEP sample met these criteria. The six Tulsa
classrooms in which the lead teacher was not early-
childhood-certified also were excluded.

[Hierarchical 1 inear Modeling

In order to examine predictors of variation in
classroom processes in the Tulsa pre-K programs, we used
hierarchical linear modeling (HLM) to take into account
the nesting of classrooms within TPS pre-K and Hea<’
Start programs. The Head Start/TPS pre-K variable wa
modeled as a school-level variable, and the other
independent variables (teacher has a BA in ECE, teacher
has MA, teacher experience, teacher’s undergraduate GPA,
full day/half day classroom, teacher’s use of curricula)
were modeled as classroom-level variables.
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Total state program encollment ... .. 0
School districts that offer state program ... NA
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Hours of operation
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QUALITY STANDARDS CHECKLIST

RESOURCES

Total state pre-K spending

Local match required?

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, NA
State Head Start spending. ... $6,084,100
State spending per child enrolled ... $0
All reported spending per child enrolled*... . $0
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