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Appropriation
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QOPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2010 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY 2012 FY 2013 FY 2014 FY 2015

Personal Services

Travel

Contractual

Supplies

Equipment

L.and & Structures

Grants & Claims

Miscellaneous

TOTAL OPERATING 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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Part-time

Temporary
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The Department of Education and Early Development is submitting a zero fiscal note for HB 59.

This bill would require the department to develop early learning guidelines for an effective, cost efficient, and optional
pre-elementary program provided under a statewide early childhood education plan. The department would submit a
report to the legislature on the early childhood education plan by January 15, 2010,
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4/6/09
AMENDMENT & | W
END DI .10
OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE KAWASAKI

TO: CSHB 59( ), Draft Version "E"

Page 4, line 24, following "a"
Insert "progress"”
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Mischel
4/6/09

AMENDMENT H 1 L)+t

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE KAWASAKI
TO: CSHB 59( ), Draft Version "E"

1  Page 3, line 27:
2 Delete "three and four vears of age"

-1-
4686



3 odnd

CONCEPTIONAL AMENDMENT

26-LSO329\E.1

IN THE HOUSE
EDUCATION COMMITTEE
BY: Representative Keller

Page 3, Line 26 & 27

Insért after:

plan for.. ..

families with preschool children

26

(18) devise a statewide early childhood education plan for families with

- 27 preschool children [students three and four years of age] that

New Text Underlined [[DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]




CONCEPTIONAL AMENDMENT I M

CSHB 59
‘ 26-LSO329\E.2

IN THE HOUSE
EDUCATION COMMITTEE
BY': Representative Keller

Page 3, Line 31

Delete:

or expansion of

30 (B) provides for the most effective and efficient

a1 coordination with [or expansion of] pre-elementary programs operating in

New Text Underlined [ DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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CONCEPTIONAL AMENDMENT -g ﬁ/ﬁ,/’z

CSHB 59
26-LSO329NE.3

IN THE HOUSE
EDUCATION COMMITTEE
BY: Representative Keller

Page 4, Line 18 & 19
Insert after:

cost-efficient. ...

family based

19  efficient family based, and optional pre-elementary program provided
20 . under a statewide early childhoed education plan approved by the department.

New Text Underlined [ DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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Mischel
3/9/09

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO.59( )
IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA

TWENTY-SIXTH LEGISLATURE - FIRST SESSION

BY

Offered:
Referred:

Sponsor(s): REPRESENTATIVES KAWASAKI, GARA, TUCK, AND PETERSEN

A BILL
FOR AN ACT ENTITLED
"An Act providing for the establishment of a statewide early childhood education plan

and guidelines,"
I BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA:

* Section 1. AS 14.07.020(2) is amended to read:
(a) The department shall
(1) exercise general supervision over the public schools of the state
except the University of Alaska;

(2) study the conditions and needs of the public schools of the state,
adopt or recommend plans, administer and evaluate grants to improve school
performance awarded under AS 14.03.125, and adopt regulations for the improvement
of the public schools;

" (3) provide advisory and consultative services to all public school
governing bodies and personnel;

(4) prescribe by regulation a minimum course of study for the public

-1- CSHB 59%( )
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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schools; the regulations must provide that, if a course in American Sign Language is
given, the course shall be given credit as a course in a foreign language,;

(5) establish, in coordination with the Department of Health and Social
Services, a program for the continuing education of children who are held in detention
facilities in the state during the period of detention;

(6) accredit those public schools that meet accreditation standards
prescribed by regulation by the department; these regulations shall be adopted by the
department and presented to the legislature during the first 10 days of any regular
session, and become effective 45 days after presentation or at the end of the session,
whichever is earlier, unless disapproved by a resolution concurred in by a majority of
the members of each house;

(7) prescribe by regulation, after consultation with the state fire
marshal and the state sanitarian, standards that will assure healthful and safe
conditions in the public and private schools of the state, including a requirement of
physical examinations and immunizations in pre-elementary schools; the standards for
private schools may not be more stringent than those for public schools;

(8) exercise general supervision over pre-elementary schools that
receive direct state or federal funding;

(9) exercise general supervision over elementary and secondary
correspondence study programs offered by municipal school districts or regional
educational attendance areas; the department may also offer and make available to any
Alaskan through a centralized office a correspondence study program;

(10) accredit private schools that request accreditation and that meet
accreditation standards prescribed by regulation by the department; nothing in this
paragraph authorizes the department to require religious or other private schools to be
licensed;

(11) review plans for construction of new public elementary and
secondary schools and for additions to and major rehabilitation of existing public
elementary and secondary schools and, in accordance with regulations adopted by the
department, determine and approve the extent of eligibility for state aid of a school

construction or major maintenance project; for the purposes of this paragraph, "plans"

CSHB 59( ) -2-

New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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include educational specifications, schematic designs, and final contract documents;

(12) provide educational opportunities in the areas of vocational
education and training, and basic education to individuals over 16 years of age who
are no longer attending school;

(13) administer the grants awarded under AS 14.11;

(14) establish, in coordination with the Department of Public Safety, a
school bus driver training course;

(15) require the reporting of information relating to school disciplinary
and safety programs under AS 14.33.120 and of incidents of disruptive or violent
behavior;

(16) establish by regulation criteria, based on low student performance,
under which the department may intervene in a school district to improve instructional
practices, as described in AS 14.07.030(14) or (15); the regulations must include

(A) a notice provision that alerts the district to the deficiencies
and the instructional practice changes proposed by the department;

(B) an end date for departmental intervention, as described in
AS 14.07.030(14)(A) and (B) and (15), after the district demonstrates three
consecutive years of improvement consisting of not less than two percent
increases in student proficiency on standards-based assessments in math,
reading, and writing as provided in AS 14.03.123(f)(2)(A); and

(C) a process for districts to petition the department for
continuing or discontinuing the department's intervention;

(17) notify the legislative committees having jurisdiction over
education before intervening in a school district under AS 14.07.030(14) or redirecting
public school funding under AS 14.07.030(15);

(18) devise a statewide early childhood education plan for students

three and four vears of age that
{A) incorporates the early learning guidelines adopted by
the board under AS 14.07.165(6);
(BY _ provides for the most effective and efficient

coordination with or expansion of pre-elementary programs operating in

-3- CSHB 39( )
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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the state, including Head Start and programs and centers approved by the

Department of Health and Social Services, to the extent permitted by law.

* Sec. 2. AS 14.07.165 is amended to read:
Sec. 14.07.165. Duties. The board shall adopt
(1) statewide goals and require each governing body to adopt written

goals that are consistent with local needs;
(2) regulations regarding the application for and award of grants under

AS 14.03.125;

(3) regulations implementing provisions of AS 14.11.014(b);

(4) regulations requiring approval by the board before a charter school,
state boarding school, or a public school may provide domiciiiary services;

(5) regulations implementing the secondary school student competency
examination provisions of AS 14.03.075, including the criteria and procedure under
which a governing body uses a waiver to grant a diploma to a student; criteria
regarding granting a waiver must include provisions that a waiver may only be granted
for students who enter the system late or have rare or unusual circumstances meriting
a waiverj

(6) early learning guidelines that support an effective, cost-
efficient, and optional pre-elementary program provided under a statewide early
childhood education plan approved by the department.

* Sec. 3. The uncodified law of the State of Alaska is amended by adding a new section to

read:
REPORT: EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION PLAN. On or before January 15,

2010, the Depariment of Education and Early Development shall prepare and submit a report
to the legislature on the early childhood education plan devised under AS 14.07.020(a)(18),

added by sec. | of this Act.

CSHB 59( ) 4-
New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED]
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Representative Scott Jiu Wo Kawasaki |

Alaska State Legislature District 9 Fairbanks

House Bill 59
Sponsor Statement

“"An Act providing for the establishment of a statewide early childhood
education plan and guidelines”

Alaska remains one of the only states that do not provide pre-Kindergarten (pre-K)
education to its children on a statewide basis. HB 59 seeks to add Alaska to the
ranks of states that recognized that chiidren benefit from early education. Chiidren
who participate in early education programs earn more money as adults, enter the
job market in much larger numbers, obtain college education in higher numbers, and
remain off public assistance in greater numbers.

Alaska has a responsibility to provide the best education possible for its children.
Currently, outside of few school district classrooms, the state only provides pre-K
education through Head Start programs and through the Best Beginnings
partnership. Head Start is only availabie to the poorest students, and which is
underfunded (state funding has only marginally risen since 2002)..Due to
underfunding, the Alaska Head Start Association estimates that more than 50% of
the children who qualify cannot receive Head Start education. Our Head Start
program has consistently lagged far behind its need. Providing early public education
opportunities is a crucial stepping stone to brightening the future of the young
Alaskans.

Extensive research shows that a child's inteliectual development is especially
important before age six. A study by the National Institute for Early Education
research in 2004 found that children who attended state-funded pre-kindergarten
programs dermonstrated improvements in vocabulary 31% greater than those who
did not participate, and 44% greater in math. Young children who receive high
quality early education do better in school academically and are more likely to stay in
school, graduate, and go on to attend coilege.

The beneficial impact of early education also extends to the economy with multiple
studies showing that funds invested in early education pay dividends in the long run.
Every dollar invested in high quality pre-kindergarten programs saves Alaskans from
paying for remedial and special education and public assistance. An ongeoing study of
40-year old adults in Michigan who participated in the 1962 Perry Pre-Preschool
Project found that adults with pre-K were more likely to be empioyed and earned 33
percent higher average income than their peers who did not have state funded early
education.

Additionally, a study prepared for the University of Alaska Southeast, states that
87% of Alaska residents think it is important for state government to provide finical
support for early education and child care.

In Junean o State Capitol Juneau, Alaska 99301
In Fairbanks o 1292 Sadler Way Fuirbanks, Alaska 99701
Juneau o (907) 465-3466 o Fax (907) 465-2937 o Fairbanks o (907) 456-7423 o Fax (907) 451-9293
Email: Representative_Scott_Kawasaki @legis.state.ak.us
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Representative Scott Jiu Wo Kawasaki

Alaska State Legislature ' District 9 Fairbanks

HB 59: Alaska Pre-Elementary Program

Sectional Analysis

Section 1. Defines pre-elementary program as one provided by a
school district for students 3 through 4 years of age.

Section 2. Established age of eligibility (3 - 4 year oids)

Section 3. Department of education shall devise and implement a
statewide early education plan that incorporates early
learning guidelines adopted by the education board and
coordinates with Head Start.

Section 4. Defines pre-elementary program.

Section 5. Board of education shall adopt early learning guidelines
that support an effective and cost-efficient optional pre-
elementary program provided under a statewide early
childhood education plan approved by the department.

In Juneau 3 State Capitol Juneau, Aluska 99801
In Fairbanks ¢ 1292 Sadler Way Fairbanks, Alaska 99701

Juneau o (907) 465-3466 o Fax {(907) 465-2937 < Fairbanks < (907) 456-7423 o Fax {(907) 451-9203
4697 Email: Representative_Scott_Kawasaki @legis.state.ak.us
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JANUARY 4, 2006

THE VALUE OF PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS

PREPARED FOR REPRESENTATIVE LES GARA

BY ROGER WITHINGTON, LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

SUMMARY ...ocvcevevesiarars vesissssarassses et sas et ressatsreseaessaseaeas et e ee 421t e et b ey e RS e henes s etk n et 2
The Effects of Universal Pre-K on Cognitive DeVelopIment .............ccoeecoeenvineneasessinin e rnens 3
The Effects of State Prekindergarten Programs on Young Children's School Readiness in Five

B =T - Y D OO T U SO BSOSO DU TP U TSSO 4

The 2004 Stale PreSchOOl YEAIDOOK. .............c.cooc.ooiererevisverrcossiesisissesssessssassssssossssssssssrs oassssssssrssss 4

The High/Scope Perry PreSChool PITJECE ... s s s 6

Abecedarian Early Childhood Interverttion Project..................c..viciniiciceion e, 8

Early Childhood Development: Economic Development with a High Public Returm...............cccc.. 9

Earty Education in the States. A Year in Review—2004 ... 9

Other INFOIMNALVE SOUMCES ...........oieeecisieeiir et i s ese e b b ey b ba s b e eb s mst s b e na st 10

Table 1: Sources of Early Childhood Education information.............cccveeeneeeieiececosiecven. 10

ALASKA'S TWO-YEAR K:NDERGARTEN PROGRAM. .......cotiiiiiieiiiiie ettt s et s 1

ALASKA COMMUNITY PRESCHOOL PROJECT - ALASKA'S PRESCHOGL PILOT PROGRAM ..., 12

ReADy 10 READ, READY TO LEARN TASK FORCE ..o ettt 12

LIST OF ATTACHMENTS Lottt et oot e oot et eS b2ttt st 14
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You asked for information on the value of prekindergarten programs. Specifically, you asked for
a brief summary of current reports or studies that analyze the value of prekindergarten programs.
In addition, you asked for a summary of Alaska's prekindergarten program that was discontinued

in fiscal year 2003,

As you may know, prekindergarten programs (Pre-K) are generally defined as direct educational
services to children who are not yet eligible for kindergarten. Usually, this refers to children ages
3 and 4, but occasionally may apply to younger children. Please keep in mind that there are a
number of terms that are used interchangeably with prekindergarten including early educatien,
preschool, early learning, school readiness, and child development. Although more than one-
third of states provide state funding supplements to Head Start programs, these generally are not

considered state-funded prekindergarten programs.

SUMMARY

According to the National Education Association (NEA), children who attend high quality
prekindergarten programs are better prepared for kindergarten, have better Ianguage and math
skills, better cognitive and social skills, and better relationships with classmates.' In addition,
they note that children who attend prekindergarten are less likely to drop out of school, repeat
grades, need special education, or get in trouble with the law when they are older. They also
note that children with disadvantaged backgrounds, such as low-income or a single parent
household, generally benefit more from quality prekindergarten programs than do children who
are not disadvantaged. The NEA advocates for universal high quality prekindergarten programs
because it “represents one of the best investments our country can make.”

According to the Education Commission of the States (ECS), forty-three states currently fund
early learning programs for young children, up from about ten states in 1980.2 Generally, the
goal of these programs is to promote school readiness so children have a better chance of future
success, both in school and in life. The ECS notes that implementation of state-funded
prekindergarten programs varies widely. As examples, some programs are haif day, others full
day; some programs are for only four-year-clds, others include three-year-olds, while others offer
services to infants and toddiers; some prekindergarten programs are operated through local
school districts, while others offer services through public and private centers. The ECS also
notes that most states target programs for children with an identified risk factor such as poverty,
low parental education, teen parents, and English as a second language. Some states and cities,
however, are working towards making quality prekindergarten programs universally available,

' The Natlonal Education Association (NEA) works to advance the cause of public education in the United States.
The NEA is the nation's largest professional employee organization, with 2.7 million members who wark at every level of
education, from pre-school to university graduate programs. The NEA has affiliate organizations in every state, as well as
n more than 14,000 [ocal communities across the United States, The NEA's URL is http /Avww. nea. orgdndex. htrmi.

? The Education Commission of the States (ECS) is a nonprofit, nonpartisan interstate compact created in 1965 to
improve public education by facilitating the exchange of information, ideas, and experiences among state policymakers
and education leaders. The URL for the ECS is hitp./Avww. ecs org/.

LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH REFGRT 06 026 _JANUARY 4, 2006 — PaGE 2

THE VALLE OF PREXINCERGARTEN PRCSRAMS

4699




According to the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), Georgia and Oklahoma were
the first states to expand preschooi to all four-y,rear-oids.J Florida, Maryland, New York and West
Virginia are in the process of phasing in their universal programs. The NCSL also notes that 36
states considered early education bills in 2005, and at least 28 states considered expanding
preschool programs. According to the National Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER]),
approximately 738.000 children, or about 10 percent of all three- and four-year-olds in the nation,
participate in state-funded prekindergarten programs.’ The NIEER estimates that state spending

on prekindergarten programs totals $2.54 biflion,

We identified numerqus reports or studies that articulate the benefits of high quality
prekindergarten programs. We chose to summarize the foliowing reports because they are
generally more recent than others, often cited as a beliwether study or report, discuss a program
that has been evaluated with some scientific rigor, or offer a thorough summary of the status of

prekindergarten activities in the United States.

THE EFeecTS OF UNIVERSAL PrRE-K ON COGNITIVE DEVELOPMENT

In 2005, the journal Developmental Psychology published the results of new research that
confirms that Oklahoma's universal prekindergarten program helps four-year-olds prepare for
school by improving their cognitive and language functioning. The children who participated in
the state-funded universal prekindergarten program performed better on cognitive tests that
measured pre-reading and reading skills, prewriting and spelling skills, and math reasoning and
prablem-solving skills, than those children who did not participate in the program. The research
resuits also showed that the prekindergarten program improved performances for children from
ail races and income brackets (as measured by eligibility for a reduced-price lunch). Accordingto -
the study, low-income children and Hispanic children benefited the most from the program.

Although the report provided very littie information about the program, the researchers noted that
Oklahoma's high prekindergarten teacher education requirements, and the state’s willingness to
compensate prekindergarten teachers at the same level as elermnentary and secondary schoal

teachers in the pubilc schools, distinguishes this program from others.

We inciude the report, entitted "The Effects of Universal Pre-K on Cognitive Development,” as
Attachment A.

! The National Conference of State Legisiatures (NCSL), founded in 1975, is a bipartisan organization that serves
the legislatars and staffs af the natien's 50 states, commonwealths, and terrilorias. The NCSL provides rasearch,
technical assistance and oppontunities for policymakers 1o exchange ideas on most state issues. The URL for the NCSL is

hitp reeww nost.argdindax Atené.

‘ The Naticnal lestitute for Eary Education Rasearch (NIEER) suppors eary childhood education initiatives by
previding objective, nonpartisan infarmation based on research. The NIEER was established at Rutgers Uriversity's
Graduate School of Education with a grant fram The Pew Charitable Trusts. The URL for the NIEER is hitp //rieer.org/.
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THE EFFECTS OF STATE PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS ON YOUNG CHILDREN'S SCHOOL
READINESS IN FIVE STATES

In 2004, the Nationat Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER), examined a sample of more
than 5,000 four-year-olds enrolfed in high-quality, state-funded prekindergarten programs in the
states of Michigan, New Jersey, Oklahoma, South Carolina, and West Virginia. The Institute
compared achievement scores of children who just completed the preschool program with the
scores of a sample of children who did not participate in a program. The results of the
examination found significant improvement in children's early language, literacy, and
mathematical development, regardless of the child's racial or economic background.

Among other things, the study found that the children who attended state-funded prekindergarten
programs showed gains in vocabulary scores about 31 percent greater than the gains of those
children who did not participate in a program. The researchers note that these higher scores
translate into an additional four months of progress in vocabulary growth. In mathematics,
including basic number concepts and such tasks as simple addition and subtraction, telling time,
and counting money, the children who participated in the state-funded preschool improved their
math skills by 44 percent compared to children who did not participate in a program.

As we noted above, this study examined programs in five states-—Michigan, New Jersey,
Oktahoma, South Carolina and West Virginia. The programs in Michigan, New Jersey and South
Carolina target at-risk children (usually Jow-income children), while the programs in Oklahoma
and West Virginia are universal. Aithough each state program is unique, all required licensed

teachers with four-year college degrees and certification in early childhood. These programs also
maintain low teacher to child ratios {the highest ratio being one teacher to ten children}, and low O
maximum class sizes (the highest being 20 students). Unfortunately the report did not provide

L any additionai Information regarding the studied programs.

We include “The Effects of State Prekindergarten Programs on Young Children's School
Readiness in Five States" as Attachment B.

THE 2004 STATE PRESCHOOL YEARBOOK

In 2004, the National Institute for Early Education Research produced the 2004 State Preschool
Yearbook that summarizes state-funded prekindergarten programs in the United States during
the 2002-2003 school year. This document is parsed into three sections, the first of which
provides background information on preschool education in the United States, a description of the
methods used by the NIERR to collect and analyze the data, a nationai summary of NIEER's
findings, and NIEER'’s national policy recommendations. The second section provides detailed
profiles of each state's palicies regarding preschool access, quality standards, and resources.
The last section of the report includes tables that provide the complete survey data obtained from
every state, Head Start and child care data. A few of the findings from the NIEER's study are as

follows.

¢+ In 2002-2003, 38 states funded one or more prekindergarten initiatives
serving a totai of nearly 740,000 children {this represents an increase of
45,000 students from the previous school year). Access was uneven across
states, however, with 10 states accounting for over three-quarters of

enraliment,
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State prekindergarten initiatives served more than six times as many four-
year-alds as three-year-olds in 2002-2003. Twenty states enrolled at ieast
10 percent of their four-year-olds in state preschool programs, but only three
states served at least 10 percent of their three-year-oids.

¢+ Georgia and Oktahoma continued to be the only states that made
prekindergarten universally avaifable o children, Across the United States,
only one out of ten children ages three and four were participating in state
preschoal programs, as most states targeted programs that only serve
economically or otherwise disadvantaged children.

In 2002-2003, twelve states did not have a state-funded prekindergarten
program.

States need to initiate or improve policies that establish stronger quality
standards. Only one state, Arkansas, met all ten of NIEER's cLuality
benchmarks, whereas 20 state initiatives met five or fewer benchmarks.

State puolicies regarding quality standards were inconsistent. For example,
one state may emphasize comprehensive setvices while another slresses

teacher qualifications.

Only 13 state prekindergarten initiatives required teachers to have both a
bachelor's degree and specialized training in early childhood education. In
addition, only 13 programs required teachers fo be paid on a public school

salary scale.

State funding for prekindergarten initiatives totaled $2.54 billion in 2002-
2003. Over three-fifths of this funding was from five states—Caiifornia,
Georgia, New Jersey, New York, and Texas. {nadequate funding severely

limited access and guality in most states.

State spending per child enrolled in state-funded preschool ranged from less
than $1,000 in Mary!land to more than $8,700 in New Jersey. State spending
per child averaged about $3,500, less than half of the total funding provided

per child in federal Head Start or public K-12 education.

Between the 2001-2002 and 2002-2003 school years, totai state spending
{adjusted for inflation) rose by 380 million, or four percent. However, state
funding per child enrolled decreased by $90, and 21 states decreased total

spending.

We include The State of Preschool: 2004 State Praschool Yearbook as Attachment C.

* The NIEER uses a quality standards checklist af len itams ta compare slandards of quality across different state
prekindergarten pragrams.
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( THE HIGR/SCOPE PERRY PRESCHOOL PROJECT

According to Education Week, "The High/Scope Perry Praschool Project is perhaps the best-
known study of the long-term effects of a high-quality prekindergarten education.” During the
mid-1960s, the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation selected and tracked a group of
123 African-Americans, age 3 or 4, who were born in poverty and at high risk of failing in school.®
The children were randomly divided into a program group who received a high-quality preschool
program based on High/Scope's participatory learning approach, and a comparison group who
received no preschool program. This study provides a comprehensive evaluation of the fong-
term effect of quality prekindergarten on the lives of the participating students.

In their most recent evaluation of this group of students, the age of which was about 40, the
High/Scope Educational Research Foundation was able to interview 97 percent of the study
participants still living. Some of this study's major findings are as follows.

¢ A greater percentage of the group who received high-quality early education
graduated from high school than did the non-program group (65% vs. 45%).
This proved to be particularly true for the female participants (84% vs. 32%).

¢ A smaller percentage of females who received high-quality early education
required treatment for mental impairment than did the non-program females

(8% vs. 36%).

+ A smalier percentage of females who received high-quality early education
had to repeat a grade than did the non-program females (21% vs. 41%).

(., ¢ The group who received high-quality early education on average
outperformed the non-program group on various intellectual and language
tests during their early childhood years, on school achievement tests
between ages 9 and 14, and on literacy tests at ages 19 and 27.

+ A greater percentage of the group who received high-quality early education
was employed at age 40 than was the non-program group (76% vs. 62%).

+ The group who received high-quality early education had median annual
earnings more than $5,000 higher than the non-program group ($20,800 vs.

$15,300).

¢ A greater percentage of the group who received high-quality early education
owned their own homes (37% vs. 28%).

+ A greater percentage of the group who received high-quality early education
had a savings account than did the non-program group (76% vs. 50%).

*The High/Scope Educational Research Foundation is an independent nonprofit research, development, training,
and public advacacy organization. High/Scope's mission is "o lift lives through education.” Amaong cther things, the
High:Scope Educational Research Foundation provides training 1o preschool and elementary teachers and administrators,
conducts research on the effectiveness of educational programs, and develops curricuta for infant, foddler, prescheol,
elementary, and adolescent programs. The URL for the High/Scope Educational Research Foundaltion is

http:r'www.highscope. org/index.asp.
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+ The group who received high-quality early education had significantly fewer
arrests than did the non-program group (36% vs. 55% arrested five times or

mora).

+ Significantly fewer members of the group wha received high-quality early
care than the non-program group were ever arrested for violent crimes (32%
vs. 48%), property crimes (36% vs. 58%), or drug crimes (14% vs. 34%}).

According to the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation, in constant dollars adjusted to
2000, the economic return to society of the Perry Preschool program was $258,888 per
participant, on an investment of $15,166 per participant, or a $17.07 return for every dollar

invested.

Researchers with the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation identified the following
attributes that contribute to the success of their prekindergarten program.

¢ The teachers in the Perry Preschool program had bachelor's degrees and
were certified to teach in elermentary, early childhood, and special education.
Teachers also received training, supervision, and assessments that support
the Perry Preschool program educational model, and were paid 10 percent
abave the local public school district’s standard pay scale.

¢+ The Perry Preschool program had four teachers for 20 to 25 children,

+ The Perry Preschool program was a two school year program, starting at age
three.

¢ The Perry Preschool program consisted of daily classes (five days a week) of
two-and-a-half hours or more.

¢ The teachers in the Perry Preschool program helped chitdren pian, perform,
and review their own work. The classroom was arranged and the day was
schaeduled to support children's self-initiated learning activities.

¢ Perry Preschoal pragram teachers visited with families at home, at least ance
every two weeks.

We include The High/Scope Perry Preschool Study Through Age 40, Summary, Conclusions, and
Frequently Asked Questions as Attachment D.”

" Additional information on the High:Scaope Perry Preschoaol Project can be found at
hilp/iwww highscopa.cr/Research/PerryProjectiperrymain. him.
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ABECEDARIAN EARLY CHILDHOOD INTERVENTION PROJECT

The Abecedarian Early Childhood intervention Project began in the 1970s by the FPG Child
Development institute at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.® The Abecedarian
Project scientifically studied the potential benefits of eariy childhood education for children from
low-income families. Children who were selected to participate in the program received full-time,
high-quality instruction in a childcare setting from infancy through age five. Each child had an
individualized plan of educational activities. These activities focused on social, emotional, and
cognitive areas of development, and gave particular emphasis to language development. The
children's progress was monitored over time with follow-up studies conducted at ages 12, 15, and
21.

So far, the findings demonstrate that important, long-lasting benefits are associated with the high-
quality early childhood program. A sample of the benefits experienced by the praogram
participants gleaned from the young-adult assessment {age 21) are as follows.

¢ The children who received early childhood education in the Abecedarian
program are projected to make roughly $143,000 more over their lifetimes
than those who did not take part in the program.

+ The mothers of children who were enrolled in the program also expect
earnings of about $133,000 more over their lifetimes than the mothers of the
children who did not take part in the program.

¢+ School districts saved more than $11,000 per child because participants are
less likely to require speciai or remedial education.

¢ The children who received early childhood education in the Abecedarian
project had higher cognitive test scores from the toddler years to age 21,

¢ Academic achievement in both reading and math was higher from the
primary grades through young aduithood for the children who received early
childhood education in the Abecedarian project.

¢+ The children who participated in the program completed more years of
education and were more likely to attend a four-year college.

¢ The mothers of the children wheo participated in the program achieved higher
educational and employment status than did the mothers of the children who
were not in the program. These resuits were especially pronounced for teen
mothers.

+ Taxpayers received four dollars in benefits for every doliar spent on high-
quality early education programs.

* FPG Child Development Institute is a multidisciplinary institute at The University of North Carolina at Chapet Hill.
The institute's mission is 0 cultivate and shara the knowledge necessary 1o enhance child develcpment and family
wellbeing. Tha inslitute, through grants and contracts, cenducts research and provides outreach services. The URL for
the FPG Child Davelopmant Institule is http./www. fpg.unc eduindex.cfm.
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We include the FPG Child Development Institute’'s summary of the Abecedarian Project as
Attachment E.

EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT WITHA HIGH PuUBLIC
RETURN

in 2003, economists with the Federal Resarve Bank of Minneapolis calculated that the potential
annual return from a focused, high-quality early childhood education program is as high as 16
percentfl Most of the return benefits the economy as a whole because individuals who
participate in high-quality early childhood education programs developed greater skills than they
otherwise wouid have, which in tum contributes to the local economies {approximately 12%
return). A smaller portion (approximately 4%) of the return benefits the children who received
early childhood education in the form of higher wages later in life. The researchers used data
from the High/Scope Perry Preschool Project to conduct their analysis.

In June 2005, as an expansion to their 2003 research, the Federal Ressrve Bank of Minneapolis
researchers proposed expanding the scope of early childhood education programming to meet
the needs of all impoverished children ages five and younger, including newborns. tn making this
proposatl, the researchers cited advances in brain research that indicate the most critical
neurclogical development occurs between birth and age three.

In summary, the authors maintain that economic development schemes based on attracting |
specific companies or industries often waste taxpayer doliars, whereas investmeant in early . |

( chiidhood development yields high and dependable retumns, in tum aiding long-term economic
growth, -

We include Early Chifdhood Development: Ecanomic Development with a High Public Retum as
Attachment F.

EARLY EDUCATION IN THE STATES. A YEAR IN REVIEW—2004

in March 2005, the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) produced, Early Education
in the States: A Year in Review—2004, {o provide detailed information about actions of state
legislatures on eafrly education issues. Among other things, this report contains a brief review of
the research on early education, NCSL's comments an the role of state legislatures in early
education, and a state-by-state summary of state bills, acts, executive orders, and proposals

made in 2004 that pertain to early education,

in addition to summarizing many of the reports or studies we discussed above, the NCSL notes
that incorporated into recent child development initiatives are three new components: enhancing

? The Federal Reserva Bank of Minneapolis is ona of 12 regional Reserve Banks that, together with the Boaird of
Governars in Washington, 0.C., maka up the Federal Reserve System-—the United Statas' central bank, Tha URL for the
Federal Reserve Bank of Minngapolis’ early childhood educalion website is
http./minneapolisfed.crg/research/studiesiaarychild.
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the role of parents; promoting innovation at the local level; and establishing state-level planning

councils.

The NCSL notes that generally, state legislators should approach early education from a number
of different perspectives. In some cases, early education has been one part of a larger education
reform effort. Lately, legislators have made conneclions between early education and a stale's
ability to meet requirements of the No Child Left Behind Act. State legislators also view early
education as part of the solution to reducing the achievement gap for children before they enter
the early elementary grades. In addition, the positive results demonstrated in long-term economic
research have prompted policymakers to consider early education as a leng-term investment.

We include Early Education in the States: A Year in Review—2004 as Attachment G,

OTHER INFORMATIVE SOURCES

During the course of our research, we identified additional sources of early childhood education

information that you may find useful.

We identify these sources and their website address in

Tabte 1.
Table 1: Sources of Early Childhood Education Information |
Organization URL
%&1??;3:%%?:? Center, www.wilder.org/programs.0.htmi

Education and Early Leaming,

Committee for Economic www.,ced.org/projects/educ. shimi
Development

ggt:ec:tron Commission of the www.ecs.org/ecsmain.asp?page=/htmlissue.asp?issuelD=184
Foundation for Child

Development www.ficd.org/

National Child Care information ,

Center Online Library necic.ony/

National Education Association

www.nea.org/index.html

National Scientific Council on the
Developing Child

www.developingchild.net/

The RAND Corporation

www.rand.org/pubs/online/educationfndex. htmi

Ready4K, Minnesota's School
Readiness Program

www.readydk.org/

Strategies for Children: Early
Education for All Campaign

www.strategiesforchildren.org/eea/eea_home.htm

The Trust for Early Education

www. trustforearfyed.org/

U.S. Department of Education

www.ad govieachershow/earfy/adpicks. jhtmi?src=qc
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ALASKA'S TWO-YEAR KINDERGARTEN PROGRAM

As you know, Chapter 50, SLA 2003 {House Bill 154} amended Alaska Statute 14.03.080(c) to L
restrict education foundation formula funding of four-year olds attending kindergarten. At the
time, approximately 30 of the 53 school districts in Alaska offered some form of a two-year
kindergarten program, allowing both four- and five-year olds to attend (some school districts
allowed all four-year olds {o aftend while others did not). Chapter 50, SLA 2003 restricts
foundation formula funding to four-year olds for whom there is a realistic expectation that the child
will successfully progress through the kindergarten curricuium and advance to the first grade the
following school year. According to the Department of Education and Early Development's
(DEED) fiscal note attached to HB 154, this amendment resulted in a savings of approximately

$3.9 million. ‘
|

Although the letter of intent Governor Murkowski included with HB 154 noted tha $3.9 million !
saving that would resuilt from the enactment of HB 154, the saving does not appear o be the
primary motivation for the bill. Eddy Jeans, Manager of the School Finance and Facitities Section
of the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development, testified during a House
Education committee meeting, as well as numerous other committee meetings that discussed HB
154, that the intent of this bill was to address the policy question of whether tha legislature
wanted to fund four-year-olds in the kindergarten-through-12th-grade program.'® He also pointed
to an equily issue as not every schoal district in Alaska look advantage of the “loop-hole” in the
law. According to Mr, Jeans, it would cost the state approximately $60 to $62 million annually to
provide kindergarten for all four-year olds. Mr. Jeans noted that this estimate does not include
any improvements to the capacity of districts’ facilities, such as providing adequate classroom |

space.

Also during 2 House Education committee meeting, Kevin Sweeny, then Special Assistant to the
Office of the Commissioner of the Department of Education and Early Development, testified, “the
commissioner [of DEED] would agree that education would be better if the legislature funded all
four-year-olds. In same districts it has shown that bringing kids in at four years old has helped
them progress.”’ He also noted that the fundamental issue represented by HB 154 is whether
the policy makers want to fund a statewide two-year kindergarten program through the foundation

formuia.

" Eddy Jeans, now the Director of School Finance with the Alaska Bepantment of Education and Early Development,
can be contacted at 807-465-2891

" in addition, in November 2001, the Alaska Slate Board of Education and Early Developmant adopted a resclution
calling for votuniary preschooel for alt three- and four-year-old children. The resolution also expresses support for the
development of pilot preschool programs in communities with low achievement scores on stale exams, high poverty, and

lack of Head Stan or other garly development programs.
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ALASKA COMMUNITY PRESCHOOL PROJECT - ALASKA'S PRESCHOOL PiLOT
PROGRAM

During each of the last two state fiscal years, the DEED received federally earmarked money to
help fund the Alaska Community Preschocl Project. During FY2005, the DEED distributed
$800,000, through a competitive process, to seven school districts (serving eight communities), to
offer high-quality preschoot.'? During FY20086, the program received $496,000 and funded
services in seven communities in six districts (Juneau, Hoonah, King Cove, Sand Point, Bethel,
Unalakleet and Minto). Federal funding for FY2007 has not been determined.

The purpose of this project is to augment existing preschool programs, that often operate in
partnership with other entities such as Head Start, to bring them up to the teaching standards
prescribed by the Feuerstein instrumental Enrichment—Basic education model. So far the project

has served roughly 200 children."

ReADY TO READ, READY TO LEARN TASK FORCE

LEGISLA TIVE RESEARCH REPCRT G8.026
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In May 2005, Governor Murkowskl called for the establishment of the Ready to Read, Ready to
Learn Task Force. The governor charged this task force with identifying the following:

+ Ways Alaskans can improve the readiness of preschoolers to read and learn,

+ Ways families can become better at teaching children to listen, speak, read
and write,

+ Ways preschools and childcare centers can provide the best possible start
for children,

¢+ Ways the business community can participate in this effort, and

+ Ways state and local governments can support the effort.

' In FY2005, the DEED received a total $1.2 million, and spent the money not directed !o district programs an
training and materials. Paul S. Sugar, Education Specialist Il with the Department of Education and Early Development,

can be reached at 907-465-4862.

 The International Center for the Enhancement of Learning Potential (ICELP), the Fauerstain Instrumental
Enrichment-Basic program is directed loward the younger child, from approximately three to sevan years of age, and the
very low functioning oider individual. The program is designed for use in a classroom group setting, for smaller groups of
largeted learners, and as a one-to-cne therapeutic inlerventian. Thea program also provides an “early intervention” lo
enable students who are devealopmentally at risk, or thase individuals who have nat acquired tasic foundaticnai
knowladge and skills, to respond o direct stimuli and develop cognitive functions.
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First Lady Nancy Murkowski is the Chair of Task Force while the Alaska Humanities Forum has
the lead in establishing and administering the task force.™

According to the Alaska Department of Health and Social Services, Governor Murkowski will ask
the Alaska Legisiature to provide $750,000 in fiscal year 2007 to improve chitfdhood literacy and
learming. This was announced by Nancy Murkowski at the Ready to Read, Ready to Learn Task
Force held in Anchorage on November 10, 2005. The Department of Health and Social Services

and the Department of Education and Early Development will use the funds to carry out
recommendations currently being developed by the task force.

We include the Ready to Read, Ready to Learn Task Force's most recent newsletter "Task Force
News" as Attachment H.

| hope you find this information to be useful. Please do not hesitate to contact ys if you have
guestions or need additional information.

" The Ataska Humarties Forum was founded in 4972 by the Nationat Endowment for the Humanities (NER), the
Farum is one af 56 slate and teritorial groups aiso supported by the NEH. The Farum is a 507(c)(3) nan-profit
organization with a mission 1o "use the wisdom and metheds of the humanities to enrich the chvic, inteliectuat and cuitural
life of alt Alaskans.” The Ready lo Read. Ready lo Learn Task Farce URL is htip Zwww.akhf org/ReadytoRead/ECL-
Sumrmit At
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STATE AND FEDERAL FUNDING FOR HEAD START

PREPARED FOR REPRESENTATIVE LES GARA

By BECKY TAYLOR, LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

You asked for the level of state and federal funding for the Head Start program for FY04 through
FYQ6, and the Governor's praposal for FY07. You were also interested in the number of children
enrolled for each of those years, and an estimate of the number of children that could be enrolled

under the Governor's FYQ7 proposal.

Although state funding for the Head Start program remains fairly consistent under the Governor's
proposed budget for fiscal year 2007, an anticipated one percent decrease in federal funds could
reduce the program’s overall funding level. Table 1 shows state and federal funding for FY(04-
FY06, as well as proposed funding for FY07. A one percent reduction in federal funds would
resuit in a $272,394 decrease in total federal and state funding for the Head Start program from
FYO06 to FY07. Based on the average amount of state and federal funding per child served during
FY04 and FYQ5, we estimate that a one percent decrease in federal funding could resuit in 29

fewer children served.’

Tabte 2 shows the number of children served by the Head Start program for FY04 and FY05, as
well as estimates for the end of FY06 and FY0?. Table 3 provides a more detailed description of
the number of children served by the Head Start program so far this year, and the number of

children on the waitlist by grantee.

' Paul Sugar, Education Specialist for the Depariment of Educalion and Early Development, points cut that this
method, which assumes a consistent cost per child served, may not accurately reflect how the Head Start program
cperales, Ullimately, local granlees decide how lo handie budget culs, and determine whether slols are fost. He noles
that some sites may be able 10 maintain the number of chiidren they serve for a lew years by shuffling resources. Mr.

Sugar can be reached a1 (3077 465-4862.
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Table 1: State and Federal Funding for Head Start, FY04-FYOQ7

Funding Source FY04 FYO05 FY06 FYo07
9 (authorized) | {authorized) | (authorized) | (proposed)
Total Federal 27,809,200 28,023,489 28,029,389 27,749,095
Direct Funding to Grantees 27,500,000 27,779,289 27,779,289
undetermined
Funding to the State 309,200 { 244,200 250,100
— . L .
State 6,385,200 6,320,700 6,330,400 6,338,300
Total Federal and State I 34,194 400 34,344,189 34,359,789 34,087,395

Notes: The federal figure for FYQ7 reflacts a projected 1% cut in federal Head Start funds.
The vast majority of federal funds go directly from the federal government to organizations that are Head Start

grantees; however, a small amount of funding goes to the state to facilitate collaboration at the state, regional, and
local levels around early childhood education issues.
In addition to the federal Head Start funds, grantees also receive federal Child and Adult Food Care Program
reimbursements totaling $660,000 to $980,000.
Source: Paul Sugar, Education Specialist, Department of Education and Early Development.

{ Table 2: Estimated Number of Children Served, FY04-FYO07
' FY04 FY05 FY06 FYO7
{authorized) | (authorized) | (authorized) | (proposed)
Total Federal and State Funding 34,194,400 34,344,189 34,359,789 | 34,087,395

Per child $9,734 $9,356
Undetermined
Average per child $9,545
Children Served® 3,513 3,671 3,600 L 3,571

during the 2005-2006 academic year.

Note: The total FY07 funding reflects a projected 1% cut in federal Head Start funds.
a) The number of children served for FY04 and FYO5 are as of year end. In order to estimate the number of children
served at the end of the year for FYD6 and FYOT, we divided the total amount of state and federal funding for those
years by the average amount of federal and state funding per child for FY04 and FY05. This method assumes a
consistent cost per child served, which may not accurately reflect how the program operates. Local grantees
determine the most cost-effective way to handle budget cuts, and may or may not actually reduce the number of
children they serve. As of the end of January 2008, 3,150 children have been served by the Head Siart program

Source: Pau! Sugar, Education Spacialist, Department of Education and Early Development.

| hope you find this information to be useful.

questions or need additional information.
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Table 1: State and Federal Fundin)g_for Head Start, FY04-FY07

Funding Source FY04 FY05 FY06 FYO07
g (authorized) | {authorized) | (authorized} | (proposed)
Total Federal 27,809,200 L_28,02.’:},489 28,029,389 27,749,095
Direct Funding to Grantees 27,500,000 27,779,289 27,779,289
undetermined
Funding to the State 309,200 244,200 250,100
State 6,385,200 6,320,700 6,330,400 6,338,300
Total Federal and State 34,194,400 34,344,189 l 34,359,789 L 34,087,395

Notes: The federai figure for FYQ7 reflects a projected 1% cut in federal Head Start funds.
The vast majority of federal funds go directly from the federal government to organizations that are Head Start

grantees; however, a small amount of funding goes to the slate to facilitate collaboration at the state, regional, and
local levels around eany childhood education issues.
In addition to the federal Head Start funds, grantees also receive federal Child and Adult Food Care Program
reimbursements totaling $860,000 to $980,000.
Source: Paul Sugar, Education Specialist, Department of Education and Early Development.

Table 2: Estimated Number of Children Served, FY04-FY07

FY04 FYo5 FY06 FYo7
{authorized} | (authorized) | (authorized) | (proposed)

Total Federal and State Funding 34,194,400 34,344,189 34,359,789 34,087,395
—  —

Per child $9,734 $9,356

. — Undetermined

Average per child $9,545

Children Served" 3,513 3,671 3,600 3,571

during the 2005-2006 academic year.

Note: The total FYQ7 funding reflects a projected 1% cut in federal Head Start funds.
a} The number of children served for FY04 and FYQ5 are as of year end. In order to estimate the number of children
served at the end of the year for FY06 and FYQ7, we divided the total amount of state and federal funding for those
years by the average amount of federal and state funding per child for FY04 and FY05. This method assumes a
censistent cost per child served, which may not accurately reflect how the program operates. Local grantess
determine the rmost cost-effective way to handle budget culs, and may or may not actually reduce the number of
chiidren they serve. As of the end of January 2006, 3,150 children have been served by the Head Start program

Source: Paul Sugar, Education Specialist, Department of Education and Early Development.

! hope you find this information to be useful. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have
questions or need additional information.

LEGIST ATIVE RESEARCH REPGRTOB.115 FEBRUARY 7, 2006 — PAGE 2

STATE AND FEDERAL FUNDING FOR HEAD START




Table 3: Children Served and on the Waitlist for the Head Start Program as of
January 31, 2006, by Grantee and Community
Number of
. Number of . .
Community Children Served Ch"dmf;s:n Wait
Association of Village Council Presidents "
Akiachak 3 20 3
Bethel AM. 18
Bethel P.M. L 19 4
Chefornak 17 6
Kalskag 15
Kasigluk - | 22 4
Kotlik |25
Nightmute ] 12
Quinhagak 29
Russian Mission 14
Scammon Bay 32
Tuluksak 20 5
Bristo! Bay Native Association
Togiak ] 17 [
Diliingham 35 16
New Stuyahok 18 4
Naknek 17 3
Manokotak IR 11 2
Council of Athabascan Tribal Governments
Fort Yukon/Canyon Village 7 _) 10
Venetie 0 i 12
Arctic Village 5 1-
Central Councll of Tlingit and Haida Indian Tribes of Alaska
Angoon 20 |
I r A
Craig - 28 2
Hoonah o 16 1 ]
Juneau 122 48 ~
Klawock 17 3
Petersburg 3 3 .
Saxman 17 ﬁ"g_"'— 5
Sit@ [ R X .
Wrangell 20 |
Y akutat - i 14 | N
Kenaitze Cuya Qyut Anen
Commeon Center for Kenai, Soldotna, Nikiski, Kalifornski Beach ) 57 ﬁl 48
CCS Early Learning
Chugiak __ _ e I - N
Meadow Lakes I S ' - I
Pamer ; A _ - 13
Wasilla i 87 ! 42
Chugachmiut
Nanwalek ! 10 l
Seldovia { 9 |
Port Graham '. 4 i
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Falrbanks Native Association
Fairbanks/North Pole | 213 1 126
Play N’ Learn Community Head Start
Fairbanks/North Pole 1B 108 j 5
Metlakatla Indian Community
Metlakatla 7 40 L
Kawerak Head Start
Nome 37 i 13
Brevig Mission L 20 ]
Eiomede 5 ]
Elim 12 L B
Gambell 27 L N
Golovin 4
Koyuk 18 L
Shaktoolik 12
Shishmaref 26
St. Michasl L 28
Teller 9 P
Wales 6 1
White Mountain 12
Kid's Corps Inc,
Anchorage i 321 | 100
Southcentral Foundation
Anchorage ) 227 ] 192
RurAL CAP Head Start & Early Head Start
Selawik R 12 1
[Savoonga .30
Stebbins . o 20 7
Haines 17 L 5 N
Kake ] 12 [
Ketchikan 56 12
Kwethluk ] 63 I
Nunapitchuk 51 | 12 .
Napaskiak N 20 | 4
Tooksok Bay ) 36 | 1
Alakanuk 38 o
Chevak B 32 12 i
Emmonak IR R A
HooperBay . _ A 88 8
Homer 188
Kiuti-Kaah 19 2
Kodiak .. .. s 7
Sterfing U S - T
Akiak Y A - S 13
Mt. Village e . ] 20 | 8 )
Pilot Station _ L A T A R
St Mary's T - 1
Marshall 4 15 i o
Legislative Research Services Report 06,115, February 2006 T T TPage2of3
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Aleutian/Pribilof Island Association

King Cove — RN NI T
Sand Point 17 1
St. Paul 20 L
Unalaska 27 | 2
Tanana Chlefs Conference
Alakaket 1
Fort Yuken 19
Holy Cross | g ]
Huslia l 8 |
Kattag 9 .
McGrath 9 T
N—ufato 6
Ruby 7
Tanana 16
Nenana 14
Upper Tanana {(UTDC)
Mentasta/Northway 12 [
Tok/Tanacross 54 [ 4
Native Village of Tyonek
Tyonek 6
Total Number of Children Served 3150
{Reported by Grantees' Sites) !
Total Number of Children_on Waiting Lists 862
(Reported by Grantees® Sites)
Total Communities Served 100

Note: Both Anchorage and Fairbanks are served by two different Head Start grantees. In Anchorags, the total number of
children served is 548, with 292 children on the waitlist. In Fairbanks, the total number of children served is 321, with 131
children on the waitlist,
Source: Paul Sugar, Education Specialist, Department of Education and Early Development.
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LEGISLATIVE RESEARCH REPORT

JANUARY 18, 2008 REPORT NUMBER 08.087

HEAD START PARTICIPATION AND DECLINING SERVICES

PREPARED FOR REPRESENTATIVE LES GARA
By TiM SPENGLER, LEGISLATIVE ANALYST

You asked for information on the Head Start program. Specifically, you wished to know how
many Alaskan children have participated in the program in the last five years and how many
communities have lost funding or closed their programs in that time period.

As you know, Head Start is a comprehensive child development program that serves children
aged three to five who come from low income homes. The program’s goais include increasing
the child's social competence, such as the ability to deal with the everyday, present environment,
and later responsibilities in life and school. Head Start also works with the families of these
children to help educate and strengthen them by offering training and support to help faciiitate

growth and change.

According to Paul Sugar, Education Specialist I, with the Alaska Department of Education and
Early Development (DEED), Head Start anticipates serving 3,504 children in fiscal year (FY)
2008." This is a decrease of 167 children served since FY05. Mr. Sugar provided the figures for
Table 1, which tracks the number of children served by Head Start in the iast five fiscal years. As
you will see, the number has dropped from a high of 3,671 in FYQ§, to its lowest point in five fiscal

years.

[ Table 1: Children Served by Head Start in Alaska, FY04 - FY08
_ FY04 FYOS | FYos | FYor Fyos
Children Served {projected)
3,513 3,671 3,656 3,606 3,504
Difference per Year 158 -15 -50 -102

Notes: Data include children from birth to five years of age.
Source: Paut Sugar, Education Specialist, Department of Education and Early Development.

Mr. Sugar can be reached at (907) 465-4862.

" This nurnber inciudes crildren from bith 1o five years. Mr Sugar can te reached at iSG7) 465-4862.

900 485 1551

R
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Mr. Sugar points out that in the last five years, while state and federal funding for the Head Start
program has remained relatively flat, costs have risen. Not only goods and services—such as
heating fuel and transportation—but personnel costs have risen as well. As more teaching staff
complete degree programs to meet increased federal requirements, their costs are rising.
Insurance costs have also risen over the last five years.

Since fiscal year 2004, 19 communities have closed their Head Start programs.’ Table 2
enumerates the closures over the last five fiscal years.

Table 2: Closures of Head Start Programs in Alaska, FY04 - FY08

|

LEG:SiA L VE RESEARCH REPTRT 08 087
HEAC STaRT PARTICIFATICN ANG DECLINING SERVICES

FY04 FY05 FYO06 FY07 FY08 Total

Program

Closures 1 6 6 5 1 19

Source: Paul Sugar, Education Specialist, Department of Education and Early Development.
Mr. Sugar can be reached at (907) 465-4862.

Aside from closures, budgetary concerns have also caused some grantees to go from a center
based medel to a home visiting model. Others now use a central building site and transport
children from nearby communities, while some urban programs have shortened their
transportation area. Still others have had to lower the number of children that they serve,

With the current level of funding, Head Start serves just under haif {48 percent) of the
children in Alaska who are three to five year olds and live below the poverty line. Roughly
72 percent of the nearly 13,000 children between birth and five who the DEED estimates
live below the poverty line are without Head Start early childhood education opportunities.

| hope you find this information to be useful. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have
questions or need additional information.

* One of these communities reopened services with a different grantee a sacond will recpen in February 2608,

JANLARY 18 2608 — PaGE 2
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Wﬁy should you care about the availability of quality early education and child care in

STUDY FINDINGS ARE DETAILED
ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES!: Alaska? Becausé stepping up early education for our children is critical for all of us.

Demographics . Pga2 LET US STEP YOU THROUGH THE FACTS.
‘ @ Early childhood education and child care play a critical and

‘fﬁe_“‘fnc'onomic Impact on Alaska  Pg.3 :
Aol ‘ , measurable role in Alaska’s economy

% T ey Lming ad S _
. Child Care Sector-. . Pg.y . : . |
RN SN R e ' 0 The availability of quality, affordable child care remains a
Ampact on Alas“'ca'mh” - Pg.7 - challenge for many Alaska families- '

Alaskans-Support Funding Pg. 9 | o _;
AR e S 3 Alaskans across the state place a high priority on state

.
P

funding for early education and child care

o Until recently, there was no data specific to Alaska to demonstrate how the
A ‘ 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 systern.

>

ALASKA IS ONE OF ONLY TO STATES WITHOUT &
STATE-FUNDED, STATEWIDE EARLY CHILDHOQD .
EDUCATION SYSTEM. - -

-
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“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

SVF AND DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH
FEDERAL RESERVE BANK OF MINNEAPOLIS

LONG-TERM BENEFITS OF EARLY
EDUCATION AND CHILD CARE

4723

LONG-TERM ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF QUALITY EARLY EDUCATION & CHILD CARE
A host of studies have been done to track the fong-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.

ég% 29% h 'gher high school graduation rates

20% hlgher college attendance

7 O % 'OW@I’ crime incidence

20% IOWGr welfare dependence

$ 143,000 additional earned income

per capita, resulting from better employment

Studies also note that expenditures on education that are focused on K-12 may be
misplaced given that brains develap rapidly in the early years {0-4), then develop
at a much slower pace from age 4 through 18. The implication is that the earlier
the investrment on early education, the higher the return on investment will be.




stepo A EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CHILD CARE PLAY A

CRITICAL AND MEASURABLE ROLE IN ALASKA'S ECONOMY,
D N

gee=

9 of 10 alaskans suprt 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 cut 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 IS “IMPORTANT”
OR "VERY IMPORTANT" FOR STATE
COVERNMENT TO PROVIDE
FINANCIAL SUPPORT,

werTH WITHOLT  URBAN RURAL ] RURAL 2
CHILDRLI T DRE

audiences who expressed above average
support for early education and child care

Alaskans were also asked if the state should give early learning and child care high, mediurm or low
funding priority. Two-thirds (66%) feel it should have high priority. A variety of population
subgroups were more likely to give it a high priority. They include:

7 O©Y6 houscholds with children under six
7 2% temate residents

) T 7 %0 sidens ged 3510 44
700 tow income rosidents ~$25,000

7 3% vigh ~
O high income residents -$100,000

-
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PERCENT OF NATIONAL POPULATION ENROLLED AVERAGE STATE SPENDING PER CHILD ENROLLED
(2007 DOLLARS)

$342 84237 sa148 50018 G300 g3ea2

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

& 3-year-olds ¥ d-year-olds

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 dedining 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-yearolds 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 wall.

* 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 maet all 10 benchmarks.
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NATIONAL ACCESS

Total state program enrollment, all ages ............1,026,037 STATE PRE-K AND HEAD START ENROLLMENT
States that fund preschool ... 38 states AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL POPULATION
3-YEAR-CLDS 4-YEAR-OLDS

Income requirement ......................27 state programs have
an income requirement

Hours of operation ... 12 full-day, 10 half-day,
27 determined locally

Operating schedule ... 36 academic year,
13 determined locally

Spacial education enrollment, ages 3& 4 ............407,967
Federal Head Start enrollment, ages3 & 4 .........753,205

M State Public Pre-K B Head Start B8 Special Ed

Total federal Head Start and.............cooiiiivicnnn 508,412 )
Early Head Start enrollment, ages 0 to 5 W Other* No Center-Based Care/Education

* This inciudes local public educan ] ivate child d
State-funded Head Stant enrollment, ages 3 &4 ....15,994 2 m;,i;n:e:;;s.b:::dzo:ra;:ca 107 28 well38 Privale cni care an

NATIONAL QUALITY STANDARDS CHECKLIST SUMMARY

OF THE 49 STATE PRE-K
INITIATIVES, NUMBER

POLICY BENCHMARK MEETING BENCHMARKS
Early learning standards .....ocoovmiiiieienc e Cormprehensive ........ococcemvirnceeeeain 41
Teacher degree ... e BA e e 2
Teacher speciaiized training ..o .Speciahzing 1n pre-K ..o 36
Assistant teacher degree................ .CDA or equivalent.... A1
TEAChET IN-BEIVICE ......ciiieiomiine et recr et s e At least 15 hours/year ... oecevvier e 37
Maximum Class SIZ8 .....ovieeee e e 20 or lower. ... 41

3-year-olds

4-year-olds
Staff-child ratio . ... 110 or better.....cccccvvvnae. SRR 42

3-year-olds

4-year-olds
Screening/referral v TP Vision, hearing, health; and ... 35
and support services at least 1 support service
VIEBES 1o vtvieeereitiee et ea et e e et ee e e em e et b R e st ae et a b en At least H/day ...oooooivvviiceiiiiie 24
Monitoring.......... OO O PRSP RPTUBTO Site visits .....o.... TS 38
NATIONAL RESOURCES
Total state preschool spending........cccoeu $3.724,382,129 SPENDING PER CHILD ENROLLED
Local match required? ... 14 state programs a1

require a focal match PRE-K® - sae !
State spending per child enrolled.............. $3,642° P
P p . f N ] $7.860

State Head Start spending........coooonins $134,921,487 HDST { S ottt 1

All reported spending per child enrolled” .............. $4,134
porieeipenans e ___  PHEES
K12+ | |
o] 2 4 4 ] 10

2 14 16 18

* Pre-K programs may receive addmonal funds from federal or local sources

that are nat included in this figure. $ THOUSANDS
**K-12 expanditures include capital spanding as well as currant operating

eapenditures. W State Contributions & Federal Contributions
Data are for the '06—"07 school year, unless otherwise noted. 8 i ocal Cantributions & TANF Spending

1 The enarallment figure far federal Head Start, ages 3 and 4, is limited to children served in the 50 states and DC. The enroliment figure for total federal Head Start
and Early Head Star, ages 0 to &, includes all children served in any lacanon, including the U.S. teritaries, and migrant and Amencan Indiar programs.

2 This figure includes 13,501 children whe attended programs that were consicerad 1o ha state-funded preschool initiatives, These children are also counted in the
siate-fuded preschoal enrollment teral,
3 Thig figure Includes federal TANF furds directed toward preschogl at states’ discretion 5
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TABLE 1: STATE RANKINGS AND QUALITY CHECKLIST SUMS

[ am e am SN A e e BN BE e M W MA B Em Em B B me M BN me e Em e e

Rescurces Rank Resources Rank Cuality Standards

Access for Access for Based on Based on Checkiist Sum
State 4-Year-Clds Rank 3-Year-COlds Rank State Spending All Reported Spending {Maximum of 10)
Alabama 38 none served 9 8 10
Arizona 30 none served 33 37 4
Arkansas 15 4 12 7 9
California 2 8 ] 25 4
Colorado 22 11 36 29 3
Connecticut 18 ? 3 2 6
Delaware 27 none served 5 10 §
Flarida 2 none served 34 38 4
Georgia 3 none served 15 22 8
Hinois 12 1 22 27 9
lowa 33 17 26 3 5
Kansas 19 none served 29 33 3
Kentucky 1 5 19 20 8
Louisiana 14 none served 8 18 7.8
Maine 17 none served 37 24 4
Maryland 10 20 27 13 7
Massachusetts 25 6 14 23 6
Michigan 16 nene served 14 21 6
Minnesota 37 19 4 & 8
Missouri 32 13 3i 35 7
Nebraska 34 15 35 g 8
Nevada 36 26 23 28 7
New Jersey 13 3 1 1 8.5
New Mexico 26 22 25 30 8
New York g 25 20 26 6.5
North Caralina 21 none served 10 5 10
Ohio 35 18 32 36 4
Cklahoma 1 none served 21 1 9
Oregon kY 12 K4 4 7
Pennsylvania 28 14 7 16 5.9
South Carolina 7 24 38 a2 87
Tennessee 20 21 13 17 9
Texas 5 16 28 3
Vermont 2 30 34 6.8
Virginia 23 none served 17 15 7
Washington 29 16 ;) 14 g
West Virginia 4 7 1Al 12 i
Wisconsin 8 23 24 19 5.1
Alaska no program no proyram no pragram no program no proaram
Hawaii nspregram no program no program no pragram nQ pregram
'dsho o pr;g;am no program no program ne program no program B
Indiana no program no program no program no program no program
Mississippi no program no program no program no pragram no program
Maontana no program no program ne program NG pragram no pragram
New Hampshire no program no program nG program no program no program
North Dakota no program no program no program no program ng program
Rhade Island no program no program A0 program NG program no program
South Dakota no program no program no program ng program no [;;g;-ram
Utah na program na program no program no program fo program
¥Wyommng na program nG prexgram no program no program ___nhopragram
6

4732




4733

Cxecwtive Summw’y

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 cantinued 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 bitlion.

 More than a million children attended state-funded preschoal educaticn, making states the largest source of
pubiic pre-X,

* Thirty of the 38 states with programs increased enrcllment.

» Twenty-two percent of all 4-year-oids in the nation attended state-funded pre-K, an increase fram 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.

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 lives. The top 10
states in access now serve more than one-third of il their 4-year-oids. (See Box.) Longtime leader Okiahoma
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

State Pre-K State Pre-K & Alaska
Special Education Hawaii

Oktahoma 68.4 73.2 Idaho
Florida 56.7 61.8 Indiana
Georgia 53.3 57.9 Mississippi
W. Virginia 45.8 55.3 Montana
Texas 45.2 48.4 New Hampshire
Vermont 44.9 53.9 North Dakota
S. Carolina 37.8 43.8 Rhede Island
Wisconsin 36.1 44 0 South Dakota
New York 34.6 44.4 Utah
Maryland 34.0 39.4 Wyoming

Other impartant disparities across the states include:
* State spending ranges from nothing in 12 states to more than $10,000 per child in New Jersey.

* Degree requirements for teachers range from a bachelor’s degree with teaching certificate in early
chidhoed in some states to litde more than a high school diploma in a number of other states

* Maximum class sizes and staff-child ratios range from no limit in Texas and Kansas to 15 children
with a teacher and full-time assistant in New Jersey's Abbott program.




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. Top 5 States Serving
Access for this age group has increased 28 percent since NIEER began 3-Year-Olds

tracking the data in 2001-2002. This is a welcome development since

the effects of poor educational opportunities for children at risk are clearly Hlinois

i ) . , . Vermont
evident by age 3 Still, provision for 3-year-olds remains modest and New Jorse
concentrated in fewer states compared to programs for 4-year-clds. The new Arkansas Y
leader in serving 3-year-olds is lllinois, which became the first state committed Kentucky

to serving all 3-year-olds. llinois 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 enrcllment growth in state pre-K that NIEER has documented aver the last six years only retains
its value if quality is maintained. While funding and other commitments have not always kept pace with
enroliment, 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. ft 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.

Even in & good budget year like 2007, all boats did not rise. Three states (Arizona, Oregon and Nebraska) cut
nominal spending and nine failed to keep up with inflation. The result in those states was reduced enroliment,
reduced funding per child, or both. In tough budget years there will be more pressure to reduce enrollments
and inadequately fund state pre-K. What can be done to prevent this from happening?
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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 educaticn have priority over less-productive spending. Just as wise individuals set aside savings before
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 mfant-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. This
need not mean that pre-K funding follow exactly the same formula as K-12 spending. For exampie, states like
New Jersey have seen fit to bear a larger share of pre-K funding for disadvantaged children. However, the state
share should be no less than for K-12.

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 al! 10 of our benchmarks for minimum standards of quality. For most of the
others, we have incomplete data as to focal funding sources. Many of the remaining 1% might be allocating
enough funds on average to meet all 10 benchmarks, once locai funding is taken into account. A key issue is
the extent to which local public schools add additiona! funds. However, even if local sources are making up the
difference on average, there may be large variations in financial support depending on local ability to pravide
additional funding.

A FEDERAL ROLE?

In 2007, enrollment increased for both
3- and 4-year-olds, signifying renewed
interest in states serving children for
two years beginning at age 3. Even so,
enraoliment of 3-year-olds remains low
relative to that for 4-yearolds. With the
states shouldering a growing share of the
cast 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 pragress 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. 1t could also have provisions
designed to ke counter cyclical--by
providing states with more funding for
pre-K when state revenues decline or
fail to keep up with inflation due to an
economic downturmn.
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ACCESS: REACHING MORE CHILDREN

State-funded prekindergarten reached more children during the 2006-2007 schoot year than ever before, with
total enrollments topping one million for the first time. State pre-K programs served 1,026,037 chiidren 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 previcus year. Pre-K enrollment data for each state are reported in Tables 2
and 3, and additional information about Head Start and special education enrcllment is provided in Tables 4
and 5. Key trends in the 2006-2007 program year were:

* Most enrollment increases were modest, but some states made large gains. Enroliment increased by 52
percent in Tennessee, 33 percent in Pennsylvania, and 17 percent in lllinois, Florida and New York.

* Three states with pre-K far ali served mere than half of the state's 4-year-oids: Okiahoma (68 percent), Florida
{58 percent), and Georgia (53 percent}). When preschool special education enroliments are taken into account
state enrollments were even more impressive. When the federal Head Start program is included, enrcliment
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 enroflment of 4-year-olds. Of the seven states that decreased enroilment of 4-year-
olds, only Ohio decreased enrcllment by more than 5 percent. Enrollment of 4-year-olds has grown by 56
percent since 2001-2002, a gain of more 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 !llinois’
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 percent served.

Overall, enrollment in state prekindergarten programs continued to increase so that 22 percent of 4-year-olds
and 3 percent of 3-year-olds were served in state-funded pre-K programs across the country. These increases
are encouraging, but uneven growth persists. Children and families in the 12 states with no provision of state
pre-K are increasingly disadvantaged relative to those in the rest of the nation.
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QUALITY STANDARDS: ENSURING VALUE

[ s A oS Em  Em  am om mw A mm ma  Em omw M Em aw e mm mw w  mw
The quality of a prekindergarten program plays a critical rofe in determining its value to the children who
attend it and the taxpayers who support it, All states require classrooms 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 not all equaily
important and do net 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.
Standards do not cover everything required to ensure a good education. For example, teachers must be
adequately paid and properly supported and supervised. Also, the benchmarks focus on policy requirements
rather than actual practice, and some dassrooms may exceed or fail to meet state-level requirements. The total
number of benchmarks is a rough gauge of a state’s commitment to quality, and attention should be paid to
the specific benchmarks met and not just the total number.

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 schaol years)) Key findings for the 2004-2007 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, lllinois, New Jersey, New Mexico, Oklahoma,
South Carclina, 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.
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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 bachelor's degrees only in certain circumstances, typically in public school
settings. Eight states did not require any state prekindergarten teachers to have bachelor’s degrees. The
lack of progress in this area is particularly disappeinting.

Despite continuing room for improvement in teacher education requirements, the overall situation regarding
quality standards is positive. More than 80 percent of the states with programs met benchmarks for
comprehensive early learning standards and staff-child ratios of 1:70 or better. More than 70 percent of the
states met benchmarks for class sizes of 20 or fewer children, prekindergarten specialized training for lead
teachers, and site visits. State pre-K initiatives in Colorado, lowa, Missouri, New Mexico, New York, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, and Washington each met new benchmarks effective with this report. For a complete summary
of the benchmarks met by each state prekindergarten initiative during the 2606-2007 school year, see Table 6
on page 19.

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

2 -l
D 0% of 4-year-oids served g 31-40% of 4-year-olds served
1-10% of 4-year-olds served 41.50% of 4-year-olds served
11-20% of d-year-olds served . 51-60% of 4-year-olds served
{ 21-30% of 4-year-olds served . &8% of 4-year-olds served
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RESOURCES: TRACKING THE FUNDING

T I NI R R T R — -
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
programs entirely through the use of state dollars, while others employ additional iocal and/or federal doilars
to reach adequate funding levels. Another group of states does not appear to fund state pre-K at a level
consistent with a high-quality education. However, this often is difficult to determine as some states are unable
to report the amount of funding provided by local schools and other sources.

¢ 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-oids.

* Average state spending per child enrolled was $3,642. Compared to the previcus year, this is an increase of
$175 per child without adjusting for inflation (and an increase of $32 adjusted for inflation). However, states
continued to vary greatly in their perchild spending. New Jersey was the top ranked state, spending $10,494
per child. Three states, New Jersey, Oregon, and Connecticut, spent more than twice the national average.
Twelve states continued to spend nothing on state pre-K. Despite the increase, on average, states still spent
much less per child on a year of pre-K than on a year of K-12,

*» 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
states offering state pre-K programs. This one increase does not entirely offset previous declines, and inflation-
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 enrcliment increases and inflation. Tables 7 and 9 provide mare detailed information on state

spending.

This Yearbook includes two resource rankings for state preschool programs. As in the previous four Yearbooks,
this fifth edition provides rankings based on the amount of funds states spend for each child enrolled.
However, state spending does not account for all money contributed te state prekindergarten initiatives. Some
states rely on local and locally allocated federal dollars to adequately fund their programs. In an attempt to
paint a more complete picture of the resources employed in state prekindergarten programs, this Yearbook
presents a new ranking of programs based on all the spending per child that states could report to us. In
interpreting this new ranking, it is important to recognize that some states were unable to report spending
from cother 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 middle of the
distribution. Those states ai the very top and very botiom are unfikely tc ¢hange rank much even with more
complete information. The national average of per-child spending from all reported funding was $4,134,
though this figure surely underestimates the true naticnal 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 Flerida. In 2006-2007, Colorado spent $2,047 per
child in state dollars and was ranked 3éth naticnally in per-child spending. However, Colorado also coliects
infarmation on focal spending required by the state school funding formula. Including these mandatory local
dollars, Colorado spent $3,194 per child and is ranked 29th in spending from all 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 naticnally. However, after including local and federal doliars, Maryland
spent $6,132 per child and was ranked 13th in perchild spending from all known sources. The picture is quite
different in Florida where the VPK program is funded entirely by state funds. The state spent ouly $2,335 per
child and was ranked 34th in state per-child spending. Florida’s ranking dropped to 38th in per-child spending
frorm all known saurces.




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
determined were sufficiently funded to meet all 10 benchmarks, though based on an examination of state
policies, nine of these states actually met seven or fewer of the benchmarks. These states might be able to
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 Carofina, 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
doser to adequately funding their programs than reported in Takle 8 if funds from all sources were taken into
account. (llinois is an example of such a state. lilinois reported only state spending, although the state pre-K
program is also supparted by local dollars. By our caleulations a half-day pre-K program in lllinois meeting the
NIEER quality benchmarks should cost about $4,520 per child, but the state spent $3,322 per child. Local
spending in lilinois 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 been adequately funded.
This is especially likely because lllincis meets nine of the NIEER benchmarks. Florida, on the other hand, daes
not appear to adequately fund its pre-K program and may have litt'le funding besides that from the state. The
state currently spends $2,335 per child, but would need to spend about 54,055 to meet 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 an their own,

* Garmlay, W, T., Gayer, T., Phillips, D., & Dawson, B. (2005}, The affects of universal pre-k an cogntive development. Cevelopmental Psychofogy, 3 4}, 872684
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Conk , T.D., Barnert WS, Jung, k. (2008). An efloctrvoress-based evalusuon of five state pre-endergarten programs, Journal of Policy Analysis and
w, 27, 1724184




TABLE 2: STATE RANKINGS BY PRE-K ACCESS FOR 4-YEAR-OLDS
T T I T — .

ACCESS FOR PERCENT OF CHILDREN ENROLLED NUMBER OF CHILDREN ENROLLED
4-YEAR-OLDS IN STATE PREKINDERGARTEN IN STATE PREKINDERGARTEN
RANK STATE (2006-2007) {2006-2007)

4.year-olds J.yearolds  Total (3s and 4s) d.year-olds 3-year-olds  Total (35 and 4s)
1 Oklahoma 68.4% 0.0% 34.2% 34,375 o 34,375
2 Florida 56.7% 00% 28.3% 124,390 0 124,390
3 Georgia 53.3% 0.0% 26.6% 74,155 0 74,135
4 West Virginia 45.8% 5.1% 255% 9,584 1.073 10,659
5 Texas 45.2% 4.4% 24.7% . 170313 16,925 187,238
-} Vermont 449% 15.6% 30.1% 2,908 1.028 3,936
7 South Carolina 37.8% 0.6% 19.3% 21,367 349 21,7164
8 Wisconsin 36.1% 0.8% 18.4% 24,878 S50 25,428
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 25,474
1 Kentucky 29.3% 10.7% 19.9% 15,808 3,815 21,623
12 linois 267% 18.5% 22.6% 47,108 3271 79.819
13 New Jersey 25.3% 15.1% 20.1% 28,240 17,259 . 45,499
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 2,283
18 Connecticut 15.6% 4.5% 10.0% 6,625 1,507 8,532
19 Kansas 15.6% 0.0% 7.8% 5.971 0 5,971
20 Tennessee 15.6% 1.0% 8.3% 12,293 753 13,046
21 North Carolina 14 8% 0.0% 7.4% 17,961 0 17,961
22 Colorade 14.6% 31% 8.8% 9,784 2,084 11,848
23 Virginia 12.5% 0.0% 6.3% 12,501 0. 12,501
24 California 10.8% 5.0% 7.9% 56,254 26,318 82,572
25 Massachusetts 10.3% 9.2% 9.8% 8,047 RALE 15,200
25 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% 0.0% 2.7% 5076 0 5076
N Oregon 4.8% 2.8% 37% 2,235 1,203 3438
32 Missouri 4.3% 2.2% 3.3% 3,262 1.710 4,972
33 lowa 4.0% 1.4% 27% 1,515 518 2,033
34 Nebraska 4.0% 2.0% 3.0% 977 494 1,473
35 Ohio 34% 1.3% 2.3% 4,979 1.870 4,849
36 Nevada 2.2% 0.4% 1.3% 799 140 939
37 Minnesota 19% 1.3% 1.6% 1,245 864 2,109
38 Alabama 1.8% 0.0% 0.9% 1,062 0 1,062
No Program Alaska 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% g 0 0
No Program Hawaii 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 ¢ 0
Mo Program ldaho 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0
No Program Indiana 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 i
No Program Mississippi 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 ) -
No Program Montana 0.0% 00% 0.0% 0 Q 0
No Program New Hampshire 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0
No Program Narth Daketa 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0
No Program Rhede Island 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 0
No Program South Dakota 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 Q
No Program Utah 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 4
Mo Program Wyoming 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0 0 ¢
50 States Population 21.8% 3.2% 12.5% 877139 131,458 1,008,597

For details about how these figures were calculated, see the Methadology section and Roadmap to the Stare Prolile Pages.
' MNationwde, an additonal 17,440 children of ather ages were enrelled in state prekindergarten, for 3 10tal envollment number of 1,026.037.
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TABLE 3: CHANGE IN PRESCHOOL ENROLLMENT OVER TIME

T N N N N el T N e RS Y AT N R TN B W M R e

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-clds Change in 3-year-clds Change in 4-year-olds
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

Alabama 0 NA 306 40% Q NA 3é 4%
Alaska 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA g NA
Arizona 0 NA 799 19% C NA -263 5%
Arkansas 3128 332% 5,924 266% 182 5% 1,31 20%
California 15,394 141% 11,720 26% 2162 9% 3,408 6%
Colorado 1,354 185% 1,464 18% 570 38% 439 5%
Connecticut* 372 24% 2,208 50% 551 41% 749 13%
Delaware 0 NA, 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
Florida 0 NA 124,390 NA 0 NA 18,494 17%
Georgia 0 NA 10,542 17% 0 NA 2,510 4%
Hawail o] NA o] NA 0 NA 0 NA
idaho 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
llinois 18,613 132% 8,206 21% 7.119 8% 5,587 13%
indiana 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
iowa 7 1% - -3% 22 4% 50 A%
Kansas 0 NA 3741 168% 0 NA 594 11%
Kertucky 943 19% 2,991 23% 18 0% 86 1%
Louisiana 0 NA 7,024 3% o NA 752 5%
Maine 0 NA 823 5% 0 NA 175 8%
Maryland =559 A% 6,451 35% 122 17% 1,333 &%
Massachusetts” 2,279 -24% -1,385 -15% 213 3% 239 3%
Michigan 0 NA -4,676 -18% 0 NA 230 1%
Minnesota 49 6% -25 -2% 181 27% a9 8%
Mississippi Q NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
Migsouri : -836 -33% -424 -12% 18 1% 345 12%
Montana 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
Nebraska 372 301% 621 174% -3 -1% 114 13%
Nevada 29 26% 478 149% -75 -35% 41 5%
New Hampshire ¢ NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
New Jersey 4,474 35% 4,359 18% 221 0% Ja41 3%
New Mexico -228 A9% 2,127 575% 85 54% 695 39%
New York 4,680 -80% 20,006 32% -7 1% 12,077 17%
Naorth Carolina 0 NA 16,721 1,348% 0 NA 2,734 18%
MNorth Dakota 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 4] MA
Chio 7,844 -B1% -8,904 -64% 384 26% -1.441 -23%
Cklahcma 0 NA 8,496 3% 0 MNA 973 3%
Oregon 94 8% -354 -14% 18 2% -0b -3%
Pennsylvania* 3,255 NA 7,779 305% 1,046 47% 2,268 28%
Rhaele Island ' 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA ¢ NA
South Carcling -i 0% 5717 7% -2013 LB 3,612 20% )
South Dakota 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA
Tennassee - 59 1% 10,535 59%% 339 82% 4,106 50%
Texas 2816 14% 42730 33% 461 3% 5143 3%
Utah Q NA 0 MNA 0 NA 0 MA
Vermont* 659 179% 2,288 369% 138 16% -58 -2%
Virginia o] NA 6,623 113% 0 NA 1,158 0%
Washington 14 1% REY 2% 106 10% 81 7%
West Virginia 695 -39% 4,501 89% 177 20% 1,538 19%
Wisconsin® 138 -20% 11,374 4% 43 13% 3,165 15%
Wyoming 0 NA 0 NA g NA 0 MA
50 states 28,590 28% 315,019 56% 11,856 10% 71,332 %
* These states Jdd nat Lieak ov.n total enrsliiran; figuras into speciic numbers of 3- and -yeac-clds served. As 3 1esuit, the Hqures i ts table are estimates.
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TABLE 4: 2006-2007 ENROLLMENT OF 3-YEAR-OLDS IN STATE PRE-K, PRESCHOOL SPECIAL
EDUCATION, AND FEDERAL HEAD START '

I W T R e R e e B R T B A WA T B T T Y T T

PreK 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
Alzbama 0 0.0% 1,420 24% 6,042 10.2% 7,442 12.7%
Alaska 0 0.0% 429 4.4% 1,091 11.2% 1,520 15.6%
Arizona 0 00% 3,205 3.4% 5,248 5.5% 8,453 89%
Arkansas 4,048 i0.6% 3177 B.4% 4,601 12.2% 11,844 31.3%
California 26,318 50% 15,796 3.0% 34,006 64% 76,120 14.3%
Colorado 2,084 31% 2,714 4.0% 3,418 5.0% 8,216 12.1%
Connecticut 1,907 4.5% 1,379 32% 2,792 4.9% 6,078 14.2%
Delaware 0 0.0% 542 4.7% 780 6.8% 1,322 11.5%
Florida 0 00% 6,620 30% 13,026 59% 19,646 8.9%
Geargia 0 0.0% 3,593 2.6% 11,938 8.6% 15,531 11.2%
Hawaii ¢ 0.0% &89 4.0% 1,016 59% 1,705 9.9%
Idaho 0 0.0% 891 4.0% 793 . 346% 1,684 7.6%
lllinois 32711 18.5% 8,669 4.9% 14,955 8.4% 56,335 31.8%
Indiana 0 0.0% 4,528 5.3% 3,748 4.4% 8,274 Q7%
jowa 518 1.4% 1,367 36% 2,530 6.6% 4,415 11.6%
Kansas O 0.0% 2,250 5.9% 3,003 7.7% 5,292 13.7%
Kentucky 5815 10.7% 4,481 8.2% 5,899 10.8% 16,195 29.8%*___#
Louisiana 0 0.0% 1,878 3.2% 10,555 17.9% 12,433 21 .5‘;;
Maine 0 0.0% 1,094 7.7% 1,225 8.7% 2,319 16.4%
Maryland 849 1.2% 2,826 319% 4,396 6.0% 8,071 11.0% N
Massachusetts 7,153 9.2% 3,796 4.9% 4,748 6.1% 15,697 202%
Michigan 0 C.0% 5,504 4.3% 13,465 10.5% 18,949 14.8%
Minnesota 864 i :3% 3,265 4.8% 4,006 5.8% 8135 11.9%
Mississippi o 00% 1,230 3.0% 10,047 24.5% 11,277 27.5%
Missour 1,710 22% 3,168 4 2% 6,671 8.8% 11,549 15.2%
Montana 0 0.0% 360 31% 1.598 13.9% 1,958 17.0%
Nebraska 496 2.0% 1,304 52% 1.796 /1% 3,596 —14 2%
MNevada 140 (0.4% 1124 31% 1,057 2.9% 2,321 6.5%
New Hampshire 0 0.0% 762 51% 549 37% 1,31 §.8%
New Jersey 17,259 15.1% 4,628 40% 6,014 5.3% 27,901 24.4% o
New Mexico 242 0.9% 1,342 4.8% 2,926 10.4% 4,510 16.0%
New York 1,155 0.5% 18,615 76% 19,327 7.9% 39,097 16.1%
Nosth Carolina 0 0.0% 3,967 33% 6,702 56% 10,669 8.9%
North Dakota 0 0.0% 312 4.1% 1,241 16.1% 1,553 20.2%
Ohio 1,870 1.3% 5,381 37% 14,587 10.0% 21,838 14.9%
Okiahoma 0 0.0% 1,345 2.7% 4,609 13.2% 7954 158%
Oregon 1,203 2.6% 2,182 47% 3,280 7.0% 6665 143%
Pennsylvania 3,255 2.2% 7,503 5.2% 12,373 8.5% 23,131 15.9%
Rhode Island 0 0.0% 685 5.6% 567 4.6% 1,252 10.2%
South Carelina 349 0.6% 4,973 8.9% 5775 10.3% 11,097 19.0%
South Cakota - 0 0.0% 585 5.5% 1.517 14.3% 21Q2 19.8%
Tennessce 753 1.0% 2239 26% 5616 7.1% 8,608 110%
Texas 16,925 4.9% 5,186 21% 30,172 7.5% 55,283 T4.5%
utah o] 0.0% 1,887 3.8% 1,571 32% 3458 7.0%
Vermaont 1,028 15.6% 421 £.4% 533 §.6% 2032 30.8% B
virginia 0 0.0% 3,418 34% 5122 5.1% 8,538 8.5%
Washingion 1163 1.4% 2.503 34% 4146 51% 8212 00%
West Virginia 1,072 S1% 1,1C8 5% 2,670 12.8% 4,351 232.3%
Wiscensin 550 0.8% 3,390 4.59% 6,577 9.5% 10,517 15.2%
Wyeming 0 0.0% 757 1.2% 469 9.9% 1,426 21.2%
?5"6 states 131,458 3.2% 163,926 4.0% 313,042 7.7% 608,428 15.0%

' Kentucky serves many spacial sducation childion inus state pie-K pragram; the undupheated parceniage sered could B considerably less.
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TABLE 5: 2006-2007 ENROLLMENT OF 4-YEAR-OLDS IN STATE PRE-K, PRESCHOOL SPECIAL

EDUCATION, AND FEDERAL HEAD START
[ am  Mm e em  mE am me  Sm e BN e e BN Ea Em BN W W B B e

Pre-K Pre-K Special Education Head Start Totat
Number Percent of Number Percent of Numtser Percent of Number Percent of
STATE Enrolled  State Population Enrolled State Population  Enrolled  State Population Enroiled  State Population
Alabama 1,062 1.8% 2,490 4.2% 9,380 15.7% 12,932 21.6%
Alaska 0 0.0% 709 7.3% 1,464 15.1% 2,173 22.4%
Arizona 5076 5.5% 4,932 5.3% 1,601 12.5% 21,609 23.2%
Arkansas 8,148 214% 4846 12.8% 5512 14.5% 18,506 48.7%
California 56,254 10.8% 23,308 4.5% 57,624 11.1% 137,186 26.3%
Colorado 2,784 14.6% 3.932 5.9% 5,530 8.2% 19,245 28.7%
Connecticut 6,625 15.6% 2,514 5.9% 3454 8.2% 12,593 29.7%
Delaware 843 7.5% 763 6.9% 1,064 9.6% 2670 24.1%
Florida 124,390 56.7% 11,369 52% 20,349 9.3% 156,108 71.1%
Georgia 74,195 53.3% 6,533 47% 9,701 7.0% 20,389 &64.9%
Hawaii 0 0.0% 834 4.9% 1,637 9.7% 2,471 14.6%
Idaho 0 0.0% 1,398 6.4% 2,305 10.6% 3703 17.1%
lilinois 47,108 26.7% 12,762 7.2% 18,794 10.7% 78,664 44.6%
Indiana 0 0.0% 6,383 7.5% 7.586 8.9% 13,969 16.5%
lowa 1,515 4.0% 2,069 5.5% 3,955 10.5% 7.539 201%
Kansas 597 15.6% 3312 §.7% 3.621 9.5% 12,904 33.8%
Kentucky 15,808 29.3% 7,684 14.2% 8,956 16.6% 32,448 60.1%"
Louisiana 14,543 24.4% 3,470 5.8% 9,789 16.4% 27,802 467%
Maine 2,263 16.3% 1,573 11.3% 1.818 13.1% 5,654 40.8%
Maryland 24,825 34.0% 4,039 5.5% 4,987 6.8% 33,851 426.4%
Massachusetts 8,047 10.3% 5.609 7.2% 6,068 7.8% 19,724 25.3%
Michigan 21,801 16.9% 7,845 6.1% 19,767 15.3% 49,413 38.2%
Minnesota 1,245 1.9% 4,947 7.5% 5,810 8.8% 12,002 18.1%
Mississippi 0 0.0% 2,549 6.2% 14,540 35.6% 17,089 41.8%
Missouri 3,262 4.3% 5436 7.2% 8,664 11.4% 17,362 22.9%
Montana 4] 0.0% 669 59% 2.281 201% 2950 26.0%
Nebraska 977 4.0% 1,633 6.7% 2,565 10.5% 5175 21.1%
Nevada 799 2.2% 2,007 5.6% 1,776 5.0% 4,582 12.8%
New Hampshire C 0.0% §%0 6.9% 835 5.5% 1,825 12.0%
New Jersey 28,240 25.3% 6,276 5.6% 6,739 6.0% 43,255 36.9%
New Mexico 2,497 ' B.9% 2,385 8.5% 4,826 17.3% 9708 34.8%
New York 83,505 34.6% 24,165 10.0% 24,454 10.1% 132,124 54.7%
North Cardlina 17,961 14.8% 6,813 5.6% 11,036 9.1% 35812 29.6%
North Dakota 0 0.0% 546 7.2% 1.620 21.5% 2168 28.7%
Ohio 4,979 3.4% 7.879 54% 18,320 12.5% 31,178 21.3%
Oklzhoma 34,375 68.4% 2,433 4.8% 8421 16.8% 45,229 900%
Oregon 2,235 1.8% 3,044 6.6% 5,827 12.6% 11,106 24.1%
Pennsylvania 10,329 7.2% 10,171 7.0% 18,693 13.0% 39,193 27.7% B
Rhode lsland ¢} 0.0% 1,016 8.4% 1,403 11.6% 2419 19.9%
South Carglina 21,267 37.8% 3,359 5.9% 5920 i0.5% B 0454 G4 3%
Sauth Dakota 0 0.0% 899 8.7% 2,127 20.6% 3,026 29.3%
Tennessee 12,293 15.6% 3,739 4.7% 9,880 12.5% 25.912 32.9%
Texas 170,213 45.2% 12,744 3.4% 35714 9.5% 218,791 58.1%
Utab 0 0.0% 2,738 5.7% 3772 7.9% 6,510 13.6%
Vermont 2,908 44.9% 568 8.8% &34 10.0% 4,122 63.7%
Virginia 12,501 12.5% 5737 5.8% 7,168 7.2% 25,4056 25.5% )
Washington 4,6/ 1 18% 4,454 5.5% 7,410 2.2% 14,335 20.5%
West Virginia 9,586 45.8% 7,983 9.5% 4,429 212% 15,998 76.5%
Wisconsin 24,878 36.1% 5,447 7.5% 6,450 9.4% w784 533%
Wyoming 0 0.0% 1,018 15.8% 7248 14.7% 1,566 30.5%
50 states 877139 21.8% 244,041 6.1% 437,256 10.9% 1,558,434 38.8%

* Kertucky senes many specal education children in s state pre-K program; the unduphcated percentage served could be considerably fess.

18

4744




TABLE 6: 2006-2007 STATE PRE-K QUALITY STANDARDS
M N N N TR N e T B N R R R SR M NN NN N NN N VRN NN e

Assistant Vision, hearing, Quality
Comprehensive Specialized  teacher  Atleast Maximum Staff-child  health, and Standards
garly learning  Teacher  training has CDA  15tesfyr  classsize ratio 1:10  cne support At least Site Checklist Sum
standards has BA  inpre-K of gQuiv.  in-sefvice <20 or better service  onemeal  visits  2006-2007

Alabama v v v v v v v v v v 10
Arizong v v v v 4
Arkansas v v v v v v v v ?
California v v v 4
Colorado v s v v v 5
Connecticut v v v v v v 6
Delaware v v v v v v v v 8
Florida v v v v 4
Georgia v v v v v v v v 8
illincis v v v v v v v v v ?
lowa e v v v v 5
Kansas v v v 3
Kentucky v v v v v v v v 8
Louisiana (8g) v v v v v v v 7
Louisiana (LA4/SP) v v v v v v v v 8
Louisiana (NSECD) v v v v v v v v 8
Maine v v v v 4
Maryland v v v v v v v 7
Massachusetts v v v v v v -]
Michigan v v v v v v 6
Minnesota v v v v v v v v 8
Missouri v v v v v v v 7
Nebraska v v v v v v v v 8
Nevada v v v v v v v 7
New Jersey (Abbott) v v v v v v v v v L
New Jersey (ECPA) v v v v v v & ]
New Jersey (ELLI) v v v v v v v 1% 8
New Mexico {CDP} v v v v 4
New Maxico (Prek) v v v v v v v v v 9
New York {TPK) v v v v v v v v 8 T
New York (UPK) v v v v v v [
North Carglina v v v v v v v v v v 10
Chio v v v v 4 ~
Cklahoma v v v v v v v v v g
Oregon v v v v v v % 7
Pennsylvania (EABG) v v v . 5
Pennsylvania (HSSAP) v v v v v v ! 7
Pennsylvania (SBPK) v v v - ‘_‘ﬁ—__-g_—i
South Carolina (4K) v v v v v v o 9
South Carglina (CDEPF) v v v v v v 7 _*__
Ternessee v v v v v v v v v K4
Texas v v v o 4
Vermant (FFP-ADM} v v v v v v v 7
Vermaont (EEI) v v v . v v v 6 _
Virginia v v v v v v v 7
Washington v v v v v v 4
Waest Virginia v v v v v v v 7 -
Wiscansin (4K) v v v v v 5 T
Wisconsin (HdSt) v v v v v v 6
Totals a1 27 36 1 37 a1 2 3 24 T
|:.'c,:-e. Alaska, tasge, dahe, Indiona, Llissss, Mduntana, e hcmpshn:-‘-h;::h Gakate, i-‘hc,;,,- slandd, Somin D kot Uteh, ant .',',-‘;n:r.g e n: snchodecd i -5 table fecdue~ o ey a2

nst fund state prakindergarten inilidines
Chech matksin gren show reve pchicy changes effecive wtti the 2004- 0007 schech year
Far more dutails abeut quality standaras and tanchmars, see the Foadmap to the Siate Profie Pages.
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TABLE 7: RANKINGS OF STATE PRE-K RESQOURCES PER CHILD ENROLLED

| S W M W e e A B BN BN me B N BN Em  ES e e

State §

Resources rank
per child enrolled

based on

state spending State enrclled in pre-K
1 New Jersey $10,494
2 Oregon $7,853
3 Connecticut $2,707
4 Minnesota $7,251
5 Delaware $4,745
6 Washington %6010
7 Pennsylvania*® $5,519
8 Louisiana $5,138
9 Alabama $5,056
10 North Carolina $4,712
11 West Virginia $4,441
12 Arkansas $4,316
13 Tennessee $4,168
14 Michigan $4,167
15 Georgia $4.1M1
16 Massachusetts £3,681
17 Virginia $3,577
18 California $3,486
19 Kentucky $3,474
20 New York $3,454
21 Okiahoma $3433
22 Iinois $3.322
23 Nevada $3,322
24 Wiscansin $3.178
55— o New Mexico $2,975
26 lowa $2,966
27 Maryland $2,918
28 Texas $2,836
29 Kansas $2,596
30 Vermont $2,577
3 Missouri $2,540
32 Ohio $2,515
33 Arizona $2,379
34 Florida $2,335
35 Nebraska 32,73 -
36 Colorado $2,047
37 Maine $1.877
38 . South Carolina $1,600
No Program Alaska 30
No Program Hawaii 30
No Program Idaho $0
No Program Indiana 30
No Program Mississippi $6
No Program Montana $0
No Program New Hampshire 50
No Program North Dakota $0
No Program Rhode Island %0 T T
No Pragram South Dakota S0
No Program Utah S0
Ne Program Wyoming 30

* Calculations of perchild state sperding in Pernsylvania indode the EABG and HSSAP programs anly, becaure the Scheol Based Pra-K pragram did net provide informanon on spending.

For dutails about how these figures were calulated, see the Muthodelc gy secton and Foadmap ta the State Profis Pages.
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TABLE 8: RANKINGS OF ALL REPORTED RESOURCES PER CHILD ENROLLED

R T R N ey N MY M M M R N P MR T R B B R .

is the program
Quality

Resource rank Al reported § sufficiently funded Additienal

based on all per child enrclled Estimate of per  to meet the NIEER per child benchmark
reportad spending State enrolied in pre-K child spending* benchmarks? funding needed total

1 New Jersey $10.4%94 34,947 H Yes $0 8.5

2 Connecticut $9,577 $3.828 F Yes $0 o

3 lowa $8,966 $3,667 H Yes $0 5

4 Oregon $7,853 $4,002 H Yes %0 7

5 North Carolina $7,401 §7.577 F Yes £0 10

& Minnesota $7,251 $4,233H Yes $0 8

7 Arkansas $7,194 $6,607 F Yes $0 9

8 Alabama $6,931 $7.033F Yes 50 10 o
9 Nebraska $6,888 $3,704 H Yes $0 8 B
10 Delaware $6,745 $4,454 H Yes S0 &

11 Oklahoma $6,731 $3,682H Yes $0 @

12 West Virginia $6,724 $3,708 H Yes £0 7

13 Maryland $6,132 $4,735H Yes $0 7

14 Washington $6,010 $4.548 H Yes $0 9

15 Virginia $5,633 8689 F No $3,056 7

16 Pennsylvania $5,519 $4,173H Yes 30 59 -
17 Tennessee $5,295 $7,378F No 52,083 Q

18 Louisiana $5,275 $5,960 F No £1,685 78

19 Wisconsin $4,645 $4,156 H Yes $0 5.1

20 Kentucky $4,637 $3,868 H Yes $0 8

21 Michigan $4,167 $4,275H Yes $0 6

22 Georgia $4,114 $7882F No 53,768 8

23 Massachusetts $3,998 $4,765H No $767 &

24 Maine $3,575 $3.656 H Yes $0 4

25 California $3,486 $4,801 H No 51,314 4

26 New York $3,454 $4,899 H No $1,445 6.5

27 llingis £3,322 $4,520H No 51,198 9

28 Nevada $3,322 §4,357 H No 51,035 7

29 Colorade $3,194 $4,200H No $1,006 5

30 New Mexico $2,975 %3841 H No 3854 8

3 Texas «$2,836 $4,333 H No $1,497 4

32 South Carolina $2,702 $3947 H No 1,215 87
33 Kansas $2,596 $3,705H Mo S1.109 3

34 Vermont $2,577 $3,704 H No 31,127 6.8

35 Missouri $2,540 £3,961 H No 31,41 7

36 Ohio $2,515 $4,194 H No 51,480 4

37 Arizona $2,379 $1.012 H No 51,632 4

38 Florida $2,335 $4,055H No §1,720 4

No Program Alaska 50 $4,157 H Mo 34,157 MA

No Pragram Hawaii $0 $4,148 H No 4,148 MA

No Program Idaho $0 $3,526 H No 33,526 A

No Program Indiana 50 $3,889 H Mo $3,889 NA -
No Program Mississippi $0 $3,637 H No $3,637 NA
No Program Montana $0 $32:0H Mo $3,240 NA

No Program New Hampshire $0 34,076 H Ma 4,074 NA

No Program Morth Dakota 30 P51 H Mo 83511 MA

No Program Rhode island %0 4,425 H Mo 34,475 MNA

No Pragram South Dakota $0 $3331H M £3,23 MNA

No Program Utah $0 34,012 H Do Seule A

No Program Wyoming %0 $3.545 H e 33545 MNA

* For cach state, o fufl-day esumate tF} or fali-day astenaze (H) of per-chrld epending v.as used, based on the tog schedule of tha i pre-K piearam For cates tha! ~pesated hath (08
and nalf-day pregrams, a half-day esumate was gererally used. Siate estimates were congtmiriad fa07  aational eatunate edusted lor state cost of edutatiun difermices. Tre natenal wstn
abtamed frem Cault, 0 Lutdbel, A Vhliams, B, Cey, J. 3 Sglohna, Q. 12007), Liramingiul Investnents n Pre-K, Estingting the PecChild Casts 6f Quatity Pragrams. Wastungton, BC: Insy
‘Mornens Policy Research The siate cost indes voas chramed from, Taylar, L& Fowler, 'W.i200c). A 2ompanibile wage approach to geagraphi ¢ost adusiment Waskinaien, GCIES, US Bepartment
of Edusunian.

For detads abaut how these L qures were caloulated, sae the Luthadelogy secticn anu Roadmap 16 the Siate Prebie Pages.
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TABLE 9: STATE PRESCHOOL SPENDING DURING 2006-2007 AND CHANGES FROM 2005-2006
R I i T —r T — -

STATE TOTAL STATE PRESCHQOL SPENDING STATE SPENDING PER CHILD
Total state Change in total Change in total State Change in spending  Change in spending
preschoo! spending from 2005-  spending from 2005- spending per child from 2005-  per child from 2005-
spending in 2004 to 2006-2007, 2006 to 2006-2007, per child in 2006 to 2006-2007, 2006 to 2006-2007,
2006-2007 Nominal dolfars Adjusted dollars 2006-2007 Neminal dollars Adjusted dollars
Alabama $5,369,858 $1,043,848 $846,480 $5,056 840 $667
Alaska $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Arizona $12.077,496 -§180,992 -$683,590 $2.379 483 AN
Arkansas $58,775,935 $1,618,656 -§724,792 4,318 -$519 -$718
California $295,104,549 $29,086,515 $18,179,776 $3,486 $144 %7
Coloradoe $28,965,099 $5,371,555 $4,404,220 $2,047 $138 $60
Connecticut $45,755,670 $13,265,480 $11,113,382 $7.707 %604 $315
Delaware $5,685,800 $407 500 $191,090 $6,745 $483 $227
Florida $290,406,902 $61,306,902 $51,913,802 $2,335 $171 $83
Georgia $309,579,383 $19,684,410 $7.798,716 $4.111 $135 £28
Hawaii 50 $0 $0 50 $0 $0
Idaho $0 $0 $0 $C £0 $0
Winis $283,020,000 $45,069,419 $35,313,445 $3.322 $24 S
Indiana %0 0] $0 50 3¢ $0
lowa $6,800,000 £0 -$278.800 $2,966 $37 -583
Kansas $15,500,000 $1,771,175 $1,208,293 $2.596 %42 £63
Kentucky £75,127,000 $23,527,000 $21,411,400 $3,474 $1,077 $978
Louisiana $74,719,738 $5,604,302 $2,770,569 $5.138 §124 ' -£79
Maine $4,247. N5 $503,332 $349,804 $1.877 $84 $10
Maryland $74,910,729 $31,641,363 $29.867,319 $2.718 $1.13 $1.058
Massachuselts $645,814,357 $3,026,395 $452,007 $3.481 $62 -%87
Michigan $20,850,000 $6,000,000 $2,521,150 $4,167 $234 372
Minnesota $19,100,000 $77,025 -$702,917 $7,251 548 -§247
Mississippi s 50 50 50 50 £0 ~
Missouri $12,631,001 $501,731 $4,430 $2,540 -$91 3199
Montana $0 £0 $0 $0 £0 30
MNebraska $3,677.5%4 -$2.875 -5153,774 $2.273 -$209 4311
Nevada $3.152.479 $120,207 -54,012 $3,322 $206 $78
New Hampshirg $0 50 $0 0 $0 $0
New Jersey $477,0466,737 $21,623,489 $2,933,916 $10.494 5640 $238
New Mexico - $8,149,234 $3,704,727 $3,522,502 $2,975 $706 $613
New York $292,413,929 $37 463,839 $27,010,885 $3,454 . -$58 202
North Carglina $84,635,709 $25,378.472 $22,948,925 $4,712 $821 $661
North Dakaota $0 $0 $0 0 $0 50
Chio $19,002,195 $0 SS779,090 $2,515 $169 373
Cklahoma £118,003,070 $5,650,099 51,043,627 $3,433 369 -§69
Oregon $27,000,000 5650,000 S1,782,6% $7,853 78 3404
Pennsylvania £55,648,261 $16,217,272 $14,600,401 $5,519 $439 5231
Bhode Island b2 i0 $0 %0 %0 %0
Seuth Carcling 534,747,844 $12,.915.164 512,020,026 51,600 1515 S i
South Dakota 0 50 50 50 10 0
Tennassee $55,000.000 £20,000,000 $18,545,000 $4,148 $108 260
Texas $532,687,148 $48,977,816 $26,145,733 $2,836 5183 $74
Utah $0 $0 $0 $0 5G £0
Vermaont $10,204,693 $611,484 $218,080 $2,577 $138 $38
Virginia 44,713 471 56,194,597 $4,615,323 $3,577 $181 %42
Washington $35,083,000 $888,048 -5513,945 $6,010 $125 3114
Waest Virginia §47,238,7%1 54,827,781 $5,166,630 $4,441 -838 224
Wisconsin $81,012,500 $17,400,000 $8,545,888 33,178 20 -§57
;Nyommg S0 %0 0 50 50 20
50 states $3,724,382,129 $466,645,837 $333,078,649 $3,642 ) $175 $32
22
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WHAT QUALIFIES AS A STATE PRESCHOOL PROGRAM?

Our Yearbook focuses on state-funded preschool initiatives meeting these criteria:
* The iritiative is funded, controlled, and directed by the state.

¢ The initiative serves children of prekindergarten age, usually 3 and/or 4. Although initiatives in some states
serve broader age ranges, programs that serve gnly 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 goordinated and integrated with the subsidy system for chiid care.

¢ The initiative is not primarily designed to serve children with disabilities but may include children with
disabifities.

* State supplements to the federal Mead Start program are considered te constitute de facto state preschool
programs if they substantially expand the number of children served and the state assumes some
administrative responsibility for the program. State supplements to fund quality improvements, extended
days, or other program enhancements and that expand enrollment minimally are not considered equivalent
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 difficutt to do. For example,
prekindergarten is only one of several types of educational programs toward which local districts can target
their Title I funds. Many states do not track how Title | funds are used at the local level and the extent to which
they are spent on prekindergarten. Another challenge invofves tracking total state spending for child care,
using a variety of available sources, such as CCDF doellars, TANF funds, and any state funding above and
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 schoal 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 year.
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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 2006-2007 school year}.
Most of the 2002-2006 data used for comparison purpases come
from NIEER's previous Yearbooks, although spending figures are
adjusted for inflation and represent 2007 dollars. There are also some exceptions in cases where states revised
data or reparted data differently. In such cases we adjusted data to ensure comparability across program years.

a8

PR SN

The bar graphs are followed by a narrative describing the main features of the state’s initiative, with details
such as the initiatives origins, the types of settings in which prekindergarten can be offered, and eligibility
criteria for children. The narrative also notes unique or particularly interesting aspects of the state initiative
that may not be highlighted elsewhere in the report, along with relevant new developments. Some descriptive
information in the narratives was originally included in Seeds of Success from the Children’s Defense Fund and
the Quality Counts 2002 issue of Education Week.

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 enroiled in the state’s prekindergarten program
(Access Ranking—4s)

* The percentage of the state’s 3-year-old populaticn enrolled in the state’s prekindergarten pregram
(Access Ranking—3s)

* State expenditures per child enrolied in the program {Resources Ranking-State Spending)

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

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

is imperfect and sometimes underestimates total spending.

Infermation for states that have more than one prekindergarten initiative 15 presented slightly differently and
is explained in the individual state profiles. Louisiana, New Jersey, New Mexico, New Yark, Pennsylvania,
South Carolina, 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 is left biank, and
the table on the quality standards is omitted. However, these profifes provide information on special education
enroliment, federally funded Head Start enrollment, and state-funded Head Start enroilment. Information on
K-12 spending and federal Head Start spending is also provided. Where applicable, state Head Start spending
is reported.
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The sections below provide an overview of informaticn contained in data tables on the state profile pages
and explain why these elements are impcrtant. 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 enrofiment. This is the number of children
enrolled 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 eligibtlity
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
get their children to and from a program that operates only a few hours a day. The number of hours children
participate in preschoot also matters for other reasons—for example, it can influence how much impact a
pragram has on children’s development and learning.

The Access data table also shows enroliment of 3- and 4-year-cld children in two federally funded prekindergarten
pregrams 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.g., 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,
children may be enrolled in more than ane program, although there is no way to determine the extent to
which this occurs. Therefore, the proportion of children enrciied in one of these three major programs may
be overestimated.
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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
their policy meets or exceeds the related benchmark standard. On the right-hand side of the page, a box
displays the total number of benchmarks met by the state. The Quality Standards Checklist represents a set of
minimum criteria needed to ensure effective prekindergarten programs, especially when serving disadvantaged
children, but is not intended as an exhaustive catalog of all features of a 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.

The limitations of research are such that judgment inevitably plays a role in setting specific benchmarks based
on evidence. As studies find that the potential benefits from strong preschool education programs exceed
costs by 7 to 17 times, we gave more weight to the risk of losing substantial benefits by setting benchmarks
too low than to the risk of raising costs by setting benchmarks toa high.! Currertly, costs of many programs are
quite low. Thus, benchmarks steer doser to the characteristics of programs demonstrated to produce reasonably
large educational benefits for children in randomized trials and the strongest quasi-experimental studies (e.g.,
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 iterns we use to gauge the guality 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 Develcpment Associate (CDA) or equivalent credential®; and
whether they require teachers to have at least 15 hours of annual in-service training 5 Teacher qualifications
receive this emphasis in our checklist because research shows this area to be critical in determining program
quality. Better education and training for teachers can improve the interaction between children and teachers.
This, in turn, affects childrern’s learning.

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

limit class sizes to 20 at most®, and t¢ have nc 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.

Reynolds, A., Temple, J., Roberson, D., & Mana, E. {2002). Age 21 cost-benefit analysis of the Title | Chicago Child Parent Centers, Edlucation Evaluation and Policy
Anazlysis, 24, pp. 267-303, Belfield, C., Nores, M., Barnett, 5., & Schweinhart, L {2008). The High/Scepe Perry Preschoal Pragram: Cost-benafit analysis using data
from the age-d@ follow-up. Journal of Human Resources 41(1); 1£2-15G.

"~

Temple, J., & Reynolds, A (2007). Berefits and costs of investments in preschogl education: Evidence from the Child-Parent Centers and related programs.
Feonomics of Education Review, 26, 126-144, Barrett, W.S., & Belfield, C. {2008). Early childhood develspment ard social mebifty, Future of Children,

16 (2), 7358,

Rased on 2 review of the svidence, a committee of the Mational Research Councll recommended that praschool teachars have & BA with specializaton in arly
childhood aducation. Bowman, 8. T., Dongvan, M. S, & Burns, M. 5. {Fds ) (2001} Fager o fearn. Educatmg our preschoolers. Waskington, BC: National Academy
Press. Burchinal, M. R., Cryer, D., Chifard, R. M., & Howes, . (2002). Caregiver training and classroem quality in citld care centars. fpphed Developmenta! Scwwnce,
6, 2-17. Barvert, W. S. (2003}, Better taackers, better preschools: Student achievement linked 1o teacher quaficatons. Preschool Policy Matters, 2. New Brunsach,
tional Institute for Eardy Education Research, Rutgers University. ‘Whitebooh, M., howes, €., & Phillips, 0. {1$8%). Who cares? Child care teachers and the

¥ care in Amenca (Finai repon of the Mational Child Care Staffing Study). Oakland, CA: Child Cate Emplayse Pigject.

Prascheol classiooms typicelly are raugh: by teams of a teacher and an sssstant. Research focuing specihcally on the qualificat.ons of assistant teachiers 15 rare, put
the available ewdence ponts 10 a relationship between assistant teacher qualfications and teaching quality. There is much evidence an the educational imporance
of the quahfications of teaching staff generally Bowman et al. (2061}, Burchinal et al. (2002}, Barrett (2003). whitebook et al. (1989). The CDA kas been
recommended to prepare assistant teackers wha are beginring a career path to become teachers rather than permarent assistants. Kagan, 5. L, & Cohen, N. E.
(1997}, Not by chance: Creating an early care and educaticn system for Amenca’s children [Abndged repart]. New Haven, CT: Bush Center in Chld Development
and Sociat Palicy, Yale Univeruity.

Good teachers are acvvely engaged in ther contnuing prafessional development. Bowman et 2l. (2001}, Frade, E. C. {1598). Preschodl pragram quality in programs
for children in poverty. In 'V, S. Barnett & S. 5. Bocanch (Eds ), Farly care and educzron for chldten in poveny: Prontses, progeams, and long-term results {pr 77-
98}, Albany, M. SUNY Press. Whitekoch et al. {1989) found that teachers receving mon: than 15 mours of g were more anpropaate posns ard o gagen
wth cularer in therr teaching praguces.

N

4

>

ire impentance of class soe has reen demonsirated for Doth preschoo! and hinderganen, A class size of 26 is larger than thi class sze sRown wn rrany programs
te praduie lurge gains for disadvaniaged chiddren. Barnatt, W. §_ (1998}, Long-term effects on cogritnve cevelapment and schoal success, n W, S Barnett & 8, 5.
Boocock (Eds.), Early care ond education {ar children i povarty: Pronuses, programs, and long-term resulis (pp. 11-34). Albany, MY. SUNY Pross. Bowman et al,
12001} Finn, 2, D. f20G2). Class-size reduction n grades K-3. In A. Molnar (Ed.), Schoo! reform prepesals: The research evidence {pp 27-48). Greenwich, CT-
Information Age Pukslishing. Frede (1598} NICHD Early Child Care Research Motwork, {1599) Child outcomes when chile eare certer classes mea! ieconenuea
standlards fer quality Ararican Journal of Public Health, 8%, 10721077, Navunal Association for the Educanen of Young Children. 12G65) NAEYC parly clhiithaod
pragram siandards aned eccreditation entena. ‘Washingren, OC. Author.

A darge erature estaGhshes finkages between statf-chila ratio, program quality, urd cnild vuteomes. A ratio ¢f 1,105 smaller than i programs that have
demanstrated large gams lor disadvartaged children and s the lowest {fewest number of teachers per child) genarally accepred by professicral conian. Barnest
(1998}, Bowman «1 al. (2001). Frede (1998} NiCHD Early Child Care Research Network {1999). Mancnal Assocanan for the Education of Yourg Chidren (2005).
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Early tearning standards are critical to quality,® because they offer programs guidance and ensure that they
cover the full range of areas essential to children’s leaming and develcpment. States should have comprehensive
early learning standards covering all areas identified as fundamental by the National Education Goals Panel*—
children’s physical well-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.

The Quality Standards Checklist also addresses the comprehensive services that prekindergarten programs
should be expected to offer. Programs should provide at least one meal '9; vision, hearing, and health screenings
and referrals'’; and additional parent involvernent oppertunities such as parent conferences, or support services
such as parent education.'? These items are included because preparing children for success in school involves
not only their cognitive development but also their physical health and social/emational wellbeing.

The Quality Standards Checklist focuses on state prekindergarten policy requirements rather than practice. A
state with good policies may have some programs that fail to comply with these policies; conversely, a state
with weak policies may have many programs that exceed state standards. While evaluating implementation of
standards is outside the scope of this report, the checklist does incfude an indicator of whether states are
taking steps to monitor programs’ impiementation of the quality standards. Policies requiring strong state
quality standards are essential, but it is also necessary to have a means of ensuring that programs meet those
standards. !?

B Curmert practice to6 frequently underestimates children's capabilities 16 learn dunng the preschoo! years. Clear and appragrate expectations for learming and
develcpment across all domains are essential to an educatienaliy effectiva preschac! program, Bowman et al {70C1). Frede (1998). Kerdall, J. 5. {2003}, Setting
stardards in warly chidhged eduration. Educational Leadersiug 607), 6d-48.

¥ Matoral Education aals Panet. {1994), The Geal 1 Tachnical Planning Subgraup report an school readiness, Washingten, DC. Auther,

Gcod nutnuon s essental far healthy bron development and for chidren’s teanung. Shenkalf, ) P, & Phiffps, C. A, (Eds ), (2000} Frem neurens @ Acighvornoeods,
The saence of aarly chidhood developmeant. Washkingtorn, DC. Mat.onal Academy Press,

V¥ For sare chiltren, nreschioo! preedes the first pportunity b detet vinnn, Feesrg, aed feaih poblens that may gapair a chil's leatamg and developreent, This
oppoertunity should not be mssed. Meisels, 5.1, & Atans-Burnet, 5. 1200C) The elements of vary childhcod assessment. In L P Shankaff & 5. J. Mesels {Eds.),
Handhaok of nardy chitdboed wmterventon (pg. 231-257}. Mew York, Cambridge Univeruity Press.

W Farmidias are the prmary source of suppoft 1or child development sng the mast efectne programs hawe Barneried wih parents. Buranan elal (2007, - eade 37 ek,

13 Mopitoncg of program qualty and extemal accountacihty for fre-K are essential camponents of program stardards. Bewrran et al. {2001},

27




28

4754

B .
\
. N
e
: NN
Y A 5 i e el

B

2
¢
5
-
“

‘ oy - L
Sl |

RESOURCES

A table in the Resources section shows total state spending for the prekindergarten initiative, whether a local
match is required, amount of state Head Start spending (if applicabte), state spending per child enrolled in the
program, and all reported (state, local, and federal) spending per child enrolled in the program. These measures
offer different views of a state’s resources for prekindergarten that together provide a more complete picture.
For example, total spending by a small state may appear relatively low, but may prove to be fairly high relative
to the number of children enrolled. A state with a high total funding ievei for its prekindergarten initiative may
have a low per-pupil spending level if it enrolls a large number of children. As a resuit, children may not be
receiving the extent or intensity of services they need 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, local, and federal. A separate color 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.

oo ~u-n
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ACCESS

R R T R R e " — -

Total state program enrollment ... < Number of children in state pre-K program

School districts that offer state program .............. e RO Percentage of school districts in state where program is offered

{may include programs not provided by district itself)

INCOME TEQUITEMENT ...t e e Maximum family income for participants

HOLIS OF OPErELION ..vveeeeieeee e et n b Hours per day and days per week programs operate

Operating schedule ... Annual schedule of operation (academic year or entire calendar year)

Special education enrollment ... e Number of 3- and 4-year-olds served by the Preschool

Grants Program of the Individuals with Cisabilities Education Act

Federally funded Head Start enrollment.........cooooeiie s Number of slots for 3- and 4-year-oids in

Head Start funded with federal money

State-funded Head Start enrollment ..o TN Number of slots for 3- and 4-year-olds in

Head Start funded with state maney

QUALITY STANDARDS CHECKLIST
R R R R I T R R - —

POLICY STATE PRE-K REQUIREMENT
Early learning standards ........cccoeeocvvciciccee e National Education Goals Panel content areas covered by state learning
standards for preschool-age children must be comprehensive
Teacher degree...........cc.oecoennne FET OO TUURPTRRURRTOt Lead teacher must have a BA, at minimum
Teacher specialized training ..o Lead teacher must have specialized training in a pre-K area
Assistant teacher degree ... ASSIStant teacher must have a CDA or equivalent, at minimurm
Teacher in-service .......... TP TP e Teacher must receive at least 15 hours/year of in-service
professional development and training
Maximum class SIize ... Maximum number of chiidren per classroom must be 20 or lower
3-year-olds
4-year-clds
Staff-child ratio ..o R e Lowest acceptable ratio of staff to children in classroom
3-year-olds (e.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 be required;
at least one additional support service must be provided to families
IBAIS ... oot e s At least one meal must be required daily
Monitoring ..., Site visits must be used to demonstrate engoing adherence to state program standards

RESOURCES
N R R N N R M T T I — -
Tota! state pre-K spending « v e s Total state funds spent on state pre-K program
Lecal match required? ..o RSO Whethor state requires local providers to match state monetary
contributions to program and amount of any required match
State Head Start spending (when applicable) ... Total state funds spent to supplement federal Head Start program
State spending per child enrolled ... Amount of state funds spent per child participating in pre-K pragram
All reported spending per child enrolled .o Amount of state, local, and federal {unds spent

per child participating in pre-K program
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GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS
R I R R I R R T T -

AA Associate of Arts
BA Bacheler of Arts

BS Bachelor of Science
cC Child Care

CCDBG Child Care and Development Block Grant
CCDF Child Care and Development Fund

cD Child Development

CDA Child Development Associate credential

COR Child Observation Record

DHHS Department of Health and Human Services

DIBELS Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skiils

DOE Department of Education

EC Early Childhood

ECE Early Childhood Education

ECERS(-R) Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (-Revised)
ECSE Early Childhood Special Education

EE Elementary Education

ELL English Language Learner

ESL English as a Second Language

Exp. Experience

FPL Federal Poverty Level

FTE Full-time Equivalent

FY Fiscal Year

GED General Equivalency Diploma

HdSt Head Start

HSD High 5choa! Diploma

IDEA Individuals with Disabilities Education Act

IEP Indlividualized Education Pilan

IFSP Individualized Family Service Plan

K Kindergarten

LEA Local Education Agency

LEP Limited English Proficiency

MA Master of Arts

MOE Maintenance of Effort

Mos. Months

N- Denctes that the age range covered by a teaching license begins at nursery {e.g., N-4 = nursery—grade 4)
NA Not Applicable

NAEYC National Association for the Education of Young Children
NCIB Mg Child Left Behind

NEGP Naticna! Education Goals Panel

P- Denotes that the age range covered by a teaching license begins at preschooal (e .g., P4 = praschocl-grade 4)
PIR Program information Report (Head Start)

Pre-K Prekindergarien

RFP Request {or Proposal

SES Socig-economic Status

SMI State Median Income

SpEd Special Education

TA Technical Assistance

TANF Temporary Assistance to Needy Families

T.E.A.C.H. Teacher Education and Compensation Helps (TE.A.C.H. Early Childhood® Project}
USDA United States Department of Agriculture
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Alaska

PTA

everychild. 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 Legisiature must consider new, stable sources of revenue to fund
education and initiate forward funding for education. This would enable schoot
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.
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9.

Ensure any environment, in which a child is placed, is safe and adequately staffed,
and encourage efforts to remove children from adutlt jails and iockups, in order to
place children in more appropriate facilities

Encourage cooperation at all tevels of government with comprehensive emergency
management services, and support sponsorship of emergency preparedness
programs in cooperation with the appropriate local school governing bodies.

Require 60 minutes of daily physical education by accredited professional instructors

for every primary and secondary school.

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

.

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

Require confidential reporting 1o the state where every child is receiving their 1-1 2t
grade education be it public, private or home schooling.

EARLY CHILDHOQOD EDUCATION AND CHILD CARE
The Alaska PTA supports legistation and regulations, which will;
Support a comprehensive program to provide training for parents of all children from

birth to age 5.
Provide high-quality, developmentally 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.

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Alaska PTA supports legislation and regutations, which will:

Provide opportunities for parent and community participation in all aspects of
education, including input to the classified/certified employee’s evaluation process.
Allow volunteers to deduct from their federal tax return volunteer miles driven at the

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
implermentation of the parental invoivement policies of NCLB that will:
Train Teachers and staff to apply the six standards of parent involvement:
Communicating

Parenting

Student Learning

Volunteering

Schaool decision making and advocacy

Collaborating with the community

Engage parents

Pravide parents with clear and timely information about NCLB

Develop effective advocates

DB LN

“Approved by the Delegates of the Alaska PTA 2007 Annual Convention
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Anchorage Daily News

Our view: Alaska needs a plan to make public 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.

Here's another gloomy statistic at the other end of the public education system: Only about two-thirds of Alaska
high school students graduate in four years, compared with the U.S. average of three-fourths graduating.

And of Alaska students who do graduate, oniy a third start coliege. Nationwide, nearly half of high school
graduates are college-bound. So what's the plan to improve the odds for Alaska kids?

There isn't one -- but state commissioner of education Larry LeDoux wants to change that. Last week, the state
sponsored the first education summit in many years, engaging about 400 parents, studemnts, educators, university
officials and others in a discussion about what's needed.

Friday they came up with about 50 goals, including offering state-funded preschoo! 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 far school.
s Establishing a statewide teilecommunications network, with equai 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 ievel. A much higher one, though no one made any
estimates.

The true test of Alaska's commitment to our young people will not be whether a group of smart, dedicated people
can produce an admirable fist 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 go up on the state Web site, be adopted and perhaps refined by
the state Board of Education, and be publicized so that anyone in Alaska can comment,

But it's worth noting that other states, not as wealthy as ours, do offer state-funded pre-schoal, for example.

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

30TTOM LINE: Alaska needs to take a hard look at steps that will improve public education, like state-funded
re-kindergarten.

4759

|




S
Off the trail

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

Gov. Sarah Palin electrified the Republican Party base during the presidential election -- but her base now is right
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 fow 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 Close Window J
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A Valiuable Investment ]

By Abbe Hensley, executive director, Best Beginnings - as

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 research
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 contrtbutes to the economy in two ways. It
saves money by reducing crime, teen pregnancy, and weifare dependency. And it generates revenue by paving the way
for higher educational attainment and a resulting increase in earning potential.

Preparing children for success is far more than just a family matter. That’s why economists and business leaders
around the country are jumping on the early learning bandwagon. Nobel laureate economist James Heckman is one of
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 early 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 economy.

Early lcarning ~ it’s everybody’s business.

Best,

Abbe

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

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

Yiew Best Beginnings E-newsletter archives

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

Art Rolnick
Senjor 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 mtind. However, the
authars subsequently discovered a high degree of inter-
est throughout the country in their research on the eco-
nenics 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, studics find that well-focused
investments in early childhood development yield
high public as well as private returns,

Why the case for publicly subsldizing private
businesses Is flawed and misguided

QOver 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 tundamentals that undetlie economic develop-
ment. While many recognize the success of the
Minnesota economy in the past, they sce a weaken-
ing in the foundations of that success. Some point
to the Jdecline in corporate headquarters located in
Minnesata, Some point to the lack of funding for
New startup companies, particularly in the arcas of
high-tech and biotech, Some puint to 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 subsldizing private businessas Is tha wrong way
to promote Minnesota’s eccnomy, then what is the
rlght 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 oceur for a variety of rea-
sons; two well-documented failures are goods that
have external effects and those with public attrib-
utes. Unfettered markets will generally produce the
wrong amount of such yoods. Education has leng
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been recognized as a good that has external effects
and public attributes. Without public suppaort, the
mirket will yield too few educated workers and too
litle baste 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 Coeperation and
Development, for example, the United States in
1999 ranked high on public funding of higher edu-
cation.’) Nevertheless, recent studies suggest that
one critical form of education, carly childhood
development, or ECD, is grossly underfunded.
However, if properly funded and managed, invest-
ment in ECD yields an extraordinary return, far
cxceeding 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
US. 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 is to pro-
vide for education,' Publicly funded schools have
becn educating children in the United States ever
since, Today over 85 percent of U.S children are
educated 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
understoed the economic benctits that flow to the
genersl public.

Investment in human capital breeds economic
success nat only tor those being educated, but also
for the overall cconury, Clearly today, the marker
return o cducation is sending a stronyg signal. Prior
to 1983, the wages of a worker with an undergradu-
ate degree exceeded a worker with a high school
degree by roughty 40 percent. Currently, that differ-
chice ds close w60 percent. The wage premium for
an advanced degiee has grown ceven more, Prior to
1985, the wages of 0 worker with o graduaie degree
exceeded those of a worker with & high schoul
deyree by roughly 60 percent. Today, that difference

is uver 100 percent.

Minnesota represents a good example of the ¢co-
nomic benefits that flow (rom education. Evidence
is clear that our state has one of the most successful
cconomies in the country because it has one of the
most educated worlforces. In 2000, almost a third
of persons 25 and older in Minnesota held atleast a
bachelor’s degree, the sixth highest state in the
nation. To ensure the future success of Minnesota's
economy, we must continue to provide a highly
educated workforce.

The economlc case for public funding of early
childhood development

Knowing that we need a highly educated work-
force, however, does not tell us where 1o 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 yield 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 eary 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 o sulid
foundation for their children, Some have been iaiti-
ated on a farge scale, such as tederaily tunded Hlead
start, while other small-scale model programs have
been implemented locally, sumetimes with relative-
Iy high levels of funding per participant.

The question we address is whether the curvent
funding of ECDPs is high enough. We atake the case
that it is not, and that the beacelits achicved from
ECDPs far exceed their costs, Indeed, we find that
the return to ECDPs far ¢xceeds the return on niost
projects that are currently funded as coonemic

development,

Arccumem -
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Many of the initisl studies of ECIIPs found little
improvement; in particular, they found only short-
term improvements in cognitive test scores. QOften
children in early childhood programs would post
improvements in [Q relative to nonparticipants,
only to see the 1Qs of nonparticipants 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-
roomn session for 3- to 4-year-old children on week-
day mornings and a 1 1/2-hour home visit to each
mother and child on weekday afternoons. Teachers
were vertified 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 staff for every six children.”

Beginning in 1962, researchers tracked the per-
formance of chiidren 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. At age 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. Therciore a significant contri-
hution to the progrant’s success likely derived from
growlh in noncognitive areas involving social-emo-
tional funtctioning, During elementary and second-
ary school, Perey School participants were less like-
Iy to be placed in a special education program and
had a significantly higher average achievement
score at age Hthan nonparticipants. Qver 65 per-
cent of progrant participants graduated from regu-
lar high school compared with 45 percent of non-
participants. Atage 27, four tinies as many program
participants a5 noparticipants carned $2,000 or
more per mionth. And ealy ane-lith s many pro-
gram participants as nonparticipants were arrested

five or more times by age 270

NFCFMARIR 2603

Perry School Preschool’s Estimated
Impact per Pregram Participant

JEOERTY Benefit/Cost Analysis

Present Value in 1992 Dollars Discounted at 3%

Benefits* For Participant  For Public
Child care provided 733 0
More efficent K-12 education,

such as less grade retention

and higher achievement 0 6,872
Decrease in public adult

education costs ] 283
Increase in participants’

earnings and employee benchits 21,485 8,846
Decrease in crime 0 70,381
Increase in publicly funded

higher education costs 0 -368
Decrease in welfare payments -2,653 2918
Tatal Benelits 19,570 £8,433
Cost of Program 0 -12.356

Estimated returr: on $1 Invested in program:

Total

738

6,872

283

30,341
70,381

i

265
108,002

-12,356

Far Participant and Public: $8.74 (108,002 in Benefits/$12,356 tor Cost of Program)

For Public:

* Banlits and costs wire measured from ages 3 through 27 and prowcted lor ages 28 Ihrough 65,

Uata scuice: The High/scape Perry Preschoct Siudy Theough Age 27

Other studies of ECDPs, while not solely focused
6n 3- to d-year-cld chiidren, also show improve-
ments in scholastic achievemient and dess crime. For
example, the Syracuse Preschoal Program provided
support for disadvantaged chikdeen from prenatal
care through age 3. Ten vears Luter, problems with
probation and criminal offenses were 70 percent less
among participants compared with o contrel group.”

As the result ol the Abecedarian Project in North
Carolina, which provided children from low-
income families a full-thme, high-quality cduca-
tanal expericnce from infancy through age 3, aca-
demic achicvement i both reading and math was
higher for program pacticipants relative o nonpar-

$7.16 (388,433 ir Benelits/$12,356 for Cost af Programy)
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Perry School Preschool's Estimated
Impact per Program Participant

Real Internal Rate of Return®

Benefits** Average Anpual Effect in 1992 Dellars
For Participant  For Public Total

Child care provided (Ages 3-4) 365 0 385

Mare efficent K- 12

education (Ages 5-17) 0 747 747

Decrease in public

adult education services (Ages 20-25) 0 83 89

{rcrease in participants’

earnings and employee  (Ages 18-27) 2142 7l4 2,856

benelits {Ages 26-65) 1,070 357 1,457

Decrease in crime (Ages 18-27) i} 8,923 8,923
{Ages 28-65) 0 1,565 1,565

Increase in publicly

fiinded higher

education costs (Ages 20-25) ] -225 225

Decrease in welfare

payments {Ages 18-27) -392 431 38
{Ages 28-65) 31 kZ| 3

Cast of program {Ages 3-4} 0 -6,444 6,444

4% 12% 16%

Estimated Reai {nternal Rate of Return

* The viterma! rale of retum 15 1he interes! rate received for an mvesiment that cangists of pay-
ments and revenue oceurning at requiar ceriods. The dbcve amaunts were aliacaled annuatly

anrcss the age grougs listed.
** Begefite and costs were ineasured from ages 3 through 27 and grojected 1or ages 28 thicugh 65,

Data snurce: The Highseces Parry Prescane!
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Study Thiough Age 27

ticipants into yeung aduithood. Furthermore, par-
ticipants had fewer incidences of grade retention
and special education placements by age 15,

The figh Scope study conducted a benefit-cost
analysis by converting the benetits and costs found
in the study innto monctary values in constant 1992
dollars discounted annually at 3 percent. The
researchers found that for every dollar invested in
the program Juring the early 19605, aver $8 in ben-
elits was returned to the progrin participants and
society a5 4 whole {see Table A}

While 3-to-1 is an impressive benefit-to-cost
catio, palicymakers should place this resalt in con-
text with returns rom other economic deselop-

o
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ment projects. Perhaps another project can boast a
higher benelit-to-cost ratio. Unfortumtely, well-
grounded benelit-to-cost ratios are seldom com-
puted for public projects. However, an alternative
measure—the internal rate of return—can be used
ta more easily compire the public, as well as private,
return to investments, (The internal rate of return s
the interest rate reccived for an investment consist-
ing of payments and revenue that occur at regular
periods.)

To calculate the intermal rate of return for the
Perry School program, we estimated the time peri-
ods in which costs and benefits in constant dollars
were paid or recetved 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 bencfited
from their increase in after-tax carnings and fringe
benefits, these benefits were smaller than those
gained by the general public. Based on present value
estimates, about 80 percent of the bencfits 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 socicty
in general. Compared with other public tnvest-
ments, and even those in the private sector, an
ECDP secms like & 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 caveats to
the High/Scope findings. On the ene hand, the
High/Scope study may overstate the results we
could achieve today. Problems fucing children 30
vears ago were different from the problents facing
children today. Single parenthood, parcatal Jrug
use, neighborhood crime are higher in many arcas
of the country than they were 30 years ago.
Therefore, the rate of retura of an ECDP wday may
be lawer than the Perry School program.

Furthermore, in revicwing our method of caleu-
lating the internal rate of return, one could prguce
that some of the payments and revenue strams
assigned should have started or ended in difterent
vears, or that assigning an even distribution distorss
the actual  payments  and meade.
Nevertheless, we tind that the final eesult holds,

reveiue
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cven when payments and revenue are adjusted to a
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 participanyt fam-
ilies after the study peried. The knowledge
gained by puarents 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  fulure generations. With increased
cducation 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 breken.

The returns to ECBPs are especially high when
placed next to other spending by governments
made in the name of cconomic 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 Minncapolis, and to relocate 8 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 doltars in public sub-
sidies, stand up to a 12 percent public return on
investment? From the stare’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-
ed public retern is not merely small but could be
neyative.

As vur luwmakers review proposals to build or
improve the state’s major professional sports stadi-
ums, let's not make the sume mistake, The various
proposals 1o build new bascbhail and football stadi-
ums and mprove the current baskethall stadium
tertal over 31 hillion. Can new stadiwms otter a com-
parable public return on investment as an ECIDP?
How does 4 new stadivm reduge crime, increase
carrings and potentially break o chain of poverty?
We propose that this $1 billion plus be invested in g
project with & much higher public return,

Proposal; Minnesota Foundation for
Early Childhood Deve lopment

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

ECFE provides support 1o parents and their chil-
dren from birth until kindergarten enrollment to
promote the healthy growth and development of
children. The program offers classes (or parents and

Cost Estimate to Educate all 3- and
4-Year-0id Chlidyen {rom Low-Income
Families in Minnesota at a Two-Year,
High-Quality ECOP

Annual cost of gragram

Number of 3- and d-year-cold children ving in peverty™ 20,600
Cost per chitd** $ 9500
Total $ 190,000,000

Current funds availahle

Federal aad state annual funds for Head Start
{Serves aboul 13,300 children ar an annual cost

ol $5.750 per child) £ 50,000,000

School Readiness
{Estimate that 30 percent of chikdren padicipating

1 the program bee in poverty ) £ 3,000,000
Early Childhood Family Education

(EStierale ol ameust coagently sperl an 2-and

Aot chiblon whg e i powernty] $ 0 AG00CH0
Total $ 558,400

fital aniaal reed
HOst—Citent lunids Tt}

3

135 LE0.00

15 bicn onecwrenl i ested in
ANA Dl bonds vielding an avecge |
Larcent noal § OB LN

UoRauadanistes e e Lastesan: Oesaadsiaal < CL e
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children, and provides optional home visits. About
$20 million in state aid was allocated to ECFE in
2001, which supported programs for more than
300,600 parents and children."

Between the ages of 3 1/2 to 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
millton to supplement federal funding ($59 mil-
lien) for Head Start programs in 2000, with about
13,300 children and their families participating in
comprehensive education, 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 yeurs 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
PrOgl’al'ﬂ.

We propose that the Minnecsota state govern-
ment create the Minnesota Foundation for Early
Childhood Development to fill the gap between the
funds currently awvailable for ECFE, School
Readiness and Head Start and the amount neces-
sary to fully fund a high-quality program for all 3-
and 4-year-old children living in poverty in
Minnesota, A one-time $1.5 billion outlay would
create an endowment.that could support ECDPs on
an annual basis, The foundation would receive
denations from government, private foundations,
individuals and businesses, With the foundation's
funds invested in carporate AAA bonds, carning
about 7 percent per year, we estimate that the $105
million in annual carnings would cover the yearly
costs required to fully tund comprehensive, high-
quality ECDPs for all children from low-income
familics in Minnesota {see Table 2).

The Minnesota Foundation for Early Childhood
Development would provide funding for well-sup-
ported and highly effective ECDPs, whether supple-
menting funds for an existing Head Start center or
helping start @ new progrant. The Foundation

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 shoukl
reach the level of model program status, such as the
Perry School program, since this is the level at
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 additicnal support may
be needed. Participation in these programs should
be voluntary, but incentives may be provided for
families to participate. ECDPs should work effec-
tively with parents and include them in the educa-
tion process with their children.

Conclusion

The conventional view of economic development
typically includes company headquarters, office
towers, entertzinment centers, and professional
sports stadiums and arenas. In this paper, we have
argued that in the future any proposed economic
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
Farty Childhood Development would go a long way
towaird ensuring that children from Jow-income
famibies are ready to Jearn by the time they reach
kindergarten.

Granted that in today’s tight fiscal environnient,
$1.5 billion is a particularly large sunm, which may
mean we cur't fully fund the program immediately.
But we should be able to fully fund the cndowment
over the next five years. After measaring the public
bnpact en the quality of life that such a foundation
aan provide, the costs of not making such an ivest-
ment are just oo great o ignore, @
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Fact Sheets

The Benefits of High-Quality Pre-K
Fak cerefng chdeen, hew fpdies. and IRair comminiles Fram MEPIPed acudennc culcames 1o the

ROOITIMC 5AVINgGS 12 noRocic gng SLiles. he benehls of righ-quality pie-k are irrefutable.

Successful Students
Pre ko agrpaces bagh schog' gradyation rales.,
Chieage chidren who attended a pre-k program were 39 Fercent mare ikely to qraduate from figh
seheal than therr peers whe dd net Rave pre-k. (Souice  Chicage Longitudanat Study)

Pre-k heips chidren do better an stiangirdized lerts
M.chigan fourth qraders who had altended pre-k passed the stale’s iteracy and malh assensmen:
lests at ligher rates than thew Peers who had na pre-k. {Source: "State Efforts o Evaluate the
Effects of Pre-Kindergarten”, Yate Uriversily Chitg Study Center)

Pre-k rgduses grade repelilign,
Marylandg tith graders whg attended pre-k were 4 percent lass tkely to have rogealed 4 Gride
than their peers who did nat Altend pre-k. (Source: “Stalg Effaits to Evaluate (he Effects gf Pre.
Kinderjarten®, yale University Chilg Study Center}

Pre-« reduces the number ot chidren placed in special educabon,
Ameng Chicage chidren, thase who attended pra-k wara .11 Ferient I2ss Lkely 10 requira special
education services than tho peers who did not altend. (Source: Chizaga Longiudinal Study)

Responsible Adults
Pra-k redunes crime and debnquency
Chicagn children whe dd NGt aitend pre -k were 70 percent more likely to te arrested far 2 viclent
came by age 18 nan theyr Eaers wno had teen pre-k participants. { Scurce. Chicano Lengiwidmal
Stidy}
Pre-h iowers rales of town Eregnancy.

Narth Carche g chidrer who aliended pre-k were Iess tkely 1o Eeceinn 12e0 parents than ke poes
who did 0st anend prek Ferzent vs Jd% percent). (Source’ The Caralng Abecedanan Preiect)
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Bty 53 mveniad i Sngh Juaiiy pro-s sawes LIapayers Jp IS
Pre-w esulls -0 savings By reducng the reed for remedial and spacil educanon, wetfare, and
ornces, according 19 A umber of sludes (Souices " The Ecencimes of InLuesang

11 Califarta™. Rand Corporation. Tha High Scope Peiry
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Presciaol Proect]

Pre-h impraves effciercy and praduchaty . the classIcam
Chedren whao anended pro-k 31 Head Stat centers had mere advanced swdls i areas such 35
failowing duactans, gregiem-sohing, 3nd j@nng i actinibes, all of which iew teachers e spand
mare e warking drgctly with chidren and less an clas
o

ang Child Experences Surey™. 11.S. Department of Health and Human Senices)

croom management {Source: "The Head

Start Family

Pre-K Now

1025 F Streal. NW
Suie 20

Washington. DC 20604
P 202 862 9471
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Find thes content on the Pre-K MNow wabsile at
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Children Benefit 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

worw preknow.org

:
praikincw

Society Benefits from High-Quality Pre-K
+ More productive workforce

* Increased competitiveness

* Reduced crime

* {ncreased schooi achievement

Significant return on investment
—~ Savings in K-12 costs
— Savings in social services costs
— Savings in crime costs

- Increased tax revenue

W, praknow.org
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Pre-K
Cost Savings per $1 Invested
Perry Preschool $17
Abecedarian $4
Chicago Child Parent Centers $7

Includes savings from less welfare usage, decreased crime and
incarceration costs, and higher participant productivity/earnings

WWwWw.prekhow.org
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& Program Group
0O No Program Group

— .
Received Special Education —— [1a% o
|25%
e 2] 23%
Repeated a Grade | 38%
- ..l,... .-l a . -:~\.':.' ot -‘7—:: L ) : l 500/‘
Graduated from High School [39%
. L 117%
Juvenile Arrest 125%
Source: National Institute for Early Education Research
www_preknow.org
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Repeated a Grade B ‘55%
Graduated from High i | 67%
School . 1%
-] 36%
Four Year College | 36%
Source: National Instijyte for Earty Education Research
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CROCUS

o Cem‘e, “for Research on
~ Childrenin.the U.S.

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

We explored the “black box” of pre-K classrooms 1o
identify promising targets for public investments in
classrooms that promote learning.

Our study looked inside the classroom door of
pre-K programs in the relatively stringent policy context of
Tulsa, Oklahoma. We investigated three primary research
questions: 1) What are children’s experiences with regard
to classroom emotonal and instructional climate and
exposure  to  academic instruction in Tulsa’s pre-K
classrooms? 2) Are the Tulsa pre-K  classrooms
characterized by higher-quality classroom environments
and greater instructional dme 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-IC programs
represents a national experiment focused on finding the
best means of launching all young children on a trajectory
of school success. In just the pase five vears, there has been
a 4% increase in the number of four-vear-olds enrolled In
state pre-K programs, This trend has generated interest in
the impacts of early childhood education on children’s
academic and social devclopment, as well as questons
related to how policy makers can focus public resourees o
produce high-quality cassroom experiences for children.
Our study addresses the larter question in the context of
Tulsa, Oklahoma’s pre-IK program, which has gencrated
extremely strong cognitive Impacts across  racial and
income groups. Our sample is pre-kindergarten {pre-R)
classrooms run by the Tulsa Public Schools (TPS) and
four-vear-old  Head  Start  classrooms  run by the
Community Action Project (CAP) of Tulsa Counry.

Al Pre-K Pragrasms Are Not Created Fgnal

Teacher and classroom standards vary widely across
states wirh pre-K programs,

State-funded pre-K programs vany exrensively in
teacher sundards, For example, while 26 states require a

776

BA degree and carly childhood certification for all 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 requite 2 teacher-child rato 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 a BA degree and an
early childhood certification, 2 maximum class size of 20,
and teacher-to-student ratio of 1:10. Salaries and benefits
are the same as those of elementary school teachers, and
strong support exists for fucused 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
TPS Pro-K and Head Start Classrooms

Tulsa’s pre-K classrooms offer higher levels of
instructional suppore than their counterparts in other
states. Compared to national samples, Tulsa pre-K
teachers in both TPS and [Head Starr devoted more
time o pre-literacy; TPS pre-K teachers also devoted
maore time to math and science.

We used the Classroom  Assessment Scoring
System ((LI.ASS) to capture mstruciional and emotional
climate in the classroom. The qualin: of the climates that
children were exposed to in the TPS pre-K and Head Seart
classrooms varied across our outcome  moeasures  and
within each measure. The qualitv of Instructional Support
was notably lower (321, on average) than the quality of
Emotional Support (3.23, on average), and the ranges
within c¢ach of these qualite indices wore substantial (1.-H)
to 3.94 for Instructional Support, 325 w0 6.80 for
FEmaotional Support). Based on other studies, however, it
appears that higher levels of Instructional Support are
more difficult to achivve than higher levels of Fmational
support. Althouglh both are 7-paint seales, they may be
calibrated  ditferentdy,  muaking  dircer  comparisons of
Instructional and Fimorionat Support problematic,




Inside the Pre-Kindergarten Door

In order to assess the quantity of academic
instrucdon, we used the Child Engagement seetion of the
Lmerging Academics Snapshor (CE-EAS). The most
notable descriptive finding using this instrument is the
reladvely Jarge amount of tme spent on leracy activitics
{consuming 24-30% of instructional time) as compared to
time spent on math, science, or social studies. This likely
reflects the strong emphasis placed on literacy in early
cducational contexts in the United States today.

Predicting Classroom Climate and Instructional Vinee Allocation

Teacher and program characteristics have success at
g
predicting instructional dme allocation, but not the
climate 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 cxamined which

teacher characteristics and

Comparison of Tulsa Programs
fo National Samples

When  compared “
to other school-based pre-
K programs from multi-
state samples, teachers in
the Tulsa TPS pre-K
classrooms, and to a lesser
extent the Tulsa Head Start
classrooms, received
significantly higher ratings
an aspects of classroom

CLASS Scoe

management and
instructional support,
SPCCiﬁCﬂlly, how well Potucenin Tastrurinat Leanmmg

Forman

Figure 1. Quality comparisons between TPS pre-K and multi-state

school-based pre-K classrooms quﬂllt}'
(**Significant difference ut pe.0ly

Conept Bevelapranr

practices predicted higher-
classroom
processes in the Tulsa pre-
K classrooms. To this end,
investigated
associations between the
outcomes of classroom
climate and instructional
time allocation and the
inputs of school auspice
(TPS pre-K or Head Start);
teachers’ cducational
backgrounds, experience,
undergeaduate GPAs, and
curricular  choices; and
whether the classtoom was

O Tulsa Public % herds Preob Classnooms
WM ST Pre-K Chasseues . we

Cuialiey o Leathark

teachers  use  classroom

on a fulll or half-day

time, maximize students’
engagement in  learning,
and provide feedback that
cxpands understanding
(Figures 1 and 2 show
significant ditferences). On
dimensions related to the
emotional  clmate  (e.g.,
warm/fun emotional tone,
teachers who are
esponsive  to students’
needs and cansider
students”  interests and ;
points of view), however, '
the Tulsa pre-i i
classrooms did nor difter

»

U LASS Sewe

.

BHBERSTIIYE PRV PR PI

Figune 2 Quality comparisons between Tulsa Head Start and multi-

state Head Start classeooms
(**Significum difference ac peaty

schedule. None of thcsé\'
program or teacher
characteristics  predicted
variation in the quality of
: l ‘ the instructional or
emotional  climate  that
. childten experienced in
: Tulsa’s pre-K programs, as
measured by CLASS.

! Wb hend Sear

In  conerast, the
reachers”  allocation  of
instructional  time  was
atfected by scveral of the
inputs we examined (sce
Table 1, next page). The

Uiy o beattrk

from rhose in the multi-
state samples. The Tulsa pre-K teachers in both TPS and
FHead Start classrooms also devoted substantially more
time  to o pre-literacy activities as compared  to cheir
counterparts in the muiti-state study, and the TPS pre-K
teachers devored significantly more time . math and
seience than other schoal-based pre-K programs.

location of the classroom
in a Flead Start or TPS pre-K program was the most
consistent predictor of children’s exposure 1o instructional
activities.  Teachers in Head  Start classrooms  spent
significantly less ime practicing letters and sounds and on
math activities, but they spent more time on social studies
than did their counterpares in TPS pre-K classrooms,

Of the reacher characteristics, vears of classroom
experience showed the most consistent associations with
ciissroom time  allocadon, More  experienced  teachers:

showed a pattern of resolts suggesting that they devore
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classrooms combined)

Tabte 1. Predicting Classroom Time Allocarion Practices from Teacher and Classtoom Characreristics (TPS and CAP Head Start

Proportion of Time Spent on Academic Activities

Noze. “n.s”’ = not a significant association at p = .10 level.
BT

Practicing Building
Letters/ Expressive

Variable Reading Sounds Language
Sehool-level variable
Head Start Classroom ™ ns. L ns.
Classroom-lere! rartabiles
BAECE - .-  + _  ms %+
MA n.s. n.s. n.s.
Teacher Expenience + + T+
Underpraduate GPA n.s, 0.s. o+
Half-day Classroom ns, . "n.s. T ons.
Direct Instruction ms. + n.s.
‘Thematic Instruction . ' - = +
Creative Curniculum n.s, n.s. n.s.

Literacy Gross
Activities Social Motor  Fine Motor
Wrinng  (Composite)  Math  Studies Acovites  Activides

- Toas = T+ + .-
ns, . ns. -ns s n.s. ns.
1.8, n.s. n.s. n.s. 1.8, n.s.
ns.  +  _ns - n.s. . ns.
n.s. n,%. n.s. n,s. n.s. n.s.
ns. - ns ns.  ns. n.s. f.s.
1.8, + n.s. n.s. .5, n.s.
- ns. ns.  ns ns.. n.s.
n.s. n.s. I1.§. n.s. I.8. 1.5,

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

The teachers’ choice of curricula also affected
their use of instructional time 1n ways that correspond to
the differing emphases of the different curricula. These
findings neced to be interpreted cautiously in light of the
extremely commaon practice, among the Tulsa teachers, of
integrating multiple curricula and the fact that this research
was not designed as a curriculum evaluation study.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS

The policy priority should be to identify effective
tcachers and reward them appropriately,

In some respects, our research supports generally
cautious findings from the education literaturc—ic is
possible to identify differences in classroom quality and
classtroom practices, but it is difficult to explain them.
Although Tulsa’s pre-K classrooms arc superior to those
of other school-based and Head Start pre-K classrooms
with college-educated, carly-childhood-cerrified teachers, it
is hard o pinpoint teacher characreristics that account for
the bigher levels of instructional support in Tulsa. [c is
possible to identify some teacher characteristics that help
to cxplain differences in how pre-K classroom time s
spent, but these variables may have limited predictive
power. It is important to keep in omind that these
conclusions are drawn in the contexe of Oklahoma's
refatively stringent pre-K poliey eavironment, the general
cffeet of which we have not assessed.

The two most powertul - varfables we have
Bidcnriﬁcd are auspices (school-based programs ditfer from
Head Start) and reacher experience. If our goal is ro have

pre-K teachers devote more time to literacy and math in
the classroom, then we shonld direct more experienced
teachers to pre-K classrcoms and equip Head Start
teachers to spend similar amounts of high-quality
time on math and literacy instruction as their school-
based counterparts.

However, we always neced 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 into public school classrooms, including
many inner-city classrooms that need them desperately.
Public officials might wish to 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
resources 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 1
qualificd and motivated teachers who are willing to serve
at-risk  children. New York Cin™s Teaching  Fellows
Program, for cxample. has narrowed the teacher guality
gap berween more advantaged and less advantaged public
schoals,

At a minimum, we need to ensure that we do not
lose effective pre-K teachers For reasons, such as wagy
disincentives, that can be prevented. Although teacher
salarics in Tulsa are not notably high, pre-K - reacher
salarics in Tulsa are close enough to the prevailing wage
rat¢ that they have arrracted many brighe, dedicated, and
energetic reachers into pre-K classrooms. Compensating
pre-K teachers at the same wage rate as other teachers

. CROCUS Policy Brief '+ "*. "
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Inside the Pre-Kindergarten Door

may be an excellent strategy for promoting effective
teaching in four-year-old elassrooms.

Ultimately, we need to do a better job of
identifying efiective teachers and rewarding them.
Getting children started on successtul school trajectories is
a daunting and extrenmely important job, Effarts to predict
who will and will not be an cffecdve 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
phan, for example, reachers whose students perform better
receive higher compensation than teachers whose students
perform wotse; teachers also are rewarded for ongoing
professional development. An alternative would be for
principals or peets to reward teachers based on their own
assessment of teachers” performance. We are sympathetic
to the intent of these initiatives and would urge funders o
evaluate their impacts on both the teaching workforee and
student perfortmance.

APPENDIX: METHODS

We examined classroom climate and exposure 1o
academic Instruction to gain insight into classroom
processes that may help explain the highly successful
outcomes of the Tulsa pre-K program.

Our elassroom sample included virtually the entire
universe of state-funded meorning 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 questionnaires about their
educational background and training, employment history,
and use of pre-K curricula. Seventy-seven of the reachers
who completed questionnaires provided consent for us to
obtain a copy of their college transcript.

Berween February and May of 2006, cassroom
abservations were conducted by pairs of rrained observers
i the
instruments to assess the classrooms: the Classroom
Assessment Scoring Svsrem (CLASS), used o caprure the
instructional and cmotional climare in the elassrooms, and
the Child Engagement section of the Emerging Academics
Snapshot (CE-EAS), used o capture exposure to academic
instruction. CLASS is generally portraved as a measure of
classroom quality, whereas CE-EAS is most accurately
viewed as a measure of the quandty of academic

M6 pardcipatng  classrooms. We  chose  two

INsrructon.

We consolidated the 11 CLASS dimensions inro

three  composites: emotional  support,  classroom

- CROCUS Poticy Brief
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management, and instructonal support. Furthermore, w7
focused on 10 out of 14 CE-EAS activiries, sclecred t
capture individuzl children’s exposure to instruction and
activitics in o range of skill domains.

Comparison to Otber National Samples

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

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

Hierarchical [inear Modeling

[n order to examine predictors of variation in
classroom processes in the Tulsa pre-K programs, we used
hietarchical linear modeling (HLM) to take into account
the nesting of classrooms within TPS pre-K and Hea#
Start progtams. The Head Start/TPS pre-K variable wa
modeled as a schoollevel variable, and rthe other
independent vatiables (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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NO PROGRAM

laska does not have a state-funded prekindergarten initiative, although the state has provided a

supplement to federal Head Start programs since the 1980s. State funding through Alaska’s Head

Start supplement is available to any federally recognized Head Start program in the state, and totaled
more than $6 million during the 2006-2007 school year. These funds are targeted toward quality improvement
through professional development and school readiness activities, and wherever possible, funds are used to
serve additional children and families. In 2006-2007, approximately 500 additional children were served in both

Early Head Start and Mead Start settings.

RESOURCES RANKINGS
STATE SPENDING ALL REPORTED SPENDING

ACCESS RANKINGS
4-YEAR-OLDS 3-YEAR-OLDS

Neo Pl’oq{‘qm No Pfoq(‘qm*

* In pravious Yearboaks, unly siate sgending was ranked,

THE STATE OF PRESCHOQL 2007 - STATE PRESCHOOL YEARBOOK - NATIOMAL INSTITUTE FOR EARLY EDUCATION RESEARCH - WUAW NIECR.GRG
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ACCESS

STATE PRE-K AND HEAD START ENROLLMENT
AS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL POPULATION

Total state prograrn enrollment ...........,
School districts that offer state program ..

1ACOME FEQUIMRMENT ..oviee e e 3-YEAR-OLDS 4-YEAR-OLDS
Hours of operation ...
Operating schedule ... e
Special education enrolfment ...,
Federally funded Head Start enrallment...........c.o.... 2,555
State-funded Head Start enrollment ... 470}
M Pre-K  EIHead Start M Special Ed M Other/None
QUALITY STANDARDS CHECKLIST
TOTAL
BENCHMARKS
RESCURCES
Total state pre-K spending........ . =30 SPENDING PER CHILD ENROLLED
Local match required? ... ~NA 0
State Head Start spending.......... $6,084,100 PRE-K™ L i
State spending per child enroiled —....covervvriiemnrinnn 0 SR .._..,.._,._: e | 48,907
All reported spending per child enrolled*..................... $0 HDST & —

K12+ - )

0 2 4 6 8 0 12 14 15 18
$ THOUSANDS

* Pra K programs may receve additional funds from federal or local sources
that are not included in this figure.

**K-12Z expenditures include capital spending as well as current aperating
expenditures,

1 Federat Contributians
B TANF Spending

M State Contributions

, I Contributi
Data are for the ‘06-'07 school year, unless otherwise noted, & Local Contributions

T This figurg is Lused on an estimated total pumber of now-ACF funded children served and the percentage of 3- and 4-year-olds a5 reported in the 2006-2007 Head
Star PIR.
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Representative Scott Jiu Wo Kawasaki
Alaska State Legislature District 9 Fairbanks

HB 59: Alaska Pre-Elementary Program

Sectional Analysis

Section 1. Department of Education shall devise and implement a
statewide early education plan that incorporates early
learning guidelines adopted by the education board and

coordinates with Head Start and other child care providers.

Section 2. Board of Education shall adopt early learning guidelines
that support an effective and cost-efficient optional pre-
elementary program provided under a statewide early
childhood education plan approved by the department.

Section 3. Reaquires the Department of Education and Early Education
Plan to submit a report to the Legislature by January 15,
2010

In Juneau o State Capito! Juneau, Alaska 99301
In Fairbanks o 1292 Sadler Way Fairbanks, Alaska 99701
Juneau o (907) 465-3466 o Fax (907) 465-2937 o Fairbanks 0 (807) 456-7423 ¢ Fax (907) 451-9293
Email: Representative_Scott_Kawasaki@legis.state.ak.us



From: Rep. Paul Seaton

Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2009 10:42 AM
To: Louie Flora
Subject: FW.: HB 130 and HB 59

----- Original Message-----

From: Friedman Jeff [mailto:Friedman Jeffeasdkl2.org]

Sent: Thursday, April 02, 2009 8:19 AM

To: Rep. Paul Seaton; Rep. Cathy Munoz; Rep. Bryce Edgmon; Rep. Wes Keller; Rep. Peggy
Wilson; Rep. Bob Buch

Cc: Rep. Peggy Wilson; Rep. Berta Gardner; Rep. Les Gara; Rep. Pete Petersen;
Comeau_Carol; Siegfried Robin

Subject: HB 130 and HB 59

Dear Chair Seaton and Members of the Education Committee:
Both of these bills will be heard by the House Education Committee Monday.

HB 59 directs the Department of Education and Early Development to create a statewide plan
for educating students ages three and four. It does not specify what that plan would be
so it would permit DEED broad discretion to devise a plan that fits the needs cof the
state. Such a plan would facilitate making quality pre K education available to those who
want it while also providing support to parents who have their children at home. Early
education is something the Anchorage School Board supports. Research and common sense
tell us that children learn much of what they need to know in the early years before
enrclling in kindergarten or first grade. This is especially true for the skills and
knowledge needed to be prepared to learn in kindergarten and first grade. I urge you to
support HB 59.

HB 130 also addresses an issue that is of importance to the Anchorage School Board. This
bill would allow districts to administer anonymous questionnaires. We are particularly
interested in giving the Youth Risk Behavior Survey to our students. Data from that
survey 1s used by districts and other agencies to apply for grants that help us reduce
under aged drinking, drug use, and other behavicr that we know is bad for children and
society as a whole. Unfortunately, getting enough parents to turn in a permission slip is
difficult. When they turn them in, they usually give permission, but more oftemn than not
the permission slip gets lost somewhere between the school and the home. If enocugh tests
are not given, we do not have valid data and lose out on an opportunity to address many of
these serious problems. We would still be required to notify parents and give them the
opportunity to refuse permission. Parents who are concerned about the content of
anonymous surveys are generally more proactive about getting the forms turned in, so I
believe they will be adequately protected by this bill. I urge you to support HB 130.

Jeff Friedman
Anchcorage School Board
1534 D Street
Anchorage, AK 99501
907-742-4699 (Home}
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Louie Flora

From: Lisa Torkelson [lisa@advanced-design.com]
Sent: Monday, April 08, 2009 1:59 PM

To: Rep. Paul Seaton

Subject: HB 59

Honorable Chairman Seaton,

I missed this morning's meeting on HB 5%, but am hoping that there will be more discussion
on this subject of taking rights away from parents.

Is it not enough that most willingly donate their children to the government f£from
kindergarten through college? However, we are now are on the road for mandatory pre-
school as well. History DOES repeat itself and, with anything that is "suggested" by the
government, this early childhood education "plan" will eventually become mandatory.

Not "if", but "when".
No matter how the govt. tries, parents know what is best for their children and that
cannot be substituted. Parents have a right to raise and make decisgions for their own

children. Please help to stop this recent madness.

Lisa
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CHILD - DEVELOPMENT - CENTER

“Serving young children and their famifies in the North Star Borough with exemplary care and
education in a decidedly Christian environment”

FACT SHEET

Founded: January 2000
Services Offered: Early Childhood Education and Child Care
Ages Served: 6 weeks to 12 Years
Licensed Capacity: 207
Staff: 28 Full Time (12 with teaching degrees)
27 Part Time
Member of Open Arms Institute which serves 52 Open Arms centers in the United States
Licensed by the State of Alaska, Child Care Program Office

Nationally accredited by National Association for the Education of Young Children

Awards/Grants

2004:; Hearts for Kids Award, 3.5 Hearts

2005: Strengthening Families [nitiative, Pilot Program for the State of Alaska
2007-2009: Preventing Abuse and Neglect, Alaska Children’s Trust Fund

2008: Rasmuson Tier One Grant, Replacing Carpet with Vinyl

Open Ams Child Development Center prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, age, or
disability.




164  ParT 2 * Models and Approachss
TTABLE 7:1 Summary of Key Findings of the HighScope Perry Preschool Study Through Age 40—~ *
Performance Savings to Public
Outcome Comparison
Education: in general, the program Special education Program: 1.1 years $7,303
group required fewer special sarvices services required No-program: 2.8 years
for educable mental impairment; scored Attitude toward school Program: 68%
better at some da.ta cgﬂectton points on (participants reporting No-program: 40%
standard tests of intelligence and preparing schoolwark
tanguage; had more positive outlooks on at home)
school; and program parents had higher .
goals for their children (attending college, ~ Graduated from Program: 65%
for example). regular high school No-program: 45%
{higher program
graduation rates due to
much higher percentage
of program females
graduating vs. no-
program females)
Crime Rates: In general, participants Average number Program: 2.3
in the program group were arrested of arrests No-program: 4.6 §171,473
fewer times; were armested fewer times Arrested 5 or . Program: 36%
for violent, drug, or property crimes; more times No-program: 55%
and spert fewer months in prison or jail.
Economic Welfare: In general, in middle Employed at age 40 Program: 76% -
adulthood significantly fewer program (continued trend from No-pragram: 62% $16,846
participants reported receiving social previous data collection)
welfare services: held higher-paying jobs; Median annual salary Prograrn: $20,800
ownad and paid more per month for No-program: $15,300
residences; owned a car. '
Owned own home at Program: 37%
age 40 No-program: 28%
Health/Family: In general, program Male participants raising  Program: 57%
males reported better relationships their own children No-program: 30%
w;t_h their families; ralsef! their own Males reporting getting Program: 75%
children; and wera married. along *very well” No-progran: 64%
with families
Total Cost-Benefit Ratio: In general, Cost of Program $15,166 ,
savings to the public for program Total retumisavinas $195.621 to '
participation was highest in reduced o\;:ro;ram ; aé:;O .

crime rates and associated costs {88%),
increased payment of taxes from higher
earnings, and reduced need for special
education services. Reduced dependence
on welfare services also contributed to
public return. Worth noting is that male
program participants account for 93% of
the public retum.

Raturn to public on
program investment at
age 40

recal public o
@ ar dollar

empared to the :
$7.16 cost-benefit ” )
ratio at age 27)




Louie Flora

From: lenetta [openarmsdir@gci.net]

Sent: Monday, April 06, 2009 3.53 PM

To: Rep. Scott Kawasaki; Rep. Cathy Munoz; Rep. Paul Seaton
Subject: HB 59

Attachments: Key Findings.pdf

PLF !

Key Findings.pdf
(361 KB) .
This is the document I referred to in my testimony on HBS59 this AM. It is out

of the text I teach at UAF--Foundations and Best Practices in Early Childhood Education,
Follari (2007). Actually the Legislative Research Report does an excellent job of
supporting exemplary early childhood education and care. It answers the gquestion about
the outcomes for children who have preschool before elementary school with some pretty
convincing statistics--1like 31% higher in vocabulary and 44% higher in math than children
not in state preschool programs--see P. 4 in the research report.

See also information on p. 6 and p.8 about the longitudinal studies done on Children in
such program and the $ savings for school districts and other state/local government
services. Fill free to contact me if you have further questions--I would be glad to help
out.

Lenetta Colbert, Director

Open Arms Child Develcpment Center
2980 Davis Road

Fairbanks, AK 99709

T 907-455-9466

F 907-455-9466

"You may not think you can reach it . . . Climb anyway!
You may not think you'll be heard . . . Speak anyway!
You may not think you can change things . . . Try anyway!"

---Maya Angelou
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