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FISCAL NOTE 

STATE OF ALASKA Fiscal Note Number: 

2009 LEGISLATIVE SESSION Sill Version: HB 59 

o Publish Date: 

.;;ld",e"n::;tifi;;;,e",r..,(;;;fil:::;e.:.n"a"m"e.,):".:.H"B,,5:;:9-..:E:;E:;D=,,-"E;.:S"S;,,-4.:.-;;2..:-0:::9':7:===-:-::-,...,-===:--::c=:-_Dept. Affecte, Education & Early Development 
Titre "An Act providing for the establishment of a statewide early RDU K-12 Support 

.,c"hi::;ld::.h"o::.od=e",du:;ca=ti:::;on=p:::la:::n,;:a:::n:::;d,.g",u::id::;e::;Ii";:=e::s'-:,"= __ =-,,; __ -.,-.-::-== __ ---Component Foundation Program 
Sponsor Representative Kawasaki, Gars, Tuck & Petersen 
Requester Education, Finance 

Expenditures/Revenues 

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below. 

Appropriation 
Required 

Component Number 141 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

Information 
OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2010 FY 2010 FY 2011 FY2012 FY2013 FY 2014 FY 2015 
Personal Services 
Travel 
Contractual 
Supplies 
Equipment 
Land & Structures 
Grants & Claims 
Miscellaneous 

TOTAL OPERATING 

ICAPITAL EXPENDITURES 

ICHANGE IN REVENUES ( 

FUND SOURCE 
1002 Federal Receipts 
1003 GF Match 
1004 GF 
1005 GF/Program Receipts 
1037 GF/Mental Health 
Other Interagency Receipts 

TOTAL 

Estimate of any current year (FY2009) cost: 

POSITIONS 

I

Full-time 
Part-time 
Temporary 

ANALYSIS: (Attach a separate page jf necessary) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

(Thousands of Dollars) 

0.0 0,0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

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

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

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. 

Prepared by: Eddy Jeans, Director 
Oivision School Finance 

Approved by: Larry LeDoux, Commissioner 
Education & Early Development 

(Revised 9/10J200a OMS) 

Phone 465-8679 
DatelTime 4/2109 12:00 AM 

Date 4/212009 
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OFFERED IN THE HOUSE 

AMENDMENT .±:\; I ~ --
26-LS0329\E.2 

Mischel 
4/6/09 

BY REPRESENTATIVE KAWASAKI 

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

1 Page 4, line 24, following "a": 

2 Insert "progress" 

L -1-



4686 

26-LS0329\E.l 
Mischel 

4/6/09 

AMENDMENT /J:. 1.. 

OFFERED IN THE HOUSE BY REPRESENTATIVE KAWASAKI 

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

I Page 3, line 27: 

2 Delete "three and four years of age" 

L -1-
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CONCEPTIONAL AMENDMENT 3 
.CSHB 59 

IN THE HOUSE 

EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

BY: Representative Keller 

Page 3, Line 26 & 27 

Insert after: 

plan for .... 

families with preschool children 

26-LS0329\E.I 

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

27 preschool children [students three and four years of agel that 

New Text Underlined LDELETED TEXT BRACKETED I 
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CONCEPTIONAL AMENDMENT l ¢ 
CSHB59 

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 

26-LS0329\E.2 

31 coordination with [or expansion oj] pre-elementary programs operating in 

New Text Underlined LDELETED TEXT BRACKETEDI 
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CONCEPTIONAL AMENDMENT 

CSHBS9 

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 

26-LS0329\E.3 

20 under a statewide early childhood education plan approved by the department. 

New Text Underlined LDELETED TEXT BRACKETED] 
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WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 

CS FOR HOUSE BILL NO. 59( ) 

IN THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA 

TWENTY·SIXTH LEGISLATURE· FIRST SESSION 

BY 

Offered: 
Referred: 

Spon.or(.): REPRESENT A TJVES KA WASAKl, GARA, TUCK, AND PETERSEN 

A BILL 

FOR AN ACT ENTITLED 

WORK DRAFT 

26·LS03291E 
Mischel 

3/9/09 

"An Act providing for the establishment of a statewide early childhood education plan 

2 and guidelines. " 

3 BE IT ENACTED BY THE LEGISLATURE OF THE STATE OF ALASKA: 

4 * Section 1. AS 14.07.020(a) is amended to read: 

5 (a) The department shal1 

6 (I) exercise general supervision over the public schools of the state 

7 except the University of Alaska; 

8 (2) study the conditions and needs of the public schools of the state, 

9 adopt or recommend plans, administer and evaluate grants to improve school 

10 performance awarded under AS 14.03.125, and adopt regulations for the improvement 

11 of the public schools; 

12 (3) provide advisory and consultative services to al1 public school 

13 governing bodies and personnel; 

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

.). CSHB 59( ) 
New Text Underlined (DELETED TEXT BRACKETED] 



WORK DRAFT WORK DRAFT 26-LS03291E 

schools; the regulations must provide that, if a course in American Sign Language is 

2 given, the course shall be given credit as a course in a foreign language; 

3 (5) establish, in coordination with the Department of Health and Social 

4 Services, a program for the continuing education of children who are held in detention 

5 facilities in the state during the period of detention; 

6 (6) accredit those public schools that meet accreditation standards 

7 prescribed by regulation by the department; these regulations shall be adopted by the 

8 department and presented to the legislature during the first 10 days of any regular 

9 session, and become effective 45 days after presentation or at the end of the session, 

10 whichever is earlier, unless disapproved by a resolution concurred in by a majority of 

II the members of each house; 

12 (7) prescribe by regulation, after consultation with the state fire 

13 marshal and the state sanitarian, standards that will assure healthful and safe 

14 conditions in the public and private schools of the state, including a requirement of 

15 physical examinations and immunizations in pre-elementary schools; the standards for 

16 private schools may not be more stringent than those for public schools; 

17 (8) exercise general supervision over pre-elementary schools that 

18 receive direct state or federal funding; 

19 (9) exercise general supervision over elementary and secondary 

20 correspondence study programs offered by municipal school districts or regional 

21 educational attendance areas; the department may also offer and make available to any 

22 Alaskan through a centralized office a correspondence study program; 

23 (10) accredit private schools that request accreditation and that meet 

24 accreditation standards prescribed by regulation by the department; nothing in this 

25 paragraph authorizes the department to require religious or other private schools to be 

26 licensed; 

27 (II) review plans for construction of new public elementary and 

28 secondary schools and for additions to and major rehabilitation of existing public 

29 elementary and secondary schools and, in accordance with regulations adopted by the 

30 department, determine and approve the extent of eligibility for state aid of a school 

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

CSHB 59( ) -2-
L New Text Underlined (DELETED TEXT BRACKETED] 
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include educational specifications, schematic designs, and final contract documents; 

2 (12) provide educational opportunities in the areas of vocational 

3 education and training, and basic education to individuals over 16 years of age who 

4 are no longer attending school; 

5 (13) administer the grants awarded under AS 14.11; 

6 (14) establish, in coordination with the Department of Public Safety, a 

7 school bus driver training course; 

8 (15) require the reporting of information relating to school disciplinary 

9 and safety programs under AS 14.33.120 and of incidents of disruptive or violent 

10 behavior; 

II (16) establish by regulation criteria, based on low student performance, 

12 under which the department may intervene in a school district to improve instructional 

13 practices, as described in AS 14.07 .030( 14) or (15); the regulations must include 

14 (A) a notice provision that alerts the district to the deficiencies 

15 and the instructional practice changes proposed by the department; 

16 (B) an end date for departmental intervention, as described in 

17 AS 14.07.030(14)(A) and (B) and (15), after the district demonstrates three 

18 consecutive years of improvement consisting of not less than two percent 

19 increases in student proficiency on standards-based assessments in math, 

20 reading, and writing as provided in AS 14.03. I 23(f)(2)(A); and 

21 (C) a process for districts to petition the department for 

22 continuing or discontinuing the department's intervention; 

23 (17) notify the legislative committees having jurisdiction over 

24 education before intervening in a school district under AS 14.07.030(14) or redirecting 

25 public school funding under AS 14.07.030( 15)i 

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

27 three and four years of age that 

28 fA) incorporates the early learning guidelines adopted by 

29 the board under AS 14.07.165(6); 

30 fB) provides for the most effective and efficient 

31 coordination with or expansion of pre-elementary programs operating in 

-3- CSHB59( ) 
L New Text Underlined [DELETED TEXT BRACKETED] 
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the state, including Head Start and programs and centers approved by the 

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

3 * Sec. 2. AS 14.07.165 is amended to read: 

4 Sec. 14.07.165. Duties. The board shall adopt 

5 (I) statewide goals and require each governing body to adopt written 

6 goals that are consistent with local needs; 

7 (2) regulations regarding the application for and award of grants under 

8 AS 14.03.125; 

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

10 (4) regulations requiring approval by the board before a charter school, 

II state boarding school, or a public school may provide domiciliary services; 

12 (5) regulations implementing the secondary school student competency 

13 examination provisions of AS 14.03.075, including the criteria and procedure under 

14 which a governing body uses a waiver to grant a diploma to a student; criteria 

15 regarding granting a waiver must include provisions that a waiver may only be granted 

16 for students who enter the system late or have rare or unusual circumstances meriting 

17 

18 

awaiveri 

(6) early learning guidelines that support an effective, cost-

19 efficient, and optional pre-elementary program provided under a statewide early 

20 childhood education plan approved by the department. 

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

22 read: 

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

24 2010, the Department of Education and Early Development shall prepare and submit a report 

25 to the legislature on the early childhood education plan devised under AS 14.07.020(a)(l8), 

26 added by sec. I of this Act. 

CSHB 59( ) 4· 
New Text Underlined {DELETED TEXT BRACKETED] 
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Representative Scott Jiu Wo Kawasaki . . 
Alaska State Legislatur~ 

House Bill 59 
Sponsor Statement 

District 9 Fairbanks 

"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 children benefit from early education. Children 
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 available 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 intellectual 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 demonstrated 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 college. 

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 ongoing 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 employed 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 Juneau 0 State Capit,,1 Juneau, Alaska 99801 
In Fairbanks 0 1292 Sadler Way Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 

Juneau 0 (907) 465-3466 0 fax (907) 465-2937·'0 Fairbanks 0 (907) 456-7423 0 Fax (907) 451-9293 
Email: Rcprescntativc_Scott_Kawasaki@lcgis.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 olds) 

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 .) State Capitol Juneau, Alaska 99801 
In Fairbanks 0 1292 Sadler Way Fairbanks. Alaska 99701 

Juneau 0 (907) 465-3466 0 Fax (907) 465-2937 0 Fairbanks Q (907) 456-7423 0 Fax (907) 451-9293 
Email: Represcntative_Scott_Kawasaki@legis.state.ak.us 
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JANUARY 4, 2006 REPORT NUMBER 06.026 

I THE VALUE OF PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS 

PREPARED FOR REPRESENTATIVE LES GARA 

By ROGER WITHINGTON, LEGISLATIVE ANAL YST 

SUMMARy .................................................................................................................................................... 2 

The Effecls of Universal Pre-K on Cognilive Developmenl .................................................................. 3 

The Effects Of Slale Prekindergarten Programs on Young Children's School Readiness in Five 
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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 t~at 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 education, 
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 language 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 benefrt 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.' 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 half day, others full 
day; some programs are for only four-year-olds, others include three-year-olds, while others offer 
services to infants and toddlers; some prekindergarten programs are operated through local 
school districis, 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 National Education Association (NEAl works to advance the cause of public education in the United Statel. 
The NEA is the nation', largest profeSSional employee organization, with 2.7 million members who work al ever; level of 
education, from pre-school to university graduate program •. The NEA has affiliate organizations in every state. al well as 
In more than 14,000 local communities across the United States. The NEA'. URL is hftp:IAvww.nea.orgiindex.htmi. 

1 The Education Commission of the Stales (ECS) is a nonprofit, nonpartisan interstate compact created in 1965 to 
improve public education by facilitating the exchange of information, ideas, and experiences among slale pollcymakerw 
and education Jeaderw. The URL for the ECS is http://www.ecs,or(J'. 
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According to the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL), Georgia and Oklahoma were 
the first states to expand preschool to all four-year-olds.' 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 billion. 

We identified numerous reports or studies that articulate the benefits of high quality 
prekindergarten programs. We chose to summarize the following reports because they are 
generally more recent than others, often cited as a bellwether 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 EFFECTS OF UNIVERSAL PRE-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, prewriling and spelling skills, and math reasoning and 
problem-solving skills, than those children who did not participate in the program. The research 
results also showed that the prekindergarten program improved performances for children from 
all races and income brackets (as measured by eligibility for a reduced-price lunch). According to 
the study, low-income children and Hispanic children benefited the most from the program. 

Although the report provided very little 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 elementary and secondary school 
teachers in the public schools, distinguishes this program from others. 

We include the report, entitled "The Effects of Universal Pre-K on Cognitive Development: as 
Attachment A. 

1 The Nalional Conference of Slate legislatures (NeSL), fOlJnded in 1975, is a bipartisan organization that serves 
the legislators and staffs of the nation's 50 states, commonwealths, and terntories. The NCSL provides researCh. 
technical assistance and opportunities for poticymakers to exchange Ideas on most state issues. The URL for the NeSl is 
http.Ilwww ncsl.org/index..htrn#. 

- The Naticnallnstitute (O( Early Education Reseacch (NIEER) supports early childhood education initiatives by 
providing objective. nonpartisan information based on research. The NIEER was established at Rutgers University'S 
Graduate School of Education WIth a grant from The Pew Ch8ritable Trusts, The URL for the NIEER is http./lnI8€J(,org/. 
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THE EFFECTS OF STATE PREKINDERGARTEN PROGRAMS ON YOUNG CHILDREN'S SCHOOL 

READINESS IN FIVE STATES 

In 2004, the National Institute for Early Education Research (NIEER), examined a sample of more 
than 5,000 four-year-olds enrolled 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, 
Oklahoma, South Carolina and West Virginia. The programs in Michigan, New Jersey and South 
Carolina target at-risk children (usually low-income children), while the programs in Oklahoma 
and West Virginia are universal. Although 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 
maximum class sizes (the highest being 20 students). Unfortunately the report did not provide 
any additional 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 national summary of NIEER's 
findings, and NIEER's national policy recommendations. The second section provides detailed 
profiles of each state's policies 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 total 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 
enrollment. 

LEGISLA jl'l£ RESEARCH REPCRj 06026 JANLiARY 4, 2006 - PAGE 4 
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• State prekindergarten initiatives served more than six times as many (our­
year-olds as three-year-olds in 2002-2003. Twenty states enrolled at least 
10 percent of their four-year-olds in state preschool programs, but only three 
states served at least 10 percent of their three-year-olds. 

• Georgia and Oklahoma continued to be the only states that made 
prekindergarten universally available to children. Across the United States, 
only one out of ten children ages three and four were participating in state 
preschool 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 9,uality 
benchmarks, whereas 20 state initiatives met five or fewer benchmarks. 

• State poliCies regarding quality standards were inconsistent. For example, 
one state may emphasize comprehensive services while another stresses 
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 to 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-California, 
Georgia, New Jersey, New York, and Texas. Inadequate funding severely 
limited access and quality in most states. 

• Stale spending per child enrolled in state-funded preschool ranged from less 
than $1,000 in Maryland 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, total state spending 
(adjusted for inflation) rose by $90 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 Preschool Yearbook as Attachment C. 

~ The NIEER uses a quality standards checklis! of ten items (0 compare standards of quality across ,jifferen! slale 
prekindergarten programs. 
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THE HIGH/SCOPE PERRY PRESCHOOL PROJECT 

According to Education Week, "The High/Scope Perry Preschool 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 long­
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 (64% vs. 32%). 

• A smaller percentage of females who received high-quality early education . 
required treatment for mental impairment than did the non-program females 
(6% vs. 36%). 

• A smaller 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 ($20,600 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 advocacy organization. HighiScope's mission is -fa lin lives through education." Among other Ihings, Ihe 
HighiSccpe Educational Research Foundation provides training to preschool and elementary teachers and administrators, 
conducts research on the effectiveness of educational programs, and develops curricula for infant, toddler, preschool, 
elementary, and adolescent programs. The URl for the High/Scope Educational Research Foundation is 
http "1/ N'NN. ,"/lgh scope. orglinde x. 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 
more). 

• Significantly fewer members of the group who 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 elementary, 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 
above 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 children plan, perform, 
and review their own work. The classroom was arranged and the day was 
scheduled to support children's self-initiated learning activities. 

• Perry Preschool program teachers visited with families at home, at least once 
every two weeks. 

We Include The High/Scope Perry Preschool Study Through Age 40, Summary, Conclusions, and 
Frequently Asked Questions as Attachment 0.7 

Additional information on the High:Scope Perry Preschool Pre/eel can be found at 
htfp .. //www.highscope.clgJResearchIPerryProjectlperrymam.htm. 
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ABECEDARIAN EARL Y 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 early 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 program 
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 special 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 adulthood 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 who participated in the program achieved higher 
educational and employment status than did the mothers of the children who 
were not in the program. These results were especially pronounced for teen 
mothers. 

• Taxpayers received four dollars in benefits for every dollar spent on high­
quality early education programs. 

8 FPG Child Development Institute is a mu!tidisciplinary institute at The University of North Carolina at Chapel HilI 
The institute's mission is to cultivate and share the knowledge necessary to enhance child development and family 
..... eilbeing. The institute, through grants and contracts, conducts research and provides outreach services, The URl for 
the FPG Child Deloelopment Institute is htfp:/:'www-'pg./.mc,edwindff1K-cfm. 
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We include the FPG Child Development Institute's summary of the Abecedarian Project as 
Attachment E. 

EARL V CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT WITH A HIGH PUBLIC 
RETURN 

In 2003, economists with the Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis calculated that the potential 
annual return from a focused, high-quality early childhood education program is as high as 16 
percent· Most of the retum benefits the economy as a whole because individuals who 
participate in high-quality early childhood education programs developed greater skills than they 
otherwise would have, which in tum contrtbutes 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 Reserve 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, In making this 
proposal, the researchers cited advances In brain research that indicate the most critical 
neurological 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 dollars, whereas investment in early 
childhood development yields high and dependable returns, in tum aiding long-term economic 
growth, 

We include Early Childhood Development: Economic Development with a High PUblic Return as 
Attachment F. 

CARLVEDUCATIONINTHESTATES: A YEARINREVIEW-2004 

In March 2005, the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) produced, Early Education 
in the States: A Year in Review-2004, to provide detailed information about actions of state 
legislatures on early education issues. Among other things, this report contains a brief review of 
the research on early education, NCSL's comments on the role of state legislatures in early 
education, and a state-by-state summary at 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 Reserve Bank: of Minneapolis is one of 12 regional Aeserve Banks that. logether WIth the Board of 
Governors in Washington, D.C .. make up the Federal Reserve System-the United Slates' cenlral bank. The URL for the 
Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis' early childhood education website is 
h rtp://minn eapolisfed. erg! (8 S8 arch/studie sle arlychildl. 
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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 connections between early education and a state'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 long-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 
Table 1. 

Table 1; Sources of Early Childhood Education Information 
Organization URL 

Child Development Center, www.wilder.orglprograms.O.html Wilder Foundation 
Education and Early Leaming, 
Committee for Economic www.ced.orgiprojectsleduc.shtml 
Development 
Education Commission of the 

www.ecs.orgiecsmain.asp?page=lhtmllissue.asp?issueID=IB4 States 
Foundation for Child 

www.ffcd.orgi Development 
National Child Care Information 

nccic.orgl 
Center Online Library 
National Education Association www.nea.orglindex.html 
National Scientific Council on the 

www.developingchild.nefl Developing Child 
The RAND Corporation www.randorgipubslonlineleducationlindex.hlml 
Ready4K, Minnesota's School 

www.ready4k.orgl Readiness Proqram 
Strategies for Children: Early I www.strategiesforchildren.orgieea/eea_home.hlm Education for All Campaign 
The Trust for Early Education : www.trustforearlyed.orgi 

U.S. Department of Education ! www.edgovlteachers/howlearlyledpicks.jhtml?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 
restrict education foundation formula funding of four-year aids attending kindergarten. At the 
time, appro~imately 30 of the 53 school districts in Alaska offered some form of a two-year 
kindergarten program, allowing both four- and five-year aids to attend (some school districts 
allowed all four-year aids to attend while others did not). Chapter 50, SLA 2003 restricts 
foundation (ormula funding to (our-year aids (or whom there is a realistic expectation that the child 
will successfully progress through the kindergarten curriculum 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 the $3.9 million 
saving that would result from the enactment of HB 154, the saving does not appear to be the 
primary motivation for the bill. Eddy Jeans, Manager of the School Finance and Facilities 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 the legislature 
wanted to fund (our-year-olds in the kindergarten-through-12th-grade program.'o He also pointed 
to an equity issue as not every school district in Alaska took 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 a 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 ali 
four-year-olds. In some districts it has shown that bringing kids in at four years old has helped 
them progress.·11 He also noled 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 
formula. 

T~ Eddy Jeans, now the Director of School Finance with the Alaska Department of Education and Early Development, 
can be contacted al 907.465-2891 

11 tn addition, in November 2001. the Alaska Slate Soard of Education and E"arty Development adopted a resolution 
calling for 'Voluntary preschool for all three- and four-year-old children. The resolution also e)lpresses support for the 
development of pilot preSChool programs in communities with low achievement Scores on slale exams, high poverty, and 
lack of Head Start or other early de'w'elopment 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 Preschool Project. During FY2005, the DEED distributed 
$800,000, through a competitive process, to seven school districts (serving eight communities), to 
offer high-quality preschool'2 During FY2006, 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.'3 

READY TO READ, READY TO LEARN TASK FORCE 

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 belter 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 51.2 million, and spent the money nol directed to district programs on 
training and malerials. Paul S. Sugar, Education Specialist II with the Department of Education and Early Development, 
can be reached al 907-465-4862. 

:3 The Intemational Center for the Enhancement of learning Potential (ICElP), the Feuerstein Instrumental 
Enrichment-Basic program is directed toward the ,ounger child, from appro:ximately three to seven years of age, and the 
'/ery low functioning older individual. The program is designed for use in a classroom group setting, for smaller groups of 
targeted learners, and as a one-la-one therapeutic inlef\lention. The program also provides an -early intervention" to 
enable students who are developmentally at riSk, or those individuals who have not acquired basic foundational 
knowledge ;]nd skills, to respond 10 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 Legislature to provide $750,000 in fiscal year 2007 to improve childhood literacy and 
learning. This was announced by Nancy Murkowskl 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. 

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

lA The Alaska HlJmanllies Forum was founded in 1972 by the National Endowment for the Humanities (NEH). the 
Forum is one of 56 slate and territorial groups also supported by the NEH. The Forum is a 501(c)(3) non'profil 
organizalion with a mission 10 ·use the wisdom and methods of the humanilies 10 enrich !he civic, mleUectual and cultural 
h(e of aU Alaskans." The Rea.dy to Read. Ready to Learn Task Force tJRL is http://www.aMfor9'ReadytoRedd/ECL­
Summlf .... 1tml. 
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liST OF AnACHMENTS 

Attachment A 

William T. Gormley, Jr., Ph.D., Ted Gayer, PhD., Deborah Phillips, Ph.D., and 
Brittany Dawson, MA, "The Effects of Universal Pre-K on Cognitive 

Development," Developmental Psychology, American Psychological Association, 
Volume 41, No.6, 

http://www.apa.org/journalslreleasesldev416872.pdf 

Attachment B 

W. Steven Barnett, Ph.D., Cynthia Lamy, Ed.D., Kwanghee Jung, PhD., "The 
Effects of State Prekindergarten Programs on Young Children's School 

Readiness in Five States," The National Institute for Early Education Research, 
Rutgers University, December 2005 

Attachment C 

W. Steven Barnett, Ph.D., Jason T. Hustedt, PhD., Kenneth B. Robin, Psy.M., 
and Karen l. Schulman, M.P.P., The State of Preschool: 2004 State Preschool 

Yearbook, The National Institute for Early Education Research, 2004, 
http://nieer.org/yearbookl 

Attachment 0 

Lawrence J. Schweinhart, The High/Scope Perry Preschool Study through Age 
40, Summary, Conclusions, and Frequently Asked Questions, High/Scope 

Educational Research Foundation, High/Scope Press, 2005, 
http://www.highscope.org/Research/PerryProject/perrymain.htm 

Attachment E 

"Early Learning, Later Success: The Abecedarian Study, Early Childhood 
Educational Intervention for Poor Children, Executive Summary," The University 
of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, FPG Child Development Inst., Chapel Hill, NC, 

http://www.fpg.unc.edu/-abc/summary.cfm 

Attachment F 

Art Rolnick, Rob Grunewald, Early Childhood Development: Economic 
Development with a High Public Return, Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis, 

December 2003, 
http//minneapolisfed.org/research/studies/earlychild/abc-part2.pdf 
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Attachment G 

Steffanie Clothier, Early Education in the States A Year in Review-2004, The 
National Conference of State legislatures, March 2005, 

http://www.ncs/.org/Programslcyf//prekreport.htm 

Attachment H 

"Task Force News," Ready to Read, Ready to Learn Task Force, VOl. 1, No.1, 
December 2005, 

htt
p

://www.akhf.org/ReadytORead/R2Rnews/etter1.Pdf 
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FEBRUARY 7, 2006 REPORT NUMBER 06.115 

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 
FY06, and the Governor's proposal 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 FY07 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 FY04-
FY06. as well as proposed funding for FY07. A one percent reduction in federal funds would 
result in a $272,394 decrease in total federal and state funding for the Head Start program from 
FY06 to FY07. Based on the average amount of state and federal funding per child served during 
FY04 and FY05. we estimate that a one percent decrease in federal funding could result in 29 
fewer children served.' 

Table 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 FY07. 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 waillist by grantee. 

, Paul Sugar. Education Specialist for the Department of Education and Edrly Oe",elopment. points cutlhat this 
method. which assumes a c::onsistent cosl per child served. ma" not accurately reflect how the HCdd Start program 
operates. U!llmately, local grantees deCide how to handle budget cuts, and determine whether slots are 1051. He notes 
that some sites may be able 10 maintain the number 01 children they ser'le for a few ,e<lrs by shuffling resources, Mr 
Sugar r;an be reached al (907) 465-4862. 

Alaska Legislature 
Legislative Research Services 
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Table 1: State and Federal Funding for Head Start, FY04-FY07 

FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 
Funding Source 

(authorized) (authorized) (authorized) (proposed) 

Tolal Federal 27,809,200 I 28,023,489 28,029,389 27,749,095 
----_ ... _---- ---"--~----------r-:;------------ --~.--------

27,779,289 Direct Funding to Grantees 27,500,000 I 27,779,289 
undetermined 

309,200 ~44'200 Funding to the State 250,100 
t----- ----- -------~-

Slale 6,385,200 6,320,700 6,330,400 6,338,300 
------------- '---

TOlal Federal and Slale 34,194,400 34,344,189 34,359,789 34,087,395 

Notes: The federal 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 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 totating $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 FY05 FY06 FY07 
(authori;oed) (authorized) (authorized) (proposed) 

Tolal 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 
.-. -.------~----.------~--.. ---L-------r---~----- ------T~~-- --- -
Children Served' 3,513 3,671 3,600 3,571 

Nole: The total FV07 funding reflects a projected 1% cut in federal Head Start funds. 

a) The number of children selVed for FV04 and FV05 are as of year end. In order to estimate the number of children 
salVed al the end of the year for FVQ6 and FY07. we divided the total amount of state and federal funding for those 
years by the average amount of federal and stale funding per child for FY04 and FY05. This method assumes a 
consistent cost per child selVed, which may not accurately reflect how the program operates. Local grantees 
determine the most cost·effective way to handle budget cuts, and mayor may not actually reduce the number of 
children they serve. As of the end of January 2006. 3.150 children have been served by the Head Start program 
during the 2005·2006 academic year. 

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

I hope you find Ihis information to De usefuL Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have 
questions or need additional information_ 
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Table 1: State and Federal Funding for Head Start, FY04-FY07 

Funding Source 
FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 

(authorized) (authorized) (authorized) (proposed) 

Total Federal 27,809,200 28,023,489 28,029,389 27,749,095 
._--- -

I~ 27,779,289 Direct Funding to Grantees 27,500,000 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 34,359,789 34,087,395 

Notes: The federal figure for FY07 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 g08S to the slate to facilitate collaboration at the state, regional, and 
local levels around earty 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 FY05 FY06 FY07 
(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 
-----~--- ------

r-~-
--- _.-

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

Note: The total FY07 funding renects a projected 1 % cut in federal Head Start funds. 
a) The number of children served for FY04 and FY05 are as of year end. In order to estimate the number of children 
served at the end of the year for FY06 and FY07, 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~effectjve way to handle budget culs, and mayor may not actually reduce the number of 
children they serve. As of the end of January 2006, .l, 150 children have been served by the Head Start program 
during the 2005-2006 academic year. 

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

I hope you find this information to be useful. Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have 
questions or need additional information. 
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Table 3: Children Served and on the Waitlist for the Head Start Program as of 
January 31, 2006, by Grantee and Community o 

Number of 
Number of 

Community 
Children Served 

Children on Wait 
List 

Association of Village Council Presidents 

Akiachak 20 3 --------- - ---
Bethel AM_ 18 
Bethel P_M_ 19 4 
Chefornak 17 6 
---------------------.------------------------------------------------- ----------------------- -----------------------Kalskag 15 

Kasi~luk 22 4 
Kotlik 25 
~~~t~~t~ ____________________________________________________________ 12 

----------------------- -----------------------Quinha~ak 29 --
Russian Mission 14 

Scammon Bay 32 
Tuluksak 20 5 

Bristol Bay Native Association 

Togiak 17 -
Dillingham 35 16 
New Stuyahok 18 4 
Naknek 17 3 
Manokotak 11 2 

Council of Athabascan Tribal Governments 

Fort Yukon/Canyon Village_ 7 10 
o 

Venetie 0 12 
Arctic Village 5 

Central Council of Tllngit and Halda Indian Tribes of Alaska 

Angoon 20 - ---
Crai~ 28 2 ---
Hoonah 16 1 
Juneau 122 48 -
Klawock 17 3 
----------------------------------------------------------------------- ----------------------- -----------------------Petersburg 30 3 t:-=-- _______ L-...-_________ -----------
Saxman 17 5 =-'------------------------------------- -----------
Sitka 21 11 

V\lran!1~"-_ ==_-~~==:== __ ~-==_:==~==_---C:::=20 --_ ---"--------.-
4 

---~------.-----

Yakutat ' 14 
Kenaitze Cuya Qyut Anen 

Common Center for Kenai, Soldotna, Nikiski, Kalifornski Beach I 57 I 46 
CCS Early Learning 

Chu!1i_~k __ I 50 -- 1----- 16 --- - -- - --._- --- -- - -- --- .- . --- --- -- =:T--- ----- - - --_. ---- ---
Meadow Lakes 60 

/-
29 - - ------ -- -- - - - -- - -- - ---.- - .-- -, - - - -- -- -- -- .-- ---- -

Palmer . __ .1. 55 13 - --- - - - --- - -- -- - - -- - ------
i 

.. - - - ---
Wasilla I 87 42 

Chugachmlut 

Nanwalek I 10 I 

J I 
--

Seldovia 9 I 

Port Graham I 4 I 

LtJgislative Research Services Report 06.115, February 2006 Page -1 of j 
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Fairbanks Native A •• ociatlon 

Fairbanks/North Pole 213 126 
Play N' learn Community Head Start 

Fairbanks/North Pole 108 5 
Metlakatla IndIan CommunIty 

Metlakatla I 40 
Kawerak Head Start 

Nome 37 13 

Brevig Mission _+ ___ --.:2,,0'___ ___ f _________ _ 
Diomede 5 I -f----------
Elim 12 .--.------------.--.--.---------.--.--.--.-----.--.--.. --.--.--.-----.- -------.--.--.--.-_.--. -----------.-----.---.-
~~e:I~I--------- ____________ r-____ ~2~7 ______ r_---------------
Golovin 4 
Koyuk 18 
~~----------------------------------r_----~---~-----------

Shaktoolik 12 ----.-----.------.--.--.--.--.--.--.--.--_.-_.----_.-.----------------- --------------.--.--.-- -----.---------------.-
Shishmaref 26 
SI. Michael 28 
Teller 9 
Wales 6 
p=----------------------t---...c:....---r---------

White Mountain 12 
Kid's Corps Inc. 

Anchorage 321 100 
Southcentral Foundation 

Anchorage 227 192 
RurAL CAP Head Start & Early Head Start 

~k __ 12 1---------------; 
Savoo_".ll"--______ _ ___ -.-::3..::0 ___ + _________ _ 
Slebbins 20 7 

__ fj~i~~ __ s________________________________________________________________________ _ __________ ~~ _____________________ ~ __________ _ 

Kake 12 cc==-______________________________________ + ___________ _ 
~!chikan 56 12 
'Kwethluk - 63 ~------7------t 

-----------------\----=--------------
~~~_~ei~c_~~~ ____________________________________________________________________ ?_! ____________________ 2~ _________ _ 
~apaskiak ___ _ 20 __ -'-4 ______ 

1 

~~::~k Bay ______ ---- _ _ -------1~--±-. -----+-------
~~~_~~~_~= _ _=~~==~_~_= _ _=:~~~ __________________________________ "-~ _________ .l __ ==__2~ __ :==~_ 

sii~;~~~:---:-~_~: ___ -___ ~~--~=_~-_-_______ =-~~~== ~=~~-=:-t--:===~L ____ -:~11:--~~~5===:-: 
Kluti-Kaah ,19 2 
f(~d;~k-----------------------------------------------------------------1----------;52----------1-----------7-----------

Sie~_'i~g__ ---------- ---- -- -_ -~=~_- =-- - -_= --J --------3"9-- -- =- J--=_~=3 __ ~ ---
~~~~~I~-~~------------~------~--~--------------------------~-~--~-~--~~L----~jL~-~~~-L~-------~~~=--------
Pilol Station I 47 I 1 
SI M~rY'~ - - - -- - - I 26 - i 
Ma~shall - - i 15 j 

) 
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Aleutlan/Pribilof Island Association 

l<in9 Cove 
Sand Point 

SI. Paul 

---------------- ----~f__----I----;--~. 
.-------------~-

20 1 
Unalaska 27 2 

Tanana Chiefs Conference 

A_lIa_kak~e~t _____________________ ~I ______ ~l.l~ ___ ~ _______ __ 
_ Fo_rt_Y~~ko~n~ ________________________ II ___ ~1~9 __ ~I-_________ __ 

I,~~:~;~h~~r_o_ss _________________________ j i ___ ~:~ ___ 4-__________ ~ 
~~:~-~---------------------------------------------------------------- -----------~----------- -----------------------
~M~C~G~r~a~th~-----------------------+_---"9~----_+---------_ 
Nulato 6 

Ruby 7 

Tanana 16 

Nenana 14 
Upper Tanana (UTDC) 

Mentasta/North,~w'-"a:Ly ________________ +--___:1C'2~--+---- _---,---____ ---/ 
TokJTanacross 54 4 

Total Number of Children Served 
(Reported by Grantees' Sites) 

Native Village of Tyonek 

Total Number of Children on Waiting Lists 
(Reported by Grantees' Sites) 

Total Communities Served 

6 

3,150 

862 

100 

Note: Both Anchorage and Fairbanks are served by two different Head Start grantees. In Anchorage, the total number of 
children served is 548, with 292 children on the waillist. 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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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 goals 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 faCilitate 
growth and change. 

According to Paul Sugar, Education Specialist II, with the Alaska Department of Education and 
Early Development (DEED), Head Start anticipates serving 3,504 children in fiscal year (FY) 
2008. t 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 last five fiscal years As 
you will see, the number has dropped from a high of 3,671 in FY05, to its lowest point in five fiscal 
years. 

Table 1: Children Served by Head Start in Alaska, FY04 - FY08 

FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 

Children Served (projected) 

1. &;1 'l -,'" , ..... 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: Paul Sugar. Education Specialist. Department of Education and Early Development. 
Mr. Sugar can be reached at (907) 465-4862 . 

. This number Includes children from birth to five years ~,t1r Sugar can te reached at !S07j 465-4862 

Alaska Legislature 
Legislative Research Services 

I 
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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. 2 Table 2 
enumerates the closures over the last five fiscal years. 

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

Program 
FY04 FY05 FY06 FY07 FY08 Total 

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) 465-4662. 

Aside from closures, budgetary concerns have also caused some grantees to go from a center 
based model 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 half (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. 

I 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 tr,ese communities reoper:ed services With a different grantee a second will recpen In February 2008. 

I 
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ST'UDY FINDINGS ARE DETAILED 
ON THE FOLLOWING PAGES: 

De~ograph/Cs • 

" 

" 

Pg.2 

Pg.) 

Pg·s 

Pg. 7 

Pg. 9 

: ow-

step u Pearly ed & child care 

Why should you care about.the availability of quality early education and child care in 

Alaska? Because stepping up early education for our children is critical for all of us. 

LET'US STEP YOU THROUGH THE FACTS. 

o Early childhood education and child care play a critical and 

measurable role in Alaska's economy. 

• The availability of quality, affordable child care remains a 

challenge for many Alaska families 

3' Alaskans across the state place a high priority on state 

funding for early education and child care 

Until recently, there was no data specific to Alaska to demonstrate how the 

welfare of our youngest community members impacts the entire state - both in 

the short term and long term. But thanks to this study commissioned by the 

System for Early Education Development (SEED) and completed in July 2006 

by McDowell Group, there is now local information to combine with the 

knowledge learned from national studies to provide an accurate baseline. 

What the statistics demonstrate is that Alaska lags behind much of the country in 

providing quality early education and child care to our residents. And while there are 

certainly entities working hard throughout Alaska to provide quality care for our 

children, Alaska remains one of only 10 states without a state·funded, statewide 

early childhood education system. 

ALASKA IS ONE OF ONLY 10 STATES WITHOUT A 
STATE·FUNDED, STATEWIDE EARLY CHILDHOOD.( 
EOUCATION SYSTEM. 

4722 



"Investment in early childhood 
development programs brings a 
real (that is, inflation-adjusted) 
public return of 12%, and a real 
total return, public and private, 
of 16%. We are unaware of any 
other economic development 
effort that has such a public 
return .... " 

ART ROLNICK 

SVP AND DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH 

FEDERAL RESERVE BANI< OF MINNEAPOLIS 

LONG·TERM BENEFITS OF EARLY 
EDUCATION AND CHILD CARE 

LONG-TERM ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF QUALITY EARLY EDUCATION &. CHILD CARE 

A hnst of studies have been done to track the long·term economic impact of high 

quality early child care development on society. Though none of these studies 

focuses on Alaska, the implications for Alaska are relevant. The results of these 

studies have shown conclusively that although investment is required to provide 

quality early care to infants, toddlers and youths, the rate of return far exceeds that 

initial investment. 

The largest benefit provided by quality early care was increased earnings capacity 

projected from higher educational attainment, along with higher taxes paid from 

better paying jobs. Other benefits are lower criminal justice system costs, reduced 

welfare costs, savings for crime victims, and savings on school remedial services 
budgets. The results of several studies are highlighted below. 

29% h ;gher high school graduation rates 

20% h ;gher college attendance 

70% lower crime incidence 

200/0 lower 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 Ihat brains develop rapidly in the early years (0-4), then develop 

at a much slower pace from age 4 through 13. The implication is that the earlier 

the investment on early education, the higher the return on investment will be. 
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stepO EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CHILD CARE PLAY A 

CRITICAL AND MEASURABLE ROLE IN ALASKA'S ECONOMY. 

9 of 10 alaskans support funding 
The telephone survey described earlier also asked all households a series 

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

services in Alaska. Results showed overwhelming support for the funding 

of early education and child care. 

Nearly nine out of 10 Alaska residents (87 percent) think it is important or 

very important (or 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 
GOVERNMENT TO PROVIDE 
FINANCIAL SUPPORT. 

'.(/'TH ,,~'i rHo~,T URBAN RURAL 1 RURAL 2 

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, medium 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: 

76% 
72% 
77% 

households with children under six 

female residents 

residents ;'gcd 35 tn 44 

10'.11 income residents ..-$25,000 

4724 
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PERCENT OF NATIONAL POPULATION ENROLLED AVERAGE STATE SPENDING PER CHILD ENROLLED 
(2007 DOLLARS) 

14% 16% 17% 17% 20% 22% 

3% fii'!SI 2% '" 3% I· 3% I 3% I 3% I r_tifi _tHI _. _. _ _ r 
2002 j 2003 1 2004 1 2005 1 2006 1 2007 

.3-year-olds 11!14-year-olds 

2002 2003 

$3,642 

I, 
2004 2005 2006 2007 

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

WHAT'S NEW? 

• State spending per child rose to $3,642 on average, halting, if not reverSing, a trend of declining per·child 
commitment that has persisted for years. 

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

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

• Thirty of the 38 states with programs increased enrollment. 

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

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

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

• A new ranking is provided for spending reported from all sources, which averaged $4,134 per child, despite 
incomplete data for some states. Using these more complete spending per child fjgures, we estimate that at 
least 19 of 38 states spend enough to meet all 10 benchmarks. 
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NATIONAL ACCESS -----------------------Total state program enrollment, all ages ........... 1 ,026,037 

States that fund preschool ........... 38 states 

Income requirement .. 

H ours of operation 

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

......... 12 full-day, 10 half-day, 
27 determined locally 

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

Special education enrollment, ages 3 & 4 .. .407,967 

Federal Head Start enrollment, ages 3 & 4 .. .753,205 1 

Total federal Head Start and. .908,412 1 

Early Head Start enrollment, ages 0 to 5 

State-funded Head Start enrollment, ages 3 & 4 .... 15, 994 1 

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

3-YEAR-OLDS 4-YEAR-OLDS 

• State Public Pre-K a Head Start • Special Ed 

• Other· IJ No Center-Based Care/Education 

• Tnis indudes local public education as well as private cl1ild care and 
otl1er center·based programs. 

NATIONAL QUALITY STANDARDS CHECKLIST SUMMARY -----------------------
POLICY BENCHMARK 

..Comprehensive . 

. ... BA. 

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

Early learning standards. 

Teacher degree ... 

Teacher spedaiized tra'm'mg 

Assistant teacher degree ..... . 

Teacher in-service. 

Maximum class size. 
3-year-olds 
4-year-olds 

Staff-child ratio ." 
3-year-olds 
4-year-olds 

Screen ing/referral 
and support services 

Meals .. 

Monitoring ... 

NATIONAL RESOURCES 

. .5pecial"timg in pre-K 

.. CDA or equivalent .. 

.. At least 1 S hours/year 

........ .20 or lower. 

.... 1:10 or better .... 

........ .vision. hearing. health; and .............. .. 
at least 1 support service 

. ....... At least l/day 

......... Site visits. 

...41 

. ..... .27 

...... 36 

. ..... 11 

. ...... 37 

. .... .41 

. ..... 42 

...... 35 

...... 24 

. ..... 38 

- - -=-=- - - - - - ---- - ---- - - - - - --=-----
Total state preschool spending .. .... $3,724,382, 129' 

Local match required? ........ 14 state programs 
require a local match 

State spending per child enrolled.... .. ...... $3,642 1 

State Head Start spending.. . ..... $134, 921;187 

All reported spending per child enrolled·. . ...... $4.134 

• Pre·K programs may r"ceive add,tlonal funds from federal or local sources 
tl1at are not indvded in Ihis figure . 

•• K·12 eKp'lndltureS inch .. de capital spending as well as current operating 
eApendltures 

Data ~re for the '00- '07 school year. unless otherwis'l no:ed. 

SPENDING PER CHILD ENROLLED 
_

$4,134 
PRE·K~ 

HOST 

('~ .. 
f~'· ~. 0:' • .! $7.860 

$11.286 

o 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 

$ THOUSANDS 

16 

• State Contributions 

• local Contributions 

£J Federal Contributions 

• TANF Spending 

1 The enrollment figure for federal Head Start, ages 3 and 4, ;slimited 10 children servf'd in (r,e 50 s!a!es and DC. The enrollment f'gure for tOlal federal Head Start 
and Ea'l~ Head Start. ages 0 to S, ;nciud'lS all dllldren served;n any locat,on. indudong the U.S. ! .. nitories. and migrant dnd Amer'can IndiM: programs. 

2 This fig",e indudes 13,501 chIldren "1110 al1e"ded programs that were considerllri to fJo!- ~tate·funded prc~chool in't;ati~., •. These children ale ~Iso countN.! In the 
Ma:c·f"",J"J preschool emoUmer.! wtal, 

3 ThIS f'9""" indud'ls federal TANF f:;rds dor"c!l.><.i toward preschocl at SIdles' o.scr"lion 

18 

4 .&. 
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TABLE 1: STATE RANKINGS AND QUALITY CHECKLIST SUMS ------------------------=---
State 

Alabama 

Arizona 

Arkansas 

Californi<1 

Colorado 

Connecticut 

Delawdre 

Access for 
4-Year-Olds Rank 

38 

30 

15 

2~ 

22 

18 

27 
Florida 2 

Georgia 3 

Illinois 72 

Iowa 33 

Kansas 19 

Kentucky 11 

Louisiana 14 

Maine 17 

Maryland 10 

MJssJchusetts 25 

Michigan 16 

Access for 
3-Year-Olds Rank 

none served 

none served 

4 

8 

11 

9 

none served 

none served 

none served 

17 

none served 

5 

none served 

none served 

20 
6 

none served 

Minnesota 37 19 

Missouri 32 13 

Nebraska 34 15 

Nevada 36 26 

New Jersey 13 3 

Resources Rank 
Based on 

State Spending 

9 

33 

12 

18 

36 
3 

5 

34 

15 

22 

26 
29 
19 

8 

37 

27 
16 

14 

4 

31 

35 

23 

Resources Rank 
Based on 

All Reported Spending 

8 
37 

7 

25 
29 
2 

10 

38 

22 
27 
3 

33 

20 
18 

24 
13 

23 

21 

6 

35 

9 

28 

New Mexico 26 22 25 30 

NewYor~k __________________ ~9~--------------~2~5--------------~2~0--------------~2~6--____ __ 
North Carolina 21 none served 10 5 

Ohio 35 18 32 36 

Oklahoma none served 21 11 

Oregon 31 12 2 4 

Pennsylvania 28 14 7 16 

South Carolina 7 24 38 32 

Tennessee 20 21 13 17 

Texas 5 10 28 31 

Vermont 6 2 30 34 

Virginia 23 none served 17 15 

Washington 29 16 6 14 

West Virginia 4 7 11 12 

Wisconsin 8 23 24 19 

Alas Ira .~ ___________ -"~l0:.rprogr<lm 

H<l'Naii 

Idahc. 

Indiana 

Mississippi 

Montana 

New Hampshire 

North Dakota 

Rhode Island 

South Dakota 

UtJh 

'Hyoming 
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_ n~pr~_r:.)~ 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no pro~ram 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no progri.lm 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

nc program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no program 

____ c~o~p~'_o~g_" __ m _________ n__'o program 

no program 110 program 

Quality Standards 
Checklist Sum 

(Maximum of 10) 

10 

4 

9 

4 

5 

6 

8 

4 

8 

9 

5 

3 

8 

7.8 

4 

7 

6 

6 

8 

7 

8 
7 

8.5 

8 

6.5 
10 

4 

9 

5.9 
8.7 

9 

4 

6.8 

9 

7 

5.1 

no program 

no prcqr?m 

no program 

no program 

no program 

no progr3m 

~prog~ 

nc program 

~rog.::~ 

no program 

no progr<lm 

nc program 
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-----------------------
STATE-FUNDED PRESCHOOL EDUCATION: A TURN IN THE ROAD 
In 2006-2007, state-funded preschool education halted a troubling trend in per-child funding, achieved 
important milestones in expanding access, and continued the march toward higher quality 5ti:mdards. 

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

commitment that has persisted for years. 

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

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

• Thirty of the 38 states with programs increased enrollment. 

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

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

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

• A new ranking is provided for spending reported from all sources, which averaged $4,134 per child, despite 
incomplete data for some states. Using these more complete spending per child figures, we estimate that at 
least 19 of 38 states spend enough to meet a1l10 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 all their 4-year-olds. (See Box.) Longtime leader Oklahoma 
serves more than two-thirds of its 4-year-olds with high-quality state pre-K, and nearly three-quarters when 
special education is considered. In marked contrast, a dozen states still provide no state-funded preschool 
education to even their most disadvantaged families other than special education services for young children 
with disabilities. (See Box.) 

State Percent of 4-Year-Olds Served 

State Pre-K State Pre-K & 
Special Education 

Oklahoma 68.4 73.2 
Florida 56.7 61.8 
Georgia 53.3 57.9 
W. Virginia 458 55.3 
Texas 45.2 48.6 
Vermont 44.9 53.9 
S. Carolina 37.8 43.8 
Wisconsin 36.1 44.0 
New York 34.6 44.6 
Maryland 34.0 39.6 

Other important disparities across the states include: 

No-Program States 

Alaska 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Indiana 
Mississippi 
Montana 
New Hampshire 
North Dakota 
Rhode Island 
50uth Dakota 
Utah 
Wyoming 

• State spending ranges from nothing in 12 states to more than 510,000 per child in New Jersey. 

• Degree requirements for teachers range from a bachelor's degree with te<Jching certificate in early 
childhood in some states to little 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. 

7 
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GAINS FOR 3-YEAR-OLDS 
Access for 3-year·olds in 2006-2007 rose 10 percent over the previous year 
and only two states serving 3-year-olds had substantive enrollment decreases. 
Acce"55 for this age group has increased 28 percent since NfEER began 
tracking the data in 2001-2002. This is a welcome development since 

the effects of poor educational opportunities for children at risk are clearly 
evident by age 3 Still, provision for 3-year-old5 remains mod€:st allU 

concentrated in fewer states compared to programs for 4-year-olds. The new 
leader in serving 3-year-olds is Illinois, which became the first state committed 
to serving all 3-year-olds. Illinois 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 

Top 5 States Serving 
3-Year-Olds 

Illinois 
Vermont 
New Jersey 
Arkansas 
Kentucky 

The rapid enrollment growth in state pre-K that N1EER has documented over the last six years only retains 
its value if quality is maintained. While funding and other commitments have not always kept pace with 
enrollment, it is noteworthy that states have continued their progress toward higher standards. In 2006-2007, 
improvements in program standards enabled seven states to meet more benchmarks on NIEER's Quality 
Standards Checklist. 

High quality standards are preconditions for attaining educational effectiveness. Alone, they do not guarantee 
children a highly effective education. However, in conjunction with continuous improvement efforts focused on 
teaching in the classroom, high standards have helped states to produce substantial learning gains for children 
from all social and economic backgrounds as several studies now document. 1 

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

Even in a good budget year fike 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 enrollment, 
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? 

~. -
i~ ,. 
, ' 

, 
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WHAT CAN BE DONE 
As states set their fiscal year 2009 budgets, taxpayers and children's champions should ensure that investments 
in early education have priority over less-product'lve 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 Infant-toddler care to pay for 
Paul's pre-K. 

Attaching pre-K funding to state funding formulas for K-12 education could help ensure that pre-K funding 
would increase proportionally with enrollment as it expands, so that funding per child is more dependable. This 
need not mean that pre-K funding follow exactly the same formula as K-12 spending. For example, 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 all 10 of our benchmarks for minimum standards of quality. For most of the 
others, we have incomplete data as to local funding sources. Many of the remaining 19 might be allocating 
enough funds on average to meet all 10 benchmarks, once local funding is taken into account. A key issue is 
the extent to which local public schools add additional 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 provide 
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, 
enrollment of 3-year-olds remains low 
relative to that for 4-year-olds. With the 
states shouldering a growing share of the 
cost of preparing the nation's children to 
succeed in school, it's fair to ask what 
role the federal government might play 
to ensure that progress continues. The 
federal government could playa vital role 
by providing an inducement to states to 
expand enrol/ment, particularly at age 3, 
and improve quality by offering matching 
funds. It could also have provisions 
designed to be counter cyclical-by 
providing states with more funding for 
pre-K when state revonues decline or 
fail to keep up with inflation due to an 
economic downturn. 

Q 
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ACCESS: REACHING MORE CHILDREN -----------------------State-funded prekindergarten reached more children during the 2006-2007 school year than ever before, with 
total enrollments topping one mil/ion for the first time. State pre-K programs served 1,026,037 children in 38 
states across the country, of which 1,008,597 were 3- and 4-year-olds. This represents an enrollment increase of 
more than 80,000 children from the previous year. Pre-K enrollment data for each state are reported in Tables 2 
and 3, and additional information about Head Start and special education enrollment is provided in Tables 4 
and 5. Key trends in the 2006-2007 program year were: 

• Most enroJJment increases were modest, but some states made large gains. Enrollment increased by 52 
percent in Tennessee, 33 percent in Pennsylvania, and 17 percent in Illinois, Florida and New York. 

• Three states with pre-K for all served more than half of the state's 4-year-olds: Oklahoma (68 percent), Florida 
(58 percent), and Georgia (53 percent). When preschool special education enrollments are taken into account 
state enrollments were even more impressive. When the federal Head Start program is included, enrollment 
of 4-year-olds hit 90 percent in Oklahoma, 71 percent in Florida, and 65 percent in Georgia. For the first 
time, 10 states served more than one-third of their 4-year-olds in regular state pre-K. 

• Thirty states increased enrollment of 4-year-olds. Of the seven states that decreased enrollment of 4-year­
aids, only Ohio decreased enrollment 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 Illinois' 
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 --- - ---- - - --------
The quality of a prekindergarten program plays a critical role in determining its value to the children who 
attend it and the taxpayers who support it. All states require 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 equally 
important and do not encompass every aspect of quality. The benchmarks are best viewed as preconditions for 
quality and evidence of a state's commitment to ensure that every child enrolled 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 classrooms may exceed orfail 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 NJEER benchmarks for state quality standards remain unchanged 
from the previous two school years.) Key findings for the 2006-2007 school year are: 

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

• Only eight state-funded preschool initiatives met fewer than half of the NJEER 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. 

b. J 
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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 pnrticularly disappointing. 

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; 1 0 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, Iowa, 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 2006-2007 school year, see Table 6 
on page 19. 

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

o 0% of 4-year-olds served 

1-10% of 4-year-olds served 

11-20% of 4-year-olds served 

j 21-30% of 4-year-olds scrJcd 

~ 31-40% of 4-ycar-olds served 

11141-50% of 4-year-olds served 

1151-60% of 4-ye.1r-olds served 

1168% of 4-year-alds ser.ed 
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RESOURCES: TRACKING THE FUNDING .- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
During the 2006-2007 school year states continued to increase funding for state prekindergarten, partly to 
increase enrollment and partly to maintain or improve quality. Pre-K programs must be sufficiently funded in 

order to provide children with a quality education. Some states provide adequate funding for their state pre-K 
programs entirely through the use of state dollars, while others employ additional local and/or federrtl dollars 
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 offunding 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 
758,0003- and 4-year-olds. 

• Average state spending per child enrolled was $3,642. Compared to the previous year, this is an increase of 
$175 per child without adjusting for inflation (and an increase of $32 adjusted for inflation). However, states 
continued to vary greatly in their per.chi/d 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 stiJi 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 enrollment increases and inflation. Tables 7 and 9 provide more detajled 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 to 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 other sources. This new ranking will underestimate total spending for some, jf 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 at the very top and 'Jeri bottom are unlikeiy to change rank much even ,,,"th more 
complete information. The national average of per-child spending from all reported funding was $4,134/ 
though this figure surely underestimates the true national average if all spending could be identified. Table 8 
shows the per-child spending in each state, using all known sources. 

Three states serve as examples: Colorado, Maryland, and Florida. In 2006-2007, Colorado spent $2,047 per 
child in state dollars and was ranked 36th nationally in per-child spending. However, Colorado also collects 
information on local 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 nationally. However, after including local and federal dollars, Maryland 
spent $6,132 per child and \-vas ranked 13th in per-child spending from all known sources. The picture is quite 
different in Florida where the VPK pro~ram is funded entirf'!ly by state funds. The state spent ollly $2,335 per 
child and was ranked 34th in state per-child spending. Florida's ranking dropped to 38th in per-child spending 
from all known sources. 

13 
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The 2007 Yearbook also presents an analysis of which states funded their state prekindergarten initiatives 
sufficiently to be able to meet the NIEER quality benchmarks. Half of the states had pre·K programs that we 
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. Those 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 Carolina, which met all 10 NIEER 
benchmarks, sufficiently funded their programs. 

Some of the 19 states that did not appear to be adequately funded based on reported spending are states 
that also did not provide complete spending information beyond state spending. Those states may come 
closer to adequately funding their programs than reported in Table 8 if funds from aU sources were taken into 
account. Illinois is an example of such a state. Illinois reported only state spending, although the state pre·K 
program is also supported by local dollars. By our calculations a half·day pre·K program in Illinois meeting the 
NIEER quality benchmarks should cost about $4,520 per child, but the state spent $3,322 per child. Local 
spending in Illinois from other sources (donated private facilities and other in·kind contributions, public facilities 
costs outside the pre·K budget, etc.) may huve been sufficient for the program to hJVC been adequ<ltcly funded. 
This is especially likely because Illinois meets nine of the NIEER benchmarks. Florida, on the other hand, does 
not appear to adequately fund its pre-K program and may have little funding besides that from the state. The 
state currently spends $2,335 per child, but would need to spend ubout $4,055 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 on their own. 

, GCfml~,.. '/>'. T .. Ga/ '1r. T., Phillips. D., & Da..,;on, B. 12OC~). Th~ df,.r:.ts of unl',ersiil Fe·. on cogn,:;·Jo) d,,· .. eloprnent. Ct.v,,{op"len!al Ps,ch:)logy . .: )(6), 812·8!!4 
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TABLE 2: STATE RANKINGS BY PRE-K ACCESS FOR 4-YEAR-OLDS ---------------------------ACCESS FOR 
4-YEAR-OLDS 
RANK STATE 

1 Oklahoma 

2 Florida 

3 Georgia 

4 West Virginia 

5 Texas 

6 Vermont 

7 South Carolina 

a Wisconsin 

9 New York 

10 Maryland 

11 Kentucky 

12 Illinois 

13 New Jersey 

14 Louisiana 

15 Arkansas 

16 Michigan 

17 Maine 

18 Connecticut 

19 Kansas 

20 Tennessee 

21 North Carolina 

22 Colorado 

23 Virginia 

24 California 

25 Massachusetts 

26 New Mexico 

27 Delaware 

28 Pennsylvania 

29 Washington 

30 Arizona 

31 Oregon 

32 Missouri 

33 Iowa 

34 Nebraska 

35 Ohio 

36 Nevada 

37 Minnesota 

38 Alabama 

No Program Alaska 

No Program Hawaii 

No Program Idaho 

No Program Indiana 

No Program Mississippi 

No Program Montana 

No Program New Hampshire 

No Program North Dakota 

No Program Rhode Island 

No Program South Dakota 

No Program Utah 

No Program Wyoming 

SO States Population 

PERCENT OF CHILDREN ENROLLED 
IN STATE PREKINDERGARTEN 

(2006·2007) 

4-year-olds 

68.4% 

56.7% 

53.3% 

45.8% 

4S.2% 

44.9% 

37.8% 

36.1% 

34.6% 

34.0% 

29.3% 

26.7% 

25.3% 

24.4% 

21.4% 

16.9% 

16.3% 

lS.6% 

15.6% 

15.6% 

14.8% 

14.6% 

12.5% 

10.8% 

10.3% 

8.9% 

7.6% 

7.2% 

5.8% 

5.5% 

4.8% 

4.3% 

4.0% 

4.0% 

3.4% 

2.2% 

1.9% 

1.8% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

21.8% 

3-year-olds Total (35 and 4s) 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

5.1% 

4.4% 

15.6% 

0.6% 

0.8% 

0.5% 

1.2% 

10.7% 

18.5% 

15.1% 

0.0% 

10.8% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

4.5% 

00% 

1.0% 

0.0% 

3.1% 

0.0% 

5.0% 

9.2% 

0.9% 

0.0% 

2.2% 

1,4% 

0.0% 

2.6% 

2.2% 

1.4% 

2.0% 

1.3% 

0.4% 

1.3% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

3.2% 

34.2% 

28.3% 

26.6% 

25.5% 

24.7% 

30.1% 

19.3% 

18.4% 

17.5% 

17.6% 

19.9% 

22.6% 

20.1% 

12.3% 

16.1% 

8.5% 

8.1% 

10.0% 

7.8% 

8.3% 

7.4% 

8.8% 

6.3% 

7.9% 

9.8% 

4.9% 

3.7% 

4.7% 

3.6% 

2.7% 

3.7% 

3.3% 

2.1% 

3.0% 

2.3% 

1.3% 

1.6% 

0.9% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

0.0% 

12.5% 

For d,,:alls about how these figures ",ere calcul<lted. see the Methodo1ogysed'or. and Poadmap to Ihe State P,cf,le Pages. 

NUMBER OF CHILDREN ENROLLED 
IN STATE PREKINDERGARTEN 

(2006-2007) 

4-year-olds 

34,375 

124,390 

74,155 

9,586 

170,313 

2,908 

21,367 

24,878 

83,505 

24,825 

15,808 

47,108 

28,240 

14,543 

8,148 

21,801 

2,263 

6,625 

5,971 

12,293 

17,961 

9,784 

12,501 

56,254 

8,047 

2,497 

843 

10,329 

4,671 

5,076 

2,235 

3,262 

1,515 

977 

4,979 

79'1 

1,245 

1,062 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

877,139 

3-year-olds Total (35 and 4s) 

o 
o 
o 

1,073 

16,925 

1,028 

349 

550 

1,155 

849 

5,815 

32,711 

17,259 

o 
4,068 

o 
o 

1,907 

o 
753 

o 
2,084 

o 
26,318 

7,153 

242 

o 
3,255 

1,163 

o 
1,203 

1,710 

518 

496 

1,870 

140 

864 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

131,458 

34,375 

124,390 

74,155 

"10,659 

187,238 

3,936 

21,716 

25,428 

84,660 

25,674 

21,623 

79,819 

45,499 

14,543 

12,216 

21,801 

2,263 

8,532 

5,971 

13,046 

17,961 

11,868 

12;501 

82,572 

15,200 

2,739 

843 

13,584 

5,834 

5,076 

3,438 

4,972 

2,033 

1,473 

6,849 

939 

2,109 

1,062 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

1,008,597' 

, Nalionl""de, an ddditoonal 17,'WO children of Clther ages were enrol:ed in state prekindergan<1n. for a :otal <1nrollment number of 1.026,037. 
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TABLE 3: CHANGE IN PRESCHOOL ENROLLMENT OVER TIME ---------------------------STATE 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

ArkanSils 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticut" 

Delaware 

Florida 

Gcorgia 

Hawaii 

Idaho 

Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 

louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts" 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New i\·lexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania" 

Rhod~ Isla'1d 

South CHolina 

South Dakotil 

TeJCiJs 

Utah 

Vermont· 

Vir~inia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin" 

Wyoming 

50 states 

16 
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ENROlLMENT CHANGE5 FROM 
2001·2002 TO 2006·2007 

ENROLLMENT CHANGE5 FROM 
2005·2006 TO 2006·2007 

Change in 3-year-olds Change in 4-year-olds Change in 3-year-olds Change in 4-year-olds 

Number 

o 
o 
o 

3,126 

15,394 

1,354 

372 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

18,613 

o 
7 

o 
943 

o 
o 

-559 

·2,279 

o 
49 

o 
·836 

o 
372 

29 

o 
4;174 

-278 

-4,680 

o 
o 

7,844 

o 
94 

3,255 

o ., 
o 

·2.816 

o 
659 

o 
14 

.138 

o 
28,590 

Percent 

NA 
NA 
NA 

332% 

141% 

185% 

24% 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

132% 

NA 
1% 

NA 
19% 

NA 
NA 

-<10% 

·24% 

NA 
6% 

NA 
-33% 

NA 
301% 

26% 

NA 
35% 

Number Percent 

306 40% 

o ~A 

799 19% 

5,924 266% 

11,720 26% 

1 .. 164 18% 

2,208 50% 

o NA 
124,390 NA 
10,542 17% 

o NA 
o NA 

8,206 21% 

o NA 
-41 -3% 

3,741 168% 

2,991 23% 

7,024 93% 

823 57% 

6,451 35% 

·1,385 ·15% 

-4,676 -18% 

-25 -2% 

o NA 
·424 ·17% 

o NA 
621 174% 

478 149% 

o NA 
4,359 18% 

2,127 575% 

-00% 20,006 32% 

Number 

o 
o 
o 

182 

2,162 

570 

551 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

7,119 

o 
22 

o 
18 

o 
o 

122 

213 

o 
181 

o 
18 

o 
-3 

-75 

o 
·21 

85 

.) 

NA 16,721 1,348% 0 

·8i% ·8,906 ·64% 384 

NA 8,496 33% 0 

8% -35'~ -1,1% 18 

NA 7,779 305% 1.046 

Percent 

NA 
NA 
NA 
5% 

9% 

38% 

41% 

NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 

28% 

NA 
4% 

NA 
0% 

NA 
NA 

17% 

3% 

NA 
27% 

NA 
1% 

NA 
·1% 

-35% 

NA 
0% 

54% 

-1% 

NA 
NA 

26% 

NA 
2% 

47% 

Number 

36 

o 
·263 

1,371 

3.408 

439 

749 

o 
18,494 

2,510 

o 
o 

5,587 

o 
·60 

596 

86 

752 

175 

1,333 

239 

230 

89 

o 
345 

o 
116 

41 

o 
·741 

695 

12,017 

2.734 

o 
-1,461 

973 

·66 

7)68 

Percent 

4% 

NA 
·5% 

20% 

6% 

5% 

13% 

NA 
17% 

4% 

NA 
NA 
13% 

NA 

11% 

1% 

5% 

8% 

6% 

3% 

1% 

8% 

NA 
12% 

NA 
13% 

5% 

NA 
·3% 

39% 

17% 

18% 

NA 
·23% 

3% 

-3% 

28% 

~ 0 ~ 0 ~ NA o 
0% 5,717 37% -7,013 ·85% 3,6i2 20% 

NA~----~~O~----~~N=A~--------_=O~------~N~A~----~~O~------~~~iA~--
-li% 10.535 599% 339 82% 4,106 50% 

14% 

NA 
179% 

NA 
1% 

-39% 

-20% 

NA 

42,730 33% 461 3% 5,143 3% 

o NA 0 NA 0 NA 
2,288 369% 138 16% ·58 ·2% 

6,623 113% 0 NA 1,158 iD% 

·114 .?% 106 10% ·81 ·l% 
4,501 89% 177 20% 1,538 19% 

11 ,374 84% 63 13% 3,165 15% 

o ~ 0 ~ 0 ~iA 

315,019 56% 11,856 10% 71,332 9% 
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TABLE 4: 2006-2007 ENROLLMENT OF 3-YEAR-OLDS IN STATE PRE-K, PRESCHOOL SPECIAL 
EDUCATION, AND FEDERAL HEAD START ---------------------------

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

STATE Enrolled State Population Enrolled State Population Enrolled State Population Enrolled State Population 

Alabama 

Alaska 

Arizona 

Arbnsas 

California 

Colorado 

Connecticu t 

Delaware 

Florida 

Georgia 

Hawaii 

o 0.0% 1,420 2.4% 6.042 10.2% 7,462 

o 0.0% 429 4.4% 1.091 11.2% 1,520 

o 0.0% 3.205 3.4% 5.248 5.5% 8,453 

4,068 iO.S% 3,111 8.4% 4,601 12.2% 11.846 

26,318 5.0% 15,796 3.0% 34,006 6.4% 76,120 

2,084 3.1% 2)14 4.0% 3,418 5.0% 8,216 

1.907 4.5% 1.379 3.2% 2,792 6.5% 6,078 

o 0.0% 542 4.7% 780 6.8% 1,322 

o 0.0% 6.620 3.0% 13,026 5.9% 19.646 

o 0.0% 3.593 2.6% 11,938 8.6% 15.531 

o 0.0% 689 4.0% 1,016 5.9% 1)05 

Idaho a 0.0% 891 4.0% 793 3.6% 1,684 

Illinois 32)11 18.5% 8,669 4.9% 14,955 8.4% 56,335 

Indiana 0 0.0% 4,528 5.3% 3,748 4.4% 8,276 

Iowa 518 1.4% 1,367 3.6% 2.530 6.6% 4,415 

Kansas 0 0.0% 2,290 5.9% 3,003 7,7% 5,293 

Kentucky 5.815 10.7% 4.481 8.2% 5,899 10.8% 16.195 

Louisiana 0 0.0% 1.878 3.2% 10.555 17.9% 12.433 

Maine 0 0.0% 1,094 7.7% 1,225 8.7% 2.319 

Maryland 849 1,2% 2.826 3.9% 4.396 6.0% 8.071 

Massachusetts 7,153 9.2% 3)96 4.9% 4)48 6.1% 15.697 

Michigan 0 0.0% 5,504 4.3% 13.465 10.5% 18.969 

Minnesota 864 1.3% 3,265 4.8% 4,006 5.8% 8,135 

Mississippi 0 0.0% 1,230 3.0% 10,047 245% 11,277 

Missouri 1,710 2,2% 3.168 42% 6,671 8,8% 11,549 

Montana 0 0.0% 360 31% 1.598 13.9% 1,958 

Nebraska 496 2.0% 1,304 5.2% 1)96 7,1 % 3,596 

Nevada 140 0.4% 1.124 3.1% 1,057 2.9% 2,321 

12.7% 

15.6% 

8.9% 

313% 

14.3% 

12.i% 

14.2% 

11.5% 

8.9% 

11.2% 

99% 

7.6% 

31.8% 

9.7% 

11.6% 

13.7% 

29.8%' 

21,0% 

16.4% 

11,0% 

20.2% 

14.8% 

11.9% 

27.5% 

15.2% 

17.0010 

142% 

6.5% 

New Hampshire 0 0.0% 762 5.1% 549 3.7% 1,311 88% 

New Jersey 17.259 15.1 % 4.628 4.0% 6.014 5.3% 27,901 24,4% 

New Mexico 242 0,9% 1.342 48% 2.926 10.4% 4.510 16.0% 

New York 1,155 0,5% 18.615 7.6% 19.327 7.9% 39,097 16.1% 

North Carolina 0 0.0% 3.967 3.3% 6,702 5.6% 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 3.7% 14.587 10.0% 21.838 14.9% 

Oklahoma 0 0.0% 1,345 2.7% 6,609 13.2% 7,954 15,8% 

Oregon 1.203 2.6% 2,182 4.7% 3.280 70% 6,665 14.3% 

~p~e~nn~s~yl~'a~n~ia7_----~3~,2~5~5------~2~.2~%~------~7~,5~0~3 ________ 5~.~2%~------~1~2,~3~73~------8~.~5~~o------~2~37.1~3~1------15.9% 
Rhode Isl-3nd 0 0.0% 685 5.6% 567 4,6% 1.252 10.2% 

South Carolina 349 0,6% 4,973 8.9% 5,775 10,3% 11.097 i9.9% 

South Dakuta a 0.0% 585 5.5% 1,517 14.3% 2.102 19.8% 

Tennessee 753 1.0% 2.239 2.8% 5,616 7.1% 8,608 11.C% 

Texas 16,925 4..l% 8.i86 2.1% 30,172 7.9% 55,283 I·i.~% 
~~------~~----~~----~~--~ ----~~~--~~----~=-----~~--
Utah 0 0,0% 1.887 3.8% 1.571 3.2% 3.,;58 7.0% 

Vermont 1,028 15.6% 421 6.4% 583 8.8% 2,032 30.8% 

Virgi nia __________ ~0~-------:0_C.O:_%c_------:_3.':4:_' 6:-______ -:3_,'_%:'----______ .c5:... '.:,12c-______ .:5_. '.,%:.... ______ ..:8..:. 5:.:3.:2_~ 8.5% 
Wash'm9,..:'o"n-=--______ -'l,.,-'6:..3'---______ "1.:..4:.:%'---______ ,,2.c.90,,3'---______ .::3,,.6:.:%'---____ 4,1,16 5.1% 8,212 10.1 % 

WestVir(liniil 1,073 5.1% i.1Ca 5.3% 2.670 12.8% il,851 /.3,3% 

Wisccnsin 550 0.8% 3,390 ,1.9% 6.577 9.5% 10,517 
Wyoming 0 0.0% 757 11.2% 669 ---9::'.-'')0/,-=0---------'1:126 

15.2% 

21.2% 

50 ~t<ltcs 131.458 3.2% --,1.::6.::3:.., 9.::26~ ______ 4..:.0:..:%.:o ______ .::3:.:'.::3:..:,O..:4..:4. _____ ~7..:. 7..:%:::.. ___ --.:::60.8,428 15.0% 
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TABLE 5: 2006-2007 ENROLLMENT OF 4-YEAR-OLDS IN STATE PRE-K. PRESCHOOL SPECIAL 
EDUCATION. AND FEDERAL HEAD START ---------------------------

Pre-K Pre-K Special Education 
Number Percent of Number Percent of 

STATE Enrolled State Population Enrolled State Population 

Head Start 
Number 
Enrolled 

Percent of 
St<lte Population 

Total 
Number Percent of 
Enrolled State Population 

Alabam. 1,062 1.8% 2,490 4.2% 9,380 15}% 12,932 21.6% 

Alaska 0 0.0% 709 7.3% 1,464 15.1% 2,173 22.4% 

A6zon. 5,076 5.5% 4,932 5.3% 11,601 12.5% 21,609 23.2% 

Arkansas 8,148 21..1% 4,846 12.8% 5,512 14.5% 18,506 48.7% 

California 56,254 10.8% 23,308 4.5% 57,624 11,1% 137,186 26.3% 

Colorado 9)84 14.6% 3.932 5.9% 5,530 8.2% 19,246 28.7% 

Connecticut 6,625 15.6% 2,514 5.9% 3,454 8.2% 12,593 29.7% 

Delaware 843 7.6% 763 6.9% 1,064 9.6% 2,670 24.1% 

Florida 124,390 56.7% 11.369 52% 20,349 9.3% 156,108 71.1 % 

~G~e~o~.g~;'~ ________ ~74~,~15~5~----~5~3.~3"7Yo------~6~,5~3~3----____ 4~.=7~~"----.----9~,7~0~1~------7=.70"~Yo------~90~,~38~9------~64~.~9%=-__ _ 
Hawaii a 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% 3)03 17.1% 

Illinois 47,108 26.7% 12,762 7.2% 18)94 10.7% 78,664 44.6% 

Indiana a 0.0% 6,383 7.5% 7,586 8.9% 13,969 16.5% 

'owa 1,515 4.0% 2,069 5.5% 3,955 10.5% 7,539 20.1% 

Kansas 5,971 15.6% 3.312 8.7% 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 46.7% 

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 46.4% 

Massachusetts 8.047 10.3% 5,609 7.2% 6,068 7.6% 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% 5,436 7.2% 8,664 11.4% 17,362 22.9% 

Montana 0 0.0% 669 5.9% 2,281 20.1% 2,950 26.0% 

Nebraska 977 4,0% 1,633 6.7% 2.565' 10.5% 5,175 21.1% 

CN:.:e"'''"ad,,a'-----:-________ 79~9'__ _______ 2:'.:'20/0c:o--------2:::,_'OO:.:7--------''"5.:.6..:% ________ ,,1 ,-:c77c:6'__ ______ _'5.:.0~%'------~4,582 12.8% 
New Hampshire 0 0.0% 990 6.5% 835 5.5% 1.825 12.0% 

New Jersey 28.240 25.3% 6.276 5.6% 6)39 6.0% 41,255 36.9% 

New Mexico 2.497 8.9% 2.385 8.5% 4,826 17.3% 9}08 34.8% 

New York 83,505 34.6% 24.165 10.0% 24,454 10.1% 132,124 54.7% 

North Carolina 17.961 14.8% 6,815 5.6% 11,036 9,1% 35.812 29,6% 

North Dakota 0 0.0% 546 7.2% 1,620 21.5% 2,166 28.7% 

Oh;o 4,979 3.4% 7,879 5.4% 18,320 175% 31,178 213% 

Oklahoma 34.375 68.4% 2,433 4.8% 8,421 16,8% 45.229 90.0% 

Oregon 2,235 4.8% 3,044 6.6% 5,827 12.6% 11.106 24.1% 

Pennsylvania 10.329 7.2% 10,171 7.1% 18,693 '13.0% 39.193 27.1.% 

"R"ho::."",":.. :::":::',::.od::. ______ O 0.0.')::& _______ 1,0 16 _______ 8::..::.4"::% ________ 1"-,':.:1O::3 _____ ~1_"'1 ,6% 2;1 j9 1~.?_%~~ 

South Cil .• c0::';::.na~--~2o:1,c, 3::6"-7 _______ "37-:.8"~"b ______ -"3,,,3;:;5"-9------~5,,. 9,,%~ ______ _'5:::. 0-::,"'0 _____ --:" ,,0.::.5
w
,,'o'---____ -c'C-0.:::6:-5t-:., ______ -::5"'.! c:],,~~--~ 

South Da~,otiol ° 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 170,313 45.2% 12.764 3.4% 35}14 9.5% 218)91 58.1% 

Utoh ° 00% 2,738 5.7% 3)72 7.9% 6,510 13.6% 

Vermont 2,908 44.9% 568 8.8% 646 10.0% 4,122 63.7% 

Virginia 12,501 12.5% 5,737 5.8% 7,168 7.2% 25.406 25.5% 

Washington 4,671 4.8% 4,454 5.5% 7,410 9.2% 16,535 20.5% 

West Virginia 9,586 45.8% 1,983 9.5% ,~.42c:9--------2~1-2,,%'--------cl:.:5":,<)c:9:.:8-- 76,5% 

"_w,,;':.:c.:oc:n':.:;n'--_______ 2:::4.:,8:.:7~8 ______ ~36~.~'%"-------~5~,4~4~7 ______ ~7~.9~%~ ______ :.:6~,4.:5"_9 ______ ~9~.4..:%"_ ______ ~3~6,~7~84'__ ____ ~5~3.3% 

vVyorTllng __________ ~O _________ O:;.~O%"_ ______ -'-'l ,""0~18=---______ 1:.:5:;.8'__%=__ ______ -'9-'4~8 ______ 14.7% 1,966 30.5% 

50 states 877,139 21.8% 244,041 6,1% 437,256 10.9% 1,558,436 38.8% 
------~~--------------~--------------~------------~~----------
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TABLE 6: 2006-2007 STATE PRE-K QUALITY STANDARDS ---------------------------
Comprehensive 
early learning 

standards 
Te<lcher 
has SA 

Speciali~ed 

training 
in pre-K 

Assistant 
teacher 

has CDA 
or eqUiv. 

At least 
15 hrs/yr 
in-service 

Maximum 
class size 

$; 20 

Vision, hearing. 
Staff-child health, and 
ratiO 1:10 one support At least 
or better service one meal 

Site 
visits 

Quality 
Standards 

Checklist Sum 
2006-2007 

Alabama "" .;' t/ ..... 01 0/ tI t/ ..... ..... 10 

Arizona tI' ......... '" 4 

Arkansas t/ v.... tI tI t/ t/ .... .... 9 

California ..... II II tI' 4 
cC~o~lo~'~a~d~o~-----------------------------v~----------------~/---------v---------vc---------------------------v-------- S 
Connecticut.... t/ v tI' t/ v' 6 

Delaware .... tI' II..... t/ t/ ..... t/ 8 

Florida to" .....",.." 4 

Georgia tI' "" .... II" II' .... ...... '" 8 

Illinois ......... '" tI tI' .... t/ v' v 9 

Iowa ..... t/ tI' t/ 5 

Kansas t/ v' t/ 3 

Kentucky 11'..... t/ t/ t/ tI' '" 8 

Louisiana (8g) 11'.... tI' '" t/ to" v' 7 

Louisiana (LA4/SP) '" t/ t/ II' t/ '" t/ tI' 8 

Louisiana (NSECD) t/.... v' '" t/ t/ t/ t/ 8 

Maine tI' '" '" 4 

Maryland ..... .......... .................... 7 

Massachusetts ..... "" "" "" "" "" 6 

Michigan ..... ..... "" "" "" "" 6 

Minnesota..... ""!iF !iF "" "" "" "" 8 

Missouri .......... "" "" "" "" "" 7 

Nebraska ..... ..... ""..... "" "" ""..... 8 
Nevada .......... "" "" "" "" ..... 7 

New Jersey (Abbott)..... ..... "" !iF "" "" ..... 01' ..... 9 .c:.:::~=<-'cc===-_____' __ _'_ __ -'--_____ "___ _ _____' __ __'__ __ ~ __ '__ ____________ _ 
New Jersey (ECPA) 01' ..... 01' to" 01 01' 6 

New Jersey (ELlI) ..... ..... to" !iF to" to"..... to" 8 

New Mexico (COP) ""..... to" to" 4 

CN~e~w~M_e=x~i=cO~(P~'~e~K=I----~v---------=v-------=v--------~-------Cv _______ _=v _______ =v _______ ~v _______________ v 9 
New York (TPK) "" to" to" to" to" __ '-v _____ v ____ v _______ B __ _ 

New York (UPK) "" to" to" to"..... to" 6 

North Carolina to" to" 01' to" "" to" ..... to" to" 10 

Ohio "" to" ..... to" 4 

Oklahoma "" to"..... to" "" to" ..... 01' ..... 9 

Oregon to"..... ..... to" ..... to" ..... 7 

Pennsylvania (EABG) to" 5 

Pennsylvania (HSSAP) ..... 7 

Pennsylvania (SBPK)............... 5 
-,--c-'-::-'---c-=-c-'----'-----'----------'---------------- --------
South Carolina (4K) ..... to" ___ =v _______ v ____ -=v _________ v~ ______ v~___ v ___ 9 ___ _ 

South Carolina (COEPP) ..... ..... "" to" ___ v'--______ ~v _____ __'_v ___ 7 __ 

Tennessee v 

v 

v 

v 
..... "" 01' to" to" ..... 9 

Texas 

Vermont (PFP·ADM) 

Vermont (EEl) 

Virginia 

Washington 

West Virginia 

'vVisccnsin (4K) 

I//isconsir. (HdSt) 

Totals 41 27 36 11 37 41 ---

v 

v 

42 

4 

7 

6 

7 

9 

7 

v 5 
------6 

r lCl~. ;:'I.,<~~. ,~~ '"j". "l~;'c. ind,cnil. ~.l,ss"'·I~»'. ;,lunt~"J. I, ..... ho'''flSh''". '·:'jr:h Da~OI . ~'hcd" '.IJr1d. S()"n, D".Q!." U:"". "r.O ::i,;""r';j "re nc: FrtCI,.lj.,C ,,., lr·~ ·.rlb:~ r.c :Ju<;~ ·,r <:, .~: 
m;t !~nd $1.1:,' p,,!~ir.de'gd':er1 m;II.1t.,,", 
Cll~d m~,k~.n 9'·''"'' ~I'Q'" ru", pcli<:y (nJ" . .J~s ~r.ec .. ·,,,- w,~t' .. )-,i': :'OY.-X07 ~d1,:d :,eJ( 
F,;( P1l0'~ d,;tJ,ls ;,bout quJI,ly s:J~dJ'C!1 ,,(lei t·,n(hrnM~ I. \~" th~ I'OJCm.1p to t~'" S:~\<! P,c.fd .. PJ~e.\ 
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TABLE 7: RANKINGS OF STATE PRE-K RESOURCES PER CHILD ENROLLED ---------------------------
Resources rank State $ 
based on per child enrolled 
state spending State enrolled in pre-K 

1 New Jersey $10,494 

2 Oregon $7,853 

3 Connecticut $7,707 

4 Minnesota $7,251 

5 Delaware $6,745 

6 Washington $6,010 

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 M'len"lgan $4,167 

15 Georgia $4,111 

16 Massachusetts $3,681 

17 Virginia $3,577 

18 California $3.486 

19 Kentucky $3.474 

20 New York $3.454 

21 Oklahoma $3.433 

22 Illinois $3,322 

23 Nevada $3,322 

24 Wisconsin $3,178 

25 New Mexico $2,975 

26 Iowa $2,966 

27 Maryland $2,918 

28 Texas $2,836 

29 Kansas $2,596 

30 Vermont $2,577 

31 Missouri $2,540 

32 Ohio $2,515 

33 Arizona $2,379 

34 Florida $2,335 

35 Nebraska $2,273 

36 Colorado $2,047 

37 Maine $1,877 

38 South Carolina $1,600 

No Program Alaska $0 

No Program Hawaii $0 

No Program Idaho $0 

No Program Indiana $0 

No Program Mississippi $0 

No Program Montana $0 

No Program New Hampshire $0 

No Program North Dakota $0 

No Program Rhode Island $0 

No Program South Dakota $0 

No Program Utah SO 
No Program Wyoming $0 

. Calc.ll.Hivn~ of per.cho1d s:ate ~perdong ,r. f'erns;'I\aoia ",(I",j", :I-,~ E,\BG and HSS,\? prog'rlm<; 0"ly, C,,';J"~e :r.~ Sd'col Gal"'! P,,,,·'; program dId nc: prO',id" ,,,fermal1en ~" !p",od"'9 

rOI cdJ,ls abo!.! how thes,,! gc.res ,'.",re cakLdJled. "Hl :h .. l,'dhoJolcgy sectIon Jod POJdrr,~p \0 Ihe St.:" rrc1J~ P~ges 
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TABLE 8: RAN KINGS OF ALL REPORTED RESOURCES PER CHILD ENROLLED ---------------------------Is the program 
Resource rank All reported $ sufficiently funded Additional 
based on all per child enrolled Estimate of per to meet the NIEER per child 
reported spending State enrolled in pre-K child spending" benchmarks? funding needed 

1 New Jersey $10.494 $4,947 H Yes $0 

2 Connecticut $9,577 $8,828 F Yes $0 

3 Iowa $8,966 $3,667 H Yes $0 

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

Quality 
benchmark 

total 

8.5 
o 

5 

5 North CdrolinCl $7 A01 $7,577 F Yes $0 10 

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

7 Arkansas $7,194 $6,607 F Yes $0 9 
~8--------------------~A~I,~b-,-m-'---------$~6~.9~3~1~-------$~7~.O~3~3~F~--------~~~e-s----------~$~O~-----------,0 

9 Nebraska $6,868 $3.704 H Yes $0 8 

10 Delaware $6,745 $4.454 H Yes $0 8 

11 Oklahoma $6,731 $3,682 H Yes $0 9 

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

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

14 Washington $6,010 $4,548 H Yes $0 9 

15 Virginia $5,633 $8.689 F No $3,056 7 

16 Pennsylvania $5,519 $4,173H Yes $0 5.9 

17 Tennessee $5,295 $7,378 F No 5;>,083 9 

18 Louisiana $5,275 $6,960F No 51,685 7.8 

19 Wisconsin $4,665 $4,156 H Yes $0 5.1 

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

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

22 Georg'la $4,114 $7,882 F No 53,768 8 

23 Massachusetts $3,998 $4,765 H No $767 6 

24 Maine $3,575 $3,656 H Yes $0 4 

25 California $3.486 $4,801 H No S1,316 4 

26 New York $3.454 $4.899 H No $1,,1,15 6.5 

~2~7--------------------~J112in~~~·s~--------$~3~.~32=2~-------$~4~.5=2~O~H~ ________ ~N~,~) __________ ~I~l.~1~98~----------9------
28 Nevada $3,322 $4,357 H No Sl,03J 

29 Colorado $3,194 $4,200 H No $1,006 

30 New Mexico $2,975 $3,841 H No $856 

31 Texas -$2,836 $4,333H No $1,497 

32 South Carolina $2,702 $3,947 H No S1.2'15 

33 Kansas $2,596 $3,705 H No 51,109 

34 Vermont $2,577 $3,704 H No Sl,127 

35 Missouri $2,540 $3,961 H No 51,.121 

36 Ohio $2,515 $4,194H No 51.680 

37 Arizona $2,379 $4,012 H No 

38 Florida $2,335 $4,055 H No 51,720 

No Program Alaska $0 $4,157 H No SJ.157 
.'----

5 

8 

<I 

8.7 

3 

68 

4 

4 

4 

NA 
No Program Hawaii $0 $4,148 H No $il,1 t,=8 __________ ~~~IA~ ____ _ 
No Program Idaho _________ --'$,,0'--_____ $3.526 H N,~ S2,520 NA 

No Program Indiana SO 53,889 H no 53.869 NA 

No Program Mississippi SO 53,637 H No S3,637 NA 

No Program Montana SO S3,2.!O H No S3.2,10 NA 

No Program New Hampshire $0 $4,076 H No '£,1,076 NA 

No Program North Dakota $0 $3,511H I"Jr:; 53,Si1 NA 
No Program Rhode Island -----~$~0:------------I:,~,.~"~2~5~H-:----------~I·~'o---------- 5:',,·1)5 NA 
~~----------~~~------~------~~~-----~--------~ ~------~--
No Program South Dakota $0 $3,331 H No 53,331 NA 

No Program Utah SO S'kOl? H f'lA 

S3.545 No Program Wyoming ::c-;:;;-=-:--;-;--:-S~0_c----_cc;c~$':-3':.5:__"-'5_:;Hc__c----_,_C"C'_:Jo_;_c . 
• For <J~ch s:i.l:". d iull'{jJy es:.mate IF) or ~ali-dJ) ",t.mate (H) .~i p,"h:nrld ~per),j"t9 '-.JS "St,d. b.]5ed ,)rl d .... or-N": "9 l<.:h"dlJl~ of :h," ":.1:,, P(t)·r.,: D'(;,]'am For «J:'~\ "'J' -r:"'Jlt'C h.11~. i,,11 
JnJ "Jlf·,ia)" prc.~""n~ . .l hJ:f·d,J} "s:,m.l:e NJ, 9€r"'fall~ Ls .. d. 5:":,,, "s:"nJ:c's "~r~ (en,:,,,r:",, !r,,"· " "J:lOnJr ('~t"nil:" "d,uSl" ~ lu! .:Jtc' ~ost vi t"C:"~dll"" '~'r."',.r.~~s. I r" n.;t.cnal "S("".;,;" ... ~s 
,;b:amed :'cm Caul:. 0 :,l<1d·",II.;" ..... /,Ij,J,~.~. E .. L:e"{. J .. 30. SOlol '''d. O. f~))7). t.1e"O''''slul Ir.,~stn"'f1t~ 111 P/e·r:. ES1"!lJI.n~; th .. Per· Child Costs ot QUJI'I)' Pr')9' ~m;. '.\jJ~h'''9t'J'', CC. Ins'.,:":,, ~r.r 
'l/()!n"n's PcI,(y Rc'se.lrch Th., ,;,1te ('J51 'n<l .... " .. IS CblJ,w,d from. TJylof. l. ,~ Fowl .. " 'N. (XI'...c). r, <:c"'pJr )bl" WJ8fol JPPfQJdl :0 '}"Qg'd~h,.: cost ddll.JS:I1l~'l1 'Nas~.''',"tcn, DC IE:>. uS D"pdf1"'"m 
.")1 Ed".:a~lc". -
For d"tJ,is db,),.: how :h"s"" / sur ... s '· .... re caico,ia:"J, ~"''' Ii'." !.1"lh'Jd<ck)9Y ~"c:..cn ,,~oj RcaJrn.lp 10 :h" S;Jt\' ;o,di ... Pil~"'~ 
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TABLE 9: STATE PRESCHOOL SPENDING DURING 2006-2007 AND CHANGES FROM 2005-2006 ---------------------------STATE TOTAL STATE PRESCHOOL SPENDING STATE SPENDING PER CHILD 

Total st;]te Change in total Change in total State Change in spending Change in spending 
preschool spending from 2005· spending from 2005· spending per child from 2005- per child from 2005-

spending in 2006 to 2006-2007, 2006 to 2006-2007, per child in 2006 to 2006-2007, 2006 to 2006-2007, 
2006-2007 Nominal dollars Adjusted dollars 2006-2007 Nominal dollars Adjusted dollars 

Alabama $5,369,898 $1,043,848 $866,480 $5,056 $840 $667 
~A~la=sk=a~----------~~$~O~~----~~$O~=-------~~$~O~----------~$~O=---~-----~$~O~---------- $0 

Arizona $12,077,496$180,992 -5683,590 $2,379 $83 -$11 

Arkansas $58,775,935 $1,618,656 92'1,792 $4,316 -$519 -$718 

California $295,104,549 $29,086,515 $18,179,776 $3,486 $144 $7 

Colorado $28,965,099 $5,371 ,555 $4,404,220 $2,047 $138 $60 

Connecticut $65,755,670 $13,265,480 $11,113,382 $7,707 $606 $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 -528 

Hawaii $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Idaho $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Illinois $283,020,0Cl0 $45,069,419 $35,313,'l45 $3.322 $24 '51 I I 

Indiana $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

lowo $6,800,000 $0 -$278.800 $2,966 $37 -$83 

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 $126 -$79 

Maine $4,247,915 $503,332 $349,804 $1,877 $84 $10 

Maryland $74,910,729 $31,641,363 $29,867,319 $2,918 $1,131 $1,058 

Massachusetts $65,816,357 $3,026,395 $452,007 $3,681 $62 -$87 

Michigan $90,850,000 $6,000,000 $2,521,150 $4,167 $234 $72 

Minnesota $19,100,000 $77,025 -$702,917 $7,251 $48 -$247 
-- ~-

Mississippi $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Missouri $12,631,001 $501,731 $4,430 $2,540 -$91 -$199 

Montana $0 SO $0 $0 $0 $0 

Nebraska $3,677,596 -52,875 ·5153,li4 $2,273 -$209 -$311 

Nevada $3,152,479 $120,307 -54.011 $3,322 $206 $78 

New Hampshire $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

New Jersey $477,<166,737 $21,623.489 $2,933,916 $10,494 $640 $236 

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 -$581202 

North Carolina $84,635.709 $25,378.472 $22,948,925 $4,712 $821 $661 

North Dakota $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Ohio $19.002,195 $0 -$77'1,090 $2,515 $169 $73 

Oklahoma $118,003,070 $5,650,099 $1,0,t3.627 $3,433 $69 -%9 
~O~ce~g~o~n~--------~$~2~7~,000~,0~00~----~-:\~6~50~,OOO~---------~5~,,~,8~3~,6~50~--------~$~7,~85~3~~------c-\~78~-----------

Pennsylvania $55,648,261 $16,217,272 $14,600,601 $5,519 $439 $131 

~_o(_le_l_sl<_,nc!.._ $0 $0 ____ ~$::..O ___ ~ _________ $0 $0 \0 
Scuth Clrciin;l $34,7,17,8-1,1 $12,915,11]() $i2,020,026 $1,1)()) '£5":5 

!O:-'----~· $0 $0 $0 $0 !O 
1 ... 70 

South Dakota 

Tenn,:ossec $S5,C()(),0Xl $20,000,000 518,565,000 $4,168 $106 -SW 

Te>,s $532,687,148 148,977,816 $29,145,733 $2,836 $183 $74 

Utah $0 $0 $0 $0 10 $0 

Vermont $10,206,693 $611,484 $218,080 52,577 $138 $38 

Ijirginia $44.713,471 $6.19'1,597 $4,615,323 53,577 $181 542 

~W~a~sh~.in~g~to~n~ ________ :'~3~5,~08~3~,000~----~~$888,0~4::..8 ________ ~-=S5~1::..2.~9=45:----------=$~6~,0=10~------~$=12=5-----------=-$~1=16~ __ _ 
West Virginia $,17,338,791 $6,827,781 S5, i66,830 $4,441 -S:3B -527,1 

Wisconsin 181,012,500 $11,'lOO,OCO $8,545,889 53,178 $70 ,!57 

I,Vyomlng SO $0 $0 SO SO ,0 
50 stotes ____ 1_3,_724,382,129 $466,645,837 $333,078,649 $3,642 $175 $32 

22 

4748 



WHAT QUALIFIES AS A STATE PRESCHOOL PROGRAM? 

-=- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ----=-
OUf Yearbook focuses on state-funded preschool initiatives meeting these criteria: 

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

• The initiative serves children of prekindergarten age, usually 3 andlor 4. Although initiatives in some states 
serve broader age ranges, programs that serve gn1: 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 coordinated and integrated with the subsidy system for child care. 

• The initiative is.a.c..t primarily designed to serve children with disabilities but may include children with 
disabilities. 

• State supplements to the federal Head Start program are considered to 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 difficult 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 I funds are used at the local level and the extent to which 
they are spent on prekindergarten. Another challenge involves tracking total state spending for child care, 
using a variety of availabte sources, such as CCDF dollars, 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-USEDIN-THIS-REPORT- - - - - -- ----

Children considered to be 3 years old during the 2006-2007 school year are those who were eligible to 
enter kindergarten two years later, during the 2008-2009 school year. Children considered to be 4 years 
old during the 2006-2007 school year were eligible to enter kindergarten one year later, during the 2007-
2008 school year. Children considered to be 5 years old during the 2006-2007 school year were already 
eligible for kindergarten at the beginning of the 2006-2007 program 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 purposes 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 reported data differently. In such cases we adjusted data to ensure comparability across program years. 

The bar graphs are followed by a narrative describing the main features of the state's initiative, with details 
such as the initiative's 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 originaJly 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 4M year-old population enrolled in the state's prekindergarten program 
(Access Ranking-4s) 

• The percentage of the state's 3-year-oJd population enrolled in the state's prekindergarten program 
(Access Ranking-3s) 

• State expenditures per child enrolled in the program (Resources Ranking-State Spending) 
• All reported expenditures per child enrolled in the program, including local and federal spending 

as well as state spending (Resources Ranking-All Reported Spending) 

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

Information for states that have more than one prekindergarten initiative IS presented slightly differently Jnd 
is explained in the individual state profiles. Louis'lana, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, 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 leh blank, and 
the table on the quality standards is omitted. However, these profiles provide information on special education 
enrollment, federally funded Head Start enrollment, and state-funded Head Start enrollment. 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 information contained in data tables on the state profile pages 
and explai,n why these elements are important. Data in the tables are for the 2006-2007 program year, except 
when noted. 

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

Data on the hours of operation (hours per day and days per week) and operating schedule (academic or 
calendar year) are shown as additional measures of access. Parents working full time may find it difficult to 
get their children to and from a program that operates only a few hours a day. The number of hours children 
participate in preschool also matters for other reasons-for example, it can infl,u~ence how much impact a 
program has on children's development and learning. 

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

Two Access pie charts illustrate the percentages of 3.year-olds and 4-year-olds in the state enrolled in the 
state prekindergarten initiative, special education, and Head Start. The remaining children are categorized 
as enrolled in "Other/None." These children may be enrolled in another type of private or publicly funded 
program (e.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 one program, although there is no way to determine the extent to 
which this occurs. Therefore, the proportion of children enrolled 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 progmms, especially 'Nhcn scriing dis<idvimtaged 
children, but is not intended as an exhaustive catalog of all features of a high-quallty 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 too high.! Currently, 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.2 

Four of the items we use to gauge the quality of state prekindergarten programs involve teacher credentials 
and training. State pre-K policies are evaluated based on whether programs reqUire teachers to have a bachelor's 
degree 3; whether they reqUire teachers to have specialization in pre-K education3; whether they require 
assistant teachers to have at least a Child Development Associate (CDA) or equivalent credential 4; 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 children's learning. 

Class size and staff-child ratios are also emphasized in the Quality Standards Checklist. States are expected to 
limit class sizes to 20 at most", and to have no more than 10 children per teacher.' With smaller classes and 
fewer children per teacher; children have greater opportunities for interaction with adults and can receive more 
individualized attention. The importance of class size and staff-child ratios in determining the quality of programs 
has been confirmed by several studies. 

1 Reynolds, A., Temple, J .. Robertson. D., & Mann. E. (2002). Age 21 cost-benef,t analysis of the Title I Chic~go Child Parent C{'nters. Education Evaluation and Policy 
Analysis. 24. pp. 267-303. Belfield, C. NorE'S, M .. 8arnett. S .. & Schweinhart. L. (200&). The High/Sccpe Perry Prt'school Program: Cost-ben"fit '1nalysis using da!a 
from th~ agl;'-<10 follow-up. Journal of Human Resources <11 (1); ,62-190 

( Temple, J., & Reynolds, A. (2007). 8enef,ts and costs of investments in preschool "ducation: Evidence from the Child-Parent Centers and related p,ograms 
f"conomics ofEducarion Re~iew, 26, 126-14<1. Bar"et!, 'N.S., & 8elf'eld. C (2006). Early chi\dhood de.el.;pment ana SOCial mcb;(",ty. F"fure o(C!;.loren. 
16 (2). 73-98 

3 f3 ased on a r\!~iew of *,e ev'dencE', a committee of th e Natlcnal Research Council rllcQmmendE'd that p"'s(hool teachers have a SA w<th speclali,at,cn in .. "ely 
childhood education. 80wman. B. T .. Dono·,an, M. S .. & 8urns. M. S. (Frl~) (2001). E:!gr:r to learn. EJ"carlllg o(.or preschoolers. Was~ingtQn, DC: Ndtional t'~ad"my 
Pre". [Ju .. ~hindi. M. R., Cr,er, D., Cldlcrd, R. M .. & Howes, C (2007). C", .. giver train,ng and d"ssroom qual.ty in (;"Id C.He cenrOlS. Appl''-'d Deve:opmem.J1 SCn"Ilee, 
6, 2-11. 8drnel!, W. S. 12003). Better teach"r~, b.·tter preschools: Stud~nt "chi ... em~nt I;n~ed to teach", qLJ~I'/,cal,on5. Pf",school PQI,cy Matte'5. 2 New Bfur.s ...... j(~, 
,'iJ: .'iJ(iQnal IrSitute for Eany Educat<on Pt'search. RLJlgets ljni·,ers,ty 'I/h,tpbao', M .. Howes. C. 3. Phdlip~, D. it 969). Who Cdre~? Child care ~Ncher5 and ~he 
q"~~:ty of care;o ;;m""e~ (finai repor. of Ire Nat:anal Child Care Staffing S~udy). OJkla~d, (.A: ':hild CHI'. £:mployee P:oject. 

~ P"lschool cla~1rooms t)fpieJII,' af" laugh: by :eam~ af a teacher Jna an ~ss.stJnt. Re't'arcil fcclJ~,ng speed,cally on Ire q<,al,f,c~t.ons ci ass,~:ant t~achers IS rMe, Out 
the J·,ailabl", "v.dence po,nts 10 a relat'onship between assistant leacher qual,f,cations J~d tea,hing qual,ty. There '5 mueh e',idenee on the edu'-.ol~ional impof'".olnee 
of the q,-,.M,eat,ons of teach,ng litaff generally Bowman I!! al.I2001). B"rchinal et al. (2002). 8arret! (2003). Wh'teboak et al. (;989). The CDA hal been 
reccmmended to prepare assis:a~t teachers "",",0 are begin~ing J career path to beccme teachers rather thar. permar.ent assistants. Kagan, S. L.. & Cohen. N. E. 
(1997). No! by chance: Creating an early c .. re and educaricn syst{'m fer Amer,cJ's ell.ldren ~;"br.dged report] Ne ... H,JYen, C;; 8ush ((>nle' in Chid De·,~~op-r.i)nt 
and SOCIal Policy, Yale Un;·",rs'ty 

5 Good t .. ache,s are ar;';vely ~n9aged in tl-: ... " cont,n~lflg prdess'oflal de .. ,,',opmen· .. Bo ..... man et al. (2oo 1). Fred". E. C. (1998). PrLoSchool pmgram qual,t;· In r:,og'ams 
for .;;hildren in pa\erty In 'N. S. Barnett & S. S. Bocced (Eds.). c:."ly CJre .md edu(:>:,oll for ch,ldren on PC~d("fy PrOnt's.,s. progr,lfllS . . 1f1U /o':g-tf!r'n resl,ltslpo 77-
98). ;'lb.1ny. ~:y. SU;'IY PreIS. 'I.'h,t~boc~ el al. (j "80) fo"r.u :l1at :eJch"s re(e,v"'g f·"), .. :11~r' ; 5 -QL', oi :1;"'"n9 "",,! tn,),,, a"proc"~:,! I.JQ~-:'" "",I., '_;,H;"F~ 
,,olh chlo.:i,~r..n th~" !.;oac~",'l prac:,ce~. 

Tr.l ;"'pCI:ar.et.' ai dlSS '>,"~ r.a5 i::e{'n ':/;>r'onst'al .. d for both p'"school amJ ~,nd€'g~rten. A clJs\ S,Z.;o cf 20 i. larg." :h<l11 :h., cla'>s '''d 5r:C'"'' .n r.-anJ· programs 
IC prod~ce l;,r9" gJins tQ' d,sad~ar.:"ged ch,ldren. Barnett, W. S. (1998\. LOrlg·:erm eifecrs on cogr .• :.·,,, o<!vei<"Jp", .. "t dnd SChool succeSs. In W. S. 8arndt~ & S. S. 
Booco6. (Ed~.l. Early car .. Jnd edLc.ltIOn (or ';;,,/dren ,n pOHmy. Proml5es. pro9rJm~, .10.;1 10"9_1erm r"sub r~p 11_14). Alba~y. NY. SUN', Prvss. So· .... '''an ", .11. 
I~OO1). F"ln, 1. D. 12002). (Ias'dize reduel.on ", grad.!s K-3. In A Molnar (Ed.). School refarm prcpcsals: Th<! r.,search e\ic:<!nce (pp n--!8). Gr,,~~\",ich. CT' 
Inlorma;,.Jr1 ,\gc PI'I:::I:.liling. Fr"d~ (1'198). NICHD Edll} (h,ld Ca,~ ReseMch .':elwor~. P',99) Chid O,,:CQ1'"~S '"hen chila .-.;rp ~""~~I da'~tls ""~ ... : r~c,",n"i,,,,,,,-,,,,, 
~tandJrds ior Ol<al,t, :"'''·~·cJn JOL·rn;..1 of P,;bl,c He'llrh. ao. 1072- i077. Nattt)nal ,\~soc,a:ion for th~ EdLC;3t>C;n of Young Chikj,.m. (20GS) .',:'f'lC .. ",Iv C!:"Uh'J<)d 
progr,.m ~rand,Jfds and dccr~d,:arion crtferlJ. '.'I.Jshing[Cn, DC Author. 

1 ;; '''''g .. I,!,~rat"fe <!stijbl".s~~s "r.kas~s be:'t,e"n s~aif-(h,lci r'llio. program q"dl.t~, .. r.d cn,ld uutcomes. A IJt.o o( 1.10'5 ~m~I:<!r :h~n ,n p'cgrJms tMl have 
demor.,>trJted large g.;.ns for j'S"dVdr.1aged chdci'"n and.s th., 10wpsI (fe'"e,: number of teachers p~r ch.ld) genl-"aily .JC(.oP;E'd by p,ofess;cnal Gc,n,an. Barnen 
Ii 098). Bov,rnJn ~t al. 12001). fl~d{' (i 998). r'I(HD E~fll Ch,ld CarE' Rd5CJrch neMor' (1999). rial,cnal "'~Sac,d(.on for th" Education 'Jj ~'Our'9 (11,;dr"n (2005). 
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Early learning standards are critical to quality,S because they offer programs guidance and ensure that they 
cover the full range of areas essential to children's learning and development. States should have comprehensive 
early learning standards covering all areas identified as fundamental by the National Education Goals Panel 9_ 

children's physical weJl·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 TO; vision, hearing, and health screenings 
and referrals 11 ; and additional parent involvement opportunities such as parent conferences, or support services 
such as parent education. 12 These items are included because preparing children for success in school involves 
not only their cognitive development but also their physical health and social/emotional 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 include an indicator of whether states are 
taking steps to monitor programs' implementation 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. 13 

B (!;rrer.t praetic" toO f'~quently ur1de'e~v"'a!es children's capab;l,t;e, 10 learn d~rr.,g the preschool yearS, Clear and approp,iate expectation, for leJrnrn9 ilr1d 
d ..... "lepmer1t across all domarn~ Me essentiJI to an educatlc""liy effect;· .... pr"school pregram. 80 ..... ma" et al. {lOC:). Frede (1998). Ker.dall. J. S. 1I:(I'J2). Set:in9 
s:and.lrd, i., early ch,:dhood .. O"';';I;on. EduCil!iol1al LeJdersh,p to,?). 64-68 

9 :-.J a'.lor.,,1 {;<:!uc.ltron Goal s Panel. (1?9 ·,l. The Goal J T .. dwieJI PIJfln.1l9 S,,'bgrol,p r"pLirt on school re"d,nes5. 'Nashlng:on. DC A uther. 

;')Geod r:U:r.:Lon .s ~sser,:,JI ior hc.;lth)-· brilln df',t'lopnH!n1 and 10' chIldren', le""'r:1g. Shc"~\l:r. J. P .. & Phrlf.p,. D. "'.IEd5). {lOOO). From trCLrer., W n"'9'JUOfhoods. 
Thll SI:."."C" oi ,'Jrly chIldhood d ..... "lopmp.nr. ':.'a~rm9tor" DC. N'l\.onal ,",<:ddemy Prf'SS. 

\ 1 F;;, SClr"t' chddf<'n. !-,'t';(hQoI P'c.' dt's :he !"I: 0PPOI~LI":y :.~ delt'':l · .. i"nn, r'"o·'f'g. Jrd ~cJ:;h p'l)t~",n'" (h~( '''J, ~rnpd;' J .:f'.I<:·, I"drnlng .me d"·"'iop',-enl. ,h •• 
<.lI,p,,<!L""i sf'l<::,,:d ncr be ""i~"d ... ~ .. ,s"ls. S J .. 8. A:k,n'i·Burnt'l1. S. ';OOC). n" ,,1~r")en!1 of ~arly eh,lrlhood J55,'SSnlen:. Ir. J. P. Sh(ln~ofi & $ J. M" s~,I$ (Ees.). 
H,wdh=. of (!iJr!y chll'1hocd .I1: .. r..-enllon (pp. 731-257;. tJ~w York: Cdmbr.dge Un"ler~ll)- P'",5. 

13 Monrtor,r.g 01 prcgr<lHl qu~I'ly and e~terna' acco"nt~od,ty for p .. -K ~'e e~sent;.ll components of program staf'dards. Bowrrdn et al. j2OJI) 27 
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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 applicable), 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 level for its prekindergarten initiative may 
have a low per·pupil spending level jf it enrolls a large number of children. As a result, 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. Djfferent 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 initiati'Je. While TANF funds afe 

federal dollars, it is the state's decision to devote these funds to prekindergarten as opposed to other purposes. 
Finally, data on the amounts of local and federal pre·K funds used are included in the bar chart when available. 
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ACCESS -----------------------Total state program enrollment. 

School districts that offer state program. 

Income requirement.. 

Hours of operation. 

Operating schedule ". 

Special education enrollment ... 

Federally funded Head Start enrollment ... 

State-funded Head Start enrollment. 

........ Number of children in state pre-K program 

.. .. Percentage of school districts in state where program is offered 
(may include programs not rrovided by district itself) 

.... Maximum family income for participants 

......... Hours per day Jnd days per week programs operate 

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

. ......... Number of 3- and 4-ycar-olds served by the Preschool 
Grants Program of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

...... Number of slots for 3- and 4-year-olds in 
Head Start funded with federal money 

.. Number of slots for 3- and 4-year-olds in 
Head Start funded with state money 

QUALITY STANDARDS CHECKLIST - ----- ---- -. - - - - - - - - - - - -
POLICY 

Early learning standards. 

Teacher degree ... 

Teacher specialized training 

Assistant teacher degree 

Teacher in-service. 

Maximum class size 
3-year-olds 
4-year-olds 

Staff-child ratio 
3-year-olds 
4-year-olds 

Screening/referral and support services. 

STATE PRE·K REQUIREMENT 

. ... National Educat"lon Goals Panel content areas covered by state learning 
standards for preschool-age children must be comprehensive 

..... Lead teacher must have a SA, at minimum 

. ....... .lead teacher must have specialized training in a pre-K area 

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

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

...... Maximum number of children per classroom must be 20 or lower 

..... lowest acceptable ratio of staff to children in classroom 
(e.g., maximum number of students per teacher) must be 1: 1 a or better 

. ..... Screenings and referrals for vision. hearing, ilnd health must be required; 
at least one additional support service must be provided to families 

. .. At least one meal must be required daily Meals .. 

Monitoring. . ...... Site visits must be used to demonstrate ongoing adherence to state program standards 

RESOURCES -------------------=-------------Total state pn:-K spending 

local m<ltch required?. 

State Head Start spending (when applicable) . 

State spending per child enrolled ._. 

All reported spending per child enrolled. 

.. Total state funds spent on state prc-K program 

. ... VJh"'thcr sLlte rcqu:res iocc:;1 providers to match state rnonet3ry 
contributions to program and amount of any required match 

. ........ Total state funds spent to supplement federal Head Start program 

. ... Amount of state funds spent per child participating in pre-K program 

. ...... .Amount of state. local, and federal funds spent 
per child participating in pre-K program 

29 
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GLOSSARY OF ABBREVIATIONS -------------------------AA 

BA 
BS 
CC 
CCDBG 
CCDF 
CD 
CDA 
COR 
DHHS 
DIBELS 
DOE 
EC 
ECE 
ECERS(-R) 
ECSE 
EE 
ELL 
ESL 
Exp. 
FPL 
FTE 
FY 
GED 
HdSt 
HSD 
IDEA 
IEP 
IFSP 
K 
LEA 
LEP 
MA 
MOE 
Mos. 

N-
NA 
NAEYC 
NelS 

NEGP 
p-

PIR 
Pre·K 
RFP 
SES 
SMI 
SpEd 
TA 
TANF 
T.E.A.C.H. 
USDA 

Associate of Arts 

Bachelor of Arts 

Bachelor of Science 

Child Care 

Child Care and Development Block Grant 

Child Care and Development Fund 

Child Development 

Child Development Associate credential 

Child ObselVation Record 

Department of Health and Human Services 

Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early literacy Skills 

Department of Education 

Early Childhood 

Early Childhood Education 

Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale (-Revised) 

Early Childhood Special Education 

Elementary Education 

English Language learner 

Engljsh as a Second Language 

Experience 

Federal Poverty level 
Full-time Equivalent 

Fiscal Year 

General Equivalency Diploma 

Head Start 

High School Diploma 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act 

Individualized Education Plan 

Individualized Family Service Plan 

Kindergarten 

local Education Agency 

limited English Proficiency 

Master of Arts 

Maintenance of Effort 

Months 

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

Not Applicable 

National Association for the Education of Young Children 

No Child Left Behind 

N<Jtional Education Goals Panel 

Denotes that the age range covered by a teaching license begins at preschool (e.g., P-4 "" preschool-grade 4) 

Program Information Report (Head Start) 

Prekindergarten 

Request for Proposal 

Socia-economic Status 

State Median Income 

Special Education 

Technical Assistance 

Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 

Teacher Education and Compensation Helps (T.E.A .. C.H Early ChikjhoQd~ Project) 

United States Dep;:irtment of Agriculture 
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Alaska 

PTIJ. 
cvcrychild. O/1e voice. 

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 
c. To secure adequate laws for the care and protection of children and youth 
d. To bring into closer relation the home and the school, that parents and 

teachers may cooperate intelligenlly 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 
rnust be a top funding priority. 

2. The Aiaska Legisiature must consider new, stable sources of revenue to fund 
education and initiate forward funding for education. This would enable school 
districts to initiate, improve upon and maintain educational prograrns 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 
prornotes 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 i '. 
administrative costs can be computed equitably, while showing nurnber of 
participants within the program for the fiscal period reported. 



o 

o ( 

) 

4758 

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

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

9. 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. 

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

E. EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION AND CHILD CARE 
The Alaska PTA supports legislation and regulations, which will: 

1. Support a comprehensive program to provide training for parents of all children from 
birth to age 5. 

2. Provide high-quality, developmentally appropriate preschool programs, for all 
children age 3-5 

3. Improve licensing for day care, preschool programs, and foster home parents to 
ensure high standards. 

4. Provide day care assistance to families in need to allow them to pay for quality 
programs. 

5. Support a statewide system of resource and referral centers to help parents find 
accessible, affordable, quality childcare. 

F. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 
The Alaska PTA supports legislation and regulations, which will: 

1. Provide opportunities for parent and community participation in all aspects of 
education, including input to the classified/certified employee's evaluation process. 

2. Allow volunteers to deduct from their federal tax return volunteer miles driven at the 
same rate as business usage. 

3. Include parents, community members, and educational profeSSionals in all aspects 
of student performance standards. 

4. Alaska PTA strongly supports and advocates for the development and 
implementation of the parental involvement policies of NClB that will: 

• Train Teachers and staff to apply the six standards of parenl involvement: 
1. Communicating 
2. Parenting 
3. Student Learning 
4. Volunteering 
5. School decision making and advocacy 
6. Collaborating with the community 

• Engage parents 
• Provide parents with clear and timely information about NClS 
• Develop effective advocates 

'i\ppnJ\"ed by !hl! Dl'kgar~s ufrhc ;\ia:-;ka PTA 2007 r\nnU8! COrl\'l.'lllio/l 
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Our view: Alaska needs a plan to make public schools better 
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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, only a third start college. 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, students, educators, university 
offiCials and others in a discussion about what's needed. 

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

A sampling of other goals: 

• Evaluating pre-school programs to make sure they're adequately preparing children for school. 

• Establishing a statewide telecommunications network, with equal access for all students. 

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

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

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

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

They need to be thought through. The list will 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-school, 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 
3uch abysmal graduation rates. 

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

4759 



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 low graduation rates, plummeting North Slope oil 
prices, proposals to build alternative energy projects, the gas pipeline. 

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

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

Print Page Close Window 
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A Valuable Investment 

By Abbe Hellsley, executive director, Best Begillllil1gs - as 
published ill our !Voven]iz.<:r 2Q1)8 E-new,>Jf1ter. 

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 ami 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 dUling the critical years 

.~ 

from birth to 5. When we build strong brains, we stoke educational achievement and workplace skills, both vital to a 
productive workforce and a strong and vibrant economy. Early learning contributes to the economy in two ways. It 
saves money by reducing crime, teen pregnancy, and welfare dependency. And it generates revenue by paving the way 
for higher educational attainment and a resulting increase in earning potential. 

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 &onomic 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 clitical 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 learning - it's everybody's business. 

Best, 

Abbe 

Abbe Hcnsley, executive director of Best Begillllillgs, IVas director o(outreach .I'l!n'icesjiJr the u.s. Departmellt o{ 
Educatioll-fullded PBS Ready To Leam Sen'ice. Prior to that, she worked IVith I!ducatiollal children's televisioll and 
community outreach at KAK1Vl ill Allchorage alld at WETA ill Washillgtoll, D.C She has sen,ed Oil the Alaska State 
Board ofEducutioll, as presidell! of the Alaska PTA, alld as vice president for leadership for National PTA. 
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Early Childhood Development: Economic 
Development with a High Public Return 

Art Rolnick 
Senior Vice President and Director of Research 

Rob Grunewald 
Regional Economic Analyst 

Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis 

Note: The fol/owing p"pcr was developed in March 
2003 with l\;1innesota audiences in mimi. However; the 
a1lthors subse'luemly discovered" high degree of inter­
est throughout the cOllntry in their research 011 the eco­
lIomics of early childhood development and the univer­
sality of tile issues discussed. This paper also motivated 
the October conference at the Alinneapolis Fed. 

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

Why thu case for publicly subsidizing private 
businesses Is flawed and misguided 

Over the last few years, the future of Minnesota's 
economy h,,, been called into question. The result­
ing debate illustrates how little is understood about 
the fundamentals that underlie economic develop­
ment. \Vhile many recognize the success of the 
.\Iinnesota economy in the past, they see a weaken­
ing in the foundalions of that success. Some point 
to the decline in corporate headquarters located in 
:'1innesotJ. Some point to the lack of funding for 
nt.!w st~Htup companks) partiLulJriy in the Jreas of 
high-tech Jnd biott'ch. Sume puint to the possible 
105s of prolcssional sports tt.\IJl1S. 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
icy makers 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 lhese subsidies is 
short-sighted and fundamentaUy flawed.' From a 
national perspective, jobs are not created-they are 
only relocated. From a state and local perspective, 
the economic gains are suspect because many 
would have been realized without the subsidies. In 
summary, what often passes for economic develop. 
ment and sound public investment is neither. 

If subsidizing private businesses Is the wrong way 
to promote Minnesota's economy. then what Is the 
right way? 

To answer this question, \,:e need to understand that 
unfettt'Ct:,d markets generally allocate scarCe resoun.:cS 
to their most productive use. Consequently, gov­
ernments should only intervene in markets when 
they fail. 

l\tarket lililurcs Gll1 occur for .l. variety of rea­
sons; two well-documented [,Iilurcs are goods that 
have external effects and those with public ,1Itrib­
utes. Unfetter!!d l1l<1rk~ts \ .... ill generally proJucc the 
wrong ,1InUllllt of slKh goods. EJtK<ltion has long 
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been recognized as ;\ good that has I.'xh::rnal t.'ffc(ls 
and public attributes. Without public support, the 
market \ .... ill yield too few educated workers ilnd too 
little bask rcscan.:h. This problem has long been 
understood in the United States Jnd it is why our 
government, Jt alJ levels, has supported public 
funding for educuion. (,\ccording to the 
Organization for Economic Cooperation and 
Development, for example, the United States in 
1999 ranked high on public funding of higher edu­
cation.1

) Nevertheless, recent studies suggest that 
one critiGd form of education, early childhood 
dcvdopment, or EeD. is grossly underfunded. 
However, if properly funded and man~gcd, invest­
mcnt in EeD yields an extraordinary return. far 
exceeding the return on most investments, private 
or public. 

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

Public funding of education has deep roots in 
U.S. history. John ,\dams, 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 
been educating children in the United States eva 
since. Touay over 85 percent of U.S children arc 
educated in publicly funded schools. John Adams 
argued for public funding of education because he 
realized the importance of cduc'ltt'd voters to the 
\'\'t:ll-bcing of J democracy. \Ve suspect that he also 
understood the cconomic bt.'ndlls that flow to the 
gt'IH.'r;..d public. 

Invl'Sfflll'nt in human capital brt:cds economic 
succe:;s not only for Ihost' bL'ing edue,IIt'd, but ;lIso 
(or thl' ()\cr.dl L'CUlhJJl1Y. Clearly lod,I!" the market 
rl'lllf/1 to l'dU(,llioll is :;cnding;l strong sign.d. Prior 
to IYHJ, Ihe \.;agc:s of a worker with an lII1dcrgradu­
,It\.? dl'gITt.' l'XCl'l,d ... ,d a \\ol'ker with a high school 
tkgrt'l' by roughly·tO PL'I'(l'Ilt. Currently, th;)1 di(j~'r­
L'IlCt' is dusL' tu 60 percent. Th~ wage prl'mium ti)j' 
;Ill ild\,;1I1Ct'J dcgi'l'l' h,15 gnl\\,11 t'\'l'll /l1orl'. Prior 10 
1<),'15, thl' '.V.lgl':> of ,\ \\'urh'l' \vilh ,I gr,ltiuilil' lkgrt'l' 

l'X(l'l'lkd {host.' (If ,I \\'orkcl' '.vidl ,I high s .. :h!)ul 
,kgn:L' h;' l'ullghly (lO p'..-'r,xnL Tod,\:', dl.lllJifJ~'rell(l' 
i'i0\L'f lJ)!} pn .... l'l1t. 

Minnt'sota represeIlts il good eX;ll1lpk oflhL' (,.'co­
nomic bcnefits that flow from educiltion. Evidt.'llce 
is dear that our stale has one of Ihe most succcssful 
cconomies in the country Ik'C;}USC it has Ollt.' of the 
most educated workforces. In 2000. almost il third 
of persons 25 and older in Minnesota held at least 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 economIc case for public lunding of earl~ 
childhood development 

Knowing that we need a highly educated work­
force. however. does not tdl us where to invest 
limited public resources. Policymakers must 
identify the educational investments that yield 
the highest public returns. Here the literature is 
clear: Doll .. lfs invested in ECD yield t'xtraordi­
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, languugc, 
motor skj1Js. adaptive skills and social-emotional 
functioning. the child is more likely to succeed in 
school ,1I1d later contribute to society: However. 
without support Juring these early years, a child is 
more likely to drop out of school, receive w'dfare 
benefits Jnd commit crime. 

A well-managed and well-funded early child­
hood devciopment program, or ECDP, provides 
such support. Cunl'nl ECDPs indudl' home visits 
JS wdl as center-based progLli1lS to supplement dnd 
enhance thc ability of p;ll'eJ1ts to provide .1 sulid 
IlJundalion lf1r theirchildrl·/l. SUI1lL' ha'.·l· bCl'1l initi­
;\kd un ,I brgL' sc;lll..', such ;\s kdnaily funded I-k~ld 
Stilrt, while other slll;!lI-scak Illodd programs /w\'c..' 
bl..'Cll implel11l..'lltcd Jo(aily, sUllletimt'} wilh rl..'lati\'l'­
ly high le\'l'Is of funding per pMtkipant. 

The qUl'stiun \\Il' ;lddl'l'sS is whet/lL'r the Cunt'llt 

{(Illtiing of [CDPs is high L'nollgh. \Vc Illolkl' I ill' C,ISt.' 

thllt it is not, and th;\! Illl' hl'llclits ,\(hic',ll'd fmm 
ECDPs br l'x(cl'd their (usts. Il1d ... , ... ,d, '.V\.? lInd 1/1,(/ 
thl' reI urn tu ECDPs f;ll' ... '.\I.. ... .'l·ds Ihl' return ()lIlll!)! 

projL'Lts th:1t ,Ire curn:ndy "lJ!l~kd ,\., l·(rlll!)tlli..­
dC\l'Illptlll·nt. 

Xi 
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Many of the initial studies of ECDPs found littl~ 
improvcment; in particular, Iht:'y found only short­
(cl'm improVL'I1lcllts in cognitive test sCOres. Often 
children in carly childhood programs would post 
improvements in IQ relative to nonparticipants, 
only to sec the IQs of nonparticipants catch up 
within J few ycars.~ 

However, later studies found more long-Ierm 
effects of ECDPs. One often-cited rcsL'arch project is 
the High/Scope study of the Perry Preschool in 
Ypsilanti, rvHch., which demonstrates that the 
returns available to an investment in a high-quality 
ECDP arc signiliLant. During the 1960s the Perry 
School program provided a daily 2 1I2-hour class­
room session for 3- to ,t-rear-old children on week­
day mornings and a 1 Ill-hour home visit to CJch 
mother and child on weekday aftcmoons. Teachers 
were certified to tt'<1ch in elementary, early childhood 
and special education, and wert:: paid 10 percent 
above the local public school district's standard pay 
scale. During the annual 30-wt'ck program, about 
one te.:\ch~r was on staff for every six children." 

Beginning in 1962, researchers tracked the per­
formance of children from low-income black fami­
lies who completed the Pt'rry School program and 
compared the results to i\ 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 
originai123 5ubjCds were located and interviewed.: 

The results of the research wt're Significant 
despite the tad thllt, .1S in several other studies, pro­
gram particip,mts lost their ;h.lvlllltJge in 1Q scores 
over nonparticipants within a few years after (Offi­
pkting the program. Thcrefore a si~llificant contd­
hili ion to thc tJrogralll's success likely derived CI'OI11 
t;rowlh in nnncognitivc areas involving social-emo­
tion;!l fUllctioning. lIuring L'ler11l'lltaI'Y and sl.'cond­
,Iry school, Pl'rry Scho\)1 ~J;\rtiL"ip,U1t5 \\>l'rl! IL'S5 like­
ly to he pLlct:d in ;1 SPt.'Li:lil'ducltiOIl prflgram and 
had a sisnili(Jl1tly highl'f ;\Vl'rage ;l(hil'\'l'llll'llt 
"eOI\.' ,It ,Igl' t·1 th;lIl lloJlparticipants. Over 65 pt:r~ 
<..:1.'111 uf program p:lrticip;lJlts gradu;lkd from regu­
br high )chtllli comparl'd \\ith ·15 percellt o( Hon­
p,lrtieip.}Jl!s. At agf,.' 27, four tillles;l~ mallY prngLllll 
p.lrlieip:lflts .IS lltll1pani(ipants earneJ ::r;2,O()O or 
mOre per month. :\nd ollly ollt:-liflh .IS m:lny pro­
gr,11ll p:nti(ip:lllIS ,IS JlOllPMticip.\l1t~ '.\'('1"(' ,lrrL'st('d 
jj·,'c or Ill!)!"l' tilllL'$ by :\gl' 27: 

Perry School Preschool's Estimated 
Impact per Program Participant 

mmm Benefit/Cost Analvsls 

Present Value In 1992 Dollars Discounted at 3% 

Benefits" For Participant For Public Total 

Child care pro',ided 738 0 738 

More ellicent K-12 educalion. 
such as less grade reiention 
and higher achievemenl 0 6,872 6.872 

Decrease in public adult 
education costs 0 283 283 

Increase in participan!s' 
earnings and employee benelits 21.485 8.8,16 30.331 

Decrease ill crime 0 70.381 70.381 

Increase in publicly lunded @ higher education costs 0 -868 -868 ::',' 

Decrease in welfare payments -2.653 2.9t8 265 

Tolal Benelits 19.570 88,433 108.002 

Cost 01 Program 0 -12.356 -12.356 

Estimated relurn cn $1 invesled in program: 

For Participant and Public: $8.74 ($108.002 in Benelitsi$12.356 lor Cosl 01 Program) 

For Public: $7.16 ($88.433 in BeneIiIS;$12.356lor Cosl 01 P,ogram) 

• Benefits Mid costs were mGlslJfcd from J(jes 3 W,IOU~Jh 27 ,lfid ~ro!(,'Clelj 101 ;i!jeS 28 IlifQUGh E5 

O:Jtil j,:urce: The HII}h1ScJ/Je fury Pre!;c,~ocl 5:1111y il,'{uiJ!J'n A!7e 27 

Other :ilutiil'S uf ECDPs, \'/hiJe nul solely fOCUSl'l.l 
on 3~ to ·t-year~oid chiidren. ,liso s!ww intpmvl.:­
J11l'IHS in scholastic ,1L'hit:\"CIl1l'111 .llld lcss crime. For 
C.'\~lll1pk, the Syr;h.:usc PrL'SI,."hU(ll I)rogr~llll prU\'ilk'd 
support fur dis:ldv~lIllaged l.:hildrL'1l (rom prell;\t.ll 
cart: through .1gC 3. Ten yt:ar'i 1,lkr, prublems wilh 
probatiull and (("iminal uffenses \\'L'/"e 70 pereellt k'ss 
,1I11ong p;lfticipant$ cnmparcd \'.ilh J cuntrul :;ruup.' 

1\5 the result or the AbeL'cdarian Project ill 0.·()rth 
Carolina, which pr()\'hkd children (rlllll 10\,/­
incolllc !;IJllilieS ;1 ru!l-tilllL" high-qu.dity l'dUC1-
ti()Jlall'Xperil'llcc (10m illf;lllCY Ihr(HJgh ;lgt: ), .1(;1- I~) 
lkmie ;}l"hieVl'1llCl1t ill bUlh rl';lding ,lnd ll1:lth \vas 
hight.:r for progr.IIJl P,II ti(ip.ltlh rcJ.III\,(.' It) 11()llpar-
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Perry School Preschool's Estimated 
Impact per Program Participant 

m!!I Real Internal Rate 0' Return' 

Benefits" Average Annual EIIect in 1992 Dollar. 

For Participant For PubliC Total 

Child CJfe provided 

More elllCerH K-12 
education 

(;\ges 3-4) 

(Ages 5-17) 

385 

0 

o 385 

747 147 

Decrease in public 
adult education services (Ages 20-25) 0 89 89 

Increase in participaills' 
t!arnings Jnd employee (Ages 18-27) 2,142 714 2,856 
benelils (Ages 28-65) 1,070 351 1,427 

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

IncreJse in publicly 
lunded higher 
education costs IAges 20-25) . 0 -225 -225 

Decrease in welfare 
payments (Ages 18-27) -392 431 39 

(Ages 28-65) -31 34 3 

COSI of program (Ages 3-4) 0 -6,444 -6.144 

Eslimaled Real Inlernal Rale 01 Relurn 4% 12% 16% 

• Trw Iilternal lati; 1)1 retlJm 1$ !I1t' interest rate r('ceived lor an rrlVC5rmCIl! rhJl consds 01 pay­
iTients and re',cnue occurrJng at regular ~eriods, The ~bc~e amounts were allocdted ,1llnually 
;jcrGS: the <lGt glouP~ il:;ted 

" Beoeflt:; and Co:;IS \'i,.:re 1r,('aslJred Irem :1(JCS 3 IIlf0IJQh 27 'llllj ,DrQ){:cled rCf ,1ges 28 Ihlouqll 65, 

D~I(j :;0uro;' itle HlytJS,;coe Perry Pre~t.:tIDcl S:jJI;Y Tlir,)ugtJ A{ie 21 

ticip,lIlts into young adulthood. Furthermore, PJr­
ti.:ip;.\nt:; h'ld fewer illCidell(L'S of gradL' retention 
,llld spccial CdUCdti,)Jl placellll'llts by age 15.:'1 

The I ligh/Scope study conducted ,1 bL'llL'flt-cost 
,lllalysi.') by cOJlVL'rting the belldit:; and (U.~t.s found 
ill thL' study into Illonl't.lry v;llul's in ,:unst;1n! 1992 
.. I 01 I.I/"s discoullkd ,lI1lllJ,dly at 3 percent. Thl' 

rL'~L'.l["(:ht'rs found that for t'wry dol/;'lI" invested ill 
rht' progr:lI11lJurillg till' L'.lrly llJ6()s, ,)\,"('1" 58 jn hL'l1-
t'llts 1V;1:; returned to the pnlgr;J1l} P:lffkip,lllt:; and 
'iueiety ,IS ,1 \\'!lllk' (SL't' Table I A). 

\\'hik :1-to-1 is ,1/1 impressive /)L'ndlt-II)-(()st 
r.ni!l, polic),!1l:lkns ..;llOU!d placL' this rL'sult ill COJl­

kxt with (.:lIJrlb (rrHll '.Ither ,'(,)Jlo!11ic lk'\L"l0jJ-

Illenl pmjcds, Perh.lps .mother projc(t (JIl boast a 
hight?f b~ncfit-to-cost r;ltio, UnfortU/l,ltdy, \vd!­
grounded bendlt-to-cost r;ltios Jrc sdJoJ1l COI11-
puted for public projC(ts, HO\ ... ·t'ver, JI1 alternativc 
measure-the internal rate of return-can bt' used 
to more easily compare the public, as \-Vi.:lI ,IS private, 
rt'!urn to investnlents. (The intL'I"l1;l1 r;lte of return is 
the interest rate received (or;lil investment (onsist­
ing of payments and rt'venuc that O«(lir ,it [t'gular 
periods.) 

To C<lkulate the internJI fate of return for the 
Pary School program, we estimated the time peri­
ods in which costs and benefits in constant dolJars 
were paid or received by program participants ;Irld 
society (sec Table IB), \Vc estimatL' thL' rcal internal 
rate of return for the Perry School program at 16 
percent "Heal" indicates that the rate of return is 
adjusted for intJation. 

While program participants directly benefited 
from their increase in ilfter-tax earnings ilnd hinge 
benefits, these benet1ts were smilller than those 
gained by the general public. Based on present value 
estimates, about 80 percent of the benefits went to 
the general public (students were less disruptive in 
class Jnd wcnt on to commit fewer crimes), yielding 
over a 12 percent internill rate of return for sodt.::ty 
in general. Compared with other public invest­
ments, and even those in the private sector, an 
EeDP seems like a good buy. This analysis suggests 
that early childhood development is underfunded; 
otherwise, the internal rate of return on an ECDP 
would be comparable to uther public investmcnts, 

As with virtually aU studies, there are (aveats to 
the High/Scope findings. On the one hand, the 
High;Scope study may overstate the results \Vt' 

(ould achieve toJay, Problems {~l(il1g ..:hilJrcH 30 
~!ears agu were diffl'rent from the problems fa(ing 
dlildrcn today, Single parellthood, parental drug 
lise, neighborhood crimc .ll"e higha in m,lllY arL"!S 

of the coulltry th.11l they ,\lL'fl' 30 YL'ars ,lgO. 

Thcl"i..'(ore, the rate of return of an E( J)P (od;IY 1l1.lr 

be lowL'[ Ihan rhl' P('rry Schuol prugr:llll. 
furthermore, in rcvicwing our IllL'lhod o( (,d..:u-

1,lfing filL' inlL'rIl,ll rate uf return, OIlL' ((ltdd ,ll"gUL' 

that SOJll~ of fhl..' pa),lllents .lnt! rL'\'L'IlUI' SfrL';IIllS 

;Issigncd shoulJ h~IVL' sf.lftcd or L'lltkd ill aifkrL'nt 
YL'.lrS, or that assigning ,l/1 ':\cl1 distrihution dis!()rts 
th(' .Ioual P,IYlllL'nts ,Ind rt'\'l'I1(j,' 1l1::dc. 
.,\'cvL'J"l/ldess, \\'L' JJ/ld !/1.I! (hL" 1111,11 I"L':,U!t holds, 
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L'v~n wh~n p'lym~l1ts and revenuc arc .ldjustcd to .\ 
mon.' conscrv.ltivL' distribution. 

On the other hand, the High/Scope study may 
unJerstate the results we (ould achieve today.' 
first, the High/Scope study doesn't measure pos­
itive effects on children born to particip3nt fam­
ilies after the study period. The knowledge 
gained by parents participating in the program 
likely transferred to their younger children. 
Sl'cond, the study may furthtT understate thL' 
dftcts because it doesn't tJke into account 
dfects on future gener.uions. \Vith increased 
education and earnings, participants' children 
would be less likely to commit crime and mare 
likely to achieve higher levels of cduca tion and 
income tllJn if their parents h'1<.1I1't attended the 
Perry School program. A chain of poverty may 
h.we been broken. 

The returns to EeDPs are especially high when 
piJeed next to other spending by governments 
made in the name of economic development. Yet 
ECD is rardy considered as an economic develop­
ment measure. 

for t:xamplc, tax increment finJncing and other 
subsidies h.1VC 1"C(ently been used to locate a dis­
count retJil store .1I1d an entertainment center in 
downtown J\linncapolis, and to relocate a major 
(orporate headquarters to suburban Richfield and a 
computer softwJfe firm to downtown St. Paul. Can 
any of these projects, which combined represent all 

estimated qUJrtcr of a billion dollars in public sub­
sidies, stand up to a 12 percent public return on 
investment? From tht:! state's point of vicw, if the 
subsidy is .';imply moving businesses within the 
state, the public return is zero. If the subsidy is 
I"t'quircd for tht' business to slJrvive, the risk-Jdiust­
(.:d publi( return is nut merely small but cuuld be 
negJtivt. 

A') UUf Llwm;lkers rL'vicw proposals to build or 
illlpwvl' thL' state's l11ajur prok'ssional sports stadi­
ums, Itt's not n1~lke the S;lIl1e mistake. The various 
~)rop()s;lls 10 build ncw baseball .lIld footb,ll! SI,ldi­
UlllS .1I1d improve tilL' I.:Ui"rL'nt b,lski.'thall .~I;ldium 

tnt,1I ovcr:S 1 billioll. C1Jllll' .. \I stadiums \)t"fcr;1 (1l1l1-
p.lr.lhlc public r ... :turn lm in\"Cstmcnl ,lS ;111 [CDP? 
11m .. · doc., ,I Ill'\\! stadium i"L'du(c ...:rime, i!l(rL',lSc 

l'.lrnillgs .llld pOk'nti,dly bre;lk .1 (hain uf ~)I)'.'L'rty? 

\\'c ~lnJpU:-'L' that lhi~ 51 billion pIllS bL' imL'~tcd in ,I 
pnljL'lt wilh ,I Illuch hi~hLT puh!i..:: t"l..'lu!'l1. 

Proposal: Minnesota Foundallon lor 
Early Childhood Development 

Our proposal-to create a foundJtiun [or early 
childhood development in Minnesota--isn't born 
in a vacuum. For several years the state of 
Minnesota has sponsored initi;.1Iivcs to help prepare 
children for kindergarten, specifically. Early 
Childhood ramily Education, Or ECFE, School 
Readiness "Jnd stilte-funded Head Start progr;ll11s. 
These programs often work together in supporting 
early childhood development. 

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

l1li Cost Estimate to Educate all 3- and 
4-Year-Old Children Irom Low-Income 
Families In Minnesota at a Two-Year, 
High-Quality ECDP 

Annual cost of program 
Number 013- and 4-year-old children lIVing in poverty" 20,000 
Cosl per child·· $ 9,500 
TOlal $ 190,000.000 

Current funds avaifable 

federal and slale annuallunds lor Head Start 
(Serves abou113,300 cllddren a[ an annual co,:;! 
o! $5,750 per child) 

School Readiness 
(E:>tilr,:it~ that 30 ~crcent 01 chll!jrcn plticipat'nl] 

in the prCGl3m 11'le I f1 pc~'el!,) 

Early ChildhcG,1 Family Education 
,:E:lilT;Jtc cl ,11T1(>~~t 1;,~IfClitl'f :;~f~j11 ')n~' ;jnr1 
"'·"~Jt ,),jo:t:.I.;,,:r. 'N!~J bo.:::I; ~c~,.'nfi 

TClal 

klal .1r,;~'J:J1 flced 
rCcst-CWHit IJnd~ :l',.ll!:J.t·eJ 

11 S (;II/:,;n '!f;(;('II'i.'~n! I:l·,es~ed in 

r\/-A (':';~I:r:lk c,;cd:: 'fit!dipoJ 311 .1',U.'!Q2 ? 
~';;Ctlit :!I;r,t;::J ri;:;J11l 

$ ,SO,OOO,OOO 

$ 3,000,000 
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childrl'n, and proviJt!s optional home visits. About 
$20 million in state aid was alloCJted to ECFE in 
1001, which supported programs for more than 
300,000 parents and children." 

Between the ages of 3 112 to 5 years, children can 
particip:.ltc in School Readiness programs that pro­
vide a wide array of prelcindcrgarten activities in 
colbboration with other early childhood and com­
munity programs. Funding for School Readiness 
was about $10 million in 2001 ,!Od reached 43,030 
children. 11 

The stalc of Minnesota also allocaled almost $19 
million 10 supplemenl federal funding ($59 mil­
lion) for Head Slart programs in 2000, with about 
13,300 children and their families particip,lIing in 
comprehensive education. health and social services. 
How('vcr, according to a state report, only45 percent 
of eligible children and Iheir families received Head 
Start services. Some of these eligible children 
belween the ages of 3 1/2 to 5 YCiIfS who didn't 
n:ceivc help from Head Start participated in School 
Readiness programs. oj However, it is unlikely that 
participation of high-needs children in a lower­
cost, less comprehensive progl"<lnl demonstrated the 
rei urns available in a part- to full-day, long-term 
program. 

\Ve propose that the l\1inncsota state govern w 

ment create the Nfinnesota Foundation for Early 
Childhood Development to fill the gap between Ihe 
funds currently available for ECFE, School 
Ht.'ildilless and Head Start and the amount neces­
sary to fully fund a high-qualily program for all 3-
and 4-ycar-old children living in poverty in 
l\:Iinncsofa. A olH.,-tilllc $1.5 billion outlJY would 
creale;1l1 CndOWlllt.'l1t.rhat (auld support ECDPs on 
an anllual basis. The founJalion would receive 
dun~Hiol1$ from government, private foundations, 
individuals :lJJd bliSilll.'ssl's. \Virh the foundation's 
funds im'l'slt,.'d ill (orpor,ltc AAA bonds, L':lfIlillg 
:I"oul -; pel"Cl'nt pL'f ycar, we ('slimJ!\.? filal the $105 
million in ,llll1ual I..'arnings \\'ould con:r the )"c;lriy 
costs fcquir.,:d to flilly fund (omprl'h, . .'nsivc, high­
qualify ECDPs rUf :111 (hildn.:n from lu\,.v-inl..'oJllc 
(;!Il1i1ics ill Minlll..'sula (SL'L' T:lbk 2). 

Th ... ' .\'Jinl1l'sol;1 rouI1d,nioJl fOf E:trly Childhood 
Dt'VL'loplllcl1t \Vould pro\,.idc funding jin \\'cll-sup­
ptlrtl'd ,!Jld highly .... nl·criv...· ECDPs, whether supplc­
!lk'll!illg rllnd~ for ,In .... xi!l!ing I kad Star! ( ... '111l'f 01" 

hdping ~I.lrt ,I fh:\v ~fogJ',lJll. Th .... Fuund,llion 

would provide addition:ll resources to enhance 
'existing programs, such as boost teacher qualifica­
tion and compellsation. reduce feilcher-student 
ratios and expand curriculum reSources. 
Furthermore, the Foundation would provide start­
up funds for new ECDPs 10 help reach all eligible 
children. 

We contend that funding for ECDPs should 
reach the level of model program status, stich 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 
malerials. Funds should also be allocated for 
research to track the improvement of par ticipi:lting 
children and identify where additional support may 
be needed. Participation in these programs should 
be voluntary, but incentives may be provided for 
families to participale. 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. entcrtainmenl centers. and professional 
sports stadiums and arenas. In this paper. we have 
,lrgued that in the future any proposed economic 
development list should have early childhood 
development at the top. The return on investment 
(rom carly(hildhood de .... e/opment is cxtraordil1.lfy, 
resulting in bettcr working public s...-hools, mOft' 

... 'duelled workers :md less crimt'. A $1.5 billion 
investment te) crl'ate IhL' ~Iinncsotil roundation (or 
E;jrl~' Childhood D ... ·vduplllt.'l1t \\'ould go a IOl1g \\'ay 
!uward ensuring that (hildrell (rolll luw-in(olllc 
t'amilks are ready to karn by Ihe til11L' Iht.'y fCil ... ·h 
kilhkrg::lrkll. 

(;r.llltLd th:lt in tud.ly's tight IIse;!1 Cllvift)I1Ill""llt, 
51.5 billiun is a parri...-u/arly largc ,::,UlIl, \Vhidl flUY 
mean IVto' can't fully (und tht.? prngfJI11 illlJllcdi:lIdy. 
But 1\'e should be ,1/)/(' tu fully fund rhL' Clld0 IV III t'llI 

OWf !hl.' nt.'xt five )'L':lrs. ,\ffl..'r ll1e:15uring Ih ... ' puhJi( 
imp:Kt on Ih ... ' lju,dity of lill.' Ihar such a /"ouIld;nion 
... ';111 provi,Je, rhL' cuSls o( nut 11l;lking ~uch ,Ill im· ... '!lI· 
m ... 'nl ;1/."" jus I /tHJ gr .... at to ignore. L1 
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Fact Sheets 
The Benefits of High-Quality Pre.K 

Successful Students 

Pr~,k. ':'cr~,I~e:; hgh scr,l)C' gradu.I/tOf1 r,11&5 

CIlIr;~lgo chl:dmn WIlo a/tendt,d a pte·k pro~~r.:lm \\ol:fe 29 f:crr.:l;;'nr more likely to ~r,-jdu.:ilc frcnl /;Igh 

S{;/',<,ol U~ar, thfN pe~r::; .... hc r1ld no! r,avt' pi'f~-k (Soulce' ChlC,lgO Lon~irud,n.jl SII,dy) 

Prt:-~ heip5 Children do b("Uer 011 slal1d .. lIdl:,:od /e::/s 

M,Chl'Jan fl)Urlh 3(,lders Vollo h,ld a[tc,nded pre·k paS::'ed the s!ale'.~ Ilte(.l(;~ .1111 math '1$~e:;5tneI11 
te':::I:; a! r.1',Jher r.:lles t/l,tn Ihelr peers ',vlla h:Jd no prO-k. [SotHee: "Slale EffOr!:; 10 EVdlu.Jle the 
tff!!.:!:: of PrE1-Kmderg.'lrlenH. Yale Un,V/;rsily Child Study Cc-orcr) 

pre_k rudu.:es gr:Jde lepeldlcn 

M.1fi'lanIJ fifth gr,)dcl S \\ollo .1ltendcd pre·k \\oere '1-1 percent les::: likely to hJ:.-e rer::t!.Jted ,1 grade 

Itl.-:1111llclf pcer<. who did not <lUend p1e-k. (SOUlee: "SI:lle Elfol!s 10 E~.Jlu,]le [he EffedS vI Pre. 
Klr,(jN9'-H!en~. Y<ll£.. Unl'Jl:r51ly Child StUdy Celll!:!r) 

Pre·~ r(!,jucfi~ Ihe nlJlll0er ijl children pbced IJ1 $peCl,ll t'duc.Jtlon. 

Among ChlC:lgO cll,ldrun. Ihase who alrended pre-I<. ware .11 per,;QIlI I~o:;~ );kely 10 rf.:quiro ::peCI.JI 

~;dlJc'lticn ~(~rvICes than It'lClr peers who did nor ~t!(:nd ISourco. Ch,';Jgo L,:nglrudlrlJI Study) 

Responsible Adults 

Pre-k It!dur;es crime ,1nd .jl~Jlr1'-1uency 

C.""C.lgrJ Children ..... h<) did ncr :tIlL-nd pre k ~ere ,TO p(-'Ir:ent rl10rr~ likely 10 to drrestp.d for.l vlclent 

~rll~e b, .1!J€ 1 ~J In:m I/";elr pecr:; WhO t1ad teen pre-k D~lrtICID<lnts, (s,;urce. C'~'C.:l'Jo lcngl!u.jrl~.:J1 
Sf.idy) 

P:l·~ k:""ef!; r.llc::; ,;1 to:':I; ~1f'gn,1nci'. 

N>Jr'th r..:,lrCI"-,, ,:/";,:'-lrol' ·i\t~0 .1U(:r~J{;,j prC·k >.~('rC' less ::Io;p.IY 10 t(.-cr;ll1f! :Ct.'n ~<H(>:;l$ trlan :~t>rr pi)~I::' 
'1>/'.0 ,j,d 11C: :JI"~I·,<1 pc·", !;;:I; p'::'-':('nt ',$ ,1<; ~erc"n(. rS.:urcc· The C.l(Ji'I:;) At{;Cl>.1.lfl.:Jn PI'c;c,:t) 

Pf,:.~, k-,l.j~ 117 :j'r!.'.j!er (',;-PI'~l"'~l)rt "r.J r"':i-~,er ;'1,11 6: ,},,> Irj,".::s 

r.:rl)_',,:-.lI '-':'::1 "'J'~;!::: 'I U':":"jdn '.~l':.;; ,1:IIJ'-'::Ic,: ="'~.~ 01:: tr ·d,~-.; .·n'"'.' "','c .. :: ~c.lf .. ~ t.} ,}r;--j.;lq(-!,J 

,!".J ;-,Fl.1 ::.-! r::.:">"~!" -;;-,,r _I'.~I-.-I~(> .I-C·;'-C t:-,ir. :I":hl ::'.'l'I:- ',~I.; .j.J '.;1 '-.1'", ;:'e.~ '~:.>-IfCE: n"J 
I-',.,r SC'~C>-! ~"lli p":':..;-.:,:! PI ~,t;':I;. 

.,,:::. ':," ~,)-, •• ~ r~~H"ll-.~: 'r.!'Pf;I.',P ':,:I'-.':Ir- ... e,:" 

Slrl)nger Carnnllll1ltin, 

) t. 5-Wi :. , 
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E."'.'y s~ ,rl'''<''-,:t'<j ,n '-":J~l ':;'Jal!:'y pl • ..'· .... ::J'.t'.~ l.up.1,(crs ~p Ie $,7 

Prf: .... 1":;UI\S '11 :;.H"~9~ by i\,(ltJO:,n9 lre ,.,;t;o.j io" ,·e'~k,j,.ll ,Ir.d ~·I't~'::I,\) ("j\.J,:"tlv~ .Vt't',He, Lllid 

.;r,I:"I,'.II. u:;1..;c ::L'I'~ ,':e:::, LK.:CrJ,r.,:] k:- .11:un;ber ct ::;Iud,c.<; ; SGUII.~/;$ "ft;~ EccnC(!lI';~ .;1 In ,~'~:i!~g 

.n L.'ni\t:'"~,..!1 ~,.:,~,:h'~GI E,juc,iia.li1 ,(1 C,l!.f,)n'"j" '~,lnd Ccrpur.:l1a'::l1. Til\! tllgl~.Sc.:P!' Perry 

PrP'Sci'.'";ol Proj{~C:) 

PrE'-J..lmpro;(':; t'ffrClf!"Cy :J:,d prOdu'~t"lIty in the cl.:l5:~rCorn 

ell' dr('11 who ,Ulci1ded ~I'('-k ,11 Head 51al1 ,:cnter5 h"d rrcre ~ld"'LlnCl'd :;~ ,II::; In ~(e;,)$ ~:uch JS 

f,;lIowlI~g dllcct,ons. p,:t:;enl·':ol,.irg . .lnd jO'I1,ng In dctr.~I!~s, .11i .)f which -Illew tua01ur :; to :;p~l1(j 
1~;CI.f'. time ' .... or~ln'] ,jlreC!ly with ch,t,jren ;-]nd less on ,:t;J~CfOOrn rn,ln:.lg~rnl.!nl tSOulce: ··The Head 

Sun r,lmoI, .wo Chlt,oj Exp~,..~nce;; Sur,.ey'". U.S. Or-parlmel1! cf He,llth and Ht.rn,w St!I"\lces) 

Pre-K NoW 

1(:~5 F Street. NW 

Suil€" '.lUO 

Wa:;hington. DC 2C(Jr).i 

P 1.02 ilG2 ~<171 

E 'rlr'J·~fpr(,I'.r"c"'" ,)10] 

F;~,1 th,f, c.ontenl on the Pre·K No)\." wetJ~lle at. 

nttp . ."WWW ple~no'N crg,poIICy:!;JCI~he~b,bener,t!;.cfm 

o 
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Children Benefit from High-Quality Prc·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 

VfWW.ptwknOW.o1"l 

Society Benefits from High-Quality Pre-K 

• More productive workforce 

• Increased competitiveness 

• Reduced crime 

• Increased school achievement 

• Significant return on investment 

- Savings in K-12 costs 

- Savings in social services costs 

- Savings in crime costs 

- Increased tax revenue 

WWW.PrlknoW.Ofl 
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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 
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Q Program Group 

o No Program Group 

Received Special Education 
\

.. 114% 
1...... ____ --1\25% 

Repeated a Grade . \ .. , J 23% 
1.....-_______ ~\38% 

Graduated from High School I . . . ". 1500/0 - ., - . \39% " 

Juvenile Arrest r 117% 
L[ ____ ----.J\25% 

Source: National Institute for Early Education Research 
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Received Special 
Educatnon 

Repeated a Grade 

Graduated from High 
School 

/
•... . 125% 

'----_---.J148% 

/....... '. 131% J55% 

/ . .. ....... . ... ' ...... 167
01 "h·

IS1
% 70 

Four Year College I· ·1_~~·.·136% 

Source: National Institute for Early Education Research 

o Program Group 

o No Program Group 
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Inside the Pre-Kindergarten Door: 
A deeper look at what makes a high-quality pre-K classroom 

Deborah A. Phillips, W·illiam T. Gormley,]r., and Amy Lowenstein, Georgetown University 

\X'e explored the "black box" of pre-K classrooms to 

identify promising targets for public investments in 
classrooms that promute learning. 

OUf 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) \':rhat are children's experiences with regard 
to classroom emotional 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 time for four-year-old children as 

f7'\ compared to ~omparabJe classrooms in other states? 3) Do 
vprogram auspIce (Head Start or TPS pre-K) and teacher 

characteristics and practices predict variation in classroom 
processes in Tulsa's publicly-funded four-year-old 
classrooms? 

The rapid growth in state pre-K programs 
represents a national experiment focused on finding the 
best means of launching all young children on a trajectory 
of school success. In just the past five.! years, there has heen 
a 40°;;) increase in the number of four-year-01ds enrolled in 
state prc-K programs. This trend has generated interest in 
the impacts of early childhood education on children's 
academic and social dtTciopmcnt, as well as questions 
rcbted to how policy makers can focus public resources to 

produce high-quality classroom experiences for children. 
Our study addresses the latter question in the context of 
Tulsa, Okbhoma's pre-I"':: program, which has generated 
extn:mcly strong cogniri\'e impacts ;1Crus~ racial and 
income groups. Our sample is pre-kindergarten (pre-h::) 
classrooms run by the Tulsa Public Schools (TPS) :tnd 
four-\T:u-old Head Start classrooms run br the 
C()mmunit~· Action Project (CAP) ofTuisa County. ' 

.-111 Pn,-K Pro..~rrllJH .-'Ire' ;Yo/ Cn'rI/{'d EtJllal 

Teacher and classroom standards \'ary Widely ~lCroSS 
) sr:\tcs with prc-.r.:: programs. 

St:Hl -funded pre-I...:: programs \'<lry cxrcllsivl'iy in 
tC:1chlT !'Ulld:lrd:,. Fur eX;lmple, ",hill: 26 states rn.juirc a 

4776 

BA degree and early childhood certification for all pre-K 
lead te~lChers. 8 states do not require any teachers to have a 

BA dq:,Tfet:. and 10 states do not reqLure teachers to have 
specialized training in early childhood education (EeE). 
The majority of states require a teacher-child ratio of 1:10. 
but 12 states allow less stringent ratios in some or all of 
their pre-K classrooms. Oklahoma has among the most 
stringent state pre-K standards, with its requirements that 
every classroom's lead teacher have a BA degree and an 
early childhood certification. a 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 focused instructional in-service 
training. These standards and practices apply not only to 
pre-K prob,Tfams based in the TPS system but also to 
collaborating Head Start and child care progr~ms. 

KEY FINDINGS 

IPS Pn'-K aNd [-{{,cld J/arl Classrooms 

Tulsa's pre-K classrooms IJff(:r highcr le"els of 
instructional suppurt than their counterparts in uther 

states. Compared to national samples, Tulsa prc-K 
teachers in hoth TPS and Head Stan denHed more 

time to pre-literacy; TPS prc-K teachers :llsu devoted 
more time to math and science. 

\X:c use::d the Classroom Assessment Scoring 
System (CLASS) to capture instructional and emotion;1 
climate in the cl~ls:;rc.:.om. The yU~llir:y of the climates th:lt 
childn.:n w..:rc l'xposed to in the TPS pre-.r.:: and I'kad Start 
ChlS~r()()ms \'aried :lcr()s~ our {)utcoml' ml:;lSun:s :lnd 
within each measure. The yllalit~· of Instructional Support 
"':lS not:lbly lower (.12 I, on a\'erage) than the ljllaJity of 
Emotional Support (5.23, on aH:ragc), ;lnd the ranges 
within each of these YUllity indices were substantial (lAO 
to 5.94 for Instructional Support, .1.25 to (J)W for 
Eml)tlonal Support). HasL'd on other stlldic~. Ivn\'l.Tef, it 
appears that highl'r k'Vds of Instructional Support :Ire 
more difficult (I) 3chkTL' than hit!:hcr Icn~ls (If Em()tilln:d 
Support. r\lrhough hf)th :11'(' 7 -p:;im ~c:lks, the\' nlar hl' 
l'alibr:ltcd ditfacnrl~', making din:ct c()mp:l;isOIlS' of 
IIl:;tructiollal '.lf1d FmorioJl'Ji Supporr prnhlcm·.nic. 
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In order to assess the quantity of acaJemic 
instruction, we used thl' Child Enb~gcmcnt section of the 
Emerging I\c:1dcmics Snapshot (CE-r-:AS). The ffit)st 
notable dcscriptin: finding using this instrument is the 
rdatively large amount of time spent un literacy activities 
(consuming 24--301% uf instructional time) as compared to 
time spent on math, science, or social studies. This likely 
reflects the strong emphasis placed on literacy 10 earl)' 
educational contexts in thc United Statcs today. 

rl'_"_'d_l_d_i_/lg_C_,_,,_ss_n_l_ol_"_C_Ii_'/I_"_II_'_"_/l_d_1_1_IS_I"_"_,"_II_·OI_"_II_·I_II_"_,_ .. _1_I"_"_'''_'_io_1_I_~ 
Teacher and program characteristics have success at 
predicting instructional rjmc allocation, but. not thl: 

climate in the classruom. 

A critical question for policy purposes concerns 
ho\\' to produce the kinds of pre-I..:.. classrooms that 
generate learning and social gains. \\7e examined which 

teacher characteristics and 
C()lJIpmisoll qj'TII/stl Pro<-l!,fflIIIS 

10 L\'aliolla/ Sall/plt's 
£ipure /. Quality comparisons between TPS pre-K and multi-state 

school-based pre-K das~rooms 

practices predicted higher­
quality classroom 
processes in the Tulsa pre-When compared 

to other school-based prc­
K programs from multi­
state samples, teachers in 
the Tulsa TPS pre-K 
classrooms. and to a lesser 
extent the Tulsa Head Start 
classrooms, 
significantly 
on aspects 
management 
instructional 
specifically, 

received 
higher ratings 
of classroom 

and 
support, 

how well 
teachers usc classroom 

; , . ' a 
I 

·1 

h>'~" "'.~,: 1 <"~""" 

1-.. ""." 

DT":". l'uhl .• -~. "' •• :, l'",.f.; !::.", .•. ,.". K classrooms. To this end, 
we investigated 
aSSOCIations between the 
outcomes of classroom 
climate and instructional 
time allocation and the 
inputs of school auspice 
erpS pre-K or Head S~"t); 
teachers' educational 
backgrounds, experiencl:, 
undergraduate GP/I.s, and 
curricular choices; and 

whether the classroom wasQ)'<' ", 
on a full- or half-day .:.,,, ·,r time, maximize students' 

engagement 10 learning, 
and provide t;'edback that 

Figul'C 2 Quality comparisons between Tulsa Head Start and multi­

state Head Start clasuooms 

schedule. None of these ' 
program or teacher 

expands understanding 
(Figures and 2 show 
significant differences). On 
dimensions related to th~ 

emotional climate (e.g., 
warm/ fun emotional tone, 
teachers \\rho arc 
n':'sponsive tu student ... ' 
needs and consider 
students' interests and 
points of view), howl'\'cr, 
the Tuls:1 prc-K 
cbssr()()l1l." did not differ 
ff(Jm rhose in the multi-

b,,~" '" .. ,., I, .~",,~I "r."" 

state ."'lInp\cs. The Tulsa pre-K teachers in both TPS and 
Head Start ciassrt)o01s also devoted suhstantially more 
tlnK to pre-Iitt'racy ilCti\'ities as comparl:d to their 
counterparts in the multi-stat!." stud~', and the 1'PS pre-I...:. 
teachers deyotL'd significantly more time to math and 
_ .. cienCL· than orhq schoo\-ha.'icd prc-K programs. 

,~ ... :." .,' I" "'I.,,, 

characteristics predicted 
variation in the quality of 
the instructional or 
emotional climate that 
children experienced 10 

Tulsa's pre-I<. programs, as 
measured by CLASS. 

In 
teacht:rs' 

contrast, 
allocation 

the 
of 

instructional time was 
affected by several of tht.: 
input" we examined (sec 
Tahle 1, next page). 11K' 
lUC:ltion of the cbssroom 

In a I k:ad Smrt or TPS pre-K program Wlt'i the mo."t 
consistent predictor of children's exposure to instructional 
activities. Teachers In Head Start clas!'rooms spent 
significliltly kss timc pr:lCticing letters and sounds and on 
math :1cti\'itil:s, hut they spent more time on social studies 
dun did their count\,.·rparrs in TPS pre-K cl:lS.'irOoms. 

Uf the reacher characteristics, ye:lrs of classroom 
expericnc(, sh()\\'cd the most' c()n.sist('n~ associations with J 
(bssn )()Ill time alh )cuif In. ,\f()JT experienced tL':\I.:her~:' 
sho\\'l.:d :l pattern !)f results suggesting dut Ih\,.·y liL'vok 

eROCUS'Policy' Brief·" ..... , " :.. .",.' " ': " ,..", N" '6" 200S; 
.\' I • .' ! • , 'I .' • I \ " r' ,'~,' \.: •• - C?V!!ffi e~ , 
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Table I. Predicting Classroom Time AlJoC'.lrion Pr'acrict's from Teacher and Cbssroom CharJ.cn:ristics (rpS and CAP Hcad Sr:trt 
cla~sro()ms combined) 

Proportion of Time Spent on Academic Activities 
Practicing Building 
Letta~/ Expressive 

Variable Reading Sounds f.anguage 
. \'cooo/-/r'l'eI l'tIn"d/J/t' 

Head sian Classroom n.s. 7 n.s. 
C/,lS.JItHJIII·/t'rd I'tllid/;/rs 

BAECE + 0:5. + 
~rA n.s. n.s. 0.5. 

Tea~he; Expe~ence + + + 
Underg-raclu<lrl' GPA o.s. n.s. + 
Half-day_ ClaSsroom n.s. n.s. n.s. 
Direct Instruction n.s. + n.s. 
Thematic Instruction. + 
Creati\'e Curriculum n.s. n.s. n.S. 
No/~. "n.s." = not a significant association -at P = .10 level. 

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

The teachers' choice of curricula also affected 
their use of instructional time in ways that correspond to 

the differing emphases of the different curricula. These 
~ndings need to he interpreted cautiously in light of the 
\:#xtreme1y common 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 

'nw polier priority should be to identify cffccti\'c 
teachers and reward them appropriately. 

In some respects, our research supports generally 
cautious findings frum thc education literature-it is 
possible to identify diffcrencl's in classroom quality and 
classroom practice:_. but it is difficult to l'xplain them. 
Although Tulsa's pre-K chsscooms arc superior to thuse 
of other school-based and I-lead Start pre-I..:. classrooms 
with collegl'-educated, earl~'-childh()od-cl:rtificd tcachcrs, it 
i5 h:lrd tn pinpoint teacher characteristics that account for 
the higher lr.Tds I)f instnJcrionn/ support in TuLsa. It is 
possible t() idcnti~~' some:.: tcacher characteristics that help 
to L'xplain differcnn's in how pre-I< classroom time is 
spent, hut these \·ari'lbics may ha\'C limited prcdicti\"c 
powcr. It is important to keL'p in mind that thl..'se 
conclusions arc drawn in thi..' context of Oklahoma's 
f<..'i:Hi\'(.'iy stringent pre-r..:. polic~' cm"ironmcnr, thL' gl'Ilerai 
dTect of which \\'C h:1\'c not assessed. 

);~ The two most prJ\I.;erfllI \':lriablcs we han.' 
,~ identiticd :lre "J.lISpiel's (school-b"J.sed programs di~fl.T from 

I fc:h.l Sr.lrr) ,Inti rc'lehcr experience. If our gl):li is to han' 

Literacy Gross 
:\criviries Social Mowr Fine j\!owr 

W'titing (Comp()site) Math Studies l\cci"ities I\ctidties 

~.S. + + 

n~s. n,s. n.s. n~s. n.5. n.s. 
0.5. n,s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. 
n.s. + n.s. n.s. 0.5. 

o.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. n.s. o.s. 
rJ·S. n.s. n.s. n.$. n,5. n.s. 
n.s. + n.S. n.s. n.s. n.s. 

n.s. n.s. n.s, n.s .. n.s. 
n.s. n.s. n.S. n.s. n.S. n.s. 

pre-K teachers devote more time to literacy and math in 
the classroom, then we should direct more experienced 
teachers to pre-K classrooms 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 need to recruit new 
teachers into the system. Recent teacher recruitment 
initiatives, including the Teach for America program and 
the North Carolina TEACH program, havc helped to lure 
bright, talented college graduates and mid-career 
professionals into public school classrooms, including 
many inner~city classrooms that need them desperately. 
Public officials might wish to expand the pre-K 
cumponents of these programs :lOd evaluate the outcomes. 
Similar/\", the federal No Child Left Behind law is an 
important focus for efforts to hring greater attention and 
resuurcl'S to the nation's pre-K classrooms. 

Other stratct-,ries for recruiting new teachers, 
including salary bonuses, also are worth considering, 
especially if they provide financial incentives to 

'lualitied and motivated teachers who arc winjng to s~r\'(' 

at-risk childrcn. ~ew York City's Tl'~lching Fellows 
Program. for example, has n',uruwco the tc~tl'hcr yua1ity 
gap Ix' tween more a,h-antagt":d :tnd less ~l(h-anragcd public 
schools. 

At a minimum, \\'l' need to ensure that we do not 
lose effecti\'c pre-f( tcachlTs for reasons, such as wagi..· 
disinn:nti\'Cs, that can he prcn.:ntl..'<.L ;\ltbough teacher 
sabries in Tuh;',l ~lrl' not nf )tably high. rr~-r..:. te:lcl1cr 
sahtrics in Tulsa ari..' cJm,l' enough to the pn.Tailing \\'age 
rate that they have :mractcd m:lny hright, dedicati..'d, :Hld 

energetic tl':lchcrs intll prc-t'- dassf(II)!llS. Compensating 
prt!-K teachers at the same wage rate as other teachers 

CROCUS Policy Brief ' . . ",' .:' : .' . , " .'.", !, .", • ;' November 2008' 
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may be an excellent strategy for promoting effcctin:­
teaching in four-year-uld cla~srooms. 

Ultimately, we need to do a better job of 
identifying effective teachers and rewarding them_ 
Cetting children started on successful school trajectories is 
a daunting and cxtrcmdy impurtant job. Efforts to predict 
\\'ho will and will nut be an effective teacher remain 
clusiyl':, 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 Cump 
plan, for example, teachers whose students perform better 
receive higher compensation than teachers whose students 
pcrtorm worse; teachers also arC' rewarded for ongoing 
professional development. An alternative would be for 
principals or peers to reward teachers based on their own 
assessment of teachers' performance. \X'e are sympathetic 
to the intent of these initiatives and would urge funders to 
evaluate their impacts on both the teaching workforce and 
student performance. 

APPENDIX: METHODS 

\"/c examined classroom climate and exposure to 

academic insrnlctiun to gain insjghr into classroom 
processes {hat may help explain the highly successful 

outcomes uf the Tulsa prc-K prugram, 

Our classroom sample included virtually the entire 
universe of state-funded morning classrooms for four­
year-olds in Tulsa and 106 of the 129 total pre-K 
classrooms (78 of the 1110 TPS pre-K classrooms and 28 of 
the 29 !-lead Start classrooms)_ 

Of the 106 lead teachers in the participating 
classrooms, 104 completed questionnaires about their 
l'duc:uional backhTtound and training, employment history, 
ano lISt: of pre-K curricula. Seventy-seven of the teachers 
\\·,ho completed questionnaires prO\'ided consent for us to 

obtain a copy of their college transcript. 

Bdwt:t:n February and '\-Iay of 2006, classroom 
(liJscr\'atioos \~'crc conducted br pairs of rrained observcrs 
in the I (J() participating classrooms. \'(o't.: ch{)sl." two 
instrume-nts t() ;ISseSs the dassrooms: th.... (]assrotlm 

Asst:ssment Scoring System (CLASS), uSl:d tl) capture thl." 
instructional and emotional climate- in tht.: classrooms, and 
the Child Engagement section of the Emerging Academics 
Snapshot (CE-El\S), used to capture l'XpOSllf(' to :lc:lticmjc 

insrfucr-iun, CLASS is gcnl'r:dly r(Jftra~'cd as :1 measurc of 
classroom ljua!ity, whcn:as C['>E:\S is most ',lccunHc!\' 
\'lewed as a mc.:aSlin.' of the yuantity qf academic 
insrructi(ln, 

tbn:t.· SUppC lfT. daSSn)i 1111 

management, and instructio~~l ~up.port .. ~~rthcrmore, \\~ 
focused on 1 n out of 14 LL-f:..AS :1ctlYltlCS, selected t\;jjl 
capture individual childn.'n's exposure to instruction and 
activities in a range of skill domains. 

C(}/lIptlnjrm 10 OlfJerj\'alio!ltJ} SlImp}l's 

In order to place the descriptin: data from the 
Tulsa classrooms in a broader context, the National Ct.:ntcr 
for Early Development and Learning (NCEDL) "'lulti­
State Study of Pre-Kindergarten and the State-Wide Early 
Education Programs (SWEEP) Study prm-ided 
comparison dassroom data from II states. 

\Xle restricted our cross-site comparisons to 

classrooms with a lead teacher who had both a SA-degree 
and was certified to teach children ages four through third 
grade (to match the early childhood certification 
reguirement in Tulsa). A total of 241 classrooms from the 
NCEDL/SW"EEP sample met these criteria_ The six Tulsa 
classrooms jn whjch the lead teacher was not early­
childhood-certified also were excluded_ 

Hil'rarc/Jica} Linear AIodeJing 

In order to examine predictors of variation in 
classroom processes in the Tulsa pre-K programs, we used 
hierarchical linear modeling (I-IL~'f) to take into account 
the nesting of classrooms within TPS pre-K and !-lea('~ 
Start programs_ The Head Start/TPS pre-K variable wX0JJI 
modeled as a school-level variable, and the other 
independent variables (teacher has a BA in ECE, teacher 
has MA, teacher experience, teacher's undergraduate CPA, 
full day/half day classroom, teacher's use of curricula) 
were modeled as classroom-level variables. 

AUTHORS' NOTE AND 
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NO PROGRAM 

Alaska 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 Head Start settings. 

ACCESS RANKINGS RESOURCES RANKINGS 
4-YEAR-OlDS 3-YEAR-OlDS STATE SPENDING ALL REPORTED SPENDING 
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ACCESS ----=-------------------Total state program enrollment ". 

School districts that offer state program 

Income requirement ... . 

Hours of operation ... " 

Operating schedule 

Special education enrollment. 

Federally funded Head Start enrollment. 

State·funded Head Start enrollment. 

.... 0 

..... NA 

........... NA 

.... NA 

...... NA 

. ..... 1,138 

....... 2,555 

. ... 470 \ 

QUALITY STANDARDS CHECKLIST 

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

3-YEAR·OLD5 4·YEAR-OLDS 

• Pre·K 0 Head Start • Special Ed • Other/None 

---------------------~ 

RESOURCES -----------------------Total state pre-K spending .. 

local match required? 

State Head Start spending." 

State spending per child enrolled 

All repolled spending per child enrolled·" 

.. .... $0 

..... NA 

.... $6,084, 100 

...... $0 

..... $0 

• PI,;.j( ~,oY',,'ns may 'ece'H' add,tronal funds flom f"d"ral or local $OUlces 
thJl all' nat induded if1lhi~ f,gure . 

• , 1<-12 e.pcnditures ,~clude capital sp .. nding as ~:e!1 35 ~l.rrent op""dtin"" 
e'penditull:!s, 

Data are fOI the '06-'07 sc.hool }O:'Jr. unless otherwise noted. 

SPENDING PER CHILD ENROLLED 

$0 PRE·K' I'-______________ ~ 

r--:---r---- --.--, 
HOST (. ,j,... ,. -=-.J $8,807 

K-12 •• .-...;J $11,174 

o 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 

$ THOUSANDS 

• State Contributions 

• lOcal Contributions 

l:l Federal Contributions 

• TANF Spending 

I 
18 

1 Th". ('9,<16- i, b~""d on an e'lirniltt!d total nlolr,r,<!r cf "o;~-ACF.funded chilci,e" ... ,ved <lr.d the percentagt" of J. and 4-year--olds as reported in tnt> 2006·2007 H"ad 
Starl" PIR. 35 
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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. Requires the Department of Education and Early Education 
Plan to submit a report to the Legislature by January 15, 
2010 

In Juneau 0 State Capitol Juneau, Alaska 9980 I 
In Fairbanks 0 1292 Sadler Way Fairbanks, Alaska 99701 

Juneau 0 (907) 465-3466 0 Fax (907) 465-29370 Fairbanks 0 (907) 456-7423 0 Fax (907) 451-9293 
Email: Representative_Scott_Kawasaki@legis.state.ak.us 



From: Rep. Paul Seaton 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, April 02, 2009 10:42 AM 
Louie Flora 

Subject: FW: HB 130 and HB 59 

-----Original Message-----
From: Friedman_Jeff [mailto:Friedman_Jeff@asdk12.orgl 
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_Rohin 
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 of 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 
enrolling 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 is used by districts and other agencies to apply for grants that help us reduce 
under aged drinking, drug use, and other behavior 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 often than not 
the permission slip gets lost somewhere between the school and the home. If enough 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 
Anchorage School Board 
1534 D Street 
Anchorage, AK 99501 
907-742-4699 (Home) 

4784 
1 



Louie Flora 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lisa Torkelson [Iisa@advanced-design.com] 
Monday, April 06, 2009 1 :59 PM 
Rep. Paul Seaton 
HB 59 

Honorable Chairman Seaton, 

I missed this morning's meeting on HB 59, 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 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 IIplan n will eventually become mandatory. 

Not "if u , 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 decisions for their own 
children. Please help to stop this recent madness. 

Lisa 

1 
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CHILD • DEVELOPMENT· CENTER 

"Serving young children and their families 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 Initiative, 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 Arms Child Development Center prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, COIOf, national origin, sex, age, or 
disability. 
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Outcome 

Education: In general, the program 
group required fewer special services 
for educable mental impairment; scored 
better at some data collection points on 
standard tests of intelligence and 
language; had more positive outlooks on 
school; and program parents had higher 
goals for their children (attending college, 
for example). 

Crime Rates: In general, participants 
in the program group were arrested 
fewer times; were arrested fewer times 
for violent. drug, or property crimes; 
and spent fewer months in prison or jail. 

Economic Welfare: In general. in middle 
adulthood Significantly fewer program 
participants reported receiving social 
welfare services: held higher-paying jobs; 
owned and paid more per month for 
residences; owned a car. 

HealthlFamlly: In general. program 
males reported better relationships 
with their families; raised their own 
children: and were married. 

Total Cost-Benefit Ratio: In general, 
savings to the pubHe for program 
participation was highest in reduced 
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 return. 

Special education 
services required 

Attitude toward school 
(participants reporting 
preparing schoolwork 
at home) 

Graduated from 
regular high school 

Average number 
of arrests 

Arrested 5 or 
more times 

Employed at age 40 
(continued trend from 
previous data cotlection) 

Median annual salary 

Owned own home at 
age 40 

Male participants raising 
their own children 

Males reporting getting 
along 'very Well" 
wtf:hfamilies 

Performance 
Comparison 

Program: 1.1 years 
No-program: 2.8 years 

Program: 68% 
No-program: 40% 

Program: 65% 
No-program: 45% 
(higher program 
graduation rates due to 
much higher percentage 
of program females 
graduating vs. no­
program females) 

Program: 2.3 
No-program: 4.6 

Program: 36% 
No-program: 55% 

Program: 76% 
No-program: 62% 

Program: $20,800 
No-program: $15,300 

Program: 37% 
No-program: 28% 

Program: 57% 
No-program: 30% 

Program: 75% 
No-program: 64% 

Cost of Program 

of program at age 40 

Return to public on 
program investment at 
age 40 

Savings to Public 

$7,303 

$171,473 

$16.846 

$15,166 

$195,621 to "'c 

e UbliC 

$12.90 rdollar 
red to the 

$7.16 cost-benefit 
ratio at age 27) 

-



Louie Flora 

From: 
Sent: 

lenetta [openarmsdir@gci.net] 
Monday, April 06, 2009 3:53 PM 

To: 
Subject: 

Rep. Scott Kawasaki; Rep. Cathy Munoz; Rep. Paul Seaton 
HB 59 

Attachments: Key Findings.pdf 

Key Findings.pdf 
(361 KB) 

This is the document I referred to in my testimony on HB59 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 question about 
the outcomes for children who have preschool before elementary school with some pretty 
convincing statistics--like 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 Development Center 
2980 Davis Road 
Fairbanks, AK 99709 
T 907-455-9466 
F 907-455-9466 

lIyou may not think you can reach it . 
You may not think you'll be heard .. 
You may not think you can change things 

---Maya Angelou 

4788 

. Climb anyway! 
Speak anyway! 

. Try anyway! It 

1 


