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Alaska State Legislature

Senator Hollis French

Sponsor Statement Senate Bill 15
Voluntary Pre-Kindergarten Programs

Pre-kindergarten is the single biggest missing link in Alaska’s educational system.
Developmental research, neuroscience and program evaluations have found that a
child’s experiences from birth to age live shape the brain’s architecture and influence
later life outcomes. SB 15 provides for a pre-kindergarten (Pre-K) program within
Alaska school districts for students four and five years of age. Parents are not required
to enroll their children in a Pre-K program. School districts are not required to initiate
Pre-K programs, but if they do, they must be supported in funding and program
development. Students who are enrolled in a pre-kindergarten program will be
counted in the average daily membership count for foundation formula funding.

Over 40 states and the District of Columbia offer state-funded pre-kindergarten, and at
least 17 states have provided supplements to Head Start. It’s easy to see why they have
chosen to spend scarce state resources on Pre-K. For every dollar invested in Pre-K,
there is an estimated $4 to $9 dollar return to society in the form of higher graduation
rates, higher earnings, less crime, less need for special education services, less use of
public welfare systems, and better health.

Alaska not only has the benefit of building on a decade-long history of successful early
education programs, but it now has the experience and results of the Alaska Pilot Pre-
Kindergarten Project (AP3). The data is compelling. The Department of Education
and Early Development monitored the 3-year pilot program closely, and compiled two
annual reports on it. The 2012 report explains that 70% of children showed more than
expected growth in vocabulary. In motor, concept, and language development the
percentage of children at or above the 76thpercentile tripled . The reports make a solid
evidence-based case for expanding Pre-K. Please join me in supporting Senate Bill 15
and making pre-kindergarten available to Alaskan children statewide.

State Capitol ¢ Juneau, AK 99801 < (907) 465-3892 « Senator_Hollis_French@]legis.state.ak.us
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Fiscal Note

State of Alaska

2013 Legislative Session B.'" version: SB 15
Fiscal Note Number:
O ( Publish Date:
dentifier:  SB015-EED-K12-2-8-13 Department: Department of Education and Early Development
Title: PREKINDERGARTEN SCHOOL Appropriation: K-12 Support
PROGRAMS/PLANS Allocation: Foundation Program

Sponsor: FRENCH OMB Component Number; 141

Requester: Senate Education Committee

Expenditures/Revenues

Note: Amounts do not include inflation unless otherwise noted below. (Thousands of Dollars)

Included in
FY2014 Governor's
Appropriation FY2014 Out-Year Cost Estimates
Requested Request

OPERATING EXPENDITURES FY 2014 FY 2014 FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2019
Personal Services

Travel

Services

Commodities

Capital Outlay

Grants & Benefits 45,940.4 45,940.4 45,940.4 45,940.4 45,940.4
Miscellaneous

Total Operating 0.0 0.0 45,940.4 45,940.4 45,940.4 45,940.4 45,940.4
Fund Source (Operating Only]

1004 Gen Fund 45,940.4 45,940.4 45,940.4 45,940.4 45,940.4
\Total 0.0 0.0 45,940.4 45,940.4 45,940.4 45,940.4 45,940.4
Positions

Full-time

Part-time

Temporary

Change in Revenues

Estimated SUPPLEMENTAL (FY2013) cost: 0.0

Estimated CAPITAL (FY2014) cost: 0.0

ASSOCIATED REGULATIONS

Does the hill direct, or will the bill result in, regulation changes adopted by your agency? yes

If yes, by what date are the regulations to be adopted, amended or repealed? 07/01/14

Why this fiscal note differs from previous version:

Initial version.

repared By: Les Morse Phone: (907)465-2800

Division Deputy Commissioner ' Date: 02/08/2013 04:30 PM
Approved By: Mike Hanley Date: 03/29/13

Commissioner

Printed 3/30/2013 Page 1



FISCAL NOTE ANALYSIS

STATE OF ALASKA BILL NO.SB15
2013 LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Analysis

This bill defines elementary schools as kindergarten through grade eight and a prekindergarten program for
students four years of age. The prekindergarten program must be optional; supervised by the department under
AS 14.07.020 (a) (8); and consistent with regulations adopted by the State Board of Education under AS 14.07.165.

The State Board of Education shall adopt regulations for the implementation of a prekindergarten program by a
school district using the model curriculum developed by the department under AS 14.07.030(13).

This bill will allow districts to receive prekindergarten funding through the foundation formula provided the
students meet the age requirement of four years of age on or before September 1 following the beginning of the
school year, are not funded by another source, and not counted as more than a half-time student.

This fiscal note was calculated by taking the FY2013 October 1 kindergarten enrollment, to represent a

prekindergarten cohort, multiplying by the FY2014 projected average state aid per student, and multiplying the
result by 50% to get the cost of half-time prekindergarten.

FY2013 October 1 Kindergarten count: 10,600

FY2014 Projected average state aid per student: $8,668
Total cost at full time estimated at $91,880,800 x 50% for half-time PK = $45,940,400

(Revised 1/15/2013 OMB) Page 20f2
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How Effective Are Various Programs at Saving Money and Reducing Crime?

Alternatives to prison (and one transitionprogram) save from
2 to 7 times whatthey costand reduce recidivism by about4

How much more does the state save than it spends?

25 times ; i
r to 11 percentage points (from 68% without the program).
Electronic monitoring saves a lot of money (alternative to jail) ™ Programs foradults in prison save2 to 4 times
_ but doesn't keep people from committing new crimes after what they costand reduce recidivism by about 4
20 times they have served their sentences. percentage points (from 68% without the programs).
© Programs forjuvenile offenders save7 to 13 times whatthey
costand reduce recidivism amongjuveniles by about5 to 8
15 times |- percentage points (from 70% withoutthe programs).
intervention © m  Programs thatsave money or reduce crime buroofboth.
) . ) Head Start for young children saves 6 times more than it
10 times [ Aggression replacement Juvenile . -
training  institutional transition costs and reduces future crime among participants by about
16 percentage points (from 38% without the program).
© 0]
E times * Therapeutic courts # Transition out of prison for A
| Education inmates with mental health disorders
i Substance-abuse treatment + Adult residential treatment for substance abuse
|
No savings L i Sex offender programs do reduce recidivism but are so expensive they produce no savings
0 12 14 16 18

How many percentage points do the programs reduce crime, from what It would otherwise be?

Source: Stephanie Martin and Steve Coltr Ihe CostofCrime: Could the State Reduce Future (rime and Save Money by Expanding Education and
TreatmentPrograms? Institute of Social and Economic Research, University of Alaska Anchorage, January 2009



More Education, Less Crime:

Research Evidence and Policy Implications

Alaska State Legislature
Senate Judiciary Committee

Crime Summit
January 24, 2012

Annie Pennucci
Senior Research Associate
Washington State Institute for Public Policy
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Overview

Washington State Institute for Public Policy

Non-partisan, created
by 1983 Legislature

General purpose
legislative research
unit

Projects assigned by
legislative bills

Legislative & executive Board
o Equal party representation

o Includes representatives from state universities

January 24, 2012 Washington State Institute for Public Policy Slide 3 of 28
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Overview Our Approach Results

Crime: The Big Picture
Keeping Track of Crime Rates & Taxpayer Costs in Washington:
1980 to 2009

Percent Change Since 1980

+140% :

Taxpayer Costs Are Up In 1980, taxpayers
+120% (Inflation-adjusted, total state & local criminal Spent $575 per
+100% justice dollars per household) hOUSGhO'd on the

criminal justice
+80% system in WA.
Today they spend
$1,250 per year.
A 117% increase.
0 In 2009, crime
20% rates were 43%
-40% Crime Rates Are Down lower than they
-60% were In 1980.
1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 10

Source: Washington State Institute for Public Policy. Data are for Washington State. Monetary values in 2008 dollars. Crime rates cover major felony crimes as reported to police.

January 24, 2012 Washington State Institute for Public Policy Slide 4 of 28



Overview Our Approach Findings Policy

An Example of Prevention:
Early Childhood Education (ECE) For
Low-income 3 & 4 Year-Olds

e 66 studies included in the meta-analysis
e Population: low-income 3 & 4 year-olds

e Range of programs: federal Head Start, state pre-
school programs, Perry Preschool, Abecedarian,
Chicago Parent Child Centers

e Comparison: in program vs. no program

e Follow-up period of students: immediately after
program to age 40

January 24, 2012 Washington State Institute for Public Policy Slide 5 of 28
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Overview Our Approach Findings Policy

An Example of Prevention:
ECE For Low-income 3 & 4 Year-Olds

Does Early Childhood Education for 3 & 4 Year- Statistically

old Low-income Children Affect These Significant
Outcomes? Impacts
Standardized Test Scores Increase
High School Graduation Increase
Crime Rates Later in the Youth’s Life Decrease
K-12 Special Education Placement Decrease
K-12 Grade Repetition Decrease
Child Abuse and Neglect Decrease
Out-of-home Placement Decrease

Also measured but insufficient data to draw conclusions:
use of public assistance, teen births, college attendance, employment rates

January 24, 2012 Washington State Institute for Public Policy Slide 6 of 28
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Overview | Our Approach Findings Policy

ECE forLow-Income 3 & 4 Year-Olds:
Return on Investment

Benefits Per Individual Main Source of Benefits
Reduced crime $6,066 Lower CJ /victim costs
Educational gains $9.887 Increased earnings
Special ed reduction $1,098 Lower K-12 costs
Grade repetition reduction $310 Lower K-12 costs
Less child abuse & neglect $637 Lower CW /victim costs
Fewer out-of-home placements $379 Lower CW /victim costs
Lower health care system costs $662 Lower Medicaid enroll.

Total Benefits Per Individual $21.,667

Cost Per Individual $7,295

Benefits Per Dollar of Cost $3.01 (= 6% ROI)

January 24, 2012 Washington State Institute for Public Policy Slide 8 of 28
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Overview 1 Our Approach Findings Policy
ECE for Low-income 3 & 4 Year-olds:
Summary

The evidence: ECE improves outcomes across

multiple dimensions (education, crime, child welfare,
health care).

> Crime rates among participants are reduced by 20
percent;

> Earlier educational interventions (preschool vs. high
school) have stronger impact on crime.

The economics: ECE pays off ($3 per $1 investment).
The risk = low. ECE nearly always breaks even.

January 24, 2012 Washington State Institute for Public Policy

Slide 9 of 28



unfit

Institute of Social and Economic Research
University of Alaska Anchorage =January 2009
R.S. No. 71

The Cost of Crime: Could The State Reduce Future Crime and Save M oney by Expanding Education and Treatment Programs ?

Alaska's prison population is among the fastest-growing in
the U.S., with five times more inmates in 2007 than in 1981.
Spending for the state justice system has nearly doubled since
1981— but the crime rate has dropped only about 30%.

Here's the dilemma for the state, given the pattern shown in
Figure 1: what can it do to hold down the number of inmates
and stem the rising costs— while at the same time keeping
the public safe and using tax dollars effectively?

Senator Hollis French asked ISER to project growth in the
number of Alaska inmates and the associated costs— and then
evaluate whether the state could reduce that growth by expand-
ing intervention and prevention programs for people already in
prison or at risk of ending up there. Alaska currently spends
about $17 million a year for such programs, but they aren't
available to many of those who might benefit from them.

There are a wide range of such programs. But it is programs
for adults who are already in prison or jail that have the most po-
tential to save money and reduce crime inthe next 20 years. That's
because they can reach the most people.

We know that without any intervention, about two-thirds of
those who serve their sentences and are released commit new
crimes. Stopping at least some of them from committing more
crimes would not only help improve public safety but also reduce
growth in both the number of inmates and in spending.

Figure 1. Percentage Changes in Alaska Crime Rate, Spending
for Justice System, and Number of Inmates, 1981 -2007

500%

The number of inmates3is up 500%
400%

300%
200% -
100%

0%

-30%
1981 83 85 87 89 91
“inmates in prisons, jails, and halfway houses
Spending for Departments of Corrections, Public Safety, and Law; court system; Division of Juvenile Justice; Public
Defender Agency; and Office of Public Advocacy. Does not include capital spending or payment on debt.

93 95 97 2000 02 04 06 07

cRates per 100,000 for murder, rape, robbery, aggravated assault, burglary, larceny, and motor vehicle theft.
Sources: U.S. Department of Justice; state budget documents; Alaska Department of Corrections

Also, most of those released committed misdemeanors (Figure
2). Those who commit the most serious crimes serve long sentences
and make up a small share of those released in any given year.

To analyze which programs have the most potential to reduce
crime and save the state money, we worked with the Alaska Crimi-
nal Justice Working Group and the Washington State Institute of
Public Policy. That institute did a similar analysis for Washington
state and provided us with data it collected from program evalua-
tions nationwide (see back page). What did our study show?

By Stephanie Martin and SteveColt--------------

Figure 2. Who Gets out of Jail or Prison in Alaska?
(Total Releases, 2002-2007:82,339)

Manufacture meth; assault with weapon .
Use/sale of cocaine, meth; burglary

Murder, rape, kidnapping Felony DUI/theft/use of
marijuana/child abuse

Violation of
felony probation
3%

Source: Alaska Departmentof Corrections

* With no change in policies, the number ofAlaska inmates is likely to
double by 2030, from 5,300 to 10,500.

* |f the state spent an additional $4 million a year to expand
programs it already has, the prison population in 2030 might be
10% smaller than projected— about 1,050 fewer inmates.

* Thestate would spend about $ 124 million for expanded programs
through 2030 but would avoid $445 million in costs— a savings of
$321 million. It would save money by incarcerating fewer people
and by delaying prison construction costs. (Figures 3 and 8).

*Education and substance-abuse treatment programs— in prison,
afterprison, and instead o fprison— save the state two to five times
what they cost and reach the most people. Programs for teenag-
ers are also very effective at reducing crime and saving money, but
they reach fewer people.

Figure 3. Potential Effects, Costs of, and Savings from Expanded Prevention or Intervention Programs

Immediate Costs

I $17 million: Current annual state spending on programs

$4 million: Additional spending every year
to expand programs

Long-Term Effects on Prison Population

Cost of expanded programs*

By 2030, expanded programs could keep 1in 10
people out of prison who would otherwise be there

Long-Term Savings (2009-2030)

$124 million — Savings: $321 million-

Avoided inmate costs and delayed $445 million
prison construction costs*

"Assumes 2% annual inflation through 2030



W hy Consider Expanding Programs?

In 1980, 2 in 1,000 Alaskans were behind bars; today that
share is approaching 10 in 1,000. The sharp increase started in
the 1980s, when the state government began collecting large oil
revenues. The state used some of that money to expand police
agencies, courts, and other parts of the criminal justice system
statewide. Also in the 1980s, it made sentencing for the most
serious felonies more uniform and stiffened sentences.

The crime rate in Alaska has declined since the 1980s. But the
number of Alaskans in prisons, jails, and halfway houses has in-
creased much faster, as have costs for the state justice system.
Alaska's prisons are full, and the 1,500-bed prison scheduled to
open in 2012 is projected to be full soon after it opens.

Locking people up is expensive, whether their crimes are major
or less serious. Alaska spends on average $44,000 a year per inmate
in prisons, jails, and halfway houses. Adjusted for inflation, that's
actually less than in the 1980s— but it's still a lot (Figure 4).

Studies in other states have shown that some intervention and
prevention programs can help cut both costs and crime, either by
keeping people who have served their sentences from committing
new crimes after they're released, or preventing some people from
going to prison in the first place.

W hat Programs Did W e Analyze?

The Alaska Criminal Justice Working Group gave us a list of
programs to analyze. We looked for programs with the biggest
potential payoff for the state— those that could reduce growth
in both numbers of inmates and in spending for corrections, at a
reasonable cost for the state.

Alaska already has a number of programs in place, and we found
that expanding some of those would be most cost-effective. Table
1 lists the programs in our final analysis. As a guideline for what
was a"reasonable" expansion, we used 10% to 20% ofthe eligible
people not already served— except for very small programs that
can't easily be expanded that much.

These programs would serve inmates, at-risk juveniles, and
young children. They are all intended to reduce future crime in
some way. Programs that treat substance-abuse or mental heath
disorders have been shown to reduce recidivism— and as Figure
5shows, almost all current inmates have those disorders.

2

Figure 4. Annual State Costs Per Inmate,* 1981-2008 Figure 5. How Many Alaska Inmates Have Substance
(In Thousands of Dollars) Abuse or Mental Health Disorders?

No substance abuse or mental health disorders: 4%

- Mental health disorders

Both mental health

60% disorders and
Substance substance abuse
abuse

"Average cost ofincarcerating people in prisons,jails, and halfway houses. Sources: Alaska Department of Corrections; Alaska Mental Health Trust

Source: Alaska Department of Corrections

Table 1. Current Size and Potential Expansion of Intervention and Prevention Programs3

Currently serve  Reasonable expansion Potentially eligible (2008)
Prison-basedprograms

Education More than 1,000 500 Almost all inmates (4,500)
(adult basic; vocational)

Substance-Abuse Close to 500 500 90% ofinmates
(residential; intensive outpatient) (approximately 4,000)

Sex-offendertreatmentb 0 50 10% of500 eligible inmates

Transition from prison

Transition for inmates with 70 100 36% of inmates (1,600)
mental health disorders (Institutional Discharge Project)

Alternatives to Incarceration 500 500 Approximately 5,000c
Mental health, drug, alcohol courts;
electronic monitoring;
residential substance-abuse treatment

Juvenile offenders Approximately 500 1,000 Approximately 3,000
Aggression replacement training;
family therapy; residential treatment;
institutional transition

Prevention 3,025 450 Approximately 8,000°

Head Start for 3- and 4-year
olds from low-income families'l

Programs included in our final analysis are those for which we found evidence that expansion would have significant pay-offs for the state at a reasonable
cost. We evaluated additional programs notincluded here, either because there wasn't sufficientevidence to assess their effectiveness or because
weren'tfeasible to implement in Alaska at this time,
o effectively reduce crime, sex offender treatment programs need to be offered in both prison and the community. Treatment is currently available
only inthe community, sothe numberserved in prison is currently zero— butthere are proposals to add treatmentin prison
‘People facing low-level charges and with substance-abuse problems

dHead Startis a federal program, butthe state supplements federal money and Governor Sarah Palin has proposed additional state funding.

°We assume all children from families with up to double the poverty-level income would be eligible



We lookeu at but excluded other programs from our final
analysis. The criminal justice working group decided that a
few programs, while effective elsewhere, wouldn't be feasible
to implement in Alaska at this time. For other programs, there
wasn't enough available evidence to judge how effective they
were in saving money or reducing crime, or the available evi-
dence showed them to be largely ineffective.

How Do the P rograms Compare?

As Figure 3 (front page) shows, expanding programs to serve
more ofthe eligible people would save the state about $321 million
and reduce the projected number of inmates 10% by 2030. Figures
6 and 7 show how the various programs contribute to costs, sav-
ings, and reductions in the number of Alaskans behind bars.

e Education and substance-abuse treatment programs for inmates
save two to four times what they cost, reduce recidivism by about
four percentage points, and can reach the most people.

* Intervention programs for
juveniles who have committed
crimes are very effective at sav-
ing money and reducing recid-
ivism, but they serve a much
smaller number of people.

* Programs that set up transi-
tion services for inmates with
mental-health disorders com-
ing out of prison are among
the most effective— but they
can't readily be expanded to
serve the many people who
could benefit from them.

eAlternatives toprison forsome
people charged with lesser
offenses save the state money
right away, and almost all
reduce recidivism. The excep-
tion is electronic monitor-
ing, which is inexpensive but
hasn't been shown to reduce
future crime.

 Treatment programs for sex
offenders do reduce crime, but
they are very expensive and so
don't save the state money.

*Programs that prevent future
crime by helping very young
at-risk children are the most
effective. But the effects of
spending for those programs
aren't apparent until many
years later.

1,049 fewer inmates,

Figure 6. How Effective Are Various Programs at Saving Money and Reducing Crime?

¢ Alternatives toprison (and one transition program) save from
2to 7 times whatthey costand reduce recidivism by about 4
to 1i percentage points (from 68% withoutthe program).

How much more does the state save than it spends?
25 times
MW Programs foradults in prison save2 to4 times

what they costand reduce recidivism by about 4
percentage points (from 68% without the programs).

Electronic monitoring saves a lotof money (alternative to jail)

butdoesn't keep people from committing new crimes after

20 times :
they have served their sentences

© Programsforjuvenileoffenderssave7tol3 timeswhatthey
costand reduce recidivism amongjuveniles by about5 to 8
percentagepoints (from 70% without the programs).

15 times .
Family

B Programs thatsavemoney orreduce crime butnotboth.

intervention 0

Head Start for young children saves 6 times more than it

10 times Aggression replacement Juvenile . o
costs and reduces future crime among participants by about
institutional transition

16 percentage points (from 38% withoutthe program).
\ *

« Transition out of prison for n

training

* Therapeutic courts

5times

= Education inmates with mental health disorders

= Substance-abuse treatment « Adultresidential treatment for substance abuse

No savings | Sex offender programs do reduce recidivism hut are so expensive they produce no savings

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18
How many percentage points do the programs reduce crime, from what it would otherwise be?

Figure 7. How Would Expanding Specific Programs Contribute to Reducing Growth in Numbers of Inmates?

Pre-schoolprograms for at-risk children costabout $1,000perchild
butsave many times thatmuch, by reducing future crime. The effects

of the spending aren't apparent for years, until the children grow up.

_Programs forjuveniles offenders costan average ofabout $2,500perperson,
butsave almost 10 times thatmuch by keeping kids outofprison. They serve
only asubset ofthe population of 12- to-17-year-olds.

Transition programs for people with mentalhealth disorders are
extremely effective, add about $2,000perperson to inmate costs, and save
aboutfour times that much. Butthe programs currently serve very few people
and can't readily be expanded to serve large numbers.

Programs that treatinmates forsubstance abuse add about $2,000 aperson
toinmate costs, but over time save about twice as much. They are effective, but
can't readily be expanded to reach all the people who need them.

Education andjob trainingprogramsin prison add about$ 1,000 to inmate costs,
buttheyreach the mostpeople andsave aboutfour times more than they cost.
Because they are offered in every facility, they can easily be expanded and can reach
more people. (Reductions in the number of inmates as a result ofthe sex-offender
treatment program are also included here, but are only one ortwo people a year.)

Programs thatkeeppeople outofprison save the state moneyright away, because
they costmuch less than the $44,000perperson the state spends to lock people up.
They include therapeutic courts for substance abuse and mental health disorders,
electronic monitoring, and residential substance-abuse treatment.



Conclusion

In conclusion, Figure 8 shows how Alaska's corrections system
got where it is and where it's likely to go— if intervention and
prevention program are kept at their current levels, and if the
most effective programs are expanded to serve more of the eli-
gible people.

We found that the state could both reduce the number of Alas-
kans in prison or jail and save considerable money over the next
20 years, by adding about $4 million a year to the $17 million it
currently spends to keep people from returning to prison— or
prevent them from ever going there at all.

Spending more for these programs even as oil prices and state
revenues are falling may not seem like a good idea. But Alaska
also needs to look to the future— and over time the benefits of
strategically expanding those programs that reduce crime and
keep more Alaskans out of prison far outweigh the costs.

Method of Analysis

Our job was to assess whether specific programs could reduce
long-term state spending for corrections by reducing growth in the
number of inmates. As a starting point, we needed evaluations of
how effective various programs are at reducing future crime.

But except for some of the therapeutic court programs, most
programs in Alaska have not been rigorously evaluated. Therefore,
we used results of aWashington state assessment that systemati-
cally reviewed 571 program evaluations from around the country.

To be included, evaluations had to have carefully designed con-
trol groups, replicable results in multiple settings, and long-lasting
effects. This method is evidence-based public policy, which merges
research and practice. It is similar to clinical trials in medicine. Keep
in mind that this is a new field, and only about 10% of programs in
place nationwide have been evaluated at this standard.

With data from rigorous evaluations, the Washington State
Institute of Public Policy created a model that estimated the
effects of programs on recidivism— and then combined those
results with a cost-benefit analysis to estimate the long-term
effects on state spending and inmate populations.

We combined the institute's estimates of recidivism with Alaska
data on program costs, eligible groups, and state population to
estimate long-term effects on crime and state spending.

Figure 8. Average Number of Alaska Inmates,31971-2007, and Projected Number, 2008-2030

2030: Projected number of Alaska inmates,
at current level of intervention and prevention programs

2018 and 2025:
Construction of new 1,500-bed prisons * 10513
+ *10% fewer inmates;

2012: New Mat-Su prison scheduled to open; increases capacity to 6,000— but return of 900 Alaska inmates JEVVET !
$321 million in savings

held in Arizona, plus projected addition of 600 new inmates, means Alaska prisons will once again be full

“ 9,464
2007: Alaska at current capacity of 4,500 in prisons, plus 827 held injails or halfway houses
*x ! I _!
. i o 2021 and 2029:

1980s: Statewide expansion ofjustice system 5,327. Prison construction

(police agencies, courts, and other); state stiffens sentences delayed by 3t 4 years

for most serious felonies; sharp increase in number of inmates

2,731 Projected number of inmates,
if state expands programs
to readily attainable levelsh
482 876-
Pt iiiiiiiii Tiiiiiiiiiiil . piiiiiii

1971 1975 1981 1985 1990 1995 2000 2007 2010 2015 2020 2030

* Average daily number of peaple in prisors, jails, and helfway houses.  bThe nunber of pecple who could be reedily added to pragramiralls varies corsiderably by program see Tedle 1

Sources: Alaska Departvent of Correctiaons; ISR projections of nurmber of prisoners, besed an Alaska Departrrent of Labor projections of Alaska. population 18-64.and assurming rodrange
incurrent wse of rehehilitation pragras as well as expanded use; Weshington State Institute of Public Plicy

The authors thank the members of the Alaska Criminal Justice Working Group for their help in identifying programs to evalu-
ate and for comments on drafts of this publication. The Alaska Legislature funded this group in 2007 and authorized the Alaska
Judicial Council to act as its staff.

The group is chaired by ajustice of the Alaska Supreme Court and Alaska's lieutenant governor. Other members include top policy-
makers from the departments of Corrections, Public Safety, Health and Social Services, and Law, aswell as the Alaska Mental Health
Trust Authority; the heads of the Alaska Public Defender Agency and the Office of Public Advocacy; the administrative and deputy
directors for the Alaska Court System; the executive director of the Judicial Council, the U.S. attorney, and Anchorage's police chief.

This group meets monthly to talk about long-term justice issues, as well as to resolve any inter-branch issues that come up
among the many agencies and organizations that deal with aspects of Alaska's justice system.

The authors also thank Elizabeth Drake and Steve Aos of the Washington State Institute of Public Policy for developing the
methods and models we used and for helping us apply them to Alaska. For more information go to www.wsipp.wa.gov.

This research summary and many other publications on a wide range oftopics are available on ISER's Web site:
www.iser.uaa.alaska.edu

Editor: Linda Leask Graphics: Clemencia Merrill
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The Impact of High Quality Early Childhood
Programs on Improving the Educational
Achievement of At-Risk Children

of speaking up for kid:

Introduction
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Economic research shows that investments in children-age 5 and younger-improve school readiness and

decrease crime, teen pregnancy, delinquency, substance abuse, and welfare dependency. The science

of early brain development demonstrates how child development, before the age of 5, is the foundation

for a prosperous society. Brain architecture is constructed through an ongoing process that begins before

birth. Early experiences affect the quality of that architecture by establishing either a sturdy or fragile

foundation for learning, health, and behavior in later years.1

The improved outcomes for at-risk children
associated with high quality early childhood
programs are significant when considering
approaches to addressing Utah’s achievement
gap. Studies show that one of the most
important predictors of third-grade test
performance is school readiness at kindergarten
entry.2

According to the Rand Corporation:

“Scientifically rigorous studies show that well-
designed preschool programs serving three- and
four-year olds can improve the school readiness
and raise performance on academic
achievement tests in the early elementary
grades. Some studies with longer-term follow-up
show such benefits as achievement gains and
reduced special education use through the
middle school years, and higher rates of high
school completion. The effects in the early
grades have been demonstrated not only for
small-scale model programs, but also for large
scale publicly funded programs currently in
operation in a number of states.”3

Leading Economists and Business Think Tanks
SupportInvestments in Young, At-Risk, Children

James Heckman, Nobel Laureate and Professor of
Economics at the University of Chicago, has written
extensively on the productivity argument for investing in
early childhood development: "Early interventions for
disadvantaged children promote schooling, raise the quality
of the workforce, enhance the productivity of schools and
reduce crime, teenage pregnancy and welfare dependency.”
Federal Reserve Bank of Minneapolis economists Arthur J.
Rolnick and Rob Grunewald contend that investments in
human capital prior to kindergarten provide a high public
return and the most efficient way to increase the productivity
of the future workforce is to invest in today’s youngest,
especially at risk, children.

According to research by the Rand Corporation, a business
oriented think tank, targeted investments in early childhood
for disadvantaged children reap significant rewards for
saciety through increased educational attainment rates
leading to higher earnings and reduced outlays for social
welfare programs and criminaljustice.



This report examines the educational and life outcomes of at-risk children associated with three types of
early childhood programs: publicly funded high quality preschool, high quality early childhood pilot
programs, and evidenced-based home visitation programs.

Publicly funded high quality preschool programs include Utah’s Granite School District Title | Preschool
Program, New Jersey’s Abbott Preschool program, Oklahoma’s Early Childhood Four-Year Old Program,
and the Michigan School Readiness Program. The evaluations of these programs demonstrate the impact
of preschool on the school readiness and academic achievement of at-risk children.

High quality early childhood programs include the Perry Preschool Program, the Abecedarian Early
Childhood Intervention, and the Chicago Child-Parent Centers. Since these programs began in the 1960s
and 1970s, evaluations followed at-risk participants into adulthood and, as a result, educational outcome
data is available with respect to high school graduation and college attendance. In addition, these studies
gathered information with respect to crime, earnings and welfare dependency.

While home visitation programs provide
voluntary guidance to parents primarily to
promote health and prevent child abuse and
neglect, several programs have
demonstrated that improved parenting skills
promote both school readiness and
subsequent academic achievement of the
child. The programs included in this section
are the Parents as Teachers program and
two examples of the Parent-Child Home

Programs.



Publicly Funded High Quality Preschool Programs

Utah’s Granite School District High Quality Title | Preschool Program (2006 - present)

The Granite School District (GSD) Preschool Program is a comprehensive, high quality, and effective
educational program serving 2,126 students (based on 2008-2009 year end enroliment) in regular
education and special education settings in 43 schools across the Salt Lake Valley. Of these schools, 31
are identified as eligible for Title | funding based on the rates of National School Lunch eligibility. Eighteen
of the Title | eligible schools most impacted by poverty receive Title | funding to help these children in
preschool through grade six. The preschool program is primarily funded through federal Title | and
Special Education funds and sliding scale tuition co-pays.4

 Three and four year old children attending preschool are provided with a full range of age-
appropriate instruction in early literacy, numeracy, and social-emotional, physical, and cognitive
growth.

» Additional support is provided by special education consultants, speech-language pathologists,
and other service providers who provide specialized instruction for children with disabilities as
well as other children with special needs.

 Each classroom educates approximately 18 students with two full-time instructional staff, for an
adult to child ratio of 1to 9.

» The GSD Title | /Early Reading First preschool program was designated a “Center of Excellence”
by the U.S. Department of Education in their first year of implementation.

The GSD preschool programs demonstrate improvements in literacy, language arts and kindergarten
readiness. The data presented in the graphs below is based on the results of the GSD Kindergarten
Assessment for all kindergarten students for the 2007-2008 school year (SY2007-2008). Upon entering
kindergarten, children who attended high quality Title | preschool in the 11 schools most impacted by
poverty outperformed children in the same schools (and same demographic) who did not attend the Title |
preschool. They also outperformed all GSD kindergarten students.

The GSD preschool program significantly reduced the school
readiness gap in Language Arts between children in the
schools most impacted by poverty who attended preschool and
children in the schools least impacted by poverty. The mean
score in Language Arts for children who attended preschool in
the schools most impacted by poverty was 14 percent, just
slightly below the 17 percent mean score for children in the
schools least impacted by poverty. This compares to a mean
score of 6 percent for the children who did not attend preschool
in the schools most impacted by poverty.



The gains made in preschool provided the foundation for success in kindergarten. Upon exiting
kindergarten, there was no difference in the mean Language Arts assessment scores between those
children in the schools most impacted by poverty who had attended preschool and those children who
attended schools with low rates of poverty.

Granite School District (GSD) Kindergarten Assessment
(SY2007-2008)
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Similarly, while kindergarten students in the schools least impacted by poverty scored higher in math
when entering kindergarten, the results show that the GSD Title | Preschool Program succeeded in
reducing the school readiness gap in math. Again, the gains made in the preschool program laid the
foundation for success in kindergarten. Upon exiting kindergarten, the students at the most at-risk schools
for poverty who attended preschool scored comparably on the math assessment (85% correct) to the
students in the school that are the least impacted by poverty (88%).

Granite School District (GSD) Kindergarten Assessment
(SY2007-2008)
PercentCorrect
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New Jersey’s Abbott Preschool Program (1999 - present)

The Abbott Preschool Program is a high quality public preschool program for three and four year old
children in the highest-poverty school districts in New Jersey. Funding for the Abbott Preschool Program
is provided by state funds.5The program was established in the 1999-2000 school year. During 2007-
2008, over 43,000 children were enrolled in the program. The preschool program is delivered by a mixed
public-private delivery system overseen by the public schools. Private childcare providers and Head Start
agencies contract with local boards of education to serve approximately 60 percent of the children. The
rest of the preschool children are served in public classrooms.

e Abbott classrooms combine 6 hour, 180 day pre-k with daily before and after child care and
summer programs. In total, the full-day, full-year program is available up to 10 hours per day, 245
days per year.6

Abbott Preschool Program Outcomes
PercentIncrease In Growth Over Comparable Child
NotAttending Preschool Children who attended the Abbott

Preschool experienced greater growth in

120% 96% literacy and math skills at kindergarten
100% entry relative to comparable children that
80% did not attend the preschool program.7
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76% Longitudinal Effects Study (APPLES)
investigated the persistent educational
60% - effects of the Abbott Preschool Program.
44% Abbott preschool children outperformed
non-preschool children on the
kindergarten assessment and
- 10.70% experienced half the rate of grade
5.30% retention by 2rdgrade.8
0%
Percent Correct-Print Grade Retention by 2nd Grade A follow-up study of children in the 2rd

Awareness (Kindergarten) grade showed the gains made in

reschool persisted through to the
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elementary grades.9



Oklahoma’s Early Childhood Four-Year-Old Program (1991 - present)

In the early 1990s, Oklahoma implemented a targeted pre-kindergarten program for economically
disadvantaged children. The Oklahoma Early Childhood Program is funded through state, federal and
local government.10Based on its success, Oklahoma established a universal pre-k program for four year
olds in 1998. Under the 1998 legislation, participation by school districts was voluntary. As of 2002-2003,
91 percent of the school districts were participating and 65 percent of all four year olds participated. The
Oklahoma program utilizes school districts to implement the program, is based in schools, and places a
strong emphasis on quality. The program also serves a very diverse population in terms of race, ethnicity,
and social class.11 The components of the program include:

e A teacher-student ratio of 1 to 10.

e Teachers are paid on a comparable scale with public elementary school teachers.
= Every preschool teacher has a college degree and an early childhood certificate.12
e The program requires comprehensive curriculum standards.13

An evaluation of the Tulsa Public Schools (TPS) system preschool program shows Hispanic children and
economically disadvantaged children have benefited significantly with respect to improvement in cognitive
and language skills. The Tulsa Public Schools (TPS) system is the largest in Oklahoma and, as of
October, 2002, 77 percent of its students qualified for free and reduced lunch. TPS offers both full-day
and half-day preschool, depending on the school.}4

Hispanic children exhibited a 79 percent increase in Letter Word Identification, a 20 percentage point
increase greater than that experienced by all children in the preschool program. Hispanic children also
experienced a 54 percent increase in test scores on Applied Problems, 30 percentage points greater than
the increase demonstrated by all children.

Percent Increase in Test Scores Attributable to
Preschool in Tulsa, OK

All Children Hispanic Children

m LetterWord Identification m Spelling Test Score

e Applied Problems Score



Students who were eligible for free and reduced price lunch achieved greater gains in language skills
relative to all children in the program.

PercentIncrease in Test Scores Attributable to
Preschool in Tulsa, OK
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Children in Tulsa who attended preschool exceeded or equaled the national norm of age equivalent years
in terms of skills in Letter Word Identification and Spelling. Children who did not attend preschool scored
below the national norm for their age group.

Age Equivalent Test Scores for Children in Tulsa at
Kindergarten Entry
National Norm =5 years
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Michigan School Readiness Program (1985 . present)

The Michigan School Readiness Program (MSRP) is designed to help poor children and other children at
risk for school failure to start school ready to learn. The MSRP is funded by state government.15The
preschool program began in 1985 and serves 26,000 children per year in 456 school districts and 65
community agencies.’6The MSRP provides:

* 9 months of educational experiences to at-risk children at age four.

« A curriculum designed to promote children’s intellectual and social growth though age appropriate
activities.

* Full and part-day programs.

» Lead teachers required to have a bachelor’s degree.

* A teacher-child ratio 1to 8 or better.

» Family participation through parenting support, guidance, and referrals to community.17

For the evaluation of the MSRP, 338 children who had participated in the program and 258 comparison
children who did not participate were followed from their entrance to kindergarten through the 4th grade.

Percent of Children Who Score 3.5 or Better on

Kindergarten Assessment MSRP children outperformed non-

MSRP children on the kindergarten
assessment. 55 percent of the MSRP
children scored a 3.5 or better, on a
scale from 1to 5. Only 34 percent of
non-MSRP children scored a 3.5 or

better on the same assessment.18

MSRP Children Non-MSRP Children

“Many children-including 65 percent of poor children-do not receive a preschool experience.
By age 5, a childs brain reaches 85 percent of its adult weight, developing 700 neural
synapses every second-the connections that help a child learn. And yet, only 5 percent of our
public investment in education goes to support early childhood education. ”

-The Manufacturing Institute



Academic Performance of Michigan School Children

The benefits of the MSRP program
atGrade 4

persisted into the 4th grade. Greater
percentages of MSRP children passed
the math and literacy tests in 4th

55%

grade. MSRP children were also less
likely to be held back.

Percent Passed Percent Passed PercentHeld Back
Math Test Literacy Test a Grade

m MSRP Children mNon-MSRP Children

Based on these results, the program annually prevents an estimated 1,700 Michigan children from having
to repeat a grade, saving an estimated $11 million each year in remediation alone.19

Percentage of Teachers Who Agree/StronglyAgree

Grade4 As part of the evaluation, 4 grade

teachers were surveyed with respect
to the school readiness of the children
in their classes. The results show that
MSRP children outperformed non-
MSRP children on the assessment
with respect to grade-level literacy,
math and thinking skills.

Grade-level literacy Grade-level math Grade-level
skills skills thinking skills
iMSRP Children iNon-MSR P Children

“Our recommendation to state and federal policymakers is to ensure that America’s children
have access to high-quality early education. That is the best way to make certain that more
young Americans will meet the tough standards of the United States military should they

choose to serve. A strong commitment today to high-quality early education will keep America
strong and safe tomorrow.”

-A Message from America’s Retired Generals, Admirals and Civilian Military Leaders,
Mission Readiness



High Quality Early Childhood Pilot Projects
The High/Scope Perry Preschool Program (1962-1967)

The High Scope/Perry Preschool Program provided high quality preschool and home visits to 123 low
income three and four year old African American children in Ypsilanti, Michigan from 1962 to 1967. The
program was funded by the Ford Foundation and the U.S. Administration of Children, Youth and Families.
Additional funding was provided by the U.S. Department of Education Office of Special Education

Programs, the National Institute of Mental Health, and several other private foundations.20

The program combined high quality preschool with home visits. The components of the program included:

¢ Children from low-income African American families with low 1Qs were randomly assigned to the
preschool program and to a control group (children that did not attend preschool). Those enrolled
in the preschool attended for 2 years at ages 3 and 4.

e 2 1/2 hour preschool program, 5 days a week, 9 months a year.

+ Teachers inthe program conducted weekly home visits for 1 V2hours each.

« Evaluations were performed annually from ages 3 through 11, and then again at ages 14, 15, 19,

27 and 40.21

Longitudinal studies of the life outcomes of the children who participated in the program show gains made
with respect to IQ, educational achievement, and high school graduation, and reductions in special
education and grade retention. Almost three times the number of Perry Preschool children demonstrated
an 1Q of 90 than the control group. Rates of special education usage and grade retention for the
preschool group were half that of the control group. As teenagers, the program group outperformed the
control group with respect to academic achievement. By age 27, a significantly higher percentage of the

program group had graduated from high school.

Perry Preschool Outcomes
IQ and Education
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Perry preschool participants were less
likely to be arrested or receive public
assistance at age 27 and age 40.2
Four times as many children from the
control group were arrested five times
or more. Half as many of the
preschool group was receiving public
assistance at age 27 versus the
control group.

Significantly, these gains with respect
to crime reduction persisted into the
adulthood.

Those who participated in the program
experienced greater earnings and
were more likely to be employed, both
at age 27 and age 40.



Perry Preschool Outcomes
Median Monthly Earnings

$1,856

Median Monthly Earning, age27 Median Monthly Earning, age40

m Preschool Participants mNo Preschool

Perry Preschool Outcomes
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Median monthly earnings were 46
percent greater for the preschool

participants at age 27, and 42 percent

greater at age 40.

Adults who participated in the
preschool program were also more
likely to own a home, a car, and to
have a savings account. Male
preschool participants were twice as
likely to have a savings account at
age 40 than the control group.

Men from the preschool group were
almost twice as likely to raise their
children and a higher percentage of
female preschool participants were
married as compared to the control
group. Men from the preschool
program were also less likely to use
prescription or illegal drugs.



The Abecedarian Early Childhood Intervention (1972-1985)

The Abecedarian Early Childhood Program was a high quality early childhood development program, that
enrolled at-risk low-income children in North Carolina between the ages of 6 and 12 weeks old from 1972
to 1985. The early phases of the Abecedarian Program were funded by grants from The Mental
Retardation and Development Disabilities Branch of the National Institutes of Child Health and Human
Development and The Department of Human Resources of the State of North Carolina.23

An evaluation of the program examined the outcomes with respect to four cohorts of families that were

enrolled between 1972 and 1977. A total of 109 eligible families (111 infants) took part. The components
of the program included:

80%

The children were randomly assigned to a preschool group or a control group (the control group
did not attend the program). The characteristics of the two groups were very similar: all families
met the poverty guidelines.

The preschool ran full day, five days a week, and 50 weeks per year. The intervention began
early in infancy, with full-day childcare year round. In infancy, the children were exposed to age-
appropriate development “games,”and as the children grew, the educational content became
more conceptual and skill-based. The preschool program stressed language, social development,
medical and nutritional needs of the children, with an emphasis on individual development.

At age 5, all the children were reassigned to either a special school-age intervention program
through age 8 or a control group. The special intervention program was designed to support early
learning in the primary grades through increased parental involvement and individualized
classroom instruction.

Data on program outcomes was collected at ages 3, 5, 8, 12, 15, and 21,24

Abecedarian Eariy Childhood Intervention Outcomes Children who participated in the

t Abecedarian Early Childhood Program

(the preschool group received
intervention from infancy to age 5)
were half as likely to need special
education or repeat a grade. Sixty-
seven percent of the preschool
children graduated high school by age
19, as compared to 51 percent of the

Special Education, Grade retention, age High school control group of children who did not
age 9 15 graduation by age 19 participate in the program.

m Preschool = Control Group



Abecedarian Early Childhood Intervention Outcomes
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More than twice the number of
children who attended the
Abecedarian program were enrolled in
a four-year college at age 21.
Similarly, twice as many Abecedarian
children were employed in a high
skilled job.

At age 21, participants in the
Abecedarian preschool program had
higher test scores than the control
group with respect to literacy and
math skills.

Similarly, participants in the
Abecedarian program had, at age 21,
higher grade-equivalents in reading
and math.



Abecedarian Eariy Childhood Intervention Outcomes
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At age 21, preschool participants were
twice as likely to be enrolled in a four-
year college. A greater percentage of
the preschool group was currently
employed, and significantly, 67
percent of the preschool group held a
skilled job compared to 41 percent of
the control group.

The Abecedarian preschool
intervention also resulted in reductions
in teenage pregnancy, incarceration,
drug and tobacco use.

‘“Although education and the acquisition of
skills is a lifelong process, starting early in
life is crucial. Recent research...has
documented the high returns that early
childhood programs can pay in terms of
subsequent educational attainment and in
lower rates of social problems, such as
teenage pregnancy and welfare
dependency.”

-Federal Reserve Chairman Ben Bernanke



The Chicago Child-Parent Center Program (1967 - present)

Located in or near public elementary schools, The Child-Parent Centers (CPC) provide educational and
family support services to children, ages 3 to 9. The Chicago Child-Parent Centers have served low-
income children age three and four in half day preschool services from 1967 to the present. Funding for
the program was provided through Title | of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.5The
centers are located in the poorest sections of Chicago. Community participation exceeded 80%, as low-
income families were not able to access non-public care or education programs. At the time a sample
was taken in order to conduct the study, each of the 24 centers served approximately 100 to 150 three to
five year olds.26 The components of the program include:

e The preschool program runs 3 hours per day, 5 days a week during the 9 month school year and
usually includes a 6-week summer program.
Educational activities emphasize reading and math skills.
A child-staff ratio of 17 to 2 in preschool and 25 to 2 in kindergarten.
An intensive parent program that includes parent room activities, volunteering in classrooms,
attending school trips, and completing high school.
Outreach activities including home visitation.
Well-paid public school teachers with bachelor's degrees and early childhood education
certificates. Regular staff development activities are available.
Health and nutritional services.
Comprehensive school-age services including reduced class size, teacher’s aides, parental
involvement, and individualized activities to promote reading and math achievement.

Data was collected on over 1,000 children for 19 years (different outcome measures were based on
different sample sizes, but all were significantly large), until the children were 22 years old. Statistical
methods were used to isolate and analyze the outcomes associated with the preschool program alone/’
The comparison group (the non-center students) was a random sample of 550 children who were eligible,
did not participate in the centers, but
did attend an all-day kindergarten
program. The groups were
comparable on many background
measures. **

Chicago Child-ParentCenter Outcomes

Center students experienced
reductions in special education and
grade retention relative to non-center
students. Center students were also
Special Education Grade Retention, Seriouscriminal  Violentoffenses . . . ..
age 15 charges charges less likely to commit serious criminal

and violent offenses.®
m Centerstudents m Non-Center students
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Chicago Child-Parent Center Outcomes
65%

High school graduation, age High School graduation, age
20 22

iCenter students m Non-Center students

Center students had higher rates of high school graduation at ages 20 and 22.%°

“The quality of life and the contributions a person makes to society as an adult can be traced
back to the first few years oflife. Ifa child from birth through age 5 receives support for
development in cognition, language, motor skills, adaptive skills, and social/emotional
functioning, he or she is more likely to succeed in school and in the workplace. However, ifa
child doesn’t have support for healthy development at an early age, the child is more at risk
for negative outcomes, including dropping out of school, committing crime and receiving
welfare payments as an adult. ”

-Art Rolnick and Rob Grunewald, Minneapolis Federal Reserve Economists
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Home Visitation Programs

Parent as Teachers (1981-present)

The Parents as Teachers (PAT) program was founded on the belief that parents are their child’s first and
most important teacher. Home visitation is the core of the PAT program. PAT-certified parent educators,
trained in child development and home visiting, help parents learn appropriate expectations for each
stage of their child’s development and involve parents in activities with their children that encourage

learning.3

A study conducted as part of the Missouri School Assessment Project of the school readiness of
kindergarten students for the 1998-99 school year found the PAT program improved the school readiness

of the program's participants.

Mean School Readiness Scores forChlldren attending
High and Low Poverty Schools (1998-99)
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Mean Third Grade Achievement Scores for Poverty-
level and Non-Poverty-level Children (2001-2005)
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Children entering high-poverty schools
whose parents received the PAT
program (even without attending
preschool) had comparable school
readiness scores to children entering
low poverty schools who had not
received any preschool or PAT
enrichment.®

A follow-up study of the Missouri
program compared the mean third
grade achievement scores for children
with low socio-economic status (low-
SES) with non-low-SES children.
While non low-SES children
outperformed low-SES children, the
PAT program succeeded in raising the
achievement scores of economically
disadvantaged children and reduced
the third grade achievement gap by 11
points.33



An evaluation of the Parents and Child Together Program (a program based on the PAT program) in
Binghamton, New York showed that children who participated in the program from birth to age 3
demonstrated greater language and motor skills than children in the comparison group. A below-average
score at age four predicts failure in reading readiness in at-risk children.34
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“While itis clear from research that all children can benefit from quality early childhood
programs, those who are most at risk for later failure in school, in the workplace and in
society will benefit the most from these programs. Studies show that far too many children
enter school ill prepared and that a wide gap exists between lower- and higher-income
children even before they enter kindergarten."

-The Business Roundtable
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Parent-Child Home Programs

The earliest of the home visitation programs was the 2-year Mother-Child Home Program created in 1965
and subsequently renamed the Parent-Child Home Program (PHCP) to reflect the participation of fathers.
The PHCP was designed to enrich the parenting skills of low-income parents, especially their verbal
interaction with their young children and to foster attachment between parent and child. The two goals of
the PHCP are:

« To increase the cognitive and emotional development, school readiness, and literacy of at-risk
toddlers.
e To promote parenting skills.3

Evaluations of PHCP programs in South Carolina and Houston demonstrate the impact of the program on
the school readiness and academic performance of their participants.

The Parent-Child Home Program in South Carolina (1997-2000)

The Parent-Child Home Program (PCHP) in South Carolina was a 2-year home-based program for low-
income parents and their 2 and 3 year old children who were at risk for educational disadvantage. The
components of the program were:

 Home visitors provided twice-weekly home play sessions with parents and their children, showing
them a curriculum of conceptual verbal interaction and demonstrating other positive parenting
techniques.3®

e 84 South Carolina PCHP participants were followed through the 1 grade.

A longitudinal study ofa PCHP in Florence County School District in South Carolina found participants
scored higher than non-participants on 1sgrade school readiness tests. PCHP graduates outperformed
all 1st graders in South Carolina.

Percentof Students with Passing Grades on 1st Grade Significantly, PCHP children (who
Alsgggsg(‘)ggt qualify for the National School Lunch

program) outperformed eligible
children who did not participate in the
program by 20 percentage points.
Minority PHCP children (African-
American) also outperformed minority
children who did not participate in the
program by 17 percentage points,
exhibiting a significantly higher pass
rate than African-American children
statewide.37

All 1stgraders Eligible for Free lunch African-American

m South Carolina  m PCHP graduates



Houston Parent-Child Development Center

The Houston Parent-Child Development Center was a 2-year parent-child education program for low-
income Mexican-American families. Families enter the program when the child is 1 year old.

e The first year of the program was in the home, where home visitors provided the mother with
information on infant behavior and how to stimulate cognitive, social and language development.

- Entire families attended several weekend sessions on decision-making and communication.

< During the second year, the mother and child attended the project center 4 mornings per week
and participated in classes on child management, health and safety in the home, child cognitive
and language development.

« Fathers continued participation by attending classes on topics of their own choosing, such as
home-buying, family planning and interacting with schools.3

Families were assigned to a program or control group. School data were collected when the children were
in the 2rdthrough 5thgrades. While the program did not yield statistically significant results for boys,
results from the lowa Tests of Basic Skills Percentile Scores show girls that participated in the program
had significantly higher test scores than girls who did not participate. On the composite score, (which
includes both language and math) girls who participated in the program scored in the 68th percentile, 20
percentage points higher than girls who did not participate.® This project demonstrated that a parent-child
education program can have lasting effects that improve school performance.40

School Achievement Outcomes forGirls in the Houston
Parent-Child Program
lowa Tests of Basic Skills Mean Percentile Scores

Vocabulary  Reading Language Spelling  Arithmetic Composite
Concepts

m Program Students = Control Group



Conclusion

A study conducted by the Rand Corporation on the achievement gap in California concludes that the
same patterns of achievement gaps between groups in the 2rd grade appear on kindergarten
assessments. The same groups that are behind in 2rdand 3rdgrade were also behind when they entered
school.4l Children who start behind, stay behind. Learning is a cumulative process, and the science of
brain development illustrates how early cognitive, social and emotional development provides the
foundation for future academic success. Foundations for learning built prior to school entry can make the
difference between school success and failure, especially for at-risk children. Educational success is one
of the most important indicators of economic success. The economic cost of the achievement gap shows
this is true for society as well as for the individual.

The evaluations of the early childhood programs discussed in this report show that high quality early
intervention can improve the school readiness of children who are at risk for educational failure. In
addition, the gains made with respect to school readiness at kindergarten entry can persist into the
elementary and secondary grades, and improve high school graduation rates and college attendance.
Furthermore, longitudinal studies of the life outcomes of early childhood program participants in the 1960s
and 1970s indicate that these interventions also improve life outcomes with respect to employment and
earnings and reduce juvenile crime, adult crime and welfare dependency. While evidence suggests that
early childhood programs do benefit all children, the most significant impact is for at-risk children.

The first step in addressing Utah’s achievement gap is to provide access to high quality early childhood
programs for children who are at-risk for school failure. An increase in access to high quality preschool for
at-risk children ages three and four could be

accompanied by home visitation programs that

promote parenting skills. The Perry Preschool

Program included a home visitation component

and the Abecedarian program began in infancy.

It is important to note that not all early childhood
programs are considered high quality. In order to
replicate the gains reported in this report, efforts
to address the achievement gap through early
childhood development must include high quality
components.

For more information, please contact Janis Dubno, Senior Early Childhood Policy Analyst,
Voices for Utah Children: 801-364-1182; ianis@utahchildren.org
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