NATIONAL INSTITUTE FOR
EARLY EDUCATION RESEARCH -

N I E E Iz w UNIVERSITY of WASHINGTON

childcare quality & early learning
- CENTER FOR RESEARCH AND PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
UNIVERSITY OF WASHINGTON

YEAR 1 REPORT: SEATTLE
PRE-K PROGRAM
EVALUATION

September 2016

Milagros
Nores,Ph.D., Steve
Barnett,Ph.D., Gail
Joseph,Ph.D. Sara
Stull,Ph.D.
Alexandra Figueras-
Daniel, Ph.D. &
Janet S. Soderberg,
Ph.D., The National
Institute for Early
Education Research
& The Childcare
Quality & Early
Learning Center for
Research &

Professional

Development




Year 1 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

About the Authors

Milagros Nores, Ph.D.Dr. Nores is an Associate Director of Researchhat Nlational Institute

for Early Education Research (NIEER) at Rutgersversity. Dr. Nores conducts research at
NIEER on issues related to early childhood polmpgrams, and evaluation, both nationally and
internationally. She is also on staff with the @erfbor Enhancing Early Learning Outcomes
(CEELO), a federally funded comprehensive centat pinovides technical assistance to state
agencies around early childhood.

W. Steve Barnett, Ph.DDr. Barnett is Director of the National Institdte Early Education
Research (NIEER) and Board of Governors Profesdgutgers University. He is also Principal
Investigator of the Center for Enhancing Early lnéag Outcomes (CEELO). His research
includes studies of the economics of early careaghatation including costs and benefits, the
long-term effects of preschool programs on chilérégarning and development, the economics
of human development, practical policies for tratisly research findings into effective public
investments and the distribution of educationalarpmities.

Gail Joseph, Ph.DDr. Joseph is an associate professor in the dreduxational Psychology
and Early Childhood and Family Studies at the Ursifg of Washington. She teaches courses,
advises students, provides service and conduatanason topics related to early care and
education. She is the Founding Director of the {E&dU Alliance and principal investigator and
Director of the University of Washington's Childeauality and Early Learning Center for
Research and Professional Development (CQEL).

Sara Stull, Ph.D.Dr. Stull is a Research Associate at the UniveitWashington's Childcare
Quality and Early Learning Center for Research Rrafessional Development (CQEL). She
leads CQEL's work on the SPP Evaluation Study andwacts research at CQEL on topics
related to early childhood education and assessi8éethas contributed to CQEL's research on
kindergarten entry assessment and QRIS evaluation.

Alexandra Figueras-Daniel, Ph.DDr. Figueras-Daniel is an Assistant Research Psofesst

the National Institute for Early Education. Hereasch interests include classroom practices and
professional development, dual language learnatskassroom practices that support dual
language acquisition, and measurement of qualitguiticultural contexts. She has contributed
extensively to NIEER’s research on DLLs and classraguality.

Janet S. Soderberg, Ph.DDr. Soderberg is the Director of Research and E&t&in at the
University of Washington's Childcare Quality andIgd&earning Center for Research and
Professional Development (CQEL). Dr. Soderbergesaech includes exploration of the
association between classroom quality and chil@grdevvelopment, QRIS program evaluation,
refinement and support of kindergarten entrancesassents, and dissemination of research. Her
interests include child development, assessmeitticelne quality, and multi-systems alignment.

NIEER Technical Report 1



Year 1 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

Grateful acknowledgment is made to Erica Johnsanadirthe support from Seattle’s Preschool
Program and Joelle Gruber from Third Sector Irgehice for their support on this project. In
addition, the authors would like to thank Zilongfar his invaluable statistical support for this
report.

Correspondence regarding this report should beeaddd to Milagros Nores at the National
Institute for Early Education Research. Email: ne@s@nieer.org.

Permission is granted to reprint this materiala@iyacknowledge NIEER and the authors of the
item. For more information, call the Communicati@estact at (848) 932-4350, or visit NIEER
at nieer.org.

Suggested citation: Nores, M., Barnett, W.S., Jos€p, Stull, S. Figueras-Daniel, A. &
Soderberg, J.S. (2016). Year 1 report: SeattlekRn@gram evaluation. New Brunswick, NJ:
National Institute for Early Education Research 8AWChildcare Quality & Early Learning
Center for Research & Professional Development.

NIEER Technical Report 2



Year 1 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

Table of Contents

TaDIE Of CONIENLS ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeeenenes 3
Yoo [ [ i o] o PP PP TP 4
Y10 [0 VY, =3 i o o KSR SRRPPP 5
Y= 10 101 =SOSR PPPTPPPPRTRRR 6
IMBASUIES ...ttt et e et et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e e e e e e e eenn e e e e e e nrn e e e e e enrnaas 7
Measures 0N ChIlAIEN ....... .o et ese e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeeenenee 7
MEASUIES ON ClaSSIOOMS. ......uiiiiiiiiiiiitmeeaaaam e e e e e e e e s s s s s s bbb bae et e eeeeeeeessannnnbbbbbebeneeeees 9
PIOCEUUIES ...ttt 4+ttt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeeeeeeeeeeesaetbnnnnn s 11
RESUILS ... ettt ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e s s s san—e ettt et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e n e abarreees 12
1. Who are the children enrolled in SPP classroon2915-16 and how do they compare to
the demographics of children in Seattle more géiy@ra.................ovviiiiiiiiiiieeeeei e, 12
2. How did children enrolled in SPP classrooms pseg over 2015-167 ............ccceeeeeeee. 13..
Receptive VOCADUIArY FE€SUILS .......ue i e e e e e e e e 13
LILEIaCY FESUITS ... .ttt e e e ettt ettt seeeee s s e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeeeennnenns 15
Early Math rE@SUILS .......cooi i err e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeanaaees 17
EXECULIVE TUNCHIONS .....ciiiiiiiiiiiii e s sttt e e e e e e e e e e eeees 18
MURIVAIAIE ANAIYSES ..vveeeiiii it e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e aeeaarnn e e s 21
SENSITIVILY ANBIYSES ...ttt ettt ettt e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeaaeaeeeeeaeeeeeesarsnnnn s 24
3. What are SPP child attendance rates for 201&ntithow do these compare to national
oYL 2 T [ PR TUPPPPPTRRPP 24
4. What is the overall observed quality of childsainteractions with teachers, each other, and
the physical environmMent iN 2015-167 ... 26
Average ECERS-3 ReSUItS SPring 2016.......comeeeeeeeieeiiiiiiiiiiniaaeeeeeeeeesseeseeesaeeeens 26
Average CLASS Scores SPring 2016 ...t e e e e e e eeeeeeeeeseeanneeeeennas 26
Distribution of Classroom Quality across ClasSroQmsS.........cccoeeeeeeevieeveeeeeiiiieinnnnnnnns 26
Interpreting ECERS-3 @nd CLASS SCOIES..... . aaeeeeaaaeaaaieeeeeeeeiiinnnnnnsseeeeenannns 29
5. How does quality vary within SPP across childxad providers?..........ccccceeeeeiieeeeeeenne. 35
6. What activities do children engage in, and e¢hscope for their interests and active
22T o1 o = 10 1 1SRRI 37
SUMIMBIY ..ttt ettt oo e e femeae et e e e e e et e e at e e e e e eeeaa e e e e eeet e s e aaaseeeeesbaa e e eeeensann e eaeeennnnnns 43
RECOMMENUALIONS ...ttt ceeeeee bttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e s s s e ennrr e e e e e e e e e e e e e e s e s s s s nnaannes 44
] (=] (=T o =T PRSP 45
Y o] o 1= T [ o = PSSR a7
AppeNndiXx A. RAW SCOIE TaDIES. ..........uuum e e e e e e e e e e e e ettt seeeees s e e e e e e e e e e eaeeeees 48
Appendix B. SeNSItiVity ANAIYSES. ........eviicemmmrieiieiee e e e e eee e rrree e e e e e e e e e e aeees 51
Appendix C. ECERS-3 and CLASS scores by AgencyGlads Size. Item level. .................... 60
Appendix D. Family SUrvey TabIes.........coo o 64

NIEER Technical Report 3



Year 1 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

Introduction

On November 4, 2014, Seattle voters approved ayfear, $58 million property tax levy
to provide “accessible high-quality preschool sesifor Seattle children designed to improve
their readiness for school and to support theisesgbent academic achievement,” subsequently
giving birth to the Seattle Preschool Program (SFPRg city is investing SPP levy proceeds to
achieve the following outcomes city-wide: Childnsitl be ready for school, all students will
achieve developmentally appropriate pre-acadenilis,sill students will develop both socially
and emotionally, and the readiness gap will beialted for SPP participants. The city of
Seattle’s Department of Education and Early Leay(iDEEL) launched SPP in the 2015-16
school year and will expand it over the followirtngee years.

The four-year demonstration phase of SPP has pugmses. The first is to demonstrate
that the approved structure is viable and capalpeanlucing positive outcomes for Seattle’s
children. The second is to create, refine, and st@community infrastructure to improve the
guality of preschool programs. The third is to teemprocess and norms that support continuous
guality improvement (CQI) through evaluation. Ligeeschool programs that have demonstrated
effectiveness, Seattle will use results from itdahyears of evaluation to make course
corrections to its programs.

In 2015, the Evaluation Team, composed by reseeg@td hird Sector Intelligence, Inc.
(3S1), the National Institute for Early Educatioesearch (NIEER) at Rutgers University, and
the Childcare Quality & Early Learning (CQEL) Center Research & Professional
Development at the University of Washington, condda thorough review of the research on
evaluation, supplemented with interviews of keydkxa in program design and improvement.
This review focused on studies of large-scale puyréschool programs administered by cities
and states, including some specifically identifogdthe city of Seattle as highly relevant to the
SPP. The outcome of this process was an evalustiiategy including three distinct, but inter-
related evaluations: (1) an impact evaluation 8ess the extent to which SPP is increasing
Kindergarten readiness of the students it sen®s process evaluation to describe the
implementation of the SPP program and evaluatdtguwadd consistency amongst SPP preschool
providers; and (3) a self-evaluation to help SR¥iders, in partnership with and supported by
DEEL staff, measure and improve their classroomisil&\the strategy was designed so that the
three support each other, each of the componehiaians is distinct and has its own timeline.

This report presents the first year (2015-16) figdifrom the impact evaluation. Its
focus is on children’s learning, the classroom iqu#hey experienced, and how learning varied
with differences in experiences. In addition toaidsng these findings for SPP, the report
presents comparable findings from other preschingliss including the Head Start Family and
Child Experiences Survey (FACES) to contextualieeresults. The report also presents
findings regarding children’s attendance. Althotig first year population served is very small
and the data come from only 14 classrooms, we ptdéselings for subgroups of students and
classrooms as well as the full sample.

Overall, the report highlights that the first yethe SPP successfully enrolled a
diversity of children across various groups of @hacial groups and from the target of under
300% FPL. Children enrolled in SPP classrooms exieeé modest gains in vocabulary, literacy,
math and executive functiongains were larger than expected for their aganguage and letter
knowledge and smaller than expected in math. Atrod was consistently associated with
higher outcomes, and bilingual children and thaslew the FPL had smaller gains than their

NIEER Technical Report 4



Year 1 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

peers. Quality was lower than desired for the ECBRAd for the Instructional Support domain
of the CLASS. Quality was relatively good for then&ional Support and Classroom
organization domains of the CLASS.

As with all evaluations, this one has limitatiohattmust be acknowledged. It is
important to understand that the first year ofithpact evaluation was not designed to support
causal claims about the effects of SPP on childri@rning. In the start-up year it was not
possible to create a randomized control group.éMaduation can describe the gains made by
children, identify how outcomes vary with child acldssroom characteristics, and compare SPP
outcomes to those in other programs elsewhere. kHawthe evaluation cannot determine how
much of the observed growth is due to SPP partiopger se. Also, the first year sample is
quite small, consisting of just 14 classrooms dneddhildren who attended them. With such a
small number of classrooms there is considerabtertzinty surrounding the estimates, which
only increases for subgroups. Finally, informatoonchildren’s family background and on
attendance is incomplete. The report offers comalde depth into classroom quality observed
and recommendations for the continuous improverogrie.

Study Methods

The SPP evaluation study is a multi-year, mult-study that includes a combination of designs
to assess the program quality and impact on childwer time. In the first year of the study, the
research team collected child, family and classrodormation to answer the following six
guestions:
1. Who are the children enrolled in SPP classroon20ib—-16 and how do they compare to
the demographics of children in Seattle more geiy@ra
2. How did children enrolled in SPP classrooms pragmer 2015-167
3. What are SPP child attendance rates for 2015-1®awdlo these compare to national
averages?
4. What is the overall observed quality of childremeractions with teachers, each other,
and the physical environment in 2015167
How does quality vary within SPP across childred providers?
What activities do children engage in, and is tisex@pe for their interests and active
participation?

oo

The main purpose of the SPP impact evaluation ¢éstinate the effects of SPP on children’s
learning and development. In Year 1, the reseaamtmeasured learning and development at
the beginning and at the end of the year. Measaandgrocedures are described below. Children
were assessed as programs and classrooms werpdrated into SPP for a pre-test, and
assessed again at the end of the school year. 82paograms varied in how early the research
team was able to assess them, some children wezesasl early in the fall, while some children
were assessed in the winter. All children whera iiesessed late in the spring semester. In
addition classroom observations of classroom prestwere conducted to assess overall quality,
teacher-child interactions, and engagement. Classbservations were conducted between the
months of February through the end of May. Qualifs assessed using observation protocols
widely established in the field. Figure 1 (belowports the data collection timeline for the
school year of 2015-16.
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Figure 1. Data Collection Timeline

2015
September » Training for data collectors
* Initial SPP siteinformation gathere
October » Parent consent form distribution
¢ Fall assessment visit scheduling
¢ Fall child assessment visits be
Novembe ¢ Fall child assessment visits continue
Decembe
2016
January ¢ Calls to directors to discuss classroobservations (CLASS & ECEF-3)
I'\:Aebﬂrl]aff ¢ Unannounced CLASS & ECERS-3 observations (Febrtraough April)
arc

¢ Family Survey distributic
April ¢ Spring assessment visit scheduling (early A

¢ Spring child assessment visits
May
June

Sample

We assessed 199 children in 14 SPP classrooms-admut post-test. Of the parents of the 234
children enrolled in these classrooms, 219 condewotearticipate in the study. Out of these,
seven children declined participation, and only @8e assessed at post-test (while of the seven
that had declined participation, six did in factexst at post-test for a total of 199 post-tests
completed). Figure 2 below shows the study attritree. The analytic sample used in all
analyses reported is of N=193, which are the childor which we have pre- and post-test data
in at least one of the measures (not all childeneted every measure).

Figure 2. Pre-Post Sample Attrition Tree

N=234 children in SPP classrooms

N

N=219 with consent N=15 without consent

N=212 with N=7 without child
child assent assent at pre-test

N=193 with N=12 without

N=6 with post-test
post-test post-test P
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In addition, we conducted classroom observationtheri4 SPP classrooms from which we
drew children. Classroom characteristics are desdrin Table 2. The classrooms in SPP in
Year 1 used either a Creative Curriculum or a Hagi®e Curriculum, they reported an average
class size of 18, they were distributed acrossdiyencies, with about three classrooms per
agency, and with average monthly attendance r#t®8 percent per classroom.

Table 1. Classroom characteristics, N=14

Classroom characteristic Frequency or Mean (SDB)

Curriculum Creative 5
HighScop 9
Class Size 17.64 (3.13
Agencies 5
Average No. Classrooms per 2.80 (1.48)
Agency
Average attendance rate 80.3 (9.04
Measures

Measures on Children

ThePeabody Picture Vocabulary Test—Fourth Edition (FRV; Dunn & Dunn, 2007) is a
228-item test of receptive vocabulary in standangliSh. The PPVT is predictive of general
cognitive abilities and is a direct measure of vdary size. The rank order of item difficulties
is highly correlated with the frequency with whisfords are used in spoken and written
language. The test is adaptive (to avoid floor egiing problems), establishing a floor below
which the child is assumed to know all the ansva@i$ a ceiling above which the child is
assumed to know none of the answers. The tediableebased on reported split-half reliabilities
or test-retest reliabilities. The PPVT has shownccorent validity (e.g., Qi, Kaiser, Milan, &
Hancock, 2006) and the results of these testsoaredfto be strongly correlated with school
success (Blair & Razza, 2007; Early, et al., 2007).

TheWoodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery—Thditida (WJ-111; Woodcock,
McGrew, Mather, & Schrank, 2001) includes multipidbtests. Only thapplied Problemsnd
Letter-Word Identificatiorsubtests were used in this study. WJ-1ll was ndrorea stratified
random sample of 6,359 English-speaking subjedisarUnited States. Correlations of the WJ-
R with other tests of cognitive ability and achiment are reported to range from 0.60 to 0.70.
This measure has been used in numerous largegesiehool studies (e.g., Early, et al., 2007;
Wong, Cook, Barnett, & Jung, 2008).

Dimensional Change Card Sort Ta§kCCS; Zelazo, 2006). This task engages reverse
categorization where children must sort a set alshased on different sorting criteria given by

1 SD stands for standard deviation, which is a measfivariation in the data. That is, it measure lotose together
or spread apart the classrooms are relative tmgen. The larger the value, the farther apart fiteermean
classrooms are, and the smaller the value, therctoghe mean classrooms are, in a specific italicauch as
classroom size.
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the examiner. Generally, the test assesses attesttifting. Scores on the DCCS reflect a
pass/fail system on each of three levels of inengadifficulty. Raw scores range between 0 and
3, where a score of 0 means a child did not pasérdt level which includes a color sorting
task. At this first level, children are tasked waibrting two objects by color into a corresponding
labeled box. A score of 1 means a child passeddloe sort but failed the shape sort, which is
the subsequent task and asks children to ignooe aold instead sort objects by their shape. A
score of 2 means a child passed shape sort bed failvance trials. Lastly, a score of 3 means
the child passed advance trials, which ask chiltivagnore color or shape by adding a border to
cards to indicate which attribute to sort by. There no standard score equivalents. However, a
study of test-retest reliability, means by agedaitdren age 48 months or younger were 1.14 and
for children 48-50 months means by age were 1@83%%-53 months they were 1.42, and for 54-
56 months they were 1.58 (Meador et al., 2013).

Peg Tapping TegPT,; Diamond & Taylor, 1996). In this game, chddrare asked to tap
a peg twice when the experimenter taps once amdvarsa. The task requires children to inhibit
a natural tendency to mimic the experimenter wi@laembering the rule for the correct
response. Sixteen trials are conducted with 8 apeahd 8 two-tap trials in random sequence.
The task requires both the ability to hold two gsnn mind—the rule to tap once when
experimenter taps twice and the rule to tap twibemexperimenter taps once, and the ability to
exercise inhibitory control over one’s proponentdaor, the natural tendency to mimic what
the experimenter does. Common errors include: dfjpdying with only one of the two rules, (2)
tapping many times regardless of what the expetienetid, and (3) doing the same thing as the
experimenter, rather than the opposite. Table 1@bdescribes the gain score results for the PT
task by delegate. The final score for Peg Tapmregsum of all the 16 items that comprise the
test. Again, while there are no standard scorevedgits, in a study of test-retest reliability,
means by age for children age 48 months or youwgeg 4.05 and for children 48-50 months
means by age were 4.57, for 51-53 months they &8& and for 54-56 months they were 7.87,
(Meador et al., 2013).

Lastly, we conducted family surveys to collect imf@tion about the child and the
family. In particular, the parent survey asks faasilto provide information regarding the
following:

» Basic demographics of the child and family suclfeasily income, education,
employment status, race/ethnicity, languages spakbome, and family structure and
size

» Learning activities in the home, and other typesawt and education the child may
receive outside the home

* Family perceptions of early education or child garegrams, and family perspectives or
the benefits of SPP including impacts on theircthilearning and development

Parental response rate was low (53.1%). Consequerglhave included the information
collected on families in tables in Appendix D, blid not include this information in any
analyses, and instead, included information onlfamcollected by DEEL for race and ethnicity,
language at home, and in relation to the Fedenaki®pLevel (FPL) throughout all analyses.

NIEER Technical Report 8
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Measures on Classrooms

Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale—Third E#CERS-3; Harms, Clifford & Cryer,
2014)

The ECERS-3 is an observation and rating instrurferreschool classrooms serving children
aged three to five. The total ECERS-3 score reptessn average of the scores on the 35 items
under 6 domains. A rating scale between 1 anduged, where a rating of 1 indicates inadequate
quality, a rating of 3 indicates minimal qualityraging of 5 indicates good quality, and a rating
of 7 indicates excellent quality. The most updatetes for clarificatioAwere utilized when
scoring all classrooms in this sample. A generatdption of each of the 35 items on the
ECERS-3 is provided in Table 2.

Table 2. ECERS-3 Subscale and Item Descriptions.

Subscale Items _Description
Space for 1. Indoor Space Considers enough indoor spacehftmiren, staff, and basic furnishings
Furnishings for routines, play, and learnin
2. Furnishings for care, Focuses on ample furniture for routine care, phangl learning,
play, andlearning including convenient cubbies for individual u
3. Room arrangement forSpace is arranged so that classroom pathways digrdoanot interrupt
play and learnin play and supeiision.
4. Space for privacy Considers an indoor space for privacy availablesstdip physically in

the classroom to discourage interruptic

5. Child-related display Focuses on appropriateerias displayed for children throughout the
classroom, including simple pictures, posters, anork.

6. Space for gross motor Gross motor area is spacious, generally safe, asityeccessible to

play children.
7. Gross motor equipmenEquipment is age appropriate, accessible, and aemglagh to interest
every child.
Personal Care Meals/Snacks Schedule and sanitary proceduresparepriate during meal times.
Routines Staff sit with children to encourage learni
Toileting/diaperini Proper sanitary procedures usually followed withaghnt supervisiol
Health practices Proper sanitary procedures usesistently as needed, with a few
lapses
Safety practices Considers no more than 2 majetyshfzards present indoors or
outdoors.
Language and Helping children expand Measures how frequent staff uses specific wordslipects and actions
Literacy vocabulary and descriptive words as children experience restand play
Encouraging children to Assesses how frequent staff asks questions thdrehiare interested in
use language answering and that require longer answers. Inclutkasy conversations

during gross motor free play and routin
Staff use of books with  Staff read appropriate books to children that estatcurrent classroom

children activities or themes, showing interest and enjoytgrile doing so
Encouraging children’s Many books are accessible and organized in a dkfierest center.
use of book:

Becoming familiar with  Focuses on how most visible print is combined pittiures, relates to
print current classroom topics, and shows a variety aflax

2 Published online at http://ersi.info/ECERS-33_sdt&ml in August, 2015.
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Learning Fine motor Focuses on the accessibility for childséfine motor materials,
Activities including interlocking building materials, maniptilees, puzzles, and
art materials

Art Art materials, including drawing materials,ipts, 3D objects, collage
materials, and tools, must be accessible for adrilc

Music and movement Measures how many music méstenal activities are accessible for
children during free play

Blocks Enough space, unit blocks and accessoes & different categories
for 2-3 children to build at onc:

Dramatic play Many and varied dramatic play matsriacluding dolls, furniture, play
food and dress-up clothes must be accessible finreh during free
play.

Nature/science At least 15 nature/science maseiraluding living things, natural
objects, factual books, tools, or sand/water masdadressible for
children.

Math materials and At least 10 different appropriate math materialsessible, including

activities materials to count/compare quantities, measure/eoegizes, and
familiarize children with shape

Math in daily event: Assess how staff encourages math learning as pdailg routines.

Understanding written At least 3-5 different materials should be presenie classroom that

number shows children the meaning of print numb:

Promoting acceptance of At least 10 examples of diversity accessible, iditlg books, displayed

diversity pictures and material

Appropriate use of All observed materials used are appropriate anidddio 10-15

technology minutes per child during the observati

Interaction Supervision of gross Focuses on careful supervision in order to enshitdren’s safety.
motol

Individualized teaching Many activities observed are open- ended and nilost ahildren to be

and learning successful

Staff-child interaction Evaluates frequent posgtstaff- child interactions, with no long
periods of no interactio

Peer interaction Captures positive peer interastituring at least half of the
observation

Discipline Children appear to be aware of classrooles, and generally follow
them with reasonable amount of teacher con

Program Transitions and waiting Classroom transitions are usually smooth and pitbglg engaging.
Structure times
Free play Free play takes place for 1 hour durlmgpovation, including some time

indoors and some time outdoors (weather permitt
Whole - group activities Staff are responsive and flexible in ways that mmazé child
for play and learnin engagement during whole group activiti

Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS; PianRgro, & Hamre, 2008)

The CLASS is an observational system that assetsssoom practices in preschool and
kindergarten by measuring the interactions betvatedents and adults. Observations consist of
four to five 20-minute cycles, with 10-minute cogliperiods between each cycle.

Scores (codes) are assigned during various classastivities, and then averaged across
all cycles for an overall quality score. InteranBare measured through 10 dimensions, which
are divided into 3 domains. The Emotional Supporhdin is measured by 4 dimensions:
Positive Climate, Negative Climate, Teacher Sengftiand Regard for Student Perspectives.

NIEER Technical Report 10
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The Classroom Organization domain is measureddign@nsions: Productivity, Behavior
Management, and Instructional Learning Formats. [eguctional Support domain is measured
by 3 dimensions: Concept Development, Quality cfdback, and Language Modeling. Each
scale uses a 7-point Likert-type scale, for whidtare of 1 or 2 indicates low quality, and a
score of 6 or 7 indicates high quality. The CLA&Stiument is broken down into domains, and
then further broken down into dimensions, all ofiahhare outlined in Table 3 below.

Table 3. CLASS Domains and Dimension Descriptions.

Domain Dimension Description

Emotional Positive Climate  Reflects the emotional connechietween teachers and children and among
Support children, and the warmth, respect, and enjoymeminconicated by verbal
and nonverbal interactiol
Negative Climate Reflects the overall level of eeqsed negativity in the classroom. The
frequency, quality, and intensity of teacher andrpegativity are key to
this dimensio

Teacher Encompasses the teacher’s awareness of and respoess to students’
Sensitivity academic and emotional nee
Regard for StudentCaptures the degree to which the classroom aetivatnd teacher’s
Perspectives interactions with students place an emphasis atests’ interests,
motivations, and points of view and encourage stticesponsibility and
autonomy
Classroom Behavior Encompasses the teacher’s ability to provide ddehavior expectations and
Organization Managemer use effective methods to prevent and redirect rhistier
Productivity Considers how well the teacher managstsuctional time and routines and

provides activities for students so that they hilngeopportunity to be
involved in learning activitie

Instructional Focuses on the ways in which teachers maximizeeststlinterest,
Learning Forma: engagement, and abilities to learn from lessonsactivities
Instructional Concept Measures the teacher’s use of instructional dissossnd activities to
Support Development promote students’ higher-order thinking skills adnition and the
teacher’s focus on understanding rather than @ instruction
Quality of Assesses the degree to which the teacher proweebéck that expands
Feedbac learning and understanding and encourages contipartitipation
Language Captures the effectiveness and amount of teache€ ®f language-
Modeling stimulation and langua-facilitation technique

Procedures

The University of Washington hired and trained datbectors on the child standardized
assessment and classroom observation measureilBoassessments, data collectors received
a two-day training on the measures. Following the-tlay training, data collectors were
successfully shadowed by expert staff on two itenstof the assessments for reliability. After
two iterations of assessments, each of the dakactmls achieved 100% reliability.

For classroom observation measures, trained arabiebbservers are necessary for
observations of classroom quality. Initial trainivgs provided in administering the observation
protocol that includes the ECERS-3 and the CLAS$feschool classrooms. Training took
place in separate full-day workshops. ECERS-3 ofessmwere trained by an ECERS-3 certified
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trainer and met the ERSfeliability requirements for observer certificatiorhe trainee must
complete three observations with the trainer whiPo8r above exact matches or one-away from
the true score. All data collectors met the ECER8Hability requirements with agreement
percentages ranging between 91-95%. CLASS obsemerestrained by a CLASS certified
trainer and met the Teachstone reliability requeata for observer certification. All data
collectors met CLASS reliabilifyrequirements with agreement percentages rangimgelea 86-
93%. All observation score sheets were cleaneceateted at UW by trained staff. Assessment
procedures integrated culturally sensitive attisyd@owledge, interview skills, intervention
strategies and evaluation practices specificafiyrmed by the age of the child.

Results

We address the research questions through a cotalirmd descriptive and statistical analyses,
and each research question separately. These thawttie sample of children and classrooms
described earlier.

1. Who are the children enrolled in SPP classroomnia 2015-16 and how do they compare to
the demographics of children in Seattle more genelig?

Children’s demographics are summarized in Tablel@via. Children assessed were equally 3
and 4 year-olds. Children in this study were preaamtly from English-speaking households
(72.4%), and a small portion speaks Spanish at {8rb&6). Other languages spoken, albeit by a
very small portion of children, included Viethamg8enharic, Mandarin, Somali, and Oromo
(among others)About 71.2% of the children were under the 300%eFaidPoverty Level (FPL).
Children showed significant variation across pareported race and ethnicity, with the four
major groups being White (28.6%), Black (24.1%)iafng(13.1%) and Hispanic (12.6%).

Table 2. Child demographics for SPP children reéato children in Seattle Public Schools

Child Characteristics SPP Children 2015-16 Seattle Public
N % Schools

Gender
Male 99 49.7% 51.5%°
Femalt 10C 50.3% 48.59%°
Age at Post-Test
3-Year-Olds 11 5.5% -
4-Yeal-Olds 92 46.2% -
5-Yeal-Olds 96 48.2% -
Primary Language
Englist 144 72.4% 65.09%°
Spanis| 17 8.5% 7.0%°
Vietnames 6 3.0% 3.0%°
Amharic 3 1.5% <1.0%°

3 ERSI is the company that sells ECERS-3 productseNhformation about the tool, as well as relidpil
guidelines, can be found at http://www.ersi.info/

4 Teachstone is the company that sells CLASS predunl manages/sells CLASS observer trainingsficatibns
etc. All training activity is monitored and repait® them. http://www.teachstone.com/about-teactesto
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Mandarir 3 1.5% 3.0%P
Somal 2 1.0% 4.0%°
Oromc 2 1.0% <1.0%°
Othel 9 4.5%

Unknown 13 6.5% -
FPL Percentage

Less than 100 59 29.6% c
100— 199% 31 15.6% 38.9%
200- 299% 52 26.1% -
>300% 43 21.6% -
Missing 14 7.0% -
Race/Ethnicity

White 57 28.6% 45.69%°
Black 48 24.1% 16.49%¢
Asiar 26 13.1% 15.8%¢°
Hispanic 25 12.6% 12.49%¢
Multi-Racia 11 5.5% 8.5%¢
Othel 2 1.0% 1.39%¢
Unknowr 30 15.0% -

aSeattle Public Schools as reported in http://wwatteschools.org/district/district_quick_facts.
bStudents attending Seattle Public Schools, as teghar Rivers (2016).
‘Based on Free and Reduce Lunch which is for fasmiE85% FPL.

2. How did children enrolled in SPP classrooms pragss over 2015-167?

This evaluation reports standardized measuresilof gtcomes in two content areas: receptive
vocabulary (Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test),ditgr(Woodcock-Johnson Tests of
Achievement Letter-Word subtest) and math (Woodebmtknson Tests of Achievement Applied
Problems subtest). In addition, the 2015-2016 etadn included measures of executive
functions (EF) as it did in the previous year: Dims@nal Change Card Sort Game (DCCS) and
Peg Tapping task (PT). These two assess two afédsia early childhood, which include the
ability to inhibit automatic response tendenciet ttan interfere with achieving a task, and the
capacity for set shifting.

We present descriptive results from the 2015-2@Hbuation showing gains for the
whole sample, and then split out by various subgspby agency, comparing classrooms with
class sizes under 18 with classrooms with clagssbove 18, and comparing lower quality to
higher quality classrooms. Children’s learning gaane compared to the gains reported by
various other studies, as well. Finally, we repesults from multivariate analyses that examines
variations in outcomes with all of the child andgram characteristics simultaneously.
Receptive vocabulary measured by the PPVT is pteddinst, followed by early math (WJ-AP),
and two measures of executive function, the DinmraiChange Card Sort Game (DCCS) and
the Peg Tapping task (PT).

Receptive vocabulary results

Table 3 presents children’s vocabulary scores t®éul the fall (pre-test) and spring (post-test)
with change from fall to spring (the gain). The PIR¥ measures children’s receptive vocabulary

NIEER Technical Report 13



Year 1 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

relative to English speaking peers. Standardizetese—which are adjusted for age—are
reported in this section (raw scores are reportedpipendix A, Table A.1). Thus, positive gains
are an indication that children improved more ahercourse of the preschool year than is
expected based on the change in age alone. Thesteeatard score for this measure is set at
100 which is another way of saying that the avecdglel in the U.S. population is expected to
score 100 at any age. The standard deviation igvidrmation on this table reflects the
performance of all children regardless of languaaekground. Here we report scores for all
children with valid scores in both the fall andisgrof the school year. In addition, children
from Spanish speaking homes were tested in Spasistell as in English and their Spanish
language vocabulary scores are reported later.

Overall, children scored at average in the fall slightly above the average in the spring.
One year gains for the whole group of children war2.03 standard points, which is about
close to half of the reported one-year gains fgedr-olds in the FACES study of 4.5 standard
points although Head Start children scored welbWwedverage before and after a year in the
program (Table B.5a; Aikens, et. al, 2013). Minpchildren score considerably below average
and make the largest gains. Children speaking kgegiother than English score the lowest and
make the largest gains. Children below the povestgl score lower than their higher income
peers but also make the largest gains and endargheenational average. By contrast, FACES
reported larger 2009 PPVT-4 standard gains for-j@ar-olds of 3.4 for White children, 4.3 for
Black children and 8.7 for Hispanic children (sumized in Barnett, 2013). However, these
children start at a much lower level and even whthlarger gains do not approach the national
average.

Table 3. Receptive vocabulary means and gains ity cfmaracteristics

PPVT 2015 Fall PPVT 2016 Spring PPVT Gains

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD

Total (N=189) 100.3: 17.0¢ 102.3¢ 15.9¢ 2.02 11.0¢
Gender Male (N=92 99.17 18.1: 101.6¢ 15.7: 2.4¢ 10.6¢
Female (N=9i 101.3¢ 15.9¢ 102.9¢ 16.1¢ 1.6C 11.4(

Age Three Year Cohort (N=3 97.4: 13.2¢ 100.3: 16.8¢ 2.8¢ 10.8¢
Four Year Cohort (N=15 101.0: 17.8C 102.8: 15.7: 1.82 11.11

Ethnicity ~ White (N=55 111.7¢ 13.9¢ 112.6¢ 12.01 0.8¢ 12.9¢
Black (N=47 96.3¢ 13.6: 97.7i 15.2: 1.42 10.11

Asian (N=24 91.21 17.9: 96.2¢ 16.4¢ 5.04 12.1:

Hispanic (N=22 94.2: 16.3: 97.3: 14.07 3.0¢ 9.74

Other (N=13 98.31 20.6: 100.1¢ 18.1: 1.8t 12.6¢

Unknown (N=28 98.0( 15.5¢ 99.9¢ 15.5] 1.9¢ 7.5¢

Language English (N=127 105.0¢ 16.21 106.3¢ 14.8( 1.27 12.2¢
Spanish (N=1: 85.3¢ 10.9¢ 91.0¢ 13.8( 5.6¢ 8.9t
Viethamese (N=¢ 80.4( 6.5¢ 83.8( 9.47 3.4C 4.2¢

Other (N=19 86.4 11.5¢ 90.11 13.5( 3.6¢ 9.7¢

Unknown (N=25 98.2¢ 15.6¢ 100.8( 15.71 2.5z 6.1¢

FPL <100 (N=55 94.6¢ 13.5: 98.3¢ 15.97 3.71 11.9¢
10C-300 (N=80 99.5¢ 17.7¢ 99.6¢ 15.0¢ 0.0¢ 10.5¢

>300 (N=40 110.6( 15.3¢ 113.07 12.5: 2.4¢ 11.8%

Unknown (N=14 97.2¢ 18.2¢ 102.57 17.1¢ 5.2¢ 4.8¢

Table 4 reports children’s pre and post vocabussapdard scores for selected center
characteristics (raw scores are reported in AppeAdiTable A.2). Mean scores by agencies are
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below the norm for two agencies (1 & 5) and abaréliree (2-5) at both pre- and post-test.
However, lower scoring agencies show the highergghetween fall and spring. Higher quality
classrooms, as measured by the ECERS and CLASSmmreaidence higher average gain
patterns.

Table 4. Receptive vocabulary means and gains fiitgiceharacteristics

PPVT 2015 Fa PPVT 2016 Sprin PPVT Gain
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD

Total (N=189 100.37  17.0: 1023 159¢  20% 1104
Agency 1 (N=41 96.3¢  13.3;  99.1f  17.3;  2.7€  11.0¢
Agency 2 (N=74 102.2:  17.1f  1052( 151¢ 297 10.07
Agency Agency 3 (N=1& 107.2(  185¢ 1025 17.61  -467 145
Agency 4 (N=23 108.60 17.7¢ 1095 11.6] 081  10.5¢
Agency 5 (N=3€ 9261 158t  954; 148t 281  11.26
Clacs Sige 180T Less (N=8' 101.1¢  153: 103.1¢ 14.0: 200 962
More than 1§N=102] 99.5¢ 1841 1016 17.4. 206  12.1]
Curriculum Creative Curriculum (N=6: 100.8( 16.0¢ 102.8¢ 16.21 2.0¢ 10.8¢
HighScope (N=12! 100.06  17.5€ 102.0¢ 15.8¢ 201 1117
CCERS Less than 3 (N=1. 106.0; 205 1055  16.66  -53  10.9¢
3 or More(N=174 99.81  16.67  102.06 159C 22t  11.0f
cLassEs  Lessthan55 (N=2 1042 183¢  102.8. 1611  -1.47  115¢
5.5 or More (N=16 99.6: 1678  102.28 159¢  26¢  10.8
Less than 5.5 (N=5 103.1¢  17.5¢€  101.9: 14.6(  -1.24 1117
CLASSCO 55 o More(N=138) 99.2¢ 1677  102.4( 16.4: 3.2/  10.8(
CLASS IS Less than 3 (N=11 100.8¢  16.3¢  101.9¢ 14.8¢ 1.1 9.9
3 or More (N=73 99.4C  181; 102.90 17.6: 351  12.5¢

Literacy results

Table 5 reports children’s WJ-11I letter-word idéiatation scores for the overall sample and by
selected child characteristics. This test measthiddren’s ability to identify letters and then

read a list of words of increasing difficulty irolation. Again, the test has a mean standard (i.e.,
age adjusted score) of 100 and a standard deviatibh (raw scores are reported in Appendix A,
Table A.3). Scores for all children are includedamlless of their home language background.
Mean scores are reported for children with valiokss in both the fall and spring of the school
year.

Children scored on average above the norms inthetfall and the spring. One year
gains for the whole group of children were of 2s6@ndard points, which is about a half of the
reported one-year gains for 4-year-olds in the FAGERidy of 5.0 standard points. As with the
PPVT, Head Start children scored below the aveodd®0 (Table B.5a; Aikens, et. al, 2013).
Across groups, 3-year-old, White, and English spep&hildren had largest gains. By contrast,
FACES reported for Head Start in 2009 LW standaidgyfor four-year-olds of 4.3 for White
children, 4.8 for Black children and 5.3 for Hispaaohildren (summarized in Barnett, 2013).
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Table 5. Literacy means and gains by child charitites

WJ-LW 2015 Fal WJ-LW 2016 Sprini WJI-LW Gains
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total (N=186 101.9¢ 13.3( 104.5¢ 13.4¢ 2.6(C 10.1¢(
Gender Male (N=92 100.6¢ 11.3¢ 103.4: 12.0( 2.7¢ 11.0¢
Female (N=94 103.3: 14.91 105.7: 14.7¢ 2.41 9.1¢
Age Three Year Cohort (N=3 98.7¢ 11.3¢ 103.4° 11.9] 4.72 13.9¢
Four Year Cohort (N=15 102.77 13.6¢ 104.8¢ 13.8¢ 2.0¢ 8.9:
White (N=56 102.2 11.4¢ 107.3¢ 11.8¢ 5.0¢ 11.1¢
Black (N=47 101.4 15.2¢ 103.9¢ 15.8¢ 2.4¢ 9.77
Ethnicity A;ian (N=25 104.4¢ 10.52 105.0¢ 9.75_ 0.6(¢ 6.54
Hispanic (N=17 92.5:¢ 10.0¢ 93.5¢ 12.6i 1.0¢ 8.24
Other (N=13 104.3: 9.1 105.3: 11.3¢ 1.0C 6.7¢
Unknown (N=28 104.7¢ 16.7¢ 106.0¢ 14.0¢ 1.2¢ 12.72
English (N=129 101.0: 12.5i 104.4: 13.07 3.41 9.97
Spanish (N=¢ 95.1: 7.61 95.2¢ 12.6¢ 0.1z 8.64
Language Vietnamese (N=: 103.8( 8.81 100.8( 8.61 -3.0C 4.6¢
Other (N=19 107.3: 13.3¢ 109.0( 15.2( 1.6¢ 6.9t
Unknown (N=25 104.7¢ 17.4¢ 105.8( 14.7( 1.04 13.3¢
<100 (N=55 100.3: 11.97 102.9: 13.3¢ 2.6(C 8.37
FPL 10C-300 (N=76 101.9¢ 13.7¢ 104.3¢ 14.0¢ 2.4% 10.17
>300 (N=41 104.1° 11.61 108.1( 11.57 3.9¢ 10.3¢
Unknown (N=14 102.4: 19.8¢ 102.0: 15.41 -0.3¢€ 15.0¢

Table 6 reports children’s pre- and post-testietterd identification standard scores for
children in the sample across selected center ctegistics (raw scores are reported in Appendix
A, Table A.4). Children’s gains differ across clagsns and are higher when CLASS
instructional quality is above 3.

Table 6. Literacy means and gains by center cheniatits

Wi-Lw 2015 Fall  WILW 2018 s W Gains
Spring

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD

Total (N=186 101.9¢ 13.3( 104.5¢ 13.4¢ 2.6( 10.1¢
Agencyl (N=41 100.7: 10.81 101.2% 11.4¢ 0.5¢€ 8.97

Agency 2 (N=75 101.8¢ 13.5¢ 105.7: 15.0¢ 3.8¢ 9.8¢

Agency Agency 3 (N=14 104.4: 9.3¢ 108.0% 12.0¢ 3.64 10.4¢
Agency 4 (N=23 107.5. 17.6¢ 108.9¢ 14.2¢ 1.4 8.4F

Agency 5 (N=33 99.0¢ 12.9¢ 101.6¢ 10.9¢ 2.5¢ 12.6¢

Class Size 18 or Less (N=8: 102.4¢ 14.4¢ 103.9¢ 13.8¢ 1.5¢ 9.17
More than 18 (N=9¢ 101.5¢ 12.2¢ 105.1: 13.1¢ 3.54 10.81

Curriculum C_reative Curriculum (N=6- 103.1¢ 13.9¢ 104.0: 12.97 0.8¢ 8.7:
HighScope (N=12: 101.3¢ 12.9¢ 104.8¢ 13.7¢ 3.51 10.67

ECERS Less than 3 (N=1! 99.3¢ 10.2¢ 100.5: 10.9¢ 1.2C 9.2¢
3 or More (N=171 102.2: 13.5¢ 104.9¢ 13.6¢ 2.7: 10.1¢

CLASS ES Less than 5.5 (N=2 96.8- 13.0] 100.9¢ 10.3¢ 4.11 11.5¢
5.5 or More (N=15¢ 102.9: 13.1¢ 105.2¢ 13.8¢ 2.34 9.8

Less than 5.5 (N=5 100.1¢ 13.2¢ 102.8: 11.6¢ 2.6¢ 10.0¢

CLASS CO 5.5 or More (N=13¢ 102.6¢ 13.31] 105.2¢ 14.0¢ 2.57 10.1¢
CLASS IS Less than 3 (N=11 101.1% 14.2¢ 102.5¢ 13.4¢ 1.41 10.4¢
3 or More (N=72 103.2¢ 11.6¢ 107.7¢ 12.9¢ 4.4¢ 9.32
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Early math results

Table 7 shows children’s pre- and post-test matines; as measured by the applied problems
subscale of the WJ-1Il. Again, the scale is normé&t a mean of 100 and a standard deviation
of 15. On average, children in the SPP sample daveve average in the fall and spring of the
school year, with negative “gains” indicating tliay lost ground relative to expectations for
their higher age at post-test (average raw scans gae reported in table A.5 in appendix A, all
of which are positive). This contrasts with one+ygains for four-year-olds in the FACES study
of 2.2 standard points although Head Start childinesuch study scored below the norm
throughout (Table B.5a; Aikens, et. al, , 2013).@xm children in the sample, Asian, Hispanic,
and Spanish-speaking children outperformed thearpd-ACES reported 2009 AP standard
gains for four-year-olds of 1.4 for White childréh6 for Black children and 4.2 for Hispanic
children (summarized in Barnett, 2013).

Table 7. Math means and gains by child charactesist

WJ-AP 2015 Fa WJ-AP 2016 Sprin WJ-AP Gain:
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total (N=186 106.3¢ 12.9i 104.8( 11.62 -1.54 9.4%
Gender Male (N=92 104.6¢ 14.3¢ 104.3¢ 12.4¢ -0.3C 10.4:
Female (N=9¢ 107.9¢ 11.2¢ 105.2¢ 10.7¢ -2.7¢€ 8.2¢
Age Three Year Cohort (N=3 103.6: 11.4: 104.4¢ 12.1% 0.7¢ 8.0¢
Four Year Cohort (N=15 106.9¢ 13.2i 104.8¢ 11.5¢ -2.1C 9.67
White (N=56 112.8¢ 11.8( 110.6¢ 10.5¢ -2.21 9.4%
Black (N=47 101.3¢ 13.72 100.6( 9.9¢ -0.7¢ 9.2C
Ethnicity A_sian (_N:25 102.5¢ 11.2¢ 104.8¢ 13.6i 2.2¢ 11.18
Hispanic (N=17 105.2¢ 10.1¢ 106.4 9.7t 1.1¢ 9.9t
Other (N=13 107.2¢ 14.4¢ 101.6¢ 10.92 -5.54 7.0
Unknown (N=28 105.2! 11.5i 100.5¢ 11.31 -4.6¢ 7.4¢€
English (N=129 107.9¢ 13.1: 106.3: 10.97 -1.62 9.44
Spanish (N=¢ 103.5( 12.5¢ 105.7¢ 12.0¢ 2.2¢ 9.32
Language Viethamese (N=: 94.6( 7.64 95.8( 11.97 1.2C 9.7¢
Other (N=19 102.1¢ 13.2] 101.7¢ 14.4; -0.37 11.8(
Unknown (N=25 104.5¢ 11.3¢ 100.7¢ 11.3¢ -3.8( 7.2z
<100 (N=55 102.3¢ 12.7¢ 102.3¢ 10.97 0.0z 8.82
FPL 10C-300 (N=76 105.6¢ 13.31 103.8: 12.9¢ -1.7¢ 10.4¢
>300 (N=41 113.5¢ 10.3¢ 110.8¢ 8.7¢ -2.6¢ 8.5¢
Unknown (N=14 104.6¢ 11.31 101.5: 7.84 -3.07 8.01

We report children’s pre and post standardized reabhes and gains by selected center
characteristics in Table 8 (raw scores are repontédgppendix A, Table A.6). Again, there is
some variation between agencies, and for diffeyeatity levels, children in higher quality
classrooms as measured by the ECERS make moreepsagyer the year. This is also the case
for children in classrooms with smaller class saed implementing HighScope.
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Table 8. Math means and gains by center charatotsris

WJ-AP 2015 Fa  WJ-AP 2016 Sprin WJI-AP Gain:

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total (N=186 106.3¢ 12.9i 104.8( 11.62 -1.54 9.4%
Agency 1 (N=41 102.9¢ 11.1¢ 100.9¢ 10.23 -1.9¢ 7.1¢
Agency 2 (N=7& 107.1: 13.5¢ 105.2 12.3¢ -1.8¢ 10.1¢
Agency Agency 3(N=14) 110.9¢ 10.6¢ 107.8¢ 12.6: -3.07 11.8:
Agency 4 (N=23 113.1¢ 12.2: 110.4: 12.2¢ -2.7C 8.2¢
Agency 5 (N=33 102.1: 12.8: 103.2 8.9¢ 1.1¢ 9.91
Class Size 18 or Less (N=8: 106.0: 13.1¢ 104.7: 12.0¢ -1.2¢ 9.51
More than 18 (N=9¢ 106.6¢ 12.8i 104.8: 11.2¢ -1.71 9.41
curriculum C_reative Curriculum (N=6- 106.6: 12.4¢ 104.3¢ 11.8¢ -2.2¢% 7.52
HighScope (N=12: 106.2( 13.2¢ 105.0: 11.5¢ -1.1¢ 10.31
ECERS Less than 3 (N=1! 109.4( 14.6¢ 104.7: 12.4¢ -4.61 8.1
3 or More (N=171 106.0¢ 12.8: 104.8: 11.5¢ -1.27 9.51
CLASS ES Less than 5.5 (N=2 106.0E 13.6¢ 103.4¢ 10.2¢ -2.51 9.55
5.5 or More (N=15¢ 106.4: 12.8¢ 105.0¢ 11.8¢ -1.3€ 9.4%
Less than 5.5 (N=5 105.7¢ 13.3¢ 102.9¢ 11.6¢ -2.8( 9.2¢
CLASS CO 5.5 or More (N=13¢ 106.5¢ 12.8¢ 105.5( 11.5¢ -1.07 9.4¢
CLASS IS Less than 3 (N=11 105.7¢ 13.61 104.2¢ 10.9¢ -1.4¢€ 9.8C
3 or More (N=72 107.2¢ 11.9¢ 105.6: 12.6( -1.67 8.8¢

Executive functions

We used two measures of executive functions. ThRE®E an attention shifting test which uses
short term memory. Table 9 shows children’s pret post-test DCCS scores by selected child
characteristics. The full sample exhibited gainsl@fin the DCCS which may seem small, but is
meaningful as it is a quarter of standard deviatith exception of the Vietnamese group,
which is really a very small group of children, sdlibgroups of children showed gains between
fall and spring.

Table 9. DCCS means and gains by child charadteist

DCCS 2015 Fa DCCS 2016 Sprir DCCS Gain
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total (N=192 1.5: 0.6( 1.7C 0.62 0.17 0.61
Gender Male (N=94 1.4¢ 0.5¢ 1.67 0.5¢ 0.1¢ 0.5¢
Female (N=9¢ 1.5¢ 0.6z 1.72 0.64 0.1¢4 0.6:
Age Three Year Cohort (N=3 1.1¢ 0.5¢ 1.2¢ 0.6¢ 0.11 0.7:
Four Year Cohort (N=15 1.62 0.57 1.81 0.5¢ 0.1¢ 0.5¢
White (N=56 1.7¢ 0.5z 1.91 0.51 0.1z 0.6:
Black (N=47 1.3¢ 0.64 1.4¢ 0.5¢ 0.0¢ 0.6(
Ethnicity A_sian (_N:25 1.52 0.51 1.6¢ 0.6: 0.1¢€ 0.47
Hispanic (N=23 1.52 0.51 1.7¢ 0.6( 0.2¢ 0.6z
Other (N=13 1.2: 0.6( 1.8t 0.6¢ 0.62 0.77
Unknown (N=28 1.43 0.6¢ 1.57 0.6¢ 0.1<4 0.52
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English (N=129 1.57 0.61 1.7¢4 0.5¢ 0.1¢ 0.61
Spanish (N=1¢ 1.5C 0.52 1.7¢ 0.5¢ 0.2¢ 0.61
Language Vietnames¢N=5) 1.2C 0.4t 1.0C 0.0C -0.2C 0.4t
Other (N=19 1.52 0.51 1.62 0.9C 0.11 0.81
Unknown (N=25 1.44 0.71 1.6C 0.5¢ 0.1¢€ 0.47
<100 (N=57 1.4C 0.6¢ 1.5¢ 0.6¢€ 0.14 0.64
FPL 10C-300 (N=80 1.44 0.57 1.6¢ 0.6t 0.2¢ 0.64
>300 (N=41 1.8% 0.4z 1.9¢ 0.3t 0.1z 0.5¢€
Unknown (N=14 1.64 0.6: 1.64 0.6: 0.0C 0.3¢

No norms exist for the measure. As a referencel, ¢laening-Related Cognitive Self-
Regulation School Readiness Measures for Pres€fatnren Study (aka the Self-Regulation
Measurement Study) (Meador, et. al, 2013) testedreltive measures of executive functions
including the DCCS. The authors found average DG€ifges of 1.42 at 51-53 months and 1.62
at 57-59 months; ranges which include the averggs at fall and spring testing in this study
(53.4 months in the fall and 58.9 in the springd)il@en in SPP show similar gain patterns.
Within the different groups, four-year-old, HispegnOther ethnic/race and Spanish-speaking
children evidence larger gain patterns than thearg.

Children’s pre and post DCCS scores are shown lkeTED. There are apparent
differences in gain between agencies. Childrenisggan the DCCS are higher in smaller
classrooms. Gains on the DCCS do not differ insdiae way across the two quality measures.

Table 10. DCCS means and gains by center charstateri

DCCS 2015 Fa DCCS 2016 Sprir DCCS Gain

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD

Total (N=192 1.52 0.6( 1.7¢ 0.62 0.17 0.61
Agency 1 (N=41 1.41 0.71 1.51 0.6( 0.1C 0.5¢

Agency 2 (N=7€ 1.5¢ 0.61 1.7¢ 0.57 0.1¢ 0.5¢

Agency Agency 3 (N=1& 1.8( 0.5¢ 1.9% 0.7¢ 0.1z 0.8:
Agency 4 (N=23 1.65 0.4¢ 1.9¢ 0.5¢€ 0.3C 0.6:

Agency 5 (N=37 1.3F 0.4¢ 1.57 0.6t 0.2z 0.6:

Class Size 18 or Less (N=8" 1.4¢ .64 1.72 .6C .24 .65
More than 18 (N=10! 1.57 .57 1.6¢ .63 .1C .57

Curriculum Creative Curriculum (N=6: 1.5C .64 1.67 .62 A7 .5€
HighScope (N=12¢ 1.5¢ .5¢ 1.71 .62 1€ .62

Less than 3 (N=1 1.6 .62 1.6¢ .6C .0€ .44

ECERS 3 or More (N=17€ 1.5 6 1.7 62 16 62
Less than 5.(N=29) 1.41 .57 1.62 .62 21 .62

CLASSES 55 o More (N=16% 1.5¢ 61 1.71 62 1€ 61
Less than 5.5 (N=5 1.4C .6C 1.6 .6€ .23 .7C

CLASSCO 55 o More (N=14( 1.5¢ 6 1.72 6C 14 57
Less than 3 (N=11 1.4¢ .62 1.67 .61 .22 .64

CLASSIS 3 or More(N=74) 1.6¢€ 56 1.7 62 08 54

Table 11 shows children’s pre- and post-test Pgpihg scores by selected child
characteristics. Peg tapping is a measure of itdnjpcontrol. No norms exist for this measure,
either. Children in SPP across all subgroups gdiedgeen fall and spring of the school year,
with an overall gain of 2.98 for the full samplénel'Self-Regulation Measurement Study
(Meador, et. al, 2013) also included this measunceathors reported average scores of 6.02 at
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51-53 months and 8.80 at 57-59 months, with a miffee of 2.78. SPP children fare well in
comparison to their sample.

Table 11. Peg Tapping means and gains by childactexistics

PT 2015Fall PT 2016 Sprin PT Gain:
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total (N=193 6.7¢€ 5.84 9.74 5.61 2.9¢ 5.3¢
Gender Male (N=95 6.5¢ 5.91 9.87 5.64 3.2¢ 5.54
Female (N=9¢ 6.9z 5.7¢ 9.6(C 5.5¢ 2.6¢ 5.1%
Age Three Year Cohort (N=3 2.5¢ 4.2z 6.0¢ 5.8( 3.5C 3.91
Four Year Cohort (N=15 7.7¢ 5.7: 10.6: 5.1¢ 2.8t 5.6:
White (N=56 8.3¢ 5.67 11.5¢ 4.8¢ 3.21 5.3¢
Black (N=47 5.87 5.9C 7.81 6.1f 1.9¢ 5.8t
- Asian (N=25 6.04 6.52 10.4( 6.07 4.3¢€ 5.6%
Ethnicity . . — - - - -
Hispanic (N=24 6.67 5.27 10.15 4.51] 3.5C 4.37
Other (N=13 7.3¢ 5.74 10.4¢ 5.1¢ 3.0¢ 6.0z
Unknown (N=28 5.4% 5.6% 7.9¢ 5.62 2.5¢ 4.4%
English (N=129 7.0¢ 5.8¢ 10.2¢ 5.6¢ 3.21 5.4¢€
Spanish (N=1¢ 5.67 4.9t 7.87 3.94 2.2C 4.8¢
Language Vietnamese (N=¢ -0.2C 1.7¢ 5.0C 6.12 5.2C 6.6¢
Other(N=19) 8.6¢ 5.8C 10.4i 5.1¢ 1.7¢ 5.62
Unknown (N=25 5.64 5.62 8.3¢ 5.7t 2.7z 4.51
<100 (N=58 5.9C 6.0¢ 9.2¢ 6.04 3.3¢€ 6.2z
FPL 10C-300 (N=80 6.8C 6.0C 9.41 5.57 2.61 4.47
>300 (N=41 8.34 5.34 11.9( 4.62 3.5¢ 5.7¢
Unknown (N=14 5.4% 4.7 7.21 5.1¢ 1.7¢ 4.6%

Pre- and post-test Peg-Tapping scores for chilohréime sample across selected center
characteristics are shown in Table 12. There isesaaniation across agencies. The quality
measures are not associated with gains in the egdaection.

Table 12. Peg-Tapping means and gains by centeaatbastics

PT 2015 Fa PT 2016 Sprin PT Gain:

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD

Total (N=193 6.7¢ 5.84 9.74 5.61 2.9¢ 5.3¢
Agency 1 (N=41 6.37 6.0z 9.3¢4 6.3C 2.9¢ 5.74

Agency 2(N=76) 6.91 5.7¢ 9.71 5.22 2.8C 5.5t

Agency Agency 3 (N=1€ 10.7¢ 4.2% 12.7¢ 3.87 2.0C 2.9C
Agency 4 (N=23 7.1 5.64 10.52 5.97 3.3¢ 5.9¢

Agency 5 (N=37 4.92 5.81 8.4% 5.72 3.51 4.9t

Class Size 18 or Less (N=8: 6.22 5.3¢ 9.3¢ 5.74 3.1¢ 5.4¢
More than18 (N=106 7.2C 6.17 10.0¢ 5.51 2.8¢ 5.24

Curriculum C_reative Curriculum (N=6- 6.6 5.8t 9.77 6.1t 3.13 5.7¢
HighScope (N=12¢ 6.81 5.8t 9.72 5.34 2.91 5.11

ECERS Less than 3 (N=1i 6.31 6.54 9.44 5.4t 3.1¢ 4.9t
3 or More (N=177 6.8( 5.7¢ 9.7¢ 5.6 2.97 5.37

Less than 5.5 (N=2 5.0C 5.9C 8.5¢ 5.54 3.5¢ 4.31

CLASSES 5.5 or More (N=16¢ 7.07 5.7¢ 9.94 5.61 2.87 5.4¢
Less than 5.5 (N=5 5.87 5.8¢ 9.2¢ 5.5¢% 3.4z 5.2C

CLASS CO 5.5 or More (N=141 7.0¢ 5.82 9.9C 5.64 2.82 5.3¢
CLASS IS Less olEqual to 3 (N=11¢ 5.6¢ 5.62 9.0¢ 5.62 3.4C 5.21
More than 3 (N=7¢ 8.4f 5.7¢ 10.7: 5.4t 2.32 5.4¢
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Multivariate Analyses

Multivariate analyses examine the association betvahildren’s learning gains and program
features that include agency, curriculum and ctassrquality while simultaneously controlling
for age of children, children’s characteristics atigndance rate. We include information on the
age of children, gender, race and ethnicity, hamguage, FPL, and attendance rates, as
provided by DEEL. Classroom level components inelakhss size, curriculum, agency and
classroom quality. The analyses also take intowatcinat scores of children who are in
classrooms together cannot be considered to beendent of each other. For children assessed
Spanish, the Spanish scores are used (with a ¢@atiable to take this into account). We
conduct separate analyses with the two measumgsatity, one controlling for quality as
measured by the ECERS-3 and the other for quaitp@asured by the CLASS.

Table 13 presents estimates of these associatitm&EB®ERS-3 as the measure of
classroom quality. Statistically significant resudire highlighted in boldface. Attendance was
positively associated with gains in receptive vatgaty and math. A five percentage point
increase in attendance would translate into a §t&ddard score gain. Children’s outcomes did
not differ between boys and girls. Gains were shglower for Bilingual children (relative to
monolingual) even after testing Spanish-speakiniglen in Spanish. One of the agencies seems
to have an advantage over the others even aftémotlorg for quality (which may be related to
teacher experience and qualification, for whichhad no information at the time of this study).
Children in the 100-300 FPL group make smaller g#iian others. Black children made smaller
gains on the DCCS. Also, children for which racangknown gained less in math than their
White peers. Children for whom attendance is unkmeeemed to perform better, which may be
worth investigating. On the other hand, childrethwnissing information on race/ethnicity or
FPL gained less than others.

The indicator for classroom size is positively a$asted with letter-word recognition and
DCCS scores, an odd result. As for classroom guald association was found between the
ECERS-3 and children’s performance taking into aotall else including agency.

Table 13. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2Qbgains in relation to child and site or
classroom characteristics and ECERS-3

Variab| RSC.I Literacy Math Executive Function
ariables Vocabular
(PPVT/TVIng (WIWM-LW) (WI/WM-AP) DCCS PT
Pre Tes 0.620™ 0.703" 0.598™ 0.015 0.469™
(0.05 (0.05 (0.05, (0.01 (0.06
Attendanc 0.173 0.06¢ 0.157" 0.00« 0.04¢
(0.08 (0.07’ (0.06 (0.00! (0.04
Missing Attendanc 14.061 11.00¢ 12.777 0.52¢ 6.352
(6.74 (6.16 (5.29 (0.38 (3.05,
Days Between Tes -0.13¢ -0.192 -0.08( -0.001 0.01:
(0.07' (0.07' (0.06 (0.00! (0.03
Femalt -0.21¢ 0.28¢ -0.85¢ 0.057 -0.43¢
(1.36 (1.27 (1.08 (0.08 (0.63
Black -3.66% 0.57¢ -1.52¢ -0.274 -1.80¢
(2.22 (2.04 1.76 (0.12 (1.02
Asiar -3.097 -2.90¢ 1.741 -0.17¢ 0.667
(2.58 (2.30! (1.99 (0.14 (1.16
Hispanic 0.00¢ -3.60¢ 3.46¢ 0.062 1.00¢
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(2.78 (.77 (2.31 (0.16 (1.26
Other Rac -4.48¢ -3.28¢ -4.16¢ -0.06¢ -0.52¢
(2.98 (2.72 (2.33 (0.16 (1.36
Missing Rac -7.74: -0.98¢ -7.537 -0.38¢ -1.88¢
(4.51 (4.21 (3.59 (0.25 (2.13
Bilingual -4.9171 -1.31: -1.27¢ -0.14¢ -1.652
(2.12 (1.91 (1.63 (0.11 (0.92
Missing Languag 2.90¢ 1.58¢ 3.511 0.29¢ 1.641
(4.51 (4.25 (3.62 (0.26 (2.12
FPL <10( -1.68:2 -1.30(¢ 0.10(¢ -0.181 -0.59¢
(2.29 (2.09 (1.80 (0.13 (1.04
FPL 10(-30C -4.523 -1.811 -1.657 -0.224 -1.36¢
(1.95 (1.79 (1.54 (0.11] (0.90
Missing FPL 2.081 -9.29¢ 0.14¢ -0.39¢ -5.404
(5.18 4.77 (4.07 (0.29 (2.35
Agency : 4.90] 4.67: 4.09] -0.021 -1.711
(3.54 (3.39 (2.82 (0.21 (1.63
Agency ! -3.48¢ 5.40: 3.56: 0.117 -0.08:
(3.42 (3.19 (2.68 (0.20 (1.56
Agency ¢ 6.46: 9.290 3.29( 0.528 -0.09¢
(4.59 (4.32 (3.64 (0.27 (2.10
Agency ¢ -1.63¢ 0.17: 2.56( -0.22: -1.71¢
(4.12 (3.95 (3.25 (0.24 (1.89
Class Siz 0.847 1.347 0.11¢ 0.063 0.10z
(0.53 (0.48 (0.41 (0.03 (0.24
ECERS 4.08¢ -0.22¢ 2.80¢ -0.11¢ -1.12:
(3.01 (2.87 (2.37, (0.18 (1.38
N 18¢ 191 193 19: 193

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wititeglish,
FPL 300+, and Agency 1. Other controls are ageanths, test type for children tested only in Spaufer the
letter word test, and an interaction between tgs# for age, and an indicator for attendance, laggwr FPL
information missing. Standardized scores are useBPVT, and WJ or WM.

Analyses in Table 14 estimate these associatiotistihe three CLASS domains as
measures of classroom quality. Results are quitéasito those in the previous table. In terms of
classroom quality, the dimensions of CLASS emotign@port and classroom organization do
not show any association with children’s gains. Xpeetedly, instructional supports score is
negatively associated with DCCS gains. With CLASS¢ores being so low, these results are
not necessarily inconsistent with findings in therature in that CLASS IS is positively
associated with children’s executive function gaing/ at higher quality levels (e.g. Weiland et.
al, 2012).

Table 14. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2Qbgains in relation to child and site or
classroom characteristics CLASS dimensions

Variab| RSC.I Literacy Math Executive Function
ariables Vocabular
(PPVTFI'VIP?I (WI/WM-LW) (WJI/WM-AP) DCCS PT
Pre Tes 0.617" 0.695" 0.598" 0.013 0.467"
(0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.01 (0.06
Attendanc 0.159 0.07¢ 0.152 0.00¢ 0.04:
(0.08 (0.07 (0.06 (0.00 (0.04
Missing Attendanc 12.58( 12.18¢ 12.362 0.36° 5.99(
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(6.83 (6.27 (5.38 (0.39 (3.15
Days Between Tes -0.163 -0.152 -0.08¢ -0.00: 0.01¢
(0.07' (0.07' (0.06 (0.00! (0.03
Female -0.24: 0.06¢ -0.95¢ 0.06: -0.43¢
(1.34 (1.26 (1.08 (0.08 (0.63
Black -3.58¢ 0.772 -1.46¢ -0.299 -1.89
(2.18 (2.02 (1.75 (0.12 (1.02
Asiar -3.271 -2.55¢ 1.75z2 -0.18¢ 0.64(
(2.55 (2.29 (1.98 (0.14 (1.16
Hispanic -0.08¢ -3.53¢ 3.42¢ 0.02¢ 0.897
(2.73 (2.74 (2.30 (0.16 (1.26
Other Rac -3.907 -2.541 -3.921 -0.04¢ -0.39:
(2.93 (2.71 (2.32 (0.16 (1.37
Missing Rac -8.27: -1.35¢ -7.846 -0.42¢ -2.03:
(4.43 4.17 (3.56 (0.25 (2.13
Bilingual -5.168 -1.40z2 -1.42¢ -0.17¢ -1.75¢
(2.09 (1.89 (1.62 (0.11 (0.92
Missing Languag 4.21°F 2.00: 3.91( 0.36: 1.87(
(4.46 (4.24 (3.61 (0.26 (.14
FPL <10( -1.21C -1.27¢ 0.18¢ -0.15z -0.51:
(2.27 (2.08 (1.80 (0.13 (1.05
FPL 10(-30C -3.916 -1.491 -1.48¢ -0.177 -1.19¢
(1.92 (1.79 (1.54 (0.11 (0.90
Missing FPlL 2.38( -9.243 0.34: -0.36( -5.370
(5.09 4.72 (4.04 (0.29 (2.35
Agency : 5.93: 7.323 2.87i 0.321 0.061
(3.19 (2.99 (2.55 (0.18 (1.52
Agency ¢ -4.57¢ 6.49( 1.87¢ 0.15Z 0.44¢
(3.88 (3.57 (3.04 (0.22 (1.79
Agency ¢ 15.758 11.55: 4.22: 1.266" 2.46¢
(7.51 (6.99 (6.03 (0.42 (3.52
Agency ¢ -3.07¢ 2.58¢ 0.66¢ -0.00¢ -0.271
(3.05 (2.89 (2.45 (0.17 (1.48
Class Siz 2.114 1.13¢ 0.39¢ 0.133" 0.26(
(0.84 (0.78 (0.68 (0.05. (0.40
CLASS E¢ 2.34( -2.55] 2.07i 0.131 0.02¢
(3.90! (3.68 (3.10 (0.22. (1.84
CLASS CC 5.03: 3.06: 1.11¢ 0.24¢ 0.811
(3.04 (2.86 (2.44 (0.17 (1.45
CLASS IS -4.427 1.19:2 -0.77( -0.346 -0.94¢
(3.04 (2.84 (2.42 (0.17 (1.43
N 18¢ 191 19z 19z 19z

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Witteglish,
FPL 300+, and Agency 1. Other controls are ageanths, test type for children tested only in Spaufer the
letter word test, and an interaction between tgs# for age, and an indicator for attendance, laggwr FPL
information missing. Standardized scores are useBPVT, and WJ or WM.

We were not able to include curriculum as it catedl too closely with agency.

However, alternative analyses (not shown) to exarourriculum that excluded agency found no
significant associations of curriculum with anytb& outcomes measures.
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Sensitivity Analyses

Three types of sensitivity analyses were conduttiessess the robustness of our findings. First,
we repeated the analyses with raw scores becaysefentions in the standardization could
affect results. Second, we conducted analysestd shoice of English or Spanish assessment
for children tested in both languages affecteddselts. Third, we investigated whether there
might be a quality threshold that made a difference

The results of the three types of sensitivity asesyare summarized as follows.

(1) Results of analyses raw scores for the PPVT,di\ AP measures (Tables B.1 using
ECERS and B.2 using CLASS) are consistent withsthadard score analyses.

(2) Results using tests in English only are regbimeAppendix Tables B.5 using ECERS
and B.6 using CLASS. Findings are consistent withsé reported earlier, with even less gains
documented for bilingual children.

(3) Analyses investigating thresholds of quality egported in Appendix Tables B.3 for
ECERS and B.4 for CLASSWe find that an ECERS-3 score greater than 3 Ipasitive
association with letter-word recognition of almésttandard points. We observe a positive
association for CLASS CO levels above 5.5 withm@&CS.

3. What are SPP child attendance rates for 2015-Xhd how do these compare to national
averages?

Attendance rates were available (as provided bylDE#ar 88 percent of the analytic sample
(Table 15). Consequently, we also looked at hoenatnce rates varied by child and center
characteristics. Attendance is defined as the gegparcentage attendance across months. For
the children for whom DEEL had attendance dataD@#®. of the children) average attendance
percentage across months was of 81%. Attendanavanmly slightly across groups, ranging
between of 79% for Black children or children okanown ethnic/racial background to 84% for
Asian children, and between 77% for children froomies under 100% FPL to 84% for children
from homes over 300% FPL. For comparison, Head B&& an 85% daily attendance rate rule
under which the program is required to investigheecauses of absenteefsamd San Antonio’s
Pre-K SA maintained a 92% average attendance in28&3-2014 AY (Edvance, 2014).

5Burchinal et al. (2010) found evidence of CLASSH&sholds at 3.25, and CLASS ES in the 5-7 raage,
Hatfield et al. (2016) found evidence of CLASS hgesshold at 3 and CLASS ES and CO at 6. Given the
distributions of quality in the sample, we choseise a level of 3 for the ECERS (which was quite o start with)
and levels of 5.5 for CLASS emotional support aladgroom organization scales, and a level of TIoASS
instructional supports.

6“If a program’s monthly average daily attendande falls below 85 percent, the program must analyeecauses
of absenteeism to identify any systematic issuasdbntribute to the program’s absentee rate. Thgram must
use this data to make necessary changes... and iit®oomntinuous improvement efforts as described in
§1302.102(c).” Head Start Program Performance Staisd45 CFR Chapter XIll. RIN 0970-AC63. Availalale
https://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/hslc/hs/docs/hspes-fidf

NIEER Technical Report 24



Year 1 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

Table 15. Average attendance percentage acroshirngmhild characteristics

N with % with Attendanc % without
Pre-Post
N atte(zjndf;\nce attendance Mean sD attendf';mce
ate data date
Total 19z 17C 88.08% 81.3¢ 11.9¢ 11.92%
Gender Male 95 85 89.47% 81.4( 12.1¢ 10.53%
Femal¢ 98 85 86.73% 81.3: 11.8¢ 13.27%
Age Three Year Coha 38 32 84.21% 81.22 12.02 15.79%
Four Year Coho 15E 13¢ 89.03% 81.4( 12.01 10.97%
White 56 53 94.64% 82.8¢ 9.4( 5.36%
Black 47 46 97.87% 78.8( 14.1¢ 2.13%
Ethnicity A_siar _ 25 23 92.00% 84.3( 10.01 8.00%
Hispanic 24 21 87.50% 81.0( 13.7( 12.50%
Othel 13 12 92.31% 83.3: 10.6¢ 7.69%
Unknowr 28 15 53.57% 78.4( 13.6¢ 46.43%
Englist 12¢ 124 96.12% 81.51 11.52 3.88%
Spanis! 15 11 73.33% 80.27 13.8¢ 26.67%
Language Vietnames 5 4 80.00% 82.0(C 5.72 20.00%
Othel 19 18 94.74% 84.0( 13.2¢ 5.26%
Unknowr 25 13 52.00% 77.0¢ 14.5( 48.00%
<10C 58 50 86.21% 77.12 13.8i 13.79%
EPL 10C-30C 80 80 100.00% 82.7: 11.7: 0.00%
>30( 41 40 97.56% 83.9¢ 8.2 2.44%
Unknowr 14 0 0.00% - - 100.00%

In relation to classroom characteristics, attendaates varied between 71% and 90%
across agencies (Table 16). There is a 7 perceptagedifference in attendance rates between
classrooms using Creative and classrooms using3digbe. Attendance rates were also higher
for children in lower quality classrooms.

Table 16. Attendance percentage by center chaistater

Pre- N with % with Attendanc % without
Post attendance attendance Mean sD attendance
N date data date
Total 19z 17C 88.08¥% 81.3¢ 11.9¢ 11.92%
Agency 41 32 78.05% 71.1% 11.8: 21.95%
Agency : 7€ 68 89.47Y% 82.4( 10.11 10.53%
Agency Agency & 1€ 15 93.75% 75.07 6.04 6.25%
Agency ¢ 23 22 95.65% 83.9¢ 12.7¢ 4.35%
Agency * 37 33 89.19¥% 90.3( 8.57 10.81%
Class Size 18 orLes: 87 78 89.66¥ 79.7¢ 12.0¢ 10.34%
More than 1 10€ 92 86.79¥% 82.71 11.8¢ 13.21%
Curriculum Creative Curriculur 64 54 84.38% 76.3¢ 13.6¢ 15.62%
HighScop: 12¢ 11¢€ 89.92¥% 83.7( 10.37 10.08%
ECERS Low 1€ 15 93.75% 84.3: 8.1C 6.25%
Mediumr 177 15E 87.57Y% 81.0¢ 12.27 12.43%
Less than 5. 29 27 93.10¥% 85.4¢ 9.7¢ 6.90%
CLASSES “5 5 or Mor 164 147 87209 80.5( 122  12.809
Less than 5. 52 47 90.38¥% 85.4( 9.97 9.62%
CLASS CO ~5 501 Mor 141 127 8723y 79.8.  12.3¢  12.779
CLASS IS Less or Equal 13 11¢€ 10& 88.98% 83.0] 11.41 11.02%
More than : 75 65 86.67Y% 78.71 12.4¢ 13.33%
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4. What is the overall observed quality of childrefs interactions with teachers, each other,
and the physical environment in 2015-167

Average ECERS-3 Results Spring 2016

Scores for the 14 classrooms that were observed tise ECERS-3 are presented in Table 17
below. The minimum, maximum, and mean item scaveslf 35 ECERS-3 items, six subscales
and overall scores are shown.

Table 17. ECERS-3 Item, Subscale, and Overall MaadsRanges, N = 14
ECERS-R Item and Subscales Mean SD Minimum Maximum

Overall 3.57 0.46 2.94 4.50
Space and Furnishin 3.8¢ 0.5t 2.8€ 4.57
Personal Care Routir 3.1 0.6% 1.7¢ 4.2t
Language and Litera 3.47 0.8t 2.4C 5.2C
LearningActivities 2.87 0.5¢ 2.1C 4.0C
Interactiol 4.4¢ 0.9C 3.2C 5.8(
Program Structu 4.4% 0.97 2.67 6.0(C

Note: (*) Only 2 classrooms received a score fof,##th were 1. All others were N/A.
Average CLASS Scores Spring 2016

The scores presented here reflect overall mearnbdadt4 pre-K classrooms that were
observed using the CLASS instrument. Table 18 ptegbe minimum, maximum, and means
item scores for all ten CLASS dimensions and tli@®ains.

Table 18. CLASS Dimension and Domain Means and Bang = 14

CLASS Dimensions and Domains Minimum Maximum

Emotional Support Domain 6.14 0.53 4.88 6.81
Classroom Organization Domain 5.67 0.74 4.17 6.58
Instructional Support Domain 2.65 0.71 1.50 4.25

Note: (*) The Negative Climate dimension was trarssga so that on here, high represents “good”.

Distribution of Classroom Quality across Classrooms

The distribution of scores for ECERS-3 and each 88Alomain are depicted in Figure 3.1,
below. The figure shows how all ECERS-3 scoredatew the good quality threshold of 5.

On the other hand, classrooms score quite highnooti&nal Supports, with most classrooms
heavily concentrated around the mean score of &BiBssroom organization also shows good
scores, with a good portion of scores about thellet/5. Instructional support scores are lower,
with most scores concentrated between 2.2 andtlslighove 3. These patterns are overall
consistent with the field.
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Figure 3.1. ECERS-3 and CLASS Domain distributiohscores as box plot
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Figure 3.2. ECERS-3 and CLASS Domain distributioheormalized scores.
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e ECERS-3 == CLASS ES CLASS CO = CLASS IS

ECERS-3 is a newer version of the widely used EGIBRBeasure. Like the ECERS-R,
quality in the ECERS-3 is considered minimal whes dverage or subscale scores is between 3
and 5, as is the case of SPP classrooms. Highstygelassrooms are expected to average a
score between 5 and 7. Table 19 provides for coatexrage ECERS-3 scores for 3 studies: in
GA, UW state pre-K and childcare centers and NJoMudtistricts for this same year. In addition,
for comparison, we have included ECERS-R data (whllows seeing growth over time for the)
two ECERS-R years provided) for two previous ydarsAbbott NJ districts.
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Table 19. Studies with reported ECERS-3 scores

1. 2. 3. 4, 5. 6.
Space/ Personal Language Learning Interaction Program Average
Furnishing Care & Literacy Activities Structure Total
Routines

SPP 2015- 3.88 3.14 3.47 2.87 4.49 4.43 3.57
2016 (0.55) (0.65) (0.83) (0.56) (0.90) (0.97) (0.46)
GA! 3.4¢ 3.14 3.3¢€ 3.14 4.31 3.64 3.46
UW state
pre-K &
childcare 3.45 2.89 3.40 2.68 3.88 3.63 3.23
study
(n=299?
NJ Abbott
2015-16 4.43 4.36 4.86 4.22 5.26 5.20 4.61
(n=2933 (2.02 (1.33 (1.26 .17 (1.34 (1.31 (1.03)
(25’33?1-33 5.03 4.29 5.46 4.85 6.44 541 520
2002-03 3.76 3.69 4.27 3.37 4.92 4.04 3.96
(n=310* (1.00 (1.35 (1.30 (0.94 (1.60 (.57 (0.94)

1 Jenson (2015%, CQEL (Unpublished)? NIEER (2016)*ECERS-R was used in these evaluations. Available at
http://www.state.nj.us/education/ece/research/efish.htm

The National Overview of CLASS in Pre-K classroam2015 (OHS, 2015) found that
the highest scores were prevalent in the domalnodtional Supports, with a national mean of
6.03, mid-high scores in the Classroom Organizatestion with a national mean of 5.80, and
low scores in the Instructional Support domain waithational mean of 2.88. SPP classrooms
show higher overall means on Emotional Supports@adsroom Organization but a lower
average mean on the Instructional Support Domamré&port CLASS scores for this and other
studies in comparison to SPP scores in Table 2Wbdlhe SPP classroom average on
emotional supports is higher than the averagestegm any of these studies. The SPP
classroom average for classroom organization &sw figher quality than several of these,
while slightly lower than the average reported ¥iNand the national average. However, on
Instructional Supports, SPP classrooms scored erage lower than all minus one of the studies
summarized. While the threshold suggested in theatiure for quality is lower in instructional
supports than for other CLASS dimensions, the SIBRess below thresholds found in the
literature (see page 24).
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Table 20. Classroom quality across the nation,fandelected programs
Emotional Support Classroom Instructional Support

Organization

SPP classrooms 2015-2016 (n=14) 6.14 (0.53) 5.67 (0.74) 2.65 (0.71)
Tulsé
TPS pr-k (n=77 5.23 (0.57 4.96 (0.69 3.21 (0.93
CAP Head Start (n=2 5.22 (0.78 4.80 (0.84 3.26 (0.94
Bostor? (n=83) (200-2010 5.63 (0.60 5.10 (0.68 4.30 (0.84
NYC (n=555) (201-13 to 201-15) 6.0C 5.8C 3.6(
National Head Start Overview 2C* 6.03(0.28 5.80(0.36 2.88(0.54
Head Start FACES 20° 5.3C 4.7C 2.3C
EA Validation study (n=7% 5.96(0.66 5.26 (0.77 2.34(0.71
NJ Abbott 201-2014 (n=16%" 5.97 (0.63 5.32 (0.89 3.15 (0.96

IPhillips et. al (2009¥Weiland et. al (2013PNYC Department of Education (2015a,fpffice of Head Start. (2015);Aikens,
et. al (2013)8CQEL (Unpublished)’NIEER (2014).

Interpreting ECERS-3 and CLASS scores
ECERS-3

TheSpace and Furnishinggibscale examines the physical space of a classtooluded are
whether children have enough space and furnitunetlver the arrangement of the furniture
allows for learning and exploration and whethepldigs are meaningful and representative of
the children in the class. Additionally, this suslecincludes two items that assess the space and
equipment used by children for gross motor, whicinty considers outside spaces. The range
in scores on the items of this subscale demonsttagd some items had strong evidence, while
other lacked considerably. The highest scoring itimloor Space” at a 6.43 indicates that the
guality of classroom space reaches near excellditaeminimum of a 4.00 in the range
indicates that the lowest score any classroomvedevas that of a 4.00, which means that
classroom scoring a 4.00 are only missing one featfithe indicators under the “good” anchor
point of the item. Specifically this could be doettie absence of direct natural lighting or ability
to control ventilation in the classroom, or dudinaited indoor space for children and adults to
circulate easily.

The lowest scoring item in this subscale (asidenftbe gross motor items, which will be
discussed subsequently) is that of “Child Relatesplay” where the average was of 3.36 and the
range indicates that some classrooms scored dih&fequate) rating. Generally this item seeks
to find that in addition to the presence of appiatprclassrooms displays, that these are
meaningful to the children. To this end, the itates not only the presence of displays that
relate to children (made by children), but thatthee individualized (e.g. process art as opposed
to product art) and that it is used by teachesptrk conversation and motivate interactions that
can build vocabulary. Scores of a 1.00 are likbb/riesult of a complete lack of discussion of
any wall display during the course of an observatis with other items in the ECERS-3
despite that the wall display may be adequate fogl score, without the interaction piece, the
item can not score high.

A second low score item is “room arrangement fay@nd learning” which examines
that play areas have enough space for childrefaiognd adults to move in. The item also calls
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for the presence of a minimum of 3 interest cerf@ra score of 3.00 or “minimal” and five for

a score of a 5.00 or “good.” Additionally, the ta®lextremely specific about how it defines an
interest center. The final two low scoring itemslirde “space for gross motor” and “gross motor
equipment.” Each of these has a time requiremehbahinutes to receive credit in the

“minimal” category of scoring and 30 minutes footyl.” In addition, while these items are
generally geared at assessing outside spaces gates and activities aimed at gross motor
development can be considered for scoring, but tasgéll satisfy the time and safety
requirements.

The second subscaRersonal Care Routingexamines the health, hygiene and safety
practices of the classroom. A large emphasis di bot “Meals/Snacks” item and the
“Diapering/Toileting” item require that all childnewvash their hands with soap and water for a
total of 20 seconds before and after each mealglisas after each use of the bathroom. Other
requirements for hand washing are outlined by dloéih the “Health Practices” item which
requires five specific times for hand washing ichg before and after using wet or shared
sensory materials, and upon arriving in the clamsrolrhe low scores on these two items reveal
that hand washing procedures likely need more t&tenThe “Safety Practices” item accounts
for all safety hazards inside the classroom artleroutdoor gross motor area. This item
categorizes safety hazards into two groups, mapatus and minor hazards. The difference
between a major and a minor hazard is the degresitth a child can potentially be injured,;
major hazards could result in serious injury angkptially death, while minor hazards could
result in only very minor injury. To earn a scofébd0 or “good,” there can be no more that two
major safety hazards, and for a score of 7.00 xce®ent,” no major safety hazards can be
present, despite that a few minor hazards are tatadep Other indicators of this item also
include issues of supervision by staff.

ThelLanguage and Literacyubscale examines the ways that staff direct aietsvand
materials towards developing children’s language ldaracy skills. The “Staff Use of Books”
item received the lowest score of all the itemthia subscale averaged at 3.07. This average
score indicates that requirements of the 5.00 oot§j were not met. Even for a rating of 3.00 or
“minimal” the requirements of the item include tis¢&ff read books to children at least once
during the observation. To receive a score in timdgo excellent range on this item all children
must be actively involved during all story timesielother low scoring item of this subscale was
the “Becoming Familiar with Print” item which avged a 2.21. This item requires that most
visible print is combined with pictures and stafiké dictation of what children say in a way that
is interesting and engaging to children for theppge of showing that print is a useful tool.

The goal of the_earning Activitiesubscale is two-fold. First it seeks to assess the
presence, variety, and accessibility of learningemals in the classroom for children. Second, it
seeks to capture the extent to which teachersedgtengage children with the materials assessed
in each item. The items that comprise the LearAiaiiyvities subscale can not reach the “good”
rating (5.00) without evidence during an obsenratbchildren interacting with teachers using
the respective materials for that item. In shdiis theans that while the quantity and quality of
materials needed to score high may be presentowmtigwvidence of interactions during the 3-
hour observation period, the item can not scorbdrighan a 2.00 or a 3.00, which is considered
“minimal.” Further, items in the Learning Activisesubscale require careful attention to the way
that the items define interest centers so that theyadequately arrange classrooms to satisfy the
material requirements. Generally, the items withis subscale are designed to capture the
extent to which teachers circulate around the odass during a 3-hour period and utilize the
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materials in the classroom to generate meaningérhing exchanges. While this can not
necessarily be planned due to the child-directédreaf center-based learning, it can be
intentional on the part of the teacher. In additihve use of formative assessment of children can
also help to meaningfully guide these interactiand make them part of everyday practice.

Thelnteractionsubscale of the tool assesses the degree to vd@chdrs supervise
children during gross motor time, how they indivatine teaching and learning and how children
and teachers interact among each other. The “sigp@mof gross motor” item was the lowest
scoring item of this subscale at 3.71. This mehasih many cases some of the indicators in the
“good” category were not observed. This categorthefitem requires that staff not only
supervise children to ensure that they are sateglba that staff interactions are all (almost all)
positive and that they are highly interested irtipgating with children as they specifically
engage in gross motor play activities.

The final subscale is that Bfogram Structureexamines the general formats of the
classroom and how the children spend their time. [dlvest scoring item of this subscale was
that of “whole-group activities for play and leargt which averaged 3.71. Generally this item
takes into account the flexibility of the staff tvichildren and how they respond to children’s
individual needs for different pacing in effortskeep children engaged in group times.
Ultimately, the indicators of this item seek toesssvery specifically whether group times are
meaningful and engaging for all the children in theesss and how staff are being intentional
about these times of the day. To achieve a scdigooid” or a 5.00, staff would have to be seen
being responsive to children’s needs during grauped (e.g. moving from a story to an
interactive song when children become restless).

Table 20. ECERS-3 Item, Subscale, and Overall MaadsRanges by Iltem, N = 14

ECERS-R Item and Subscales ~ Mean Minimum  Maximum
Space and Furnishing

1. Indoor spac 6.4% 4.0C 7.0C
2. Furnishings for care, pl and learnin 4.3¢ 4.0C 7.0C
3. Room arrangement for play and lear! 3.6 2.0C 7.0C
4. Space for privac 4.1 2.0C 6.0C
5. Chilc-related displa 3.3¢ 1.0C 5.0C
6. Space for gross motor p 3.14 1.0C 4.0C
7. Gross motor equipme 2.07 1.0C 4.0C
Personal Care Routin

8. Meals/ snacl 3.07 1.0C 4.0C
9. Toileting/diaperin 2.21 1.0C 3.0C
10. Health practict 2.9: 2.0C 4.0C
11. Safety practic 4.3¢ 2.0C 7.0C
Language and Literau

12. Helping children expand vocabul: 3.5(C 3.0C 5.0C
13. Encouraging children to use langu 4.3¢ 3.0C 7.0C
14. Staff use of books with childr 3.07 1.0C 6.0C
15. Encouraging children’s use of boc 4.21 1.0C 7.0C
16. Becoming familiar with pril 2.21 1.0C 4.0C
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Learning Activitie

17. Fine motc 4.3¢€ 2.0C 5.0C
18. Ari 3.71 2.0C 6.0C
19. Music and moveme 3.5C 2.0C 5.0C
20. Block: 2.0C 1.0C 4.0C
21. Dramatic Ple 2.7¢ 1.0C 6.0C
22. Nature/scienc 2.5C 1.0C 4.0C
23. Math materials and activiti 1.71 1.0C 3.0C
24. Math in daily event 2.8 1.0C 5.0C
25. Understanding written numb 1.2¢ 1.0C 2.0C
26. Promoting acceptance of divers 4.21 3.0C 6.0C
Interactior

27. Appropriate use of technolc N/A 1.0C 1.0C*
28. Supervision of gross mo 3.71 1.0C 7.0C
29. Individualized teaching and learni 4.21 3.0C 7.0C
30. Staf-child interactior 4.9t 3.0C 7.0C
31. Peer interactio 5.0C 3.0C 7.0C
32. Discipline 4.57% 2.0C 7.0C
Program Structur

33. Transitions and waiting tim 4.8¢ 3.0C 7.0C
34. Freeplay 4.5( 3.0C 6.0C
35. Whole- group activities for play and learni 3.9: 2.0C 5.0C

Note: (*) Only 2 classrooms received a score fof,#th were 1. All others were N/A.
CLASS: Emotional Support Domain

The Emotional Support domain documents how thehraosters a nurturing and safe
environment for children to learn. The “Positivern@te” and “Negative Climate” dimensions
examine the emotional connection between teacimerstadents. Specifically, the Positive
Climate dimension “reflects the emotional connettetween the teacher and students and
among students and the warmth, respect, and enjaysoenmunicated by verbal and nonverbal
interactions” (Pianta, La Paro & Hamre, p.23). Negative Climate dimension “reflects the
overall level of expressed negativity in the classn” (p. 28). Mid to high level scores in the
“Negative Climate” dimension indicate evidencemdtances of observed harsh threats, yelling,
a lack of eye contact, or sarcasm from the teackieile low level scores would indicate the
opposite. Throughout this report, the Negative @tienscores have been inverted, meaning that
high level scores indicate a lack of expressedtngtya The highest scoring dimension within
the Emotional Support Domain is Negative Climateghw mean of 6.86, meaning that teachers
exhibited almost no negativity towards the childrand children exhibited very little negativity
toward each other. Though “Positive Climate” hagl ltwest mean in this domain (5.80), it
should not be thought of as contradictory withribgults of the “Negative Climate” dimension.
In short, it just means that while teachers wertenegative towards students, there is still room
for growth on supports that convey warmth, respact enjoyment in the classroom.

The “Teacher Sensitivity” dimension considers tkiept to which teachers are able to
anticipate problems and provide support for chidd@ne important feature of this domain is
that teachers are not dismissive, as this too walliéatt scores negatively. An average score of
5.91 on this dimension reflects that teachers werstly aware of children and responded to
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children’s emotions and needs for individualizedmurt. In addition it seems that teachers were
helpful in addressing problems and with conflictaleition as well as comforting children. To
move from the mid range to the high range (6.0@)7ah this item, would entail these same
practices just more consistently.

Finally, the “Regard for Student Perspectives” digien of this domain looks to see how
comfortable students seem to be in their envirorint&ndence for this is judged on how
children participate, seek help and take risks,\ahether the teachers foster an environment
where children feel safe to behave in this way. dineension also documents the degree to
which interactions are based on children’s interasid perspectives, and how well teachers
encourage children to be autonomous. In this iteaghers are assessed on their flexibility and
the amount of opportunities that they provide foitdren to share ideas. Again, as with the
previous dimension, a mean score of 5.96 indidhtsclassrooms are in the upper range and
higher levels of quality would be attained with $ame practices on a more consistent level.
That is, many opportunities for children to havedito express themselves and move about
freely in the classroom as opposed to these hapgésometimes” or occasionally.

CLASS: Classroom Organization Domain

The Classroom Organization domain examines theatgpthrough which the teachers manage
behavior, time, and activities. The “Behavior Maaangnt” dimension examines not only
whether behavior expectations are clear, but alsether they are consistent. This dimension
also documents how proactive teachers are in ptiegemisbehavior. The “Productivity”
dimension assesses the degree to which teacheegmtime, pacing and transitions throughout
the day and across activities. Finally, this donaso includes “Instructional Learning Formats”
which measures how teachers maximize their fatditeof student learning during activities.
This includes how effective questions are, howrdearning objectives are, and whether there is
a range of opportunities for children to learn.d&fut interest is also taken into consideration in
this dimension.

The highest scoring dimension within this domairs WRroductivity” with a mean score
of 6.05, also in the mid-high range. A score thghldemonstrates that during the majority of the
observation, the children had something to do Arecetwere no periods of time where there
were no activities offered. The lowest scoring disien is “Instructional Learning Formats”
with a mean score of 5.21, which constitutes a rartdye score. To score in the mid-high level
on this dimension the teacher has to activelyitatd engagement from students through use of
varied materials and modalities. In addition thecteer has to be seen focusing students on
learning objectives and students should be seesistently interested and engaged in activities
with no periods of time where students are uninedlv

CLASS: Instructional Supports Domain

The Instructional Supports Domain assesses thegttens through which teachers deliver and
facilitate high-order thinking skills, and devell@gmguage. As mentioned previously, this domain
is the most difficult, yet most important, domaihem considering teacher practices that bare
impacts on student growth, this is why this ish& $ame time, the one that consistently scores
the lowest. The first dimension, “Concept Developtyfemeasures teachers’ use of discussions
to stimulate reasoning and analysis. It also ldoksssess the extent to which teachers encourage
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creativity as well as how they integrate concepts children’s lives. High scoring classrooms in
this dimension are those where teachers are censetd intentional about how they present
guestions and promote problem solving. A key eldrméthis item is not that teachers do these
things in isolation once or twice, but that theg aonsistently happening throughout the day.
Concept Development was the lowest scoring dimensidhis evaluation with a mean of 2.07.
Increases in this dimension would entail the usgisfussions and activities that foster reasoning
and analysis by students as well as the opporégnidir children to create and generate products
from their own ideas. In addition the dimensioroaseks to capture the presence of the teacher
making associations for children and relating newcepts to those previously learned and
students’ lives.

Similarly, the “Quality of Feedback” dimension maees the quality of teacher responses
to children’s talk. It seeks to see whether teaxpeovide hints, are persistent, ask for
explanations of thinking, and how specific they iareesponses to children. High level
classrooms in this dimension are those that fiadhers scaffolding, helping children to solve a
problem by providing resources or added questiand,doing so for as long as it takes the child
to come to a resolution. This dimension scored amué 2.71 indicating work is needed to
increase scores to a mid-range score. Includdasrdtmension is that teachers scaffold children
through their process of problem solving or underding a concept, as well as engage in
feedback loops with children regularly. In additi@achers would need to expand on what
students say and prompt students to explain theirtbinking when they do provide a response.
Finally teachers need to encourage students’ sffort

The final dimension under this domain is that odfiguage Modeling” which measures
both the quality and amount of teacher’s languasgesl dor the purpose of developing language
in children. This item averaged a 3.29, in the lovd-range. Mid-high range classrooms on this
dimension would exhibit frequent conversations leetwteachers and children, many open-
ended questions, and the use of self- and patalleivhen working with children in play areas.
Finally the use of advanced language with studewtading the use of varied words.

Table 21. CLASS Dimension and Domain Means and Rénydtem, N = 14

CLASS Dimensions and Domains Minimum Maximum
Emotional Support Doma 6.14 4.8¢ 6.81
1. Positive Climat 5.8( 4.2t 7.0C
2. Negative Climate 6.8¢€ 5.7t 7.0C
3. Teacher Sensitivi 5.91 4.2 6.7¢
4. Regard for Student Perspect 5.9¢ 4.2¢ 7.0C
Classroom Organization Dom: 5.67 4.17 6.5¢
5. Behavior Manageme 5.7: 3.7¢ 7.0C
6. Productivit 6.0t 4.5(C 7.0C
7. Instructional Learning Forme 5.21 3.5(C 6.5(
Instructional Support Doma 2.6t 1.5C 4.2¢
8. Concept Developme 2.07 1.28 3.5C
9. Quality of Feedbau 2.61 1.5C 4.2t
10. Language Modelir 3.2¢ 1.7¢ 5.0C

Note: (*) The Negative Climate dimension was trarssga so that on here, high represents “good”.
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5. How does quality vary within SPP across childreand providers?

Figure 4 illustrates average classroom qualityesdor ECERS and all three CLASS subscale
scores across agencies. For the most part, sctieensaare quite similar, with ECERS scores in
the mid range for all agencies, CLASS ES & CO ssan¢he 5-7 range across all agencies, and

CLASS IS scores in the 2-3 range with only a slagitantage in the later for Agency 3. Scores
by Agency at the item level are reported in Apperli Tables C.1 and C.2.

Figure 4. ECERS and CLASS Domain scores by Agency
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Similarly, Figure 5 illustrates ECERS-3 and CLASSdhin scores for smaller
(classrooms with 18 or less children) and largeth(wiore than 18 children) classrooms in the
sample. Overall, classroom quality patterns arg else together regardless of class size, being
these between 3 and 4 for ECERS, about 6 for CLESShetween 5 and 6 for CLASS CO and

between 2 and 3 for CLASS IS. Test of statistigghisicances between groups showed no
differences in scores between smaller and largessoboms.
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Figure 5. ECERS and CLASS Domain scores by Clazs Si
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Using DEEL information on children’s gender, ethtyitace, language background and
FPL, Figure 6 illustrates the quality of care &lZnrolled children in SPP classrooms
experience, averaged by their individual charasties. No distinguishable patterns were
observed of one group receiving better/lower gualiain peers of any other particular group,
with subpopulation groups aligned at the same $ewktuality reported in the previous two
figures.
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Figure 6. ECERS and CLASS Domain scores by Childr@itteristics
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6. What activities do children engage in, and is #re scope for their interests and active
participation?

In part, this question was somewhat address whakirig at how to interpret CLASS scores in
pages 35-36. However, in addition to inquire inteether classrooms offered scope for
children’s interests and active participation, gestion extracts specific indicators across
ECERS-3 that expressly address interactions andialys in which staff actively engage
children. What is presented below is the frequemitly which classrooms met these specific
indicators. Indicators are graphed grouped by item.

Indicators in the ECERS-3 are organized in 4 levakdequate, minimal, good and
excellent. Taking this into account, indicatorgsed are scored positively even if the indicator is
phrased negatively and represent the lowest Iehvapiality on the ECERS-3 which falls under
the anchor of “inadequate.” Despite that these stiatvclassrooms did not do these negative
things, meeting these indicators means that class@re not “inadequate” or represent a score
of higher than 1.00. Indicators met in the “miniinzdtegory or scores of a 3.00 on the ECERS-
3 are denoted by yellow bars, indicating that ¢cla@ss met indicators at a level of “minimal”
on the tool. To represent indicators that congtituscore of a 5.00 or “good” rating, blue bars
are used, and for a 7.00 or “excellent” green edu3 o provide an initial look at problem areas
that need improvement and could be targeted thrthiglontinuous quality improvement cycle,
this system will help visually to see the perceatafjclassrooms meeting indicators relative to
the observed engagement of children by staff widasioh of the items. While it is true that at the
basic or “inadequate” level it is promising thaDlfercent of classrooms are meeting
requirements, special attention should be givahédlue and green bars which show that
interactions needed to achieve these are occurriagssrooms less frequently. In some cases
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not all items have indicators about engagementrémge the full course (inadequate, minimal,
good and excellent) so what is presented heratsathich is captured by the tool on
engagement regardless of the level.

Item 5 on the ECERS-3 relates to the child-relalisglays. Two indicators under this
item capture whether staff talk about displayedemals and whether they incorporate them into
their conversations as the intent is that dispéagspurposeful and relevant to children for use in
instruction. This can be done by pointing out aathimg objects depicted on a wall or asking
children a question about pictures displayed ahaetent class visitor and what they might
remember. These types of activities are almospresgent in SPP classrooms as can be seen by
the blue and green bars in Figure 7.

Item 13, “encouraging children to use languageptuaes ways in which staff encourage
children to use language throughout the day. Bafiemdicators capture how much of this
occurs and what types of conversations are encedr&@r the most part, these tend to be met
on over 80 percent of the classrooms on the mast badicators (denoted by red bars) showing
that teachers do not ignore children and that gdiyehere are attempts to communicate with
children. Even at the “good” level or 5.00 scorgegary (seen in blue), classrooms largely show
that staff meet indicators that capture the wags tbachers engage children in conversation and
encourage them to say more. At the 7.00 or “excgllevel (seen in green), practices that entalil
encouraging conversations that go beyond classamtivities (e.g. conversations about home
and family life, about activities in the communighout feelings) occur less frequently. This
indicator could potentially be incorporated into IGtivities with specific awareness around
focusing on interactions that connect discussi@nsss all routines of the day with children’s
home activities e.g. when children are eating, eosations about dinner times and practices
with their families could be very natural.

Figure 7. Indicators met on display and use of layg
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Item 14, “staff use of books with children,” on tBEERS (illustrated in Figure 8) focuses on
how books are incorporated into classroom actsjt®w engaging these activities are, and how
books are discussed with children. Book readinglentheoretically a simple task, seems to be
quite often a challenging one in that staff somesirstruggle to keep children interested and
engaged. This seems to be the case for a portite @PP classrooms as what the indicator
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analysis of this item shows is that even for thestnbasic indicators (coded by red and yellow
bars) close to 20 percent of classrooms did not theerequirements set forth. The higher levels
of quality (blue and green bars) on this item waren less frequently met. While books are
present, and children are generally engaged,tdns $eeks to capture that children are engaged
and appear to be enjoying the book being read fewthto no children looking away or showing
behaviors that indicate that they are disinterestathlly, in addition to attention to the quality

of reading itself by the staff, the item also assesat the highest level (excellent or green bars)
whether conversations subsequent to reading abeultdok are engaging. Less than 20 percent
of classrooms met this indicator. This is import@asthese discussions are the basis to gauge
comprehension and to foster conversations to lewme about the topic presented in the book,
and make connections to other reading. Given tisatidsions do not have pictures as does a
book itself, careful attention must be given to guelity of these conversations to ensure that all
children are benefiting.

Figure 8. Use of books
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Item 15, “encouraging children’s use of books'ugllrated in Figure 9), is centered on
inspiring the use of books by children themselUdsee indicators specifically attempt to
capture children’s interest in books through thg Wt they are made accessible. In large part
the item assesses the presence of a defined reashitgy, as well as whether books are
displayed in meaningful ways that encourage th&a:. in addition, the item generally assesses
both the condition/quality of books as well as thege of types of books for children to choose
from. These indicators capture decisions on adai#isgthat encourage children’s use of book
and are easy to implement by creating awarenesisegpart of teachers to be intentional about
what books they give to students and how they ptekem. However, they were present in less
than 2/3 of classrooms and only 5 out of the 14 classrogisysiayed books appropriately as
can be seen by the blue and green bars in Figureese include requirements that books are not
crowded, with clear view of the covers, are in gooddition, and that there is a wide selection
of topics/genres.

Item 17, fine motor, assesses general quality@ptiesence of fine motor materials and
also about how staff across engage children inguie materials. The data shows that although
the staff did not ever ignore children engagingwiiihe motor materials, that only about a'4/3
of the classrooms met indicators that observed lstaing more extended conversations with

children

Item 14. Staff use of books with
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children about their use of the materials. Thesalvoclude conversations about what children
create y create with these materials, provide eXxasrgn how to use materials, or give children
opportunities to select materials according toediffg interests & difficulty based on their
assessment of children’s level of mastery. Meetidgcators of engagement in this category
would simply mean more frequent and sustained timguage (e.g. question asking, object
naming and participation) as children play and waitk toys that are considered under the “fine
motor” item.

Figure 9. Books and fine motor
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The following three set of items focused on Art,swuand Blocks (Figure 10). Across
all three, the ECERS captures whether staff engagesnversations about the activities and/or
whether children’s engagement is evident. For it&nArt, all classrooms showed evidence of
allowing children to engage individually in art egpsion, and positive staff involvement using
art materials. Most classrooms evidenced staffyledip activities were children appeared
engaged. On the other hand, classrooms whereesigdiged in conversations with children
about their artwork were more infrequent. Even Bsdent were classrooms in which staff
wrote or helped write captions dictated by childadout their artwork. Similarly, for item 20,
Blocks, conversations relative to block play (ejgestions about what they will build/ are
building, about shapes using, about structuresngmthers) were observed very infrequently
despite that the indicator analyzed is at the le¥éyood.” Due to the very open-ended nature of
blocks, teachers may need resources, and coachihgwoto engage meaningfully in block play
by providing language and moving children alongdbeelopmental continuum of the stages of
block play.
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Figure 10. Art, music and blocks
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In Figure 11, Item 21., Dramatic play includes oadors relative to how the teacher
supports dramatic play by way of participating wathildren. At a high level, teachers would not
only participate in conversations but also incogbe@mprint and number concepts to add to
potential learning experiences to the play. Tha gdabws that while staff do not necessarily
ignore children in dramatic play scenarios, theriittle evidence that sustained conversations to
encourage deeper thinking was only in evidencafegry few number of SPP classrooms. Item
22, Science/Nature, also shows that few classrq8rost of 14) evidenced no conversations on
this topic on the day of the observation.

Figure 11. Dramatic play and nature/science
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Items 23-25 focus on math and numbers, shown iar€ig2. A series of indicators in
these capture whether staff make efforts to enghd@ren in various ways. While it seems that
activities are engaging in all classrooms, moststlaoms did not show evidence of encouraging
math learning in daily routines (examples providethe ECERS include: explaining table-
setting, naming rectangular and round tables whgimg where to put plates and cups, and

Item 21. Dramatic play

Item 22
Nature/s
cience
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counting to 20 while washing hands), engaging cardn conversations about math in non-
math areas and free play (examples included IE@ERS include: discussing using measuring
cups to water plant, counting how many teacupseeeled for dolls, and talking about how to
measure feet in play shoe store). This is als@dise for pointing out the numbers on materials
and talking about these (e.g. on play money, a gd&$ register, or a play phone).

Figure 12. Math and numbers
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The next sets of items is on technology, gross matal individualized teaching and
learning, and are shown in Figure 13. Like beftie,indicators highlighted are those that touch
upon whether staff actively engages children inoter activities. For technology, only in 2
classrooms were staff observed actively involvihgdeen in the use of electronic media. In
terms of gross motor, in most classrooms staff simbevest in children’s gross motor activities
and encouraged activities that got children movitegn 29, “individualized teaching and
learning,” includes indicators relative to how teexs respond to the varied abilities, interests
and needs of the children. To this end, the iteekséo capture the ways that staff interact with
children informally with little use of directive done-size-fits-all” teaching styles that aim to
group children into large groups. While generafiglicators identified under this item are met
across classrooms at a basic level (denoted bgnmeégellow bars), there are fewer instances
where classrooms were observed fulfilling the regpaents to receive scores of 5.00-7.00
(“good” and “excellent”). In particular, this isuie of the final few indicators which can be seen
in blue and green in Figure 13 where less thanetGgmt met on the blue or “good” indicator
and less than 20 percent of classrooms met onrden @r “excellent.” To meet these indicators,
teachers must utilize the informal (unplanned)rungtonal times (free play) to circulate through
the classroom to respond to children’s interesth@g play and work in the interest areas set up
by the teacher in the classroom. For the highestsovhich would be the result of meeting the
final two indicators (denoted by green bars), #pproach should be the primary vehicle of
instruction, occurring most of the day and leawwiwle-group, teacher directed times to a
minimum. In addition, teaching in this way duringd play times would mean that teachers are
not just wandering from group to group, or chilcttold, but engaging deeply in response to
children with observably intentional interactiofi$iese interactions would require more than one
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back and forth exchange between teachers and ehilird would incorporate language
development with the development of conceptual kedge about the topic, material or activity
of focus. Boosts in these scores would resultghéi scores on all of the items in the Language
and Literacy subscale as well as the Activitiesssale, which all examine engagement and
language building.

Figure 13. Technology, gross motor and individwedizeaching and learning
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Summary

The first year of the SPP successfully enrolledvarde group of children across ethnic/racial
groups and from the target population of familiesmmder 300 FPL. Children served were more
ethnically diverse, although less linguisticallyelise, than children in Seattle public schools.
Children enrolled in SPP classrooms made modess gaivocabulary, literacy, math and
executive functions. Relative to gains expectetljesause they were older at post-test, children
made larger than expected gains in language ated ketowledge and smaller than expected in
math. Looking at gains while controlling for chiélr and classroom characteristics
simultaneously, attendance was consistently adsolcigith higher outcomes. In addition,
Bilingual children and those below the FPL had $enajains than others. Attendance rates
appear to be overall lower than should be expettediever, incomplete attendance data could
be an important driver of this rate.

Quality was lower than desired for the ECERS-3fandhe Instructional Support
domain of the CLASS. Quality was relatively good tiee Emotional Support and Classroom
organization domains of the CLASS. The report pesidetailed information at the item level
to allow SPP to identify indicators associated vhigjher and lower scores. In particular,
programs are scoring fairly poorly with respecetmaging children in conversations openly, or
in response to an activity they are involved inbonging concepts of math, science, or another
topic into any free play activity.
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Recommendations

Given the small numbers of classrooms and childrehthe lack of any no-treatment control
group, results from the first year should be intergd cautiously. They do provide a baseline
against which to judge future results, which shdaddexpected to improve over time, especially
for programs that stay in SPP. In addition, itesgible to make several clear recommendations.

First, SPP needs to continue to strengthen theatah of information on children,
whether through teachers, or observations. Childieackground characteristics are associated
with differences in gains and this needs to befaflyemonitored. Children for whom data was
not obtained also seemed to differ in some imporespects in their gains, which means that it
is important to learn more about them.

Second, attendance is associated with gains dod/és than it should be. Again, we
caution against interpreting this as causal—perkhpdren who have greater barriers to
attendance suffer from more difficulties at homd anthe community or have poorer health
which reduces their gains. However, it is cleat taldren cannot benefit if they do not attend.
In addition, there was incomplete information aematlance and given its importance this should
be rectified.

Third, program quality needs to be raised by the 8éhtinuous improvement process.
These data provide a baseline and offer a firsbfsetdications of where to focus on guidance
and professional development including the effoftsoaches and others generally, though the
coaching to be effective must be individualizece&ly, results were more disappointing for
math than for other domains indicating the needfooverall increase in focus on improving
math teaching. In addition, we suggest that teacieuld benefit from a structured approach to
supporting bilingual children that could scaffotit them this difficult activity. In addition, we
make three more fine gained suggestions basedrattetailed look at quality assessments: (1)
intentional integration of math across all aread @enters and through the day, (2) more
intentional engagement with children when in frés/@mnd across activities, intentionally
integrating concepts and providing feedback, and @cus in language modeling which can
take place during free play, but should be indiaidied.
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Appendix A. Raw Score Tables.
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Table A.1. Receptive vocabulary raw score meangyaim by child characteristics

PPVT Raw 2015

PPVT Raw 2016

PPVT Raw Gains

Fall Spring
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total (N=189) 71.4% 24.5¢ 83.6¢ 25.5% 12.2: 15.0(
Gender Male (N=92 70.0¢ 24.71 82.5¢ 23.6: 12.5] 14.2¢
Female (N=97 72.7¢ 24.5¢ 84.71 27.2¢ 11.9¢ 15.7¢
Age Three Year Cohort (N=3 51.6¢ 16.9: 65.3( 23.7¢ 13.6¢ 14.4:
Four Year Cohort (N=15 76.27 23.71 88.1¢ 23.9¢ 11.8¢ 15.17
Ethnicity ~ White (N=55 85.21 20.8i 97.5¢ 19.1¢ 12.27 17.21
Black (N=47 65.6( 21.7¢ 76.8: 26.3¢ 11.2¢ 13.8¢
Asian(N=24) 62.21 24 1t 77.1% 26.2( 14.9¢ 16.7¢
Hispanic (N=22 66.0¢ 23.3¢ 78.6¢ 21.9¢ 12.6¢ 12.9¢
Other (N=13 70.4¢ 28.0¢ 80.4¢ 26.9( 10.0( 18.17
Unknown (N=28 66.7¢ 26.27 78.9: 27.9( 12.1¢ 10.8¢
Language English (N=127 77.3€ 23.3¢ 89.1¢ 23.4¢ 11.82 16.5]
Spanish (N=1: 55.4¢ 19.0¢ 70.6: 22.6¢€ 15.1¢ 12.97
Vietnamese (N=¢ 46.8( 10.87 58.2( 18.7 11.4( 8.62
Other (N=19 55.4:% 20.1: 67.6¢ 26.1¢ 12.2¢ 13.9¢
Unknown (N=25 66.8¢ 26.3¢ 79.7¢ 28.0( 12.9: 9.1¢€
FPL <100 (N=55 62.87 20.6¢ 76.9¢ 25.2¢ 14.11 16.4¢
10C-300 (N=80 70.8¢ 24.7: 79.9¢ 24.6¢ 9.0¢ 14.1¢
>300 (N=40 85.5( 22.1( 99.7( 18.9¢ 14.2( 15.7¢
Unknown (N=14 68.3¢ 29.1¢ 85.51 30.5¢ 17.21 7.04

Table A.2. Receptive vocabulary raw score meangjaits by center characteristics

PPVT Raw 2015

PPVT Raw 2016

PPVT Raw Gains

Fall Spring
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total (N=189) 71.4% 24.5¢ 83.6¢ 25.5% 12.2: 15.0(
Agency Agency 1 (N=41 64.27 22.7: 77.2¢ 29.5¢ 13.02 15.6¢
Agency 2 (N=74 74.1% 24.0: 88.0( 23.31 13.8¢ 13.5¢
Agency 3 (N=1& 82.6( 24.4( 87.4% 27.71 4.8i 19.2(
Agency 4 (N=23 84.2: 24.8: 95.2% 19.13 11.0( 13.1¢
Agency 5 (N=3€ 61.3: 22.0¢ 73.11 23.0¢ 11.7¢ 16.0¢
Class Size 18 or Less (N=8" 72.3( 22.9¢ 84.7( 23.0¢ 12.4C 12.9:¢
More than 1§(N=102] 70.7¢ 26.01 82.8( 27.5¢ 12.0¢ 16.6:
Curriculum  Creative Curriculum (N=6: 71.44 25.2% 83.7: 27.5¢ 12.3C 14.7¢
HighScope (N=12! 71.4¢ 24.3i 83.6¢ 24.5¢ 12.1¢ 15.1¢
ECERS Less then 3 (N=1! 77.6% 29.2¢ 87.0% 26.4¢ 9.4( 14.6¢
3 or More (N=174 70.91 24.17 83.3¢ 25.5( 12.47 15.0¢
CLASSES Lessthan5,5 (N=2 73.4% 26.1¢ 80.6¢ 25.1:% 7.21 16.3¢
5.5 or More (N=161 71.11 24.3i 84.2( 25.6: 13.1¢( 14.6:
CLASS CO Lessthan 5.5 (N=5 74.0¢ 25.71 81.7:% 22.7¢ 7.6¢ 15.4:
5.5 or More (N=13¢ 70.4¢ 24.1¢ 84.4( 26.5:2 13.9] 14.5¢
CLASS IS Less than 3 (N=11 70.9% 24.3¢ 82.0¢ 24.1: 11.0¢ 13.57
3 or More (N=73 72.2% 25.0¢ 86.2¢ 27.5¢ 14.0¢ 16.97

48



Year 1 report: SPP impact evaluation

Table A.3. Literacy raw score means and gains ldg characteristics

nieer.org

WJ-LW Raw 2015

WJ-LW Raw 2016

WJ-LW Raw Gains

Fall Spring
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total (N=186) 8.3¢ 5.5¢ 11.1¢ 6.62 2.7¢ 3.7¢
Gender Male (N=92 7.7¢ 4.0¢ 10.5¢ 5.32 2.71 3.91
Female (N=9¢ 8.9¢ 6.64 11.7¢ 7.61 2.7¢ 3.5¢
Age Three Year Cohort (N=3 4.3¢ 3.0z 6.7¢ 4.0¢ 2.44 3.9¢
Four Year Cohort (N=15 9.37 5.5¢ 12.2( 6.6¢ 2.8: 3.6¢
Ethnicity ~ White (N=56 8.3 4.4¢ 11.8¢ 5.8¢ 3.57 4.2¢
Black (N=47 8.34 6.67 11.0C 8.3¢ 2.6¢€ 3.7C
Asian (N=25 9.44 4.1C 11.5Z 4.0Z 2.0¢ 2.6¢€
Hispanic (N=17 5.2¢ 3.4¢ 7.1¢ 4,57 1.8¢ 2.8t
Other (N=13 8.97 3.4E 11.3¢ 5.0¢ 2.4¢€ 2.7¢
Unknown (N=28 9.32 7.67 11.8¢ 7.8¢ 2.57 4.21
Language English (N=129 7.9t 4.9¢ 10.9C 6.21 2.9t 3.7C
Spanish (N=¢ 6.5C 3.07 8.6: 4.87 2.1z 3.44
Vietnamese (N=: 8.8( 4.3z 9.4C 4.1¢ 0.6C 1.82
Other (N=19 10.8¢ 5.9¢ 13.5¢ 7.7¢ 2.7¢ 3.51
Unknown (N=25 9.3¢€ 8.07 11.7¢ 8.2¢ 2.4C 4.4:
FPL <100 (N=55 7.4F 4.7: 10.2( 6.4¢€ 2.7¢ 3.4F
10C-300 (N=76 8.4¢ 5.47 11.0¢ 6.71 2.57 3.4¢
>300 (N=41 9.17 4.6: 12.4¢ 5.7¢ 3.32 4.3t
Unknown (N=14 9.2¢ 9.9¢ 11.5( 8.9: 2.21 4.32
Table A.4. Literacy raw score means and gains byeceharacteristics
WJILW Raw 2015 WJILW Raw 2016  WJLW Raw Gains
Fall Spring
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total (N=186) 8.3¢ 5.5¢ 11.1¢ 6.62 2.7¢ 3.7¢
Agency Agency 1 (N=41 7.3 4.24 9.24 5.8t 1.8¢ 3.4¢
Agency 2 (N=7& 8.3t 5.67 11.7¢ 7.4C 3.3¢ 4.0t
Agency 3 (N=14 9.3¢ 3.8¢ 13.2] 4.81 3.8¢€ 4.52
Agency 4 (N=23 11.2¢ 8.4¢ 13.4¢ 7.7¢ 2.2z 2.6:
Agency 5 (N=33 7.3¢ 4.1¢ 9.7t 4.52 2.3¢ 3.3¢€
Class Size 18 or Less (N=8" 8.4¢ 6.3( 10.8i 6.97 2.3¢ 3.37
More than 18 (N=9¢ 8.3( 4.82 11.3¢ 6.32 3.0¢ 4.0C
Curriculum  Creative Curriculum 8.75 6.30 10.75 6.84 2.00 3.19
(N=64)
HighScope (N=12: 8.2C 5.12 11.3¢ 6.52 3.1€ 3.94
ECERS Less then 3 (N=1! 7.0C 4.3¢ 9.0C 4.47 2.0C 3.07
3 or More (N=171 8.51 5.6: 11.3¢ 6.7¢ 2.8 3.7¢
CLASSES Lessthan 5,5 (N=2 6.04 4.3¢€ 8.32 4.12 2.2¢ 3.1¢
5.5 or More (N=15¢ 8.81 5.6¢ 11.6¢ 6.8¢€ 2.84 3.82
CLASS CO Lessthan 5.5 (N=5 7.4¢ 4.9( 9.8( 4.9( 2.31 2.8t
5.5 or More (N=13¢ 8.7: 5.7¢ 11.6¢€ 7.11 2.9: 4.0C
CLASS IS Less than 3 (N=11 7.84 5.87 10.0¢ 6.5(C 2.1¢ 3.41
3 or More (N=72 9.2¢€ 4.9( 12.97 6.47 3.6t 4.04
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Table A.5. Math raw score means and gains by dhiétacteristics

nieer.org

WJ-AP Raw 2015

WJ-AP Raw 2016

WJ-AP Raw Gains

Fall Spring

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD

Total (N=186) 11.9: 5.0¢ 13.6¢ 4.71 1.71 3.2¢
Gender Male (N=92 11.3% 5.2C 13.42 4.7¢ 2.0t 3.6
Female (N=9<¢ 12.4¢ 4.8t 13.8¢ 4.6¢ 1.37 2.8¢

Age Three Year Cohort (N=3 7.4z2 3.5¢€ 9.4z 4.21 2.0C 2.82
FourYear Cohort (N=15( 13.0] 4,74 14.6¢ 4.2¢4 1.64 3.4C

Ethnicity ~ White (N=56 13.9¢ 4.63 15.4¢ 4.3¢ 1.52 3.12
Black (N=47 10.1¢ 5.51 12.1¢ 4.57 2.0C 3.3¢

Asian (N=25 11.1¢€ 4.4% 14.0( 4.7 2.8¢ 4.02

Hispanic (N=17 12.2¢ 3.62 15.2¢ 2.9¢ 2.9¢ 3.5¢

Other (N=13 12.31 5.5C 12.62 4.2% 0.31 2.0z

Unknown (N=28 11.1¢ 5.0C 11.6¢ 5.21 0.5C 2.6t

Language English (N=129 12.4: 5.01 14.12 4.3¢ 1.71 3.1¢€
Spanish (N=¢ 12.2¢ 4.6t 15.7¢ 3.2C 3.5C 3.4z
Vietnamese (N=¢ 8.2( 3.5¢€ 10.2( 4.6€ 2.0C 3.94

Other (N=19 10.8¢ 5.7¢ 13.0( 6.0¢ 2.11 4.5¢

Unknown (N=25 10.8¢ 4,71 11.6¢ 4.9¢ 0.8C 2.57

FPL <100 (N=55 10.3¢ 4.77 12.62 4.3 2.27 3.2¢
10C-300 (N=76 11.7¢ 5.2¢ 13.2( 5.14 1.4¢ 3.5¢

>300 (N=41 14.4¢ 4.04 16.0( 3.47 1.51 2.8¢2

Unknown (N=14 11.71 5.0¢ 13.1¢ 5.0t 1.4% 3.1

Table A.6. Math raw score means and gains by cehtmacteristics

WJAP Raw 2015

WJAP Raw 2016

WJAP Raw Gains

Fall Spring

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD

Total (N=186) 11.9¢ 5.04 13.6¢ 4.71 1.71 3.2¢
Agency Agency 1 (N=41 10.37 4.617 11.8( 4.7z 1.44 2.64
Agency 2 (N=7& 12.1¢ 5.0C 13.8( 4.67 1.61 3.5¢2

Agency 3 (N=14 13.9¢ 4.7% 15.5( 4.5¢ 1.57 4.2C

Agency 4 (N=23 14.61 4.4% 15.9¢ 4.2t 1.3¢ 2.71

Agency 5 (N=33 10.5¢ 5.2¢ 13.1¢ 4.4 2.5¢ 3.44

Class Size 18 or Less(N=87) 11.7¢ 5.0C 13.4¢ 4.5¢ 1.7¢ 3.3¢
More than 18 (N=9¢ 12.0¢ 5.1C 13.7i 4.8¢ 1.6¢ 3.27

Curriculum Creative Curriculum (N=6.  11.8¢ 4.9¢ 13.3( 4.9t 1.41 2.64
HighScope (N=12: 11.9¢ 5.0¢ 13.8: 4.6 1.87 3.5¢

ECERS Less than 3 (N=1! 12.5: 5.5¢ 13.3¢ 5.22 0.8C 2.7¢
3 or More (N=171 11.8¢ 5.01 13.67 4.6¢ 1.7¢ 3.3¢

CLASS ES Less than 5,5 (N=2 11.17 5.51 12.1¢ 4.7¢ 1.07 2.8¢
5.5 or More (N=15¢ 12.0¢ 4.9¢ 13.9( 4.61 1.82 3.3t

CLASS CO Less than 5.5 (N=5 11.4¢ 5.1¢ 12.5¢ 4.6¢ 1.1C 2.97
5.5 or More (N=13¢ 12.11 5.01 14.0¢ 4.6¢ 1.94 3.3¢

CLASS IS Less than 3 (N=11 11.4¢ 5.27 13.1¢ 4.62 1.72 3.3¢€
3 or More (N=72 12.6¢ 4.5¢ 14.3¢ 4.8( 1.6¢ 3.1¢
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Appendix B. Sensitivity Analyses.

nieer.org

Table B.1. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2alisgains in Raw and Standard scores in relatiahild and site or classroom
characteristics (if tested in Spanish and Englsgignish score used) with ECERS-3

Rec. Rec. Literacy Literacy Math Raw Math Executive Functio
Vocabulary Vocabulary Raw Standard  (WJ/WM-AP) Standard DCCS PT
Raw Standard =~ (WJWM-LW)  (WJI/WM-LW) (WJI/WM-AP)
(PPVT/TVIP) (PPVT/TVIP)
Pre Tes 0.694™ 0.620" 0.951" 0.703" 0.640" 0.598" 0.015 0.469"
(0.06 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.01 (0.06
Attendanc 0.255 0.173 0.017 0.06¢ 0.062 0.157 0.00¢ 0.04¢
(0.11 (0.08 (0.03 (0.07 (0.02 (0.06 (0.00 (0.04
Missing Attendanc 20.110 14.061 3.541 11.00¢ 4.930 12.777 0.52¢ 6.352
(9.75, (6.74 (2.49 (6.16 (1.97 (5.29 (0.38 (3.05
Days Between Tes -0.14: -0.13¢ -0.05: -0.192 -0.00¢ -0.08( -0.001 0.01:
(0.10 (0.07 (0.03 (0.07; (0.02 (0.06; (0.00 (0.03
Femals 0.10z -0.21¢ -0.03¢ 0.28¢ -0.18¢ -0.85¢ 0.057 -0.43¢
(1.97 (1.36 (0.51 (1.27, (0.40 (1.08 (0.08 (0.63
Age in Month: 6.862" 0.96¢ 0.54¢ -2.01¢ 0.541 -4.565™ 0.418" 1.556
(2.27 (1.32 (0.56 (1.26 0.47 (1.08 (0.07; (0.64
Black -4.73( -3.66: 0.251] 0.57¢ -0.31¢ -1.52¢ -0.274 -1.80:
(3.21 (2.22 (0.83 (2.04 (0.65 (1.76 (0.12 (1.02
Asiar -4.01¢ -3.097 -1.17: -2.90: 0.58¢ 1.741 -0.17¢ 0.66
(3.74 (2.58 (0.93 (2.30 (0.74 (1.99 (0.14 (1.16
Hispanic 0.12( 0.00¢ -0.76¢ -3.60¢ 1.59¢ 3.46¢ 0.06: 1.00¢
(4.02 (2.78 (1.12 .77 (0.86 (2.31 (0.16 (1.26
Other Rac -7.77¢ -4.48¢ -1.117 -3.28¢ -1.50: -4.16¢ -0.06¢ -0.52¢
(4.31 (2.98 (1.10 (2.72] (0.87 (2.33 (0.16 (1.36
Missing Rac -10.56¢ -7.74% -0.16¢ -0.98¢ -2.727 -7.537 -0.38: -1.88¢
(6.54 (4.51 (1.71 (4.21 (1.33 (3.59 (0.25 (2.13
Bilingual -7.079 -4.911 -0.61¢ -1.31: -0.42¢ -1.27¢ -0.14¢ -1.65:
(3.07 (2.12 0.77 (1.91 (0.61 (1.63 (0.11 (0.92
Missing Languag 3.57¢ 2.90¢ 0.22¢ 1.58¢ 1.237% 3.511 0.29¢ 1.641
(6.53 (4.51 1.72 (4.25 (1.34 (3.62 (0.26 (2.12
FPL<10C -1.99:2 -1.68:2 -0.21¢ -1.30( 0.07¢ 0.10( -0.181 -0.59¢
(3.32 (2.29 (0.84 (2.09 (0.67 (1.80 (0.13 (1.04
FPL 10(-30C -6.578 -4.523 -0.60z -1.811 -0.80( -1.657 -0.224 -1.368
(2.82 (1.95 (0.72] (1.79 (0.57 (1.54 (0.11 (0.90
Missing FPIL 4.611 2.081 -2.911 -9.29¢ 0.47¢ 0.14¢ -0.39¢ -5.404
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(7.51 (5.18 (1.93 @477 (151 4.07 (0.29 (2.35
Agency : 7.24( 4.901 2.723 4.67: 1.82 4.091 -0.02] -1.71]
(5.13 (3.54 (1.37 (3.39 (1.05, (2.82 .21 (1.63
Agency : -3.91¢ -3.48¢ 2.47¢ 5.407 1.60( 3.567 0.117 -0.08:
(4.96) (3.42) (1.29 (3.19 (1.00] (2.68 (0.20 (1.56
Agency ¢ 8.647 6.467 3.14¢ 9.290 1.48: 3.29( 0.528 -0.00¢
(6.65) (4.59 (1.76 (4.32 (1.35 (3.64 .27 (2.10
Agency -2.58E -1.63¢ 0.817 0.17¢ 1.24¢ 2.56( -0.22: 171
(5.97 (4.12 (1.60 (3.95 (1.21 (3.25 (0.24 (1.89
Class Siz 1.07( 0.847 0.403 1.347° 0.014 0.11¢ 0.063 0.10:
(0.76, (0.53 (0.20 (0.48 (0.15, (0.41 (0.03 0.24
ECERGS 6.09¢ 4.08¢ 0.72¢ -0.22¢ 1.37¢ 2.80¢ -0.11¢ -1.12:
(4.36) (3.01 (1.16 (2.87 (0.88 (2.37 0.18 (1.38

N 18¢ 18¢ 191 191 197 197 197 197

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayips omitted from the estimation are Males, Witteglish, FPL 300+, and Agency 1.0Other controls are
test type for children tested in Spanish and araation between test type and age to align thdigbngnd Spanish tests between them.

Table B.2. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2alisgains in Raw and Standard scores in relatiahild and site or classroom
characteristics (if tested in Spanish and Engliignish score used) with CLASS domains

Rec. Rec. Literacy Literacy Math Raw Math Executive Functio
Vocabulary Vocabulary Raw Standard (WJI/WM-AP) Standard DCCS PT
Raw Standard  (WJ/WM-LW) (WIWM-LW) (WJI/WM-AP)
(PPVT/TVIP) (PPVT/TVIP)

Pre Tes 0.694™ 0.617" 0.941" 0.695" 0.639" 0.598™ 0.013 0.467"
(0.06; (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.01 (0.06

Attendanc 0.232 0.159 0.01¢ 0.07¢ 0.059 0.152 0.00: 0.04:
(0.11 (0.08 (0.03 (0.07 (0.02 (0.06 (0.00 (0.04

Missing Attendanc 17.51: 12.58( 3.77¢ 12.18¢ 4.613 12.362 0.36: 5.99(
(9.89 (6.83 (2.53 (6.27 (2.01 (5.38 (0.39 (3.15

Days Between Tes -0.19: -0.163 -0.04¢ -0.152 -0.01¢ -0.08¢ -0.00z2 0.01¢
(0.10 (0.07 (0.03 (0.07 (0.02 (0.06 (0.00 (0.03
Femals 0.097 -0.24:% -0.10¢ 0.06¢ -0.21(C -0.95¢ 0.06: -0.43¢
(1.94 (1.34 (0.51 (1.26 (0.40 (1.08 (0.08 (0.63

Age in Month: 6.538" 0.72¢ 0.46: -2.36: 0.47: -4.796™ 0.419" 1.571
(2.26 (1.31 (0.56 (1.26 0.47 (1.07; (0.07; (0.65
Black -4.68¢ -3.58¢ 0.341 0.772 -0.29¢ -1.46¢ -0.299 -1.897
(3.16 (2.18 (0.82 (2.02 (0.65 1.75 (0.12 (1.02
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Asiar -4.31¢ -3.271 -1.07¢ -2.55¢ 0.56¢ 1.75:2 -0.18¢ 0.64(
(3.68 (2.55 (0.92 (2.29 (0.74 (1.98 (0.14 (1.16
Hispanic -0.07¢ -0.08¢ -0.77: -3.53¢ 1.56: 3.42¢ 0.02¢ 0.891
(3.96 (2.73 (1.11 (2.74 (0.86 (2.30 (0.16 (1.26
Other Rac -6.99: -3.907 -0.891 -2.541 -1.44¢ -3.92] -0.04¢ -0.39:
(4.25 (2.93 (1.09 (2.71 (0.86 (2.32 (0.16 (1.37
Missing Rac -11.33: -8.27: -0.30¢ -1.35¢ -2.828 -7.846 -0.42¢ -2.03:2
(6.42 (4.43 (1.69 4.17 (1.32 (3.56 (0.25 (2.13
Bilingual -7.422 -5.168 -0.65¢ -1.40:2 -0.487 -1.42¢ -0.17( -1.75¢
(3.02 (2.09 (0.76 (1.89 (0.60 (1.62 (0.11 (0.92
Missing Languag 5.46 4.21F 0.41¢ 2.00: 1.40% 3.91( 0.36: 1.87(
(6.46 (4.46 a.72 (4.24 (1.34 (3.61 (0.26 (2.14
FPL <10( -1.27: -1.21(C -0.197 -1.27¢ 0.127 0.18¢ -0.15: -0.51:
(3.29 (2.27 (0.84 (2.08 (0.67 (1.80 (0.13 (1.05
FPL 10(-30C -5.699 -3.916 -0.49¢ -1.491 -0.74¢ -1.48¢ -0.177 -1.19¢
(2.79 (1.92 (0.72 (1.79 (0.57 (1.54 (0.11 (0.90
Missing FP1L 5.137 2.38( -2.86 -9.243 0.55¢ 0.34: -0.36( -5.370
(7.37 (5.09 (1.91 4.72 (1.50 (4.04 (0.29 (2.35
Agency : 8.16¢ 5.93: 2.972 7.323 1.09:¢ 2.871 0.321 0.061
(4.62 (3.19 1.21 (2.99 (0.95 (2.55 (0.18 (1.52
Agency ! -6.101 -4.57¢ 2.39¢ 6.49( 0.79¢ 1.87¢ 0.15: 0.44¢
(5.61 (3.88 (1.44 (3.57 (1.13 (3.04 (0.22 (1.79
Agency ¢ 21.724 15.758 3.85¢ 11.55: 1.98( 4.22: 1.266" 2.46¢
(10.87 (7.51 (2.84 (6.99 (2.24 (6.03 (0.42 (3.52
Agency t -5.21¢ -3.07¢ 0.84¢ 2.58¢ 0.167 0.66¢ -0.00¢ -0.271
(4.43 (3.05 1.17 (2.89 (0.91 (2.45 0.17 (1.48
Class Siz 2.963 2.114 0.41¢ 1.13¢ 0.19: 0.39¢ 0.133" 0.26(
(1.21 (0.84 (0.32 (0.78 (0.25 (0.68 (0.05 (0.40
CLASS _E¢ 4.61¢ 2.34( -0.31: -2.55] 1.083 2.071 0.131 0.02¢
(5.66 (3.90 (1.49 (3.68 (1.16 (3.10 (0.22 (1.84
CLASS _CcC 6.63: 5.03: 1.04¢ 3.06: 0.39¢ 1.11¢ 0.24¢ 0.811
(4.40 (3.04 (1.16 (2.86 (0.91 (2.44 0.17 (1.45
CLASS I -6.85¢ -4.427 0.19¢ 1.19¢ -0.54( -0.77( -0.346 -0.94¢
(4.41 (3.04 (1.15 (2.84 (0.90 (2.42 0.17 (1.43
N 18¢ 18¢ 191 191 19: 19z 19z 19:

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayips omitted from the estimation are Males, Whiteglish, FPL 300+, and Agency 1. Other controés ar
test type for children tested in Spanish and araattion between test type and age to align thdigbngnd Spanish tests between them.
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Table B.3. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2alibgains in Raw and Standard scores in relatiahild and site or classroom
characteristics (if tested in Spanish and Englglanish score used, with an ECERS-3 threshold

Rec. Rec. Literacy Raw Literacy Math Raw Math Executive Functio
Vocabulary  Vocabulary  (WJ/WM-LW) Standard  (WJ/WM-AP) Standard DCCS PT
Raw Standard (WI/WM-LW) (WIIWM-
(PPVT/TVIP) (PPVT/TVIP) AP)

Pre Tes 0.690™ 0.616" 0.942" 0.693" 0.644" 0.604™ 0.014 0.465™
(0.06 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.01 (0.06

Attendanc 0.268 0.181 0.01¢ 0.07: 0.063" 0.159 0.00¢ 0.047
(0.11 (0.08 (0.03 (0.07 (0.02 (0.06 (0.00 (0.04

Missing Attendanc 20.692 14.485 3.49¢ 10.96: 4.844 12.583 0.53( 6.378
(9.74 (6.72 (2.46 (6.07 (1.97 (5.27 (0.38 (3.06

Days Between Tes -0.19( -0.166 -0.058 -0.187 -0.01¢ -0.101 -0.00(¢ 0.021
(0.10 (0.07 (0.03 (0.06 (0.02 (0.05 (0.00 (0.03

Femalt -0.04¢ -0.322 -0.091 0.12: -0.22( -0.97¢ 0.05: -0.45¢
(1.96 (1.36 (0.51 (1.25 (0.40 (1.08 (0.08 (0.63

Age in Month: 6.947" 0.96: 0.55¢ -2.18( 0.54¢ -4.550" 0.413" 1.538
(2.25 (1.32 (0.55 1.24 (0.47 1.07 (0.07 (0.65

Black -4.28] -3.361 0.30¢ 0.551 -0.20z -1.27¢ -0.282 -1.88¢
(3.19 (2.20 (0.81 (2.00 (0.65 1.74 (0.12 (1.02

Asiar -4.08¢ -3.15] -1.10z -2.701 0.631 1.881 -0.17(¢ 0.65¢
(3.73 (2.58 (0.92 (2.27 (0.74 (1.98 (0.14 (1.16

Hispanic 0.43( 0.21¢ -0.85¢ -3.86: 1.58: 3.411 0.05¢ 0.947
(4.01 (2.76 (1.11 (2.73 (0.86 (2.31 (0.16 (1.26

Other Rac -8.15¢ -4.74( -1.12¢ -3.121 -1.57¢ -4.28] -0.05¢ -0.44¢
(4.28 (2.95 (1.08 (2.68 (0.87 (2.31 (0.16 (1.36

Missing Rac -11.09: -8.13¢ -0.42¢ -1.85¢ -2.768 -7.804 -0.40¢ -2.037
(6.54 (4.51 (1.69 (4.16 (1.34 (3.58 (0.26 (2.14

Bilingual -6.917 -4.803 -0.65¢ -1.49: -0.41¢ -1.28¢ -0.15] -1.72¢
(3.06 (2.11 (0.76 (1.88 (0.61 (1.62 (0.11 (0.92

Missing Languag 3.84: 3.10¢ 0.33¢ 1.95:2 1.247 3.59¢ 0.301 1.69:
(6.52 (4.50 (1.70 (4.19 (1.35 (3.60 (0.26 (2.13

FPL <10( -1.58: -1.39: -0.05: -0.86 0.17¢ 0.401 -0.17¢ -0.60¢
(3.32 (2.29 (0.84 (2.07 (0.67 (1.80 (0.13 (1.04

FPL 10(-30C -6.838 -4.691 -0.601 -1.70¢ -0.84¢ -1.70: -0.215 -1.29:2
(2.79 (1.93 (0.71 (1.76 (0.57 (1.53 (0.11 (0.89
Missing FP1L 5.60¢ 2.801 -2.46: -8.12( 0.72: 0.92¢ -0.379 -5.351
(7.52 (5.19 (1.92 4.73 (1.53 (4.09 (0.29 (2.37

Agency : 2.861 2.02( 2527 6.183 0.771 2.19¢ 0.101 -0.631
(3.22 (2.22 (0.83 (2.04 (0.65 .75 (0.13 (1.04
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Agency -5.47. -4.53¢ 2.251 5.35¢ 1.23: 2.75¢ 0.13: 0.17¢
(4.86 (3.36 (1.24 (3.06 (0.98 (2.62 (0.20 (153
Agency ¢ 7.41¢ 5.67¢ 3.345 10.684° 1.12€ 2.75: 0.584 0.37:
(6.47 (4.46 (1.68 (4.12 (1.31 (3.51 (0.26 (2.05
Agency -9.560 -6.347 -0.12¢ -0.03: -0.281 -0.65¢ -0.11¢ -0.59¢
(3.95 (2.73 (1.02 (2.52 (0.81 (2.16 (0.16 (1.29
Class Siz 1.713 1.287° 0.523" 1.499" 0.14¢ 0.41¢ 0.057 0.027
(0.70 (0.48 (0.18 (0.44 (0.14 (0.38 (0.03 (0.22
ECERS>: 6.67¢ 4.75¢ 2.244 5.899 1.19: 3.63¢ 0.071 0.11(
(3.91 (2.70 (1.01 (2.49 (0.79 (2.10 (0.16 (1.24
N 18¢ 18¢ 191 191 192 192 192 192

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayips omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiteglish, FPL 300+, and Agency 1. Other controés ar
test type for children tested in Spanish and araation between test type and age to align thdidbngnd Spanish tests between them.

Table B.4. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2alibgains in Raw and Standard scores in relatiahild and site or classroom
characteristics (if tested in Spanish and Englglanish score used) with CLASS domain thresholds

Rec. Rec. Literacy Raw  Literacy Math Raw Math Executive Functio
Vocabulary  Vocabulary  (WJ/WM-LW) Standard (WJ/WM-AP) Standard DCCS PT
Raw Standard (WI/WM-LW) (WJI/WM-AP)
(PPVT/TVIP) (PPVT/TVIP)
Pre Tes 0.696™ 0.621" 0.944" 0.701" 0.629™ 0.590™ 0.014 0.465"
(0.06 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.01 (0.06
Attendanc 0.250 0.169 0.017 0.07: 0.059" 0.151 0.00¢ 0.04¢
(0.11 (0.08 (0.03 (0.07 (0.02 (0.06 (0.00 (0.04
Missing Attendanc 20.346 14.315 3.591 11.47¢ 4,797 12.482 0.49¢ 6.334
(9.66 (6.67 (2.48 (6.14 (1.95 (5.23 (0.37 (3.07
Days Between Tes -0.14¢ -0.131 -0.03% -0.12: -0.02¢ -0.111 -0.00¢ 0.01¢
(0.12 (0.08 (0.03 (0.08 (0.02 (0.07’ (0.00 (0.04
Femalt -0.11¢ -0.37¢ -0.08’ 0.11¢ -0.19¢ -0.88¢ 0.05¢ -0.45¢
(1.94 (1.34 (0.51 (1.26 (0.40 (1.07 (0.08 (0.63
Age in Month: 6.467 0.70(¢ 0.39:2 -2.543 0.57: -4.656" 0.447" 1.544
(2.30 (1.34 (0.57 (1.28 (0.48 (1.08 (0.07 (0.66
Black -4.55¢ -3.52( 0.29¢ 0.67: -0.37 -1.70( -0.29¢ -1.911
(3.17 (2.19 (0.82 (2.03 (0.65 1.74 (0.12 (1.02
Asiar -3.90¢ -3.02: -1.23¢ -3.117 0.62¢ 1.81¢ -0.14: 0.66¢
(3.69 (2.55 (0.92 (2.29 (0.73 (1.96 (0.14 (1.16
Hispanic 0.37¢ 0.20( -0.771 -3.56¢ 1.60(¢ 3.47¢ 0.041 0.93¢
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(3.97 (.74 (1.12 (2.75 (0.85 (2.28 (0.15 (1.26
Other Rac -6.99/ -3.92: -1.05: -3.04¢ -1.417 -3.89¢ -0.03] -0.43¢
4.27 (2.94 (1.10 (2.72 (0.86 (2.30 (0.16 (1.37
Missing Rac -10.75: -7.86¢ -0.33¢ -1.48¢ -2.765 -7.717 -0.37¢ -2.03¢
(6.45 (4.45 (1.69 (4.18 (1.31 (3.54 (0.25 (2.14
Bilingual -7.202 -5.003 -0.63] -1.35¢ -0.50¢ -1.48( -0.167 -1.73¢
(3.03 (2.09 .77 (1.89 (0.60 (1.61 (0.11 (0.92
Missing Languag 4.697 3.71¢ 0.33( 1.81¢ 1.407 3.94: 0.32¢ 1.701
(6.47 (4.47 (1.72 (4.23 (1.33 (3.58 (0.25 (2.13
FPL <10( -2.07¢ -1.74¢ -0.29¢ -1.53] 0.07¢ 0.06¢ -0.16¢ -0.61¢
(3.28 (2.26 (0.84 (2.07 (0.66 (1.78 (0.12 (1.04
FPL 10(-30C -6.333 -4.333 -0.52¢ -1.51] -0.81¢ -1.65( -0.212 -1.29(
(2.78 (1.92 0.72 (1.78 (0.56 (1.52 (0.11 (0.90
Missing FPI 3.65¢ 1.37¢ -2.84: -9.06: 0.28: -0.26¢ -0.44: -5.380
(7.45 (5.14 (1.92 4.75 (1.50 (4.04 (0.29 (2.37
Agency - 3.90: 2.767 2.457° 5.801" 0.92( 2.437 0.101 -0.63:
(3.26 (2.25 (0.85 (2.09 (0.66 1.77 (0.13 (1.06
Agency -5.76¢ -4.80¢ 1.747 3.717 1.481 3.26¢ 0.271 0.22:
(5.05 (3.49 (1.32 (3.26 (1.01 (2.73 (0.20 (1.61
Agency ¢ 9.28: 6.84¢ 2.321 6.97¢ 2.13: 4.84: 0.922” 0.50¢
(7.13 (4.92 (1.89 (4.65 (1.45 (3.91 (0.27 (2.28
Agency -6.22: -3.98: 0.71¢ 1.93: 0.20z 0.67( -0.15¢ -0.57-
(4.12 (2.84 (1.08 (2.67 (0.84 (2.26 (0.16 (1.36
Class Siz 1.56- 1.13: 0.287 0.70¢ 0.27( 0.65¢ 0.109" 0.05:
(0.94 (0.65 (0.25 (0.62 (0.19 (0.52 (0.04 (0.31
CLASS ES>5. 0.847 0.22( 0.451 -0.04( 0.827 2.07¢ -0.05¢ 0.151
(4.39 (3.03 (1.15 (2.85 (0.88 (2.37 0.17 (1.42
CLASS CO>5.. 6.18( 4.42: 0.19¢ 0.06¢ 1.137 2.61¢ 0.291 0.08¢
(3.47 (2.40 (0.92 (2.26 (0.71 (1.92 0.14 (1.14
CLASS IS>: -0.13¢ 0.12¢ 1.09¢ 3.70¢ -0.75] -1.537 -0.343 -0.14¢
(3.63 (2.50 (0.97 (2.40 (0.74 (2.00 0.14 (1.19
N 18¢ 18¢ 191 191 192 192 192 192

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Witteglish, FPL 300+, and Agency 1. Other controés ar
test type for children tested in Spanish and asraation between test type and age to align théigbngnd Spanish tests between them.

Table B.5. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2ai&sgains in relation to child and site or classnatharacteristics (if tested in
Spanish and English, English score used) with EGBERS
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Rec. Rec. Literacy Raw  Literacy Math Raw Math Executive Functio
Vocabulary  Vocabulary (WJ/WM-LW) Standard  (WJ/WM-AP) Standard DCCS PT
Raw Standard (WI/WM- (WJI/WM-AP)
(PPVT/TVIP) (PPVT/TVIP) LW)
Pre Tes 0.678" 0.611" 0.952" 0.705" 0.637" 0.595" 0.015 0.469"
(0.06 (0.05, (0.06 (0.05 (0.05, (0.05 (0.01 (0.06
Attendanc 0.251 0.163 0.01¢ 0.07: 0.064" 0.161 0.00¢ 0.04¢
(0.11 (0.08 (0.03 (0.07 (0.02 (0.06 (0.00 (0.04
Missing Attendanc 20.081 13.589 3.95¢ 12.02¢ 5.281" 13.848 0.52¢ 6.352
(9.81 (6.90 (2.57 (6.35 (2.03 (5.42 (0.38 (3.05
Days Between Tes -0.141 -0.143 -0.056 -0.198 -0.00¢ -0.06¢ -0.001 0.01:
(0.10 (0.07’ (0.03 (0.07' (0.02 (0.06' (0.00, (0.03
Femalt 0.10¢ -0.38¢ -0.121 0.07( -0.18¢ -0.83¢ 0.057 -0.43¢
(1.96 (1.38 (0.53 (1.31 (0.41 (1.11 (0.08 (0.63
Age in Month: 7.345" 1.05¢ 0.52¢ -2.05¢ 0.527 -4.649™ 0.418" 1.556
(2.31 (1.37 (0.57 (1.28 (0.48 (1.08 (0.07 (0.64
Black -4.68( -3.30¢ 0.37( 0.83¢ -0.31¢ -1.531 -0.274 -1.80:
(3.21 (2.25 (0.85 (2.09 (0.67 (1.80 (0.12 (1.02
Asiar -4.39: -3.01: -1.10¢ -2.771 0.62¢ 1.87¢ -0.17( 0.66
(3.75 (2.64 (0.94 (2.33 (0.75 (2.00 (0.14 (1.16
Hispanic 2.22: 1.51¢ -0.627 -3.28: 1.65¢ 3.65¢ 0.06: 1.00¢
(4.21 (2.96 (1.15 (2.82 (0.88 (2.35 (0.16 (1.26
Other Rac -7.83¢ -4.28] -1.05¢ -3.15¢ -1.45: -3.99( -0.06¢ -0.52¢
(4.31 (3.03 (1.12 (2.76 (0.88 (2.34 (0.16 (1.36
Missing Rac -10.93¢ -7.821 -0.12¢ -0.92¢ -2.699 -7.441 -0.38: -1.88¢
(6.53 (4.59 (1.73 (4.26 (1.35 (3.60 (0.25, (2.13
Bilingual -6.397 -4.536 -0.645 -1.38( -0.45¢ -1.381 -0.14« -1.65:
(3.11 (2.19 (0.78, (1.93 (0.61 (1.63 (0.11 (0.92
Missing Languag 4.48: 3.58: 0.27:2 1.70¢ 1.25¢ 3.58¢ 0.29¢ 1.641
(6.54 (4.60 1.74 (4.30 (1.36 (3.63 (0.26 (2.12
FPL <10( -2.49( -1.92: -0.16¢ -1.171 0.14¢ 0.30¢ -0.181 -0.59¢
(3.34 (2.34 (0.86 (2.11 (0.68 (1.81 (0.13 (1.04
FPL 10(-30C -6.701 -4.674 -0.64: -1.87¢ -0.85: -1.83¢ -0.224 -1.36¢
(2.82 (1.98 (0.73 (1.81 (0.58 (1.55 (0.11 (0.90
Missing FPIL 3.32¢ 1.28( -3.15¢ -9.732 0.212 -0.71¢ -0.39¢ -5.404
(7.52 (5.28 (1.99 (4.90 (1.56 (4.17 (0.29 (2.35)
Agency : 7.18( 4.49; 2.67¢ 4.64( 2.192 5.30¢ -0.021 -1.711
(5.15 (3.62 (1.40 (3.44 (1.08 (2.90 (0.21 (1.63
Agency ¢ -2.41¢ -1.77¢ 2.724 5.901 1.87( 4.481 0.112 -0.08:
(4.96 (3.49 (1.35 (3.32 (1.05, (2.81 (0.20, (1.56
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Agency ¢ 9.02: 6.59¢ 3.18¢ 9.367 1.71€ 4.07¢ 0.528 -0.09¢
(6.64 (4.66 (1.78 (4.37 (1.37 (3.67 0.27 (2.10
Agency -2.42: -2.12¢ 0.59¢ -0.31¢ 1.66¢ 3.97¢ -0.22: -1.71F
(5.99 (4.22 (1.65 (4.08 (1.29 (3.44 (0.24 (1.89
Class Siz 1.15¢ 0.94¢ 0.418 1.373 -0.01: 0.03( 0.063 0.10z
(0.76 (0.54 (0.20 (0.49 (0.16 (0.42 (0.03 (0.24
ECERS 5.97¢ 3.52¢ 0.591 -0.45¢ 1.69¢ 3.867 -0.11¢ -1.12¢
(4.38 (3.08 (1.19 (2.95 (0.93 (2.49 (0.18 (1.38
N 18¢ 18¢ 18€ 18¢€ 18€ 18¢€ 192 192

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Witteglish, FPL 300+, and Agency 1. Other controés ar
test type for children tested only in Spanish améhéeraction between test type and age to aligrEthglish and Spanish tests between them.

Table B.6. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2ali&sgains in relation to child and site or classnatharacteristics (if tested in
Spanish and English, English score used) with CLAB®nNnsions

Rec. Rec. Literacy Raw Literacy Math Raw Math Executive Functio
Vocabulary  Vocabulary  (WJ/WM-LW) Standard (WJ/WM-AP) Standard DCCS PT
Raw Standard (WJI/WM-LW) (WJI/WM-AP)
(PPVT/TVIP) (PPVT/TVIP)
Pre Tes 0.680™ 0.612" 0.942" 0.696™ 0.637" 0.595" 0.013 0.467"
(0.06 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.01 (0.06
Attendanc 0.226 0.15( 0.021 0.08¢ 0.059 0.152 0.00: 0.04:
(0.11 (0.08 (0.03 (0.07 (0.02 (0.06 (0.00 (0.04
Missing Attendanc 17.39( 12.17¢ 4.24] 13.236 4.836 13.023 0.36: 5.99(
(9.91 (6.96 (2.63 (6.50 (2.08 (5.54 (0.39 (3.15
Days Between Tes -0.187 -0.165 -0.04¢ -0.157 -0.01¢ -0.08¢ -0.00: 0.01¢
(0.10 (0.07 (0.03 (0.07 (0.02 (0.06 (0.00 (0.03
Female 0.061 -0.45¢ -0.18¢ -0.121 -0.20(¢ -0.901 0.06: -0.43¢
(1.94 (1.36 (0.53 (1.30 (0.41 (1.11 (0.08 (0.63
Age in Month: 6.969" 0.771 0.44: -2.37i 0.47: -4.838™ 0.419" 1.571
(2.30 (1.36 (0.56 (1.27 (0.48 (1.08 (0.07 (0.65
Black -4.63] -3.23¢ 0.46( 1.02¢ -0.28: -1.43:2 -0.299 -1.897
(3.16 (2.21 (0.84 (2.08 (0.67 (1.79 (0.12 (1.02
Asiar -4.65] -3.13¢ -0.997 -2.42: 0.60: 1.86: -0.18¢ 0.64(
(3.70 (2.60 (0.94 (2.32 (0.75 (2.00 (0.14 (1.16
Hispanic 1.85:¢ 1.31Z -0.63: -3.22¢ 1.61: 3.571 0.02¢ 0.891
(4.14 (2.91 (1.14 (2.80 (0.87 (2.33 (0.16 (1.26
Other Rac -7.00] -3.60: -0.82: -2.421 -1.411 -3.81( -0.04¢ -0.39:
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(4.24 (2.97 (1.11 (2.75 (0.88 (2.34 (0.16 (1.37
Missing Rac -11.73( -8.417 -0.25¢ -1.267 -2.778 -7.684 -0.42¢ -2.03:
(6.40 (4.50 (1.71 4.21 (1.34 (3.57 (0.25 (2.13
Bilingual -6.807 -4.829 -0.67¢ -1.45¢ -0.51¢ -1.52¢ -0.17( -1.75¢
(3.05 (2.15 .77 (1.91 (0.61 (1.63 (0.11 (0.92
Missing Languag 6.317 4.84¢ 0.45: 2.10¢ 1.44¢ 4.03: 0.36% 1.87(
(6.46 (4.54 (1.74 (4.28 (1.36 (3.63 (0.26 (2.14
FPL <10( -1.81F -1.49° -0.15¢ -1.14¢ 0.201 0.421 -0.15: -0.51¢
(3.30 (2.32 (0.85 (211 (0.68 (1.81 (0.13 (1.05
FPL 10(-30C -5.793 -4.020 -0.54( -1.55¢ -0.80¢ -1.697 -0.177 -1.19¢
(2.78 (1.95 (0.73 (1.81 (0.58 (1.55 (0.11 (0.90
Missing FPI 3.93: 1.64¢ -3.137 -9.748 0.29¢ -0.52¢ -0.36( -5.370
(7.38 (5.18 (1.97 (4.85 (1.55 4.14 (0.29 (2.35
Agency 8.05: 5.92] 3.061 7.581 1.20¢ 3.25¢ 0.321 0.061
(4.61 (3.24 (1.23 (3.03 (0.96 (2.58 (0.18 (1.52
Agency -4.847 -2.88¢ 2.75: 7.22¢ 0.97: 2.43¢ 0.15: 0.44¢
(5.60 (3.94 (1.53 (3.79 (1.20 (3.21 (0.22 (1.79

Agency ¢ 21.532 15.444 3.917 11.97¢ 2.30¢ 5.317 1.266° 2.46¢
(10.85 (7.63 (2.88 (7.08 2.27 (6.08 (0.42 (3.52
Agency -4.97¢ -2.98¢ 0.81% 2.42¢ 0.26¢ 1.03¢ -0.00¢ -0.271
(4.41 (3.10 (1.19 (2.93 (0.93 (2.49 0.17 (1.48

Class Siz 2.964 2.078 0.411 1.17¢ 0.21¢ 0.48¢ 0.133° 0.26(
(1.21 (0.85 (0.32 (0.80 (0.26 (0.68 (0.05 (0.40

CLASS_ES 4.90¢ 2.34¢ -0.48¢ -2.92( 1.23¢ 2.61¢ 0.131 0.02¢
(5.65 (3.97 (1.52 (3.75 (1.19 (3.18 (0.22 (1.84

CLASS_CC 6.41( 4.89( 1.08¢ 3.23: 0.43( 1.217 0.24¢ 0.811
(4.39 (3.08 (117 (2.90 (0.92 (2.46 0.17 (1.45
CLASS < -6.63¢ -4.08( 0.271 1.15¢ -0.69- -1.28¢ -0.346 -0.94¢
(4.40 (3.09 (117 (2.90 (0.92 (2.47 0.17 (1.43

N 18¢ 18¢ 18€ 18€ 18€ 18€ 192 192

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Witteglish, FPL 300+, and Agency 1. Other controés ar
test type for children tested only in Spanish améhéeraction between test type and age to aligrEthiglish and Spanish tests between them.
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Appendix C. ECERS-3 and CLASS scores by Agency ar@ass Size. Item level.

Table C.1. ECERS-3 Item, Subscale, and Overall E&grmAgency, N=14

ECERS-3 Iltem and Subscales Agency 1  Agency 2 Agency3 Agency4  Agency 5
1. Indoor spac 6.5(C 6.8( 7.0C 5.67 6.3:
2. Furnishings for care, play and learr 4.0C 4.4 4.0C 5.0C 4.0C
3. Room arrangement for play and leari 5.5(C 3.2C 3.0C 3.0C 4.0C
4. Space for privac 5.5(C 3.6( 5.0C 5.0C 3.0C
5. Chilc-related displa 4.0C 2.8( 4.0C 3.3¢ 3.67
6. Space for gross motor p 3.5C 2.8( 4.0C 3.3¢ 3.0C
7. Gross motoeiuiimer 2.0C 2.0C 3.0C 1.67 2.3¢
8. Meals/ snacl 4.0C 2.6C 2.0C 4.0C 2.61
9. Toileting/diapering 2.5C 2.4C 1.0C 2.0C 2.3¢
10. Health practices 2.5C 2.6( 3.0C 3.67 3.0C
11. Safeﬁ iractices 4.0C 3.4C 4.0C 5.0C 5.67
12. Helping children expand vocabulary 3.5C 3.4( 5.0C 3.3¢ 3.3¢
13. Encouraging children to use 5.50 4.00 6.00 3.67 4.33
language

14. Staff use of books with children 6.0C 2.0C 4.0C 3.0C 2.67
15. Encouraging children’s use of books 6.5(C 3.0C 4.0C 4.3: 4.617
16. Becomini familiar with irint 2.0C 2.0C 4.0C 1.67 2.67
17. Fine motor 5.0C 4.6C 5.0C 3.67 4.0C
18. Arl 4.5 3.8C 4.0C 3.3¢ 3.3¢
19. Music and movement 4.5(C 4.0C 4.0C 3.3¢ 2.0C
20. Block: 3.5C 2.0C 3.0C 1.0C 1.67
21. Dramatic Pla 3.5C 2.8( 6.0C 2.3¢ 1.67
22. Nature/scienc 3.0C 2.8C 4.0C 1.67 2.0C
23. Math materials and activities 1.5C 2.0C 1.0C 1.67 1.67
24. Math in daily events 2.5C 3.0C 3.0C 2.617 3.0C
25. Understanding written numbers 1.5C 1.2C 1.0C 1.0C 1.6
26. Promotini acceitance of diversiti 5.5C 4.4(C 5.0C 3.67 3.3¢
27. Appropriate use of technolc N/A N/A 1.0C N/A N/A
28. Supervision of gross mo 5.5C 2.8( 5.0C 4.3: 3.0C
29. Individualized teaching and learni 4.5C 4.0C 4.0C 3.67 5.0C
30. Staf-child interactior 4.0C 4.6 7.0C 6.0C 4.3%
31. Peer interactio 6.0C 4.2C 6.0C 5.0C 5.3¢
32.Discipline 6.5( 3.6( 6.0C 4.0C 5.0C
33. Transitions and waiting tim 6.5(C 3.8C 5.0C 5.67 4.617
34. Free pla 6.0C 4.4 5.0C 4.0C 4.0C
35. Whole -group activities for play and 5.00 3.20 4.00 5.00 3.33
learning
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Table C.2. CLASS Dimension and Domain Means by AgeN = 14

CLASS Dimensions and Domains Agency 1 Agency 2 Agency 3 Agency 4 Agency 5
1. Positive Climat 5.8¢ 5.7C 7.0C 5.5¢ 5.7t
2. NegativeClimate* 7.0C 6.7C 7.0C 7.0C 6.8<
3. Teacher Sensitivi 6.2t 5.7C 6.5( 5.67 6.0¢
4. Reiard for Student Persiect 5.8¢ 5.8t 6.7t 6.0C 5.92
5. Behavior Manageme 6.5C 5.4C 6.75 5.5C 5.67
6. Productivity 6.8¢ 5.9C 6.5(C 5.5¢ 6.0¢
7. Instructional Learning Form:i 5.7¢ 4.9C 5.7¢ 5.2t 5.17
8. Concept Developme 2.1: 2.0t 2.2t 1.92 2.17
9. Quality of Feedbau 2.6 2.6( 3.7 2.17 2.61
10.Language Modelin 3.5C 2.9t 3.7¢ 3.5C 3.3¢

*The Negative Climate dimension was transposedhabdn here, high represents “good”
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Table C.3. ECERS-3 Item, Subscale, and Overall Mé&grClass Size, N=14
ECERS-3 Item and Subscales Small (<18) Large (>18)
(6 classrooms) (8 classrooms)

1. Indoor spac 6.3 6.5C
2. Furnishings for care, play and learr 4.5C 4.2¢
3. Room arrangement for play and leari 3.67 3.65
4. Space for privac 4.17 4.1:
5. Chilc-related displa 3.3¢ 3.3¢
6. Space for gross motor p 3.5C 2.8¢
7. Gross motor eiuiime 1.8¢ 2.2¢
8. Meals/ snacl 3.3¢ 2.8¢
9. Toileting/diaperin 2.3t 2.1z
10. Health practice 3.17 2.7¢
11. Safeti iractice 4.5C 4.2
12. Helping children expand vocabul: 3.3¢ 3.65
13. Encouraging children to use langu 4.0C 4.6%
14. Staff use of books with childr 3.17 3.0C
15. Encouraging children’s use of boc 4.1 4.2%
16. Becomini familiar with irh 1.5C 2.7¢
17. Fine motc 4.1% 4.5C
18. Arl 3.5C 3.8¢
19. Music and moveme 3.3 3.6%
20. Block: 1.3 2.5C
21. Dramatic Pla 2.67 2.8¢
22. Nature/scienc 2.3¢ 2.6
23. Math materials and activiti 1.5C 1.8¢
24. Math in daily event 2.5C 3.1:
25. Understanding written numb 1.0C 1.5C
26. Promotini acceitance of divers 4.0C 4.3¢
27. Appropriate use of technolc 1.0C 1.0C
28. Supervision of gross mot 4.0C 3.5C
29. Individualized teaching and learni 3.8t 4.5C
30. Staf-child interactior 5.5C 4.5C
31. Peer interactio 4.8 5.1¢
32. Disciiline 4.1% 4.8¢
33. Transitions and waiting tim 5.5C 4.3¢
34. Free pla 4.8 4.2¢
35. Whole-group activities for play and learnit 4.3% 3.65
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Table C.4. CLASS Dimension and Domain Means by &ige, N = 14
CLASS Dimensions and Domains Small (<18) Large (>18)

(6 classrooms) (8 classrooms)
1. Positive Climat 5.67 5.91
2. Negative Climate 1.04 1.22
3. Teacher Sensitivi 5.7¢ 6.0C
4. Reiard for Student Persiect 5.8¢ 6.0¢
5. Behavior Manageme 5.71 5.7¢
6. Productivity 5.92 6.1¢€
7. Instructional Learning Formi 5.17 5.2t
8. Concept Developme 1.8¢ 2.22
9. Quality of Feedbau 2.2¢ 2.84
10. Language Modelir 3.1: 3.41

*The Negative Climate dimension was transposedhabdn here, high represents “good”
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Appendix D. Family Survey Tables.

This appendix first compares survey non-respongdeespondents and non-consented based on
DEEL data on gender, children’s age, ethnicityglaage and FPL for all children on the target
sample if 224. It then compares survey non-respasdend respondents for the 192 children for
which we were able to collect pre- and post-tet da at least one measure. Groups of
respondents and non-respondents differed in ethiraod FPL. In addition, children for which
parents did not consent participation differed gigantly in ethnicity, language, and FPL from
the overall sample. These children were less likellye white, more likely to be of Asian origin,
less likely to be of unknown or other ethnic backgrd, more likely to be of English or
Vietnamese speaking background, and more likebetabove 300 FPL.

The rest of the appendix presents tables for redguus the different indicators and
information captured by the family survey. The dimition of respondents and non-respondents
statistically differs on race/ethnicity and FPL.

Table D.1.a, Respondents (45.5% of children’s f@si] non-Respondents and Non-Consented from taageple
DEEL Child Information Respondent Non-respondent Non-Consented

% % %

Total (N=224)

Gender Male (N=108 49.1¢ 47.0¢ 50.0(
Female (N=11¢ 50.8¢ 52.9¢ 50.0(

Ethnicity*  White (N=60 12.9:¢ 43.1¢ 16.67
Black (N=56 35.3¢ 12.7¢ 33.3¢
Asian (N=29 10.3¢ 14.71 33.3¢
Hispanic (N=28 14.6¢ 9.8 16.6
Other (N=14 6.0¢ 6.8¢ 0.0C
Unknown (N=37 20.6¢ 12.7¢ 0.0C

Language English (N=148 62.07 69.61 83.3¢
Spanish (N=1: 7.7¢€ 7.84 0.0C
Vietnamese (N=1 2.5¢ 2.94 16.6
Other (N=21 10.3¢ 8.82 0.0C
Unknown (N=31 17.2¢ 10.7¢ 0.0C

FPL* <100 (N=73 43.97 19.61 33.3¢
10C-300 (N=88 38.7¢ 41.1¢ 16.67
>300 (N=47 11.21 30.3¢ 50.0(
Unknown (N=16 6.0z 8.82 0.0C

*Respondent versus Non-respondent Distribution stasstically significantly different.
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Table D.1.b. Respondents (53.1% of children’s feasjlversus Non-respondents, children with pre-@ost-test

DEEL Child Information Respondent Non-respondent
% %

Total (N=192)

Gender Male (N=94 51.1] 47.0¢
Female (N=9¢ 48.8¢ 52.9¢

Ethnicity* White (N=56) 13.3: 43.1¢
Black (N=47 37.7¢ 12.7¢
Asian (N=25 11.11 14.71
Hispanic (N=23 14.4¢ 9.€
Other (N=13 6.67 6.8¢€
Unknown (N=28 16.67 12.7¢

Language English (N=1298 64.4¢ 69.61
Spanish (N=1¢ 6.67 7.84
Vietnamese (N=¢ 2.22 2.94
Othel (N=19) 11.17 8.82
Unknown (N=25 15.5¢ 10.7¢

FPL* <100 (N=57 41.1] 19.6
10C-300 (N=80 42.2: 41.1¢
>300 (N=41 11.17 30.3¢
Unknown (N=14 5.5¢€ 8.8-

*Respondent versus Non-respondent distribution statsstically significantly different.

Socioeconomic indicators

Table D.2. Socioeconomic indicators

Percent

Parent Education

Less than 9th grade 2 1.8
Some high school 2 1.8
GED 2 1.8
High school diploma 8 7.3
Some college 26 23.9
Associate's degree 11 10.1
Bachelor's degree 26 23.9
Master's degree or higher 32 29.4
Total 109 100.0
Annual household income
10,000 or less 8 7.3
11,000-20,000 7 6.4
21,000-30,000 7 6.4
31,000-40,000 13 11.9
41,000-50,000 13 11.9
51,000-60,000 9 8.3
61,000-70,000 8 7.3
71,000-80,000 13 11.9
81,000 or more 31 28.4
Total 109 100.0
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Table D.3. Welfare
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N Percent Yes
Cash assistance or Public Benefits 111 27.0
Food stamps 24 21.€
WwIC 33 64.7
TANF 7 13.2
Early Head Start 7 14.€
Head Start 6 12.€
Medicaid 25 59.E
Medicare 15 29./
ESEAP 7 14.€
Working Connections 12 25 E
Food Bank 1C 20.2
Since birth, serious financial problems? 110 34.6
Language and Immigration
Table D.4. Language and immigration background
N Percent Mean SD
Primary Language English 920 81.1
Spanish 7 6.3
Viethamese 4 3.6
Mandarin 3 2.7
Other 7 6.3
Total 111 100.0
Bilingual goal for child 90 81.1
Child's generational status First 7 0.0
First generation 7 6.4
Second generation 34 30.9
Third-plus generation 69 62.7
If first generation, age of arrival 7 15 1.4
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Table D.5. Family structure and stability

N Percent Mean SD
Parents currently Two parents (both biological or adoptive) 65 59.6
living at home
Two parents (one biological and one other) 6 5.5
One parent 34 31.2
Other 4 3.7
Total 109 100.0
Years in current 110 2.2 1.4
residence
Age of mother at 102 32.6 7.7
birth/adoption of child
Marital status Never married 24.0 21.8
Domestic partnership, never marrit 7.0 6.4
Married 56.0 50.9
Separated 5.0 4.6
Divorced 17.0 155
Widowed 1.0 0.9
Total 110.0 100
Table D.6. Preschool choices
Importance if cost was not an issue N Percent
Location or convenience 10 9.8
Quality, Curriculum, Teaching 34 33.3
Bilingual 5 4.9
Socio-emotional development 19 18.6
Diversity 6 5.9
Overall development, KG Readiness 21 20.6
Other 8 7.8
Parental perceptions on SPP programs and teachers
Table D.7. Perceptions on the child’s developmexttae program
N  Strongly 2 3 4 5 Strongly
disagree agree
Positive changes on child since SPP enrollment
Language 107 5.6 0.0 5.6 13.1 243 51.4
Physical Development 108 1.9 1.9 7.4 204 333 35.2
Behavioral/ Socio-Emotional 109 3.7 1.8 3.7 174 637 35.8
Literacy 109 4.6 3.7 8.3 12.8 294 41.3
Math 107 6.5 2.8 16.8 112  29.0 33.6
Science 107 7.5 5.6 16.8 20.6 224 27.1
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Regarding the child's program N  Strongly 2 3 4 5 Strongly
disagree agree
| feel connected with my child's teacher 109 4.6 0.9 10.1 8.3 21.1 55.0
| feel connected with my child's preschool 109 3.7 0.9 6.4 11.0 27.5 50.5
| have received work samples 106 3.8 4.7 7.5 3.8 14.2 66.0
| have received assessment results 107 4.7 2.8 3.70.3 215 57.0
| know about the curriculum that is used 107 1.9 4.7 10.3 131 187 51.4
| feel welcome at the preschool 109 0.9 1.8 2.8 2.817.4 74.3
| have received feedback about my child's 109 2.8 0.9 0.9 7.3 21.1 67.0
performanc
Table D.8. Perceptions of the teacher
Regarding the child's teacher N No Yes
Talks to me each day 110 15.5 84.6
Uses a curriculum for teaching 101 5.0 95.1
Teaches my child behavioral/social/emotional ski 107 2.8 97.2
Teaches my child academic skills 106 5.7 94.3
Tracks my child's progress 107 5.6 94.4
Is fluent in my child's primary home language 107 2.21 87.9
Has a Bachelor's degree 58 8.6 91.4
Engages in training opportunities 77 3.9 96.1
Table D.9. Perceptions of the child’s feelings todgathe program
How often did your child do any of the following N Never 1-2 times 3-4 times Every
regarding his/her SPP preschool? day
Said good things about the school 108 2.8 18.5 38.0 40.7
Was upset or didn't want to go to the preschool 110 62.7 31.8 3.6 1.8
Said he/she liked his or her teacher(s) 110 13.6 23.6 25.5 37.3
Pretended to be sick to stay home from the predchoo 110 87.3 11.8 0.9 0.0
Was excited about going to the preschool 111 3.6 23.4 24.3 48.7
Table D.10. Perceptions of feeling welcome or ucamle by the program
How welcome do you feel in this preschool? N Percen
Very uncomfortable 16 14.4
Somewhat uncomfortable 2 1.8
Somewhat comfortable 16 14.4
Very comfortable 77 69.4
Total 111 100.0
Table D.11. Parental participation in the program
How often do you... N Never <1per Onceper >once
week week per week
Volunteer in your child's school? 110 76.4 20.9 0.9 1.8
Volunteer as a chaperone on field trips? 109 75.2 292 0.9 0.9
Talk with your child's teacher at pick up/drop off? 111 0.9 6.3 10.8 82.0
Talk with your child's preschool director at pick 110 14.6 21.8 18.2 455
up/drop off
Communicate with your child's teacher by phone? 111 19.8 55.0 8.1 17.1
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Parenting practices

Table D.12. Parenting activities with the child
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In a typical week, how often do you... N Notat 1-2times per 3-6 times per Every
all week week day
Read books to your child 111 1.8 15.3 32.4 50.5
Tell stories to your child 110 3.6 25.5 27.3 43.6
Sing songs and/or dance with your chil 110 1.8 19.1 40.0 39.1
Help your child to do arts & crafts 109 6.4 41.3 A2 10.1
Write with your child 111 12.6 39.6 37.8 9.9
Involve your child in household chores 111 1.8 18.9 40.5 38.7
Take your child on errands 111 0.9 234 37.8 37.8
Play pretend or role playing games 111 4.5 34.2 531. 297
Watch TV with your child 110 7.3 27.3 36.4 29.1
Play video games with your child 110 68.2 20.0 9.1 27
Do puzzles with your child 111 16.2 62.2 17.1 4.5
Talk about numbers and/or shapes with 108 2.8 25.0 36.1 36.1
your chilc
Talk about nature or do science projec 110 10.0 40.0 30.0 20.0
with your chilc
Build or play construction toys with your 110 9.1 46.4 30.9 13.6
child
Take your child to the library 110 33.6 62.7 2.7 0.9
Go for a walk/play outside with your 111 3.6 35.1 38.7 22.5
child
Take your child to the park or 111 3.6 59.5 27.0 9.9
playgrount
Take your child to museum/zoo/other ed. 107 22.4 69.2 5.6 2.8
site
Play a sport or exercise together 109 22.0 57.8 13.8 6.4
Engage in faith-based activities 108 59.3 26.9 7.4 65
Visit relatives or friends 110 5.5 60.9 24.6 9.1
Extra academic program 111 88.3 4.5 4.5 2.7
Table D.13. Number of books in the home
Number of books in the home N Percent
1to 10 7 6.3
11to 20 11 9.9
More than 20 93 83.8
111 100.0

Table D.14. Screen time
Screen time on his/her own N Mean SD
Typical week day 109 15 1.1
Typical weekend day 111 2.7 2.1
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Other care and past care
Table D.15. Out-of-home care used in addition t&® SP
Other out-of-home care in addition to SPP? Percén Mean SD
No 90 80.4
Yes 22 19.6

Extended day child care 14 63.6

Developmental preschool 4.6

With a relative 2 9.1

With a friend or neighbor 4.6

Childcare someplace else 4 18.2
Total 112 100.0
Average number of hours 18 12.2 8.3
Table D.16. Out-of-home care used prior to SPP
Experiences prior to SPP Birth-1 1-2 yr old 2-3 yold 3-4 yrold
At home with parent 68.8 50.5 32.1 25.0
At home under non-relative care 5.5 10.1 9.2 2.8
Relative care (at home or other) 17.4 16.5 11.9 4.6
Childcare or center-based care 21.1 28.4 42.2 47.2
Family day care 3.7 7.3 11.0 4.6
Early Head Start 0.9 3.7 6.4 19.4
Child’s health and abilities
Table D.17. Parental perceptions of child’s algititi
Child's abilities compared to peers N Not as wella As well as other  Better than

other children children other children
Following adult directions 109 7.3 64.2 28.4
Playing with other children 111 6.3 66.7 27.0
Talking with others 111 6.3 40.5 53.2
Listening to others 111 5.4 68.5 26.1
Running, jumping, skipping 111 0.0 59.5 40.5
Drawing 111 8.1 68.5 23.4
Writing 108 15.7 67.6 16.7
Reading 108 16.7 69.4 13.9
Counting 111 5.4 64.9 29.7
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Table D.18. Parental reports on child’s wellnessckk, physical and mental health

Health N Percent
Health visit past 12 month 111 99.1
Dentist visit past 12 month 111 95.5
Diagnosed with a developmental delay 110 4.6
Health
Fair 1 0.9
Good 10 9.3
Very good 37 34.3
Excellent 60 55.6
IEP 107 4.7
Witnessed violence in the community 109 8.3
Food fragility
Table D.19. Food fragility as measured by paremgpbrts on affording meals
Food fragility N Never Sometimes Often
We worried food would run out 107 80.4 15.9 3.7
The food we bought just didn't last 107 86.9 10.3 .8 2
We couldn't afford balanced meals 106 85.9 13.2 0.9
We relied on only a few kinds of low-cost meals 107 79.4 19.6 0.9

Financial security and other concerns

Table D.20. Parental financial security concerrts ather uncertainties

How concerned are you with... N Notatall  Notvery Somewhat Extremely
concerned concerned concerned concerned
Setting a good financial example for n 110 15.5 11.8 29.1 43.6
child
Saving enough to be able to retire 109 7.3 7.3 39.5 45.9
Rising costs of health care 110 5.5 16.4 41.8 36.4
Saving for my child's college education 110 4.6 9.1 24.6 61.8
Saving for emergencies 110 1.8 12.7 34.6 50.9
Financial account security 110 6.4 13.6 38.2 41.8
Being able to pay bills month to montt 110 11.8 30.9 33.6 23.6
Taking on too much debt 109 17.4 22.9 34.9 24.8
Supporting other adult family member 110 28.2 40.0 26.4 5.5
Natural disasters 111 15.3 39.6 34.2 10.8
Getting bitten by a dog 110 60.9 31.8 0.9 6.4
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