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Introduction

WV pre-k program serves 66 percent of four-yeasafdthe state and ranks 6th in the nation in
access to preschool for four-year-olds (Barnettl.e2017). West Virginia has shown gains in
terms of quality standards in the last few yeas@nrently meets all 10 of NIEER’S minimum
guality standards benchmarks because of WV’s nguimement for assistant teachers to have at
least a Child Development Associate (CDA) credéntifd/ meets 9 of the 10 newly developed
and more robust benchmarks. The benchmarks inesjolects of class size, ratio, qualifications
(lead teacher requires a bachelor’s degree; asststacher requires a CDA), in-service training,
screening and referral services, meals, and mamto®©nly five other states meet all 10
minimal standards benchmarks (Alabama, Mississlppijsiana’s NCESD program, North
Carolina, and Rhode Island). The passage of SBAGIEH) strengthened West Virginia’s
program by requiring a minimum of 25 hours of wegakistruction in the universal Pre-K and
serves as a model for other states.

A report released this spring (Wechsler, et al1,6)thighlighted the quality of West
Virginia’s Pre-K program stating how the progranmékted from several initial design choices.
These included a realistic timeline for programangon and the integration of the program into
the K-12 school aid funding formula. WV has focugedt of its efforts in a continuous quality
improvement cycle that is data driven, with locgluts, in addition to the development of early
learning standards, professional development stpmyaching and technical assistance. “Since
WV Pre-K’s inception, the state has invested sigaift resources in building the program,
gradually achieving universal access and improguglity standards.” (Wechsler, et al., 2016,
p.3).

In 2015, the National Institute for Early Educati®asearch (NIEER) at the Rutgers
University and Marshall University embarked in thist year of a what is to be a five-year
evaluation study of West Virginia’s Universal PrePiKogram. This report presents the first year
(2015-16) findings from the evaluation. Its focaon the impact on children’s learning across
various domains, the classroom quality they expegd, and how the impact varied for different
children. In addition to describing these findinthg report provides comparable findings from
other preschool studies to contextualize the result

Overall, the report demonstrates positive impatfge-k on children’s learning and
development across all domains. Moreover, it shewidence that lower income children
benefitted more from pre-k as demonstrated in fmoiwledge and math assessments. Results
for boys were higher than for girls across thalathains Average quality in pre-k was moderate
for the ECERS-3 overall, with many classrooms hawvestill scoring as inadequate. Pre-K
scores were moderate on Emotional Support and IG@ssOrganization, however Instructional
Support scores were quite low with only about edtbif the classrooms having moderates level
of quality as measured using the CLASS. We alsessgsl quality in kindergarten classrooms.
Average APEEC scores were low, however the date shlarge amount of variation with many
classrooms scoring inadequately. CLASS K scoreg ware similar across classrooms,
demonstrating lower average scores than pre-kroot®nal Support and Instructional Support
with fewer classrooms reaching higher quality asibe boardThe report offers considerable
depth into classroom quality observed and recomit@nts for improvement.

As with all evaluations, this study has limitaticarsd it is important to acknowledge
these. First, the research methods used in thisai@n are quasi-experimental and not those of
a randomized control trial (the gold standard skexch). Universal access to pre-K prevents
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using randomized control and thus the quasi-exparial research methods utilized here are the
next most rigorous. Second, the sample was pumplbsstlected in 7 counties in WV, and
therefore, may not be representative of the fallestThese counties were selected because of
their lower participation rate in the pre-K progréecause this made sense for a longitudinal
study which is to follow the pre-K cohort includedthis report. However, this means that the
program was in the process of growth in these cmsand partnerships were newer, which may
provide some explanation of the range of quality.

Study Methods

TheWest Virginia Universal Pre-kvaluation study is a multi-year, multi-site stublgt includes a
combination of designs to assess impact of pre-kKhaldren, continued impact over time as
children progress through third grade, and qualitthe pre-K program and early elementary
classrooms. In the first year of the study, tleeaech team collected child and classroom
information to answer the following key questions:
1. What is the impact of the prekindergarten progranchildren’s math, language, literacy,
and executive functions skill measures at Kindeésgaentry?
2. Are there child subgroups (as defined by low incamehild gender) that benefit more
from the prekindergarten program than others?
3. What is the overall observed quality of pre-K ambkrgarten classrooms in 2015-16?

The main purpose of the WV impact evaluation isgtmate the effects of the program on
children’s learning and development. To measurentipact on children we used on a
regression-discontinuity design (RDD) which is asjtexperimental design that takes
advantages of the exogenous determination on wiersetine program provided by the birthdate
cutoff eligibility. This design offers protectiomainst selection bias beyond simply controlling
for family background in a statistical analysiséaiploying a statistical model that uses stringent
age cut-offs to define groups (Lipsey, et al., 20T®sting groups using the age cut-offs and
then statistically adjusting for age variation reesithe likelihood that selection bias has an
appreciable impact on study results. RDD designe baen used to estimate preschool program
impacts in various programs across the U.S. (Bgreeal., 2013; Hill, Gormley & Adelstein,
2015; Huang, Invernizzi, & Drake, 2012; Hustedtalet2007; Weiland & Yoshikawa, 2013;
Wong, et al., 2008). The cutoff provides two grotipst can be compared: those that made the
birthdate cutoff and can attend one year, and ttieedid not make it and need to wait until
next year to attend.

Two groups of children were assessed in the fali0dfs. (1) Children entering the pre-k
program and (2) children entering kindergarten \Wwawee attended the pre-k program the prior
year. Measures and procedures are described bel@addition, to assess program quality,
classroom observations were conducted Februaryghrthe end of May. Quality was assessed
using observation protocols widely establishechnfield. Figure 1 (below) reports the data
collection timeline for the school year of 2015-16.
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Table 1. Data Collection Timeline.

2015
September » Training for data collectors
« Initial SPP site information gathered
October e Parent consent form distribution
« Fall assessment visit scheduling
< Fall child assessment visits begin
Novembe througt » Fall child assessment visits continue
Decembe
2016
January « Calls to directors to discuss classroom observat{@iLASS & ECERS-3)
February through ¢ CLASS & ECERS-3 observations in pre-k classrooms
May e CLASS & APEEC observations in K classrooms
Sample

In fall of 2015, we recruited children entering &/ Pre-K program and children who had
attended the pre-K program the previous year iauhttes in WV. The study focused on 7
counties (Fayette, Greenbrier, Kanawha, Nicholathd&m, Roane and Wood) because the RDD
is one piece of a larger design that includes gitadinal study with a comparison group of non-
attenders. Therefore, this required working in ¢@swere the WV Pre-K had not achieved
high rates of enrollment. Early in the fall, a randsample of schools in the 7 counties were
informed about the study and families were inviegarticipate. In each school, all pre-k and K
classrooms were delivered consent forms to enhdlien for participation.

We assessed 1,172 children: 599 children staimipge-k classrooms which are our
“comparison” group (because they have not yet veckihe “treatment” of the pre-k program)
and 573 children starting in kindergarten classmarhich are our “treatment” group having
attended pre-k the year before. Participating caiidvere comparable to the average children in
these district in terms of gender and race, amght}i more likely to be low income. We assessed
between 1 and 16 children per pre-k classroom ahslden 1 and 14 children per K classroom
(average of 6.28 for pre-K and 5.25 for K). Thelgi@asample of 1,172 is predominantly white
(92.4%) and low income (72.8%).

Table 2. Child demographics for sample, N=1,172.

Total sample Comparison Treatment WV school
Child N=1,172 Pre-K sample K sample average
Characteristics N=599 N=573 for these
N % N % N % districts*
Gender
Male 602 51.4% 309 51.6% 293 51.1% 51.4%
Female 57C 48.6% 29C 48.4% 28C 48.9% 49.1%
Low Income
Low Income 853 72.8% 436 72.8% 417 72.8% 68.1%
Othel 319 27.2% 163 27.2% 156 27.2% 31.9%
Race/Ethnicity
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White 1,083 92.4% 540 90.2% 543 94.8% 93.1%
Black 44 3.8% 28 4.7% 16 2.8% 3.5%
Other 45 3.8% 31 5.2% 14 2.4% 3.3%

*Source: WV Department of Education, https://zoom2.wv.us/Dashboard/portalHome.jsp.

In addition, we conducted classroom observationgheri 30 pre-K classrooms and 98
kindergarten classrooms from which we drew children

Table 3. Classroom sample by grade and instrunssd.u

Pre-K Kindergarten
Observed Observed Observed
APEEC/CLASS CLASS APEEC/CLASS
Fayette 23 23 19
Greenbrier 18 18 16
Kanawha 16 16 13
Nicholas 11 11 8
Putnam 21 15 0
Roane 7 7 8
Wood 34 15 34
Overall 13C 10& 98

Measures
Measures on Children

ThePeabody Picture Vocabulary Test—Fourth Edition (FRV; Dunn & Dunn, 2007) is a
228-item test of receptive vocabulary in standandlish. 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 whislords are used in spoken and written
language. The test is adaptive (to avoid floor egiting problems), establishing a floor below
which the child is assumed to know all the ansvaeid 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).

TheTests of Preschool Early Litera¢€fOPEL; Lonigan, Wagner, Torgesen, 2007)
measures abilities related to early literacy. htams three subtests: print knowledge that
measures early knowledge about written languageesdions and alphabet knowledge,
definitional vocabulary that measures a child’grword oral vocabulary and definitional
vocabulary, and phonological awareness which exasngfision and blending abilities. The
reliability evidence for the subtests and the cositeascore are good and range from .87-.96 for
internal consistency, .81-.91 for test-retest, &&d.98 for interscorer differences.

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-1l1l was nadrorea stratified
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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 TQEkCCS; Zelazo, 2006). This task engages reverse
categorization where children must sort a set alshased on different sorting criteria given by
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 chiltipagnore 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 ages 48-50 months means by age were
1.33, for 51-53 they were 1.42, for 54-56 they we&S, for 57-59 they were 1.62, for 60-62
they were 1.80, for 63-65 they were 1.84, for 66468/ were 1.90, for 69-71 they were 2.09 and
for more than 65 months they were 2.17 (Meadot.g2@13).

Peg Tapping TegPT; Diamond & Taylor, 1996). In this game, chddrare asked to tap
a peg twice when the experimenter taps once amdvarcsa. The task requires children to inhibit
a natural tendency to mimic the experimenter widfaembering 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. The fioatesfor Peg Tapping is a sum of all the 16
items that comprise the test. Again, while theeeray standard score equivalents, in a study of
test-retest reliability, means by age for childagres 48-50 months means by age were 4.57, for
51-53 they were 6.02, for 54-56 they were 7.87 56659 they were 8.80, for 60-62 they were
10.33, for 63-65 they were 11.17, for 66-68 theyenE3.25, for 69-71 they were 13.85 and for
more than 65 months they were 14.35 (Meador e2@1.3).

Measures on Classrooms

Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale—Third E#CERS-3; Harms, Clifford & Cryer,
2014).The ECERS-3 is an observation and rating instrurfeergreschool classrooms serving
children aged three to five. The total ECERS-3 seepresents an average of the scores on the
35 items under 6 domains. A rating scale betweandl7 is used, where a rating of 1 indicates
inadequate quality, a rating of 3 indicates miniopadlity, a rating of 5 indicates good quality,
and a rating of 7 indicates excellent quality. B@®@ERS-3 was used only in pre-k classrooms.
More details on the ECERS-3 can be found in AppeBdi

Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS; PianRgro, & Hamre, 2008)The
CLASS is an observational system that assessesatas practices in preschool and
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kindergarten by measuring the interactions betvatedents and adults. Observations consist of
four to five 20-minute cycles followed by 10-minwteding periods. Scores (codes) are assigned
during various classroom activities, and then ayedaacross all cycles for an overall quality
score. Interactions are measured through 10 dimesswhich are divided into three domains.
CLASS uses a 7-point Likert-scale, for which a saoir1 or 2 indicates low quality and a score
of 6 or 7 indicates high quality. More details be CLASS can be found in Appendix B.
Assessment of Practices in Early Elementary ClasasAPEEC; Maxwell,
McWilliam, Hemmeter, Ault & Schuster, 2001). The BEPC assesses quality in the early
elementary environment, kindergarten to third gradséh a focus on developmentally
appropriate practices (DAP; Copple & Bredekamp 2008e APEEC is comprised of 16 items
which are rated on a 7-point scale. A score ofdicates inadequate quality, a score of 5
indicates good quality and a score of 7 indicakeekent quality. More details on the APEEC
can be found in Appendix B.

Procedures

NIEER and Marshall University worked collaboratiyéb hire and train data collectors on the
child standardized assessment and classroom ohbserwaeasures. For child assessments, data
collectors received a two-day training on the measu~ollowing the two-day training, data
collectors were successfully shadowed by expelfft @tatwo iterations of the assessments for
reliability. After two iterations of assessmentacle of the data collectors achieved 100%
reliability.

For classroom observation measures, initial trgim#as provided in administering the
observation protocol that includes the ECERS-3thrdCLASS for pre-k classrooms and the
APEEC and the CLASS for kindergarten classroomainiig took place in separate full-day
workshops. ECERS-3 observers were trained by anRS=E certified trainer and met the ERSI
reliability requirements for observer certificatiorhe trainee must complete three observations
with the trainer with 85% or above exact matchesr@m-away from the true score. All data
collectors met the ECERS-3 reliability requiremenith agreement percentages ranging
between 85-90%. CLASS observers were trained blyASS certified trainer and met the
Teachstone reliability requirements for observetifogation. All data collectors met CLASS
reliability requirements with agreement percentagegiing between 84-92% for CLASS PreK
and 80-86% for CLASS K. APEEC observers were tsimilarly and data collectors met
agreement percentages with the trainer rangingdetv@5-100%. All observation score sheets
were cleaned and entered at NIEER by trained staff.

Results
This evaluation addresses the research questiomg aissombination of methods. The main

results are summarized in this report with addalanalyses included in the appendices. The
RDD estimation method is summarized in Appendix A.
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1. What is the impact of the prekindergarten progran on children’s math, language,
literacy, and executive functions skill measures &indergarten entry?

We first present descriptive results from the 2@0D3.6 evaluation showing average scores for
the whole sample, and then separated by treatment@mparison groups. We then run RDD
estimations to assess the impact of the prograchildren math, language, literacy and
executive function skills. From the WVEIS (WV edtioa information system) we obtained
administrative information on children’s race/ethityi (White, African American or Other),
gender and low-income status. These are includedrasols (dichotomous variables coded 0,1).
RDD results are then compared to those reportadibgus other studies, as well as those for
WV in a previous RDD conducted by NIEER in 2004.

Table 4 presents simple summary statistics focthlel outcome measures for the overall
sample and the treatment and comparison groupavénage, children in the treatment sample
scored 24.51 points higher on the PPVT, 20.73 migheéhe TOPEL, 5.47 points on the WJ
applied problems, 0.32 on the DCCS task, 2.86 eDIBiCS if we recode it to count all the
points (this provides more variance), which we nkefais DCCS New and 4.74 on the Peg
Tapping task. The RDD estimation will adjust thdgéerences relative to the cut-off date, and
age of children, to differentiate average growthtesl to age from the impact of the program.

Table 4. Average child scores across the diffemegdsures for the total sample, treatment and
comparison group, N=1,172.

Total sample Comparison Treatment
Pre-K sample K sample
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
PPVT 86.5¢ 23.9¢ 74.5¢ 22.8¢ 99.07 17.9i
TOPEL 21.0¢ 11.4: 13.6: 9.7¢ 28.8¢ 6.94
WJ-AP 13.9¢ 5.1z 11.2¢ 4.5¢ 16.72 4.04
DCCS 1.7¢ 0.5¢ 1.6 0.57 1.92 0.4¢
DCCS New* 15.0¢ 5.3¢ 13.6¢ 5.8( 16.5(C 4.3<
PegTapping 11.19 5.42 8.87 5.80 13.61 3.66

*DCCS New is another way to code DCCS which fulbyints for all the points and better captures vagan this
measure.

The regression discontinuity design (RDD) assegsesffects of participation in WV
Pre-K on children’s skills at kindergarten entryngsage as a cut off. That is, the kindergarten
sample of children who did attend prekindergartengrevious year is compared to 4-year-old
children just entering prekindergarten. Graphidggplhys on the relation between the different
outcomes on either side of the age cutoff and smpesed locally weighted nonparametric
regression lines on a scatter plot of the raw dedaassessed to identify whether the assumption
of a discontinuity being present at the age cuso$lupported. This was effectively the case for
all the measures of child learning and developrasséssed.

Main estimations for the RDD model are depictethia section (with methods and
tables with full results included in Appendix A)hiiren that participated in the WV pre-K
program demonstrated statistically significantlgter scores in receptive vocabulary, literacy,
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math and executive functions in the preferred estiitns? Results are represented in estimation
results and effects sizes. Effect sizes are thmatgd effect (op) expressed in terms of standard
deviations of the control group (the children eimigipreschool). To facilitate interpretation, the
current gap at Kindergarten entry, between poorremmdpoor children is about one standard
deviation nationally. Intent-to-treat ITT estimatare defined as estimates including the full
sample. ITT estimates is the average differencedmmt children who are eligible and not
eligible, regardless of children end up followimgir assignment rule or not. Instrumental
variable (IV) analyses are defined as those in whie treat students’ true assignment into pre-K
as an instrument for their actual participationt{H@t al., 2001; Jacob & Lefgren, 2004; Lee &
Lemieux, 2010; van der Klaauw, 2008). This corréotases in which there are some
violations on the birth date cutoff.

Effect sizes are: 0.31-0.33 for receptive vocabuhka(PPVT), 1.07-1.16 for literacy
(TOPEL), 0.32-.36 for math (WJ Applied Problems). Eecutive functions analyses show
statistically significant, positive impacts on themodified score of the DCCS and on the Peg
Tapping task. Effect sizes are: 0.18-0.20 the origl DCCS scoring, 0.26-.29 for the
modified DCCS score and 0.23-.25 for the Peg Tapmrtask. These effects are displayed in
Figures 1 and 2 below.

Figure 1. PPVT, TOPEL, and WJ-AP Effect Sizes eatioms for RDD.
ITT Analysis IV Analysis

No)

~ !

o —

—
Ne)
— ™M AN o
o )
2 o 2 =)
PPVT TOPEL WJ-AP

1 These estimations are preferred for two reasons: between ITT and IV estimations, these are more
conservative; and we report 12-month bandwidths although other bandwidths are included in Appendix A.
PPVT results showed instability with other bandwidths.
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Figure 2. DCCS, DCCS New, and PT Effect Size egtona for RDD.
ITT Analysis ™IV Analysis
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To set these results in context, Table 5 comphese results to those of the study of the
Boston preschool program (Weiland & Yoshikawa, 201t previous West Virginia RDD as
well as the New Jersey RDD (Wong, et al., 20089, stndies of Georgia (Peisner-Feinberg,
Schaaf, & LaForett, 2013), Arkansas (Barnett, et26113), North Carolina (Peisner-Feinberg &
Schaaf (2011) and Tulsa (Gormley, et al. 2008).

Table 5. Setting results in contexts: RDD resutsother preschool programs.

Language Literacy Math DCCS PT
WV 2015-16 0.31 1.07 0.32 0.26 0.23
Cities:
Boston 2008 0.44 0.62 0.59 0.28 0.21
Tulsa 2006 - 0.99 0.36 - -
States:
WV 2005 0.13 0.7% 0.15 - -
Arkansas 2006 0.28 1.0¢ 0.27 - -
Georgia 2012 0.06 0.14 0.18 - -
New Jersey 2004 0.36 0.50 0.23 - -
North Carolina 2009 0.27 0.93 0.07 - -

Notes:'Study used the WJ-Letter Word measégtudy used Pre-CTOPP.

2. Are there child subgroups (as defined by low irame or child gender) benefit more from
the prekindergarten program than others?

We next analyzed whether results varied for setestdgroups of the population. We
concentrated on low income children, and female@svasubgroups of interest and compared the
preferred ITT estimations, to ITT estimations feese subgroups only. Figures 3 and 4 depict
results by outcome.
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While receptive vocabulary results were slightlywés for these two groups, they
remained significant. However, low income childsdrowed much higher effects in literacy than
the average scores, while females showed slighihet results. In addition, these same patterns
were observed in math, as measured by the WJ-AP.

Figure 3. PPVT, TOPEL, and WJ-AP Effect Sizes eatioms for selected subgroups.
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Sample sizes: All=1,174; LI=841, F=571. 12m, ITThéar estimations for PPVT and Topel, Quadratic/farAp.
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Figure 4. DCCS, DCCS New, and PT Effect Size egtona for selected subgroups.
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Sample sizes: All=1,174; LI=841, F=565. 12m, ITThéar estimations.

3. What is the overall observed quality of preschd@nd kindergarten classrooms in 2015-
167

In pre-K, ECERS-3 data were collected in 130 clam#is and CLASS data were collected in
105 classrooms in two separate visits. Of the taggmple of 132 classrooms, 103 classrooms
were observed using both the ECERS-3 and the CLA%8lassrooms were observed using
ECERS-3 only, and 2 classrooms were observed @iRgS only. In kindergarten, classrooms
were observed using both the APEEC and CLASS sanetiusly in one visit. Of the target
sample of 129 classrooms, data were collected icl@&&rooms. Table 6 represents the full
classroom sample of target and observed kindergaléssrooms for both pre-K and
kindergarten. (Note: Putnam County declined paéitton in the kindergarten quality
observations for this year.)
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Table 6. Classroom Sample by Grade and Instrumsed U

Pre-K Kindergarten
Target ECERS-3 CLASS Target Observed
N Observed Observed N APEEC/CLASS
Fayette 23 23 23 19 19
Greenbrier 18 18 18 16 16
Kanawha 16 16 16 15 13
Nicholas 12 11 11 8 8
Putnam 22 21 15 27 0
Roane 7 7 7 8 8
Wood 34 34 15 36 34
Overall 13z 13C 105 12¢ 98

Pre-K Classrooms
Pre-K ECERS-3 Results Spring 2016

The distribution of overall ECERS-3 scores for 113 classrooms that were observed using the
ECERS-3 are presented in Figure 5, together wahnp@rimposed normal distribution. There is a
wide dispersion of classrooms across all scorddeweth 16% classrooms scoring in the
inadequate level, most classrooms scoring in tmenoim to good level (60%), and only 23% of
classrooms scoring above good. No classrooms sebtbe excellent level.

Figure 5. Distribution of ECERS-3 scores for Prel&ssrooms.

Figure 6 provides for context average ECERS-3 sciae? studies: in GA and NJ
Abbott districts (Spring 2016). Since the ECERS-2 recent version of the ERS (early rating
scales), and widespread use is still not the ¢heee are not many programs that can be included
for comparison purposes.
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Figure 6. ECERS-3 scores and subscale scores foPW#WAK and two other programs.
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The minimum, maximum, and mean item scores foBth& CERS-3 items, six subscales and
overall scores are shown in Table 7 below.

Table 7. ECERS-3 Item, Subscale, and Overall MeadsRanﬁes, N = 130.

Overall 4.04 1.60 6.00
Space and Furnishing 3.9t 1.0C 6.2¢
1. Indoor spac 4.7¢ 1.0C 7.0C
2. Furnishings for care, pl@and learnin 4.4 1.0C 7.0C
3. Room arrangement for play and lear 4.4: 1.0C 7.0C
4. Space for privac 4.4z 1.0C 7.0C
5. Chilc-related displa 4.0¢ 1.0C 7.0C
6. Space for gross motor p 2.9C 1.0C 7.0C
7. Gross motor equipme 2.6¢ 1.0C 7.0C
Personal Care Routin 3.9¢ 1.0C 6.2¢
8. Meals/ snacl 3.47 1.0C 6.0C
9. Toileting/diaperin 3.81 1.0C 7.0C
10. Health practice 3.4: 1.0C 7.0C
11. Safety practice 5.2¢ 1.0C 7.0C
Language and Literau 4.4¢ 1.0C 6.8(
12.Helping children expand vocabule 4.9¢ 1.0C 7.0C
13. Encouraging children to use languz 4.6 1.0C 7.0C
14. Staff use of books with childre 4.3¢ 1.0C 7.0C
15. Encouraging children’s use of boc 4.3C 1.0C 7.0C
16. Becoming familiar with prir 4.1z 1.0C 7.0C
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Learning Activitie 3.4€ 1.CO 6.2C
17.Fine moto 4.3: 1.0C 7.0C
18. Ar 4.0¢ 1.0C 7.0C
19. Music and movemet 3.0¢ 1.0C 7.0C
20. Block: 3.0¢ 1.0C 7.0C
21. Dramatic Pla 3.6¢ 1.0C 7.0C
22. Nature/scienc 3.0¢ 1.0C 7.0C
23. Math materials and activitie 3.0¢ 1.0C 7.0C
24.Math in daily event: 3.72 1.0C 7.0C
25.Understanding written numb 2.8t 1.0C 7.0C
26.Promoting acceptance of divers 4.3t 1.0C 7.0C
27. Appropriate use of technolc (N=87) 2.6€ 1.0C 6.0C
Interactior 4.8 1.0C 7.0C
28. Supervision of gross mo 3.5¢ 1.0C 7.0C
29. Individualized teaching and learni 4.94 1.0C 7.0C
30. Staf-child interactior 5.5C 1.0C 7.0C
31. Peer interactio 4.9¢ 1.0C 7.0C
32. Discipline 5.0¢ 1.0C 7.0C
ProgramStructure 4.41 1.0C 7.0C
33. Transitions and waiting tim 4.5: 1.0C 7.0C
34. Free pla 4.4: 1.0C 7.0C
35. Whole-group activities for play and learnii(N=128) 4.3C 1.0C 7.0C

Pre-K CLASS Results Spring 2016

The scores presented here reflect overall mearthéat05 pre-K classrooms that were observed
using the CLASS instrument (a smaller number adsri@om were observed with CLASS due to
one district opting out of the observations thiaryePre-K CLASS mean scores were 5.66 for
Emotional Supports (ES), 5.09 for Classroom Orgation (CO) and 2.65 for Instructional
Supports (IS).

In general, the score patterns for this evaluai@nslightly under the findings from the
National Overview of CLASS in pre-K classrooms 018 (OHS, 2015). The highest scores are
prevalent in the domain of Emotional Supports, withational mean of 6.03, mid-high scores in
the Classroom Organization section with a natiomaan of 5.80, and lower scores in the
Instructional Support domain with a national me&8.88. Moreover, some research seems to
support (Burchinal et al. 2010, OPRE, 2010) thregshtor ES and CO above 5 and IS above of
3 (and a minimum of 2.75) as necessary for qudlityhe counties observed, 84% of the
classrooms were above these levels on ES, 65%swareCO and only 43% in IS were above
the lower threshold of 2.75 further, only 32% abtwethreshold of adequate levels for IS of 3.
The distribution of CLASS scores is illustrateddvel
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Figure 7. Pre-K CLASS distributions with Means &@tdndard deviations.
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It is a common pattern for preschool evaluationdamonstrate most classrooms in the high
range of quality on the Emotional Support (ES) @hassroom Organizations (CO) dimensions,
but in the low- to mid-range of quality on Instnactal Support (IS). However, pre-k CLASS
scores in the WV counties are quite low relativaigh quality programs elsewhere in the U.S.
Figure 8 below illustrates WV'’s Pre-K CLASS scotegether with those from various other
programs in the U.S. for comparison purposes, diofyhigh quality programs.
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Figure 8. CLASS Scores for various programs.

E DC Pre-K (2015) W San Antonio Pre-K 4 (2015) mNYC (2014)
Tulsa Pre-K (2009) m Boston (2010) B Abbott Preschool NJ (2014)
m Head Start National (2015) mEducare Network (2016) ®WYV Pre-K (2016)
3
D~ [c; g g =
l\ O 1n @ Ts) CD D~
3 " 2 N
~ w3 o M o
A g — o
< n T}
o
™M
<
) 3 o
N — ®
‘ ‘ il
~ o
‘ ‘ ‘ |
EMOTIONAL SUPPORT CLASSROOM INSTRUCTIONAL
ORGANIZATION SUPPORT

Table 8 presents the minimum, maximum, and mearnféol0 CLASS dimensions and the
three domains.

Table 8. Pre-K CLASS Dimension and Domain MeansRakges, N = 105.

CLASS Dimensions and Domains Mean Minimum Maximum
Emotional Support Domain 5.66 2.35 6.95
1. Positive Climate 5.81 2.40 7.00
2. Negative Climate* 6.67 3.00 7.00
3. Teacher Sensitivity 5.37 1.60 7.00
4. Regard for Student Perspectives 4.80 1.20 7.00
Classroom Organization Domain 5.09 1.33 6.87
5. Behavior Management 5.29 1.00 7.00
6. Productivity 5.37 1.60 7.00
7. Instructional Learning Formats 4.62 1.40 6.60
Instructional Support Domain 2.65 1.13 5.33
8. Concept Development 2.54 1.00 5.20
9. Quality of Feedback 2.62 1.00 5.00
10. Language Modeling 2.78 1.00 6.00

*The Negative Climate dimension is reverse scorethat a high score represents “good.”
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Note: A lower N is available for CLASS scores tHianECERS scores due to one county opting not toqgizate.

Pre-K ECERS-3 and CLASS Scores by Auspice and MuinliePs

Table 9 represents the mean scores for each ECESRBsBale and the overall score and each
CLASS domain delineated by auspice and by numbHER$ reported in the classrooms. For
auspice, classrooms were grouped into three cagsggqrivate center, public school, or Head
Start center. For IEPs, classrooms were categobigedde number of IEPs in the classroom:
three or fewer and four or more.

On average, public classrooms outperform privatekead Start classroom and show
quality levels closer (while still on the lower gndith higher quality programs such as those
reported above, with average ECERS 3 levels of, £Z23SS ES levels of 5.74, CLASS CO
levels of 5.16 and CLASS IS levels at 2.74.

In addition, with the recent focus on moving sgiynowards inclusion, we assessed
differences in higher versus lower inclusion classns. Higher inclusion classrooms are
averaging lower scores in ECERS-3 and its subsdalgghis is not the case for CLASS ES and
CLASS IS and only very slightly the case for CLAGS.

Table 9. ECERS-3 and CLASS Scores Categorized lspida and Number of IEPS.

Number of IEP

ECERS3 N=15 N=94 N=21 N=75 N=55
Space and Furnishings 3.07 4.0¢ 4.0z 4.0C 3.8¢
Personal Care Routines 3.1C 4.1 4.07 4.1(C 3.88
Language and Literacy 3.9¢ 4.7 3.5C 4.5¢ 4.3z
Learning Activities 2.7¢ 3.6t 3.1z 3.5¢ 3.2¢
Interaction 4.07 4.91 4.8t 4.92 4.64
Program Structure 3.4z 4.65 4.14 4.7¢ 3.9¢
Overall 3.2¢ 4.2F 3.8( 4.3t 3.9¢
CLAS! N=11 N=74 N=20 N=65 N=38
Emotional Support 5.37 5.74 5.52 5.6€ 5.67
Classroom Organization 4.61 5.1¢€ 5.0¢ 5.1C 5.07
Instructional Support 2.417 2.74 2.41 2.6 2.64

Note: the number of IEPs was missing for two classrs assessed using just the CLASS tool, therédtiertotal N
for CLASS in the Number of IEPs category is 103ieathan 105.

Pre-KTeacher Demographic Data
Table 10 presents all pre-k teacher data gatheaeslivvey during the administration of the
classroom observations. Data were collected frothl&é2d teachers and 117 assistant teachers.

Two long-term substitutes were observed but wetenotuded in this analysis of teacher
demographic data.
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Most lead teachers report having attained eitH&fA @r a master’s degree. Assistant
teachers report on average lower levels of edutat@ttainment, with 89% having attained
either High School diploma or some college or as¢es degree, and only 9% having attained a
BA or a higher degree. Almost 60% of both, lead assistant teachers, have over 5 years of
experience, and certification is nearly universalléad teachers, and about half of the assistant
teachers have certification.

Table 10. Pre-K Lead and Assistant Teacher Dembgrdpata.

Lead teache Assistant Teache
N =122 % N =117
Teacher Education GED - - 2 1.71%
High School Diploma - - 26 22.22%
Some college or AA 2 1.63% 76 64.95%
Bachelor's Degree 69 56.56% 10 8.55%
Master's Degree or higher 51 41.80% 1 0.85%
Missing - - 2 1.70%
Experience in Early | 0 - 5 years 49 40.16% a7 40.17%
Childhood 6 - 10 years 28 22.95% 31 26.49%
More than 10 years 43 35.24% 33 29.46%
Missing 2 1.63% 6 5.13%
Certification Yes 114 93.44% 59 50.04%
No 7 5.73% 58 49.57%
Missing 1 0.81% 0 -

Kindergarten Classrooms
Kindergarten APEEC Results Spring 2016

Scores for the 98 Kindergarten classrooms obsarsed) the APEEC and CLASS are presented
in Figure 9 and Table 11. Unlike measures for grestclassrooms, measures of observation in
kindergarten are administered less frequently hatefore we cannot provide other studies
and/or programs for comparisons. However, the pettef inadequate (<3), minimum (3-5),
good (5-7) and excellent (7) of the APEEC are csipsi with those of the ECERS. Figure 9
illustrates the distribution of scores across tHesgels: 11% of the classrooms were at
inadequate levels, 79% at adequate or minimumdeaald 10% at good levels. This distribution
is more compressed than the ECERS-3 distributiopreschool classrooms. That is, fewer
classrooms of lower and higher quality. The oversdan APEEC score for the K sample was
3.83.
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Figure 9. Distribution of APEEC scores, n=98.
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Table 11 below shows WV’s K APEEC scores as wethase from 2 NJ studies and a
Kentucky study, all of which included K classroorfts,comparison purposes.

Table 11. APEEC scores across various studies.

NJ K-3 NJ 2008 Kentucky WV K
Grades K-3 K K-3 K
N 123 135 69 98
Overall 3.90 3.96 3.67 3.83

Table 12 reports the minimum, maximum, and meanrescior all 16 APEEC items and
overall scores.

Table 12. Kindergarten APEEC Item, Subscale, aner@VvMeans and Ranges, N = 98.

Overall 3.83 2.2 5.5C
Physical Environme

1. Room Arrangeme 3.30 2.0C 7.0C
2. Display of Child Produc 2.9¢ 1.0C 6.0C
3. Classroom Accessibili 344 1.0C 7.0C
4. Health and Classroom Sai 452 2.0C 7.0C
Instructional Conte)

5. Use of Materia 4.51 1.0C 7.0C
6. Use of Compute 5.14 1.0C 7.0C
7. Monitoring Child Progre: 4.97 2.0C 7.0C
8. Teache-Child Languag 3.33 1.0C 7.0C
9. Instructional Methoc 4.18 1.0C 7.0C
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10. Integration and Breadth of Subije 249 1.0C 6.0C
Social Conte;

11. Children’s Role in Decisi--Making 3.58 1.0C 7.0C
12. Participation of Children with 4.52 1.00 7.00
Disabilities

13.Social Skills 391 1.0C 7.0C
14. Diversity 2.59 2.0C 7.0C
15. Appropriate Transitiol 4.3z 1.0C 7.0C
16. Family Involvemel 3.62 2.0C 7.0C

Kindergarten CLASS Results Spring 2016

The scores reported here are the mean scoresf@BtKindergarten classrooms that were
observed using the CLASS kindergarten instrumeunaliy standards for the CLASS K follow
those of the CLASS pre-K. Figure 10 illustratestilaiee distributions for CLASS ES, CO and IS
for kindergarten classrooms in the sample. Theepadtfollow typical patterns with IS scores
lower than ES and CO. The CLASS distribution ofresdor kindergarten classrooms are more
compressed than for the pre-k classrooms (the Istagidard deviations are in parenthesis, this
means scores are more concentrated around the oredasses show less differences between
them overall). While this means fewer numbers of peerforming classrooms than at the pre-k
level, this also means in this case less numbkighf performing classrooms. Therefore, the ES
and IS scores at the K level are lower than thosieegpre-K level. In addition, the number of
classrooms above a level of 5 is also lower fortemnal support (76%) and for classroom
organization (61%). This is also the case for thealner of kindergarten classrooms reaching
levels above 2.75 (27%) and even more so a 3 (2@¥¥tructional support.
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Figure 10. K CLASS distributions with Means andretard deviations.
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Table 13 presents the minimum, maximum, and dinoensiean scores for all 10
CLASS dimensions and the three domains.

Table 13. Kindergarten CLASS Item, Subscale, andr@ivMeans and Ranges, N = 98.

Emotional Support Domain
1. Positive Climate

2. Negative Climate*

3. Teacher Sensitivity

4. Regard for Student Perspectives
Classroom Organization Domain

5. Behavior Management
6. Productivity

7. Instructional Learning Formats

Instructional Support Domain
8. Concept Developme

9. Quality of Feedback

10. Language Modeling

*The Negative Climate dimension is reverse scorethat a high score represents “good.”

5.48 3.45
5.62 2.80
6.69 3.40
5.26 3.00
4.37 2.00
5.14 3.33
5.35 3.40
5.37 3.00
4.70 2.80
2.23 1.00
2.C5 1.0C
2.36 1.00
2.28 1.00

Kindergarten APEEC and CLASS Scores DistributetEPRs

6.50
7.00
7.00
7.00
6.00
6.53
7.00
7.00
6.20
4.13
4.4C
4.60
4.60

Table 14 represents the mean scores for the owexak on the APEEC and CLASS domain
delineated by number of IEPs reported in the ctasss. The classrooms are categorized by the
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number of IEPs in the classroom: three or fewerfandor more. Note that the number of IEPs
was missing for eight classrooms observed, thezdfar N in the Number of IEPs table is 90
rather than 98.

Much like was the case for pre-K classrooms, mdkrgarten, APEEC average scores are
higher in classrooms with fewer IEPs. For CLAS®, platterns are however slightly different,
with CLASS ES and CO being higher in classroomé Wetver IEPs, with CLASS IS being
equally low across the board.

Table 14. APEEC and CLASS Scores by Number of IEPs 90.
Kindergarten

APEEC N=68 N=22
Overal 3.8¢ 3.6
CLAS! N=68 N=22
Emotional Suppo 5.4¢ 5.54
Classroom Organizatis 5.1t 4.9¢
Instructional Suppo 2.2¢ 2.2¢€

Kindergarten Teacher Demographic Data.

Table 15 presents all kindergarten teacher dateegad via survey during the administration of
the classroom observations. Data were collected 856 lead teachers and 74 assistant teachers.

Teachers in K classrooms show higher levels otational attainment, while this is less
evidently the case for teaching assistants. Teadhdf do appear to report higher levels of
experience overall.
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Table 15. Kindergarten Lead and Assistant Teacken@yraphic Data.

Lead teacher Assistant Teacher
Teacher GED - - - -
Education High School Diplom - - 15 20.27%
Some colleg or AA - - 51 68.92%
Bachelor’'s Degre 42 44.21Y% 4 5.40%
Master’s Degree ¢ 53 55.78% - -
Experiencein | Missinc - - 4 5.40%
Experience in 0- 5 year: 2C 21.05% 12 16.21%
Early Childhood | 6-10 year 18 20.00% 22 29.72¥%
More than 10 yea 55 57.89¥ 33 44.59Y
Missing 1 1.05% 7 9.45%
Certification Yes 94 98.94¥ 33 44.59Y%
No - - 32 43.24Y
Missing 1 1.05% 9 12.16 ¥

Summary

This report presents the first year (2015-16) fugdi from the WV Universal Pre-K Program
evaluation. The report has provided data analysgl@impact of the program on children’s
learning on receptive vocabulary and print knowksdgath, and executive functions. The
classroom quality children experienced in pre-ki e classroom quality into which they
would transition as kindergarteners. The repou pl®vides insight into how the impact of the
program differed for low income children in the ee\participating counties, and for females,
relative to the average. In addition to descrilitmgse findings, the report provides comparable
findings from other evaluation studies to contekigsthe results.

The analyses reported highlight strong resultsitdeen’s receptive vocabulary, print
knowledge, math and executive function skills, & &s evidence that lower income children
benefitted more in print knowledge and math. Redit girls were lower across all outcomes.
The results are quite large and comparable to tbbkigh quality programs that have been
similarly assessed through RDD.

Pre-K classrooms in participating counties averagderate levels of quality as
measured by the ECERS-3, and the CLASS Emotiongp&tiand Classroom Organization, but
low levels of quality on the CLASS Instructionalgport domain. Kindergarten classrooms
show lower overall levels of quality as measuredigyAPEEC and the CLASS Instructional
Support, but similar to the pre-k classroom onGh&SS Emotional Support and Classroom
Organization domain®ppendix B report provides considerable depth aléssroom quality
observed and recommendations for improvement ssod@m quality.
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Appendices
Appendices that make part of this report, but egaste documents are:

Appendix A. RDD Methodology and Full estimation: This appencimtains a brief explanation
of the RDD estimation method and full set of result

Appendix B. Classroom Quality Report. This appendix containddpth explanation of results
observed for classroom quality, with detail thatNdosupport continuous improvement efforts.

NIEER Technical Report 31



