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Summary of Findings and Recommendations

Throughout the academic year of 2016-2017, theoNatilnstitute for Early Education Research
at Rutgers University and Cultivate Learning, & thiversity of Washington conducted an
evaluation of the second year of the demonstragiase of the Seattle Preschool program. This
evaluation: (1) assessed preschool quality usimgaiaservational measures, (2) measured
children’s gains in receptive vocabulary, literaggth and executive functions, and (3)
compared gains of SPP attendees to those of aquovaéent comparison group to estimate SPP
impacts on children’s learning and development. Aitw-equivalent comparison, while not
ideal, was the best available approach to prowaeesindication of SPP’s impact on children
during this initial development period.

Overall, SPP in its demonstration phase has imgrguality while expanding in size. In
2016-17 the program had almost double the numbelassrooms yet both new and “old”
classrooms exceeded last year’s average leveladityjuSPP provides caring and nurturing
environments for children. Quality compares favdigfto that of other well-known city
programs, and instructional quality now exceeda@mepted threshold for effectiveness.
Consistent with this, we also find evidence of im@ments in children’s learning.

Continuing this trajectory of quality improvemenithvgrowth in access will take SPP
along the right path to achieve the goals of thealestration phase. There is room for continued
improvement along this path. Professional develapraed coaching could usefully focus on
strengthening personal care routines and learrahgtses as measured by the ECERS-3 and
instructional support as measured by the CLASSh& more specific, important areas for
improvement likely include increasing the amountic content, increasing integration across
content areas, reducing transition time, and supgpmetacognition in settings that provide
high levels of individualization and choice. Theport provides rich content that should support
such work.

This general summary above is based on a much detaded and specific analysis and
report that answers 6 specific questions. We lyr@iimmarize the answers below as a guide to
what can be found in the full report.

1. Who enrolled in SPP classrooms in 2016-17, amddo they compare demographically to
children in Seattle generally?

SPP children were similar in their personal andiffabackground characteristics to those in
Seattle Public Schools. They did not differ frora treneral public-school population with
respect to gender, language, or percentage bevederal poverty level. SPP children in the
study were slightly more likely to be Black or MuRacial than public school children
generally.

2.What was the quality of children’s SPP classr@xmeriences in 2016—-17 and did it improve
over the prior year.

Even with the growth from 14 classrooms in 2013482 classrooms in 2016-17, the program
improved on the Early Childhood Environmental Rgt8tale — Third edition (ECERS -3) and
the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASSSPP classrooms had higher quality
than classrooms attended by the comparison group.
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The average ECERS 3 rating improved from 3.57 88 Bon a 7-point scale). CLASS
scores maintained already high levels on Emoti&uglport (going from 6.14 to 6.29) and
Classroom Organization (from 5.67 to 5.55). CLA8Structional Support score improved from
2.65 to 3.06 (also on a 7-point scale).

3. How does quality vary within SPP, and do chidii®m different backgrounds experience
different quality?

Quality was looked at across agencies, class amkyarious child demographics. We found
minor variation in quality, but differences by ahlbackground were not statistically significant
with a few exceptions.

With program expansion from 14 to 32 classroomsiaoease in quality could be solely
due to incoming classrooms being of better quallte. find that this is not the case in ECERS-3
and that for the CLASS there are minimal advantagegw classrooms.

4. How did the learning of children enrolled in S&&ssrooms progress in 2016-17, and how
did it vary with classroom quality?

Minority children made the largest gains compaceWhite non-Hispanic children. Dual
language children had larger gains in vocabulaeracy and math. No differences were found
by income, though there is a trend toward greadersgfor children in poverty.

In terms of classroom characteristics, the diffeemsnobserved in classroom size did not
relate to children’s performance, while there weefew associations detected between ECERS-3
and CLASS classroom organization scores and chilsligeracy outcomes. However, the small
number of classrooms provides little statisticavpoto detect relationships between classroom
characteristics and child outcomes.

To measure program impact we compared childrenfepeance in SPP with that of
children in a comparison group. We found evidenggssting SPP had positive effects on
vocabulary, literacy, math and one measure of dkextunction (DCCS), although these were
mostly not statistically significant. A statistibakignificant negative SPP effect was found for
the other measure of executive function (Peg Tappin

5. To what extent are children’s learning gains erated by other learning activities,
particularly parent activities and prior centerdxhsare?

SPP parents reported higher levels of connectigmaschool and communication with the
teachers. Both parent outcomes are positively &gsoowith some outcomes and moderated the
impact of the program.

6. What activities do children engage in?

We found an improvement in the quality of staffidhnteractions, and that a higher percentage
of classrooms had strong interactions this yearpared to last year. This improvement occurred
even with the program increasing in size from Bsstooms in 2015-16 to 32 classrooms in
2016-17. SPP classrooms improved on 70 percehedf? indicators focused on interactions
with children.
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Introduction

The City of Seattle is currently in the second y&aa four-year demonstration phase for its
Seattle Preschool Program. The program was edtallisy voter approval on November 4,
2014 of a four-year, $58 million property tax legyprovide “accessible high-quality preschool
services for Seattle children designed to imprngr treadiness for school and to support their
subsequent academic achievement.” The city of l[8&aBepartment of Education and Early
Learning (DEEL) launched SPP in the 2015-16 scheat and expanded it in the 2016-17
school year.

The four-year demonstration phase of SPP has pugmses. The first is to demonstrate
that the approved structure is viable. The secsnd develop a community infrastructure to
improve the quality of preschool programs. Thedsrto create norms and a process to support
continuous quality improvement (CQI) through evéilwa Results from evaluation during the
demonstration phase will inform improvements irsthefforts.

Before commencement of this demonstration phaseg\thluation team conducted a
thorough review of the research on evaluation, upented with interviews of key leaders in
program design and improvement. Based on thiswethe team recommended, among other
efforts, an impact evaluation that collects infotima on students’ learning and development.

This report presents second year (2016—17) findirags the impact evaluation, focusing
on classroom quality and children’s learning. Weoré for SPP basic statistics that describe: the
children served, children’s learning and developnieciuding average gains during the year,
and program quality. As context, we report simitdormation from other preschool studies
including the Head Start Family and Child Experen&urvey (FACES). We report findings for
subgroups of students and classrooms as well daltlsample. To estimate program impact we
compare learning gains of SPP children to thosshadr children who did not attend SPP.
Finally, to inform those developing and implemegtthe program we investigate relationships
between SPP children’s learning gains and thessctaom experiences including observed
quality.

As with all evaluations, this one has limitatiohattmust be acknowledged. The second
year of the impact evaluation employs a non-eqaiMatomparison group design to estimate
program impacts on children’s learning and develepmComparison groups were constructed
using data on children from DEEL waiting lists PP and other children enrolled in centers
that waiting list children attended in 2016—17.3Ttesign relies on statistical controls to adjust
for differences between the groups other than Sffcgpation. Although not ideal, this was the
best available approach to provide some indicaaid®PP’s impact on children during this initial
development period. As the program is far fromyfeitablished, greater weight is given during
the demonstration period to establishing that tlogm@am and its infrastructure are being
developed to meet expectations for program perfoo@as the system matures.

Study Methods

The SPP evaluation study is a multi-year, mult-study that combines various designs to
provide a comprehensive assessment of the progigumlgy and its impact on children over
time. The second year of the study included cabeodf child, family and classroom
information to address the following six questions:
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1. Who were the children enrolled in SPP classroonZ)i6—-17, and how do they compare
demographically to children in Seattle more gerg?al

2. What was the observed quality of children’s SPBstlaom experiences in 2016-17? Did
SPP quality improve over the prior year?

3. How does quality vary within SPP and do childreanfrdifferent backgrounds
experience different quality?

4. How did the learning of children enrolled in SPRssrooms progress in 2016-17, and
how did it vary with classroom quality?

5. To what extent are children’s learning gains moerdy other learning activities,
particularly parent activities and prior centerdxhsare and education?

6. What activities do children engage in, and is tise@pe for their interests and active
participation?

The SPP evaluation was framed to understand thetsfdf SPP on children’s learning and
development. In Year 1, the research team measemeting and development at the beginning
and at the end of the year. In Year 2, the resdaanh repeated this process, and also recruited a
non-equivalent comparison group that is composethitdren in the waiting list for SPP
together with children attending centers were samiing list children ended up enrolled.
Measures and procedures are described below. €hilgdere assessed in the Fall of 2016, and
assessed again at the end of the school year. Mamezdassroom observations of classroom
practices were conducted to assess overall queddgher-child interactions, and engagement.
Classroom observations were conducted between dnéhshof February through March.
Quality was assessed using observation protocalslyestablished in the field. Figure 1
(below) reports the data collection timeline foe #thool year of 2016-17.

Figure 1. Data Collection Timeline

2016
September » Training for data collectors
 Initial SPP site information gathel
October e Parent consent form distribution
« Fall assessment visit scheduling
 Fall child assessment visits be
November e Fall child assessment visits continue (only one siquired that we go into
December for child assessme
2017
January e Communications to directors to discuss classroomeations (CLASS &
ECERS-3)
Februar e Unannounced CLASS & ECERS-3 observations (FebraadyMarch)
March * Roll out of parent survey
April - June « Spring assessment visit scheduling (early A
» Spring childassessment vis
Sample

In the AY 2016-17 the research team assessed 2dtechin 32 SPP classrooms at pre- and
post-test, and 137 children not enrolled in SPBstt@aoms. To recruit children in SPP, we

NIEER Technical Report 9



Year 2 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

distributed consent forms across all classroomsh®parents of the 542 children enrolled in
these classrooms, 537 consented to participateeistudy. Some of these children were
grandfathered into the program, meaning they weteadmitted through the DEEL list but

rather because they had been enrolled in the prograrevious year or had siblings enrolled
(agency selected children). We focused on recgiithildren that had been enrolled through the
SPP list, unless all children in a classroom hahtselected by the Agency. We selected
(randomly in classrooms where it was feasible) 81ifiren from SPP classrooms. Out of these,
seven children declined participation, and 291 vesseessed at post-test on at least one measure.
Figure 2 below shows the study attrition tree. $est@ldren required language

accommodations.

Figure 2. Pre-Post Sample Attrition Tree

N=542 SPP enrolled children

N=319 with pre-test N=218 without pre-
(randomly selected) test

N=291 with N=28 without
post-test post-test

We also recruited 152 non-SPP children, both, fleewaiting list and from centers
were waiting list children were enrolled. Of th@gp of non-SPP children, 69 were recruited
from the waiting list and 61 of these followed asptest. In addition, another 83 children were
recruited from centers where waiting list childegtended, and 80 of these followed at post-test.
Figure 3 below summarizes all three groups of caildecruited for the study.
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Figure 3. Pre-Post Sample and Attrition for SPP ram@t SPP children
Sample Pre-Test Post-Test
a) SPP children N=319 N=291
a . ) . .
b) non-S_P_P children: N=69 N=61
from waitlist \ ) L J
N\
( - ) . .
¢) non-SPP children: N=83 N=80
from other cente

(N J

In addition, we conducted classroom observationther82 SPP and 7 non-SPP
classrooms from which we drew children. SPP Clasaroharacteristics are described in Table
2. Most classrooms in SPP in Year 2 used eitheattyeeCurriculum or HighScope Curriculum,
they reported an average class size of 18, andvikey distributed across ten agencies, with
about three classrooms per agency.

Table 1. SPP Classroom characteristics, N=32
Frequency or Mean

Classroom characteristic

Curriculum Creative 12

HighScop 2C
Class Size 16.5:(2.70)*
Agencies 1C
Average No. Classrooms 3.20 (2.20)
per Agency

* Number of children in classroom as reported bector/roster in October/November.
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 and can bewisegopulation ages 2.5 and above. The

1 SD stands for standard deviation, which is a measfivariation in the data. That is, it measurew klose
together or spread apart the classrooms are relatithe mean. The larger the value, the farthartdmpm the mean
classrooms are, and the smaller the value, therctoghe mean classrooms are, in a specific italicauch as
classroom size.
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test is reliable based on reported split-half keliges or test-retest reliabilities. The PPVT has
shown concurrent validity (e.g., Qi, Kaiser, MildHancock, 2006) and the results of these
tests are found to be strongly correlated with stsaccess (Blair & Razza, 2007; Early, et al.,
2007).

TheWoodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery—Thditida (WJ-111; Woodcock,
McGrew, Mather, & Schrank, 2001) includes multiplétests. Only thApplied Problemsnd
Letter-Word ldentificatiorsubtests were used in this study. WJ-Ill was ndrorea stratified
random sample of 6,359 English-speaking subjedisarUnited States. Like the PPVT, the WJ
is also an adaptive test used with populations abloe age of 3. Correlations of the WJ with
other tests of cognitive ability and achievemeetraported to range from 0.60 to 0.70. This
measure has been used in numerous large-scaldpoéstudies (e.g., Early, et al., 2007; Wong,
Cook, Barnett, & Jung, 2008).

Dimensional Change Card Sort TEkCCS; 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 pasérit 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, in
a study of test-retest reliability, means by agecfaldren age 48 months or younger were 1.14
for 48-50 months they were 1.33, for 51-53 morttey tvere 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 widlaembering 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 fioalesfor 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 childagre 48 months or younger were 4.05, for 48-50
months they were 4.57, for 51-53 months they wei2,&nd for 54-56 months they were 7.87
(Meador et al., 2013).

We also conducted family surveys asking familieprtmvide information regarding the
following:

* Demographics of the child and family such as fanmtome, education, employment
status, race/ethnicity, and languages spoken aehom

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

NIEER Technical Report 12
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» Family perceptions of early education or child gamegrams, and family perspectives or
the benefits of SPP including impacts on theirchilearning and development

Parental response rate was high (81.9%). Consdygueethave folded information
collected on families into respective analysegamplement the information we received from
DEEL on children and families, as well as providelditional tables in Appendix F.

Measures on Classrooms

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

The ECERS-3 is an observation and rating instrurfergreschool 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, phaygl learning,
play, and learnir including convenient cubbies for ividual use
3. Room arrangement forSpace is arranged so that classroom pathways digrdoanot interrupt
play and learnin play and supervisior
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, asity eccessible to

play children.
7. Gross motor equipmenEquipment is age appropriate, accessible, and aemaagh to interest
every child.
Personal Care Meals/Snacks Schedule and sanitary proceduresparepriate during meal times.
Routines Staff sit with children to encourage learni
Toileting/diaperin 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

2 Published online at http://ersi.info/ecers3_ndiimsl in November, 2016.
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Staff use of books with
children

Staff read appropriate books to children that estatcurrent classroom
activities or themes, showing interest and enjoytgrile doing so

Encouraging children’s

Many books are accessible and organized in a dkfitierest center.

use of book:

Becoming familiar with  Focuses on how most visible print is combined \pitttures, relates to

print current classroom topics, and shows a variety aflax

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 méstenmal 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 matsri@cluding 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 nllost ahildren to be

and learning successful

Staff-child interaction Evaluates frequent poststaff- 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 pitbgelg 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
for play and learnin

Staff are responsive and flexible in ways that mmaze child
engagement during whole group activiti
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Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS; PianRgro, & Hamre, 2008)

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

Scores are assigned during various classroom tiesivand then averaged across all
cycles for an overall quality score. Interactions measured through 10 dimensions, which are
divided into three domains. The Emotional Supporhdin is measured by four dimensions:
Positive Climate, Negative Climate, Teacher Sengftiand Regard for Student Perspectives.
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 ddback, 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 CLAS®Snains and dimensions are 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
Support among children, and the warmth, respect, and ergoyrrommunicated by
verbal and nonverbal interactio
Negative Climate Reflects the overall level of eeqeed negativity in the classroom. The
frequency, quality, and intensity of teacher andrpesgativity are key to
this dimensio
Teacher Encompasses the teacher’s awareness of and respoess to students’
Sensitivity academic and emotional nee
Regard for Captures the degree to which the classroom aetivithd teacher’s
Student interactions with students place an emphasis atests’ interests,
Perspectives motivations, and points of view and encourage studesponsibility and
autonomy
Classroom Behavior Encompasses the teacher’s ability to provide ddehavior expectations
Organization Managemer and use effective methods to prevent and redirestighaviot
Productivity Considers how well the teacher managstsuctional time and routines and
provides activities for students so that they hideeopportunity to be
involved inlearning activities
Instructional Focuses on the ways in which teachers maximizeestatinterest,
Learning Formai engagement, and abilities to learn from lessonsaatidities
Instructional Concept Measures the teacher’s use of instructional discnssand activities to
Support Development promote students’ higher-order thinking skills axadjnition and the
teacher’s focus on understanding rather than aninstructior
Quality of Assesses the degree to which the teacher prowegeback 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

Data collection processes were led by Cultivaterhieg at the University of Washington. The
center hired and trained data collectors on thiel dtindardized assessment and classroom
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observation measures. Data collectors receivesalty training on the measures for child
assessments. Following the training, data collsotmre successfully shadowed by expert staff
on two iterations of the assessments for religbififfter two iterations of assessments, each data
collector achieved 100% reliability.

Trained and reliable observers are necessary &eareations of classroom quality. Initial
training was provided in administering the obsdoraprotocol that includes the ECERS-3 and
the CLASS for preschool classrooms. Training tolalc@ in separate full-day workshops.
ECERS-3 observers were trained by an ECERS-3 ieertifainer and met the ERSEliability
requirements for observer certification. The traimeust complete three observations with the
trainer with an average of 85% or above exact negtcin one-away from the true score. All data
collectors met the ECERS-3 reliability requiremenith agreement percentages ranging
between 80—-89%. CLASS observers were trained byASS certified trainer and met the
Teachstone reliability requirements for observetifteation. All data collectors met CLASS
reliability* requirements with agreement percentages rangimgeba 93—100%. All assessment
and observation score sheets were cleaned aneéemtet\W by trained staff. Language
accommodations were made as necessary in the teduasguage (N=5). Assessment
procedures integrated culturally sensitive attigydeowledge, interview skills, intervention
strategies and evaluation practices specificafiyrimed by the age of the child.

Results

We have organized this section by research questanressing each individually through a
combination of descriptive and statistical analygeslyses draw from the sample classrooms,
the sample of children in SPP classrooms, andahmpke of non-SPP children described earlier,
respectively.

1. Who were the children enrolled in SPP classrooms 2016-17, and how do they compare
demographically to children in Seattle more generdy

Children’s demographiésire summarized in Table 4, below, in comparisochitiren enrolled

in Seattle Public Schools (rather than childreSéattle more generally, as these children more
likely encompass the SPP program target populat©@ni)dren in the sample were mostly 4-
year-olds §3.8%) angoredominantly from English-speaking households1%), with 15.8%
speaking other languages, including Vietnamese, &kilnhMandarin, Somali, and Oromo
(among others). About 67.4% of the children werdaur800% of the Federal Poverty Level
(FPL). Children had significant variation acrossgué-reported race and ethnicity, with the four
major groups being White (20.6%), Black (23.8%)iafy(16.6%), Hispanic (7.5%), or
Multiracial/ethnic (28.1%).

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 prescand manages/sells CLASS observer trainingsficatibns
etc. All training activity is monitored and repait® them. http://www.teachstone.com/about-teactesto

> Demographics are based primarily on parental gumsponses, and for missing cases, on DEEL prdvide
demographics. Race/ethnicity demographics betwaesnpal reports and DEEL differed for 19% of thepke.
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Table 4. Child demographics for SPP children reéato children in Seattle Public Schools

Child Characteristics SPP Children 2016-17 Seattle Public
N % Schools

Gender
Femalt 141 48.5% 51.5%°
Male 15C 51.6% 48.59%¢°
Age at Pre-Test
3-Yeal-Olds 47 16.2% -
4-Year-Olds 244 83.8% -
Primary Language
Englist 19¢ 68.4% 65.0%°
Spanis| 3 1.0% 7.0%°
Vietnames 12 4.1% 3.0%°
Amharic 7 2.4% <1.0%°
Chines-Mandarin/Cantone: 9 3.1% 3.0%°
Somal 4 1.4% 4.0%°
Oromc 2 0.7% <1.0%°
Othel 9 3.1% -
Unknowr 46 15.8% -
Income
20,000 or Les 43 14.8%
21,00(-40,00( 54 18.6%
41,00(-60,00( 42 14.4%
61,00(-80,00( 44 15.1%
81,000 or mor 59 20.3%
Unknowr 49 16.8%
FPL Percentage
Less than 100 61 21.0% 38.996¢
100—- 199% 68 23.4%
200- 299% 67 23.0% -
> 300% 95 32.7% -
IEP/IFSP
Yes 16 5.5% -
Unkowr 38 13.1% -
Race/Ethnicity
White 62 21.3% 45.69%6
Black 67 23.0% 16.49%
Asian 48 16.5% 15.89%
Hispanic 23 7.9% 12.49%
Multi-Racial 83 28.5% 8.59%¢
Other 8 2.8% 1.39%6

aSeattle Public Schools as reported in http://wwattsEschools.org/district/district_quick facts.
bStudents attending Seattle Public Schools, as teghar Rivers (2016).
‘Based on Free and Reduce Lunch which is for fagn#ie85% FPL.

Families in the SPP program that responded touheeyg (82% of SPP families, see
details in Appendix F) were also found to be moktiyng with two parents (75%, whether both
biological or not), with on average 3.3 years isidence in the current home, and with mothers
having given birth to the child in the program ataverage age of 31. Fifty percent of the

NIEER Technical Report 17



Year 2 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

families own more than 50 books in their home, anly 11% reported using after care. The
family survey also included questions on food fiiagand the extent to which families found
themselves sometimes or often experiencing conaeriisod: 27% of families in SPP that
answered the survey reported worrying food woutdaut, 18% reported that food would not
last, 20% reported not being able to afford baldnoeals, and 22% reported relying on only a
few types of low-cost meals. Families in SPP regmblieing somewhat dependent on food
stamps (24%), WIC (21%), Medicaid (28%) and Medddr6%).

Table 5. Family dependency on welfare programs
Food Stamps Medicaid Medicare

n % n % n %
Yes 57 19.€ 49 16.€ 66 22.7 35 12.C
No 181 62.2 191 65.¢ 16€ 57.7% 19& 67.C
N/A 53 18.2 51 17.t 57 19.¢ 61 18.2
Total 291 100.( 291 100.( 291 100.( 291 100.(

Note N/A = Don't know or Missing

2. What was the observed quality of children’s SPElassroom experiences in 2016-17? Did
SPP quality improve over the prior year?

Average ECERS-3 Results

A summary of ECERS-3 scores for all SPP classram@seported in Table 6 below. The table
shows the mean scores, standard deviation, andithemum and maximum scores, for all six
ECERS-3 subscales and for overall scores. Class@gonres for this year are compared with
those of the previous year. Average overall ECERS8e8es and subscale scores in 2017 were
slightly higher (increase is equivalent to 0.708B3pite the increase in the number of
classrooms in the program. However, variation alsoeased, with lower and higher scoring
classrooms present in the program.

Table 6. ECERS-3 Item, Subscale, and Overall MaadsRanges, 2016 & 2017

Overall 3.57 (0.46) 2.94 4.50 3.89(0.55) 2.74 5.44
Space and Furnishin 3.8¢ (0.55 2.8¢ 4.57% 3.9¢ (0.61 2.71 5.2¢
Personal Care Routir 3.14 (0.65 1.7¢ 4.2t 3.41 (0.86 1.5C 5.5C
Language and Litera 3.47 (0.83 2.4(C 5.2C 3.9: (0.82 2.4(C 6.0C
Learning Activitie: 2.87 (0.56 2.1 4.0C 3.2¢ (0.57 2.4(C 4.7
Interactior 4.4¢ (0.90 3.2C 5.8( 4.9¢ (1.07 2.4(C 6.8(
Program Structu 4.4: (0.97 2.6 6.0( 4.67 (0.88 3.0C 6.3:

Average CLASS Scores

Classrooms were also observed using the CLASSsddres presented in Table 7 reflect overall
means for all pre-K classrooms in the SPP prograthe spring of 2016 and 2017. The table
presents the mean scores, standard deviationhandihimum and maximum scores for all three
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CLASS domains. Two domains, emotional support asttuctional support, evidence an
increase in mean scores in 2017 relative to 20i@dase is equivalent to 0.28SD and 0.58SD,
respectively), and higher minimums and maximumas§hioom organization evidenced slightly
lower scores (-0.16SD).

Table 7. CLASS Dimension and Domain Means and Rarf¥ 6 & 2017
CLASS Dimensions Spring 2107 (N=32

and Domains in. Max. Mean
Emotional Suppot 6.14 (0.53 4.8¢ 6.81 6.2¢ (0.47 5.1¢ 7.0C
Classroom 5.67 (0.74) 4.17 6.58 5.55(0.76) 3.42 6.83
Organizatior
Instructional Suppol 2.6 (0.71 1.5C 4.2¢ 3.0¢ (0.88 1.67 5.7t

Distribution of Classroom Quality across Classrooms

The distribution of classroom quality as measur&B¥ERS-8 and CLASS domains are
depicted in Figure 4.1, below. In the spring of 20dlassroom scored well below the good-
quality threshold of 5 in the ECERS-3. On the ottend, classrooms score quite high on
Emotional Supports, with most classrooms heavilycemtrated around the mean score of 6.14.
Classroom organization also had elevated scordis, anarge portion of classrooms scoring
above 5. Classrooms score lower on instructiongbsrt, with 75% of the classrooms scoring
under 3.5. These patterns are consistent withrpattéserved in the overall field.

Figure 4.1. ECERS-3 and CLASS Domain distributiohscores as box plot, 2017

. -

H

T — T T T — — T
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

I ecerss [0 ciasses [N ciassco [N CLASS IS

8 ECERS-3 is a newer version of the widely used EEfRmeasure. Like the ECERS-R, quality in the ECBRS
considered minimal when the average or subscalesi®between 3 and 5, as is the case of SPRaass.
Higher quality classrooms are expected to averaggmee between 5 and 7.
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In addition, Figures 4.2 and 4.3 illustrate nonized distributions for ECERS-3 and
CLASS dimensions for the spring of 2016 (dotte@)iand 2017 (solid line). The ECERS-3
distribution of classrooms evidences a larger portf classrooms scoring higher in the scale,
relative to 2016.

Figure 4.2. ECERS-3 distributions of normalizedreep2016 & 2017
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There are also marked differences in the distrimstiof CLASS (Figure 4.3), in
particular for the instructional support and emiagilbsupport domains. The 2017 classrooms in
the SPP program reached higher IS scores and wesadsout more, with a higher percentage of
classrooms scoring over 3. Similarly, classroonth&é2017 sample were concentrated at higher
ES scores.
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Figure 4.2. CLASS Domain distributions of normatizzores, 2016 & 2017
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Table 8 and Figure 5 provide for context averag&RS-3 scores for 4
programs/studies: in GA, PA, UW state pre-K andddare centers and NJ Abbott districts for
this same year. In addition, for comparison, weehacluded ECERS-R data (which allows
seeing growth over time for the two ECERS-R yeaowided) for two previous years for Abbott
NJ districts. The ECERS-3 is still more the exaaptrather than the rule in the field, with the
ECERS-R still predominating, which does not allawdomparisons with many high-quality
programs.

Table 8. Studies with reported ECERS-3 scores
Study 1 2. 3. 4, 5. 6

Space/ Personal Language Learning Interaction Program Average
Furnishing Care & Activities Structure Total
Routines  Literacy
SPP 2017 (N=32) 3.94 3.40 3.93 3.26 4.99 4.67 3.89
(0.61) (0.86) (0.82) (0.57) (2.07) (0.86) (0.55)
SPP 2016 (N=12) 3.88 3.14 3.47 2.87 4.49 4.43 3.57
(0.55) (0.65) (0.83) (0.56) (0.90) (0.97) (0.46)
GA?! 3.4¢ 3.1¢ 3.3¢ 3.1¢ 4.31 3.6¢4 3.46
UW state pre-K &
childcare N=299? 3.45 2.89 3.40 2.68 3.88 3.63 3.23
PA3 3.7¢ 3.77 3.77 2.9¢ 4.72 4.1C 3.68
NJ Abbott
2016-17 (N=300) 4.20 4.26 4.70 4.17 5.17 5.02 4.48
(0.84 (1.14 (1.10 (1.11 (2.30 (1.38 (0.92)
2015-16 (N=293) 4.43 4.36 4.86 4.22 5.26 5.20 461
(1.02 (1.33 (1.26 1.17 (1.34 (1.31 (1.03)
2007-08 (N=317° 5.0¢ 4.2¢ 5.4¢ 4.8t 6.44 5.41 5.20
2002-03 (N=310* 3.7¢ 3.6¢ 4.27 3.37 4.92 4.04 3.96

Jenson (2015¥CQEL (Unpublished)?PAKEYS (Unpublished)*NIEER (2016)NIEER (2017)SECERS-R was used in these
evaluations. Available at http://www.state.nj.usfeation/ece/research/elichome.htm.
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Figure 5. SPP ECERS scores by dimension in rel&tiather programs
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We report CLASS scores for the SPP classroomsi6 20d 2017, as well as for other
programs in Table 9 and Figure 6 below. The 2017 8Rssroom average for emotional support
is among the three top scoring ones (together MM and Pre-K 4 SA in San Antonio) and the
scores for classroom organization are higher tieaaral of these. On Instructional Support, SPP
classrooms in 2017 still scored on average lowen thost programs, but higher than the
national average, and in line with the second gé#ine San Antonio program. The threshold
suggested in the literature for quality (at 3)awér in instructional supports than for other
CLASS dimensions, and the SPP score is at thehihiss suggested in the literature (page 52).

Table 9. Classroom quality across the nation, anddlected programs
Study

Emotional Classroom Instructional

Support Organization Support

SPP classrooms 2017 (N=32) 6.29 (0.47) 5.55 (0.76) 3.06 (0.88)
SPP classrooms 2016 (N=14) 6.14 (0.53) 5.67 (0.74) 2.65 (0.71)
Tulse!

TPS prek (N=77) 5.23 (0.57 4.96 (0.69 3.21(0.93

CAP Head StartN=28) 5.22 (0.78 4.80 (0.84 3.26 (0.94
Bostor? (N=83) (2002010 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(C
NYC (N=1,134) 2015-16)° 6.2( 6.1C 3.3C
National Head Start Overvie 2015 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=75)° 5.96 (0.66 5.26 (0.77 2.34 (0.71
NJ Abbott 201-2014 N=163" 5.97 (0.63 5.32 (0.89 3.15(0.96
San Antonio N=89) (2016 6.44 (0.51 5.98 (0.81 3.67 (1.23
San Antonio N=76) (2015° 6.34 (0.64 5.93 (0.97 3.02(1.14
San Antonio N=36) (2014 6.28 (0.35 5.75 (0.60 2.82(0.82

Phillips et. al (2009)*Weiland et. al (2013FNYC Department of Education (201 #Dffice of Head Start. (2015;Aikens et.

al (2013):*CQEL (Unpublished)’NIEER (2014)$EDVANCE (2016);°EDVANCE (2016);.°EDVANCE (2014).
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Figure 6 illustrates how the SPP program averaggpares to these other programs.

Figure 6. SPP CLASS scores by dimension in relatbasther programs
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ECERS-3 subscales

OTIONA

Table 10 presents items and subscales across ad18a7, including the average score, and
the range which illustrates the minimum and maxinaaored by classrooms.

TheSpace and Furnishinggibscale looks at the physical space of a classrominded
are whether children have enough space and fuenirether the arrangement of the furniture
allows for learning and exploration and whethepldigs are meaningful and representative of
the children in the class. Under thigace and furnishingubscale, the “indoor space,” “child-
related display,” and “space for gross motor playiere the items that evidenced lower scores
this spring, while all other items increased scoFesir items under this subscale ranged starting
at 1, indicating that some classrooms scored an#aequate rating. Similarly, in four of them,
there were classrooms that scored as excellenss@notor equipment increased slightly but
remains the lowest scoring item in this scale. t®p@r gross motor” and “gross motor
equipment” have a time requirement of 15 minutegteive credit in the “minimal” category of
scoring and 30 minutes for “good.”

The second subscaRersonal Care Routineaddresses the health, hygiene and safety
practices of the classroom. Ungrsonal care routine$meals/snacks” and “toileting and
diapering” scores improved. However, all items ewiced classrooms scoring as inadequate, and
the average score remained under the minimal rg8yge for most of items and below it for
“health practices.” This item requires five spexiimes for hand washing including before and
after using wet or shared sensory materials, aod apriving in the classroom. The minimal
scores on it reveal that hand washing procedudsapty need more attention.
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ThelLanguage and Literacyubscale addresses how staff direct activitiesnaaerials
towards developing children’s language and litersidljs. All items under this subscale
increased in relation to the previous year. Theelstvgcoring item was “Becoming Familiar with
Print” which averaged a 3.25. This item expectsolrg visible print being combined with
pictures and staff taking dictation of children’snds in a way that is interesting and engaging to
children for the purpose of showing print as a ulstefol. The “Staff Use of Books” item
averaged at 3.50. To receive a score in the gooi @xcellent (7) range on this item all
children are required to be actively engaged dustogy time.

TheLearning Activitiesassesses the presence, variety, and accessibilgraing
materials in the classroom for children, and siam#busly captures the extent to which teachers
actively engage children with the different typésnmaterials. Under this subscale, the average
for “fine motor” and “art” where the highest, 4.4id 4.28 respectively. However, these are still
not reaching the level of “good” (5.00). This me#mst during an observation there was no
evidence of children interacting with teachers gshe respective materials for these items. For
the other areas, the scores are even lower, witle sveas such as “blocks,” “nature/science,”
and “math” scoring under 3 (minimal). This mearet tivhile the quantity and quality of
materials needed to score higher may be presemitéim does not differentiate), without
evidence of interactions during the three-hour plzgen period, the score cannot be higher than
a 2.00 or 3.00. Under Learning Activities attentispaid to the way that the items define
interest centers so that classrooms satisfy therrabtequirements. It also captures the extent to
which teachers move in the classroom utilizingrttagerials to generate meaningful learning
exchanges.

Thelnteractionsubscale measures supervision of children duringsgmotor time, how
teachers individualize teaching and learning anldiién and teachers’ interactions. All items
under this subscale improved except for “peer aukon,” and all scored above a 4. The “staff-
child” item scored in the good range, with no ctasss scoring as inadequate. Most of the
items in this subscale are close to the good rangevorking towards providing children with
opportunities toward more selection of peers, rsglconflict, teachers explaining expectations
for behavior, and responding to discipline issugdaning them and with care are aspects that
would bring a couple of the items in this scalewabtine good range.

The last subscale Brogram Structurevhich is centered on the general formats of the
classroom and how the children spend their timedy @w item “whole-group activities for play
and learning” increased under this scale, and fstgnitly so, averaging now 4.81.
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Table 10. ECERS-3 Item, Subscale, and Overall MaadsRanges by Item, 2016 & 2017
ECERS-3 Item and Subscales 2016 Mean 2017 Mean
(Range) (Range)

N=14 N=32

Space and Furnishing

1. Indoor spac 6.43 (¢7) 5.47 (=-7)
2. Furnishings for care, play and learr 4.36 («7) 4.5€ (3-7)
3. Room arrangement for play and lear! 3.64 (=7) 4.72 (=-7)
4. Space for privac 4.14 (Z-6) 4.53 (+-7)
5. Chilc-related displa 3.36 (X-5) 3.09 (X-4)
6. Space for gross motor p 3.14 (+-4) 3.06 (1-6)
7. Gross motor equipme 2.07 (+-4) 2.13 (1-5)
Personal Care Routin

8. Meals/ shacl 3.07 (+4) 3.88 (+7)
9. Toileting/diaperin 2.21 (+-3) 3.19 (+7)
10. Health practice 2.93 (~4) 2.69 (2-5)
11. Safety practic: 4.36 (-7) 3.88 (+-7)
Language and Literac

12. Helping children expand vocabul: 3.0 (3-5) 3.63 (X-7)
13. Encouraging children to use langu 4.36 (+-7) 4.84 (+-7)
14. Staff use of books with childr 3.07 (+6) 3.£0 (1-6)
15. Encouraging children’s use of boc 4.21 (-7) 4.41 (>-6)
16. Becoming familiar with prir 2.21 (+-4) 3.25 (+6)
Learning Activitie

17. Fine motc 4.36 (5) 4.47 (=7)
18. Ari 3.71 (~6) 4.28 (1-7)
19. Music and moveme! 3.50 (=5) 3.47 (~6)
20. Block: 2.00 (X-4) 2.97 (1-5)
21. Dramatic Pl 2.79 (1-6) 3.50 (1-7)
22. Nature/scienc 2.50 (+-4) 2.28 (1-5)
23. Math materials and activiti 1.71 (3-3) 2.25 (1-4)
24. Math in daily event 2.86 (-5) 3.34 (X-5)
25. Understanding written numb 1.29 (+2) 1.69 (+-5)
26. Promoting acceptance of divers 4.21 (:-6) 4.34 (-6)
Interactior

27. Appropriate use of technolc N/A (1-1)* N/A
28. Supervision of gross mo 3.71 (+7) 4.56 (X-7)
29. Individualized teaching and learni 4.21 (+7) 4.94 (=-7)
30. Staf-child interactior 4.93 (:-7) 5.66 (:-7)
31. Peer interactio 5.00 (:-7) 4.84 (+-7)
32. Discipline 4.57 (=-7) 4.97 (=-7)
Program Structur

33. Transitions and waiting tim: 4.86 (+-7) 4.75 (+7)
34. Free pla 4.50 (+-6) 4.44 (=-7)
35. Whole- group activities for play and learni 3.93 (-5) 4.81 (-6)

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

Table 11 shows the score dimensions under the Glt&&S domains. The Emotional Support
(ES) domain focuses on how the teacher fosterstarmg and safe environment for children to
learn. The “Positive Climate” and “Negative Climatimensions assess the emotional
connection between teachers and students. PoSiimate “reflects the emotional connection
between the teacher and students and among stadehtse warmth, respect, and enjoyment
communicated by verbal and nonverbal interacti¢R&inta, La Paro & Hamre, p.23). Negative
Climate “reflects the overall level of expressedatevity in the classroom” (p. 28). Negative
Climate scores have been inverted throughout #pert, and scores the highest, indicating a
lack of expressed negativity. “Positive Climatetri@ased relative to the previous year (average
6.33) and scores were closely aligned with the megalimate domain.

The “Teacher Sensitivity” dimension captures whetkachers are able to anticipate
problems and provide support for children (avera@d). The average score for this dimension
is now in the high range, evidencing with slighthpre consistency teachers mostly aware of
children, responsive to their needs and emotiamsjiging individualized support, addressing
problems and generally comforting children.

“Regard for Student Perspectives” (average 5194,like the previous year) focuses on
how comfortable students appear to be in theirsotemsn environment. This is assessed based on
how children participate, seek help and take riskswhether teachers foster an environment
where children feel safe to do all these thingsthendegree to which interactions are based on
children’s interests and perspectives, and how tgalthers encourage child autonomy. More
consistent opportunities for children to have timexpress themselves and move about freely in
the classroom, encouraged by the teacher, andhétteacher developing interactions based on
child interests would bring this score into theh@grange.

CLASS: Classroom Organization Domain

The Classroom Organization domain assesses therssipiprough which the teachers manage
behavior and redirect it, manage instructional tand routines, and manage activities and takes
advantage of students’ interests. “Behavior Managgfrfocuses on whether behavior
expectations are clear and consistent, and on hoacfive teachers are in preventing
misbehavior. “Productivity” measures teachers’ timanagement, pacing and transitions
throughout the day and across activities. “Instam@l Learning Formats” measures how
teachers maximize their facilitation of studentihéag during activities. The latter includes how
effective questions are, clear learning objectiaesl the range of opportunities for children to
learn. Student interest is also accounted for here.

This domain had a slight decrease relative to theipus year. “Productivity” scored the
highest (average 5.91), and no classrooms scoiel @rfor any of the dimensions. A score in
the mid-range signifies that while the majoritytloé time children are provided with activities,
there are periods of time lost with disruptionsnotransitions. The lowest scoring dimension is
“Instructional Learning Formats” (average 5.21, shene as the previous year), also in the mid-
range score. Increasing this dimension would reguiore consistent active engagement and
facilitation from the teacher using varied matexiahd modalities. Also, the teacher should
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effectively be focusing students on learning olyest and students should be seen consistently
engaged or interested in the activities withouw thterest waning.

CLASS: Instructional Supports Domain

The Instructional Supports Domain measures thedot®ns through which teachers deliver and
facilitate high-order thinking skills, provide feeack, encourage participation and develop
language. This domain is the most difficult, yetsnionportant, when considering teacher
practices that bare impacts on student growth.cbneplexity involved in this domain leads to
low scores in it consistently across most prograiighree dimensions under this domain
increased relative to the previous year.

The dimension of “Concept Development” measureshieis’ use of discussions to
stimulate reasoning and analysis and encouragestadding. It also inquires into teachers’
encouragement of creativity and integration of e&pmts into children’s lives. Like the other
dimensions in CLASS, it is key for a high scoret tieachers are consistent and intentional,
rather than thing occurring in isolation or sometsmConcept Development scored the lowest
(average 2.64). Supporting this dimension wouldiiregmore frequent and much more
consistent use of discussions and activities tsef reasoning and analysis by children,
opportunities for children to create and geneitagr town ideas (or products) and teachers
relating new concepts to those previously learnestuaents’ lives.

“Quality of Feedback” measures the quality of tesaalesponses to children’s talk, that
is, whether teachers provide hints, are persissstfor explanations of thinking, and how
specific they are in responses to children. Clasasoscored just about in the mid-range
(average 3.03). Supporting increases in qualityldvoequire for teachers to scaffold children,
helping them solve problems by providing resouaregsking questions, and doing up until the
child comes to a solution. It also requires thathers consistently scaffold children through
their problem-solving process or through understamd concept, that they engage them in
feedback loops regularly, and teacher expand orn @iilaren say, prompting them to explain
their own thinking.

“Language Modeling” is the last dimension of theASS and measures both the quality
and quantity of teacher’s language used to deValoguage in children (average 3.57). Mid-
high range classrooms on this dimension demondtedeent conversations between teachers
and children, many open-ended questions, and thefuself and parallel talk when working
with children in play areas, the use of advanceduage with students including the use of
varied words and the introduction of new words.
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Table 11. CLASS Dimension and Domain Means and B

CLASS Dimensions and Domains

2016 Mean
(Range)

NE

nieer.org

aygtem, 2016 & 2017

2017 Mean
(Range)
Ny

Emotional Support Doma 6.14 (4.8-6.81 6.29 (5.1-7.00
1. Positive Climat 5.80(4.25-7.00 6.33 (5.2-7.00
2. Negative Climate 6.86 (5.7-7.00 6.95 (6.6%-7.00
3. Teacher Sensitivi 5.91 (4.2-6.75 6.04 (4.2-7.00
4. Regard for Student Perspect 5.96 (4.2-7.00 5.96 (4.2-7.00
Classroom Organization Dome 5.67(4.17-6.58 5.55 (3.4-6.83
5. Behavior Manageme 5.73 (3.7-7.00 5.46 (3.5¢-6.75
6. Productivity 6.05 (4.5-7.00 5.91 (3.5-7.00
7. Instructional Learning Form: 5.21 (3.5-6.50 5.21 (3.0-6.75
Instructional Support Domain 2.65 (1.50-4.25) 3.06 (1.67-5.75)
8. Concept Developme 2.07 (1.2-3.50 2.64 (1.2-5.50
9. Quality of Feedba 2.61 (1.5-4.25 3.03 (1.5¢-5.50
10. Language Modelir 3.29 (1.7-5.00 3.57 (1.7-6.25

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

3. How does quality vary within SPP and do childrerfrom different backgrounds
experience different quality?

Figures 7 and 8 illustrate average classroom qusdibres for ECERS-3 and all three CLASS
domains across agencies. For the most part, setterms are quite similar, with ECERS scores
between 3 and 4 for most agencies, except for tyemees scoring above 4 and one above 5.
CLASS ES & CO scores in the 5-7 range across ali@gs (one agency, coded as ten, slightly
lower than the rest). CLASS IS scores do appesgary across agencies, with four in the 2-3
range, four in the 3—4 range and two at or abo\&cdres by Agency are reported in Appendix
A, Tables A.1 and A.2 (which also include the poes year). Tests of statistical significance
between groups found no differences across ageonid®e ECERS-3, the CLASS ES and the
CLASS IS. For the CLASS CO, there were signifiadifferences between Agencies 2, 3, 4 and
10 as these scored higher or lower than averageSSLBO scores.
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Figure 7. ECERS scores by Agency
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Figure 8. CLASS domain scores by Agency
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Similarly, Figure 9 illustrates ECERS-3 and CLASSin scores for smaller
(classrooms with 18 or less children) and largeth(wiore than 18 children) classrooms in the
sample (scores are reported in Appendix Tablesa@d3C.4). Overall, classroom quality patterns
are very close together regardless of class seteiden 3 and 4 for ECERS, about 6 for CLASS
ES, and between 5 and 6 for CLASS CO. There igyhtbt larger difference for CLASS IS with
classrooms under 18 children scoring on averadgeahdl classrooms above 18 children scoring
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on average 2.85. Tests of statistical significamet@veen groups found no differences in scores
between smaller and larger classrooms.

Figure 9. ECERS and CLASS Domain scores by Class Si
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Figure 10 illustrates the quality of care by chelal's gender, ethnicity/race, language
background and FPL for the SPP children in the $anvge observe no distinct patterns by child
characteristics with any one group exposed to betteer quality than their peers for ECERS-3,
CLASS ES and CO. All children seem to be receiaggivalent levels of quality of care across
these. Tests of statistical significance betweewgg found no significant differences in quality
by gender, ethnicity or language. The only stat#ly significant difference found was for
income and CLASS CO, with the families under 100Pt land between 100-300% FPL
attending classrooms with statistically lower CLAGS levels than families above 300% FPL.
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Figure 10. ECERS and CLASS Domain scores by Childr@cteristics
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Classroom quality by year of entry into SPP

We inquired into whether there were differencegquality between new classrooms in the
program, and those with a year in the program.dabP and 13 describe ECERS-3 and CLASS
scores for classrooms grouped according to the ruwnfiyears in SPP. Classrooms with 2 years
in the program scored slightly higher in the ECER&ad reach higher scores than newer
classrooms, while this is inverted for CLASS domsaihere newer classrooms were the ones
scoring slightly lower. Test of statistical sigedince between groups found no differences
between ECERS-3 and CLASS domains across thesgrowps of classrooms.

Table 12. ECERS-3 Subscale, and Overall Means andés, 2017 (N=32
ECERS-3 Item and 2 years in SPP (N=9) 1 year in SPP (N=23)

Subscales (SD) Min. Max. Mean (SD) Min. Max.
Overall 3.93 0.63 3.32 5.44 3.870.53 2.74 5.09
Space and Furnishin 4.0€ 0.5¢ 3.4: 5.2¢ 3.8¢ 0.6: 2.71 5.1¢
Personal CarRoutine: 3.8¢ 0.7¢ 2.7¢ 5.5(C 3.2z 0.8¢ 1.5C 4.5(C
Language and Litera 4.12  0.9C 2.8(C 6.0C 3.8¢ 0.7¢ 2.4C 5.6(C
Learning Activitie: 3.1C 0.61 2.4C 4.5( 3.3z 0.5¢ 2.6(C 4.7C
Interactior 4.9¢ 1.0¢ 3.6(C 6.8( 5.01 1.0¢ 2.4C 6.8C
Program Structu 4.5¢ 0.94 3.67 6.3: 4.7C 0.8 3.0C 6.0C
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Table 13. CLASS Domain Means and Ranges, 2017 (N=32
CLASS Domains 2 VERla ISP (0= 1 year in SPP (N=23)

Mean (SD) Min. Max. (SD) Min. Max.
Emotional Suppot 6.2¢ 0.47 5.31 6.94 6.2¢ 0.4¢ 5.1¢ 7.0C
Classroom Organizatic  5.4: 0.71 4.4z7 6.67 5.5¢ 0.7¢ 3.4z 6.8:
Instructional Suppol 3.0C 0.5¢ 2.42 4.0C 3.0¢ 0.9¢ 1.67 5.7t

Classroom quality for children in the control group

Classroom quality for children in the control gragshown for the ECERS-3 and its subscales
(Table 14) and for the CLASS domains (Table 15k @bality experienced by children in the
control group recruited for this study (where cheld in the SPP waiting list attended AY 2016—
17) was lower for both ECERS-3 and all three CLA®®ains, and for all but one subscale in
the ECERS-3 (program structure), relative to SPalityu In addition, SPP had higher maximum
scores on the ECERS-3 (and all its subscales) hasven CLASS ES and CLASS IS.

Table 14. ECERS-3 Subscale, and Overall Means andg&s, 2017 (N=7)

Variable Mean SD Min. Max.
Overall 3.51 0.75 2.29 4.32
Space and Furnishin 3.2 1.41 1.4z 4.8¢
Personal Care Routir 3.1¢ 1.0C 1.5C 4.5C
Language and Litera 3.91 0.7: 2.6( 5.0C
Learning Activitie: 2.5C 0.57 1.9C 3.6(
Interactior 4.91 1.11 3.6( 6.4(
Program Structu 4.81 0.77 4.0C 6.0(C
Table 15. CLASS Domain Means and Ranges, 2017 (N=7)
CLASS Domains Mean SD Min. Max.
Emotional Suppot 6.21 0.61 5.0¢ 6.94
Classroom Organizatic 5.4¢ 1.1z 3.5C 6.8t
Instructional Suppoil 2.4C 0.8: 1.2t 3.5C

4. How did the learning of children enrolled in SPRelassrooms progress in 2016-17, and
how did it vary with classroom quality?

This evaluation reports standardized measuresilof chtcomes in two content areas:
receptive vocabulary (using the Peabody Picturealdolary Test) and literacy (using the
Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement Letter-Waittest), as well as math (using the
Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement Applied Rioisl subtest). In addition, it reports on
two measures of executive functioning (EF): Dimenal Change Card Sort Game (DCCS) and
Peg Tapping task (PT). The latter two assess aic@atidn of short-term memory, the ability to
inhibit automatic response tendencies that camfereewith achieving a task, and the capacity
for set shifting.
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We organize descriptive results from the 2016—1aluation by first showing gains for
the SPP sample and then split out by various chiligroups, by agency, comparing classrooms
with class sizes under 18 with classrooms withsckases above 18, and comparing classrooms
below a threshold for high quality. The statistis@nificance for these groups is measured
further below through estimations that relate thersgracteristics to children’s gains in the
various measures included in the study. We alsqgaoed these to children’s gains in 2015-16,
with the caveat that in 2015-16 all children wessessed while in 2016-17 only a random
sample of children was assessed. Children’s legm@ins are set in contrast to average gains
reported in FACES (Aikens, Klein, Tarullo, & Weg013). Finally, we report results from
multivariate analyses that examines variationsuitt@mes with all the child and program
characteristics simultaneously, and captures tifierdnces between SPP and non-SPP children
in the program. Children from Spanish speaking howmere tested in Spanish as well as in
English and estimations using their Spanish langwagabulary did not change any of the
results presented in this report. Receptive vo@luheasured by the PPVT is presented first,
followed by literacy (WJ-LW), early math (WJ-APh@&two measures of executive functioning,
the Dimensional Change Card Sort Game (DCCS) anédy Tapping task (PT).

Receptive vocabulary results

Table 16 shows children’s vocabulary scores resoitthe fall (pre-test) and spring (post-test)
and the gains from fall to spring. Standardizedese-which are adjusted for age—are reported
in this section (raw scores are reported in Appeidi, Table B.1.1). The mean standard score
for this measure is set at 100 which is another @faaaying that the average child in the U.S.
population is expected to score 100 at any agestdrmalard deviation is 15. 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. Infom@i this table reflects the performance of
all children regardless of language background.onlg report scores for children with valid
scores in both the fall and spring of the schoalrye

On the whole, children scored at the populatiorraye in the fall and slightly above the
average in the spring. One-year gains for the SR were of 2.53 standard points; slightly
more than half of the 4.5 point one-year gains rieplofor 4-year-olds in the FACES study,
although Head Start children scored well below agerbefore and after a year in the program
(Table B.5a; Aikens, Klein, Tarullo, & West, 2018)inority children score considerably below
average and make larger gains, particularly Ashaldieen and children of mixed or other
backgrounds. Children speaking languages otherEngfish score the lowest and make the
largest gains. Children below the poverty leveittdtawver than their higher income peers but also
make the largest gains, ending up near the natawehge. The statistical significance for these
differences is assessed on the multivariate analysgages 47-49. For comparison, FACES
reported larger 2009 PPVT-4 standard gains for-j@ar-olds, with 3.4 points for White
children, and 4.3 points for Black children (seerigdt, 2013). However, children in FACES
start at a much lower level and even with the laggens do not approach the national average.
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Table 16. Receptive vocabulary means and gainsily characteristics
N PPVT 2016 PPVT 2017 Spring PPVT Gains

Fall 2016-17
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28¢ 100.6¢ 17.9¢ 103.2: 16.8¢ 2.5¢ 9.57
Gender Femalt 13¢ 101.7: 17.5] 104.9: 15.8¢ 3.2z 9.1¢€
Male 14¢ 99.7: 18.41 101.¢ 17.62 1.8¢ 9.92
Age 3-Yeal-Old Cohor 46 92.2: 15.3¢ 96.1: 13.6¢ 3.91 9.91
4-Yeal-Old Cohor 242 102.2¢ 18.01 104.5¢ 17.0¢ 2.2¢ 9.5(
Ethnicity White 61 116.5¢ 13.6¢ 118.0¢ 11.97 1.4¢ 9.41
Black 66 91.3¢ 14.99 93.0¢ 14.4: 1.71 9.72
Asiar 48 92.€0 17.79 97.31 16.5: 4,71 8.61
Hispanic 22 89.5¢ 17.5¢ 91.3: 14.0¢ 1.7¢ 9.61
Othel 91 103.7: 14.1¢ 106.5¢ 13.47 2.8¢ 10.0:
Language Englist 19¢ 105.8: 16.5: 107.7 16.17 1.8¢ 10.07
DLLs 46 88.2( 14.8¢ 92.4¢ 14.5¢ 4.2¢ 6.7¢
Unknowr 44 90.6¢ 16.81 94.2: 13.27 3.57 9.61
FPL <10C 59 91.4¢ 15.7¢ 94.2¢ 15.47 2.8( 7.9¢
10C-30C 93 108.9¢ 18.20 110.9: 17.11 1.9¢ 9.5(C
>30C 13€ 99.0¢ 16.3¢ 101.8: 14.9: 2.7¢ 10.27

Figure 11 compares gains for children in the 20¥6sdmple, with gains for children
enrolled in SPP in 2015-16 by subgroup. Standarsgeere 0.50 standard points larger this
year, driven by larger increases for females agda-olds. The large decrease in gains for
Hispanics may be the consequence of a change sizbd@f this group relative to last year. Note
that comparison using race/ethnicity based on DE&mhographics (Appendix B.2, Table B.2.1)
do not differ much in fact.

Figure 11. Receptive vocabulary gains by child ab&aristics and year
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Children’s pre-test and post-test vocabulary stechdeores for selected center
characteristics are reported in Table 17 (raw scare reported in Appendix B.1, Table B.1.2).
Children in higher quality classrooms, as measbsetihe observational measures, evidence
higher average gain patterns in CLASS CO and ISasimsn Very few children were in
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classrooms with ECERS-3 scores under 3, and CLASSdares under 5.5, although these
children did experience high gains regardless.

Table 17. Receptive vocabulary means and gaingieccharacteristics

PPVT 2016 PPVT 2017 PPVT Gains
N Fall Spring 2016-17

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD

Total 28t 100.6¢ 17.90¢ 1032, 16.8] 2.5 957
Clacs Spe 180T LeS 187 99.4¢ 1820 1015. 17.06¢ 206  9.7¢
More than 1 101 102.9¢ 17.2; 106.3. 16.0¢  33¢  9.1%
Currioulum  Creative Cut 84  99.0¢ 2006 1010 1910 2.8  10.0
HighScop: 204 1013t 17.0:  103.7¢ 158 240  9.AC

ccgre  Less than 14 960C  16.9¢ 10241 169/ 647 8.6
3 or More 274 100.9: 18.0: 1032 1687 2.3 9.5

Less than 5, 16 97.6:  17.0: 104.4: 163¢ 681 9.7

CLASSES 55 o Mor 27:  100.8¢ 18.0¢ 103.1¢ 160 226  95:
Less than 5, 106 9851  16.8 100.9: 17.10 247  9.9F

CLASS CO 5 5o Mor 182 101.9¢ 185: 1045: 1660  25¢  9.37
CLAss | Less than 15¢  99.3¢ 1841 1015( 17.06¢  21¢  10.3
3 or More 132 10227 17.3¢  1051¢ 1647 2.9  8.62

Figure 12 illustrates gains for these same classrciwaracteristics by year. The critical
improvements here are important increases in gaarglard PPVT scores in lower ECERS and
CLASS quality classrooms. Higher quality classromnghe CLASS however do not follow this
pattern.

Figure 12. Receptive vocabulary gains by centerattearistics and year
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Literacy results

Children’s WJ-111 letter-word (LW) identificationceres for the overall sample and by selected
child characteristics are reported in Table 18. IWesubtest measures children’s ability to
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identify letters and subsequently read a list ofdsoof increasing difficulty. The test also has a
mean standard (i.e., age adjusted score) of 10@ atehdard deviation of 15 (raw scores are
reported in Appendix B.1, Table B.1.3). Scoresdibchildren with a valid fall and spring score
are included regardless of their home languagedvaakd.

Children in the SPP sample scored on average lslightve the norms in both the fall
and the spring. One-year gains for the whole gafughildren were of 1.07 standard points. This
is equivalent to a fifth of the reported one-yeaing for 4-year-olds in the FACES study of 5.0
standard points, with Head Start children in FAGESring below the average of 100 (Table
B.5a; Aikens et. al, 2013). In terms of specifiogps, 3-year-olds, Black, dual-language
children, and children under the FPL evidenceddagains. For comparison, FACES reported
for Head Start in 2009 LW standard gains for foaatyolds of 4.3 for White children, and 4.8
for Black children (see Barnett, 2013).

Table 18. Literacy means and gains by child charastics

N WJ-LW 2016 WJ-LW 2017 WJ-LW Gains
Fall Spring 2016-17

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28¢ 100.8: 15.€0 101.9¢ 15.40 1.07 10.0¢
Gender Femalt 13¢ 100.3% 15.4¢ 101.8¢ 15.5¢ 1.4¢ 10.2:
Male 14¢ 101.3¢ 16.3: 102.0: 15.32 0.7¢ 9.9:
Age 3-Year-Old Cohor 47 99.3¢ 14.8¢ 102.6: 13.0¢ 3.2¢ 12.6¢
4-Yeal-Old Cohor  23¢ 101.1¢ 16.11 101.8: 15.8¢ 0.6t 9.44

Ethnicity White 61 105.9¢ 15.47 106.3: 14.7¢ 0.3: 7.8¢
Black 65 98.6: 16.4¢ 101.6¢ 16.5( 3.0¢ 11.2¢
Asiar 48 104.4: 16.5¢ 106.2: 16.9- 1.7¢ 11.57
Hispanic 21 89.7¢ 13.22 91.3: 10.6¢ 1.57 11.3¢

Othel 91 99.7¢ 14.4; 99.3¢ 13.4¢ -0.3t 9.2t

Language Englist 19¢ 101.3¢ 15.81 101.7: 15.2¢ 0.3: 9.34
DLLs 46 102.9: 16.5( 105.3% 17.5¢ 2.4¢ 9.2¢
Unknowr 44 96.4¢ 15.22 99.41] 13.31] 2.9t 13.3:
FPL <10C 59 97.41 16.07 101.6: 13.6: 4,2C 12.45
10C-30C 93 102.5: 16.2¢ 102.2: 15.5¢ -0.2¢ 7.97

>30C 134 101.2¢ 15.47 101.9( 16.1: 0.64 9.97

Figure 13 displays these gains in standard WJ-tb¥es in relation to those of children
enrolled in SPP the year before. Average gainsyts were 1.5 standard points lower. Some
specific groups had increased gains in relaticthégorevious years, such as Blacks, Asians,
Bilingual Children and Children under 100% FPL.

NIEER Technical Report 36



Year 2 report: SPP impact evaluation

Figure 13. Literacy by child characteristics andrye
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Table 19 reports SPP children’s pre- and postiéstr-word identification standard
scores across selected center characteristicss(ramgs are reported in Appendix B.1, Table
B.1.4). Children’s gains differ across agencies @adsroom characteristics and are higher when
ECERS is above 3, and in classrooms implementiegti#e Curriculum.

Table 19. Literacy means and gains by center cteaisiics

WJ-LW 2016 WJ-LW 2017 WJ-LW Gains
N Fall Spring 2016-17
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28¢ 100.8" 15.€0 101.9¢ 15.40 1.07 10.0¢
Class Size 18 or Les 187 101.05 16.4¢ 101.6¢ 15.3¢ 0.61 10.8_5
More than 1. 99 100.57 14.91 102.5: 15.4¢ 1.9¢ 8.27
Curriculum C_reative Cur 84 100.6¢ 17.4 103.]_ 16.6¢ 2.42 12.0_E
HighScop: 10z 100.9¢ 15.2¢ 101.4° 14.8¢ 0.51 9.07
ECERS Less than 15 98.0( 15.07 98.6( 8.6¢ 0.6C 10.1¢
3 or More 271 101.0¢ 15.9¢ 102.1: 15.6¢ 1.1C 10.0¢
Less than 5. 17 96.8: 13.81 100.4° 12.87 3.6& 10.31
CLASS ES 5.5 or Mort 26¢ 101.1: 16.01 102.0¢ 15.5¢ 0.91 10.0¢
Less than 5. 10z 98.27 14.7¢ 99.8¢ 13.47 1.5¢ 11.0%
CLASS CO 5.5 or Mort 182 102.3: 16.37 103.1: 16.31 0.7¢ 9.47%
CLASS IS Less than 154 100.8( 15.5:% 102.1: 14.7¢ 1.32 10.1¢
3 or More 132 100.9¢ 16.3¢ 101.7: 16.1¢ 0.7¢ 9.9t

These gains are shown in comparison to those girhgous year in Figure 14. Overall,
most types of classrooms whether seen by sizeyality children in the sample evidenced
lower average child gains in literacy this yeaatiek to the previous one.
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Figure 14. Literacy gains by center characterisdiog child
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Early math results

We report children’s pre- and post-test math sca@esneasured by the applied problems (AP)
subscale of the WJ-1ll in Table 20. Like the twoaseres above, AP is normed with a mean of
100 and a standard deviation of 15. On averagtgdrehiin the SPP sample scored above
average in the fall and spring of the school y@ere-year gains for the whole group of children
were of 2.21 standard points (average raw scoresgae reported in Table B.1.5 in appendix
B.1). This equates FACES one-year gains for 4-péds-of 2.2 standard points (although Head
Start children in such study scored below the nitmoughout; Table B.5a; Aikens et. al, 2013).
Among children in the sample, 3-year-olds, minestiand dual language learners outperformed
their peers in SPP. Gains for all subgroups ofdeéii differ strongly with those reported in
FACES, where in 2009 AP standard gains for 4-yéds-avere 1.4 points for White children,
and 0.6 points for Black children (see Barnett,30Negative “gains” for White children
indicate that they lost ground relative to expectet for their higher age at post-test. Appendix
B.1, Table B.1.5 shows raw scores gains are pesitiv
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Table 20. Math means and gains by child charatiesis

N WJ-AP 2016 WJ-AP 2017 WJ-AP Gains
Fall Spring 2016-17

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28¢ 102.3% 14.9( 104.5¢ 12.8¢ 2.21 12.2¢
Gender Femalt 13¢ 102.0: 15.71 103.4: 12.5¢ 1.4z 12.2¢
Male 14¢ 102.7( 14.1¢ 105.6¢ 13.12 2.9t 12.27
Age 3-Yeal-Old Cohor 47 94.0: 15.37 101.7: 12.9: 7.7z 15.9¢
4-Yeal-Old Cohor  23¢ 104.0: 14.27 105.1« 12.8¢ 1.1z 11.1¢
Ethnicity White 61 113.1( 11.71 110.3( 10.9¢ -2.82 12.2(
Black 65 94.0( 14.3¢ 98.6: 11.82 4.62 13.12
Asiar 48 100.7: 15.81 104.9: 14.5¢ 4,21 13.5¢

Hispanic 21 92.1¢ 13.22 97.3¢ 11.2¢ 5.1¢ 8.7C
Othel 91 104.3¢ 11.7¢ 106.4¢ 12.0( 2.1z 10.8¢
Language Englist 19¢ 105.7: 13.1¢( 106.4: 12.6¢ 0.7¢ 11.8¢
DLLs 46 97.5¢ 16.61 102.8: 14.4¢ 5.3¢ 11.17
Unknowr 44 92.5: 15.1¢ 98.2¢ 9.8¢ 5.7C 14.2¢
FPL <10C 59 95.0¢ 14.3¢ 98.8¢ 10.5¢ 3.7¢ 12.5¢
10C-30C 93 107.8( 13.3( 108.3: 13.2¢ 0.57 11.3¢
>30C 134 101.8: 14.7¢ 104.4° 12.71 2.6¢€ 12.7:

The figure below illustrates gains for each of ghesbpopulation groups in the sample, in
relation to the previous year. The most remarkdiference is that for the overall sample, as
well as for every group that in 2015-16 there waslaserved negative standard gain, this year,
this was reversed. The only exception being Whiikleen in the sample. This made the
difference in gains between last year and this g&ar75 standard points for the WJ-AP.

Figure 15. Math gains by child characteristics pedr
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Table 21 reports children’s pre- and post-testdaeatized math scores and gains by
selected center characteristics (raw scores acgtegpbin Appendix B.1, Table B.1.6). Again,
there is some variation between agencies, andffereht quality levels, children in smaller
classrooms gain significantly more in this meastites is also the case for children in
classrooms with Creative Curriculum. The qualityasi@es are not associated with gains in the
expected direction. The quality measures are rsmtcéated with gains in the expected direction.
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Table 16. Math means and gains by center charsiitsri

WJ-AP 2016 WJ-AP 2017 WJ-AP Gains
N Fall Spring 2016-17
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28€ 1023, 149 1045 128¢ 221  12.2
Clacs Spe 180T LeS 187  100.3¢ 1561 1035, 13.1¢ 3.1  12.7¢
More than 1 99 106.4¢ 12.66 106.6: 12.1f 0.4z  11.1f
Currioutum  Creative Cur 84 995( 1716 1035 1470  40¢ 144
HighScop: 20z 1035¢ 137 105.0: 12.07 146  11.1¢
ccgre  Less than 15 950: 1467 9847  11.8° 247  7.7¢
3 or More 271 102.7: 14.8¢ 104.9: 12.8¢ 220  12.4¢
Less than 5, 17 9541 146 9941 130/ 3.9/  7.9¢
CLASSES 55 orMore 26¢  102.8; 148 1049. 128/  21C 1251
Less than 5, 102 99.97  14.4¢ 1024t 12.97 247  12.0¢
CLASS CO - 5 5o Mor 182 103.7: 1501 105.7¢ 127 207  11.9
CLAss g Less than 154 101.0¢ 1477 1043 137 326  13.1]
3 or More 13 103.87 1497 1048 11.8¢  009¢  11.0¢

Figure 22 shows average scores by center chaigzisracross years. Again, the most
remarkable difference is that all types of cenkerd increases in standard score gains this year,
which is a strong reversal on the trends from tiexipus year.

Figure 17. Math gains by center characteristicsyaaat
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Executive functions

We used two measures of executive functions. ThE®E an attention shifting test which taps
into a child’s short-term memory. Table 23 showsdcan’s pre- and post-test DCCS scores by
selected child characteristics. The SPP sampleedd@i21 on the DCCS which is equivalent to
0.32 standard deviations, a meaningful changes#dgroups of children evidenced gains
between fall and spring. No norms exist for the BC@&s a reference, the Learning-Related
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Cognitive Self-Regulation School Readiness MeasiareBreschool Children Study (aka the
Self-Regulation Measurement Study) (Meador, eR@l3) tested alternative measures of
executive functions and included the DCCS. Theastfound average DCCS scores of 1.42 at
51-53 months and 1.62 at 57-59 months (an aveiigeedce of 0.20 between these two ages);
ranges which include the average ages at fall pndgstesting in this study (53.2 months in the
fall and 59.3 in the spring). Children in SPP stsimvilar gain patterns in relation to age with an
average gain of 0.21. Gains were slightly largerfémales, four-year-olds, and Black children.

Table 23. DCCS means and gains by child charatitsris
DCCS 2016 DCCS 2017 Spring ~ DCCS Gains

N Fall 2016-17

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD

Total 28¢ 1.5C 0.6t 1.72 0.67 0.21 0.6C
Gender Femalt 13¢ 1.4¢ 0.6: 1.78 0.6z 0.27 0.57
Male 14¢ 1.5 0.6¢ 1.6¢ 0.71 0.1¢€ 0.6z

Age 3-Yeal-Old Cohor 47 1.04 0.5¢ 1.17 0.5¢ 0.1z 0.61
4-Yeal-Old Cohor  23¢ 1.5¢ 0.6z 1.82 0.6: 0.2: 0.6C

Ethnicity White 61 1.7¢ 0.4¢ 2.0t 0.6z 0.2¢ 0.6C
Black 65 1.22 0.67 1.51 0.71 0.2¢ 0.7¢

Asiar 48 1.52 0.5¢ 1.65 0.5¢ 0.1z 0.5¢

Hispanic 21 1.3 0.6¢ 1.52 0.6C 0.1¢ 0.51

Othel 91 1.5t 0.67 1.7¢ 0.6t 0.1¢ 0.57

Language Englist 19¢ 1.5¢ 0.6t 1.82 0.6€ 0.22 0.6(
DLLs 46 1.41 0.6¢ 1.61 0.61 0.2C 0.6z

Unknowr 44 1.2C 0.51 1.3¢ 0.6z 0.1¢ 0.5¢

FPL <10C 59 1.2¢ 0.6¢ 1.4¢ 0.6¢ 0.2¢4 0.6t
10C-30C 93 1.7¢ 0.6z 1.94 0.6¢ 0.1¢ 0.61

>30C 134 1.4¢ 0.6C 1.6€ 0.6C 0.2z 0.57

Gains in the DCCS by child characteristics intielato the previous year are illustrated
in Figure 9. Overall gains were slightly higher2Dthis year versus 0.17 the previous year).
There are differences across groups. Gains appd&ar driven by gains by females, White, Black
children, and children under 100% FPL.

Figure 18. DCCS gains by child characteristics yewr

0.70
0.60
0.50
0.40
0.30
0.20
0.10 I

0.00

Female pu
Male —
White
Black
Asian =
Other —

English s
<100

Hispanic g
Billingual g
Unknown —

100-300 g

3-Year OldS ggm
® 4-Year Olds —
Unknown

Total  Gender Ag Ethnicity Language FPL

2015-16 m2016-17

NIEER Technical Report 41



Year 2 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

Table 24 presents children’s pre- and post-test ®&€bres by selected center
characteristics. There are apparent differencegaimbetween agencies. Differences in gains by
curriculum are very minimal. Gains on the DCCS dobdiffer in the same way across the two
guality measures.

Table 24. DCCS means and gains by center charstateri

DCCS 2016 DCCS 2017 DCCS Gains

N Fall Spring 2016-17
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28¢€ 1.5C 0.6k 1.72 0.67 0.21 0.6(
Class Size 18or Les: 187 1.41 0.67 1.6C 0.6t 0.1¢ 0.6(
More than 1 99 1.6¢ 0.57 1.9¢ 0.64 0.2t 0.5¢
Curriculum Creative Curl 84 1.31 0.71 1.5¢ 0.67 0.2: 0.5¢
HighScop: 20z 1.5¢ 0.6( 1.7¢ 0.6t 0.21 0.6(
ECERS Less than 15 1.6C 0.65 1.7¢ 0.5¢ 0.1z 0.64
3 orMore 271 1.5C 0.6k 1.72 0.67 0.22 0.6(
Less than 5. 17 1.5¢ 0.6z 1.7¢ 0.6¢ 0.2¢ 0.6¢€
CLASSES 5.5 or Mort 26¢ 1.5C 0.6k 1.71 0.67 0.21 0.6(
Less than 5. 10¢ 1.45 0.6t 1.6¢ 0.7¢ 0.2t 0.6¢
CLASS CO 5.5 or Mort 18¢ 1.5t 0.64 1.7¢4 0.61 0.1¢ 0.5k
Less than 154 1.4¢ 0.67 1.6¢ 0.6t 0.2: 0.65
CLASSIS 3 or More 132 1.5¢ 0.6z 1.7¢ 0.6¢ 0.2 0.5¢

Figure 19 illustrates gains in the DCCS In relatio the previous year, by center
characteristics. All types of centers in termshaf turriculum chose, and the classroom quality
observed, evidenced either similar or larger gairtee DCCS this year.

Figure 19. DCCS gains by center characteristics
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In addition to the DCCS, children were assessel thi¢ Peg Tapping measure. Peg
Tapping is a measure of inhibitory control. Tabkeshows children’s pre- and post-test Peg
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Tapping scores by selected child characteristiosndims exist for this measure, either.
Children in SPP across all subgroups gained betfetesind spring of the school year, with an
overall gain of 2.33 for the full sample (0.40 stard deviations). The Self-Regulation
Measurement Study (Meador, et. al, 2013) also dezluthis measure and authors reported
average scores of 6.02 at 51-53 months and 8 8D-&9 months, with a difference of 2.78. SPP
children advanced similarly throughout the prestlyear. Among the different subgroups,
males, Asian, and children from higher income fasiained more than their peers.

Table 25. Peg Tapping means and gains by chilcactexistics

N PT 2016 PT 2017 Spring PT Gains

Fall 2016-17
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28t 6.3¢ 5.8C 8.6¢ 6.0t 2.3¢ 5.3t
Gender Femals 137 6.2¢ 5.84 8.44 5.9¢ 2.1t 5.6¢€
Male 14¢ 6.37 5.77 8.87 6.15 2.5C 5.0¢
Age 3-Year-Old Cohor 46 0.7¢ 3.1t 2,74 4.57 1.9¢ 5.0¢
4-Year-Old Cohor ~ 23¢ 7.4C 5.5¢ 9.8C 5.6 2.4C 5.41
Ethnicity White 61 8.8( 5.1t 10.97 5.31 2.1¢ 5.51
Black 64 3.7t 5.07 6.11 5.6¢ 2.3¢ 5.2¢
Asiar 48 6.5¢ 6.52 9.42 6.2( 2.8¢ 6.15
Hispanic 21 5.2¢ 6.0z 6.81 6.6 1.57 4.11
Othel 91 6.62 5.5t 8.9t 5.91 2.3¢ 5.1¢
Language Englist 19t 7.1¢ 5.6: 9.52 5.67 2.3t 5.31
DLLs 46 5.04 5.77 7.3t 6.37 2.3C 6.21
Unknowr 44 3.8¢ 5.72 6.2t 6.5¢ 2.3¢ 4.6
FPL <10C 58 4.61 5.6t 5.2¢ 5.8¢ 0.62 4.1
10C-30C 93 8.3¢ 5.67 11.1¢ 5.34 2.81 5.54
>30( 134 5.6¢€ 5.5¢ 8.4C 5.8¢ 2.74 5.5¢

Figure 20 illustrates gains in PT by year. Oveialld across all groups except Blacks,
gains were slightly larger in 2015-16 than in tbeent sample of children.

Figure 20. Peg Tapping gains by child charactegsand year
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Table 26 shows pre- and post-test Peg-Tapping s¢orehildren in the sample across
selected center characteristics. Again, thererigt@n across agencies, with mean gains varying
between 1.72 and 4.35 across these. Higher le¥€l6ASS CO and IS are associated with
higher gains.

Table 26. Peg-Tapping means and gains by centeaatiastics

PT 2016 PT 2017 Spring PT Gains

N Fall 2016-17

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD

Total 28F 63: 58 866 60 23 5.3
Clacs Spe 180T LeS 18€  55¢ 57z 80/ 631  24f  5.¢
More than 1 99 77¢  56¢  98° 531 20  5.6¢

Currioutum  Creative Cur 83 51C 606 747 647 237 46¢
HighScop: 202 68/ 56 91f 58 231 561

CCERS Less than 15 707 63¢  102( 58 317 4.0
3 or More 27¢ 62¢ 571  85¢ 606 220 537

Less than 5. 17 6.0C  7.06  86F 606 265 6.7

CLASSES ' 55 o Mor 26¢ 63t  57: 866 606 231 5.2
Less than 5. 102 6.1C 62  80¢  62¢  19¢ 4.0

CLASSCO - 5 5o Mor 182 647  55¢  89¢ 59/  25; 55
Less than 154 6.1z 6.1¢ 8.3¢ 6.1z 2.2¢F 5.2k

CLASSIS 35 More 131 657 53t 89¢  50¢ 247  5.4¢

PT gains by center characteristics aat yre shown in Figure 21. Gains were slightly
smaller for all types of centers across the diffecharacteristics.

Figure 21. Peg-Tapping gains by center charadesiahd year
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Demographics collected by DEEL differed from thas#ected through the family
survey for 19% (N=88 children). Of these, 32 weridren identified as Hispanic/Latinos by
DEEL but who were reported as Multi-Racial in taenfly survey. Consequently, we also
calculated gains by race and language groups lmastte DEEL indicator (Appendix B.2).
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Results for children identified as Hispanic to DE#iffered somewhat from those children
identified as Hispanic by the family survey. Infoarlar, the DEEL Hispanic group had stronger
gains in receptive vocabulary and executive fumstjdut weaker gains in literacy and math.

Returning Children

A small subgroup of children in the SPP sample wetarning from previous year (45 children,
35 for which we have pre- and post-tests). Withdineeat that the N is small, growth for these
children is compared to growth for the overall SRple in Table 27 below. Returners started
the AY with higher scores in most areas relativthooverall sample, and made slightly
stronger gains in standard scores than the av&®8Bechild in math and in both measures of
executive functions. The lower gains in vocabukany literacy could be explained by either
differentiation not occurring in the classroom {fieers teaching to the bottom) in these two areas
while some differentiation occurring in math, anidhwexecutive functions strengthening in this
second year. Tests of statistical significance amng returners and non-returners found no
differences for all pre- and post-test distributo@ains in scores were statistically significantly
different for PPVT and WJ-LW only, while not so fitre rest of the outcomes (in bold, P-
Value<0.05).

Table 27. Returners means and gains in standardssgocomparison to all children

N 2016 Fall 2017 Spring Gains 2016-17
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
PPVT Non-returners 252 100.6( 17.91 103.6¢ 16.9¢ 3.0¢ 9.2¢
PPVT Returners 35 101.2¢ 18.7¢ 99.71 15.8¢ -1.49 10.92
WJ-LW Non-returners 251 100.2: 15.67 101.8( 15.1¢ 1.57 9.97
WJ-LW Returners 35 105.4¢ 17.0( 102.9° 17.22 -2.51 10.1:
WJ-AP Non-returners 251 102.3¢ 14.€0 104.4: 12.&1 2.0¢ 12.4¢
WJ-AP Returners 35 102.4( 15.8¢ 105.8¢ 13.6( 3.4¢€ 11.1¢
DCCS Non-returners 251 1.52 0.6t 1.72 0.67 0.1¢ 0.61
DCCS Returners 35 1.4C 0.6C 1.71 0.67 0.31 0.5¢
PT Non-returners 25C 6.3¢ 5.8C 8.64 6.0C 2.2¢ 5.3¢
PT Returners 35 5.97 5.8z 8.8¢ 6.51 2.8¢ 5.31

SPP sample in the study versus the rest of SPP ahién

This study randomly selected children from classregprioritizing children that entered the
program through the DEEL enrollment. However, asmplement to this study, Cultivate
Learning collected in a separate work with DEEL HRW the rest of the children enrolled in
the SPP program that did not make part of the sanjlis provides an opportunity to compare
children in the SPP study sample to the rest oSfRE children in terms of their demographics,
as well as their PPVT fall, spring and gain scdfiele 28). Children were comparable, with no
statistical difference in gender, age, the perggntd White, Black Hispanic, Asian, and PPVT
scores and gains. They however did differ in lagguar the prevalence of English, Spanish,
Chinese non-Mandarin non-Cantonese, and Somdieisample (no Somali speaking children
were in the non-study sample). They also differethe percentage of ‘Other’ for race/ethnicity
which included the children identified as multi-i@cDifferences in proportions that are
statistically significant (P<0.05) are in bold. Nifferences were detected in pre-tests, post-tests
nor gains, whether standard nor raw.
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Table 28. Study versus non-study SPP children byodeaphics and PPVT

N % N %

Gender
Femal 141 48.45Y% 92 45.54Y%
Male 15C 51.55% 11C 54.46%

291 100.00% 20z 100.00%
Age at Pre-Test
3-yearolds 47 16.15% 29 14.36%
4-year-olds 244 83.85Y% 173 85.64Y%

291 100.00% 20z 100.00%
Race/Ethnicity
White 62 21.31% 45 22.28Y
Black 67 23.02% 52 25.74Y
Asiar 48 16.49Y 41 20.30¥%
Hispanic 23 7.90% 23 11.39¥%
Othel 91 31.27% 41  20.30%

291 100.009 20z 100.00%
Primary Language
Englist 19¢  68.38% 11€  58.42%
Spanis| 3 1.03% 8 3.96%
Vietnames 12 4.12% 7 3.47%
Ambharic 7 2.41% 4 1.98%
Chines-Mandarir 4 1.37% 6 2.97%
Chines-Cantones 5 1.72% 8 3.96%
Chines-Othel 0 0.00% 4 1.98%
Somal 4 1.37% 0 0.00%
Oromc 2 0.69% 3 1.49Y%
Othel 9 3.09% 6 2.97%
Unknowr 46 15.81% 38 18.81¥%

291 100.00% 20z 100.00%
PPVT Standard Scores Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

N=28¢ N=197

Fall 201¢ 100.6¢ (17.98 98.7¢ (19.05
Spring 201 103.2: (16.85 102.0: (17.59
Gains 2.5¢ (9.57 3.0¢ (10.1
PPVT Raw Scores
Fall 201¢ 71.9¢ (1.60 71.9¢ (1.92
Spring 201 85.1: (1.53 83.9¢ (1.86
Gains 12.1¢  (.75) 12.87 (.86

Multivariate Analyses

Through multivariate analyses we examine the aatonibetween children’s learning gains and
program features while simultaneously controllingd¢hildren’s characteristics. In addition, we
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are also able to examine the contribution of tlegy@m in relation to experiences of other
children in the City of Seattle in a separate $etstimations. We include information on the age
of children, gender, race and ethnicity, home laggy income, and FPL. Program features for
SPP children include class size, agency and classtuality. The analyses also take into
account that scores of children who are in clagastmgether cannot be considered to be
independent of each other.

The first set of models assess the associationdegt 8PP children’s learning gains, their
characteristics and program features. We condpetrate analyses with the two measures of
guality, one controlling for quality as measuredthhy ECERS-3, and the other for quality as
measured by the CLASS.

Table 29 & 30 present the estimates of the assoogbf program features and child
characteristics with children’s development. Tetfencludes these with ECERS-3 as the
measure of classroom quality and Table 30 doesthoGILASS domains. In these estimations,
we only examine the association between the chiddlacteristics and the center characteristics
to the development of children. Statistically sfgraint results are highlighted in bold.

As for classroom features, no association exisisden the classroom size and
children’s performance, accounting for all indivedand other program features measured.
ECERS-3 and children’s performance is only sigatfity associated for literacy raw score (see
Appendix Tables C.1.1 and C.1.2 for raw score esions). Unexpectedly, CLASS emotional
supports score is negatively associated with DC&ifSsgBlacks and Hispanics evidenced lower
receptive vocabulary, while children categorize®#ser evidenced lower literacy scores (see
Table 30). No systematic differences were evidefgeticome. Children’s outcomes did differ
for girls (were lower), but only for math, in theodel with CLASS dimensions. Children under
100% FPL scored lower in the Peg Tapping task thédren above 300% FPL (the omitted
group). Agency-selected children had higher gaaineceptive vocabulary alone. There are no
consistent patterns of advantages or disadvanthgeto children’s characteristics across all the
areas of development measured on children thatganieym these results.

NIEER Technical Report 47



Year 2 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

Table 29. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2018-standard score gains in relation to child
and site or classroom characteristics and ECERS-3

" RECi (Lite/racy Math Executive Function
Variables Vocabulary WJI/WM-
(PPVT/TVIP) LW) (WI/WM-AP) DCCS PT
Femal 1.30: 0.33( -2.24¢ 0.08: -0.571
(0.98 (1.05 (1.16 (0.06 (0.54
Black -4.572 -0.60¢ -1.46¢ -0.02¢ -0.37¢
(2.90 (1.95 (2.23 (0.11 (2.00
Asiar -1.37¢ 0.81% -0.60: -0.14¢ 1.26:
(1.95 (2.00 (2.23 (0.11 (1.02
Hispanic -5.642 -4.45¢ -2.217 -0.18¢ -1.511
(2.37 (2.52 (2.81 (0.14 (1.25
Other Rac -0.46( -3.166 0.76¢ -0.15: -0.27¢
(1.49 (1.56 (1.75 (0.09 (0.79
DLL 0.10:z 0.10z 0.56¢ 0.00% -0.73:
(1.68 .77 (1.96 (0.10 (0.90
Agency Selecte 5.206* 1.15¢( 1.82: -0.06¢ 1.98(
(2.51 (2.68 (2.95 (0.15 (1.38
Income<20k -2.741 -1.67( -1.38¢ 0.03: -1.481
(2.37 (2.52 (2.82 (0.14 (1.29
Income 21-40K -1.29( -0.46¢ -0.92¢ 0.00¢ -1.457
(2.09 (2.23 (2.47 (0.13 (1.14
Income 41-60K 1.85¢ -1.96: -1.14: 0.08t -0.47i
(2.13 (2.28 (2.54 (0.13 a.17
Income 61-80K -3.660 1.86¢ -1.69: 0.03¢ 0.17¢
.77 (1.88 (2.08 (0.11; (0.96
FPL <1009 0.39( 3.95] -4.031 -0.03¢ -2.520
(2.15 (2.27 (2.51 (0.13 (1.16
FPL 10(-300% 0.00¢ 1.772 -1.46¢ -0.05¢ -0.212
(1.68 1.79 (1.98 (0.10 (0.91
Class Siz 0.33¢ -0.13: 0.41% 0.00¢ 0.17¢
(0.27 (0.29 (0.32 (0.02 (0.15
ECERS 0.34¢ 2.21( 2.857 -0.11¢ -0.67¢
(1.44 (1.53 (1.68 (0.09 (0.77
N 28¢ 28€ 28€ 28€ 28t

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wititeglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Stagtidad scores are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM.rEkioe
clustered by site.
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Table 30. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2018-standard score gains in relation to child
and site or classroom characteristics CLASS dinosissi

" RECi (Lite/racy Math Executive Function
Variables Vocabulary WJI/WM-
(PPVT/TVIP) LW) (WJI/WM-AP) DCCS PT
Female 1.121] 0.22¢ -2.373 0.08( -0.61(
0.97 (1.05 1.17 (0.06 (0.53
Black -4.161 -0.80: -1.43¢ -0.02: -0.31¢
(1.88 (1.96 (2.25 (0.11 (1.00
Asiar -1.56 0.65( -0.69¢ -0.15¢ 1.20¢
(1.94 (1.99 (2.24 (0.11 (1.01
Hispanic -5.422 -4.44¢ -2.22¢ -0.17¢ -1.41C
(2.34 (2.52 (2.83 (0.14 (1.25
Other Rac -0.44¢ -3.395 0.76¢ -0.16: -0.32¢
(1.48 (1.56 (1.76 (0.09 (0.79
DLL -0.031 0.55¢ 0.80: 0.01: -0.67¢
(1.66 (1.76 .97 (0.10 (0.90
Agency Selecte 5.193 1.08¢ 1.44: -0.03¢ 2.137
(2.49 (2.68 (2.98 (0.15 (1.37
Income<20k -3.15¢ -1.347 -1.37¢ 0.04< -1.39¢
(2.35 (2.52 (2.85 (0.14 (1.29
Income 21-40K -1.48¢ -0.28¢ -1.00¢ 0.01¢ -1.36¢
(2.07 (2.23 (2.49 (0.13 (1.14
Income 41k-60K 1.77: -1.77¢ -1.05] 0.09: -0.40¢
(2.12 (2.29 (2.57 (0.13 (1.16
Income61K-80K -3.727 2.07¢ -1.68¢ 0.04¢ 0.24¢
1.75 (1.88 (2.09 (0.11 (0.96
FPL <1009 1.18¢ 3.88¢ -3.68¢ -0.04¢ -2.577
(2.13 (2.27 (2.53 (0.13 (1.16
FPL 10(-300% 0.34( 1.77:¢ -1.15¢ -0.07¢ -0.34¢
(1.66 1.79 (2.00 (0.10 (0.91
Class Siz 0.29: -0.26¢ 0.29¢ 0.01( 0.19¢
(0.29 (0.31 (0.35 (0.02 (0.16
CLASS E¢ -1.91¢ -0.82¢ 0.11¢ -0.155 -1.16¢€
(1.25 (1.33 (1.48 (0.07 (0.67
CLASS CC 1.85:¢ 0.78( 0.81¢ 0.041 0.27¢
(1.19 (1.31 (1.45 (0.07 (0.66
CLASS I< 0.95¢ -1.54: -0.01( -0.06¢ -0.36¢
(0.81 (0.88 (0.98 (0.05 (0.45
N 28¢ 28¢€ 28¢€ 28¢€ 28t

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Stagtidad scores are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM.rEkioe
clustered by site.

A second set of models compare the SPP sample [(@tpto the recruited sample of
other children in the City of Seattle. The 153 dreh recruited are grouped into two groups:
those recruited from the waiting list (Group B) d@hdse recruited from centers in which
children on the waiting list were attending (Grd@ip Table 31 illustrates demographic
differences and/or similarities across the SPP taand these two groups, only for children
with pre- and post-tests. Children enrolled from waiting list (Group B) were more likely to be
females, more likely to be 3-year-olds, more likilyoe dual language learners, similar in
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income reported (for those with income known), amate likely to be White or Asian. Children
enrolled from centers (Group C) were similarly Ingled by gender, and more closely balanced
by age, but more likely to be English speaking al,with incomes above 80,000 per year and
White.

Analyses to assess baseline equivalence on obséemeaiables (including pre-test, race,
income, and gender) found no statistical differshoegender and income (when distinguishing
above versus below $80,08@etween group A and B, and statistical differerinesge cohorts,
home language, race/ethnicity and income whenngjstshing among levels under $80,000. In
addition, there are no statistical differencesandgr and language between group A and groups
B and C pooled, but there are statistical diffeesnia age cohorts, race/ethnicity and income.
Quality of classrooms for Group C (N=7) is showrBection 5, above (Tables 14 and 15).
Classroom quality experienced by this group is loareaverage for both the ECERS-3 and all
three dimensions of the CLASS despite this groupdomore likely to earn above $81,000 a
year and more likely to be White. Statisticallyrsfgcant differences in proportions relative to
the SPP group (P<0.05) are in bold.

Table 31. Child demographics for SPP children naaio children in Groups B and C

Child SPP Children Waiting List Center Based Pooled
Characteristics 2016-17 Comparison Comparison Comparisons
(Group B) (Group C) (Group B+C)
N % N % N % N %

Gender

Femalt 141 48.45% 36 59.02% 36 45.00% 72 51.06%
Male 15C 51.55¥% 25 40.98Y 44 55.00% 69 48.94Y
Age at Pre-Test

3-Year-Olds 47 16.15% 27 44.26% 24 30.00% 51 36.17%
4-Yeal-Olds 244 83.85% 34 55.74% 56 70.00% 9C 63.83%
Primary

Language

Englist 19¢ 68.38% 44 72.13% 65 81.25%  10¢ 77.30%
Dual Languag 46 15.8% 16 26.6% 1 1.25% 17 12.06%
Unknowr 46 15.81Y% 1 1.64% 14 17.50% 15 10.64%
Income

20,000 olLess 43 14.78Y 7 11.48% - - 7 4.96%
21,00(-40,00( 54 18.56% 18 29.51% 4 5.00% 22 15.60%
41,00(-60,00( 42 14.43Y 5 8.20% 3 3.75% 8 5.67%
61,00(-80,00( 44 15.12% 12 19.67% 6 7.50% 18 12.77%
81,000 or mor 59 20.27% 16 26.23% 52 65.00% 68 48.23%
Unknowr 49 16.84Y 3 4.92% 15 18.75% 18 12.77%
FPL Percentage

Less than 100' 61 20.96Y 2 3.28% - - 2 1.42%
100- 199% 68 23.37% - - - - - -
200- 299% 67 23.02¥% - - - - - -
>300% 95 32.65% - - - - - -
Unknowr - - 59 96.72% 8C 100% 13¢ 98.58%

7 Measured at a 5% difference.
8 For a family of four, $72,750 was the 2016 300%.FP
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Race/Ethnicity

White 62 21.31% 25 40.98% 52 65.00% 77 54.61%
Black 67 23.02% 5 8.20% - - 5 3.55%
Asiar 48 16.49% 15 24.59% 4 5.00% 19 13.48%
Hispanic 23 7.90% 4 6.56% 3 3.75% 7 4.96%
Multi-Racia 83 28.52% 11 18.03% 7 8.75% 18 12.77%
Othel 8 2.75% - - - - - -
Unknowr - - 1 1.64% 14 17.50% 15 10.64%

In Table 32 we examine this contribution in relatto the experiences of other children
in the City of Seattle. For these main estimates comparison is to the group recruited from the
waiting list, Group B. Main analyses do not inclystegram features as these are not available
for most children in the comparison groups. Reslitav positive but non-significant
differences in gains relative to waiting list cléd in vocabulary, literacy and math standard
scores, and non-significant negative gains in tR&€B. Significant negative effects are observed
for the PT measure of executive functions.

Table 32. Multivariate analyses of SPP childref¥$6-17 gains in relation to children in the
waiting list

" RECi (Lite/(/?/cy Math Executive Function
Variables Vocabulary WJI/WM-
(PPVT/TVIP) LW) (WI/WM-AP) DCCS PT
SPP progral 1.561 2.10¢ 1.04¢ -0.13( -1.314°
(1.08 (1.09 (2.28 (0.09 (0.45
Femalt 0.73i 0.25: -1.99¢ 0.09:t -0.09¢
(0.72] (0.90 (1.23 (0.06 (0.62
Black -6.268™ 0.04: -2.83: -0.10¢ -0.00¢
(1.55 (1.87 (2.35 (0.09 (0.81]
Asiar -3.50: -0.291 -1.24 -0.12¢ 1.41:
(2.22] (2.25 (2.72] (0.08 (0.86
Hispanic -5.974 -3.751 -2.53¢ -0.215% -0.39(
(1.89 (2.03 (2.39 (0.11 (0.86
Other Rac -2.34( -1.957 1.18¢ -0.177 0.05¢
1.27 (1.40 (1.46 (0.08 (0.65
DLL -0.68¢ 2.751] 0.66¢ -0.05¢ -0.85¢
(1.90 (2.28 (2.13 (0.07 (0.76
Agency Selecte 1.17( 0.12:2 0.78¢ -0.12¢ 0.63(
(1.45 (1.42; (1.10 (0.10 (0.61]
Income<20k -3.954 -1.20¢ -3.33¢ -0.06( -3.406™
(1.90 (2.08 (2.24 (0.14 (0.57
Income 211-40K -1.76( -1.17: -1.92¢ 0.04t -1.641
(1.73 (1.89 (1.91 (0.11] (0.68
Income 41-60K 1.40¢ -1.53¢ -2.251 -0.07¢ -1.40¢
(1.63 (1.53 (2.21 (0.13 (0.88
Income 611-80K -5.466 0.791 -2.74¢ -0.04z -0.69¢
(2.27 1.74 (1.37 (0.10 (0.84
N 347 34¢€ 34¢€ 34¢ 344

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wititeglish,
and Income>80 thousand. FPL information not avéglér children not in SPP, so this variable wasleded.
Other controls are pre-test, age in months, datysdan tests, and an indicator for missing languesys (cases in
control group only) or income. Standardized scaresused for PPVT, and WJ or WM. Errors are clastday site.
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Sensitivity Analyses

Two types of sensitivity analyses were conductealsess the robustness of our findings for the
main analyses of features of classrooms, or chexiatits of children, that were related to their
development. First, we repeated the analyses withscores because imperfections in the
standardization could affect results. Second, westigated whether a quality threshold made a
difference.

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

(1) Results of analyses on raw scores for the PRWand AP measures (Tables C.1
using ECERS and C.2 using CLASS) are consisteft thé standard score analyses. The
exception is that ECERS-3 does evidence an effdderacy gains for SPP children.

(2) Analyses investigating thresholds of quality egported in Appendix Tables C.3 for
ECERS and C.4 for CLASSWe find that no association between the ECERS&stold above
3 and children’s standard score gains (or raw sganes, either, although these are not reported).
We observe a positive association for CLASS COlseabove 5.5 with literacy scores.

In addition, we ran five additional analyses lba éstimations of SPP children’s
development in relation to other children in Seafflable 33). The first model includes the
children recruited through the waiting list (GroBjp but also pools the children recruited in
centers attended by waiting list children (Group @ddel 2 replicates the main analyses in
Table 32 with raw scores. Model 3 replicates mddeith raw scores. Model 4 pools the
waiting list children (Groups B) with only a subgmof children that had a higher probability of
being a SPP attender given their socio-demogragtscacteristics® Model 5 replicates Model 4
with raw scores. All estimations show differencesaeen the SPP groups and the different
comparison groups as expressed in effect sizesffastion of a standard deviation of the norm
in estimations with standard scores, or as a tradf the standard deviation of the SPP children
in their fall scores in estimations with raw scord$e differences between estimations are
outlined under each model. Overall, we find corsi8Y positive differences relative to the
comparison groups of children compared in receptocabulary and literacy, effects varying for
math, depending on whether looking at standar@wrscores, and negative effects in executive
functions. Across all these, only the negativeaidhce in Peg Tapping was statistically
significant and in Model 3, Literacy was also stitally significant, which speaks to this effect
being positive but on the margin of significanceoas models. Even though the comparisons
groups were more likely to be White, and higheome as reported, children in SPP classrooms
gained quite similarly across most areas to childinehe comparison groups.

9Burchinal 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 chosei$e a level of 3 for the ECERS and levels of BI3dLASS
emotional support and classroom organization scaleba level of 3 for CLASS instructional supports

10'We estimated the probability of SPP participafimmall pooled children (Groups A, B, C) in relatito their
socio-demographic characteristics (age, gendee,and ethnicity, language and income) and the lzaémlitheir
probability scores. We then limited this samplemdy children with a probability of being an SPieater P>0.5.

NIEER Technical Report 52



Year 2 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

Table 33. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2018-gains in relation to child and the
comparison group

Variables Model Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5
Table 20

Rec. Vocabulary

(PPVT/TVIP 0.1c 0.0t 0.0¢ 0.04 0.0¢ 0.0¢

Literacy

(WJI/WM-LW) 0.14 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11 0.11

Math

(WJI/WM-AP) 0.07 -0.0z 0.04 0.0c 0.0c 0.0c

DCCs -0.2C -0.14 -0.1¢

PT -0.23 -0.22 -0.23

With Waiting-list only yes - yes - - -

With Waiting-list - yes - yes - -

(Group B) & center-

control (Group C)

With Waiting-list - - - - yes yes
(Group B) & limited

center-control (Group

C)*

Raw scores for PPVT - - yes yes - yes
or W

N (varies by outcom 344-347 424-42¢ 34€-347 425-42¢ 363-36€ 365-36€

Note: ES for significant associations between SiPthe outcomes are shown in bold font. Note: Gosinclude
age in months, days between tests, gender, ragthmcity, bilingual, income and FPL, and indicatfor missing
language, race (cases in control group only) avrime. Errors are clustered by site.

5. To what extent are children’s learning gains moerated by other learning activities,
particularly parent activities and prior center-based care and education?

In the family survey we included questions addressihether children had attended a center in
the previous year, whether parents felt a conneetith the preschool (to the teacher, the
preschool, receive work samples, receive assessemiits, know about the curriculum, feel
welcome in the preschool, have received feedbadk®child’s progress), whether they
perceived a positive changes in their childrergimguage, physical, behavioral/social-
emotional, literacy, math, science), whether teechemmunicated with them (talks to them
each day, uses a curriculum for teaching, teacklaworal skills, teachers academic skills,
tracks child progress, is fluent in child’s homedaage, has a BA, engages in training
opportunities), and about their interactions witliidren (read books, tells stories, sing songs,
help do crafts with child, among others). Theseaides capture aspects related to parental
investments in children, as well as a center’'sraugons and communication with families. In
this section we address whether these experieneeslated to children’s gains in the SPP
sample, and further below, we assess the extewhitth these moderate the contribution of the
program to children’s learning and development.

Table 34 below presents similar estimates to tho3able 29 with these additional set of
variables. The composite measuring the conneatidhet preschool reported by the parent is
positively associated with children’s literacy db@CS gains. The communication with the
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teacher had positive associations with the PT nieasfiexecutive functions. Parent’s perception
of whether their child has shown various posititiargges since enroliment in the program was,
on the other hand, negatively related to both nreasof executive functions; an unusual finding.
Having had previous early childhood center-baseme&nces was positively associated with
math and the DCCS. The composite of parent-chtler@ctions measured in this study had no
associations with any of the outcomes. ECERS-8as$éis did not vary.

Table 34. SPP children gains including parent g#roes, interactions and previous center-
based experience in children with ECERS

Rec. Literacy Math Executive Function
Variables Vocabulary (WJI/WM- (WJI/WM-
(PPVT/TVIP) LW) AP) DCCS PT
Femalt 1.10(¢ 0.627 -2.077 0.09( -0.61¢
(0.98 (1.04 (1.15 (0.06 (0.53
Black -4.765 -0.56¢ -1.23¢ -0.03: -0.40¢
(1.90 (1.94 (2.20 (0.11 (0.98
Asiar -1.381 0.91: -0.097 -0.11¢ 1.411
(1.94 (1.99 (2.21 (0.11 (1.00
Hispanic -5.897 -4.50¢ -2.79% -0.171 -1.75¢
(2.38 (2.50 (2.79 (0.14 (1.23
Other Rac -0.56¢ -3.217 1.071 -0.14: -0.14:
(1.49 (1.55 (1.73 (0.09 (0.78
Bilingual 0.18¢ -0.76: 0.75¢ 0.01¢ -0.471
(1.74 (1.81 (2.00 (0.10 (0.92
Agency Selecte 5.216 0.62i 2.16¢ -0.03¢ 1.94¢
(2.59 (2.76 (3.02 (0.15 (1.40
Income <20K -2.67¢ -1.831 -0.83( 0.02¢ -1.07¢
(2.39 (2.52] (2.81 (0.14 (1.28
Income 211-40K -1.11C -0.87¢ -0.93( -0.01¢ -1.297
(2.09 (2.22] (2.44 (0.12] (1.12
Income 411-60K 1.97:¢ -2.41( -0.50z 0.09( -0.39¢
(2.16 (2.30 (2.54 (0.13 (1.16
Income 611-80K -3.563 1.91¢ -1.18:2 0.01¢ 0.19¢
(1.78 (1.88 (2.07 (0.11 (0.95
FPL <1009 0.42¢ 4.30¢ -3.82¢ -0.03: -2.729
(2.14 (2.25 (2.48 (0.13 (1.14
FPL 10(-300% 0.36¢ 1.99¢ -0.99¢ -0.01¢ 0.09¢
(1.68 1.79 (1.98 (0.10 (0.90
Clas: Size 0.36: -0.19¢ 0.41: 0.007 0.17:
(0.27 (0.29 (0.32 (0.02] (0.15
Positive Chanc -0.12( 0.02( -0.05: -0.011 -0.124
(0.09 (0.10 (0.11] (0.01 (0.05
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Connection to preschc 0.10¢ 0.207 0.09( 0.013 0.07¢
(0.11 (0.11 (0.13 (0.01 (0.06
Teacher communicati 0.40¢ -0.711 0.08¢ 0.01: 0.479"
(0.34 (0.37 (0.40' (0.02 (0.18
Interaction with chils 0.00: -0.07¢ -0.07i 0.00z -0.02¢
(0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.00 (0.03
Previous center experier 0.447 -0.07( 2.896 0.161 0.32¢
(0.97 (1.04 (1.14 (0.06 (0.52
ECERS 0.43¢ 1.871 2.45¢ -0.12¢ -0.79:
(1.44 (1.52 (1.66 (0.08 (0.76
Observation 28¢ 28¢€ 28¢€ 28¢€ 28t

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Controls ¢tude age in months, days between tests, genderpra
ethnicity, bilingual, income and FPL, and indicatéor missing language or income. Errors are ctastéy site.

Table 35 below replicates these estimations wghGhASS. As in Table 34, there are
significant negative associations between the pakperceptions composite and the executive
functions measure, and positive associations betwesvious center experience and Math and
the DCCS. The negative association between CLAS&rEShe DCCS remains.

Table 35. SPP children gains including parent geices, interactions and previous center-
based experience in children with CLASS

Variab) Rec. Vocabulary (\I;\i/t\]e/(/%cl:\)l/ (W,\\;I/?/t\?M Executive Function
ariables - -
(PPVT/TVIP) LW) AP) DCCS PT
Femalt 0.98¢ 0.55¢ -2.167 0.08¢ -0.62¢
(0.97 (1.04 (1.16 (0.06 (0.53
Black -4.347 -0.64( -1.161 -0.022 -0.35¢
(1.89 (1.94 (2.22 (0.11 (0.98
Asiar -1.48¢ 0.73¢ -0.12¢ -0.11¢ 1.40(
(1.93 (1.98 (2.22 (0.11 (1.00
Hispanic -5.673 -4.53¢ -2.80¢ -0.15¢ -1.651
(2.35 (2.50 (2.80 (0.14 (1.23
Other Rac -0.49; -3.351 1.10¢ -0.14¢ -0.19¢
(1.48 (1.55 1.74 (0.09 (0.78
Bilingual 0.01¢ -0.31¢ 0.96¢ 0.01¢ -0.43¢
a.71 (1.80 (2.00 (0.10 (0.91
Agency Selecte 5.185 0.59¢ 1.917 -0.007% 2.22:
(2.58 (.77 (3.06 (0.15 (1.41
Income <20t -3.10z -1.36¢ -0.81¢ 0.03¢ -0.98¢
(2.37 (2.52 (2.83 (0.14 (.27
Income 21+-40K -1.36% -0.64¢ -1.02: -0.00¢ -1.20¢
(2.07 (2.21 (2.45 (0.12 (112
Income 41+-60K 1.88¢ -2.16% -0.44¢ 0.09t -0.39¢
(2.14 (2.30 (2.56 (0.13 (1.16
Income 61-80K -3.649 2.14¢ -1.161 0.022 0.24
(1.76 (1.87 (2.07 (0.11 (0.95
FPL <1009 1.16¢ 4.18( -3.51¢ -0.04¢ -2.845
(2.13 (2.26 (2.50 (0.13 (1.14
FPL 10(-300% 0.68¢ 1.911 -0.67¢ -0.03¢ -0.03¢
(1.67 (1.79 (1.99 (0.10 (0.90
Class Siz 0.31¢ -0.30¢ 0.28¢ 0.00¢ 0.16¢
(0.30 (0.31 (0.35 (0.02 (0.16
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Positive Chanc -0.10¢ 0.02:¢ -0.05: -0.011 -0.122
(0.09 (0.10 (0.11; (0.01 (0.05]
Connection t¢preschoc 0.10¢ 0.18: 0.08¢ 0.012 0.06:
(0.11] (0.12 (0.13 (0.01 (0.06
Teacher communicatit 0.357 -0.70¢ 0.10¢ 0.00¢ 0.467
(0.34 (0.37 (0.40 (0.02 (0.18
Interaction with chils 0.001 -0.091 -0.08t 0.00¢ -0.03:
(0.05 (0.05, (0.06 (0.00 (0.03
Previous center experier 0.57¢ -0.14: 3.007" 0.157 0.25:¢
(0.96 (1.04 (1.15 (0.06 (0.52
CLASS_E¢ -1.38¢ -1.33¢ 0.17¢ -0.152 -0.961
1.27 (1.34 (1.49 (0.07 (0.68
CLASS_CcC 1.64( 0.731 0.95¢ 0.03: 0.37¢
(1.21 (1.32 (1.47 (0.07 (0.67
CLASS_Is 1.007 -1.417 0.00¢ -0.05z -0.49¢
(0.82 (0.89 (0.99 (0.05; (0.45
Observation 28¢ 28¢€ 28¢€ 28¢€ 28t

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Controls dfude age in months, days between tests, genaderpra
ethnicity, bilingual, income and FPL, and indicatéor missing language or income. Errors are ciast®y agency.

We also inquired into the association of thesealdes for children in SPP in relation to
children in the control group. Table 36 summarihese indices and variables for the SPP
children as well as the control group includedhiese estimations. Families in the SPP group did
report higher overall positive change, connectiwitk the preschool and teacher communication
levels, while reporting lower amounts of interan8awith their children and less previous center-
based experienced than their counterparts in theaaroup.

Table 36. Summary statistics for moderating pangndind learning supports

: SPP Control (Group C+)
WENIEIIE N Mear SD Mear SD
Positive change 371 30.87 14.8- 24.3¢ 17.0¢
Connection to preschool 371 29.97 14.0¢ 23.3¢ 16.1¢
Teacher communication 371 5.14 2.8¢ 3.8t 2.9¢
Interaction with child 371 53.11 25.5 59.5¢ 19.2;
Previous center experience 371 0.3¢ 0.7¢ 0.3¢ 0.6¢

In addition, we replicated Model 4 from Table 33assing the association between SPP
and children’s learning gains incorporating theagables. Table 37 below shows the
contribution of the SPP program for children in giiegram in comparison to other children in
the City of Seattle after being moderated for theables on parent interactions, the connection
and communication between parents and centerqjtfsmperceptions of children’s changes and
previous center experience.

As in Table 33, the contribution of SPP is positacross receptive vocabulary and
literacy. However, after controlling for the diféert moderators, this is not the case for math
anymore. Moreover, negative statistically significaffects are present for both measures of
executive functions. These moderators measureusdspects the schools do in terms of
reaching and engaging parents in terms of theldi@n’s learning, as well as parental
investments in children. To the extent that SPPalshdo a better job in parent communication
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and in connecting with families, these effectsapturing a contribution of the program to
children’s learning.

Table 37. Multivariate analyses of children’s 20186-gains in relation to child and the
comparison group

Variables Positive  Connection Teacher Interactions Previous AII
Change  w/Preschool = Commun. w/Child Center Exp. variables

Rec. Vocabulary

(PPVT/TVIP, 0.0¢ 0.07 0.07 0.0¢ 0.1C 0.07

Literacy

(WJI/WM-LW) 0.0¢ -0.01 0.0¢ 0.11 0.11 -0.0z

Math

(WIWM-AP) -0.0€ -0.07 -0.0z -0.01 0.0C -0.12

DCCs -0.24 -0.30 -0.22 -0.1¢ -0.2C -0.28

PT -0.20 -0.24 -0.29 -0.25 -0.23 -0.30

With Waiting-list

(Group B) & limited

center-control (Group

C)* yes yes yes yes yes yes

All parent perception

variable: yes

N (varies by outcom 363-36€ 365-36€ 363-36€ 363-36€ 363-36€ 363-36€

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Controls dfude age in months, days between tests, genderpra
ethnicity, bilingual, income and FPL, and indicatéor missing language or income. Errors are ctastéy site.

6. What activities do children engage in, and is #re scope for their interests and active
participation?

To inquire into whether classrooms offered scopefidren’s interests and active participation,
we focus on specific indicators in the ECERS-3 thairessly address interactions and the ways
in which staff actively engage children. We restbar graphs the frequency with which
classrooms met these specific indicators. Indisaaioe grouped by item in the graphs to which
they belong.

In the ECERS-3, indicators are organized in 4 kevekdequate, minimal, good and
excellent. Taking this into account, for each itemscored individual indicators based on the
percentage of classrooms that exceeded that indidad assist readers in following the
indicators we color coded them in the figures thlow. The lowest level indicators--
inadequate--are denoted in red. Typically theseatdrs are phrased negatively so we have
reversed scored them. We report the percentagassing each level, so when we report 100%
for a red indicator that means that none of thesttzoms did what is described by the (negative)
indicator, and all classrooms scored better thadeguate. Indicators of “minimal” (scores of
3.00) on the ECERS-3 are denoted by yellow bais agiain we report the percentage surpassing
that level. For example, 50% means that half ofpiteggrams scored at least minimal. Indicators
that constitute a score of a 5.00 or “good” wergerbblue bars, and for a 7.00 or “excellent”
green was used.

This system will help visualize the percentagela§srooms meeting indicators relating
to the engagement of children by staff providinigiahinsights into areas that need improvement
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and could be targeted through the continuous gquatiprovement cycle. Special attention
should be given to the blue and green bars, aglgsirable for classrooms to be in the good to
excellent range on these which are higher orderations'! The detailed information used to
construct these figures is reported in Appendix E.

Figure 22 reports on the percentage of classrobatanet the indicators for Item 5 on
staff talking about the display of materials araffgbointing out and reading words, and Item 13,
staff encouraging children to use language thraeghonding to them, helping them
communicate with each other and talking beyondsctasn activities, among other things. The
upper bar is the percent of classrooms the metrttisator the previous year, while the lower
bar is the percent of classrooms that met it taeryln 2017, there was a stark increase in the
percentage of classrooms where staff pointed odisfglayed words and read these out loud and
on the percentage of staff-child conversations gybieyond activities planned in the classroom.

Figure 22. Indicators met on display and use aflage (N=32 in 2017, N=14 in 2016)

0 20 40 60 80 100
B 5 B 3 Staff talk about display materials gy 9_2[6}63%
§6e2 | | g
=-xA Staff point out and reading the WOI’% 53.1%
)
2 & staff make no attempt to encourage children to comicate N a%e
? % Social environment does not encourage much takimgng —)8?{
3% children or with staff 0%
Q 0
15 g Staff respond to and encourage child communicatH@ag%
o5 S
- £ . . . 0
qE) % Staff help children communicate with one anothig e —— 78.%}07 %
=2 c
© Staff-child conversations go beyond classroom #iets/ ﬂ 65.6%
2016
m 2017

Figure 23 compares the indicators for use of bdwkstaff across the two years. The
majority of classrooms had increases in all but@frthese indicators. In particular, there was a
strong increase in the percentage of classrooms staff and children were discussing the
content of books in an engaging way (from 7% to h6Phis is an indicator of level 7 or
“excellent’.

11 Sometimes, not all items have indicators aboutgement that range the full course (inadequatenmingood
and excellent) so what is presented here is thathwh captured by the tool on engagement regasdiethe level.
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Figure 23. Use of books (N=32 in 2017, N=14 in 2016
0 20 40 60 80 100

Book times are unpleasant or not engagi R 75 1%

Staff reading or use of books is dull, disinterest G 75 17

Book time is arranged to encourage children's esigegt H?S.l%
Majority of children appear to be engaged mosheftime H?S.l%

Children participating in the activity are activelygaged p s — 313&%%

Staff and children discuss the content of a boak\ivay ; ioﬁ
that engages children 56.3%

Item 14. Staff use of books with
children

2016
m2017

Indicators of interest for Item 15 (Encouragingidien’s use of books), Item 16 (Print)
and Item 17 (Fine Motor) are shown in Figure 24erEhhas been an increase in the percentage
of classrooms meeting level 5 indicators (blue) lewvel 7 indicators (green) here as well. The
largest increases are observed for books orgamzadefined reading interest center (from 64%
to 94%), books displayed in a way that encourages lise (34% to 75% of classrooms), and
staff showing extended interest in what childrezate with materials (34% to 63%).

Figure 24. Books and fine motor (N=32 in 2017, N+#12016)
0 20 40 60 80 100

S . . . . 0
. g’ o Children show interest in accessible booH/"m_l%
0 DS
— © wn X . . . . . 0,
£ 353 Booksare organized in a defined reading interestar e 03 57/
=2 é <
- 5 Books are displayed in order to encourage book ﬂ 75.0%
GE) < £ Staff respond negatively when children show littteno —38?
= aq interest in activities used to teach letters ordgor 0%
~ § Staff show some interest as children use fine m_)gy
— 2 materials 9%
g 2 Staff show more extended interest in what children: 9
~iL create/do with the materials 62.5%
2016
m2017

Figure 25 summarizes the indicators of interegtrin Music and Movement and Blocks.
Minimal changes are observed for these indicaiidrsre is a slight increase in the percentage of
classrooms in which staff have conversations witarested children about their work, and
conversations with children about their block phafjle simultaneously a decrease in the
percentage of classrooms in which pleasant andgenigstaff-led group music activities.
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Figure 25. Art, music and blocks (N=32 in 2017, M1 2016)
0 20 40 60 80 100

Some individual expression with art materials ise®ed d8o/g

Z Some positive staff involvement with children usary 0800
@ materials —6. %
£ Staff have conversations with interested childreoua their igo/
2 work 59.4%
Staff write or help write captions dictated by netsted %1'600
children about their artwork I 21.9%
GE) o % & 3 Staff-led group music activities are pleasant dmitticen 92.9%
= § 1S appear engaged I 75.0%
EgS Staff have many conversations with children abbairt 1.4%
2Rg block play E—— 5506
2016
m 2017

Figure 26 shows indicators for dramatic play aatlire/science that relate to staff/child
interactions. All four of these indicators had som@¥eases in the percentage of classrooms
where they were observed, including the level Ssdireblue).

Figure 26. Dramatic play and nature/science (N+32017, N=14 in 2016)

0 20 40 60 80 100
&)
=1 ; ; ; ; 71.4%
o Staff usually ignore children in dramatic play ar_ 84.4%
£
@  Staff carry on conversations with the childrenrasytplay, 35.7%
Q joining in but not taking over 46.9%
—
N
e Staff talk with children about print and numbersiramatic 7.1%
2L play in a way that is meaningful to the children B 9.4%
[
N = O
N %’ e Staff do not talk about nature/science with thédeain _78.6%
5 g 2 during the observation 81.3%
2016
m 2017

Indicators on interactions related to math and loens are shown in Figure 27. Three of
these shown improvements, with improvements obsgarvevo level 5 items (blue): staff
encourage math learning as part of daily routi2d84 to 31%) and staff engage in
conversations about math as they play in non-mathsa(14% to 38%).
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Figure 27. Math and numbers (N=32 in 2017, N=120(06)
0 20 40 60 80 100

< .
[chs] - . 0%
= g Most math activities do not keep most children grega _O%
®
g 2 Math activities used engage most of the partiaigati 78.6%
S E children I 65.6%
2
© <
o i ilvi 21.4%
f_ z Staff encourage math learning as part of dailyinest i 57 30,
>
g ‘g  Staff engage children in conversations about msithey 14.3%
2 2 play in non-math areas I 37.5%
= £
GE) S £ - g o Staff sometimes point out the numbers and talk ath@m 21.4%
=Nz 737 in a way that interests children I 25.0%
2016
m2017

Figure 28 summarizes indicators relating to tetbgng gross motor activities and
individualized teaching and learning. There werg@ases in indicators on interest in gross
motor activities and staff circulating about thasdroom adding to children’s individualized
learning (level 5 indicators) and on teaching bentividualized and while children are in free
play (level 7 indicators). These two increased fit¥nto 38% and 14% to 34%, respectively.

Figure 28. Technology, gross motor and individwedireaching and learning (N=32 in 2017,
N=14 in 2016)

0 20 40 60 80 100
=]
QE) ~ER Staff are actively involved with children in use of 14.3%
£ N E S electronic media B 3.1%
g Staff show some interest in children's gross motor _78.6%
CIS activity 90.6%
< S
2 £  Staff show much interest in children who participate in 57.1%
3 gross motor activity N 68.8%
Almost all teaching uses a one-size-fits-all approach —8%
3
= 0,
E Some teaching uses an individualized approach _1(?_802
Tg
=l Staff sometimes circulate through classroom, adding 35.7%
% individualized learning to children's activities 68.8%
=
- Most teaching is individualized, with few if any 7.14%
o i IR 37.5
£ exceptions ()
Q
= Much individualized teaching while children participate 14.3%
in free play I 34.4%
2016
m2017
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In sum, the fact that the quality of interactionsreased and better interactions between
children and staff are observed in a higher peeggnof classrooms while the program went
from 14 classrooms in 2015-16 to 32 classroom®i6217 is an important finding. Across all
47 indicators of interactions with children, thePSprogram improved on 70%.
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Appendix A. ECERS-3 and CLASS scores by Class Siaad Item level.

Table A.1. ECERS-3 Item, Subscale, and Overall MdanClass Size, 2016 & 2017

ECERS-3 Item and Subscales Spring 2016 Spring 2017
ST EL NGRS Large (>18) Small (<18) Large (>18)

(N=6) (N=8) (N=24) (N=8)
1. Indoor spac 6.3< 6.5C 5.42 5.6:
2. Furnishings for care, play and learr 4.5(C 4.2~ 4.3¢ 5.1:
3. Room arrangement for play and lear 3.67 3.6: 4.7¢ 4.5(C
4. Space for privac 417 4.1z 4.3¢ 5.0C
5. Child-related displa 3.3t 3.3¢ 2.9z 3.6:
6. Space for gross motor p 3.5C 2.8¢ 3.17 2.7
7. Gross motor eiuiﬁme 1.8¢ 2.2t 2.21 1.8¢
8. Meals/ snacl 3.3¢ 2.8¢ 3.7¢ 4.1:
9. Toileting/diaperin 2.3¢ 2.1 3.0¢ 3.5C
10. Health practict 3.17 2,75 2.5¢ 3.0C
11. Safeti iractiCn 4.5C 4.2t 3.7t 4.2t
12. Helping children expand vocabul: 3.3t 3.6: 3.5¢ 3.7
13. Encouraging children to use langu 4.0C 4.6: 4.7¢ 5.0C
14. Staff use of books with childrt 3.1% 3.0C 3.4¢€ 3.6
15. Encouraging children’s use of boc 417 4.2k 4.4z 4.3¢
16. Becomini familiar with irh 1.5C 2.7¢ 3.0¢ 3.7
17. Fine motc 4.1% 4.5C 4.5(C 4.3¢
18. Ar 3.5C 3.8¢ 4.1% 4.6%
19. Music and moveme 3.3¢ 3.65 3.3¢ 3.7t
20. Block: 1.3¢2 2.5C 3.04 2.7¢
21. Dramatic Pla 2.67 2.8¢ 3.6¢ 3.1:
22. Nature/scienc 2.3 2.6: 2.2t 2.3¢
23. Math materials and activitir 1.5C 1.8¢ 2.0z 2.8¢
24. Math in daily event 2.5C 3.1: 3.3¢ 3.3¢
25. Understanding written numb 1.0C 1.5C 1.71 1.6
26. Promotini acceﬁtance of divers 4.0C 4.3¢ 4.5¢ 3.7
27. Appropriate use of technolc 1.0C 1.0C 3.0C 4.0C
28. Supervision of gross mot 4.0C 3.5C 5.04 3.1¢
29. Individualized teaching and learni 3.8 4.5(C 5.0C 4.7¢
30. Staf+child interactior 5.5C 4.5C 5.9¢ 4.7%
31. Peer interactio 4.8:% 5.13 4.92 4.6:
32. Disciilin( 4.17% 4.8¢ 5.1¢ 4.5C
33. Transitions and waiting tim 5.5C 4.3¢ 5.0C 4.0C
34. Free pla 4.8: 4.2~ 4.4z 4.5(C

35. Whole -group activities for play and

| ; 4.33 3.63 4.88 4.63
earning
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Table A.2. CLASS Dimension and Domain Means by £Bigze, 2016 & 2017

CLASS Dimensions and Domains Spring 2016 Spring 2017
Small (<18) Large (>18) Small (<18) Large (>18)
(N=6) (N=8) (N=24) (N=8)
1. Positive Climat 5.67 5.91 6.3C 6.41
2. Negative Climate 1.04 1.22 1.07 1.0C
3. Teacher Sensitivi 5.7¢ 6.0C 6.0¢ 5.91
4. Regard for Student Perspecti 5.8¢ 6.0< 5.9¢
5. Behavior Manageme 5.71 5.7¢ 5.41 5.6:
6. Productivit 5.92 6.1¢€ 5.8:2 6.1¢€
7. Instructional Learning Forme 5.17 5.2t 5.2C 5.2t
8. Concept Developme 1.8¢ 2.22 2.7: 2.3¢
9. Quality of Feedbat 2.2¢ 2.84 3.0¢ 2.8¢
10. Language Modelir 3.1: 3.41 3.52 3.72

*The Negative Climate dimension was transposedhabdn here, high represents “good”

Table A.3. ECERS and CLASS Dimension and Domainmddsy Child Demographics, 2016 & 2017 (N=291
ECERS CLASS _ES CLASS CO CLASS IS

SD| Mear | SD| Mear | SD | Mear | SD

Total 291 3.8¢ 057 63 04f 55; | 07¢ 29¢ | 0.81
Gender | Femal 141 387 0.6 6.2€ 051 551 0.7z 3.01 0.7¢
Male 15| 391 054/ 6.3 0.4t 553 078 2.9¢ 0.8z

Age 3-Year-Olds 47 38z 0.4t 617 047 52 078 266  0.5¢
4-Year-Olds 244 39C 05¢ 63T 047 556 071 3.08 | 0.8

Ethnicity | White 62 394 066 632 04¢ 567 065 31z  0.81
Black 67 39C 041 632 03¢ 53/ |08 291 | 0.8¢

Asiar 48 3.9z 0.6( 626 04€ 56° 0.6/ 315  0.7F

Hispanic 23 3.7¢ 056 6.3% | 04¢| 54 |08 3.0z 0.8

Othel 91 386 05¢ 627 05/ 55z 07/ 2.8t  0.71

Language | Englist 19¢| 3.8 05¢ 6.3 046 555 | 0.7C 2.9€¢ | 0.7¢
Bilingual 46  3.9¢ 0.6 63t 041 56¢ 07 3.1&  0.6¢

Unknowr 46 38/ 0.4€ 6.2¢ 054/ 53t |08 296 | 0.9€

FPL <10C 61 392 04¢ 631 03¢ 53¢ 06/ 2.8  0.6¢
10C-30C 137 38 054/ 627 050 54t 0.8: 29¢  0.81

>30( 93 38 067 638 05 57 05¢ 311  0.8¢
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Appendix B.1. Raw Score Tables.

Table B.1.1. Receptive vocabulary raw score meadgains by child characteristics

nieer.org

PPVT Raw 2016  PPVT Raw 2017 PPVT Raw
N Fall Spring Gains
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28¢ 73.3¢ 27.1¢ 85.5:2 25.97 12.1¢ 12.71
Gender Femal 13¢ 74.4¢ 26.4¢ 87.6¢ 24.61 13.1¢ 12.0¢
Male 14¢ 72.2¢ 27.7¢ 83.5¢ 27.11 11.2¢ 13.3¢
Age 3-Year Old: 4€ 45.% 18.1¢ 60.52 17.0z 15.22 12.0(
4-YearOlds 242 78.6% 25.2¢ 90.2% 24.6¢ 11.6( 12.8¢
Ethnicity ~ White 61 97.5¢ 20.0¢ 108.6¢ 17.47 11.1¢( 12.3¢
Black 6€ 59.12 23.4¢ 69.8: 23.0¢ 10.7( 13.1¢
Asiar 48 61.42 25.2¢ 76.0- 24.5¢ 14.6( 10.9:
Hispanic 22 57.6¢ 24.1¢ 68.0C 20.1¢ 10.3¢ 12.4]
Othel 91 77.51 22.6¢ 90.6¢ 21.4¢ 13.1¢ 13.6¢
Language Englist 19¢ 81.2: 24.7¢ 92.72 24.3: 11.5C 13.5¢
Spanis| 3 58.0C 20.9¢ 69.3: 23.67 10.3¢ 7.51
Vietnames 12 50.1% 19.97 63.t 22.0¢ 13.3¢ 9.3(C
Othel 31 57.1% 23.8¢ 71.7¢ 23.4:% 14.61 9.0z
Unknowr 44 56.57 25.7¢ 69.9] 21.8¢ 13.3¢ 12.3:
FPL <10( 5¢ 59.3¢ 24.4¢ 71.€0 24.87 12.41 10.62
10C-30C 93 86.6: 26.t 98.1: 25.0% 11.4¢ 12.6(
>30( 13€ 70.20 24.¢ 82.8¢ 23.2¢ 12.5¢ 13.7¢

Table B.1.2. Receptive vocabulary raw score meadgjains by center characteristics

PPVT Raw PPVT Raw 2017 PPVT Raw
2016 Fall Spring Gains

Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28¢ 73.3¢ 27.1¢ 85.5:2 25.97 12.1¢ 12.77
Agency Agency 2C 62.0C 29.41 75.70 24.9¢ 13.7( 9.6¢
Agency ¢ 1C 48.C 13.6¢ 59.€0 21.66 11.6C 11.0¢
Agency 14 93.4: 27.€0 105.2: 2458 11.7¢ 12.6¢
Agency ¢ 61 74.7¢  25.1¢ 87.0i 25.0:  12.3: 11.9:
Agency ¢ 11 52,91 21.6:% 59.0¢ 17.62 6.1¢ 12.32
Agency ¢ 95 7477  24.2¢ 88.1 23.6:  13.4C 12.3(
Agency i 23 76.10  25.0:z 85.1: 18.2¢ 8.4: 13.8:
Agency8 28 740C 31.9: 89.4¢ 29.7¢  15.4¢ 12.9¢
Agency ¢ 8 7228 295t 86.8¢ 26.9:  14.6 10.9(
Agency 1( 18 79.5¢  31.9¢ 86.0C 31.8¢ 6.4< 18.9¢
Class Size 18 oor Les 187 700 27.6¢ 82.1: 26.4¢ 11.61 13.01
More than 1 101 78.5¢ 25.51 91.81 23.97 13.2: 12.3(
Curriculum  Creative Curriculur 84 69.11  30.4¢ 81.6¢ 29.0¢ 12.57 13.5¢
HighScop: 204 75.0¢ 25.5: 87.1 2450 12.0: 12.4¢
ECERS Less than 14 65.3¢  25.2] 82.8¢ 26.17 1750 11.4C
3 or More 274 73.7¢  27.2% 85.6¢ 26.0C 11.91 12.7¢
CLASSES Lessthanb.! 16 67.9¢  27.9: 86.0¢ 27.9: 18.1: 12.4¢
5.5 or Mort 272 73.68  27.1: 85.4¢ 25,91 11.8: 12.7:
CLASS CO Lessthanb. 10¢€ 68.8:  26.9¢ 80.91 26.€0 12.0¢ 13.4¢
5.5 or Mort 182 75.9¢  26.9¢ 88.20 2510 12.2¢ 12.3¢
CLASS IS Less than 15¢ 70.5¢  28.0Z 82.2¢ 26.4¢ 11.71 13.8¢
3 or More 132 76.6¢  25.7¢ 89.3¢ 249¢ 127 11.37
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Table B.1.3. Literacy raw score means and gainshidgl characteristics
WJ-LW Raw WJ-LW Raw 2017 WJ-LW Raw
N 2016 Fall Spring Gains
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28¢ 8.3¢ 6.3¢ 11.2¢ 7.22 2.8¢ 3.31
Gender Female 13€ 8.1% 6.4k 11.21 7.4¢ 3.0¢ 3.54
Male 14¢ 8.57 6.2¢ 11.2¢ 7.0C 2.6¢ 3.0¢
Age 3-Year-Old Cohor 47 4.8¢ 3.8¢ 6.9¢€ 4.3¢ 2.1z 3.1¢€
4-Yeal-Old Cohor 23¢ 9.0t 6.52 12.0¢ 7.3¢€ 3.0z 3.3z
Ethnicity ~ White 61 10.7¢ 6.81 13.9: 7.4% 3.1¢ 2.8z
Black 65 7.3F 6.07 10.3¢ 7.31 2.9¢ 3.5¢
Asiar 48 9.27 6.70 12.81 8.3¢ 3.5¢4 4.2¢
Hispanic 21 4,52 3.61 6.4: 3.61 1.9C 2.417
Othel 91 7.81 5.97 10.3¢ 6.17 2.47 2.9¢
Language Englist 19¢€ 8.7 6.52 11.4:% 7.1 2.71 3.01
Spanis| 3 7.3¢ 5.51 8.67 6.51 1.3¢ 2.52
Vietnames 12 7.8% 4.97 9.7t 4.9¢ 1.92 2.94
Othel 31 9.0¢ 7.2% 13.3¢ 9.52 4.3z 4.61
Unknowr 44 6.4% 5.0t 9.41 5.9¢ 2.9¢ 3.4¢
FPL Englist 19¢€ 8.7z 6.52 11.4: 7.1% 2.71 3.01
Bilingual 46 8.6% 6.5% 12.1: 8.47 3.5C 4.24
Unknowr 44 6.4% 5.0t 9.41 5.9¢ 2.9¢ 3.4¢
Table B.1.4. Literacy raw score means and gainsebyer characteristics
WJ-LW Raw WJ-LW Raw WJ-LW Raw
2016 Fall 2017 Spring Gains
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28¢€ 8.3¢€ 6.3t 11.2¢ 7.2z 2.8¢ 3.31
Agency Agency ! 19 5.6¢ 4.0z 9.0C 6.27 3.37 3.17
Agency : 1C 11.7 10.37 15.4 12.8¢ 3.70 4.32
Agency { 14 6.21 3.77 9.8¢ 5.2¢ 3.6 2.5¢
Agency ¢ 61 8.3¢ 4,91 10.57 5.5¢ 2.1¢ 3.3¢
Agency ¢ 11 7.0¢ 4.81 8.7: 5.12 1.6 2.11
Agency ¢ 93 9.0: 7.5¢ 12.5¢ 8.4¢ 3.5¢ 3.2¢
Agency i 23 8.61 4.3¢ 10.22 4.27 1.61 2.17
Agency ¢ 28 8.4t  6.07 11.7¢ 7.06 331 357
Agency ¢ 8 7.0C 4.6¢ 10.6: 4.6¢ 3.6% 4.0¢
Agency 1( 18 8.3¢ 8.10 1C0.0C 7.6¢€ 1.67 3.5¢
Class Size 18 or Les 187 8.27 6.5¢ 10.€0 7.1¢€ 2.6% 3.17
More than 1 9¢ 8.5% 5.91 11.87 7.30 3.3¢ 3.5¢
Curriculum  Creative Curriculur 84 8.0¢ 6.77 11.0¢ 7.€0 3.0t 3.€
HighScop: 20z 8.4¢ 6.1¢ 11.: 6.9¢ 2.81 3.1¢
ECERS Less than 1t 7.2 5.1¢ 9.0C 4.5t 1.7¢ 2.€
3 or More 271 8.4z 6.41 11.3¢ 7.38 2.9 3.3¢
CLASS ES Lessthan5. 17 6.71 4,91 10.0C 6.91 3.2¢ 4.1¢
5.5 or Mor 26¢ 8.4¢ 6.4z 11.3] 7.2F 2.8t 3.2¢
CLASS CO Lessthan 5. 103 7.1 5.3¢ 9.€0 5.90 2.47 3.3t
5.5 or Mort¢ 18¢ 9.04 6.7t 12.1¢ 7.74 3.11 3.2
CLASS IS Lessthan ¢ 154 8.0¢ 6.2z 10.8¢ 7.11 2.7¢ 3.4t
3 or More 132 8.67 6.5z 11.67 7.3¢€ 2.9¢ 3.1F
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Table B.1.5. Math raw score means and gains by chiracteristics
WJ-AP Raw WJ-AP Raw 2017 WJ-AP Raw
N 2016 Fall Spring Gains
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28¢€ 10.9¢ 5.5¢ 13.9: 5.32 2.94 3.5z
Gender Female 13€ 10.8¢ 5.7z 13.37 5.2t 2.54 3.6¢
Male 14¢ 11.1¢ 5.4¢ 14.4¢ 5.3t 3.3C 3.3€
Age 3-Year-Old Cohor 47 4.7¢ 3.91 8.64 4.11 3.8t 4.4¢
4-Yeal-Old Cohor 23¢ 12.21 5.0z 14.97 4.60 2.7¢€ 3.31
Ethnicity ~ White 61 15.2¢ 4.3¢ 16.9¢ 4.27 1.6¢ 3.64
Black 65 7.8¢ 5.27 10.9¢ 5.2¢ 3.0t 3.17
Asiar 48 10.0¢ 5.70 13.8: 5.4z 3.7 3.97
Hispanic 21 7.0t 4.1t 11.0C 4.31 3.9 2.7%
Othel 91 11.7¢ 4.67 14.7; 4.7 3.0z 3.47
Language Englist 19¢€ 12.3¢ 4,91 14.92 4.9¢ 2.57 3.6:
Spanisl! 3 6.67 5.51 11.3: 5.51 4.67 0.5¢
Vietnames 12 9.0C 5.4¢ 13.4: 6.0¢ 4.47 3.6
Othel 31 9.2¢ 6.1¢ 13.0C 5.5¢ 3.71 3.2¢
Unknowr 44 6.9¢ 5.6% 10.50 4.9 3.5z 3.11
FPL Englist 19¢€ 12.3¢ 4.91 14.9:2 4.9¢ 2.57 3.6%
Bilingual 46 9.04 5.8¢ 13.0(¢ 5.61 3.9¢ 3.2¢
Unknowr 44 6.9¢ 5.6% 10.50 4,94 3.5z 3.11
Table B.1.6 Math raw score means and gains by ceh&gacteristics
WJ-AP Raw WJ-AP Raw WJ-AP Raw
2016 Fall 2017 Spring Gains
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
Total 28¢€ 10.9¢ 5.5¢ 13.9: 5.32 2.94 3.5¢
Agency Agency ! 19 7.2¢€ 6.51 11.4% 5.10 4.21 4.0
Agency : 1C 6.0C 4.57 8.10 4.8¢ 2.10 4.61
Agency : 14 14.1¢ 5.27 14.71 4.0t 0.57 2.71
Agency ¢ 61 11.7¢  4.87 13.8¢ 5.17 2.08 4.0z
Agency ¢ 11 827  4.9¢ 14.6¢ 380 636  3.1¢
Agency ¢ 93 11.82 5.2 14.91 5.3¢ 3.10 3.3¢
Agency | 23 10.0¢ 4.9: 13.4¢ 4.7¢ 3.4: 2.37
Agency ¢ 29 10.72 5.8¢ 13.6¢ 5.7t 2.97 3.2
Agency ¢ 8 12.3¢ 4.9¢ 15.7¢ 3.71 3.3¢ 2.8%
Agency 1( 18 11.0C 6.6¢€ 14.11 6.20 3.11 2.14
Class Size  18or Les:! 187 10.0¢ 5.7¢ 13.1¢ 5.4¢ 3.14 3.3¢€
More than 1 9¢ 12.¢ 4.6¢€ 15.3¢ 4.70 2.5 3.82
Curriculum  Creative Curriculur 84 9.€0 6.22 12.81 5.7¢ 3.21 3.3¢
HighScop: 20z 11.57 5.20 14.4 5.07 2.8z 3.€
ECERS Less than 1t 8.40 5.44 11.27 5.5¢ 2.87 2.3¢€
3 or More 271 11.1¢ 5.5¢ 14.0¢ 5.2¢ 2.9 3.5¢
CLASS ES Lessthanb. 17 8.41 5.71 11.6¢ 6.0¢ 3.2¢ 2.3¢€
5.5 or Mort¢ 26¢ 11.1¢ 5.54 14.07 5.2¢ 2.92 3.€
CLASS CO Lessthan 5. 10z 9.€0 5.6¢ 12.7 5.6¢ 2.8( 3.6¢
5.5 or Mort¢ 18¢ 11.61 5.44 14.6: 4.9¢ 3.0z 3.4t
CLASS IS Less than 154 10.3¢ 5.51 13.5] 5.5¢€ 3.1F 3.6t
3 or More 132 11.7¢ 5.5¢ 14.4: 5.0C 2.6¢ 3.3¢
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Appendix B.2. Standard and Raw Score Tables DEEL Deographics.
Table B.2.1. Standard score means and gains by cracteristics
Race/Ethnicity N 2016 Fall 2017 Spring Gains
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
PPVT White 64 115.5: 13.7i 116.9¢ 12.11 1.4¢ 9.72
Standard Black 61 90.1¢ 14.6¢ 91.87 14.2¢ 1.6¢ 10.0z
Asiar 48 91.5¢ 16.7¢ 96.21 15.51] 4.67 8.4¢
Hispanic 41 98.7: 17.1¢ 102.7: 15.9¢ 3.9¢ 8.7¢
Othel 71 103.97 15.27 106.0( 14.5¢ 2.0¢ 10.3¢
WJ-LW White 64 106.0¢ 14.7: 106.1( 14.41 0.0z 6.8<
Standard Black 61 98.6¢ 16.15 101.2¢ 16.4¢ 2.62 10.0¢
Asiar 48 104.2¢ 16.7: 107.0¢ 16.8: 2.81 11.81
Hispanic 41 94.7¢ 14.01 94.8: 12.3¢ 0.07 10.6¢
Othel 71 100.2¢ 15.0¢ 99.2¢ 14.01 -1.0C 8.4¢
WJ-AP White 64 113.5] 9.9¢ 110.2¢ 10.45 -3.2¢ 11.7¢
Standard Black 61 94.11 14.3¢ 98.5¢ 11.1¢ 4.4 12.8:2
Asiar 48 100.27 15.7¢ 105.1: 14.7: 4.8t 13.8(
Hispanic 41 98.1¢ 14.4¢ 102.4: 12.47 4.27 11.0:
Othel 71 104.3( 11.4¢ 105.9° 12.92 1.6¢ 10.21
Table B.2.2. Standard score means and gains by céracteristics
Race/Ethnicity N 2016 Fall 2017 Spring Gains
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
PPVT White 64 96.1¢ 20.51 107.1° 17.8¢ 11.0z 12.9:
Raw Black 61 57.3¢ 22.8: 68.0¢ 22.7¢ 10.6¢ 13.5:
Asiar 48 60.0¢ 23.8¢ 74.5¢ 23.5¢ 14.5( 10.7(¢
Hispanic 41 69.8: 24.9¢ 83.8¢ 24.0¢t 14.02 11.87
Othel 71 77.7¢ 24.1, 89.87 22.5: 12.0¢ 13.97
WJ-LW White 64 106.0¢ 14.7: 13.8: 7.2€ 3.14 2.8(
Raw Black 61 98.6¢ 16.15 10.2¢ 7.47 2.9C 3.3¢
Asiar 48 104.2¢ 16.7: 13.1(C 8.1¢ 3.8t 4.2z
Hispanic 41 94.7¢ 14.01 8.0t 5.22 1.9 2.7¢4
Othel 71 100.2¢ 15.0¢ 10.3i 6.4z 2.3C 2.8¢
WJ-AP White 64 15.4] 3.8¢ 16.9¢ 4.0t 1.57 3.57
Raw Black 61 8.0C 5.37 10.8: 5.3¢ 2.82 3.2C
Asiar 48 9.94 5.67 13.81 5.3t 3.8¢ 3.9¢
Hispanic 41 9.34 5.1¢ 12.9¢ 5.07 3.61 3.2¢
Othel 71 11.62 4.4¢ 14.7¢ 4.7¢ 3.14 3.3¢€
DCCS White 64 1.7¢ 0.4¢ 2.0z 0.6( 0.2t 0.6(
Black 61 1.2¢ 0.71 1.51 0.7z 0.2t 0.7C
Asiar 48 1.52 0.5¢ 1.6& 0.57 0.1z 0.5z
Hispanic 41 1.3¢ 0.6< 1.61 0.6< 0.2z 0.4¢
Othel 71 1.5¢4 0.6¢ 1.7t 0.67 0.21 0.6<
PT White 64 9.4¢ 4.8: 10.7¢ 5.41 1.3z 5.2C
Black 61 3.84 5.2t 6.3¢ 5.82 2.5€ 5.3C
Asiar 48 6.5C 6.5¢ 9.1C 6.1°F 2.6C 6.27
Hispanic 41 5.27 5.0¢ 7.3¢€ 6.1¢ 2.1z 4.92
Othel 71 6.3( 5.7z 9.24 5.9¢ 2.94 5.14
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Table B.2.3. Standard score means and gains by dméracteristics
Language N 2016 Fall 2017 Spring Gains
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
PPVT Englist 19t 105.7¢ 16.5¢ 107.7( 16.2¢ 1.91 10.1¢
Standard Spanisl 3 89.3: 18.0¢ 91.3: 17.21 2.0C 6.2
Vietnames 12 85.2¢ 15.51 88.9: 15.01 3.67 7.7¢
Othel 31 89.2:% 14.7¢ 93.97 14.4: 4,74 6.6(
Unknowr 43 91.0¢ 16.81 94.67 13.0¢ 3.6: 9.71
WJ-LW Englist 19t 101.5: 15.7: 101.6: 15.22 0.0¢ 8.7¢
Standard  Spanisl 3 96.0( 21.0(C 95.3¢ 17.7¢ -0.67 6.3t
Vietnames 12 102.2¢ 13.61 100.67 13.5¢ -1.5¢ 10.0¢
Othel 31 103.8¢ 17.45 108.1¢ 18.61 4.3z 8.84
Unknowr 43 97.1¢ 14.7(¢ 99.4: 13.4¢ 2.2¢ 12.71
WJ-AP Englist 19t 105.8¢ 12.92 106.4¢ 12.67 0.5¢ 11.7¢
Standard  Spanisl 3 90.0( 19.52 98.3: 17.3¢ 8.3¢ 5.51
Vietnames 12 97.5( 17.4¢ 104.0¢ 18.6¢ 6.5¢ 15.6¢
Othel 31 98.2¢ 16.4¢ 102.8¢ 12.7: 4.5t 9.5t
Unknowr 43 93.1¢ 14.7¢ 98.5¢ 9.7¢ 5.4( 14.27
Table B.2.4. Standard score means and gains by dméracteristics
Language N 2016 Fall 2017 Spring Gains
Mear SD Mear SD Mear SD
PPVT Englist 19¢ 81.22 24.7¢ 92.72 24.3: 11.5C 13.5¢
Raw Spanis| 3 58.0C 20.9¢ 69.3: 23.6 10.3: 7.51
Vietnames 12 50.17 19.91 63.t 22.0¢ 13.3¢ 9.3(
Othel 31 57.1% 23.8¢ 71.7¢ 23.4: 14.61 9.0z
Unknowr 44 56.57 25.7¢ 69.91 21.8¢ 13.3¢ 12.3:
WJ-LW Englist 19¢ 8.7z 6.52 11.43 7.1 2.71 3.01
Raw Spanis| 3 7.3 5.51 8.67 6.51 1.3¢ 2.5z
Vietnames 12 7.8 4.97 9.7¢ 4.9¢ 1.92 2.94
Othel 31 9.0¢ 7.2% 13.3¢ 9.52 4.3z 4.61
Unknowr 44 6.4< 5.0t 9.41 5.9¢ 2.9¢ 3.4¢
WJ-AP Englist 19¢€ 12.3¢ 4.91 14.9:2 4.9¢ 2.57 3.63
Raw Spanis| 3 6.67 5.51 11.3¢ 5.51 4.67 0.5¢
Vietnames 12 9.0C 5.4¢ 13.4: 6.0¢ 4.4z 3.8
Othel 31 9.2¢ 6.1¢ 13.0C 5.5¢ 3.71 3.2¢
Unknowr 44 6.9¢ 5.6 10.t 4,94 3.5z 3.11
DCCS Englist 19t 1.5¢ 0.64¢ 1.82 0.661 0.2t 0.601
Spanisl 3 1.67 0.57i 1.67 0.57i 0.0c 0.0c
Vietnames 12 1.5C 0.52: 1.5¢ 0.66¢ 0.0¢ 0.51¢
Othel 31 1.3¢ 0.75¢ 1.61 0.61¢ 0.2¢ 0.68:
Unknowr 44 1.2C 0.50¢ 1.3¢ 0.61¢ 0.1¢ 0.58:
PT Englist 19t 7.1€ 5.63] 9.52 5.66 2.3¢ 5.307
Spanis| 3 5.0C 5.29: 2.67 3.21¢ -2.3¢ 2.517
Vietnames 12 3.9z 5.72¢ 8.5¢ 7.51: 4.67 6.34¢
Othel 31 5.4¢ 5.93¢ 7.3 6.06: 1.84 6.17
Unknowr 44 3.8¢ 5.72% 6.2t 6.58¢ 2.3¢€ 4.63¢
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Appendix C.1. Sensitivity Analyses.

Table C.1. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2018 raw score gains in relation to child and
site or classroom characteristics and ECERS-3

Rec.
Vocabulary Literacy Raw Math Raw DCCS Sum
Raw
Female 1.77:2 0.37¢ -0.886 0.55¢
(1.32 (0.37 (0.36 (0.52
Black -6.465 -0.66¢ -0.36¢ -0.35¢
(2.59 (0.69 (0.70 (0.97
Asiar -2.00¢ 0.59¢ 0.24¢ -0.39:
(2.65 (0.71 (0.70 (0.99
Hispanic -8.109 -1.73¢ 0.06¢ -1.09¢
(3.22 (0.89 (0.89 (1.22
Other Rac -0.35( -1.04: 0.571 -1.07z
(2.03 (0.56 (0.55 (0.77
DLL 0.052 0.031 0.34¢ -0.29(
(2.28 (0.63 (0.61 (0.88
Agency Selecte 7.206 -0.321 0.46¢ -1.48¢
(3.40 (0.95 (0.92 (1.33
FPL <100% 1.13: 1.660 -1.10( 0.487
(2.91 (0.81 (0.78 (1.13
FPL 10(-300% 0.48¢ 0.99¢ -0.361 0.24¢
(2.27 (0.64 (0.62 (0.89
Income<20K -4.54¢ -1.07¢ -0.82¢ -0.25%
(3.21 (0.90 (0.89 (1.25
Income 21-40K -2.22¢ -0.071 -0.57: 0.37¢
(2.84 (0.79 (0.77 (.11
Income 41-60K 1.89: -1.031 -0.43i 0.54¢
(2.89 (0.81 (0.79 (1.14
Income 61-80K -5.200 0.637 -0.73- 0.43¢
(2.40 (0.67 (0.65 (0.94
Class Siz 0.42: -0.03¢ 0.127 0.05(C
(0.37 (0.10 (0.10 (0.14
ECERS 0.357 1.374 0.64¢ -0.44¢
(1.95 (0.54 (0.53 (0.76
Observation 28¢€ 28¢€ 28¢€ 28¢€

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Rawresg are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM. Alternatic@risg is
used for the DCCS. Errors are clustered at thdesit.
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Table C.2. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2018 raw score gains in relation to child and
site or classroom characteristics and CLASS dinogissi

Rec. Vocabulary  Literacy Raw Math Raw  DCCS Sum
Raw
Femalt 1.52¢ 0.301 -0.902 0.50¢
(1.31 (0.38 (0.36 (0.52
Black -5.909 -0.63- -0.38¢ -0.32¢
(2.56 (0.70 (0.70 (0.96
Asiar -2.25( 0.51( 0.24: -0.44¢
(2.63 (0.72 (0.70 (0.99
Hispanic -7.791 -1.72¢ 0.04¢ -0.997
(3.18 (0.90 (0.89 (1.21
Other Rac -0.35( -1.04( 0.572 -1.16¢
(2.01 (0.56 (0.55 0.77
Bilingual -0.131 0.141 0.37¢ -0.20¢
(2.25 (0.63 (0.61 (0.87
Agency Selecte 7.242 -0.53( 0.39( -1.27¢
(3.38 (0.97 (0.93 (1.33
FPL <100% 2.18¢ 1.863 -1.02¢ 0.44¢
(2.89 (0.82 (0.79 (1.13
FPL 10(-300% 0.92¢ 1.14(C -0.26¢ 0.14¢
(2.25 (0.64 (0.62 (0.89
Income<20K -5.10¢ -1.08¢ -0.85¢ -0.19¢
(3.19 (0.91 (0.89 (1.25
Income 21-40K -2.47°¢ -0.11( -0.61( 0.45¢
(2.81 (0.80 (0.78 (1.11
Income 41-60K 1.75i -0.97¢ -0.452 0.58¢
(2.87 (0.82] (0.80 (1.14
Income 61-80K -5.286 0.64¢ -0.74¢ 0.522
(2.38 (0.68 (0.65 (0.93
Class Siz 0.36( -0.08¢ 0.09¢ 0.03¢
(0.39 (0.11 (0.11 (0.15
CLASS _E¢ -2.64¢ -0.19¢ 0.27¢ -1.11z
(1.69 (0.48 (0.46 (0.66;
CLASS_CcC 2.58i 0.44¢ 0.15¢ 0.48i
(1.61 (0.47 (0.45 (0.65
CLASS I 1.20z 0.03: 0.04( -0.54¢
(1.09 (0.32 (0.31 (0.44
N 28¢ 28¢€ 28¢€ 28€

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiitteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Rawresg are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM. Alternatc@risg is
used for the DCCS. Errors are clustered at thdesit.
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Table C.3. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2018 standard score gains in relation to child
and site or classroom characteristics and ECERf®e3holds.

Executive Functio

Rec. Literacy Math
Vocabulary Standard  Standard DCCS PT
Standar
Femalt 1.24¢ 0.26¢ -2.23( 0.08¢ -0.57¢
(0.98 (1.05 (1.16 (0.06 (0.54
Black -4.536 -0.65: -1.80¢ -0.02( -0.311
(2.90 (1.96 (2.24 (0.11 (1.00
Asiar -1.40¢4 0.66¢ -0.84: -0.14( 1.31:
(1.95 (2.00 (2.23 (0.11 (1.02
Hispanic -5.660 -4.52¢ -2.561 -0.17¢ -1.44¢
(2.37 (2.53 (2.82 (0.14 (1.25
Other Rac -0.49( -3.151 0.72¢ -0.151] -0.26¢
(1.49 (1.57 (1.75; (0.09 (0.79
Bilingual 0.19¢ 0.29¢ 0.75:¢ -0.00: -0.77
(1.67 .77 (1.95 (0.10 (0.90
Agency Selecte 4.61 0.77¢ 2.64¢ -0.06¢ 1.79i
(2.61 (2.79 (3.06; (0.16 (1.42
FPL<100% 0.55¢ 4.10¢ -4.00: -0.041 -2.530
(2.15 (2.28 (2.51 (0.13 (1.16
FPL 10(-300% 0.08¢ 1.88¢ -1.36¢ -0.061 -0.232
(1.67 (1.79 (1.98 (0.10 (0.91
Income<20K -2.727 -1.53¢ -1.25: 0.027 -1.517
(2.37 (2.52 (2.82 (0.14 (1.29
Income21K-40K -1.35¢ -0.44( -0.76( 0.00z -1.49¢
(2.09 (2.24 (2.47 (0.13 (1.14
Income 41k-60K 1.93( -1.792 -1.077 0.07¢ -0.49¢
(2.13 (2.29 (2.54 (0.13 (1.16
Income 61k-80K -3.643 1.90¢ -1.69¢ 0.03¢ 0.17¢
@.77 (1.89 (2.08 (0.11 (0.96
Class Siz 0.357 -0.181 0.28¢ 0.011 0.20¢
(0.27 (0.29 (0.32 (0.02 (0.15
ECERS>3 -1.75¢ 0.322 4.54¢ -0.06¢ -1.01:
(2.52 (2.58 (2.87 (0.15 (1.31
N 28¢ 28¢€ 28¢ 28¢€ 28%

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Rawresg are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM. Errors arsteted at
the site level.
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Table C.4. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2018 standard score gains in relation to child
and site or classroom characteristics and CLAS&d#ion thresholds.

Rec. Vocabulary Literacy Math Executive Functio
Standard Standard  Standard DCCs PT
Femalt 1.22¢ 0.117 -2.338 0.08¢ -0.54¢
(0.97 (1.04 (1.16 (0.06 (0.54
Black -4.468 -0.52¢ -1.48¢ -0.03¢ -0.39¢
(2.90 (1.95 (2.24 (0.11 (1.00
Asiar -1.56¢ 0.84: -0.30¢ -0.161 1.221
(a.97 (2.01 (2.25 (0.11 (1.03
Hispanic -5.699 -4.28¢ -2.181 -0.18¢ -1.52(
(2.37 (2.51 (2.82 (0.14 (1.26
Other Rac -0.547 -3.533 0.77¢ -0.16: -0.28
(2.50 (1.56 (1.76 (0.09 (0.80
Bilingual 0.00¢ 0.33¢ 0.64¢« 0.00¢ -0.741
(1.68 (1.76 (1.96 (0.10 (0.91
Agency Selecte 4.934 1.06: 1.43( -0.03¢ 2.10¢
(2.49 (2.65 (2.94 (0.15 (1.37
FPL <100% 0.741 4.42¢ -3.56( -0.057 -2.636
(2.15 (2.27 (2.52 (0.13 (1.17
FPL 10(-300% 0.13¢ 1.97:2 -1.13¢ -0.07( -0.28¢
(1.67 (1.78 (1.99 (0.10 (0.91
Income<20K -2.68¢ -1.59¢ -1.56: 0.03¢ -1.47(
(2.37 (2.51 (2.83 (0.14 (1.29
Income 21-40K -1.41¢ -0.40¢ -0.86: 0.00¢ -1.461
(2.09 (2.22 (2.47 (0.13 (1.14
Income 41k-60K 2.04( -1.86¢ -1.19(C 0.08: -0.50(
(2.13 (2.27 (2.55 (0.13 (1.17
Income 61k-80K -3.578 2.15¢ -1.62¢ 0.03¢ 0.16(
@.77 (1.88 (2.09 (0.11 (0.96
Class Siz 0.36( -0.23¢ 0.35¢ 0.00¢ 0.18¢
(0.27 (0.29 (0.32 (0.02 (0.15
CLASS_ES>5.E -2.641 -2.39¢ 1.807 -0.06¢ -0.15¢
(2.38 (2.47 (2.79 (0.14 (1.27
CLASS_CO>5.t 0.017 3.012 2.107 -0.03¢ -0.33¢
(1.38 (1.52 (1.67 (0.09 (0.77
CLASS_1S>3 1.43: -1.89¢ -0.67¢ -0.05¢ -0.051]
(1.20 (1.29 (1.43 (0.07 (0.66
N 28¢ 28¢€ 28€ 28¢€ 28t

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Rawresg are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM. Errors arsteted at
the site level.
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Appendix C.2. Sensitivity Analyses with DEEL Demogaphics.

Table C.2.1. Multivariate analyses of 2016—-17 SRgnam impacts, standard scores, including
DEEL child characteristics

Table 20 Model Rec. Literacy Math Executive Function
Vocabulary  Standard  Standard DCCS PT
Standar
SPF 1.561 2.10¢ 1.04¢ -0.13( -1.314°
(1.08 (1.09 (2.28 (0.09 (0.45
Days Between Tes 0.04¢ 0.04¢ 0.14¢ -0.001 0.088
(0.08 (0.07 (0.11 (0.01; (0.04
Femal 0.73i 0.252 -1.99¢ 0.09¢ -0.09¢
(0.72 (0.90 (1.23 (0.06, (0.62
Black -6.268™ 0.04: -2.832 -0.10¢ -0.00¢
(1.55 (1.87 (2.35 (0.09 (0.81
Asiar -3.50z -0.291 -1.24; -0.12¢ 1.41:
(2.22 (2.25 (2.72 (0.08 (0.86
Hispanic -5.974° -3.751 -2.53¢ -0.217 -0.39(
(1.89 (2.03 (2.39 (0.11 (0.86,
Othel -2.34( -1.957% 1.18¢ -0.177 0.05¢
.27 (1.40 (1.46 (0.08 (0.65
DLL -0.68¢ 2.75] 0.66¢ -0.05¢ -0.85¢
(1.90 (2.28 (2.13 (0.07 (0.76,
Agency Selecte 1.17(¢ 0.12: 0.78¢ -0.12¢ 0.63(
(1.45 (1.42 (1.10 (0.10 (0.61
Income<20K -3.954 -1.20¢ -3.33¢ -0.06( -3.406"
(1.90 (2.08 (2.24 (0.14 (0.57
Income 21+-40K -1.76( -1.17: -1.92¢ 0.04¢ -1.641
(1.73 (1.89 (1.91 (0.11 (0.68
Income 41+-60K 1.40¢ -1.53¢ -2.251 -0.07¢ -1.40¢
(1.63 (1.53 (2.21 (0.13 (0.88
Income 61+-80K -5.466 0.79i -2.74¢ -0.04z -0.69¢
(2.27 (1.74 (1.37 (0.10 (0.84
Observation 347 34€ 34€ 34k 344

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Eravesclustered at the site level.
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Table C.2.2. Multivariate analyses of 201617 SRIgnam impacts, standard scores, including
DEEL child characteristics, Model 1

Table 21 Model 1 Rec. Literacy Math Executive Functio
Vocabulary  Standard  Standard DCCS PT
Standar
SPP 0.75( 1.69¢ -0.31¢ -0.091 -1.295"
(1.18 (1.05 (2.44 (0.06 (0.40
Female -0.24( 0.201 -2.105 0.09¢ -0.10z
(0.80 (0.82 (0.96 (0.05 (0.50
Black -6.663™ 0.75¢ -3.08( -0.10¢ -0.26:
(1.48 (1.75 (2.26 (0.08 (0.81
Asian -3.932 0.46¢ -1.37¢ -0.09¢ 1.06¢
(1.89 (1.96 (2.51 (0.07 (0.71
Hispanic -6.052" -2.30¢ -1.87¢ -0.241 -0.63¢
(1.85 (2.03 (2.09 (0.09 (0.72
Other -2.547 -1.58¢ 0.64¢ -0.170 -0.17¢
.17 (1.19 (1.20 (0.07 (0.57
DLL -0.97¢ 2.59¢ 0.101 -0.06¢ -0.811
(1.78 (2.09 (1.99 (0.07 (0.67
Agency Selected 1.27( -0.11¢ 0.851 -0.12% 0.68¢
(1.44 (1.42 (1.21 (0.10 (0.58
Income<20K -4.44¢ -1.79¢ -3.65¢ -0.09( -3.100™
Q.77 (1.95 (2.31 (0.13 (0.60
Income 21K-40K -2.35( -1.71¢ -2.161 0.001 -1.371
(.49 (1.69 (.81 (0.09 (0.71
Income 41K-60K 0.56: -2.177 -2.46% -0.11¢ -1.15¢
(1.50 (1.37 (2.13 (0.12 (0.84
Income 61K-80K -5.309 -0.25¢ -2.949 -0.06: -0.41°¢
(2.17 (1.49 (1.27 (0.08 (0.79
Observation 347 34¢€ 34¢€ 34E 344

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Eravesclustered at the site level.
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Table C.2.3. Multivariate analyses of 2016—17 SRgnam impacts, raw scores, including
DEEL child characteristics, Model 2

Table 21 Model 2 Rec. Vocabulary  Literacy Raw Math Raw
Raw
SPP 1.72¢ 0.72¢ 0.19¢
(2.40 (0.37 (0.76
Female 1.14z 0.33i -0.841
(0.99 (0.31 (0.41
Black -8.352" 0.10¢ -0.80:
(2.22 (0.81 (0.79
Asian -4.77 0.50: 0.16¢
(2.97 (0.80 (0.87
Hispanic -8.419" -1.181 -0.15(
(2.62 0.77 (0.82
Other -2.751 -0.33¢ 0.70¢
(1.73 (0.60 .47
DLL -1.16( 0.797 0.231
(2.58 (0.69 (0.66
Agency Selected 1.82: -0.14¢ 0.43¢
(12.98 (0.59 (0.33
Income<20K -5.457 -0.49: -1.33¢
(2.47 (0.80 (0.70
Income 21K-40K -2.562 -0.13¢ -0.69(
(2.31 (0.73 (0.56
Income 41K-60K 1.81: -0.40¢ -0.607
(2.25 0.47 (0.69
Income 61K-80K -7.229 0.58( -0.919
(3.03 (0.57 (0.39
Missing Income -2.201 1.29i -1.95¢
(4.48 (0.96 (1.14
Observation 347 34¢€ 34¢€

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Eravesclustered at the site level.
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Table C.2.4. Multivariate analyses of 2016—17 SRgnam impacts, raw scores, including
DEEL child characteristics, Model 3

Table 21 Model 3 Rec. Vocabulary  Literacy Raw Math Raw
Raw
SPP 1.14z 0.704 -0.02¢
(12.40 (0.32 (0.72
Female -0.09¢ 0.37: -0.779
(2.02 (0.30 (0.33
Black -8.964" 0.25: -1.05¢
(2.12 (0.72 (0.74
Asian -5.254 0.61¢ -0.04¢
(2.52 (0.67 (0.79
Hispanic -8.536" -0.75( -0.157%
(2.52 (0.76 (0.70
Other -3.237 -0.301 0.42¢
(1.57 (0.50 (0.39
DLL -1.69¢ 0.857 0.09z
(2.43 (0.65 (0.61
Agency Selected 1.82¢ -0.20( 0.46¢
(2.99 (0.58 (0.40
Income<20K -5.956 -0.68¢ -1.38¢
(2.32 (0.76 (0.75
Income 21K-40K -3.071 -0.30¢ -0.62¢
(2.00 (0.63 (0.54
Income 41K-60K 0.95¢ -0.63¢ -0.632
(2.04 (0.43 (0.66
Income 61K-80K -6.763 0.25¢ -0.885
(2.86 (0.49 (0.37
Observation 347 34¢ 34¢€

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Erayesclustered at the site level.
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Table C.2.5. Multivariate analyses of 2016—17 SRIgnam impacts, standard scores, including
DEEL child characteristics, Model 4

Table 21 Model 4 Rec. Literacy Math Executive Functio
Vocabulary = Standard  Standard
Standard DCCS PT
SPP 1.35¢ 1.69¢ 0.03¢ -0.12: -1.330"
(1.00 (1.17 (2.56 (0.08 (0.38
Female 0.11¢ 0.22¢ -2.16¢ 0.08¢ 0.03¢
(0.80 (0.88 (1.14 (0.06 (0.59
Black -6.184™ 0.52¢ -2.12¢ -0.10z -0.08:
(1.52 (1.80 (2.30 (0.09 (0.80
Asian -3.49¢ 0.38: -0.25¢ -0.097 1.221]
(2.06 (2.05 (2.53 (0.08 (0.79
Hispanic -5.581" -2.60( -0.83¢ -0.250 -0.49¢
(1.88 (2.03 (2.25 (0.10 (0.76
Other -2.21z2 -1.74C 1.60¢ -0.169 0.02(
(1.21 (1.28 (1.40 (0.08 (0.61]
DLL -0.46¢ 2.37¢ -0.03z -0.07( -0.74¢
(1.86 (2.17 (2.11 (0.07 (0.73
Agency Selected 1.29( 0.07¢ 0.72¢ -0.12¢ 0.65z
(1.42 (1.47 (1.09 (0.10 (0.59
Income<20K -4.060 -1.64¢ -3.667 -0.08: -3.305™
(1.86 (2.02 (2.30 (0.14 (0.56
Income 21K-40K -2.02¢ -1.511 -2.071 0.012 -1.591
(1.64 (1.84 (1.84 (0.10 (0.66
Income 41K-60K 0.91: -2.00¢ -1.96: -0.10¢ -1.28¢
(1.61 (1.42 (2.13 (0.13 (0.81]
Income 61K-80K -5.352 0.307 -2.756 -0.057 -0.727
(2.20 (1.64 (1.33 (0.10 (0.83
Observation 347 34¢€ 34¢€ 34t 344

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Eravesclustered at the site level.
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Table C.2.6. Multivariate analyses of 2016—17 SRgnam impacts, raw scores, including
DEEL child characteristics, Model 5

Table 21 Model 5 Rec. Vocabulary  Literacy Raw Math Raw
Raw
SPP 1.71¢ 0.691 0.00z
(1.24 (0.35 (0.78
Female 0.32¢ 0.34( -0.873
(2.07 (0.31 (0.39
Black -8.373" 0.21¢ -0.691
(2.16 (0.77 (0.76
Asian -4.76¢ 0.63¢ 0.35(
(.77 (0.72 (0.80
Hispanic -7.965" -0.78: 0.23¢
(2.59 (0.79 (0.74
Other -2.87¢ -0.30¢ 0.76¢
(1.66 (0.56 (0.45
DLL -0.98¢ 0.717 0.06t
(2.52 (0.67 (0.65
Agency Selected 1.92: -0.15( 0.42:
(1.96 (0.60 (0.34
Income<20K -5.487 -0.61¢ -1.37¢
(2.43 (0.79 (0.72
Income 21K-40K -2.744 -0.19¢ -0.64
(2.19 (0.70 (0.55
Income 41K-60K 1.27¢ -0.551 -0.491
(2.22 (0.44 (0.66
Income 61K-80K -6.879 0.447 -0.872
(2.97 (0.54 (0.37
Observation 347 34¢ 34¢€

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Erayesclustered at the site level.
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Appendix D. Analyses for moderators.

Table D.1. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2818 standard score gains in relation to child
and classroom characteristics and parenting amubsaioderators: All variables and ECERS

Table 22 Rec. Literacy Math Executive Functio
Vocabulary  Standard Standard
Standard DCCS PT
Femal 1.10(¢ 0.62- -2.07i 0.09( -0.61¢
(0.98 (.04 (1.15 (0.06 (0.53
Black -4.765 -0.56¢ -1.23¢ -0.03< -0.40¢
(2.90 (1.94 (2.20 (0.11 (0.98
Asiar -1.381 0.91: -0.097 -0.11¢ 1.411
(.94 (2.99 (2.21; (0.11 (2.00
Hispanic -5.897 -4.50¢ -2.79:% -0.171 -1.75¢
(2.38 (2.50 (2.79 (0.14 (1.23
Othel -0.56¢ -3.217 1.071 -0.14: -0.14c
(1.49 (1.55 (1.73 (0.09 (0.78
DLL 0.18¢ -0.76: 0.75¢ 0.01¢« -0.471
1.74 (1.81 (2.00 (0.10 (0.92
Agency Selecte 5.216 0.62i 2.16¢ -0.03¢ 1.94¢
(2.59 (2.76 (3.02 (0.15 (1.40
Income< 20K -2.67¢ -1.831 -0.83( 0.02¢t -1.07¢
(2.39 (2.52 (2.81 (0.124 (1.28
Income 21-40K -1.11¢ -0.87¢ -0.93( -0.01¢ -1.297
(2.09 (2.22 (2.44 (0.12 (1.12
Income 41-60K 1.97: -2.41( -0.50z 0.09( -0.39¢
(2.16 (2.30 (2.54 (0.13 (1.16
Income 61-80K -3.563 1.91¢« -1.18: 0.01t 0.19:2
(1.78 (1.88 (2.07 (0.11 (0.95
FPL <100% 0.42¢ 4.30¢ -3.82¢ -0.03< -2.729
(2.14 (2.25 (2.48 (0.13 (1.14
FPL 10(-300% 0.36¢ 1.99¢ -0.99¢ -0.01¢ 0.09¢
(1.68 (1.79 (1.98 (0.120 (0.90
Class Siz 0.36: -0.19¢ 0.41:2 0.00% 0.17:2
(0.27 (0.29 (0.32 (0.02 (0.15
ECERS 0.43¢ 1.871 2.45¢ -0.12¢ -0.79:¢
(1.44 (.52 (1.66 (0.08 (0.76
Positive Chanc -0.12( 0.02( -0.052 -0.011 -0.124
(0.09 (0.10 (0.11 (0.01 (0.05
Connection to preschc 0.10¢ 0.207 0.09( 0.013 0.07¢
(0.11 (0.11 (0.13 (0.01 (0.06
Teacher communicatir 0.40¢ -0.711 0.08¢ 0.012 0.479
(0.34 (0.37 (0.40 (0.02 (0.18
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Interaction with chils 0.00: -0.07¢ -0.077 0.00: -0.02¢
(0.05 (0.05 (0.05 (0.00 (0.03
Previous center 0.447 -0.070 2.896 0.161" 0.324
experienc
(0.97 (1.04 1.14 (0.06 (0.52
Observation 28¢€ 28¢€ 28¢ 28¢€ 28t

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand

an indicator for missing language or income. Rawresg are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM.
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Table D.2. Multivariate analyses of children’s 2818 standard score gains in relation to child
and classroom characteristics and parenting amebsatoderators: All variables and CLASS

Table 23 Rec. Literacy Math Executive Functio
Vocabulary Standard Standard
Standard DCCS PT
Femalt 0.98¢ 0.55¢ -2.167 0.08¢ -0.62¢
(0.97 (.04 (1.16 (0.06 (0.53
Black -4.347 -0.64( -1.161 -0.022 -0.35¢
(1.89 (.94 (2.22 (0.11 (0.98
Asiar -1.48¢ 0.73¢ -0.12¢ -0.11¢ 1.40(C
(2.93 (1.98 (2.22 (0.11 (2.00
Hispanic -5.673 -4.53¢ -2.80¢ -0.15¢ -1.65]
(2.35 (2.50 (2.80 (0.124 (1.23
Othel -0.49i -3.351 1.10¢ -0.14¢ -0.19¢
(1.48 (1.55 1.74 (0.09 (0.78
DLL 0.01¢« -0.31¢ 0.96¢ 0.01t -0.43¢
(.71 (1.80 (2.00 (0.120 (0.91
Agency Selecte 5.185 0.59¢ 1.91% -0.007 2.22:
(2.58 .77 (3.06 (0.15 (1.41
Income< 20K -3.10z -1.36¢ -0.81¢ 0.03¢ -0.98¢
(2.37 (2.52 (2.83 (0.14 a.27
Income 21-40K -1.36 -0.64¢ -1.02: -0.00¢ -1.20¢
(2.07 (2.21 (2.45 (0.12 (1.12
Income 41+-60K 1.88¢ -2.16: -0.44¢ 0.09:t -0.39¢
(2.14 (2.30 (2.56 (0.13 (1.16
Income 61-80K -3.649 2.14¢ -1.161 0.02: 0.245
(1.76 (1.87 (2.07 (0.11 (0.95
FPL <1009 1.16¢€ 4.18( -3.51¢ -0.04¢ -2.845
(2.13 (2.26 (2.50 (0.13 (1.124
FPL 10(-300% 0.68¢ 1.911 -0.67¢ -0.03¢ -0.03¢
(1.67 (2.79 (2.99 (0.10 (0.90
Class Siz 0.31¢ -0.30¢ 0.28¢ 0.00¢ 0.16¢
(0.30 (0.31 (0.35 (0.02 (0.16
CLASS_E¢ -1.38¢ -1.33¢ 0.17¢ -0.152 -0.961
a.27 (1.34 (1.49 (0.07 (0.68
CLASS_CcC 1.64( 0.731 0.95¢ 0.03: 0.37¢
(1.21 (1.32 (1.47 (0.07 (0.67
CLASS I 1.007 -1.41% 0.00¢ -0.052 -0.49¢
(0.82 (0.89 (0.99 (0.05 (0.45
Positive Chanc -0.10¢ 0.02: -0.05: -0.011 -0.122
(0.09 (0.10 (0.11 (0.01 (0.05
Connection to 0.100 0.182 0.084 0.012 0.062
preschoc
(0.11 (0.12 (0.13 (0.01 (0.06
Teacher 0.357 -0.704 0.108 0.008 0.467

communicatio
(0.34 (0.37 (0.40 (0.02 (0.18
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Interaction with chils 0.001 -0.091 -0.08¢ 0.00: -0.03:
(0.05 (0.05 (0.06 (0.00 (0.03
Previous center 0.574 -0.143 3.007" 0.152 0.253
experienc
(0.96 (1.04 (1.15 (0.06 (0.52
Observation 28¢ 28¢€ 28¢ 28¢€ 28t

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsciageand

an indicator for missing language or income. Rawresg are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM.
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Table D.3. Multivariate analyses of 2016—17 SPRy@mm impacts in relation to parenting and
school moderators: Positive change

Rec. Literacy Math Executive Functio
Table 24 Vocabulary Standard Standard DCCS PT
Column 1 Mode Standard
SPF 1.41¢ 0.39¢ -0.88( -0.155 -1.169°
(1.13 (2.120 (2.34 (0.06 (0.40
Femalt 0.10¢ 0.42¢ -2.02( 0.09( 0.00¢
(0.79 (0.87 1.17 (0.06 (0.59
Age Montt 0.02: -0.230 -0.247 0.023" 0.198"
(0.09 (0.08 (0.11 (0.00 (0.05
Black -6.195™ 0.76¢ -1.94¢ -0.09t -0.11¢
(.53 (1.81 (2.28 (0.08 (0.80
Asiar -3.49¢ 0.42¢ -0.22¢ -0.09¢ 1.215
(2.07 (2.03 (2.50 (0.08 (0.80
Hispanic -5.594" -2.36z -0.63¢ -0.242 -0.531
(.91 (2.07 (2.28 (0.10 (0.76
Othel -2.217 -1.66: 1.66¢ -0.166 0.01(C
(1.21 (1.36 (1.43 (0.08 (0.62
DLL -0.48¢ 2.69:2 0.191 -0.062 -0.78¢
(1.85 (2.14 (2.13 (0.07 (0.73
Agency Selecte 1.31¢ -0.491 0.30¢ -0.141 0.72¢
(1.44 (1.44 (2.03 (0.10 (0.61
Income< 20K -4.069 -1.46 -3.52i -0.07i -3.333"
(1.85 (1.96 (2.29 (0.14 (0.57
Income 21-40K -2.01¢ -1.72¢ -2.22( 0.007 -1.56€
(1.66 (2.90 (1.85 (0.10 (0.66
Income 41-60K 0.92( -2.15:¢ -2.067 -0.111 -1.26¢
(1.60 (1.45 (2.14 (0.13 (0.80
Income 61-80K -5.351 0.291 -2.761 -0.057 -0.72
(2.21 (1.67 (2.30 (0.10 (0.83
PositiveChang -0.00¢ 0.123 0.087 0.00: -0.01¢
(0.04 (0.03 (0.05 (0.00 (0.02
Observation 36€ 36E 36E 364 363

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testscageand
an indicator for missing language or income. Rawreg are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM.
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Table D.4. Multivariate analyses of 2016—17 SPRy@mm impacts in relation to parenting and

school moderators: Connection to preschool

Table 24 Rec. Literacy Math Executive Functio
Column 2 Model Vocabulary Standard Standard DCCS PT
Standar
SPF 1.11¢ -0.13¢ -1.09¢ -0.195 -1.380°
(2.15 (a.07 (2.33 (0.07 (0.43
Femalt 0.16( 0.56¢ -1.95¢ 0.10¢ 0.04:
(0.79 (0.87 (1.17 (0.06 (0.59
Age Montt 0.02% -0.221 -0.243 0.024" 0.202"
(0.09 (0.08 (0.12 (0.00 (0.05
Black -6.160™ 0.67: -2.05¢ -0.09: -0.07¢
(.51 (1.78 (2.31 (0.08 (0.80
Asiar -3.47¢ 0.48¢ -0.212 -0.09: 1.22¢
(2.05 (1.98 (2.53 (0.08 (0.79
Hispanic -5.519" -2.20z -0.59¢ -0.230 -0.48¢
(1.85 (2.05 (2.29 (0.10 (0.75
Othel -2.19( -1.59:¢ 1.68¢ -0.162 0.02¢
(1.129 (1.32 (1.42 (0.08 (0.61
DLL -0.46 2.36¢ -0.04¢ -0.07(¢ -0.74¢
(1.86 (2.09 (2.10 (0.07 (0.74
Agency Selecte 1.17: -0.80¢ 0.16¢ -0.162 0.62i
(1.45 (.47 (.11 (0.10 (0.62
Income< 20K -4.031 -1.47( -3.571 -0.07: -3.299”
(1.85 (1.96 (2.28 (0.14 (0.57
Income21K-40K -2.051 -1.70¢ -2.201 0.00¢ -1.595
(1.64 (.91 (1.89 (0.10 (0.66
Income 41-60K 0.87: -2.23¢ -2.12i -0.11¢ -1.29¢
(1.62 (1.43 (2.19 (0.13 (0.81
Income 61-80K -5.378 0.097 -2.887 -0.06¢ -0.732
(2.20 a.71 (1.29 (0.10 (0.83
Connection to 0.023 0.175" 0.108 0.007" 0.005
preschoc
(0.03 (0.04 (0.07 (0.00 (0.02
Observation 36¢€ 36E 36& 364 363

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsci@geand

an indicator for missing language or income. Rawresg are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM.
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Table D.5. Multivariate analyses of 2016—17 SPRy@mm impacts in relation to parenting and
school moderators: Teacher communication

Table 24 Rec. Literacy Math Executive Functio
Column 3 Model Vocabulary Standard Standard DCCS PT
Standar
SPF 1.01¢ 0.93: -0.36: -0.14: -1.668™
a.17 (1.14 (2.54 (0.07 (0.42
Femalt 0.115 0.24¢ -2.15:¢ 0.08t 0.03¢
(0.80 (0.89 (1.15 (0.06 (0.58
Age Montt 0.02 -0.244° -0.258 0.023" 0.205"
(0.09 (0.08 (0.12 (0.00 (0.05
Black -6.102™ 0.687 -2.04< -0.09¢ -0.001
(.52 (1.83 (2.29 (0.09 (0.81
Asiar -3.47¢ 0.40: -0.252 -0.097 1.23:2
(2.02 (2.02 (2.54 (0.08 (0.76
Hispanic -5.538" -2.56¢ -0.80¢ -0.248 -0.46(
(1.86 (a.97 (2.27 (0.10 0.77
Othel -2.13¢ -1.61( 1.67¢ -0.165 0.09:
(1.20 (1.35 (1.43 (0.08 (0.61
DLL -0.27¢ 2.80¢ 0.19( -0.05¢ -0.56(
(1.89 (2.15 (2.13 (0.07 (0.75
Agency Selecte 1.13¢ -0.26¢ 0.53¢ -0.13¢ 0.49¢
(1.47 (1.36 (1.24 (0.10 (0.63
Income< 20K -3.959 -1.45¢ -3.56 -0.077 -3.209”
(1.85 (2.03 (2.32 (0.14 (0.61
Income 21-40K -2.02¢ -1.51¢ -2.07¢ 0.01:Z -1.58¢
(1.65 (2.92 (1.87 (0.10 (0.66
Income 41-60K 0.89¢ -2.07¢ -2.00¢ -0.10¢ -1.29¢
(1.64 (1.48 (2.16 (0.13 (0.84
Income 61-80K -5.379 0.23: -2.793 -0.05¢ -0.75:
(2.22 (1.67 (2.30 (0.10 (0.84
Teacher 0.166 0.378 0.199 0.010 0.164
communicatio
(0.16 (0.19 (0.32 (0.01 (0.08
Observation 36€ 36E 36E 364 363

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsci@geand
an indicator for missing language or income. Rawresg are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM.
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Table D.6. Multivariate analyses of 2016—17 SPRy@mm impacts in relation to parenting and
school moderators: Interactions with child

Table 24 Rec. Literacy Math Executive Functio
Column 4 Model Vocabulary Standard Standard DCCS PT
Standar
SPF 1.34¢ 1.621 -0.21¢ -0.11¢ -1.434"
(0.97 (1.18 (2.60 (0.08 (0.38
Femalt 0.11:2 0.21( -2.23( 0.08¢ 0.01:
(0.80 (0.88 (2.13 (0.06 (0.57
Age Montt 0.02:¢ -0.255 -0.267 0.023" 0.203"
(0.08 (0.08 (0.11 (0.00 (0.05
Black -6.168™ 0.59: -1.93¢ -0.10¢ -0.00¢4
(1.56 (1.78 (2.29 (0.09 (0.80
Asiar -3.48¢ 0.42( -0.14¢ -0.09¢ 1.28(
(2.07 (2.04 (2.50 (0.08 (0.78
Hispanic -5.603" -2.711 -1.24¢ -0.242 -0.66¢
(1.87 (2.10 (2.32 (0.10 (0.73
Othel -2.201 -1.681 1.78¢ -0.171 0.09t
(1.23 (1.28 (2.39 (0.08 (0.61
DLL -0.47¢ 2.331 -0.197 -0.06¢ -0.81¢
(1.87 (217 (2.15 (0.07 (0.73
Agency Selecte 1.29¢ 0.09: 0.77: -0.127 0.67¢
(1.42 (1.46 (1.12 (0.10 (0.62
Income< 20K -4.039 -1.55¢ -3.38¢ -0.08 -3.209”
(1.89 (2.99 (2.31 (0.14 (0.55
Income21K-40K -2.011 -1.44¢ -1.86¢ 0.00¢ -1.519
(1.66 (1.82 (1.81 (0.10 (0.66
Income 41-60K 0.92¢ -1.93¢ -1.74% -0.11(¢ -1.22:
(1.63 (1.41 (2.12 (0.13 (0.81
Income 61-80K -5.327 0.42¢ -2.35¢ -0.06¢ -0.567
(2.21 (1.64 (1.42 (0.10 (0.85
Interactions with -0.006 -0.027 -0.092 0.002 -0.040
child
(0.03 (0.04 (0.04 (0.00 (0.02
Observation 36¢€ 36E 36& 364 363

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsci@geand
an indicator for missing language or income. Rawresg are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM.
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Table D.7. Multivariate analyses of 2016—17 SPRy@nm impacts in relation to parenting and
school moderators: Previous center experience

Table 24 Rec. Literacy Math Executive Functio
Column 5 Model Vocabulary Standard Standard DCCS PT
Standar
SPF 1.46¢ 1.65:2 -0.04¢ -0.13( -1.325°
(2.00 a.17 (2.71 (0.08 (0.40
Femalt 0.03: 0.26: -2.08¢ 0.09( 0.02¢
(0.81 (0.87 (1.12 (0.06 (0.59
Age Montt 0.01¢ -0.252 -0.260 0.023" 0.201"
(0.09 (0.08 (0.12 (0.00 (0.05
Black -6.229™ 0.52¢ -2.10¢ -0.10( -0.08¢
(.54 (1.80 (2.30 (0.09 (0.80
Asiar -3.66: 0.44¢ -0.10¢ -0.081 1.21¢
(2.07 (2.06 (2.52 (0.08 (0.80
Hispanic -5.640 -2.58¢ -0.78¢ -0.246 -0.49¢
(1.85 (2.05 (2.24 (0.10 (0.75
Othel -2.271 -1.72: 1.65( -0.165 0.01¢
(1.129 (1.29 (1.34 (0.08 (0.62
Missing Rac -0.27¢ 4.921 4.37: -0.161 -4.508
(3.66 (2.55 (3.39 (0.14 (1.88
DLL -0.40: 2.36( -0.06¢ -0.07: -0.74c
(1.86 (2.14 (2.09 (0.07 (0.74
Agency Selecte 1.352 0.05¢ 0.681 -0.12¢ 0.65¢
(.31 (1.48 (1.16 (0.10 (0.59
Income< 20K -4.102 -1.617 -3.59( -0.071 -3.309”
(1.88 (2.04 (2.30 (0.14 (0.56
Income 21-40K -1.92( -1.552 -2.15¢ 0.007 -1.587
(1.62 (1.85 (1.85 (0.10 (0.66
Income 41-60K 0.66: -1.91¢ -1.76¢ -0.09: -1.29¢
(1.68 (1.43 (2.15 (0.13 (0.82
Income 61-80K -5.487 0.36¢ -2.621 -0.04¢ -0.73¢
(2.28 (1.64 (1.36 (0.09 (0.84
Previous center -1.043 0.437 0.962 0.064 -0.047
experienc
(0.86 (0.83 (2.29 (0.05 (0.43
Observation 36€ 36E 36E 364 363

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsci@geand
an indicator for missing language or income. Rawreg are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM.
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Table D.8. Multivariate analyses of 2016—17 SPRy@mm impacts in relation to parenting and

school moderators: All variables

Table 24 Rec. Literacy Math Executive Functio
Column 6 Model Vocabulary Standard Standard DCCS PT
Standar
SPF 1.12( -0.23: -1.86¢ -0.181 -1.717
(1.08 (1.13 (2.63 (0.07 (0.41
Femalt 0.03( 0.56¢ -1.881 0.10¢ -0.04:
(0.81 (0.88 (.11 (0.06 (0.55
Age Montt 0.02: -0.217 -0.239 0.023" 0.203"
(0.09 (0.08 (0.12 (0.00 (0.05
Black -6.145™ 0.87i -1.83¢ -0.10¢ 0.05(
(1.61 Q.77 (2.31 (0.08 (0.82
Asiar -3.60¢ 0.66( 0.02¢ -0.08¢t 1.291]
(2.04 (1.96 (2.48 (0.08 (0.76
Hispanic -5.624" -2.17¢ -1.09¢ -0.227 -0.72¢
(1.79 (2.29 (2.37 (0.10 (0.69
Othel -2.14 -1.48¢ 1.941 -0.164 0.22¢
(1.22 (1.32 (1.37 (0.08 (0.62
DLL -0.331 2.10¢ -0.34¢ -0.10¢ -0.61:
(1.81 (2.08 (2.19 (0.07 (0.74
Agency Selecte 1.14¢ -1.05¢ 0.181 -0.14¢ 0.57i
(1.47 (1.47 (1.18 (0.10 (0.72
Income< 20K -3.968 -1.37: -3.12¢ -0.07¢ -3.076"
(1.89 (2.00 (2.33 (0.14 (0.63
Income 21-40K -1.84( -1.641 -2.081 0.00: -1.41¢
(1.65 (1.95 (1.88 (0.11 (0.66
Income 41-60K 0.68¢ -1.977 -1.80: -0.10¢ -1.20¢
@.77 (1.36 (2.22 (0.13 (0.86
Income 61-80K -5.526 0.357 -2.29¢ -0.067 -0.62¢
(2.31 (1.78 (1.42 (0.09 (0.88
Positive Chanc -0.06( 0.01t 0.021 -0.00¢ -0.06¢
(0.06 (0.06 (0.09 (0.00 (0.04
Connection to 0.057 0.260" 0.101 0.012 0.015
preschoc
(0.10 (0.09 (0.11; (0.01; (0.06
Teacher 0.228 -0.113 -0.131 -0.016 0.331
communicatio
(0.20 (0.24 (0.38 (0.02 (0.124
Interaction with chili -0.01z2 -0.05¢ -0.115 0.001 -0.04¢
(0.03 (0.03 (0.04 (0.00 (0.02
Previous center -1.033 0.245 0.689 0.059 -0.048
experienc
(0.90 (0.83 (1.26 (0.05 (0.44
Observation 36¢€ 36& 36E 364 363

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001. Note: Referenceayps omitted from the estimation are Males, Wiiteglish,
FPL 300%+ and Income>80 thousand. Other contrelpee-test, age in months, days between testsci@geand

an indicator for missing language or income. Rawresg are used for PPVT, and WJ or WM.
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Appendix E. Indicators tables for interactions with children.
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ECERS-3 Interaction indicators

2016

2017

Percent

Percent

Item 5. Child Related Display

Indicator 5.4 Staff talk about display material$eaist two different
times during free play and/or routines in a way thierests the
childrer

Indicator 7.4 Staff are observed pointing out agabing the words in
the display in a way that interests the chilc

14.3

7.1

17

9.38

53.13

Item 13. Encouraging children
to use language

Indicator 1.4 Staff make no attempt to encouragelien to
communicate (Ex: no singing, nursery rhymes, sagipbabet,
naming colors

Indicator 1.5 Social environment does not encourageh talking
among children or with staff (Ex: strict atmosphesere child talk
not encouraged; little time to interact sociz

Indicator 5.3 Staff respond positively to childsesocbmmunication and
encourage them to tamore

Indicator 5.4- Staff help children communicate \aijpwith one
anothel

Indicator 7.3. Staff-child conversations go beyatassroom
activities and materials (Ex: include social tatloat home and family
life; activities in the community; feelings; otheor-school topics

14

14

11

12

100

100

78.6

85.7

42.9

32

32

30

25

21

100

100

93.75

78.13

65.63

Iltem 14. Staff use of books with
children

Indicator 1.2. Book times are unpleasant or noagirgy for many of
the children (Ex: children forced to listen; puwnitiatmosphere;
children can't see book; children's reactions ra&dd as
interruptions)

Indicator 1.3. Staff reading or use of books witliidren is dull,
disinterested, and/or unenthusia:

Indicator 3.2- Book time is arranged to encourdgklen's
engagement (Ex: children can easily see the bagolyding does not
cause problems; books used that interest chil@goropriate lengtt
Indicator 3.3- The majority of children appear tndngaged for most
of the time when books are used (Ex: children mag linterest for
short period, but then become interested againchbie is not
interested but others ai

Indicator 5.3- All children participating in thetagty are actively
engaged during each book time (Ex: staff is supgend reads with
interest; children appear to enjoy book time angaitention)
Indicator 7.2- Staff and children discuss the conté a book in a
way that engages chilcn.

64.3

64.3

64.3

64.3

35.7

7.1

25

25

25

25

10

18

78.13

78.13

78.13

78.13

31.25

56.25

Item 15. Encouraging children's
use of books

NIEER Technical Report

Indicator 5.2- Children show interest in accessiimeks (Ex: child
chooses to use books in the cozy area during fege lpoks at book
in science cente

94

64.3

25

78.13
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Indicator 5.3- Books are organized in a definedlireginterest
center, with a place to store the books for easgsscand a space
with comfortable furnishing to use the

Indicator 7.3- Most accessible books are displagextder to
encourage book use (Ex: books not crowded on ghelfiy covers
easily seen

nieer.org

64.3

35.7

30

24

93.75

75

Iltem 16. Print

Indicator 1.2- Staff respond negatively when clatdshow little or no
interest in activities used to teach letters ordsqEx: scold child or
send to time-out, make child work on letter acyivintil finished even
though others get to pla

14

100

32

100

Iltem 17. Fine motor

Indicator 5.3- Staff show some interest as childrea fine motor
materials (Ex: ask short answer questions aboot colshape;
participate in play

Indicator 7.1- Staff show more extended interestliat children
create/do with the materials (Ex: have conversatigith children
about what they make; show how to use material khildren
select materials (appropriate interest & difficulty

14

100

35.7

31

20

96.88

62.5

Item 18. Art

Indicator 3.2- Some individual expression withragterials is
observed as children use art materials, or obsénvikek display (Ex:
Allowed to do free drawing; paints at easel folathd use in own
way; play dough used without cookie cutte

Indicator 3.3- Some positive staff involvement withildren using art
materials (Ex: staff make comments to show apptieciabout a
child's work; identify colors or shapes sen a child's creation
Indicator 5.3- Staff have conversations with inséed children about
their work (Ex: "Tell me about your picture.” "Hadid you make that
clay form?")

Indicator 7.3- Staff write captions dictated byeirgsted children
about their artwork or help older children to writaptions for
themselves if they wish to (Ex: "You said, 'Thignig new puppy.'
See, | wrote your words.

14

14

100

100

50

21.4

32

31

19

100

96.88

59.38

21.88

Item 19. Music & mov.

Indicator 3.4- Staff-led group music activities gieasant and
children generally appear to be enga

13

92.9

24

75

Item 20. Blocks

Indicator 5.5- Staff have many conversations witieiested children
about their block play (Ex: ask questions abouttwhédren are
building or their favorite shapes to use; talk aljmatures of
structures with the childrel

21.4

28.13

Item 21. Dramatic play

NIEER Technical Report

Indicator 1.3- Staff usually ignore children in tth@matic play area,
except to stop disruptive behavior (Ex: staff setthnflicts, manage
rotation of turns, or ask children to lower thedices)

Indicator 5.3- Staff carry on conversations with thildren as they

play, joining in but not taking over (Ex: relateildnen's play to their
home experiences; discuss the roles children agéngl; encourage

play based on field trig

10

95

71.4

35.7

27

15

84.38

46.88
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Indicator 7.2- Staff talk with children about pramtd numbers in
dramatic play in a way that is meaningful to thédrken (Ex: discuss
menus with prices for restaurants; help childrekergigns and price
tags for store play

nieer.org

7.1

9.38

Iltem 22.

Nature/science

Indicator 1.2- Staff do not talk about nature/sceewith the children
during the observation (Ex: mention weather, sess@ad factual
book onanimals; mention temperature of wat

11

78.6

26

81.25

Item 23.

Math mats. & act.

Indicator 1.3- Most math activities do not keep tradsldren engaged
(Ex: not appropriate for developmental level; ctéld frequently lose
attention or are frustrated with activities; chéddrrarely select math
activities independently

Indicator 3.3- Math activities used engage moshefparticipating
children (Ex: most children are interested in cd@ractivities that
are math related; enjrote counting at group tim

14

11

100

78.6

32

21

100

65.63

Iltem 24.

Math in daily events

Indicator 5.1- Staff encourage math learning as @fadaily routines
(Ex: explain setting table; name rectangular anshdatables when
saying where to put plates and cups; counting tel@G washing
hands)

Indicator 5.2- Staff engage children in conversaiabout math as
they play in non-math areas (Ex: discuss using oreagscups to
water plant; count how many teacups are neededbits; talk about
how to measure feet in play shoe st

21.4

143

10

12

31.25

37.5

Item 25.

Written numbers

Indicator 3.3- When children play with materialedited in 3.2 (ex:
play money), staff sometimes point out the numberstalk about
them in a way that intereschildren

21.4

25

Iltem 27.

Technology

Indicator 5.4- Staff are actively involved with tdvien in use of
electronic media (Ex: do activity suggested in edional TV
program; help child learn to use computer progr

14.3

3.13

Item 28.

Gross motor

Indicator 3.3- Staff show some interest in childsegross motor
activity (Ex: make sure children get scheduled gmstor times;
encourage children to run or climb; respond wheld dalls for
attention in gross motor activitie

Indicator 5.3- Staff show much interest in childweémo participate in
gross motor activity (Ex: do not pay most attentiorchildren during
sedentary activities; show enthusiasm when childuenslide, jump;
help children learn to usequipment

11

78.6

57.1

29

22

90.63

68.75

Item 29.

Individualized T&L
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Indicator 1.1- Almost all teaching uses a one-§iizeall approach
(Ex: all children must do the same activity in Hzeme way;
expectations are not based on children's indiv

Indicator 3.1- Some teaching uses an individualegggroach (Ex:
responds to individual interests during circle @afrtimes

Indicator 5.2- Staff sometimes circulate througisstoom, adding
individualized learning to children's activitiesx(EEounts blocks with
child who built a tower; shows child how to playtitg games

14

14

96

100

100

35.7

32

31

22

100

96.88

68.75
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Indicator 7.1- Most teaching is individualized, vfew if any
exceptions

Indicator 7.2- Much individualized teaching whileildren participate
in free play (Ex: staff circulate often to varicar®as of room;
children's play is enhanced and not interruptedrviaching occurs

nieer.org

7.14

143

12

11

37.5

34.38

Item 31. Peer interaction

Indicator 3.1- Children have some time to seleeirthwn
companions and activities during the observation éme free play
is observed, indoors or outdoo

Indicator 5.2- Staff generally help the childrefvecsocial problems
in a satisfying way (Ex: help children take turngwa tricycle; help
shy child find a chair to join in an art activit

14

13

100

92.9

32

28

100

87.5

Item 33. Transitions

Indicator 1.2- Staff usually not prepared for wbaines next in the
schedule

Indicator 1.4- Children required to wait for 10 mias or more during
any transition, with nothing engaging to do (Exitimg at table to
eat; waiting in line; waiting for teacher to begincle time)

Indicator 7.1- Transitions are often gradual oividbalized (Ex:
children can go outside while others are stilliggtteady; children
can begin eating as soon as they sit at tabldedirne begins while
some children are still cleaning L

14

14

100

100

35.7

32

32

19

100

100

59.38

Item 34. Free play

Indicator 7.2- Staff use a wide variety of wordetpand children's
knowledge during free play activitis

7.14

25

Item 35. Whole-group
activities\\

Indicator 5.3- Staff use group times to introdubgdren to
meaningful ideas in which children are interestext feview theme
of the week; explain how to use new material;ablldren what will
happen on field trip

Indicator 7.1- All children in the group are activengaged in group
activities

57.1

28.6

25

78.13

12.5
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Appendix F. Family Survey Tables.

This appendix first compares survey non-respondemisrespondents based on DEEL data on
gender, ethnicity, language and FPL for all chiidoa the target sample of 320. It then
compares survey non-respondents and responderitef@®1 children for which we were able
to collect pre- and post-test data on at leastnoe@sure. Groups of respondents and non-
respondents differed in ethnicity and FPL. The oéthe appendix presents tables for
respondents the different indicators and infornmatiaptured by the family survey for
respondents enrolled in SPP.

Table F.1.a, Respondents (45.5% of children’s fi@s)i) non-Respondents and Non-Consented from t le

Total (N=320)

Gender Male (N=157) 50.¢ 51.6(
Female (N=16) 49.7 48.4(

Ethnicity* White (N=69 24.¢ 9.7(C
Black (N=72 19.¢ 35.5(
Asian (N=53 17.¢ 12.¢
Hispanic (N=44 12.¢ 19.¢
Other (N=79 26.£ 17.7
Unknown (N=3 0.C 4.8

Language* English (N=207 80.z 0.C
Spanish (N=: 1.2 0.C
Vietnamese (N=1. 4.7 0.C
Other (N=35 13.€ 0.C
Unknown (N=63 0.4 100.(

FPL* <100 (N=70 19.C 33.¢
10C-300 (N=150 45.% 53.2
>300 (N=98 35.7 9.7
Unknown (N=2 0.C 3.2

*Respondent versus Non-respondent distribution statsstically significantly different.
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Table F.1.b. Respondents (53.1% of children’s ilversus Non-respondents, children with pre- -test

Total (N=291)

Gender Male (N=150) 51.€ 51.1
Female (N:141) 48.£ 48.¢

Ethnicity* White (N=65 25.2 6.7
Black (N=63 18.2 40.C
Asian (N=48 17.1 13.c
Hispanic (N=43 13.C 24.4
Other (N=72 26.4 15.€
Unknown (N=0 0.C 0.C

Language* English (N=199 80.¢ 0.C
Spanish (N=2 1.2 0.C
Viethamese (N=1. 4.€ 0.C
Other (N=31 12.¢ 0.C
Unknown (N=46 0.4 100.(

FPL* <100 (N=57 18.7 33.2
10C-300 (N=80 45.1 57.¢
>300 (N=41 36.2 8.C
Unknown (N=0 0.C 0.C

*Respondent versus Non-respondent distribution statsstically significantly different.

Socioeconomic indicators

Table F.2. Socioeconomic indicators

Parent Education N Percent
High school diploma 31 12.25%
Some college 63 24.90%
Associate's degree 32 12.65%
Bachelor's degree 81 32.02%
Master's degree or higher 46 18.18%
Total 253 100.00%
20,000 or less 44 17.40%
21,000-40,000 56 22.13%
41,000-60,000 46 18.19%
61,000-80,000 45 17.78%
81,000 62 24.51%
Total 253 100%
Two parents (both biological or adoptive) 180 71.43%
Two parents (one biological and one other) 9 3.57%
One parent 60 23.81%
Other 3 1.19%
Total 252 100.00%
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OTHERS

Years in current residence 3.279 1.844
Age of mother at birth/adoption of child 30.73469 6.717287
Welfare

Table F.3. Welfare

Public Benefit [\ Percent Total
0

Food stamps 6 23.90% 251
wIC 53 21.12% 251
TANF 8 3.24% 247
Early Head Start 4 1.63% 246
Head Start 18 7.26% 248
Medicaid 68 27.64% 246
Medicare 38 15.51% 245
ESEAP 13 5.31% 245
Working Connections 19 7.69% 247
Food Bank 15 6.07% 247

Language and Immigration

Table F.4. Home language

Primary Language N Ppercent__
English 204 80.31%
Spanish 3 1.18%
Viethamese 12 4.72%
Chinese 9 3.54%
Other 26 10.22%
Total 254 100.00%

Preschool Choices

Table F.5. Preschool choices

Importance if cost was not an issue N Percent Total
Focus on social and emotional development 118 45.91% 257
Location 89 34.63% 257
What is taught and how is taught 89 34.63% 257
Focus on kindergarten readiness 87 33.85% 257
Focus on academic skills 69 26.85% 257
Diversity of students 61 23.74% 257
Hours of operation 48 18.68% 257
Dual-language program 36 14.01% 257
Adult:child ratio 34 13.23% 257
Teacher experience 33 12.84% 257
Focus on outdoor play and nature 30 11.67% 257
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Reputation 25 9.73% 257
Diversity of staff 18 7.00% 257
Teacher education 16 6.23% 257
Located in neighborhood elementary school 15 5.84% 257
Early Achiever rating 10 3.89% 257
Special programming 8 3.11% 257

Parental perceptions on SPP programs and teachers

Table F.6. Perceptions on Positive changes on shilte SPP enrollment

N Strongl 2 2 4 5 Siigelpls]
y y agree
disagree
Language 257 0.78% 1.17% 13.23% 17.90% 29.96% 36.96%
Physical Development. 256 1.17% 0.39% 16.41% 21.88% 35.55% 24.61%
Behavioral/ Socio- 253 1.19% 4.74% 12.65% 21.34% 32.81% 27.27%
Emotional
Literacy 255 1.57% 5.49%  18.04% 20.78% 27.84% 26.27%
Math 251 558% 8.37% 21.12% 20.32% 24.70% 19.92%
Science 250 6.80% 9.60% 22% 23.60% 21.20% 16.80%
Table F.7. Perceptions of the teacher

Talks to me each day 255 12.55% 83.92%
Uses a curriculum for teaching 254 24.80% 75.20%
Teaches my child behavioral/social/lemotional skills 253 1.98% 90.12%
Teaches my child academic skills 256 1.17% 85.16%
Tracks my child's progress 254 1.97% 82.28%
Is fluent in my child's primary home language 256 12.11% 81.25%
Has a Bachelor's degree 255 1.57% 50.98%
Engages in training opportunities 255 1.18% 61.96%

Table F.8. Perceptions of feeling welcome or unasle by the program

How much do you agree: | feel welcome at the presoal N Percent
Strongly disagree 1 0.39%
2 3 1.17%
3 6 2.34%
4 16 6.25%
5 45 17.58%
Strongly agree 185 72.27%
Total 256 100%
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Table F.9. Regarding the program
Regarding the Strongly Strongly

child's program disagree agree

| feel connected with 256 1.17% 3.13% 8.59%  16.80% 28.13% 42.19%
my child's teacher

| feel connected with 255 1.96% 3.92% 7.84% 20% 28.63%  37.65%
my child's preschool

| have received 253 1.19% 1.19% 6.32% 6.72% @ 23.72% 60.87%
work samples

| have received 256 2.34% 1.56% 7.42% 14.84%  27.34%  46.48%
assessment results

| know about the 256 3.13% 547% @ 13.67% 22.66% 25.39% 29.69%
curriculum that is

used

| feel welcome atthe 256 0.39% 1.17% 2.34% 6.25% 17.58% 72.27%
preschool

| have received 256 1.17% 1.95% 5.86% @ 10.94% 25.78% @54.30%

feedback about my
child's performance

Parenting practices

Table F.10. Parenting activities with the child

In a typical week, how often do Total Not atall 1-2times 3-6times Every
you... per week per week day
Play toys with your child 251 2.39% 32.67% 33.07% 31.87%
Tell stories to your child 254 5.12% 28.35% 29.53% 37.01%
Sing songs and/or dance with your 254 3.54% 19.29% 37.80% 39.37%
child

Help your child to do arts & crafts 254 6.30% 38.19% 37.80% 17.72%
Write with your child 254 9.06% 41.73% 33.86% 15.35%
Involve your child in household 254 3.54% 17.32% 36.22% 42.91%
chores

Take your child on errands 254 0.39% 24.41% 38.58% 36.61%
Play pretend or role-playing 254 4.72% 38.19% 33.46% 23.62%
games

Watch TV with your child 253 4.74% 35.18% 29.25% 30.83%
Play video games with your child 253 58.89% 26.88% 11.07% 3.16%
Do puzzles with your child 253 19.37% 54.94% 20.16% 5.53%
Talk about numbers and/or 253 1.58% 22.53% 42.69% 33.20%
shapes with your child

Talk about nature or do science 255 11.37% 41.57% 31.76% 15.29%
projects with your child

Build or play construction toys 255 10.20% 44.71% 29.41% 15.69%
with your child

Take your child to the library 251 33.47% 58.17% 6.37% 1.99%
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Go for a walk/play outside with 253 1.98%
your child

Take your child to the park or 251 1.99%
playground

Take your child to 250 29.60%
museum/zoo/other ed. site

Play a sport or exercise together 251 25.10%
Engage in faith-based activities 253 49.41%
Visit relatives or friends 254 7.87%
Extra academic program 249 88.76%
Play board or card games with 252 19.05%
your child

Table F.11. Number of books in the home
Number of book in the home

less than 20 books
20-50 books

More than 50 books
Total

Other care and past care

Table F.12. Out-of-home care used in addition t& SP
Attend any other out-of-home care in addition to SP?
Extended day child care
Developmental preschool
With a relative
With a friend or neighbor
Childcare someplace else
Total

Table F.13. Expulsions
Child asked to leave a childcare or preschool becaa

nieer.org

46.25% 38.34% 13.44%

66.53% 26.29% 5.18%

63.20% 5.20% 2%

51.39% 15.54% 7.97%
29.25% 11.86% 9.49%

59.84% 24.02% 8.27%
8.43% 1.61% 1.20%

52.78% 21.83% 6.35%

of behavior?
Yes

One time
Two times
Three times
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PR w N

\ Percent
39 15.42%
89 35.18%
125 49.41%
257 100.00%
28 10.89%
9 34.62%
2 7.69%
8 30.77%
2 7.69%
5 19.23%
26 100%
Percent
2.72% 257
1.17% 5
0.39% 5
0.39% 5
103



Year 2 report: SPP impact evaluation nieer.org

Table F.14. Out-of-home care used prior to SPP

Experiences prior to SPP Birth-1 1-2yr.old 2-3yr. old
At home with parent or family member 75.00% 62.67% 44.30% 32.06%
At home under non-relative care 7.00% 8.67% 4.43% 4.76%
Childcare or center-based care 7.67% 16.00% 26.58% 29.84%
Family day care 5.33% 5.33% 9.18% 6.03%
Early Head Start/Head Start 0.33% 4.67% 6.65% 19.05%
Organized play group 4.67% 2.67% 8.86% 8.25%
Child’s needs
Table F.15. IEP
N Percent Total
IEP or IFSP? 16 6.32% 253

Food fragility

Table F.16. Food fragility as measured by paraeiabrts on affording meals

Food Fragility Never Sometimes  Often Total
We worried food would run out 72.80%  23.50% 3.70% 243
The food we bought just didn't last 81.90% 14.80% 3.30% 243
We couldn't afford balanced meals 80.50%  17.40% 2.10% 241
We relied on only a few kinds of low-cost meals| 78.30% 17.10% 4.60% 240
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