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4 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

W The 2007 Nevada State Legislature passed (AB) 627
) that continued the funding of the Nevada Early
i« | Childhood Education (ECE) Program and appropriated
) H $3,251,671 in the 2007-08 fiscal year and $3,338,87
in the 2008-2009 fiscal year. The purpose of the
 legislation is to initiate or expand pre-kindergart
education programs.

Nine school districts and one community-based argdion operated an early childhood
education program in 2007-08. The nine schootidtstare Carson City, Churchill County,
Clark County, Elko County, Humboldt County, Nye @by Pershing County, Washoe County,
and White Pine. The community-based organizatidaresat Basin Community College in Elko.

During 2007-08, the ten Nevada ECE projects pravgkrvices to 1,014 families at 33 different
sites, including 1,039 children and 1,021 adultsth® 1,039 children served in Nevada ECE
during the 2007-08 school year, 929 children weréné Nevada ECE program on December 15,
2007. Using the figures of 929 children as an ayedaily count and the total award amount of
$3,251,671, the average cost of the Nevada ECEaroger child in 2007-08 was $3,500.

The Nevada Department of Education (NDE) conduatednnual and longitudinal evaluation of
the Nevada ECE program in 2007-08, as directed®Y27. The evaluations are guided by five
general research questions. The primary focuseofglearch questions is to determine the
effectiveness of the program on the developmemtarpss of children and parental
involvement. A goal of the evaluation for the Neaddkepartment of Education is to determine if
the short-term and long-term effects of the Neva@& program for participating children are
consistent with national research on quality eanlydhood education programs.

Research on early childhood education has fourtdotieschool education can improve the
learning and development of young children. Mangl&s have investigated the short-term
effects of preschool education for children. Thetselies have clearly shown that participation in
guality preschool education programs have shomt-tffects on the cognitive, social, emotional,
and physical development (Puma et al, 2005; Magnesal, 2004; Currie & Thomas, 1995).
Some studies highlight the positive cognitive intpafqoreschool education for Hispanic
children learning the English language and the gmagpon for success in their continued
education (Gromley, 2008; Barnett & Jung, 2005).

Several meta-analyses on short-term effects caétiithat preschool education programs
produce an average gain of one-half (0.50) standewdation on cognitive development. This is
the equivalent of a move from the 30th to the Fffcentile for achievement test scores. In
other words, a one-half standard deviation gainredoce the school readiness gap between
children in poverty and the national average by.hal



Other studies have examined preschool educationtsterm effects, providing information on
effects into elementary school and beyond (Swetrdtaal, 2005; Campbell et al, 2002;
Reynolds et al, 2002; Oden et al, 2000). Thesaekufdund that preschool education has
significant lasting effects on cognitive abilitieghool progress (grade retention, special
education placement, and high school graduatiom),sacial behavior. While the estimated
effects decline as students move from their imnteddaperience to elementary school, to
adolescence, and to adulthood follow-up, the effantluding those on cognitive abilities,
persist. These long-term effects help close théeeaement gap and level the playing field for all
children to achieve. Perhaps even more importdotlyhe Nevada ECE program which serves
large numbers of non-English speaking Hispanicesitg] these long-term effects may be
intensified for non-English speaking Hispanic ctela, which may reduce their need for special
services later in elementary school.

The outcomes found in national longitudinal evalrad of preschool suggest that the positive
long-term effects are primarily because preschbidtien had different experiences in
elementary school due to the cognitive gains aeuen preschool. Increasing childrens’
cognitive abilities early helps them to transitiato school and reduces the likelihood that they
will be tracked into low ability groups, placeddpecial education, or retained in grade (Office
of Educational Research and Improvement; US Déidg 1989).

The remainder of the executive summary presenssaasome of the key findings from the
annual and longitudinal evaluation sections ofa@thaluation report. Many of the findings from
2007-08 are consistent with the findings from thevpus evaluation reports. The findings are
followed by the conclusions from the evaluation.

Findings from Annual Evaluation

The primary purpose of the annual evaluation isvestigate the performance of children and
adults on five outcome indicators: two indicatonstbbe developmental progress of children and
three indicators on parental involvement. The tesslhow that Nevada EGfhildren met the
expected performance levels for all five indicat@s shown below.

Program Indicator Actual Status
Developmental Progress of Children

Indicator 1: Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain

Seventy-five percent (75%) of Early Childhood Ediarachildren
from three years old until they enter kindergasgttn a minimum
of four months of participation will show improventen auditory PPVT-86.7 %
comprehension and expressive communication as mezhby a EOWPVT- 90.5 %
standard score increase on the Peabody Picturebulacy Test
(PPVT) and the Expressive One-Word Picture Vocalula
Test(EOWPVT).

Met /
Exceeded




Program Indicator Actual Status

Indicator 2: Reading Readiness: Average Gain
Early Childhood Education children from birth urttiey enter

kindergarten with a minimum of four months of peigation will | PPVT-11.8 points
make an average gain of seven standard score jpoidslitory EOWPVT- 15.2 Met /
comprehension as measured by the Peabody Pictuaulary points Exceeded

Test (PPVT) and of 10 standard score points inesgive
communication as measured by the Expressive Onel\Rioture
Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT).

Parental Involvement

Indicator 1: Individual Parenting Goals.

Ninety percent (90%) of participating adults ergdlin Early
Childhood Education for at least four months wit@hat least ong 97.5 % Met /
goal related to parenting skills (e.g., developraknt Exceeded
appropriateness, positive discipline, teachingleathing, care-
giving environment) within the reporting year.

Indicator 2: Time with Children

Sixty-five percent (65%) of first-year Early Childdd Education 86.1 % Met /
parents will increase the amount of time they speitid their Exceeded
children weekly within a reporting year.

Indicator 3: Reading with Children

Seventy percent (70%) of first-year Early Childhdgatlication 86.9 % Met /
parents will increase the amount of time they speading with Exceeded
their children within a reporting year.

Perhaps even more importantly, the results shotatigaeater percentage of children learning
the English language made gains and made larges ean English speaking children in both
receptive vocabulary (PPVT) and expressive comnatioic (EOWPVT).

Findings from Longitudinal Evaluation

The longitudinal evaluation followed two cohortsMévada ECE children:

= Cohort 1 — four-year olds who participated in New&{CE during 2003-04 and entered
grade 3in 2007-08, and

= Cohort 3— four-year olds who participated in Né&d& CE during 2005-06 and entered
kindergarten in 2007-08.

The results show that Cohort 1 ECE students sdaggeer than non-ECE students on the

Nevada CRT reading and math tests, and a largeepieof students were proficient. Perhaps
more importantly, the differences between the twaug means are significant in reading (p <
.05) and math (p €01). The evaluation used a stronger researclgm@sth Cohort 3, providing
more conclusive evidence of program effects. CoB&CE students made large gains on the



PPVT (receptive vocabulary) and EOWPVT (expressasamunication) while in preschool,
and then continued to improve on the gains thejeael in preschool through the end of grade
1, (p<.05). The following table summarizes the relaeslits including data collected,
instruments used, and outcomes.

Cohort 1

Developmental Instrument Outcome

Progress

Student Learning

=  Achievement Nevada CRT | Cohort 1 ECE students scored higher than non E@dests in reading
Reading and | (p <.05) and math (p <01) and a larger percent of Cohort 1 student

Math, Grade 3

are proficient.

= Readiness

Teacher Survey

83 percent of kindergarten teachers in 2004-056&8npercent of grade)
3 teachers in 2007-08 thought Cohort 1 childrerevi@s prepared’ to
‘better prepared’ to start school as classmates.

= Performance

Teacher Survey

77 percent of kindergarten teachers in 2004-057a2npercent of grade
3 teachers in 2007-08 thought Cohort 1 childrerigoered ‘as well as’
to ‘better’ than classmates.

Student Attendance

Days Attended/
Days Enrolled

Cohort 1 children increased their school attendaatefrom
kindergarten to grade 3 (p.€1) as did non-ECE students_(p04d).

Parental Involvement

Parent | nvolvement

Teacher Survey

Parents attended parent/teacher conferences guarakent rate than
parents of classmates in kindergarten during 2G4 in grade 3
during 2007-08.

Cohort 3

Developmental
Progress

Student Learning

=  Achievement

PPVT/EOWPVT

Cohort 3 students made large gains on the PPVTrenHOWPVT
while in preschool, and then improved on their lefgerformance
through the end of grade 1, (pG5).

= Readiness

Teacher Survey

85 percent of kindergarten teachers in 2006-0788npercent of grade)
1 teachers in 2007-08 thought Cohort 3 childrerevi@s prepared’ to
‘better prepared’ to start school as classmates.

= Performance

Teacher Survey

87 percent of kindergarten teachers in 2006-0783ngercent of grade
1 teachers in 2007-08 thought Cohort 3 childreriogpered ‘as well as’
to ‘better’ than classmates.

Student Attendance

Days Attended/
Days Enrolled

Cohort 3 children increased their school attendaatefrom
kindergarten to grade 1 (p.€1) as did non-ECE students_(p0d).

Parental Involvement

Parent I nvolvement

Teacher Survey

Parents attended parent/teacher conferences glherhate than parent
of classmates in kindergarten during 2006-07 arahatqual rate in
grade 1 during 2007-08.

vl




Conclusions

The results from the 2007-08 annual evaluatiommefNevada ECE program, as well as all
previous annual evaluations, support the naticgsgarch on the short-term effects of quality
preschool education programs. Perhaps more impbytéme results from the longitudinal
evaluation provide solid initial evidence that thgact of Nevada ECE is consistent with the
national research on the long-term cognitive eff@ttquality preschool education programs.

Developmental Progress of Children.

Short-Term EffectsThe Nevada ECE Program had short-term effectben t
developmental progress of children. Nevada ECHiail made large cognitive gains in
preschool and were clearly better prepared to émeergarten, academically and socio-
emotionally, than a similar group of classmatess Than important achievement for the
largely at-risk student population served in thegoam because it closed some of the gap
in school readiness with average students, avomsiinge early obstacles that most at-risk
student populations face and providing them a bettance at early school success.

It is especially important for the large numbeEwoiglish language learners in the
program who, in fact, may have even benefited thetracademically from the Nevada
ECE program. These developmental gains during ézaiying help ease their transition
into school, preparing them for future success.

Long-Term EffectsAfter preschool, it appears Nevada ECE childm@mtioued to be

better prepared to enter school in grade 1 andegddtian classmates. More importantly,
it appears Nevada ECE children improved on theifsignt learning gains they achieved
in preschool through grade 1, and, at a minimumnta@ed the gains through grade 3.
In other words, it appears Nevada ECE childreninaet to reduce the achievement gap
between children in poverty and the national averagleast through grade 1.

Parent | nvolvement.

Short-Term Effectslhe parents of the children who participated e kevada ECE
became more involved in the education of theirdrlkih, spending more quality time with
them, especially in terms of reading with theiddfen. As research has learned,
increased parent involvement leads to increasetestiachievement due, in part, to the
value of education that parents convey to theildodn by their own actions.

Long-Term EffectsAfter preschool, the parents of the children sargd to be very
involved in their children’s learning. In fact, tharents of the Nevada ECE children
were even more involved than their classmates’mamuring kindergarten. After
kindergarten, the parents of the Nevada ECE childomtinued to be very involved in
their children’s learning in grade 1 and 3 at &le@ommensurate with classmates’
parents.






Report Overview

The Final Evaluation Report for FY 2007-08 presents
summary of the effectiveness of Nevada state funded
pre-kindergarten programs to improve the opporesit
for school readiness for young children and farsiire
Nevada. The 2007 Nevada State Legislature passed
Assembly Bill (AB) 627 that continued the funding o
the Nevada Early Childhood Education (ECE) Program
and appropriated $3,251,671 in the 2007-08 fisealy
and $3,338,875 in the 2008-2009 fiscal year.

The money must be used by the Nevada Departmdtdwfation (NDE) to award competitive
grants to school districts and community-basedrupgdions for early childhood education
programs. According to AB 627, the grants are fiitiate or expand pre-kindergarten education
programs.” In addition, the grants must have angarg component, as specified in the original
legislation for the Nevada ECE Program. Familiesdigible for the program if they have a
child up to the age the child is eligible to attdmudergarten.

In July 2007, NDE awarded a competitive grant tedool districts and community-based
organizations to operate an early childhood edaogirogram based on the recommendations of
peer reviewers. Nine of the successful applicatamesschool districts, including Carson City,
Churchill County, Clark County, Elko County, HumdbCounty, Nye County, Pershing

County, Washoe County, and White Pine. The remgiapplication was Great Basin
Community College in Elko. Two of the 10 applicai$o EIko County and Nye County, had not
previously received a Nevada ECE program award.

During 2007-08, the 10 Nevada ECE projects proviekdices to 1,014 families, including

1,039 children and 1,021 adults. Of the 1,039 chiidserved in Nevada ECE during the 2007-08
school year, 929 children were in the Nevada EGignam on December 13007. Using the
figure of 929 children as an average daily childrdcand the total award amount of $3,251,671,
the average cost of the Nevada ECE program pet th2007-08 was $3,500. This per child
cost underestimates the total cost of providingany childhood education program to children
since the calculation does not include the monia® fall the funding streams that support
Nevada ECE project sites. That is, some Nevada iGjects are funded with Nevada ECE
funds as well as other funds.

State Pre-Kindergarten Funding Overview

All grants are awarded on a competitive basis. N&teived 13 applications from school
districts and community-based organizations. A pahpeer reviewers judged the 13
applications using criteria developed for the pamgr Ten out of the 13 applications were
awarded. Table 1 shows all applications receivetithe amount of funds requested. The table
also identifies the 10 early childhood educationjguts that were funded, the amount of funds
each project received in 2007-08, and the numbeady childhood education sites by project.



All together, the 10 Nevada ECE projects fundedenkB 627 supported 33 early childhood

sites that served 1,039 children during the 2008&®ol year.

Table 1L The 2007-08 Funds Requested and Awarded, and dluofticarly Childhood

Education Sites

Nevada Pre-K Applications Amount Requested Amount Awarded Number of
Sites
Carson City School District $261,589 $250,000 2
Churchill County School District $152,953 $122,410 1
Clark County School District $1,554,786 $1,431,031 10
Elko County School District $191,438 $114,638 1
Great Basin College $120,135 $120,135 1
Humboldt County School District $183,605 $130,700 1
Nye County School District $140,000 $135,000 1
Pershing County School District $135,000 $132,058 1
Washoe County School District $749,027 $695,964 14
White Pine County School District $119,735 $119,735 1
Douglas County School District $83,000 Not funded
Christ Lutheran Preschool $40,143 Not funded
Classroom on Wheels, Inc. $188,413 Not funded
Total $3,919,824 $3,251,671 33

Report Structure

This report is divided into the following sectionwkich address the required evaluation
components from the legislation (cited below).

Section I-1lI:

Research Questions; and National Research

Sections IV:
Section V-VIII:
Sections IX-X:

* This section addresses a key requirement of thé 2Bwhich states that the evaluation

Evaluation Design: Annual and Londital

Evaluation Analysis: Annual and Langinal

Comprehensive overview of all thegrams funded during FY 2007-08;

Program & Participant Characteigst Program Implementation and Services

include “a summary of the data showing the effextess on indicators of early

childhood education and parenting, and a longitaidiomparison of the data showing

the effectiveness of different programs.”




Sections XI-XII: Testimonials; Conclusions and Recoendations
Section XIllI: Program Descriptions

* This section presents a summary of each indivigt@jram including, a brief project
description, funding, and individual program ch#eastics and goals and outcomes.

Evaluation Requirements from AB 627

Assembly Bill 627, Section 13 identifies specifiakiation requirements for early childhood
education programs funded under the legislatioee (fubsections 5, 6, and 7 of AB 627 in
Appendix A.) Essentially, the three key componeaitdhe evaluation are:

+ a description of the programs of early childhoodaadion,

+ asummary of the data showing the effectivenesadinators of early childhood
education and parenting, and

+ alongitudinal comparison of the data showing tifiectiveness of different programs.

As indicated in Assembly Bill627, section 7, spec#valuation requirements contained in this
report include:

(a) The number of grants awarded,;

(b) An identification of each school district anehemunity based organization that received

a grant of money and the amount of each grant asard

(c) For each school district and community-baseoization that received a grant of
money:

(1) The number of children who received servicesugh a program funded by the grant

for each year that the program received fundinghftbe State for early childhood
programs; and

(2) The average per child expenditure for the paogfor each year the program received

funding from the State for early childhood eduaaéiloprograms;

(d) A compilation of the evaluations reviewed pansito subsection 6 that includes, without

limitation:

(1) A longitudinal comparison of the data showihg effectiveness of the different
programs; and

(2) A description of the programs in this State #ra the most effective;

(e) Based upon the performance of children in tlogqam on established performance and

outcome indicators, a description of revised penfmce and outcome indicators,
including any revised minimum performance leveld parformance rates; and

() Any recommendations for legislation.






Research Questions

The Nevada Department of Education established an
Early Childhood Education Evaluation Design Team in
summer 2007 to develop an evaluation design
consistent with the evaluation requirements oudliime
AB 627. The Evaluation Design Team identified five
primary research questions to guide the annualangitudinal evaluations.

The five research questions are based on informagiguested by the Nevada Legislature
and questions of interest to NDE. The five primasearch questions are restated below,
followed by sub-questions.

Research Question # 1How isthe funding spent on the program?

This research question addresses the concern opragwam dollars are used at the local
level. It provides both program-level and projextdl data on the amount of state
expenditures on ECE. The specific sub-questiotisignresearch area are listed below.

¢ How many ECE grants were awarded and to which azgdans? What are the funding
levels for ECE projects?

¢ How many ECE sites did each recipient operate?
¢ Were ECE grants used to initiate or expand eailglebod education programs?

¢ What is the average cost of the program per ppaid?
Research Question # 2Vho is served by the program?

An interest of the Nevada Legislature is to degctite people who patrticipate in ECE. This
research question addresses the legislature’®sitby focusing on the participants. Specific
sub-questions under this primary research queatietisted below.

¢ How many families, children, and adults participat&CE? What are the characteristics
of families participating in ECE, e.g., family stture, income level?

¢ What are the background characteristics of thedadnl and their parents who participate
in ECE, e.g., gender, age, race/ethnicity, and gmyntanguage?

¢ What is the educational history of ECE children?

¢ How long (how many months) do children and aduigipipate in ECE? How many
families leave the ECE program before the end efsthool year?

1 1n addition to the statewide evaluation, projentsst also participate in program monitoring aciggt Local
projects must submit a mid-year and an end-of-peagress report to the state Early Childhood Edocat
Coordinator to describe progress toward meetingrnara objectives and in implementing the stratetyieneet
the objectives as outlined in the project applaratin addition, the state Early Childhood Eduaatio
Coordinator conducted site visits to determine ggbgompliance with program requirements.



Research Question # 31 ow do projects implement Early Childhood Education?

This question focuses on a range of implementasisunes. An important issue is to
determine what services are provided in early tloitl education and the quality of those
services. The specific sub-questions in this retearea are listed below.

¢ What is the nature of services in early childhoddaation and parenting education
offered by the projects? What activities, if ang,rojects offer for parents and children
together?

¢ How do ECE projects implement key components diyednildhood education and
parenting education services?

¢+ How well do projects implement quality indicatofspoogram delivery for early
childhood education programs based\mvada Family Literacy Programs—Quality
Indicators for Program Delivery?

¢ What is the educational background of ECE staffav¥mds of continued training have
ECE staff received to implement the early childheddcation project effectively?

¢ On average, what is the intensity (hours) of theisesprovidedin early childhood
education and parenting education?

¢+ To what extent do childregparticipatein early childhood education and to what extent do
adultsparticipatein parenting education services?

Research Question # AVhat are the annual outcomes of Early Childhood Education?

This set of research questions is designed to agdine annual impact of the program on
early childhood education and parent involvemerasnees. The specific sub-questions in
this research area are listed below.

¢ What gains are observed for ECE children on measafrdevelopmental progress?

¢ What gains are observed for ECE adults on measfiggrenting skills, including
parenting goals, parent and child together timd,raading time with the child?

Research Question # BDoes the Nevada Early Childhood Education Program have a
longitudinal impact on the children and parentsit serves?

This set of research questions is designed to agdine longitudinal impact of the program
on children and adults. The specific sub-questaradisted below.

¢ What longitudinal gains are observed for ECE cleidon measures of developmental
progress?

¢ What longitudinal gains are observed for ECE aduitsneasures of parent involvement?



National Research on

Preschool Education Programs [’ %

A goal of the evaluation for the Nevada
Department of Education is to determine if the A .....-!

effects of the Nevada ECE Program for e
participating children are consistent with m ;Z:.'_‘!’
national research on quality early childhood

education programs. In general, the research astpoel w
education programs can be divided between stulda&skamined the

short-term effects of preschool participation andigs that investigated the long-term
effects.

Iy |

Short-Term Effects

Many studies have investigated the short-term &ffetpreschool education for children.

Research has found that preschool education camuaphe learning and development of
young children, having short-term effects on thgritive, social, emotional, and physical
development (Puma et al, 2005; Magnuson et al, ;200#&ie & Thomas, 1995).

While there is some variation in the results ofydapons served by preschool programs,
most programs and studies have focused on econiyrdesadvantaged populations, similar
to the population served in the Nevada ECE Progiidrase disadvantaged children are often
at-risk and typically start school substantiallyioel their peers. Without the preschool
experience, these children would continue to perfbehind classmates, perhaps falling even

further behind.

Some studies highlight the positive cognitive intpafqoreschool education for specific
populations of children (Barnett & Jung, 2005). Erample, an evaluation of the Oklahoma
Preschool Program (Gormley, 2008) analyzed thetsfief the program by ethnic group,
allowing an analysis of the program effects on Hisp children, which is also the largest
population served in the Nevada ECE program. Thgpkaconsisted of more than 3,000
children in Tulsa.

The study showed statistically significant effeatshe preschool program for each subtest
for each of four groups—Hispanic, African Americiigtive American, and White children.
The gains for Hispanic children exceeded thoséiddiien from other backgrounds in letter-
word identification, spelling and applied problealving.

Several meta-analyses on short-term effects caériithat preschool education programs
produce an average gain of one-half (0.50) standewdation on cognitive development.

This is the equivalent of a move from the 30thh® $50th percentile for achievement test
scores. In other words, a one-half standard deviaain can reduce the school readiness gap
between children in poverty and the national avetaghalf.



Long-Term Effects

Some studies have examined preschool educatiomgsterm effects, providing information
on effects into elementary school and beyond (Shagtiret al, 2005; Campbell et al, 2002;
Reynolds et al, 2002; Oden et al, 2000). Thesdestiddund that preschool education has
significant lasting effects on cognitive abilitieghool progress (grade retention, special
education placement, and high school graduatiomw) sacial behavior. While the estimated
effects decline as students move from their imnteddaperience to elementary school, to
adolescence, and to adulthood follow-up, the effentluding those on cognitive abilities,
persist. These long-term effects help close theeaement gap and level the playing field for
all children to achieve. Perhaps even more impdstéor the Nevada ECE program which
serves large numbers of non-English speaking Hisgndents, these long-term effects may
be intensified for non-English speaking Hispanigdtken, which may reduce their need for
special services later in elementary school.

The landmark longitudinal study is the High/Scoerf? Preschool program that randomly
assigned 128 disadvantaged minority children toeeia half-day preschool program with
home visits by the teachers or a control groupldtém attended the preschool program for
two school years. The short-term effects on languaagl general cognitive abilities were
large, about 0.90 standard deviations.

The Perry study, then, followed 123 children froragzhool well into adulthood. While there
was no persistent effect on 1Q, the study founéraiptent effect on achievement tests
through middle school, a finding consistent witbulés from meta-analyses of all relevant
research literature. In addition, the preschooligrbad better classroom and personal
behavior as reported by teachers, less involvemeatglinquency and crime, fewer special
education placements, and a higher high schoolgtamh rate. Through age 40, the program
was associated with increased employment and epmilecreased welfare dependency, and
reduced arrests. Long-term effect sizes are imahge from 0.30 to 0.50 standard deviations.
High school graduation increased from half to thivets, the number of arrests by age 27 fell
by half, and employment at age 40 showed an inereb$4 percentage points.

The outcomes found in national longitudinal evatuat of preschool suggests that the
positive long-term effects are primarily becausesphool children had different experiences
in elementary school due to the cognitive gainseaad in preschool. Increasing children’s
cognitive abilities early helps them to transitiato school and reduces the likelihood that
they will be tracked into low ability groups, placm special education, or retained in grade
(Office of Educational Research and Improvement;,Dépt. of Ed., 1989).



Program Evaluation Design

The evaluation of the Nevada ECE Program include;
an annual and longitudinal design that focuses on
program outcomes that assess the developmental
progress of children and parental involvement.

Annual Evaluation

The annual evaluation design is based on five oog¢cimdicators: two
indicators measure the developmental progressilofreh and three indicators measure
parental involvement. Thautcome indicators were developed in June 200 1tsnd
benchmarks are reviewed annually based upon tlierpemce results of the participants, as
directed by AB 627. In 2007-08, NDE added a nedvdator (Outcome Indicator 2) and
raised the benchmarks of two other indicators.0@809, the benchmarks will be raised
again for three indicators.

Indicator Benchmarks
Developmental Progress of Children Original | 2007-08
Outcome I ndicator 1. Reading Readiness: I ndividual Student Gain. Percent of 70% 75%

Early Childhood Education children with a minimuifaur months of
participation who show improvement in auditory ceatgension and expressive
communication—as measured by a standard scoreaseEn the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) and the Expressine-@/ord Picture
Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT) for children from thredfitee years old.

Outcome I ndicator 2. Reading Readiness: Average Program Gain. Early PPVT 7.0
Childhood Education children from birth until thegiter kindergarten with a EOWPVT
minimum of four months of participation will makespecific average gain of 10.0

standard score points in auditory comprehensianessured by the PPVT and |in
expressive communication as measured by the EOWPVT.

Parenting

Outcome I ndicator 3. Parenting Goals. Percent of participating adults enrolled  90% 90%
in Early Childhood Education for at least four mwtwho meet at least one goal
related to parenting skills (e.g., development@irapriateness, positive
discipline, teaching and learning, care-giving emwiment) within the reporting
year.

Outcome I ndicator 4. Time Spent With Children. Percent of first-year Early 60% 65%
Childhood Education parents who increase the amaiuithe they spend with
their children weekly within a reporting year.

Outcome I ndicator 5. Time Spent Reading With Children. Percent of first-year 30% 70%
Early Childhood Education parents who increasetheunt of time they spend
reading with their children within a reporting year




Methodology

The outcomes indicators require the use of twoarebedesigns: ane group pretest/posttest
designfor four indicators (Indicators 1, 2, 4 and 5) @awhe group posttest only desifpr
Indicator 4.

One group pretest/posttest. In a one-group pretest/posttest design, data diectad on
participants prior to their participation in a pramn and again after the program to measure
the program’s impact on selected variable(s). is ¢hse, the study collected data on four
measures: Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Expee&sie-Word Picture Vocabulary Test,
the amount of time parents spend with children,andunt of time parents spend reading
with children.

One group posttest only. In a one-group posttest only design, data are atelteon
participants at the end of the program. In thigc#se study collected data on whether
parents achieved at least one parenting goallibgthad selected to complete.

Data Collection Instruments
The annual evaluation collected data on five messdescribed below.

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT). The PPVT is an individually administered norm-
referenced test that measures receptive vocabiuaderstanding/interpreting what is heard)
for children between two and 18 years old. The PE¥{h are expressed in standard scores
with an average score of 100 and standard deviafid®. There is no “maturation effect”

for the PPVT. Therefore, our expectation is thatP®VT standard scores should not change
in the absence of a “treatment.” Thasg,increase in the standard score during the time a
child participates in Nevada ECE is taken as aitatibn that Nevada ECE is helping
increase the child’s receptive vocabulary.

Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT). The EOWPVT is a
standardized, norm-referenced test designed tessseindividual’'s English speaking
vocabulary, also for children between two and 1&yeld. Like the PPVT, the EOWPVT
data are expressed in standard scores with angevecare of 100 and standard deviation of
15. Like the PPVT, our expectation is that the EQXVRtandard scores should not change
in the absence of a “treatment.”

Time Spent With Children andTime Spent Reading With Children. Nevada ECE projects
are expected to collect these two data elememts parents when they enter the program
and again at the end of the program year or wheffettily exits the program. Projects can
conduct an interview to collect the data. Or, s@rmgects have parents keep a log of the
actual time that they spend with their child anel time they read with their child during a
week at the beginning of the program and agaiheaehd of the program.

Parenting Goals. Nevada ECE projects are expected to help parstablesh annual goals in
parenting (e.g., attend monthly parenting workshtgasn positive discipline techniques)
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and criteria for determining whether the goalsraset. The data are then reported for each
parent at the end of the program or when they exit.

Longitudinal Evaluation

The longitudinal evaluation tracks the performaatevo cohorts of children:

= Cohort 1 — four-year olds who participated in New&CE during 2003-04 and
entered grade 3 in 2007-08, and

= Cohort 3— four-year olds who participated in Né&d&CE during 2005-06 and
entered grade 1 in 2007-08.

The longitudinal study collected data on two ‘chéld variables’ (student learning and
student attendance) and one ‘parent variable’ (paeacher conference attendance). The
primary purpose of the study, however, is on stutearning: to determine the effectiveness
of the program on the developmental progress dfi@n over time.

Methodology

The longitudinal evaluation includes two studies+@mhort 1 and for Cohort 3. The
methodology for Cohort 1, as well as the resultgresented first since Cohort 1 is the first
group of students who participated in the Nevad& pbgram and participated in the first
longitudinal study in 2004-05.

Cohort 1—Grade 3 Study

The Cohort 1 Grade 3 study uses a comparison grosippest only desigas well as survey
research methodology.

Comparison group posttest only design. In a comparison group posttest only design, the
performance of Cohort 1 students is evaluated agaisomparison group, i.e., Cohort 1
classmates. The evaluation analyzes the data franmieasures using this design. The first
measure is student performance on the Nevada iGntReference Tests (CRT) in reading
and mathematics, and the second measure is stattiemlance rate as measured by days
enrolled and days attended. In both analyses ville&ion compares the data from available
Cohort 1 grade 3 students with matched samplels$mates from the same schools.

Survey Research. The evaluation administered a survey to the gBaachers of Cohort 1
children, collecting data on three variables. Tinwesy asked teachers to rate Cohort 1
children, compared to other children in the clagsrpon their readiness skills when entering
grade 3 and on their current level of performamcgrade 3. The survey also asked teachers
to report whether the parents of the Cohort 1 céilgarticipated in the fall parent/teacher
conference. The results from this survey will benpared to the results of another survey
administered to the teachers of the Cohort 1 stsdehen they were in kindergarten.
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Cohort 3—Grade 1 Study

The Cohort 3 Grade 1 Study uses a one group pigistest design, a comparison group
posttest only design, as well as survey researchadelogy. As mentioned previously, a
one group pretest/posttest is the stronger rese@sign: it provides a measure of
performance prior to participating in a progranttdérecontrolling for other explanations of
the results. It provides the best data to determimether the Nevada ECE program children
maintained the significant learning gains they eeéd during preschool into their K-12
school career.

One group pretest/posttest. In a one-group pretest/posttest design, a groghuolents is

tested prior to their participation in a progrand aested again after the program. In this case,
the study includes a random sample of 300 of thef@dr-year olds from Cohort 3. The
evaluation administered the PPVT and the EOWPMhécchildren initially when they
entered the Nevada ECE program in 2005-06 and agdime end of the school year or when
they exited the program. For the longitudinal stutlg PPVT and EOWPVT were
administered again in spring 2007 when the childvere in kindergarten and again in spring
2008 when the children were in grade 1.

The use of the PPVT and EOWPVT as the follow-upsuess in kindergarten and grade 1
facilitates more valid comparisons of children perfance during their participation in the
Nevada ECE program with their performance afteraal addition, both tests are norm-
referenced tests, allowing the evaluation to complae performance of students in the ECE
program against the national norms.

Comparison group posttest only design. As mentioned previously, a comparison group
posttest only design contrasts the performancaefgooup against a comparison group at
the end of a program. In this case, Cohort 3 stisdm® compared with grade 1 classmates
on student attendance rate, measured by daysesheoid days attended.

Survey Research Methodology. The evaluation administered a survey to the giamachers
of Cohort 3 children, similar to the survey admieisd to the teachers of Cohort 1 students.
The results will be compared to the results ohailar survey administered to the teachers of
the Cohort 3 students when in kindergarten.

Data Collection Instruments

Table 2 shows the variables and the instrumentsumes used to assess the variables in the
Cohort 1 and Cohort 3 studies. The descriptiorth@ata collection instruments for the
two studies are combined and presented below; éieyehces for the two cohorts are noted
in the descriptions.
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Table 2. Data Collection Instruments Used in Cohort 1 anti@t 3 Studies by Variable

Variables (Instruments/Measures) Cohort1in | Cohort3in
Grade 3 Grade 1

Student Learning

¢ Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test v

¢ Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test v

¢+ Nevada Criterion Referenced Tests v

¢ Teacher Survey v v
Parent I nvolvement

¢ Teacher Survey v v
Student Attendance

¢ Days Enrolled/Days Attended v v

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-111 (PPVT). This instrument was discussed previously
under the data collection instruments for the ahauvaluation.

Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT). This instrument was discussed
previously under the data collection instrumentgtie annual evaluation.

Nevada Criterion Referenced Tests (CRT). The Nevada CRTs in reading and math are
standardized, criterion referenced tests designeddess student performance on state
content standards in reading and mathematics. &idtg are administered to students from
grade 3 to grade 8 in the spring annually. The Hav@RT are expressed in scale scores that
range from 100 to 500 and divided into four pradiwy levels: Emergent/ Developing,
Approaches Standard, Meets Standard, and Exceadd&st. Unlike the PPVT and
EOWPVT which are norm-referenced tests, the Nezil@ scale scores increase as the
student learns more content in a subject area.

Teacher Survey. The evaluator developed a surf&y teachers of the Cohort 1 and Cohort 3
students. The survey measured student learninganaht involvement. The survey asked
teachers to respond to questions about three Vesiagiudent readiness to enter the grade,
performance during the school year, and parentweweent. Teachers completed the survey
in April and May, 2008.

2 The Cohort 1 and Cohort 3 Teacher Surveys useextlilem to measure student readiness to entegrétue
level and a Likert scale to measure performanggade level. A Likert scale is a type of psychogetr
response scale often used in questionnaires. Wdsponding to an item in a Likert scale, respondardsasked
to indicate his or her degree of agreement withstheement or any kind of subjective or objectivaleation of
the statement. Traditionally, Likert items usewefpoint scale where the response levels are aadith
consecutive integers (1 through 5), and the resplavels are also anchored with verbal labels wbaimote
more-or-less evenly-spaced gradations (stronghoilee, somewhat disagree, neither agree or disagree
somewhat agree, and strongly agree).
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= Student Readiness to Enter Grade LeVhak survey asked teachers to rate the ECE
child(ren) in their classrooms, compared to othneideen in the classroom, on how
prepared they were to enter the grade level: (A$tantially less prepared, (2) a little
less prepared, (3) about the same, (4) a littleebetnd (5) substantially better than
other children in the classroom.

= Performance in Grade Levelhe survey asked teachers to rate the ECE o#iljl{n
their classrooms, compared to other classroomrem|dn the student’s current level
of performance on eight skills: (1) less than tipeiers, (2) a little less than their
peers, (3) about the same as their peers, (4)artiore than their peers, and (5) more
than their peers. Four of the eight skills are grieyel (grade 1 and grade 3)
benchmarks for the same four Nevada content stdadé@he other four skills are
socio-emotional development skills taken from stgdf teachers who identified
these skills as important for early school success.

= Parent InvolvementA challenge the longitudinal evaluation faced $eess parent
involvement is the selection of an appropriate mesiSthat can be collected for the
large number of children in the program. The ordygnmt involvement measure that
Nevada schools currently collect and can be cate&ar program children is parent
attendance at parent/teacher conferences. Theagheaulecided to use
parent/teacher conference attendance rate to neeparent involvement, comparing
the parent/teacher conference attendance ratevalddeECE parents with the rates of
all parents at the schools attended by the Nev&tadhildren. A limitation of this
comparison is that the data come from differentsesi That is, the data for the
parents of the Nevada ECE children will come frowhividual surveys completed by
teachers and the data used for the comparison gm@ugchool percentages with no
individual data available.

Student Attendance. A goal of any school is to have students attedasicregularly so
students have the opportunity to learn. In faciient average daily attendance (ADA) is a
criterion Nevada uses for school accountability.ilvthis longitudinal study did not use the
definition of student ADA as defined in Nevada 8t&tatute, the study did collect data on
the number of days students attended school compatee days enrolled. The evaluation
obtained the data from the Nevada Student Infoonadystem.

3 The evaluation did not use the measures thatdde&E projects employ to assess parent involvement
(parenting goals, reading time, and meaningful tspent with children) in the annual evaluation lsesof the
challenge of collecting these data from parentskawhuse it would be difficult to separate the@ffef
elementary school parent involvement activitiesrfttiose of the preschool program.
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Program and Participant Characteristics

The characteristics of Nevada ECE programs, fasjied
adult and children participants are based on data 1.0
projects that provided services to 1,014 familiesluding
1,039 children and 1,021 adults who participateskirvices
from July 1, 2007 through June 30, 2008.

The profile of Nevada ECE families is that manyédavovided their children with limited

formal educational experiences, are from minoribjn& backgrounds, are learning English as a
second language, and a sizeable number of famaileebbw-income. For many families, Nevada
ECE gives them an important opportunity to betteirtlives by providing their children with
developmentally supportive experiences to pregamtfor school. Below are the key
characteristics of the families, adults, and cleitdserved in the program.

Program Characteristics

Project Number Number Number | Number Total
Children Adults Families sites Participants
Carson City| 82 81 81 2 8%
Churchill 38 37 37 1 4%
Clark 330 321 321 10 32%
Elko 36 43 36 1 4%
Great Basin 35 34 34 1 3%
Humboldt 40 39 39 1 4%
Nye 41 37 37 1 3%
Pershing 40 40 40 1 4%
Washoe| 375 367 367 14 36%
White Pine 22 22 22 1 2%
Total 1,039 1,021 1,014 33 100%
Family Characteristics
Family Structure | Number | Percent Family Income | Number | Percent
Families | Families Families | Families
Single Parent 140 14% Over $50,000 193 19%
Couples| 744 73% $40,000-$49,999 125 12%
Extended Families 111 11% $30,000-$39,999 152 15%
Other 19 2% $20,000-$29,999 241 24%
Total| 1,014 100% $10,000-$19,9$9 226 22%
Less than $9,990 77 8%
Total| 1,014 100%
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The 10 projects reported they had a waiting liS2@d families. The projects with the largest

numbers of families on waiting lists were Washoei@y (377 families) and Clark County (328

families).

Adult Characteristics

Child Characteristics

Language Spoken at | Number | Percent | English Language Number | Percent
Home Skills
English 492 48% English 590 57%
Spanish| 482 47% Limited English Skills 449 43%
Other a7 5%
Age Age
50 and ovel 18 2% 3-4years 210 20%
40-49( 110 11% 4-5 years 829 80%
30-39| 472 46%
20-29( 417 41%
Under 20 3 <1%
Gender Gender
Male 117 11% Malg 526 51%
Female| 904 89% Femal¢ 513 49%
Race/Ethnicity Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino| 584 57% Hispanic/Lating 617 60%
Caucasian 326 31% Caucasian 295 28%
African American 34 3% African American 39 4%
Asian 41 4% Asian 34 3%
Native American 15 1% Native Americap 18 2%
Other 21 2% Othenl 36 3%
Total| 1,021 100% Tota) 1,039 100%

History of Participation in Non-Early Childhood Education Programs.

Nevada ECE plays an important role in the livesholdren as reflected in their lack of
participation in other educational programs. Of1t@39 children, 76 percent (794 children) did
not participate in any other educational programrgo Nevada ECE, and 92 percent (951
children) did not participate in any other eduaagioprogram while in Nevada ECE, as shown in
Table 3. Without Nevada ECE, many children mayhase participated in any educational
program before enrolling in school. For many clalidrNevada ECE helped prepare them for
school.
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Table 3.Number of Children Participating in Non-Nevada ERt®grams Before and

Simultaneous with Nevada ECE

Non-Nevada ECE Programs Before Nevada | Simultaneous
ECE Program with Nevada
ECE Program
Head Start 19 13
Even Start 25 31
Title | Preschool 16 15
Early Intervention, Early Childhood Special Educati 48 47
Other Preschool or Infant/Toddler Program 113 46
Migrant Education 3 46
None 794 951
Other 67 18

Status If Child Did Not Participate in Early Childhood Education Program

An important question is what would Nevada ECEdeih do if they did not participate in the
early childhood education program? Project stadedgarticipating adults at enrollment to

respond to this question—based on a list of passibbices shown in Table 4. Overall, about 75

percent of the children would not have attendedstnyctured or semi-structured early
childhood education program prior to entering kigdeten without Nevada ECE. Thus, the
Nevada Early Childhood Education program providesyrchildren with an important
opportunity to be better prepared when they ertleod so they are more likely to succeed.

Table 4.The Status of Children if They Did Not Participatehe Nevada ECE Progrdm

Status of child if not in the Nevada ECE program Number of
Children
a) Attend day care 104
b) Stay with grandparents or other adult family member 198
c) Stay at home with parents 687
d) Stay at home with siblings 73
e) Attend other preschool or infant/toddler program 113
f) Other(specify) 41

* Children can participate in more than one option.
® Children can participate in more than one option.
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Program Implementation

This section presents a first look at the Nevad& EC
projects and how they are implemented by

examining their administrative and operational ‘
issues. The section examines staffing patterns, “ 4
professional qualifications, and inservice training

Staffing Patterns TN

Project directors were asked to report the numbpainl Nevada ECE staff and their full-time
equivalents (FTE) or whether they were paid onremtt as sho9wn in Table Bo avoid
duplicating staff counts, we asked project dirextorcount each staff member only once
according to his or her primary assignment area éveugh staff members may perform
multiple roles and functions.

Table 5. The Number of Nevada ECE Staff by Position

Position Number of FTE of Number on
Staff Staff Contract

Administrators 3 1.35 0

Teachers 29 27.83 3

Aides (educational assistant) 34 28.15

Family Specialists (home-visitor/advocate) 3 2.75

Support Staff (secretary, clerk) 2 5 0

Others 4 2.6 0

TOTAL STAFF 73 60.93

Nevada ECE program funds purchased the service3 staff for 2007-08, many of whom are
part-time or funded part-time with Nevada ECE funise 73 staff included three
administratordwho managed the program; 29 teachers who insttiicténe early childhood
education classes; 34 teacher aides who assistkd aarly childhood classes; three family
specialists who worked primarily on parenting atigg, including home visits; two support
staff, such as a secretary or clerk; and four “othaff” which included a teacher on special
assignment who helped coordinate a district levegfam, two early childhood specialists for
staff development, and a bus driver.

6 Although all 10 projects have an administratomfe&€hildhood Education funds were used to pay @portion
of the salary of three administrators at threequisj, from as little as 10 percent up to 100 pdrottheir salary.
Seven projects used other funds to support themirgdtrators.
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Professional Qualifications

Project directors reported the qualifications aittadministrative and educational staff (teachers
and aides) in terms of their highest level of etiocaand years of professional experience in
their position. For teachers, the evaluation atdtected data on the type of teacher
license/certificate and endorsement. Data on the oy certificate and endorsement held by the
early childhood teachers are important becaustatd sequirements regarding teachers in early
childhood education programs. According to state Eateacher must hold a special license or
endorsement in early childhood education to teachprogram of instruction for pre-
kindergarten childrefiThe law does not apply to a teacher who holddementary license, is
employed full-time in a pre-kindergarten progranoaduly 1, 2002, and continues to teach full-
time in a pre-kindergarten program after July 020

Table 6 shows the highest level of education athiior Nevada ECE administrators, teachers,
aides or para-professionals, and family specialfdthough there is no specific required
education level for administrators, two of the thegiministrators have a Master’'s degree and the
third has a high school diploma. Of the 29 teachters have a Ph.D., 10 have a Master’s degree,
and 17 have a Bachelor’'s degree.

Table 6.Highest Level of Education and Experience of Neva@#& Project Staff

Administ | Teachers | Aides Family
rators Specialists
Highest Level of Education
Did not complete diploma/GED 0 0 0 0
High school diploma or GED 1 0 20 2
AA 0 0 8 0
BA/BS 0 17 4 1
MA/MS/M.Ed 2 10 0 0
Ph.D./Ed.D 0 2 0 0
Years of Experience in Primary Area

Less than 1 year 0 2 1 0
1to 5 years 0 9 20 2
51to 10 years 0 10 6 1
More than 10 years 3 8 7 0

Of the 34 aides, four have a Bachelor’'s degreditdigve an Associate’s degree, and 22 have a
high school diploma/GED. There are three familycgests: two have a high school
diploma/GED and one has a Bachelor’s degree.

’ See Nevada Revised Statutes 391.019 and Nevadmistative Code (NAC) 391.087 for the complete &
qualifications, provisions, and exceptions for theised law.
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Table 6 also shows that Nevada administrators hae experience than other Nevada ECE
staff. All three administrators (100 percent) haver 10 years experience. Of the 29 teachers,
eight (28 percent) had more than 10 years of egpee. Of the 34 aides and three family
specialists, seven (21 percent) had more than &G y# experience.

In terms of state requirements for teachers iryednildhood education programs, 26 of the 29
teachers (90 percent) meet the requirements. Téetywsix teachers had either early childhood
education certificate and/or endorsement. In otiwrds, most teachers in the program have
specific training and/or experience in early chiddt education.

The three teachers who do not meet the criteriheftate requirements for instruction of pre-
kindergarten children have elementary teachingfaties: one teacher has applied for the early
childhood education endorsement, the second te&harking on an early childhood
endorsement, and the third teacher is a long-teathter substitute. In the case of the third
teacher, the school district was unable to hirmagher who met state requirements, so filled the
position temporarily with a long-term teacher sithst.

Inservice Training

Inservice training is a critical part of providiggality services to Nevada ECE families so that
staff can learn about the best practices in ednilgditood education and receive training in the
program models (e.gHigh Scopgthat projects adopt. Table 7 presents the numiberojects
that provided training to teachers and aides ihtaigservice areas by specific hour ranges. The
results show that project staff received substhtrtaaming in 2007-08.

Table 7.Number of Projects That Provided Teachers andsAidaining by Hours

No Oto5 | 6t010 | 11to 15 | Over 15

Inservice Topics
hours hours hours hours hours

a) Curriculum 0 4 1 0 4

b) Developmental areas

c) Learning environment

d) Children with special needs

e) Classroom or behavior management

f) Pedagogy-instructional strategies

g) Assessment
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h) Involving parents

Overall, projects provided teachers and aides thst imours of training iPedagogy-

Instructional StrategieandLearning Environmerib help staff implement effective instructional
strategies within effective learning environmei@taff received the least amount of training in
Assessmenperhaps because most projects have used theirsstnuenents for both formative
and summative assessment for several years, ambticeed much additional training on them,
other than for new staff.
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Early Childhood Education Services

Nevada ECE projects are required to provide ses\ite
early childhood education and parenting educafitis
section describes the intensity of services tadcérl

and parents and the types of parenting services. RN

Intensity of Services

A very important piece of information is the numloéhours Nevada
ECE projects offered participants in early childd@alucation and parenting

education. Typically, research has found that tlheenmours participants spend in program
activities, the larger the impact.

To determine the intensity of educational servieesasked directors to report the scheduled
hours per month and duration of instruction in nharfor early childhood education and
parenting education, as shown in Table 8. The numibgrojects that offered the service is
shown as well: not all projects offer servicesliraeeas.

Table 8.Average Scheduled Hours of Parenting and EarlydBbibd Services

Service Area Number | Hours | Duration of | Total
of per Instruction | Average
Projects | Month | in Months | Hours
Early Childhood Education
Under age 3 - - - -
Age 3and 4 10 45.1 9.0 405.6
Age 5 9 45.6 9.0 410.7,
Parenting Education
Parent alone 9 1.9 7.9 15.5
Parent and child are involved 10 4.8 9.0 43.7
together

Early Childhood Education

The results show that 10 projects served threef@undyear old children as well as five-year old
children, not eligible for kindergarten. No projgserved children under three-years old.

The scheduled hours of early childhood educatiffergid only slightly among children of
different age groups. On average, the 10 projattsduled three- to four-year olds an average of
406 hours of early childhood education (45.1 hgarismonth for 9.0 months) and five-year olds
an average of 411 hours of early childhood edung#é.6 hours per month for 9.0 months).
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Parenting

According to the original legislation for Nevada E(rojects had to have a parenting
component. All 10 project directors reported pravidsome parenting education services in
2007-08. Nine projects provided parenting serviogzarents alone and 10 projects provided
parent and child together (PACT) time. On averag® projects offered an average of 15.5
hours ofParenting education alon&,9 hours per month for 7.9 months. In additionpfdjects
offered an average of 43.7 hourdRafrent and child time togethet,8 hours per month for 9.0
months. In other words, most adults could recebamia59 hours of parenting education during
2007-08.

Types of Parenting Services

Ten project directors were asked to identify thgrde (not provided, and provided to a few
families, some families, and most families) to whibey provided five types of parenting
services. Table Shows the number of projects that provided the fiiareenting services. The
evaluation found that although some projects dgonotide all five services, each project
provides at least three services and six projecigge all five services to at least a “few
families.”

Table 9. The Number of Projects That Provided Various Pangrervices to Families

Type of Parenting Service Not Few Some Most
provided | families | families | families

a) Parenting classes/workshops 2 0 3 5
b) Parent and child together activitiesy., family literacy

. . . 0 0 2 8

nights, field trips)

c) Parent/Teacher Conferences 0 0 0 10
d) Home Visits 4 2 1 3
e) Parents volunteer in the classroom 0 1 3 6
f) Other 0 0 2 1

The most frequently conducted strategy was pasautfier conferences: 10 projects conducted
parent/teacher conferences with “most familiestie iext most frequently provided strategy
was parent and child activities together (PACT etiiollowed by having parents volunteer in
the classroom. Home visits was the least condwsitategy, four projects did not provide home
Visits.
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Participation in Services

Previous information showed that many Nevada ECE
families have multiple disadvantages, includingitiad

educational experiences, poverty, and limited Ehgli

proficiency. Other information showed the amount of
services and types of services (for parenting ethrga -
that Nevada ECE projects offer to address the eduned needs of these famllles
This section presents the extent to which Nevadg tagilies participated in the services.

For families, we examinéd
+ the percentage of families still participating lre tprogram in June 2008,
+ how many months families participated in the progrand
+ the reasons they exited the program during the year

For children, we examinéd
+ the number of hours children participated in eaHidhood education.

For adults, we examinéet
+ the number of hours adults participated in pargnéiducation.

Family Participation
Program Completion Rate.

A requirement of AB 627 is to determine the peraggtof participants who drop out of the
program before completioifhe results show that 142 of the 1,014 familieN@vada ECE (14
percent) left the program during the 2007-08 sclyeat. In other words, 86 percent of the
families completed the program, similar to the pat®f families who completed the program
during the previous two years. That is, 84 peroéMevada ECE families completed the
program in 2005-06 and 85 percent completed thgram in 2006-07.

Length of Participation in Program.

Research has found that the length of time famgaasicipate in Early Childhood Education is
positively correlated with the gains of adults argnting skills and children in school readiness.
Clearly, a primary purpose of the program is tairethildren and adults in the program long
enough so that they can reach program goals.

Figure 1 shows the number of families enrolled avatda ECE projects by months in the
program. Data are available on all 1,014 familrethe program. On average, Nevada ECE
families were in the program for 10.1 months betwiir initial enrollment date and the end of
the 2007-08 school year or their exit date, moaa tthe 9.4 months in 2006-0Figure 12

shows the average months of participation in twattméntervals. The distribution shows that
the majority of families (730 or 71 percent) stayethe program for seven to 10 months. In
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other words, most families started Nevada ECEeabtginning of the program year and stayed
until the end of the program year.

Figure 1. Number of Months Families Spent in ECE Program
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Reason for Exiting Program.

Project staff reported a range of reasons why #2families left the program. Table 10 shows
the number of families that exited the programefight possible reasons. Overall, the most
common reason why families exited the program waddmily moved out of the area served by
the ECE project (58 families or 41 percent). Thetmeost common reason given why families
exited the program was that conflicts or problemevented continued participation (16 families
or 11 percent). Projects indicated that 25 famidieised the program for “Reason unknown.”

Table 10 The Number of Families Exiting the Program by $tema

Reasons for Exiting Program Families
Parent or child switched to a different program 12
Family moved out of the area served by the ECEnarag 58
Family stopped participating due to a lack of iastr 3
Family was dropped due to incomplete participabopoor attendance 8
Family crisis prevents further participation 9
Conflicts or problems prevents continued particgrat 16
Other reason (specify) 11
Reason unknown 25
Total 158
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Child Participation
The primary component of Nevada ECE is early clu@theducation.
Hours of Participation in Early Childhood Education.

The amount of time Nevada ECE children participategiarly childhood education should be a
positive predictor of performance on early childdeoeasuredData were available for all but
one of the 1,039 children. Overall, Nevada ECEdrkit participated in early childhood
education an average of 289 hours, which is tha ena@age hours reported in any previous
year: the 276 hours in 2006-07 was the highestrtep@reviously.

To obtain a better picture of the amount of timédrkn spent in early childhood programs, the
evaluator determined the total number of hoursc¢hdtiren spent in early childhood education
within several hour ranges, as shown in Figureh& [argest number of children (329 children or
32 percent) attended an average of 301 to 350 ledwarly childhood education, followed by
those who attended 251 to 300 hours (236 childre&t8gercent

Figure 2. Total Hours Children Spentin ECE
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Adult Participation

The evaluation collected data on adult participatioparenting education, the second required
component for Nevada ECE participation. The compbrsintended to better equip parents to
support their children’s social, emotional, anddssaic development.

Hours of Parenting Education.

Data were available for all 1,021 adult particigamrojects reported that 29 parents (3 percent)
had yet to participate in any parenting educatermises. While some of these parents had just
enrolled their children in the program, other pésesimply did not participate in parenting
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services. Two of these families were eventuallypgesl from the program because of
incomplete participation.

Overall, the 1,021 adults participated in parengdgcation an average of 15.3 hours during the

program, which is similar to the average hours regabin the two previous years: 15.8 in 2005-
06, and 15.8 hours in 2006-07.

Figure 3 shows that the distribution in the totaiber hours in parenting education is skewed.
Most adults (636 adults or 62 percent) participateaine to 15 hours of parenting education. A
smaller group of parents (91 parents or 9 percwitity, participated in over 30 hours of parenting
education, substantially increased the averageshinyrarenting education for the entire group.

Figure 3. Total Hours Adults Spent in Parenting Education
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Annual Evaluation Analysis

This section includes “a summary of the data shgwine
effectiveness on indicators of early childhood edion and
parenting,” required under AB 627. The table belodicates
that Nevada ECE programs “Met or Exceeded” all 6¢éhese

indicators. The table is followed by additional se of these results.

Program Indicator

Actual

Status

Developmental Progress of Children

Indicator 1: Reading Readiness: Individual Studéain

Seventy-five percent (75%) of Early Childhood Edigrachildren
from three years old until they enter kindergastgtt a minimum
of four months of participation will show improventén auditory
comprehension and expressive communication as mezhby a
standard score increase on the Peabody Picturébulacy Test
(PPVT) and the Expressive One-Word Picture Vocalula
Test(EOWPVT).

PPVT-86.7 %
EOWPVT-90.5 %

Met /
Exceeded

Indicator 2 Reading Readiness: Average Gain

Early Childhood Education children from birth uritiey enter
kindergarten with a minimum of four months of peigation will
make an average gain of seven standard score jpoiatslitory
comprehension as measured by the Peabody Pictwabulary
Test (PPVT) and of 10 standard score points inesgive
communication as measured by the Expressive Onel\Rioture
Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT).

PPVT- 11.8 points

EOWPVT- 15.2
points

Met /
Exceeded

Parental Involvement

Indicator 1: Individual Parenting Goals.

Ninety percent (90%) of participating adults ergdlin Early
Childhood Education for at least four months wittehat least one
goal related to parenting skills (e.g., developraknt
appropriateness, positive discipline, teachinglaaching, care-
giving environment) within the reporting year.

97.5%

Met /
Exceeded

Indicator 2: Time with Children

Sixty-five percent (65%) of first-year Early Chiloibd Education
parents will increase the amount of time they speitid their
children weekly within a reporting year.

86.1 %

Met /
Exceeded

Indicator 3: Reading with Children

Seventy percent (70%) of first-year Early Childhdgatlication
parents will increase the amount of time they speading with

their children within a reporting year.

86.9 %

Met /
Exceeded
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Developmental Progress of Children Outcome Indicators
Outcome I ndicator 1. Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
= Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT).
= Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT).

Nevada ECE projects served 1,039 children agebédigo take the PPVT. Out of these 1,039
children 959 children were in the program at least four et 2007-08. Out of these 959
children, 742 (PPVT) and 645 (EOWPVT) children laadeast four months between the
administration of their pretest and posttest antewecluded in this analysit terms of the
expected level of performance on VT and EOWPVT, 86.7% and 90.5% respectively made
a standard score gdih above the expected performance level of 75 pemeithis measure.

Thus, Nevada ECE projects met the expected leve¢dbrmance for this measure.

Outcome I ndicator 2. Reading Readiness: Average Gain
» Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT).
* Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test (EOWRVT

The evaluation calculated the average gain scoréseoPPVT and EOWPVT to help interpret
the size of the impact of Nevada ECE on childreeteptive and expressive vocabulary, as
shown in Table 11. In terms of the expected le¥g@esformance on thePVT/EOWPVT, the
742/645 children made an average standard scaneofjail.8 and 15.2 points respectively on
the PPVT and EOWPMT above the expected performance level of 7.0 an@ st@ndards
score points on this measure for the outcome itaticand the gain was statistically significant,
p. <.01.

Table 11.Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Average Scores}2i=Expressive One-Word
Picture Vocabulary Test Average Scores, n = 645

Test Pretest Average | Posttest Average| Average Gain
PPVT (receptive vocabulary) 88.5 100.3 11.8
EOWPVT (expressive vocabulary 87.2 102.4 15.2

In fact, the results suggest that Nevada ECE piojemd a large positive effect on the receptive
and expressive vocabulary of program children. @ljghe pretest standard score average
shows that children scored substantially belown@gonal average before they entered the
Nevada ECE program in fall 2007, at thé2and 28 percentile in receptive and expressive
vocabulary respectively. In other words, theseestigl scores are consistent with an “at risk”
student population. By the end of the progranpirng 2008, students made substantial gains,
improving to the 58 and 56" percentile in receptive and expressive vocabulkespectively,
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within the national average range, and decreaseddhievement gap within the national
norming sample.

The meaning of the results, however, must be ingged in light of the large numbers of
children learning English in the program. Projexdald not administer the PPVT in English
when the child enrolled into the program initidity 324 of the 1,039 children (31 percent).
These children simply did not have sufficient Eslglianguage skills to take the test. In these
instances, Nevada ECE staff would wait to adminigte PPVT and EOWPVT until the teacher
determined the child had sufficient language skills

In addition to the children who simply did not haatdficient English language skills to take the
test at enrollment, many other children may hawkedraugh English language skills to take the
test, but they were still learning the English laage. As a result, the large gains on the PPVT
and EOWPVT are probably due to the impact of thyehildhood program on the children’s
developmental skills as well as on helping manydeen learn English.

In an attempt to learn the effect of Nevada ECHlifferent groups of children, the PPVT and
EOWPVT results were divided into three differemgps: children learning English as a second
language who did not have sufficient English largguskills to take the PPVT and EOWPVT at
enroliment children who had the English skills to take thet & enrollment but were still
learning English as a second languaged children who were English speaking and not
learning English as a second language.

Table 12 shows the pretest and posttest averagdsefthree groups on the PPVT and
EOWPVT and the percent of children that made adstahscore gairnlhe results show that
children in the three groups had different pretestrages, as expected. The children learning
English as a second language and unable to takeRk@& and EOWPVT at enrollment had the
lowest pretest average, followed by children leagritnglish as a second language and able to
take the PPVT or EOWPVT at enroliment, and the Bhgdpeaking children.

The PPVT results also show that two groups of cardvho did not speak English as their
native language (children learning English as asédanguage and either able or unable to take
the PPVT at enrollment) made the largest averagelatd score gains and had the largest
percents of children making a standard score gaiglish speaking students had the smallest
average standard score gain and the smallest pefcetudents making a standard score gain.

Even though there are differences among the thmagog, the results suggest that all children
benefited from the developmental activities in yahildhood education program, regardless of
English language skills. In addition, the resultggest that Nevada ECE program helped a

8 Project staff categorized these children as legrkinglish as a second language when they enraildtkiprogram
and determined that these children did not havécgrit English skills to obtain a valid score dtetearly
childhood assessment for their age level at enesitm

o Project staff categorized these children as legr&inglish as a second language when they enriollgua

program and determined that these children hadc&rit English skills to obtain a valid score oe tarly
childhood assessment for their age level at enesitm
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greater percentage of children learning the Enddisguage make a gain, and make larger gains,
than English speaking children.

Table 12.Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Average ScoresGams, n=742

Group (n) Pretest Posttest Average | Percent Who
Average Average Gain Made Gain

No English Skills at 69.1 83.1 14.0 89.3%

Enroliment (159)

Some English Skills at 80.8 95.8 15.0 93.8%

Enroliment (146)

English Speaking (437) 98.1 108.0 9.9 83.3%

EOWPVT (expressive)

No English Skills at 71.3 85.8 15.5 87.0%

Enrollment (69)

Some English Skills at 76.6 94.9 18.3 95.1%

Enroliment (143)

English Speaking (433) 93.2 107.5 14.3 89.6%

The EOWPVT results also show, in general, childwgth some English skills at enrollment had
a larger average gain and a larger percent ofremld/ho made a standard score gain than
children with no English skills at enroliment aslvas the English speaking group. The results
also suggest children with some English skillsrmbment may have performed better than
other students in expressive vocabulary, perhajgngeconfidence in expressing some of the
English that they already knew. However, all thgesups of children, regardless of English
language proficiency, benefited substantially fritn@ activities in early childhood education
program whether the activities impacted the chiithrelevelopmental skills or English language
skills or both.

Parental Involvement Outcome Indicators

Outcome I ndicator 1.Individual Parenting Goals.

Of the 1,021 Nevada ECE adults, 940 adults werelledrin ECE projects for at least four
months. Of the 940 adults, 920 adults (97.5 pejaant at least one parenting goal. Nevada
ECE projects met the expected performance lev@0gdercent for this indicator.

The evaluation also determined the number of pergigpals that adults met, regardless if they
met the criteria of being in the program for fousmths. The 1,021 adults (that established goals)
made 3,379 of the 3,862 goals they set, or 96.Gepér
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Outcome I ndicator 2. Time with Children

Of the 1,039 children enrolled in Nevada ECE prigje867 children were first-year participants.
A total of 788 of these children were in Nevada Ef€keast four months. Pretest and posttest
data are available for 784 of the 788 childrentl®f784 parents, 675 (86.1 percent) reported
spending more time with their children at the tiofi¢he posttesbr when they exited the
program, 23 parents (2.9 percent) reported speridsagame amount of time, and 86 (11.0
percent) reported spending less time with theildcéin. Thus, Nevada ECE projects met the
expected performance level of 65 percent.

Outcome Indicator 3. Reading with Children

Reading With ChildrerAn even more specific Nevada ECE goal is to inaé¢hs amount of
time adults spend reading to or with their childi@eading together has many benefits. It
provides parents with an opportunity to become norelved in their child’s education and
increases the child’'s readiness for school.

Nevada ECE staff asked parents to estimate the auaiflminutes each wedkey spent reading
with or to their children when they enrolled in fh@gram and again at the end of the program
year. As mentioned previously, there were 788-fiesdr children enrolled in Nevada ECE
projects who were in the program at least four menPretest and posttest data were available
for 784 of the 788 children. Of the 784 childre886.9 percent) of their parents reported
spending more time reading with them at the enti@evaluation than when they began the
program, 34 parents (4.3 percent) reported speridengame amount of time reading with their
children, and 72 parents (9.2 percent) reporteelcaedise in the amount of time. Nevada ECE
projects exceeded the expected performance levé percent for this outcome indicator.

Although the outcome indicator is for first-yeargats, | think it is important to note the amount
of time that parents of all children report speeading with their children. Pretest and posttest
data were available on 953 children enrolled inglegram at least four months. Table 15 shows
that ECE parents spent an average of 76 more nsipeteweek reading to or with their child (a
gain of over 200 percent) at the end of the progyaar.

Table 15.Parent and Child Reading Time in Minutes, n=953

Pretest Average Posttest Average Average Gain
35.2 111.7 76.5
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Longitudinal Evaluation Analysis

As required in AB 627, this section includes “addndinal comparison of the data showing the
effectiveness of different programs,” and focuseshe two required components:

» Developmental progress of children before and affiieir completion in the program; and
» Parental involvement in the program before and aftenpletion of the program.
The longitudinal analysis follows two groups or odB of four-year old children who

participated in the Nevada ECE program and areingwblic schools, as shown in Table 14.
These two cohorts are further defined below.

Table 14 School Year in Nevada ECE Program and Current ¥e&chool

Cohort School Year in ECE Program Current Grade in 2007-08
Cohort 1 2003-04 Grade 3
Cohort 3 2005-06 Grade 1

Cohort 1 (Nevada ECE Children in 2003-04 now in Grade 3 dgr2007-08)The Nevada ECE
program provided services to 1,027 families, insigdL,054 children and 1,055 adults, from
July 1, 2003 through June 30, 2004. Out of thed . @bldren in the program, the longitudinal
study followed the 844 children who were four yealsduring 2003-04 and age-eligible to
enter grade 3 in 2007-08.

Cohort 3 (Nevada ECE Children in 2005-06 now in Grade 1 dgr2007-08)The Nevada ECE
program provided services to 1,093 families, ingigdL,125 children and 1,128 adults, from
July 1, 2005 through June 30, 2006. Out of the3 (dfildren in the program, the longitudinal
study followed the 944 children who were four yealsduring 2005-06 and age-eligible to
enter grade 1 in 2007-08.

Cohort 1 Results in Grade 3

The evaluation of the Cohort 1 students relies arilyjon the use of aomparison group
posttest onlyesearch design, comparing the performance of €dhstudents to samples of
their grade 3 classmates on the Nevada Criterider®gced Tests (CRTs) and student
attendance data.

The evaluation also administered a survey to thd@B teachers of Cohort 1 children, collecting
descriptive data on student learning and paremiwevnent.

The results from the three measures are reporied/be
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Cohort 1 Nevada Criterion Referenced Test (CRT) Results

An important piece of data collected on Cohortudsnts in 2007-08 is their performance on the
Nevada Criterion Referenced Tests (CRT) in readimymath. The evaluation located 441 of
the 844 students (52 percent) who participatetienNevada ECE program in 2003-04 and
would be in grade 3 during 2007-08. Nevada CRTdestes are available for 417 of the 441.

To help interpret the performance of the Nevada EtCHents, the evaluation selected a matched
sample of classmates as a comparison group baddddad English Proficiency (LEP) status,
ethnicity, and student participation in the Fred Reduced Lunch and IEP programs. Although
not shown, an analysis of the characteristics @ftwo groups shows that the ECE and non-ECE
groups are comparable on all four variables. Irotords, the two groups contain similar
students.

The evaluation calculated the average score ofttert 1 ECE and non-ECE groups on each
test as well as the percentage of proficient stisjers shown in Table 15. The expectation is that
the Cohort 1 students would perform better on thedda CRT in reading and math than the
non-ECE group, due to the large gains they madaewhthe Nevada ECE program.

The results show that Cohort 1 ECE students sdaggeer than non-ECE students on the
Nevada CRT reading and math tests, and a largeempteof students were proficient. Perhaps
more importantly, the differences between the twaug means are significant in reading (p <
.05) and math (p <01).

Table 15.Performance of Cohort 1 ECE and Non-ECE GroupS@rada CRT

Group Reading Math

Average | Percent Proficient | Average | Percent Proficient

All Students (417)

Cohort 1 ECE 304.6** 55 % 310.5* 59 %

Non-ECE 291.5 44 % 297.7 50 %

English Speaking
Students (221)

Cohort 1 ECH 323.0 67 % 320.3 66 %
Non-ECE 311.9 59 % 307.7 62 %
Limited English
Proficient (196)
Cohort 1 ECH 283.9* 42 % 299.4 53 %
Non-ECE| 268.5 36 % 286.5 45 %

*p<.01,**p<.05

36



English Speaking Students and Studentswith Limited English Proficiency. The evaluation
conducted an analysis to determine the performahtenited English Proficient students in the
Cohort 1 ECE and non-ECE groups as well as Engpglaking students. Out of the 417 students
in both the Cohort 1 ECE group and non-ECE gro@g, Were identified as Limited English
Proficient and 227 were English speaking.

Table 17 presents the average standard scordseftwb groups. The results show that both
groups of Cohort 1 ECE students (Limited Englisbfierent and English speaking) scored
higher than their counterparts in the non-ECE grauphe Nevada CRT reading and math tests,
and a larger percent of Cohort 1 ECE students merfecient. In the case of LEP students, the
differences between the means of the Cohort 1 BE@Ean-ECE group was significant for
reading (p_<05), and approached significance for math (16€). For English speaking
students, the differences between the means @ahert 1 ECE and non-ECE group
approached significance for reading and math (1&).

Cohort 1 Teacher Survey Results

A survey was administered to the teachers of aaanshmple of approximately 300 Cohort 1
children at the end of kindergarten during 2004 ZE8 teachers completed a survey. A similar
survey was administered to the teachers of Cohohildren at the end of grade 3 during 2007-
08: 425 teachers completed a survey. Matched gulata are available for 153 students whose
teachers completed a survey for students whenweey in kindergarten and gradeA3.
mentioned previously, the data from the teachereguare descriptive.

School Readines# purpose of the evaluation was to determine tw@i prepared the Cohort 1
children were to enter school compared to classnatee expectation, given the significant
learning gains Cohort 1 children made in preschedhat the Cohort 1 children would be better
prepared to enter kindergarten and grade 3 thasrolates®

As described undevlethodologythe survey asked teachers to rate the perforn@n€ehort 1
children as compared to classmates on a five-pakett item. Out of the 153 matched surveys,
133 children had teacher responses for this iteboth kindergarten and gradé’3.

Table 16 shows that, overall, most teachers rdiedbhort 1 children as prepared as to better
prepared to start kindergarten and grade 3 thasmlates.. That is, 83 percent of the
kindergarten teachers in 2004-05 thought that thieo@ 1 children were “equally well
prepared” to “better prepared” to start kindergattean classmates. In 2007-08, about 68
percent of the teachers thought that the same HiB8en were “equally well prepared” to

0 The expectation is based on the assumption thaEtthort 1 children attend schools with a simikrrisk”
student population in terms of ethnicity, incomeg &nglish speaking ability, so that teachers wiropete the
survey compare the Cohort 3 students with “likeideints who did not participate in a preschool pogrHowever,
because of the very large number of kindergarteingaade 3 classrooms that Cohort 1 children atebnithe data
were not available to confirm that assumption.ddifion, no data were collected on whether anyhefrion-Cohort
1 children attended an early childhood program.

1 Some teachers did not complete every item onuheey, so the number of matched responses for iohay
items differs.
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“better prepared” to start grade 3 than classmé&esn though the percent of teachers who rated
Cohort 1 students as “equally well prepared” tottdreprepared” decreased from kindergarten to
grade 3, the overall results are consistent wighetbaluation expectation.

Table 16.Teacher Ratings of Cohort 1 Children on Kindemrgadnd Grade 3 Readiness

Number of teachers (percent) Among children in your class this year, would you ay
2004-05 2007-08 that CHILD'S NAME was—

Kindergarten Grade 3
81 (60.9%) 56 (42.1%)| Better prepared to start scheady to succeed
30 (22.3%) 35 (26.3%)| Equally well prepared
22 (16.5%) 42 (31.6%)| Less prepared to start sclezaly to succeed

3.72 3.29 Average Rating

School PerformanceAnother purpose of the evaluation was to deteemathether Cohort 1
children performed in kindergarten and grade 3 @l as classmates. Again, the expectation is
that the Cohort 1 children would be rated as periiog equal to or better than their kindergarten
and grade 3 classmates because of the gains thasyimpreschool.

As shown in Table 17, the survey asked teacherat¢ahe Cohort 1 students’ current level of
performance on eight skills compared to other ctas® students, using a five-point Likert
scale. As mentioned previously, four of the skiltsthe survey (items “a” through “d”) are
academic skills and the other four items on thgesu(items “e” through “h”) are socio-
emotional development skills. The number of teagsdro completed each item of this question
ranged from 148 to 153 teachers.

The results show, overall, most teachers thoughob@d. children performed as well as to better
than classmates during kindergarten and gradees, #ugh the average rating decreased from
kindergarten (3.43) to grade 3 (3.30). On avertggshers perceived that Cohort 1 children
performed between a rating of “3” (about the samthair peers) to a rating of “4” or “5” (better
than their peers) on all eight items in the sunvelyoth years, with average scores ranging from
a 3.11 to a 3.73. Cohort 1 children were ratedéngim the social-emotional development items
than on academic items in 2004-05 in kindergartehia 2007-08 in grade 3.
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Table 17.Teacher Ratings of Cohort 1 Children on Kindemgadnd Grade 3 Skills

Survey Items (n) Average Rating
2004905 | 2007-08
Kinder- | Grade 3
garten

Kindergarten Skills/Grade 3 Academic Skills

a. ldentify and use letter/sound relationshipsienmtify some words./ 3.27 3.16

Use knowledge of phonics and structural elementedd and to

determine the meaning of unfamiliar words in coht€ks3)

b. Draw or write, with teacher assistance, staalasut familiar 3.22 2.75

experiences and events./ Write a narrative or st@atymoves through

a logical sequence of events and includes detadgvelop the plot.

(148)

c. Listen to and follow oral directions./ Followée- and four-step 3.45 3.25

oral directions to complete a simple task. (153)

d. Count to 20./ Model and explain multiplicatiomgluding as 3.47 3.34

repeated addition. (149)

Subtotal Academic Skills 3.35 3.12

Socio-Emotional Skills

e. Pays attention in class (152) 3.36 3.23

f. Is well-behaved in the class (153) 3.68 3.71

g. Gets along with other children (153) 3.68 3.73

h. Has problem-solving skills (150) 3.31 3.29

Subtotal Socio-Emotional Skills 3.51 3.49

Total Average Across All Skills 3.43 3.30

Figure 4 provides a little different look at the@al@y presenting the percent of teacher responses
across all eight items in a graph, condensingitteedategories into three categories, i.e., Cohort
1 children performed “less than peers”, “aboutshme as peers”, and “better than péefihe
results show that 77 percent of teachers rated i€a&hzhildren as performing ‘as well as’ or
‘better than’ their peers on the eight skills dgrkindergarten in 2004-05, compared to 72
percent during grade 3 in 2007-08. The survey tesuiggest that teachers thought Cohort 1

12 For this analysis, the graph combines the pésafrteachers who marked “less than peers” arittfaless than
peers” as well as combining teachers who markdittt@abetter than peers” and “better than peers.”
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children, while in kindergarten in 2004-05 and madge 3 in 2007-08, maintained their improved
level of performance they had achieved in preschido results are consistent with the
evaluation expectations.

Figure 4. Teacher Ratings of Cohort 1 Children on Kindergaeted Grade 3 Skills
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Parent | nvolvement.

Another purpose of the longitudinal evaluationagletermine the level of involvement of the
parents of the Cohort 1 children in their childtkieation, as measured by attendance at
parent/teacher conferences.

The evaluation did not establish expectationsHergarent/teacher conference attendance rate,
because there is no existing research to set apai®pexpectations on the relationship between
preschool parent involvement activities and attendaat school parent/teacher conferences.
However, the data from previous longitudinal evabres of the Nevada ECE program have
shown that the parents of Nevada ECE children @fb@ment/teacher conferences at a rate higher
than did the parents of other students at the s$sh&indergarten and at least commensurate
with classmate parents after kindergarten. Thesequs results suggest that perhaps the
activities that Nevada ECE projects conducted tonate parent involvement in their child’s
preschool education carried over at least intoddigdrten.

The survey asked teachers if the parents of Cdhohildren participated in the fall
parent/teacher conference. Out of 153 matched gsintd 8 teachers responded to this item in
both kindergarten and grade 3. As shown in Figuaubof the 118 teachers, 111 teachers (94.1
percent) reported that the parents of the CohoHiltiren attended the parent/teacher conference
in 2004-05, and 109 teachers (92.4 percent) reghdintet the parents of the Cohort 1 children
attended the parent/teacher conference in 2007-08.
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Figure 5. Parent/Teacher Conference Rate of Cohort 1 Childré&indergarten and Grade 3
Compared to Parent/Teacher Conference Rate of &chbey Attend
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For comparison, the evaluation calculated the ayeepeercent of parents who attended
parent/teacher conferences at the same schoolhéhsample of Cohort 1 children attended.
TheCohort 1 children attended 39 elementary schodkinidergarten and 58 elementary schools
in grade 3; however, many schools enrolled justartevo Cohort 1 children. Instead of
gathering data from all 39 and 58 schools for Whe years, the evaluator elected to collect data
on only schools that enrolled at least two studéota the Cohort 1 sample for either
kindergarten or grade 3 as representative of ghe ¢y school attended by Nevada ECE children.
The evaluation found that 23 schools enrolled atléwo Cohort 1 students in kindergarten for
2004-04 or in grade 3 for 2007-08.fact, the 23 schools enrolled a total of 80h&f 118

students in kindergarten and 78 of the 118 studergeade 3, or 88 percent and 67 percent
respectively.

The rates of attendance at parent/teacher conesdacthe 23 elementary schools ranged from
76 percent to 100 percent, with a weighted aveod@2.3 percent in 2004-05 and 93.9 percent
in 2007-08. When compared to the results from tblkedt 1 parents, it appears that the parents
of Cohort 1 children attended parent/teacher cenfes in kindergarten at a rate higher than did
the parents of other kindergarten students, batiaver rate than parents of other grade 3
students.

In order to interpret the meaning of the differesibetween the Cohort 1 sample and the schools
they attended in kindergarten and grade 3, theuatiah calculated an “effect size” which
researchers sometimes use to estimate the “vafuetidference. In this case, the effect size was
small—a standard deviation of 0.32 for kindergadad 0.26 for grade 3 as compared to the
effect of other programs, suggesting that the gar@nCohort 3 students attended parent/teacher
conferences at a similar rate than other parentsatchools in both kindergarten and grade 3.
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Cohort 1 Student Attendance Results

The third measure useccamparison group posttest only destgrexamine the performance of
Cohort 1 students and a sample of classmates dardtattendance rate. The evaluation did not
specify an expectation for the student attendaaisss rof Cohort 3 students as compared to
classmates. In fact, the results from the previaass of longitudinal data are mixed: Cohort 1
students had the same attendance rate as classm2@€gl-05 and in 2006-07 and a higher rate
than classmates in 2005-06.

Attendance data are available for 615 Cohort lde&il when they were in kindergarten during
2004-05 and for 441 Cohort 1 children when theyengrade 3 in 2007-08. A total of 389
Cohort 1 students had attendance data from botekjarten and grade’3.

To help interpret the performance of the Nevada EDHents, the evaluation selected a matched
sample of 389 classmates as a control group anga®u the two groups on LEP status,
ethnicity, and patrticipation in the Free and Reducench (FRL) and IEP programs. Although

not shown, an analysis of the characteristics @ftwo groups shows that the Cohort 1 ECE and
non-ECE groups are comparable on these four vagabi other words the two groups are
similar students.

Table 18 shows the percent of “days attended” &yScenrolled” for Cohort 1 children and
classmates. The results show that Cohort 1 chiltheeased their school attendance rate from
kindergarten to grade 3 (p.€1) as did the matched sample of non-ECE studpnits01).

When the two groups are compared at each gradk (@veort 1 children attended school in
kindergarten and grade 3 at about the same ratiagsmates. In other words, the student
attendance rates of the Cohort 1 ECE and non-EG#pgrare the same.

Table 18.Attendance Rate of Cohort 1 Students and Classnmakéadergarten and Grade 3

Group Student Attendance Rate

2004-05 Kindergarten 2007-08 Grade 3

Cohort 1 ECE Students 93.8 97.9

Non-ECE Students 94.2 97.8

13 Given the large number of Cohort 1 childrerhi@ $ample, they are fairly representative of thgelaCohort 1
population.
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Cohort 3 Results in Grade 1

The evaluation of Cohort 3 students relies pringaoil the us®f a one group pretest/posttest
design and a comparison group posttest only desigtihe one group pretest/posttest desite,
performance of Cohort 3 students on the PPVT and/B®T are compared before and after the
program as well as in kindergarten and grade ldasure student learning.

The evaluation usescmparison group posttest only destgrcompare attendance data of
Cohort 3 students with classmates to measure dtattendance rate.

The evaluation also administered a survey to thded teachers of Cohort 3 children, collecting
data on student learning and parent involvemerg.rébults from the four measures are reported
below.

Cohort 3 PPVT and EOWPVT Results

The evaluation selected a stratified random sawipB0 of the 944 four-year old Cohort 3
children, based on the number of children in th@jects. The evaluation then conducted
follow-up test administrations of the PPVT and EOWWRwith the 300 students when they were
in kindergarten during 2006-07 and again when these in grade 1 during 2007-08.

A total of 291 children had test scores from the¢hadministrations of the PPVT and EOWPVT
used for the analyses—in fall 2005 and spring 20@6yre and after their participation in
Nevada ECE, and again in spring 2008 at the emglaafe 1. Although not shown, the 291
students are representative of the larger populati®44 Cohort 3 students in terms of gender,
ethnicity, and the level of English language skillee results show only minor variations
between the two populations, suggesting that theltseobtained from the sample of Cohort 3
students can be generalized to the larger Cohpopalation.

Figures 6 and 7 show the average standard scothe 801 Cohort 3 students for the three test
administrations. The general expectation of théuaten is that Cohort 3 students would
maintain the significant learning gains they madprieschool into their K-12 school career.
Specifically, the expectation is that the Cohoch8dren would obtain similar standard scores in
spring 2008 at the end of grade 1 as they had asthi@ spring 2006 at the end of the Nevada
ECE Preschool Program.

Overall, the results presented in the two figutesasthat Cohort 3 students made large learning
gains on the PPVT and the EOWPVT while in preschbleén, Cohort 3 students improved on
their level of performance that they had achiewvegreschool through the end of grade 1.
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Figure 6. PPVT Standard Score Averages of Cohort 3 in Predama Grade 1, n=29114
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Figure 7.EOWPVT Standard Score Averages of Cohort 3 in Piesdcand Grade 1, n=291
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Table 19 presents the same average standard stéiigsires 6 and 7 as well as the standard
score average gains for two time periods: from2@b5 when Cohort 3 children enrolled into
the Nevada ECE program until the end of the progyaar in spring 2006, and from the end of
the Nevada ECE program in spring 2006 until the@fgtade 1 in spring 2008.

14 Standard scores have an average of 100 anddastiedeviation of 15.
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Table 19.PPVT and EOWPVT Standard Score Averages and Aedgagns of Cohort 3 in Preschool and Grade 1 byign§kills

Group (n)/Subtest Average Standard Scores Average Gains
Fall 2005 Spring 2006 | Spring 2008 Fall 2005 to Spring 2006to
Average Average Average Spring 2006 Spring 2008
Average Gain Average Gain

All Students (n=291)

= PPVT (Receptive) 85.8 94.3 96.1 8.5* 1.8**

= EOWPVT (Expressive) 80.6 91.6 93.3 11.0* 1.7%*

English Speaking Students (n=227)

= PPVT (Receptive) 88.9 97.2 98.6 8.3* 1.4**

= EOWPVT (Expressive) 84.6 95.7 96.7 11.1~ 1.0

No English Skills at Enroliment
Students (n=64)

» PPVT (Receptive) 74.9 84.1 87.0 9.2* 2.9
= EOWPVT (Expressive) 66.5 76.8 80.9 10.3* 4.1**
*p<.01
**p<.05
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Fall 2005—Spring 2006.

The results show that Cohort 3 childfescored substantially below the national averaderbe
they entered the Nevada ECE program in fall 200&t Ts, their average standard score of 85.8
on the PPVT represents theé™percentile and their average standard score 8f@bthe
EOWPVT represents the #@ercentile. In other words, these students’ scare consistent
with an “at risk” student population.

By the end of the Nevada ECE program in spring 268@&lents made substantial gains,
improving to an average standard score of 94.ePPVT, or about the $percentile, and to
an average standard score of 93.3 on the EOWPVahaut 28 percentile. While the spring
2006 standard scores are still below the natioverieaye of the S0percentile, these students
closed much of the achievement gap with the naltiooianing sample in the two areas, making
significant learning gains during the time theytggvated in the preschool program: 8.8
standard score points on the PPVT and 11.0 starsdare points on the EOWPVT, p&dl.

Spring 2006— Spring 2008.

The results show that Cohort 3 children continweiiiprove their relative position with the
norming population from the time they exited thegwhool program in spring 2006 to when they
were administered a follow-up test during grade &gring 2008. That is, Cohort 3 students
made an average increase of 1.8 standard scores poithe PPVT to 96.1, which represents the
40" percentile, and an average increase of 1.7 stdrsdare points on the EOWPCT to 93.3, the
339 percentile. Both gains are significant, pd5. The results suggest that the ECE children
improved upon the large learning gains they hadeaed in preschool by making additional
learning gains during kindergarten and grade lefiémy more from kindergarten and grade 1
than other children in the norming sample.

English Speaking Students and Students with No English Skills at Enrollment.

The evaluation conducted an analysis to deternm@géains of children who did not have
sufficient English to take the PPVT or EOWPVT wlikay entered the preschool progrém.
Out of the 291 Cohort 3 students in the analygisstGdents did not have sufficient English to
take the PPVT or EOWPVT at enroliment and 227 sitglead sufficient English.

Table 19 presents the average standard scoresaargdfgr these two groups of students. The
results indicate that both groups of students nsagtgficant gains on the PPVT and EOWPVT
during preschool, p €01. The gains of the non-English speaking sttedare slightly above the

15 The gains of this Cohort 3 sample in preschookarélar to the gains that all Cohort 3 childrendeareported in
the2005-06 Nevada ECE Annual Evaluation Reploriother words, suggesting that other resultsiftbis Cohort 3
sample can be generalized to the larger Cohorpalpton.

®n 2005-06, the evaluation of the Nevada ECE prnogiatermined that 214 of the 1,019 Cohort 3 Ne\EdR
students (21 percent) did not have sufficient Efglanguage proficiency at enrollment into the paogto take the
PPVT and/or EOWPVT. In these cases, projects waiteéest these children until project staff deteraai the child
had sufficient English skills to take the PPVT &&@WPVT.
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gains of the English speaking students in receptbgabulary (PPVT) and slightly below the
gains of English speaking students in expressivabolary (EOWPVT).

After preschool, both groups of students continieechake learning gains on the norming
populations. The English speaking students madegfisignt gains on the PPVT in receptive
vocabulary and the students who were non-Englishlgpg at enroliment into preschool made
significant gains on the EOWPVT in expressive vataty from the time that they exited the
preschool program in spring 2006 to the end of gradch spring 2008/Vhen the gains of the
two groups are compared, the non-English speakudgsts made larger gains on the PPVT in
receptive vocabulary (p <05)and on the EOWPVT in expressive vocabulary (f0%). These
results suggest that students who did not speaksBrag enrollment in the Nevada ECE
program may have improved more than English spgaktindents after leaving the preschool
program through the end of grade 1.

Cohort 3 Teacher Survey Results

A teacher survey was administered to the Cohohil@8ren administered the PPVT and
EOWPVT in kindergarten during 2006-07 and in gradkuring 2007-08. The survey assessed
three variables: school readiness, school perfoceand parent involvement. Out of the 297
kindergarten children tested in 2006-07, 296 kigdeen teachers completed a survey. Out of
the 296 grade 1 children tested in 2007-08, 288egyflateachers completed a survey. Matched
survey data are available for 269 students whassh&ss completed a survey when the students
were in kindergarten and gradé’1As mentioned previously, the data from the teashevey

are descriptive.

School Readines# purpose of the evaluation was to determine tw@i prepared the Cohort 3
children were to enter school compared to thesstfeates. The expectation, given the
significant learning gains that Cohort 3 childreada in preschool, is that the Cohort 3 children
would be better prepared to enter kindergartengaade 1 therefore leveling the playing field
with their classmate¥.

As described in the Methodology section, the suagked teachers to rate the performance of
Cohort 3 children as compared to classmates oregofdint Likert item. Out of the 269 matched
surveys, 196 teachers of the ECE students compietedem in both kindergarten and grade 1.

Table 20 shows that, overall, most teachers ratdt@ 3 children as well as prepared to better
prepared to start kindergarten and grade 1 thandlassmates. That is, 85 percent of the
kindergarten teachers in 2006-07 thought that thieo@ 3 children were “equally well

17 Some teachers did not complete every item onuheey, so the number of matched responses for iohay
items differs.

18 The expectation is based on the assumption thaEtort 3 children attend schools with a simikrrisk”
student population in terms of ethnicity, incomeg &nglish speaking ability, so that teachers wiroete the
survey compare the Cohort 3 students with likeettslwho did not participate in a preschool progrdowever,
because of the very large number of kindergartagscboms that Cohort 3 children attended, thewete not
available to confirm that assumption. In additipa,data were collected on whether any of the nohe@®3
children attended an early childhood program.
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prepared” to “better prepared” to start kindergattean classmates. In 2007-08, about 80
percent of the grade 1 teachers thought that time 496 children were “equally well prepared
to “better prepared” to start grade 1 than clasemathe results are consistent with the
evaluation expectation.

Table 20.Teacher Ratings of Cohort 3 Children on Kinderggadnd Grade 1 Readiness

Number of teachers (percent) Among children in your class this year, would you ay
that CHILD'S NAME was—

2006-07 2007-08
Kindergarten Grade 1

126 (64.3%) 96 (48.9.%) Better prepared to stdrvskready to succeed

41 (20.9%) 61 (31.1%)| Equally well prepared

29 (14.8%) 39 (19.9%)| Less prepared to start sclezaly to succeed

3.78 3.53 Average Rating

School PerformanceAnother purpose of the evaluation was to deteemathether Cohort 3
children performed in kindergarten and grade 1 @l as their classmates. Again, the
expectation is that the Cohort 3 children woulddted as performing equal to or better than
their kindergarten and grade 1 classmates.

As shown in Table 21, the survey asked teacherat¢ahe Cohort 3 students’ current level of
performance on eight skills compared to classmat#sg a five-point Likert scale. As
mentioned previously, four of the skills on thevay (items “a” through “d”) are academic skills
and the other four items (items “e” through “h"gaocio-emotional development skills. The
number of teachers who completed each item ofgiestion ranged from 267 to 269 teachers.

The results show, overall, most teachers rated €8nhchildren as performing as well as to

better than their classmates during kindergartehgaade 1. On average, teachers rated Cohort 3
children performed between a “3” (about the samtheis peers) and a “4” or “5” (better than

their peers) on all eight items in the surveysathbyears, with average scores ranging from a
3.17 to a 3.84. Cohort 3 children performed equalyl on the social-emotional and academic
items in 2006-07 during kindergarten, but perforrhetter on socio-emotional than academic
items in 2007-08 during grade 1.
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Table 21.Teacher Ratings of Cohort 3 Children on Kindemgadnd Grade 1 Skills

Survey Items (n) Average Rating

2006907 | 2007-08
Kinderg | Grade 1

Kindergarten Skills/Grade 1 Academic Skills arten

a. ldentify and use letter/sound relationshipgienmtify some words./ 3.63 3.40
Use phonics and knowledge of word families to decedrds in
context. (269)

b. Draw or write, with teacher assistance, staalasut familiar 3.46 3.17
experiences and events./ Write simple stories.)(267

c. Listen to and follow oral directions./ Followisnple oral direction 3.65 3.59
to complete a task. (268)

d. Count to 20./ Use the inherent patters\ns inbemnto skip count 3.79 3.54
by 1's, 2's, 5’s, and 10’s to 100’s. (267)

Subtotal Academic Skills 3.63 3.43

Socio-Emotional Skills

e. Pays attention in class (268) 3.58 3.53
f. Is well-behaved in the class (269) 3.73 3.78
g. Gets along with other children (269) 3.78 3.84
h. Has problem-solving skills (267) 3.57 3.48
Subtotal Socio-Emotional Skills 3.66 3.66
Total Average Across All Skills 3.64 3.54

Figure 8 provides a little different look at thealdy presenting the percent of teacher responses
across all eight items in a graph, condensing #te thto three categories—Cohort 3 children
performed “less than peers”, “about the same asshemnd “better than peetThe results

show that 87 percent of teachers rated Cohortl@8reii as performing ‘about the same’ or

‘better than’ their peers on the eight skills dgrkindergarten in 2006-07, compared to 83
percent during grade 1 in 2007-08. The survey tesuiggest that teachers thought Cohort 3
children, while in kindergarten in 2006-07 and madg 1 in 2007-08, maintained their improved
level of performance they had achieved by the dmteschool. The results are consistent with
the evaluation expectations.

19 For the analysis, the graph combines the pesadrieachers who marked “less than peers” aniti&aliess than
peers” and combines the percent of teachers whkadda little better than peers” and “better thaers.”
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Figure 8. Teacher Ratings of Cohort 3 Children on Kindergaeed Grade 1 Skills
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Parent | nvolvement.

Another purpose of the longitudinal evaluationagletermine the level of involvement of the
parents of the Cohort 3 children in their childtkieation. As explained earlier, the evaluation
used parent/teacher conference attendance rateasume parent involvement.

The survey asked teachers if the parents of Céhohildren participated in the fall
parent/teacher conference. Out of 269 matched gsir282 teachers responded to this item. As
shown in Figure 9, out of the 232 teachers, 226hes (97.4 percent) reported that the parents
of the Cohort 3 children attended the parent/teacteference in 2006-07, and 219 teachers
(94.4 percent) reported that the parents of theo@dhchildren attended the parent/teacher
conference in 2007-08. In other words, the paremther conference attendance rate for the
parents of Cohort 3 students decreased from kiadleng in 2006-07 to grade 1 in 2007-08.

Figure 9. Parent/Teacher Conference Rate of Cohort 3 Childré&indergarten and Grade 1
Compared to Parent/Teacher Conference Rate of &chbey Attend
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For comparison, the evaluation calculated the aeepeercent of parents who attended
parent/teacher conferences at the same schoolthéhsample of Cohort 3 children attended.
TheCohort 3 children attended 85 elementary schodkinidergarten and 93 elementary schools
in grade; however, many schools enrolled just arnt&vo Cohort 3 children. Instead of gathering
data from all 85 and 93 schools for the two yetlrs evaluator elected to collect data on only
schools that enrolled at least two students froenGbhort 3 sample for either kindergarten or
grade 1 as representative of the type of school &G#&ents attend. The evaluation found that 50
schools enrolled at least two Cohort 3 studenksridergarten for 2006-07 or in grade 1 for
2007-08.In fact, the 50 schools enrolled a total of 196hef 232 students in kindergarten and
187 of the 232 students in grade 1, or 84 peraahiBd percent respectively.

The rates of attendance at parent/teacher confesdacthe 50 elementary schools ranged from
55 percent to 100 percent, with a weighted avech@3.6 percent in 2006-07 and 94.5 percent
in 2007-08. When compared to the results from tbled 3 parents, the parents of Cohort 3
children attended parent/teacher conferences otekgarten at a rate higher than did the parents
of other kindergarten students and equal to treeaBparents of other grade 1 students.

In order to interpret the meaning of the differesxbetween the Cohort 3 sample and the schools
they attended in kindergarten and grade 1, theuatiah calculated an “effect size” which
researchers sometimes use to estimate the “vafuetidference. In this case, the effect size was
medium—a standard deviation of 0.60 for kindergarteiggesting that the parents of Cohort 3
students attended parent/teacher conferencesigher hate than other parents at the schools in
kindergarten. In grade 1, the effect size was “Mdicating that Cohort 3 students attended
parent/teacher conferences at the same rate of mthents in grade 1.

Cohort 3 Student Attendance Results

The fourth analysis examines the performance ofo@dhstudents and a sample of classmates
on student attendance rate, usirgpmparison group posttest only desidhe evaluation did

not specify an expectation for the student atteceaates of Nevada ECE students as compared
to classmates, as mentioned previously.

Attendance data are available for 647 Cohort 3ohil when they were 08. A total of 489
Cohort 1 students had attendance data from bottekyarten and grade 1in kindergarten during
2006-07 and for 642 Cohort 3 children when theyengrade 1 in 2007°

To help interpret the performance of the Nevada EtCHents, the evaluation selected a matched
sample of 489 classmates as a control group basdd=® status and ethnicity. Although not
shown, an analysis of the characteristics of thedwups show that the ECE group and non-
ECE group are comparable in terms of LEP statuse#@mulcity, as well as participation in the
Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL) and IEP programsthieravords the two groups contain similar
students.

20 Given the large number of Cohort 1 childrerhia sample, they are fairly representative of thgelaCohort 1
population.
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Table 22 shows the percent of “days attended” &yScenrolled” for Cohort 3 children and their
classmates. The results show that Cohort 3 chilth@eased their school attendance rate from
kindergarten to grade 1 (p.€1) as did the matched sample of non-ECE studpnts01).

When the two groups are compared, Cohort 3 childteanded school in kindergarten and grade
1 at about the same rate than their classmates.

Table 22.Attendance Rate of Cohort 3 Students and Classmates

Group Student Attendance Rate

2006-07 Kindergarten 2007-08 Grade 1

Cohort 3 ECE Students 95.1 % 97.5%

Non ECE Students 95.4 % 97.3 %
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Testimonials

The impact of educational programs is sometimes
difficult to measure because of the imprecise
assessment instruments, such as for early
childhood education. To provide a more
complete picture of the impact of Nevada ECE
on families, we asked two projects to submit
testimonials from participating familié§ We asked, if
possible, the participating adult to write the iteshial. While anecdotal,

testimonials can be a powerful medium to conveyirtifgact of a program on the lives of
participants, which is sometimes missed by tests.

Rosa—~Participating Adult

Rosa is a 25-year old Hispanic, married motherestid who attends the Nye County School
District Early Childhood Education (ECE) programHAahrump, Nevada. Jesus is four years old.
Rosa enrolled in the Early Childhood Education paogto improve Jesus’ chances for future
school success. Rosa attended 70 hours of paresdirgation as part of the ECE Program and
Jesus attended almost 430 hours of early childedodation.

Letter—

First of all | would like to thank all individualho made the Pre-K program possible. It
has been a wonderful learning environment: buildsetf confidence, self awareness,
empowering independence, teaching responsibility@articipation. My son will

become a good citizen with the skills he has lehinelass.

We parents learn skills from the teachers, so #atan motivate and guide our children
to thrive. Our children can go into kindergarternthvself-confidence and looking forward
to a successful future.

My son’s personality has grown tremendously, hegras/n so much. His vocabulary in
English is wonderful; he even interprets thingsderat home. | welcomed the use of
PACT parent and child togethesheets because it makes parents realize how targor
it is to dedicate quality time to our children. Weed to nurture our children daily to
help them grow and feel good about themselves.

Sincerely,

Rosa

%1 The names of the participating family members Haaen changed for confidentiality.
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Jane—Participating Adult

Jane is a 32-year old Caucasian married womanomighson in the program. Her son is three
years old and attends the White Pine County Sdb@ttict (WPCSD) Early Childhood
Education program.

Jane enrolled in the Early Childhood Education (E@6gram to better prepare her son for
school. Jane attended 33 hours of parenting eduncas part of the ECE Program and her son
attended over 390 hours of early childhood edunatio

Letter—
To whom it may concern:

| am writing this letter in regards to the outstamgl opportunity my son Ed had to attend
the McGill Elementary Preschool. This was a rewagdopportunity in many ways. My
son was able to learn many skills while attendirgsphool. He can write his name,
recite our home phone number, and his vocabulasyihereased tremendously.
Although academics was a huge part of his sucessa,mother | am very happy with the
social aspect of the school. Miss Jenny and hdf Bteve allowed/persuaded Ed to
become more social. When he entered the preschogigm, he was extremely shy and
would not do or even attempt many activities orolia. The safe environment provided
by the hard working educators allowed my son te &@kances without feeling as if he
would be chastised should he fail. Ed learned i Y to attend school, eat lunch with
the big kids, attend assemblies, and take parthosl programs. There is no doubt this
program is critical in preparing young studentshiave a successful transition into one of
the most important parts of their life for the naxelve years. | hope my young daughter
will have the opportunity to attend McGill preschas well. | am a believer in the
importance of preparing young children to becoméirvg independent learners. | know
the preschool experience will prepare all childterbecome successful students.

Thank you for your time,
Sincerely,

Jane
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Conclusions & Recommendations

The results from the 2007-08 annual evaluatiomefNevada ECE program, as well as all
previous annual evaluations, support the natiagsdarch on the short-term effects of quality
preschool education programs. Perhaps more implystéme results from the longitudinal
evaluation provide solid initial evidence that thgact of Nevada ECE is consistent with the
national research on the long-terms cognitive éffe€ quality preschool education programs.

Developmental Progress of Children.

Short-Term EffectsThe Nevada ECE Program had short-term effectben t
developmental progress of children. Nevada ECHiadil made large cognitive gains in
preschool and were clearly better prepared to émtelergarten, academically and socio-
emotionally, than a similar group of classmatessT
is an important achievement for the largely at-risk
student population served in the program because
closed some of the gap in school readiness with
average students, avoiding some early obstaclés t
most at-risk student populations face and providing
them a better chance at early school success.

It is especially important for the large number of
English language learners in the program who, in
fact, may have even benefited the most academicd
from the Nevada ECE program. These developme
gains during early learning help ease their traonsit
into school preparing them for future success.

Long-Term EffectsAfter preschool, it appears
Nevada ECE children continued to be better prepalg
to enter school in grade 1 and grade 3 than
classmates. More importantly, it appears Nevada
ECE children improved on the significant learning

gains they achieved in preschool through graded,, @ a minimum, maintained the
gains through grade 3. In other words, it appe&gala ECE children continued to
reduce the achievement gap between children inrpoaad the national average, at least
through grade 1.

Parent | nvolvement.

Short-Term Effectshe parents of the children who participated mtevada ECE were
clearly more involved in the education of theirldren, spending more quality time with
them, especially in terms of reading with theiddfgn. As research indicates, increased
parent involvement leads to increased student aetment due, in part, to the value of
education that parents convey to their childremhay own actions.
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* Long-Term EffectsAfter preschool, the parents of the children sard to be very
involved in their children’s learning. In fact, tharents of the Nevada ECE children
were even more involved than their classmates’mamuring kindergarten. After
kindergarten, the parents of the Nevada ECE childomtinued to be very involved in
their children’s learning in grade 1 and 3 at &leommensurate with classmates’
parents.

Recommendations

In these difficult economic times, it is importdatfund programs that have obtained the hard
evidence of success. The Nevada ECE program hasadithis by showing it has both positive
short-term and continued effects on participatihiddeen, and has the potential to reduce the
need for future services for many children. Theitssfrom the evaluation suggest that the
Nevada State Legislature continue the funding efNlevada ECE program and consider
increasing the funds to expand the program to theynmore children that need this valued
service and who have been on the program’s walisig)

Although Nevada ECE projects have established seang childhood education programs,
Nevada ECE projects can still improve the servibey provide to families. Below are four
recommendations for improvement.

1. Continue to adopt, implement, and provide trairtmgtaff in high-quality, research-based
early childhood programs and practices. Train e staff in Nevada Pre-Kindergarten
Content Standards.

2. Examine the project’s ratings on the 17 progranvdg} indicators of effective early
childhood education programs and develop prograprawement plans for indicators that
received a lower rating of “2” or “3.”

3. Monitor children’s attendance in the early childdamucation program and develop
policies to replace those children who are unabkgtend frequently with children who
are more likely to attend.

4. In classes that include large numbers of childréh iitle or no English language skills,
research and implement practices that are a goudtli program and children
characteristics to facilitate the learning of Eslgli

The Nevada Department of Education can help pej@etet their goals by considering six
recommendations.

1. Continue to locate and provide technical assistancktraining in high-quality early
childhood education programs and practices, inolgigdhformation and training in the
Nevada Pre-Kindergarten Content Standards.

2. Continue to monitor project activities to ensurghhguality early childhood education
projects based on the 17 program delivery indisafmr effective early childhood
education programs. Provide training to all prggeant the indicator that received the
lowest rating in 2007-08, i.eProblem Solving

3. Closely monitor projects new to the Nevada ECE mogas well as existing projects
who have hired new early childhood education teeche
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4. Continue to work with projects to improve serviaeshe 17 program delivery indicators
by having projects develop improvement plans fosthindicators in which projects
were rated low, i.e., a “2” or “3.” Provide techal assistance to the three projects that
received the lowest total average ratings on thimdi¢ators in 2007-08.

5. Develop procedures to measure the gains of the EBnglish Language Learner
population in acquiring the English language.

6. Continue to monitor data collection for the statsvevaluation.
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Project Descriptions

This section presents the project descriptions.eMaduator visited all 10 projects in spring
2008, making a total of 13 site visits since selverajects operate multiple early childhood
education sites with different program mod@ls.

The evaluator collected information from each profgased on a common set of 17 program
delivery indicators for effective early childhoodugation programs. The program delivery
indicators were developed in June 2001 by the Nee¥aakn Start Statewide Family Literacy
Initiative. The 17 sub-indicators are placed onrpobt rubric, in which “1” is “not at all
descriptive” of the program and “5” is “very degtive” of the program. Higher ratings indicate
that program activities are more consistent witeative early childhood education settings.

Figure 10 shows the Nevada ECE program ratingd®i1 sub-indicators of Early Childhood
Programs across the project sites visited foritiseyear of the Nevada ECE program in 2001-
02, the sixth year in 2006-07, and the seventh iye2007-08>

In 2007-08, projects continued to score relativegh on all sub-indicators—ranging from an
average of 3.7 to 4.9. Projects scored the highrestitial AssessmerandChildren with Special
Needsgach with an average rating of 48n the other hand, projecsored the lowest on
Problem Solving-a-mean rating of 3. Rroblem Solvingefers to whether staff encourage
development of reasoning and problem- solving lmyiding challenging learning experiences
and encouraging children’s development throughfakiuestioning and expanding activities.

The evaluation also compared ratings from 2007-@8 ratings from the first (2001-02) and

sixth year (2006-07) of the program. When compafi@@1-02 and 2007-08 ratings, the data
shows that Nevada ECE projects showed an increabe itotal average ratings across indicators
from 4.2 to 4.4. When comparing 2006-07 and 2007afi8gs, the results show that the ratings
of 13 of the 17 indicators decreased.

There are two explanations for the decreased atnogn 2006-07 to 2007-08. The primary
explanation is that the Nevada ECE Program impléetetwo new projects in 2007-08. These
two projects had the lowest (3.53) and the thimdst (3.71) average project ratings.

A second explanation is that two other programscdhirew teachers in 2007-08 for their early
childhood education classrooms. One teacher waisgaterm substitute and the second teacher
was working on her ECE endorseméntother words, these two teachers did not haveange
level of training and experience that other Nevia@#& teachers had. These two projects had the
second lowest (3.59) and the six lowest (4.41)ayeratings.

%2 Three Nevada ECE projects have multiple sites: @agity, Clark County, and Washoe County Schootriis.
Carson City has two sites, Clark County has 1 siéad Washoe has 14 sites. The evaluator didisioall the
Nevada ECE sites in these three projects becausaefnd resource constraints.. Instead, the atais visited
one of two sites in Carson City, two of 10 site€iark County, and three of the 14 sites in WagBoenty which
were representative of types of early childhoodcation models offered at these projects.

% The evaluator visited 10 project sites in 2001a68 13 project sites in 2006-07 and 2007-08. Seféme project
sites are the same for the three years. Two psgetnew for 2007-08.
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Figure 10.Nevada ECE Program Ratings on ECE Indicators (174svhigh)
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Carson City School District
Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002

FY 2007-08 Funding: $250,000

Carson City School District (CCSD) used Nevada E@els to initiate early childhood
education programs at two project sites: EmpireMadck Twain Elementary School§he

evaluator visited Mark Twain Elementary Schoolgwresentative of the CCSD Early Childhood

Education Program.

Program Location

Mark Twain Elementary School, Carson City, Nevada

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

The Mark Twain Elementary School Pre-KindergartemgPam operates two half-day early
childhood classes: 8:25 to 11:15 a.m. and 12:10a0 p.m., Monday through Thursday.
Children receive 11 hours per week of early chitatheducation. The program serves 20
children in each the morning and afternoon clagses child/adult ratio of about 6.5 to 1.

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 82
Number of Adults 81
Number of Families 81
Number of Sites 2

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher

Position

Qualifications/Endorsement

1 FTE Teacher — Mark Twain

Lead Teache

K-8 Cedtion; ECE
Endorsement

1 FTE Aide — Mark Twain

Aide

Bilingual

1 FTE Aide — Mark Twain

Aide
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Program Outcomes

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome

Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 94.5%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (75%
¥ . y (75%) EOWPVT. 9849 | MetExceedeq
B. Expressive Comprehension (75%)

Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.)
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)

PPVT- 12.4 pts.

EOWPVT- 19.4 pts. | MevExceeded

Individual Parenting Goals (90%) 91% Met/Exceedled

Increase in Time Spent with Children (65%) 90.4% etMdxceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 89% Met/Exceede

=

Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)

Curricular Base 5

Diversity

Developmental Areas

Experiences

Environment

Learning Environment

Interaction

Children with Special Needs

Behavior Management

Language

Problem Solving
Child Centered

Developmental Approach

Initial Assessment

Measure Progress
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Project Description

Area Description

Curriculum Mark Twain and Empire Elementary Schools use Cityi@orner as the
early childhood curriculum. Curiosity Corner is hreschool component of
Success for All which is the curriculum that is iempented in kindergarten
through grade 5 in these schools. Developed by Blapkins University,
Success for All is a research based, comprehessha@ol reform program
that aims to restructure schools to ensure theessaaf every child. Success
for All provides the school with research-basediculum materials,
extensive professional development in proven girasefor assessment,
instruction, classroom management, and active fasuipport approaches.
Curiosity Cornerprovides the teacher with a kit of learning at®a and
materials that are theme-based for each week. Suenees covered
throughout the year includeun With Families, Sensational Senses, Here We
Go...Transportation, To Market to MarkenpdArt andArtists The teacher
decides how long to spend on a given theme andmuaalyfy the units to
meet student needs and interests. The teachensdsacurriculum materials
from her 30 years of experience in early childheddcation.

Curiosity Corneremphasizes oral language development using themati
units, children’s literature, oral and written eggsion, and learning centers
called “labs.” Pre-reading activities promote tfevelopment of concepts
about print, alphabet familiarity, and phonemic eem&ss. The teacher use$
the Peabody Language Development Kit for additiomaterials and
activities in language development.

The program accommodates BEBspanic children in the two classes who afe
learning English as a second language. The classyMwaeducational
assistants: one assistant is bilingual and traesfkat children as needed,
reads books in Spanish, interacts with the Spasp&aking parents, and
translates written materials. At the time of theitvn late spring, most of the
children spoke English during class. The classroontains many bilingual
books and other bilingual curriculum materials.
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Learning
Environment

The program is located in a large modular classramra-half is used for
classroom space and the other half for equipmerage, teacher planning
and preparation, and parent trainings. The classisequipped with child-
sized tables and chairs as well as a child-sizéadam. The classroom
contains well-developed and very well-equippedrigay centers, which
include blocks, dramatic play, manipulatives, sctence, writing, language
arts, computers, and water play. The materialeendramatic play area
changes as themes change...one week a farm, anatbkraxgrocery story,
and another week a greenhouse. On the day of sitetiie theme for the
week was on zoo animals and where they lived, wbate children the
opportunity to explore and pretend to be in a \grd habitats. There was g
polar habitat, a jungle, a desert, and an ocedh,fake trees, rocks, and
caves made from paper. Children had veterinary fated, “feeding
schedules” on clipboards, and veterinary cott® materials in the library
area and listening centers also change with thee¢keThe classroom also
includes a very large children’s library and s&&itourage children to take
books out daily. A parent library of books and tese materials are
available in an adjacent room.

The school has two early childhood playgroundgtierchildren. One is

shared with children in kindergarten through grddend includes a large
multi-center climbing apparatus plus additional dgyan climbers and swings.
A second smaller playground includes a large sasal @&ith appropriate toy$
and a tricycle trail.

Pedagogy

174

The program provides both a teacher-led group &intka large block of timg
for active exploration in the learning “labs.” @re day of the visit, most
activities related to the topic of “zoo animals1’the Opening Circle, the
teacher and the children recalled their recend fiep to “farm days,” a local
community festival. The teacher showed picturesmials, and the childre
named them and then showed thumbs up or downyifgae that animal at
the farm trip. A lively discussion ensued.

—J

The aide then introduced the various activitieslakbe in the Learning Labs:
honey with bread at the snack lab; bee patternsraedt painting in the art
area; a camping experience in dramatic play; asecits and magnifiers in
the science area. For the next hour children dgtaseplored the labs, fishing
and cooking in the camp area, experiencing anthakbout the taste of
honey in the snack area, reading and working pazaled watering their
garden on the deck.

The teacher and aides use frequent positive reefoent and carefully listel
to and talk with the children. Staff often helpldhrén solve their own
problems, encouraging children to talk and res@saes among themselves

—J

"4
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Pedagogy The three-member teaching team is well balancedamkis well together.
(cont.) The teacher provides the leadership for most desivhile one aide works
closely with the bilingual children, making sureytunderstand and
participate in the activities. The other aide warkslepth with other children,
often writing anecdotal observations of individahlldren to monitor their
progress.

The assistants often questioned students thistgdarther the children’s
learning. Program staff also continued to use treept of Key Vocabulary
this year; highlighting key words each week to mailaee all the children
know and understand their meaning.

Assessment | One of the teacher assistants administers the Bgd@hoture Vocabulary
and Test-11l and the Expressive One-Word Picture VodatyuTest to all the
Continuous | children at the beginning and end of the years#dff keep notes on daily
Improvement | ,,eryvational forms to track the developing skifishe children, which they
review on Fridays to plan classroom activities. phagram keeps a file for
each child with his/her work samples. Staff speme tat the end of each daly
discussing specific children and which learningwii¢s seemed most
effective.

Parenting Parents are required to sign a Commitment Listdeé&dils their commitment
Program to the program. This includes providing transpastatensuring excellent
attendance, participating in six school-relatedvams, and spending time
each day with their child reading, playing, andtitag.

The teacher conducts a home visit at the beginuiitige year to discuss the
program and identify parenting goals. The teaclsr laolds a parent
conference in November and at the end of the yesaview each child’s
“report card” with the parent. Parents receive aklienewsletter, written in
English and Spanish, which informs them of classraativities, upcoming
field trips, etc.

The head teacher conducted three Family Storyte#iesions, helping parents
learn specific techniques to read with their chitdrents regularly volunteer|
in the classroom or make things at home for thesctaom. Many parents
assisted with field trips, such as to the pubbedry and the Farm Day at the
Park. Parents can check books or tapes out froraldlseroom library as wel
as Parent Backpacks which include specific bookisaativities for the
parent and child to do together. Teachers keepenpphone log and record
incoming and outgoing calls. Parents are encodrégeontact teachers to
facilitate communication about their child.

174
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Churchill County School District

Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2007-08 Funding: $122,410

Program Location
E.C. Best Elementary School; Fallon, Nevada.
Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

Churchill County School District operates two ha#fy early childhood classes, Monday-
Thursday from 7:45 to 10:45 a.m. and from 11:45. 40n2:45 p.m. The children receive an
average of 12 hours of early childhood educatianyeek. The Churchill County Pre-
Kindergarten Program serves 18 children per se$eram child/adult ratio of 6 tol when teacher
and both assistants are present, and 9 to 1 whehdeand one assistant serve the program.
However, the ratio is much lower because severanps are in the classroom daily.

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 38
Number of Adults 37
Number of Families 37
Number of Sites 1

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher Position Qualifications/Endorsement
1 FTE Teacher Lead Teacher ECE Certification
1 FTE Aide Aide
.5 FTE Aide Aide Bilingual
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Program Outcomes

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 100%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (75%
y lary (75%) EOWPVT. 97 19 | Met/Exceedeq
B. Expressive Comprehension (75%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 20.6 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y lary (7 pts.) EOWPVT- 22.9 pts. Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (90%) 100% Met/Exceegled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (65%) 97.1% etM@xceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 100% Met/Exceeded

Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators

Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)

Curricular Base
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Diversity

Developmental Areas

Experiences

Environment

Learning Environment

Interaction

Children with Special Needs

Behavior Management

Language
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Parents
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Project Description

Area

Description

Curriculum

The program usddigh Scopea research-based program that addresses &l

aspects of early childhood education. Based owltiiié development ideas
of Jean Piaget, the High/Scope Preschool Curricwienvs children as activs
learners, who learn best from activities that tthegmselves plan, carry out,
and reflect upon. The children are encouraged gag@a in a variety of key
experiences that help them to make choices, sobldgms, and actively
contribute to their own developmeiihe teacher is exploring the Reggio
approach to early childhood education and has begprovide natural and
recycled materials for the children to use as aglo provide an extensive
array of open-ended collage materials for children.

The teacher also uses tRarents Are Teachegrogram, which includes
developmental materials for parents and parentf@utivities that the
teacher distributes to parents for use at home.

a)
-

Learning
Environment

The classroom, located in the elementary schooktaoas several large
learning centers (dramatic play, blocks, art, coragsy a library,
manipulatives, a water table), all equipped withagety of learning
materials. The classroom has four computers, wivete not working on the|
day of the visit. A new science center had jushieded to the classroom
with extensive tools and materials for exploratidhis was a popular center
on the day of the visit. The classroom does noelsmparate bathroom
facilities. Instead, the children use the schobéithroom facilities across the
hall.

The program uses an outdoor play area, which iseféto protect the area
from the wind and the noise of the highway. The/@leea includes a multi-
use climbing apparatus, swings, balance beamdaageltires. Volunteers
from the nearby Fallon Naval Air Base built a lasgerage shed to house th
outdoor equipment. The shed stores a wide varieiyys, including sand
toys, balls, trucks, chalk, plastic baseball biates, walking stilts, bubbles
and bug catchers.

The class is culturally diverse, including Hisparkidipino, and Native

American children. A couple of these parents worikeithe classroom on the

day of the visit. Some children have Individualizedlucational Programs
(IEPs) and receive the assistance of school distiadf.

e

Pedagogy

The classroom can be described as a “Child & Fa@dgter” because many
parents and other siblings are involved in clagsractivities daily. On the
day of the visit, one parent stayed in the morr@ing two parents stayed in
the afternoon. Parents helped prepare the leaoeingers, brought in and
assisted with snack, entered data on the compurtdrread to the children.
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Pedagogy
(cont.)

In developing her lesson plans, the teacher incatps the Nevada Pre-K
Standards as a general guide for daily activitiesonjunction with her
ongoing theme. On the day of the visit, the theras tvansportation. The
children strung beads during arrival in the mornimg circle time, the
teacher reatWheels on the Racecar’ind the teacher demonstrated her
questioning skills. Most of her questions were coghpnsion and knowledg
based, but a few higher level questions were akked‘ls this a good idea?’
Later, some of the children constructed cars fromettpaper tubes and
collage materials.

(4]

Learning experiences were developmentally apprtpttaage group, hands
on, and interactive, but were often dictated bytdaeher instead of given as
a choice for the children. Children’s learning exxgeces did not on the day
of the visit reflect a balance between activit@&s;minutes of each session
were set aside for child-directed indoor and outambivities, allowing for
expression and creativity. 80 minutes were useavfamle group teacher
directed time and 15 minutes used for small growgek time; the rest was
spent in transitions.

>4

The teacher calls children to participate during @uestion of the Day and
calendar activities. The teacher incorporates magicmany aspects of the
program.

Assessment
and
Continuous
Improvement

The teacher administered the Peabody Picture Vémablest and the
Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test ab#ginning and end of
the year to all children. In addition, she usedHigh Scope Literacy
Assessment, STAR early literacy diagnostic asseassras well as the Speed
DIAL, a shortened version of Developmental Indicatior the Assessment
of Learning. The teacher also administers a Prel&igarten skills
assessment monthly to assess children on spekiific rseeded for
kindergarten and completes an Exit Skills assessatehe end of the schod|
year. The teacher keeps individual children’s mdidE with ongoing sampleg
of the children’s work and test results. Childremosshow evidence of having
special needs are referred to the Early Childhquetial Education program
for further assessment and placement.

Parenting
Program

Parents are required to sign a Parent-Teacher &bmtrwhich they agree tg
participate in several activities, including twdeol-wide Family Activity
Nights (e.g Reading Night and Multi-Culturdlight), four parenting classes,
three parent-teacher conferences, at least thassrolom volunteer visits pef
month, and complete one reading log per month.

The teacher conducted a number of workshops fopdhents and children
together The parents planned a number of in-class festivatkjding a
picnic in the park with children’s activities and and-of-year celebration.
The program provides books, games, and other resstine parents can
check out to use in their homes.

69



Clark County School District: Early Literacy Program

Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2007-08 Funding: $1,431,031

Clark County School District (CCSD) used Nevada H@ttls for early childhood education
programs at 10 project sites. The 10 project sépsesent two models of providing early
childhood education services: Early Literacy anan@wnity-Based Child Care. There were
seven Early Literacy sites: Bracken, Cunninghammd®oo, G.E. Harris, McCaw, McWilliams,
and Warren Elementary Schools; and three CommBaged Child Care sites: Lone Mountain
Creative Learning Center, Creative Kids Learningt€ein Henderson, and Variety Day Home.

The evaluator visited J.T. McWilliams Elementanh8al as representative of an early literacy
model. The evaluator visited Lone Mountain Learrenter as representative of a community-
based child care model.

Program Location #1
J.T. McWilliams Elementary School

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

J. T McWilliams operates two half-day classes, Mghr@laursday from 9:00 to 11:30 a.m. and
from 12:35 to 3:06 p.m. Children receive approxiehat0 hours/week of ECE services. The

Early Literacy program serves 16 children in themmy and 16 in the afternoon, plus several
children transitioning from Early Childhood Sped&lucation, for a child/adult ratio of 9 to 1.

Participants (for all 10 CCSD sites)

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 330
Number of Adults 321
Number of Families 321
Number of Sites 10

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher Position Qualifications/Endorsement
1 FTE Teacher Lead Teachel Elementary and ECHfiCatibn
1 FTE Aide Aide Bilingual
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Program Outcomes (for all 10 CCSD sites)

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome

Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 79.8%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (75%
¥ . y (75%) EOWPVT- 90796 | Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (75%)

Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
PPVT- 7.2 pts.

§ prey e cemn 1700 | w120 | Ve
Individual Parenting Goals (90%) 98.4% Met/Exceeded
Increase in Time Spent with Children (65%) 98.5% etMdxceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 98.5% Met/Exceede

Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)

Curricular Base 5

Diversity

Developmental Areas

Experiences

Environment

Learning Environment

Interaction

Children with Special Needs

Behavior Management

Language

Problem Solving
Child Centered
Developmental Approach

Initial Assessment

Measure Progress

Parents
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Project Description

Area

Description

Curriculum

The McWilliams Early Childhood Literacy Program sgbeCreative
Curriculumas the primary early childhood curriculu@reative Curriculum
Is a research-based program that includes wellldpgd learning centers ar
extensive time periods for children to actively kexp and interact with their
environment. The program includes seven literacygmanents: literacy as a
source of enjoyment, vocabulary and language, gbgical awareness,
knowledge of print, letters and words, comprehemsamd books and other
texts. The curriculum is linked to Nevada Pre-Knsiards.

The teacher also uses tReady, Set, LEAP! Programwhich is an
interactive, multi-sensory literacy program usiriifedent technological
tools.For example, theeapPadis an interactive technology platform whic
allows children to listen to different stories, dieaocabulary and concepts,
and engage in activities alone or in small groUje LeapDesk Workstation
is a computer software program that speaks the siairetters of the
alphabet and pronounces them in the context ofifspamrds. Children can
manipulate the plastic letters, numbers, or shapbsgin writing words and
simple sentences.

The program serves primarily Hispanic children. &ide is Hispanic and
frequently uses Spanish in the classroom and ikinmgmwith the parents.
The teacher speaks some Spanish and repeats imstsuio Spanish, if
needed.

d

—

Learning
Environment

The classroom is located in a wing of the schodl @ntains several learnin
centers (blocks, dramatic play, manipulatives,lartguage arts, science an
computer center) geared to the developmental n&etie children. The
bathroom facility is adjacent to the classroom.

The early childhood program uses the regular schlagground that
accommodates the younger elementary children. Tygmund is located
on the other side of the school, a considerablamte from the preschool
classroom, making opportunities for indoor-outdol@assroom activities
difficult. The teacher reported that some play pqent, such as a tricycle
and balls, are brought in for use in assessmegross motor skills, but are
not a regular part of the outdoor activities. Téacher adds gross motor
games, such as “Red Light, Green Light” to theisale time.

The classroom is relatively small and contains nraayerials: most walls
and shelves are covered with children’s artwork pawst projects. The
classroom appeared well organized and the childremctively involved in
all centers around the room. The classroom contanmse materials reflectin
diverse cultures, including a few books, some dalhgl clothing in the
dramatic play area.

g
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Pedagogy

The teacher incorporated the new State Preschanti8tds into the daily
lesson plans. On the day of the visit, the childeamned abouhe concept off
sinking and floating, and reviewed their transpiiostatheme as well as their
favorite books from the year. The teacher readestudictated and illustrate
car and sailboat books, recognizing the authors.cléissroom routines
reinforced English greetings and directions, tlee,teacher asks, “What'’s
your plan?” before the children may move to centansl the children
respond, “My planis ___.”

The water table included a variety of common olgjéot the students to put
in the water and explore the concept of sink/fl@atth the teacher and the
assistant engaged children in the center, askimglhfidren about their
discoveries. The teacher often challenged his dtigtents by asking them
find three objects that sink and three that flet.made sure that all childre
had a turn at the popular center.

The teacher used songs and chants frequently araghef the visit. Many of
the songs were written by the children. The songewvell-known and love
as evidenced by student participation and requAa#taiere good
opportunities for reinforcement of the English laage.

The activities planned for the children were appiaip for their ages, which
in this classroom, included three, four, and fiearyolds. The activities are
open-ended, allowing children from a range of depeiental levels and
language abilities to experience success. Evidehddferentiated
instruction was noted in the variety of respongibd and/or expectations of
children during the day; i.e., older children wergpected to write their
names, younger children were given more time tdoggpRoutines are
followed carefully and kept simple.

The program focuses on literacy and language dpredat. The teacher talk
with the children throughout the day, carefullypoancing and reinforcing
word recognition and vocabulary development. Duantivity time, the
teacher moves between centers, helping childrenit@cgnd understand ney
vocabulary related to the activity. On the dayh# visit, staff and children
used Spanish very little. The children were engagéuthe teacher and
understood his directions in English.

Behavior expectations were consistent of all thieledm, and modeled and
reinforced by the teacher frequently.

p ==
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Assessment
and
Continuous
Improvement

The teacher administered the Peabody Picture Vémablest and the
Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test toctiiglren at the
beginning and end of the year. In addition, he detep a Developmental
Continuum Assessment fro@reative Curriculunthree times a year
(November, February and May) and keeps a Childreéssgand Planning
Report on each child that includes work samplesextensive anecdotal
notes. He shares this data with the families aetiteof the year during
parent conferences.

This teacher used a unique approach to lesson, pratigidualizing them for
all children across skill levels and domains. Tédecher maintains an
individualized math assessment form and a difféaead instruction form,
including levels of mastery, for all children inobasession.

Parenting
Program

The parenting program offers a variety of trainapgortunities for parents.
Parents are invited to participate in the parentictiyities that all the Clark
County early childhood education programs are @uvib attend. For

example, Cooperative Extension provided four halj-garenting trainings
throughout the year for Clark County early childdgwograms and the PBS
Station (KLVX) offered workshops to the familiesite a year.

The preschool teacher also provided training temiar The teacher trained
parents on how to use the Virtual Pre-K matersgsiding materials home
regularly for parents and children to enjoy togetheaddition, the teacher
provided opportunities for the parents to partitega trainings about the
preschool curriculum. Other parents have helpeldibrgpair, sew, or clean
equipment in the classroom.

Parents receive @TARbook monthly with interactive activities for therpat
and child to do daily. The teacher has parentsrdedaily the amount of
PACT time and reading time they spend with theildcbn when they drop
off his/her child for the program.
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Clark County School District: Community-Based Child Care (cont,)

The evaluator visited Lone Mountain Learning Ceakerepresentative of a Community-Based
Child Care model. These early childhood educatiajepts are provided through a partnership
with the Community-Based Child Care centers whieeg are located. Under this model,
children with special needs who have an IEP areeplan childcare centers that primarily serve
typically developing children. CCSD places a Spe€ducation early childhood teacher and an
instructional aide at the community-based centexgdrk with these children. The Special
Education teachers serve as teacher-mentors whaprvaining in early childhood education
to the entire child care center’s staff. As a reshese teachers help to improve the overall
quality of the early childhood activities conductddhese centers, benefiting all the children.

Program Location #2

Lone Mountain Creative Learning Center
6863 W Lone Mountain Rd.
Las Vegas, NV 89108

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

This program provides services to 154 childrencBidren (2 classes) participate in the Nevada
ECE program. Of these, 22 children have specialsiegth Individualized Educational
Programs and 10 children are typically developiegrp. The ECE program is integrated into
two classrooms (Yellow Room and Purple Room). Tle#o¥wv Room serves children who are
predominantly three years old turning four, andRlieple Room serves mostly children eligible
for kindergarten in the fall, 2008. Because theBildren are in two separate classrooms in the
morning session, each with different numbers ofidcén, it is difficult to identify a specific
child/adult ratio for the morning classes, thoulgé tatio would never exceed 9 to 1. On the day
of the visit, 29 children attended in the YellowdRoand 27 children in the Purple Room (8 to 1
and 7 to 1 ratio, respectively). One class meetaddg-Wednesday from 8 a.m. to 1 p.m., and
one class meets Tuesday-Thursday from 8 a.m. tm1Fridays are reserved for parent trainings
and activities and teacher in-service. Childrerenex 10 hours/week of ECE services.

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher Position Qualifications/Endorsement
1 FTE Teacher Lead Teachel ECSE Certification
2 FTE Aides — 1 per classroom Aide Enrolled in Eeatary Education

In addition to the ECE staff, 4 teachers (2/classtpare employed and supervised by the communigdba
center. All teachers assigned to these classrocensxperienced and one teacher has a Child Develapm
Associate (CDA) credential. A speech therapistehildren daily, an occupational therapist sechdsiren
every other week, and a physical therapist serligdren every week: all are from CCSD.
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Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)

Curricular Base 5

Diversity 4

Developmental Areas 4

Experiences 4

Environment 5

Learning Environment 4

Interaction 4

Children with Special Needs 4

Behavior Management 3

Language 5

Problem Solving 3

Child Centered 5

Developmental Approach 4

Initial Assessment S

Measure Progress 5

Parents 4

Reading Readiness 5

Project Description

Area Description

Curriculum The Lone Mountain Creative Learning Center Pre-Kngdrten program usgs
Creative Curriculumas the primary early childhood curriculum. This ralbd
emphasizes interactive learning through exploratiararefully designed
learning centers. The Nevada Pre-Kindergarten @tasdare used to guide
the lesson plans. The program also contains liyesativities that emphasize
books as a source of enjoyment, vocabulary andigey phonological
awareness, knowledge of print, letters and wonad,b@sic comprehension.
The teacher also uses thiacmillan/McGraw-Hill Curriculumfor thematic
units.
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Curriculum
(Cont.)

Staff also use activities and materials, e.g.,@8sind puppets, from the
Peace Begins ithe Preschoola conflict resolution violence prevention
curriculum developed by the Clark County Neighbadhdustice Center. In

addition, the Lone Mountain Center teaches alldthit some sign language).

All teachers receive workshops in teaching Amerigagn Language and
utilize theWee Can Sigourriculum throughout the year.

Learning
Environment

Each classroom is large, well lit, and equippedhwthtild-sized tables and
chairs and a wide array of learning materials appate for the age range in
the classroom. The very high ceilings in the classrs, however, can cause
the noise level to become very loud. The noiseoith lslassrooms seemed
excessive, though the children were engaged apptelyrin activities most
of the time. In order to be heard in the largestiasm, children and teacher
must raise their voice to be heafthe learning centers are labeled and
indicate the number of children for each centeild=$1zed bathroom
facilities are adjacent to each classroom.

The Center has a beautiful, carefully planned oatgidayground area
appropriate for different age groups. The playgbintiudes a multi-use
climbing apparatus and a second smaller climbexdie trails, swings,

shaded sand play areas, and a children’s gardewjrad the children to plant

vegetables and flowers.

The three- and four-year old classrooms are vegeland well equipped,
containing a wide variety of learning materials ane particularly language
rich with books, signs, labels, puppets, compuiis These larger
classrooms have 30 children, beyond the groupliserecommended by
National Association for the Education of Young Idten (NAEYC),
especially for three-year olds, but within the fiseng standards for Clark
County.

Staff used a wide variety of behavior managemaentirtigues which may
have contributed to some inconsistent responses étoldren. For example,
when one child did not go to the circle but ingdst& working a puzzle, four
teachers spoke to him with four different direcipanly the last teacher
resolved the issue and brought him back to thepyrou

The classrooms include children from several etgnicips, including
Caucasian, Black, Asian, and Hispanic. The clagssocontain a small
number of diversity-oriented books, dolls, and otkarning materials. The
program serves children with special needs asmated by the Clark
County School District. Their integration into tblaessroom supports the

UJ

growth and development of all children placed is ffrogram.
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Pedagogy

This early childhood project is different from otheodels funded under
Nevada ECE in that the early childhood special atioc teacher does not
have her own classroom but rather acts as a tramementor for the
Center’s preschool classroom teachers. The Nev@&adhildren, most of
whom have Individualized Educational Programs,naaénstreamed into the
two regular classrooms. Program staff work withhiabeir own children and
the Center’s other children in these different elaems.

The program is literacy-rich. On the day of thatyishildren in the Yellow
Room followed theMicGraw-Hill Bank Streeprogram with the morning
message, calendar, and circle time songs, andwegtithe number, color an
shape of the day. The Special Education teachea tadting lesson on sour,
bitter, sweet, and salty. Students got to tasesh, grapefruit, potato chip,
and M & M, then vote on the answer and teachertggdpheir answers. The
teacher read to children many times in a whole jgis®riting.

The children worked in center-based activities g€ireative Curriculumand
were free to make choices using a classroom maragesystem where they
posted their names in the centers according tadnhgber of children allowed
in each center. Children were guided and questiabedt their work and
thinking. Centers included literacy options, likading their names, making
collage on the letter N, and math options, like hamstamping.

Children were free to manage personal needs @throom, hand-washing
and make personal choices for participation. FangXe, during snack-time
one child was allowed to choose to sleep instegmhdicipating with the
group because he arrives so early in the program.

The Purple Room activities focused on numbers andting activities and
followed similar routines as the Yellow Room.

The outdoor classroom is an extension of the indtamsroom. Each area o
the playground had activities set up and the ohildire able to freely move
through these activities as they would in classraemnters. On the day of th
visit, the children participated with bubbles, betk paintbrushes and wate
and music activities as well as playing on the popgnt and riding bikes.

On Fridays, the ECSE teacher meets with the staffi the two rooms to
discuss classroom procedures, techniques for wgskith the children with
special needs, and teaching strategies. The tealdteclosely coordinates
with the School District speech therapist and oatiopal therapist that see
many of the children during the week.

—
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Assessment
and
Continuous
Improvement

The teacher administered the Peabody Picture Vémablest and the
Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test topitoggram children at theg
beginning and end of the program year. Progran aled completed the
Creative Curriculum Developmental Continuum Induatl Child Profile
three times during the year. Staff maintain a pdidfassessment on each
child in accordance with the school district expéons.

Staff keep communication notebooks for new childsechildren with
behavior plans. The notebooks travel back and torgchool to keep parent
informed of progress in behavior.

[72)

Parenting
Program

In September, the teacher met with each familyfagn the program
requirements and the various early childhood culaicThe teacher holds IE
meetings with the family for those children witrespal needs to determine
their individual goals at leaswvice during the year. The teacher maintains
regular contact with parents through notes, lettéysrs, phone calls and at
school pickup. Nevada ECE families also participatdhe many Lone
Mountain Learning Center events, including Fadl Festival theOutdoor
Thanksgiving FeastheDinner with Santaand theSpring FlingCarnival. On
the day of the visitstudents were having their graduation picturesaaisqs
the school-wide graduation ceremony for studendspaments.

Program staff also encourages parents to parteipahe different CCSD
parenting programs, including thaurturing Families Family Storyteller,
and PBS literacy workshops. The teacher s&tdsbooklets home regularly
with each child as well as Activity Backpacks tehé sends home monthly.
The teacher carefully tracks family participatiorthe literacy activities to
make sure that the forms are accurate and thaatteats meet their
commitment to the ECE program by interacting wité thildren at home.

P

Teacher keeps weekly PACT and reading logs.
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Elko County School

District

Initially Funded: FY 2007-2008

FY 2007-08 Funding: $114,638

Program Location

Southside Elementary School; Elko, Nevada.

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

This program serves 18 children in the morning B8 ahildren in the afternoon for a child/adult
ratio of 9 to 1. The program operates two half-dasly childhood sessions; Monday-Thursday
from 8:00 to 11:30 a.m. and 12:30 to 3:00 p.m. @kih receive 10 hours per week of early

childhood education.

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 36
Number of Adults 43
Number of Families 36
Number of Sites 1

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher

Position

Qualifications/Endorsement

1 FTE Teacher

Lead Teacher

Elementary CertificatiiPE
Endorsement

1 FTE Aide

Aide

Bilingual; Highly qualified
paraprofessional with AA degres

\1*4

80



Program Outcomes

B. Expressive Comprehension (75%)

EOWPVT- 53.6%

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
. o PPVT- 71%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (75%) Not Met

Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain

PPVT- 5.0 pts.

Hed

D o o) | oW dpe | M
Individual Parenting Goals (90%) 100% Met/Excee
Increase in Time Spent with Children (65%) 66.7% etM@xceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 47.2% Not Met

Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators

Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)

Curricular Base

2

Diversity

Developmental Areas

Experiences

Environment

Learning Environment

Interaction

Children with Special Needs

Behavior Management

Language

Problem Solving

Child Centered

Developmental Approach

Initial Assessment

Measure Progress

Parents

Reading Readiness
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Project Description

Area

Description

Curriculum

As a new Nevada ECE site, program staff are gfidctingthe early
childhood education curriculum for the project. Teacher uses activities
and materials from two commercial early childhoodgsams Creative
CurriculumandHigh Scopebut was unable to obtain training in either
program for 2007-08. Th€reative Curriculumdeveloped by Teaching
Strategies Inc., focuses on developing an expéaigntich, developmentally
appropriate environment that responds to the aigatf children and
teachersCreative Curriculumincludes well-planned learning centers that
allow for child choice and self-directed play, shzgbups, and supportive
teaching designed to ensure future academic suddiggsScopas a
research-based early childhood program in whicldem plan their
activities, actively participate in learning cestesind complete the cycle by
reviewing what they did during the day’s session.

The teacher incorporates the Nevada Pre-K contantdlards in many lessor
and often aligns her lessons to the elementaryodcuoriculum when
possible.

S

Learning
Environment

The classroom is located in the main elementargadbuilding. The
classroom contains many learning centers, inclug@aging, writing, blocks,
computers, art, sand/water, math manipulativesnsei, and dramatic play.
Bathrooms are located adjacent to the classroarcontained storage area
where kids can go on their own to use the bathroosink. The playground
is a shared space with the younger elementary sshatents and includes
multiple climbers and a blacktop for running spdndhe morning on the da
of the visit it rained and hailed, so staff tookidien to a multi-purpose roon
to play Duck, Duck, Goose for large motor skillkelteacher is exploring
ways to include bikes, balls, and other age-apaitgomaterials on a shared
playground.

The program provides services to primarily Hispattiddren learning
English as a second language. The aide is bilingo@luses Spanish and
English in the classroom and acts as the “bridgebbth parents and the
children at the beginning of the year. Both teasletebrate and respect th
two cultures in the class. The classroom contawks, songs, and videos it

<

—

11”2

=

both English and Spanish.
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Pedagogy

The classroom schedule allows about 30 minuteslbEslected activity
time, 15 minutes of small group time, a significantount of large group
time, and outdoor time. Activities to meet the Ndw#&re-K standards were
often used as transitions, e.g., name tracing tingrwhen the children
arrived and were waiting for others, and choosmgls medium, or large
yarn balls before leaving the circle. Whole grouple time included
movement and sharing between children, as welllessan on the letter “y”
presented on a smart board. Each child has a ‘@pssy” each month;
today’s child brought snacks and was asked totéieatory and illustrate it
for the class. These stories were posted on thieofvede classroom. The
teacher reaéfrom Head to Tody Eric Carle, encouraging the children to &
out the animal motions.

During center time, the children worked with assi$$ on a writing activity
of matching letters with picture cards, built i thlock center, painted (Y fo
yellow), used play dough, made yarn collages (Yylmn), used the water
table, or played in the dramatic play center. Gkitdasked for permission
when they wanted to move or when they completegites, and were
allowed to choose a new center.

=
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Assessment | The teacher completed the Peabody Picture Vocagbukst and the

and Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test orlaldren two times per

Continuous | year. The teacher also uses the Pre-KindergartefoRmAssessment

Improvement | developed by the School District, which trackslsé@velopment in various
areas, including Language Arts, Book Handling/Cpteef Print, Math,
Social/Emotional Development, and Personal Data.
The teacher maintains a portfolio for each chilat tontains work samples,
art samples, photos, etc. The teacher shares poesgelios with parents at
end-of-year conferences. This program serves @nldn IEPs receiving
services from a School District speech therapigildr teacher during the
week.

Parenting Program staff have concentrated on developing mpiementing the early

Program childhood education program in this first yearlod project and have not ye

developed a comprehensive parenting program. Baat begun to develop
parenting workshops, and have offered a coupleytras. Parents are inviteq
to volunteer in the classroom, but few have dond’apents do provide
snacks for the children. The teacher has begunikgepcords of family
literacy time and reading time.

The teacher holds parent/teacher conferences tigeg the year to report
on progress and encourage parents to be activedwved in their child’s

learning. Preschool families are included in elil@l-wide parent events.
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Great Basin Community College

Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2007-08 Funding: $120,135

Program Location
Great Basin College, Mark H. Dawson Child and Far@iénter; Elko, Nevada.
Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

Great Basin College operates two half-day earlidbbiod literacy classes Monday-Thursday
from 9:00 to 11:30 a.m. and from 1:00 to 3:30 pGhildren receive 10 hours per week of early
childhood education. The program serves 16 chilgersession with 3 adults for a child/adult
ratio of about 5 to 1, which is lower when studietérns are also present. There were 15
students in the morning class and 11 students mireséhe afternoon on the day of the visit. The
program received Accreditation from the Nationatdaation for the Education of Young
Children (NAEYC) in 2005. Since then, staff complatself-assessment of the program
annually using a NAEYC Checklist to renew their Aetitation Certificate.

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 35
Number of Adults 34
Number of Families 34
Number of Sites 1

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher Position Qualifications/Endorsement
1 FTE Teacher Lead Teacher Teaching CertificaitiDE
Endorsement
.5 FTE (4) Aides — 2 per session Aides
Various student interns throughout the year.
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Program Outcomes

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 93.1%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (75%
y lary (75%) EOWPVT- 1009 | MeVExceedeg
B. Expressive Comprehension (75%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 14.4 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y lary (7 pts.) EOWPVT- 19.9 pts. Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (90%) 100% Met/Exceegled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (65%) 85.7% etM@xceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 96.4% Met/Exceede(

Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators

Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)

Curricular Base

5

Diversity

Developmental Areas

Experiences

Environment

Learning Environment

Interaction

Children with Special Needs

Behavior Management

Language

Problem Solving

Child Centered

Developmental Approach

Initial Assessment

Measure Progress

Parents

Reading Readiness
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Project Description

Area

Description

Curriculum

As in previous years, the Nevada ECE classroorovialla master curriculun
plan outlined for all the Center’s preschool classns. This Center has 10
preschool classrooms with about 150 children. Tds¢ Pirector and
Preschool Coordinator developed a literacy-basedcalum, calledLight

Up for Literacy,drawing strategies and materials from several &surthis
curriculum incorporatethe Creative Curriculumthe Self-Concept
Curriculum,and theAnti Bias Curriculum TheCreative Curriculums a
research-based curriculum that emphasizes inteegeiarning in carefully
designed learning centers, using the classroonmr@mmient as an effective
teaching tool. Th&elf-Concept Curriculundeveloped at the University of
Nevada, Reno, focuses on the development of thé' €kelf-concept with
units that follow the development of the child inaural, logical, and
sequential process. This model places the chilldeaheart of the curriculum
focusing on experiences that will enhance the hddvelopment and that
are based on what is relevant to his or her lifehsas family, school, and
community. TheAnti-Bias Curriculumpromotes projects that emphasize
acceptance, respect, and cooperation in the classaod in the community.

The Child & Family Center operates as a lab scharatollege students
enrolled in the Early Childhood Education progranGeeat Basin College.

The teaching team carefully develops lesson plac@rporating the new
Nevada Pre-Kindergarten Content Standards. Altthgsrooms at the Child

and Family Center focus on general themes with diestated books, videos

prop boxes for dramatic play and other resourcenad$ available through
their library; however, each class moves at its pace, based on children’s
interest levels. For instance, though the curfesnte was dinosaurs, teache
placed insects in the science center and includgctchtchers during the
outside playtime because the children’s interegsh@previous theme
remained high.

One aide in each session speaks Spanish, assstiagal children learning
English, speaking with Spanish speaking parentstramslating any English
forms into Spanish. Lessons are presented in Engligear long, with
questions and directions translated into Spanisgtnwieeded. Some materia
have both English and Spanish labels.
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Learning
Environment

The classroom contains exceptionally well-develoged well-equipped
learning centers (blocks, dramatic play, manipuésj art, writing, science,
language arts, and computer centers) geared tetredopmental needs of
the children between three and five years old.dz$iked bathroom facilities|
are adjacent to the classroom and shared with jamad) classroom. The
classroom also shares a kitchen with the classraflawing for many
cooking activities.

The outdoor playground is very large and well egagpwith two extensive
multi-unit play stations and many other early chddd climbing units. The
playground includes a large sand box with chiléé@idump trucks and

backhoes, a tricycle path with many tricycles ardj@ns, and an expansive
grassy area with trees.

The Child and Family Center contains a Family latgr Library with walls
lined with early childhood books, flannel boardris, video materials,
puppets, and dramatic play prop boxes. The Libcantains over 3,000 iterr]
available for checkout. The Library contains lasgéas, chairs and a rug.
Staff encourages families to stay before and aftess to read with their
children, play with a puppet, or check out a book.

Pedagogy

The classroom uses a thematic approach, beginartgweek with a story
and following up with activities related to the stauring the week. The
classroom schedule and activities allow for largrug time, small group
time, and a long self-selected activity time; fea¢her-directed and child-
choice activities; for indoor and extensive outdadtivities; and for age-
appropriate activities for different age levelshfldren. On the day of the
visit, the central theme focused on dinosaurs. mutie arrival activities ang
the opening Circle Time, the teacher involved thiédeen in reading a book
on dinosaursDinosaurumpugsby asking the children questions and helpin
them make connections between the book and thparences.

The children then moved to centers, working onotggiactivities most of
which were related to the theme of dinosaurs, sisahising playdough and
dinosaur cookie cutters, tracing dinosaurs, antinguand adding macaroni
“bones.” Most learning areas contained books rdltdedinosaurs as well ag
writing materials. Other centers were open-endwbavailable for use,
including computers, art, writing, library, bloclkend science.

Staff uses transition time from one activity tinseainother to introduce or
reinforce specific information needed to preparnéobn for kindergarten,
such as names, telephone numbers, etc. For exastydients were seated O
their “special spot” which was on a card with theidress on it. Other
transitions included counting out dinosaurs, reegg their address from a
card, and choosing between big, medium, and s®atigs and finger plays
are embedded during the day as transition actvégewell as at each whole

group gathering time.
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Assessment | The teacher administered the Peabody Picture Vémablest, Expressive
and One Word Picture Vocabulary Test, as well as thgdBice Screening
Continuous | Inventory to the children at the beginning and ehthe school year. The
Improvement | teacher also keeps an oral language checklisteoatifdren. In addition, the
teacher uses a Preschool Portfolio Assessmerddb ¢hild progress three
times each year based on the Nevada Preschoolastdznd he checklist
includes basic information about self and social amotional development,
language, early literacy and writing, mathemaiieg] physical development.

The program served children on Individualized Edioc&l Programs. The
early interventionist and the speech therapist ftloenElko County School
District work with these children at least once WgeOn the day of the visit
the speech therapist attended both sessions; hoWwewrstudents were
absent.

Staff also complete the Early Language and Lite@e@gsroom Observation
(ELLCO) which examines literacy and language pcastiand materials in
early childhood classrooms.

Parenting Program staff encourage parents to participatkearearly childhood
Program education program. Parents often visit and voluritethe classroom and
provide snacks for each session.

An important part of the parenting program is tealve parents in their
child’s learning at home. The program developetiatiework on Wheels”
Program. Once a month, children take home a ligigtvtechild-sized
suitcase on wheels that contains a literacy agtauitd book for children to
complete with their parents. As mentioned previpgustiaff encourage parenfs
to checkout books from the Family Literacy Library.

The school holds monthly parent participation esgsitich as the upcoming
end-of-year BBQ, pancake breakfast day, or a trgbdto the post office. The
teacher holds Parent/Teacher Conferences three imaually to review the
child’s progress and she sends home a monthly eéessin English and
Spanish which includes activities as well as cutum notes.
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Humboldt County School District

Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2007-08 Funding: $130,700

Program Location
Grass Valley Elementary School; Winnemucca, Nevada.
Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

Humboldt County School District operates a morrang afternoon Pre-Kindergarten class,
Monday through Thursday from 8:30 to 11:00 a.m. A2d.5 to 2:45 p.m. Children receive 10
hours per week of early childhood education. Tlegmam serves 20 children in each session for
a child/adult ratio of about 7 to 1.

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 40
Number of Adults 39
Number of Families 39
Number of Sites 1

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher Position Qualifications/Endorsement
1 FTE Teacher Lead Teacher K-8 Certification; ECE
Endorsement
2 FTE Aides Aide Bilingual

Parents are required and are trained to servesinlissroom one session per month.
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Program Outcomes

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 77.5%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (75%
y lary (75%) EOWPVT- 8259 | Met/Exceedeq
B. Expressive Comprehension (75%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 9.7 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts
y lary (7 pts) EOWPVT- 13.3 pts. Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts)
Individual Parenting Goals (90%) 100% Met/Exceegled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (65%) 95% Meteeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 87.5% Met/Exceede(

Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators

Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)

Curricular Base

3

Diversity

Developmental Areas

Experiences

Environment

Learning Environment

Interaction

Children with Special Needs

Behavior Management

Language

Problem Solving

Child Centered

Developmental Approach

Initial Assessment

Measure Progress

Parents

Reading Readiness
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Project Description

Area

Description

Curriculum

The Humboldt County Pre-Kindergarten program oftelteracy-based,
family oriented prograntCreative Curriculunis available as the primary
curriculum; however, the teacher has not beenedhin the program or
program assessments to make full use of this pmegraeCreative
Curriculum, developed by Teaching Strategies Inc., focusetesrloping an
experientially rich, developmentally appropriatezieonment that responds to
the creativity of children and teache@eative Curriculumncludes well-
planned learning centers that allow for child clkeaand self-directed play,
small groups, and supportive teaching designedsare future academic
success. The development of language, mathemeggsbning, and
scientific thought are emphasized throughout tmters.

The assistant teacher who has been with the progirasa its inception
continues to use th&o Phonicgprogram, which introduces the alphabet tq
children through animal puppets and interactivevdies.

=4

Learning
Environment

The Grass Valley Pre-K Program has had many tiansithis year. One
transition has been the location of the classrodme. program moved from
the new portable unit back to the main buildingrfarst of the instruction
because the school’'s plans to build a bathroorhambrtable were denied by
the building authorities. The portable is usedydfal pick up and drop off
and one or two mornings per week for center timent€rs in the portable
include art, library, math/manipulatives, a largardatic play center, a
listening center, puzzles, blocks, a dollhouse,dvaarking, a tent, science
center, a flannel board center, computers withtprs and a writing center.

Program staff use the classroom in the main bugldocated at the end of a
hall of a new wing of the school, for whole and 8rgeoup activities.
Bathroom facilities are adjacent. It is well orgaed and includes a languag
arts and listening center, an area for manipuldabys (puzzles, Legos,
games, etc.), a science area, a writing area, pgpghow space, and a
dramatic play area. The program has a pre-kindengautdoor play area
with slides and a multi-structure climber. The sdhaiso created a fenced
area for the preschool program. It contains a laegel area, a large concrete-
surfaced area for bike riding, and an outdoor easel

(4]

Pedagogy

Classroom learning centers and activities reflesetbpmentally appropriate
practice, but tended to be teacher-directed wiitlle ime for children choice.
Lesson plans did not reflect awareness of neecktet shildren’s varying
developmental needs or include all areas of devedmp. All students were
asked to do the same tasks; though some studeptsnaed differently
(choose different books to read, etc.) the teacdtheraot adjust much
between children.
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Pedagogy
(cont.)

On the day of the visit, the theme was oceans.eBiiscstarted at tables
completing an ABC, a 123 dot-to-dot with assistainom adults, then move
to the floor to use manipulatives until all childread completed the
worksheet. Morning routine included weather bekagdge, morning messag
and sharing by the students. The teacher readladimut the ocean, and
asked children questions about it. After a shorsimactivity during which
children were walked to the bathroom, students wetgide to do the crab
walk as discussed in the ocean book. Children dzank inside and were
directed from the floor to three tables with adies related to the theme: an
ocean flannel board activity with the teacher, gpl@ation center with shell
and magnifying lenses, and an exploration centdr books and ocean

puppets.

Children are aware of the classroom routines betleé frequent reminders
to follow these routines. The class uses a behatart with clothespins with
the children’s names as a behavior managementitpehriThe child’s name
is called when misbehaving and the clothespin maledn from “Very
Good” to “Satisfactory,” “Needs Improvement,” or édds Conference.”
Students can be moved up to “Terrific.” The teaalsss this technique to
help the child to be aware of inappropriate behavamd change the behavi
within the class period. The child has every opjpaty and is expected to
move the clothespin back up to the acceptable lgitbin the class period. Ii
addition to regular classroom activities, the s¢lwooinselor read with the
children every other week during the first haltlo¢ year, using a story to
illustrate and discuss a social-emotional issue.

D

—

Assessment
and
Continuous
Improvement

The teacher administered the Peabody Picture Vémablest and the
Expressive One-Word Vocabulary Test to all thedrkeih as pre- and post-
tests. Staff keep work samples in the childrentsvillual folders to show
parents the child’s progress.

Parenting
Program

Parents sign a contract that requires they bewedoin the early childhood
program six hours per month, including volunteeiimghe classroom once &
month. Parents receive training and direction iw @ support the children’g
learning in the classroom. The school literacy do@tor conducts some
workshops for parents. On the day of the visitagept stayed for the
afternoon session, and assisted with small grou.wo

Parents are also encouraged to attend monthly Fdigims, conducted by
community resources and staif monthly calendar is sent home to keep
parents informed of school and classroom activities

Parents are required to conduct monthly activitrgl their children, using
activities contained in the Literacy Backpack peogr The Literacy
Backpacks include the materials and descriptiorectvities for the parent

and child to do together.
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Nye County School District

Initially Funded: FY 2007-2008 FY 2007-08 Funding: $135,000

Program Location
Nye County School District; Pahrump, Nevada.
Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

Nye County School District Pre-Kindergarten progmaperates two half-day early childhood
sessions, Monday-Thursday from 9:00 to 11:30 amd.12:30 to 3:00 p.m. Children receive 10
hours per week of early childhood education. Tlegm@am serves 16 children in the morning and
17 children in the afternoon for a child/adult oatif about 8 to 1.

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 41
Number of Adults 37
Number of Families 37
Number of Sites 1

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher Position Qualifications/Endorsement
1 FTE Teacher Lead Teacher Elementary Education
Certification; waiting for her ECH
Endorsement
.5 FTE Aide Aide Bilingual; 12 years experience |n

Pre-K and Kindergarten

.5 FTE Aide Aide 15 years experience with
preschool children
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Program Outcomes

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 84.4%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (75%
y lary (75%) EOWPVT. 9579 | Met/Exceedeq
B. Expressive Comprehension (75%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 10.4 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y lary (7 pts.) EOWPVT- 10.2 pts. Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (90%) 100% Met/Exceegled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (65%) 100% t/Heceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 79.4% Met/Exceede(

Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators

Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)

Curricular Base

4

Diversity

Developmental Areas

Experiences

Environment

Learning Environment

Interaction

Children with Special Needs

Behavior Management

Language

Problem Solving

Child Centered

Developmental Approach

Initial Assessment

Measure Progress

Parents

Reading Readiness
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Project Description

Area

Description

Curriculum

The Pre-Kindergarten program ussholastic’s Building Language for
Literacyas the primary early childhood curriculum. It isegearch-based
program with an emphasis on helping children leamead. The curriculum
emphasizes oral language, phonological awareretts, knowledge, and
concepts of print. Staff has developed many quibgle-group, teacher-
directed experiences from the curriculum includiegding and language
activities during whole group time.

Learning
Environment

The classroom is located in a modular building. Elassroom contains mar
learning centers, including reading, writing, blsckuzzles, listening,
computers, science, and dramatic play. Centersarget well developed bu
provide a foundation for further enrichment. Thedil center had very few
choices and there was no open art area for opeedeant study by the
children. Plans are in place to add a mini-studictlie children for the next
year.Bathrooms are located adjacent to the classroarcontained storage
area where kids can go on their own to use ther@aith or sink. The
playground is a large, open shared space and ielondiltiple climbers, a
space to ride bikes and push wagons, and some grass

The program provides services to primarily Hispattiddren learning
English as a second language. The morning aidiénguml and uses Spanig
and English in the classroom and acts as the “btitty both parents and th
children at the beginning of the year. Both teasletebrate and respect th
two cultures in the class.

y

—

W =

Pedagogy

The classroom schedule allows about 30 minutesltgslected indoor and
outdoor activity time, 15 minutes of small groumdi, and a significant
amount of large group time. Whole group circle timauded movement,
songs, and chants as well as a lesson on the‘lettdhe teacher rea@ur
Visit to the Aquariunto support the weekly theme, “Exploring Aquariuims.
The teacher prompted children to make connectiotise movie~inding
Nemaq the television prograrf8pongebob Squarepantnd the Las Vegas
Shark Reef. After snack, children traced and pcadtiwriting the letter “c”
on worksheets and glued colored macaroni (“cor@t’rardboard squares.
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Pedagogy
(cont.)

During center time, the children were directedht® ¢enter with their picture
on it. They were required to stay in that center2f® minutes. Children were
then evenly distributed among the centers and estgagreading, writing on
the white board, dramatic play, legos, and computer

Children were allowed five minutes of outdoor timéhe morning session,
and 15 minutes in the afternoon session. Meanirgjfaices are not yet a
significant part of this program, but staff are kexmg more options for
creative expression through an open-ended artrcesitT is ready to
develop more individualized and child-directed eigreces.

Assessment
and
Continuous
Improvement

The teacher completed the Peabody Picture Vocabuikst and the
Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test owglaldren as pre-and
post-tests. The teacher also uses the Pre-KindergBortfolio Assessment
developed by the School District, which trackslgk#velopment in various
areas, including Language Arts, Book Handling/Cptsef Print, Math,
Social/Emotional Development, and Personal Data.

The teacher maintains a portfolio for each chilat tontains work samples,
art samples, photos, etc. The teacher shares poegelios with parents at
end-of-year conferences. This program serves @mldn IEPs receiving
services in a separate ECSE classroom either iménaing or the afternoon

Parenting
Program

The parents are askeddtiend an orientation meeting at the beginnindnef
year, two parent-teacher conferences, and fourase parenting workshops
and/or literacy events. Parents set literacy gedls the teacher and work tq
attain those goals throughout the year. Parentwe@l@me and encouraged
to volunteer in the classroom at least once a manthreceive a library card
for themselves to use with their child.

Parenting workshops and literacy events are offeréthglish and Spanish.
Parents can attend the workshops at the Even@tagtam in an adjacent
classroom. Monthly newsletters are sent home withiaular activities in
Spanish and English.
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Pershing County School District

Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2007-08 Funding: $132,058

Program Location
Lovelock Elementary School; Lovelock, Nevada.
Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

The Pershing County School District Pre-KindergaReogram operates two half-day early
childhood classes, Monday-Thursday from 8:15 t@l3@.m. and from 12:15 to 2:45 p.m.
Children receive about 10 hours per week of edrliglbood education. Both morning and
afternoon sessions serve 18 children; the ECSErdas serves seven children in the morning
and ten children in the afternoon. The integratadstoom, with between 12-13 children
normally, has a child/teacher ratio of around 4.tdhe program received accreditation from the
National Association for the Education of Young I@ten in 2005-06. Program staff are
currently working on maintaining the accreditatamwell as becoming familiar with the new
standards for re-accreditation.

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 40
Number of Adults 40
Number of Families 40
Number of Sites 1

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher Position Qualifications/Endorsement
1 FTE Teacher Lead Teacher Elementary Education
Certification; working on her ECE
Endorsement
2 FTE Aides Aides

97



Program Outcomes

Outcome Indicators (Expectation)

Actual Program Status

Outcome

Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (75%)
B. Expressive Comprehension (75%)

PPVT- 82.9%
EOWPVT- 80%

Met/Exceeded

Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.)
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)

EOWPVT- 5.6 pts.

PPVT- 8.0 pts.

Met/Not Met

Individual Parenting Goals (90%) 91.9% Met/Exceefled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (65%) 70.8% etM@xceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 83.3% Met/Exceede(

Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators

Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)

Curricular Base

4

Diversity

Developmental Areas

Experiences

Environment

Learning Environment

Interaction

Children with Special Needs

Behavior Management

Language

Problem Solving

Child Centered

Developmental Approach

Initial Assessment

Measure Progress

Parents

Reading Readiness
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Project Description

Area

Description

Curriculum

The class uses the Pre-K portion of Hmughton Mifflin Reading Program
which Lovelock Elementary School implements. Treeckeer uses thalpha
FriendsBig Book each day to expose the children to thteidgtof the
alphabet. This program emphasizes alphabet recogndtral language and
vocabulary development, and print awareness aniieg phonics. Nevad:
Pre-K Standards are integrated into the curricudimch other activities are
pulled from a variety of theme-based resources.

Learning
Environment

The Pershing Pre-Kindergarten program is uniquganit provides an
“inclusive” environment, combining children frometiNevada ECE
classroom with the school district’s early childd@pecial education
classroom daily. All the children from both classpgnd time in each room
and are engaged with staff from both programs. igetfoe opening circle
time, the children in each classroom are dividedi ggend the rest of the
session in the other classroom. The outdoor pleg &rshared at the end of
each session by both classes.

The two classrooms are adjacent to each other. @atisrooms are clean,
well lit, well organized and equipped with childzsd tables and chairs.
Child-sized bathroom facilities are adjacent todlassroom. Each classroo
has several learning centers (blocks, dramatic, pteyipulatives, art,
writing, science, library and computers) as weladsft for quiet activities.
Adaptive equipment is kept primarily in the ECSIBmg but can be moved t
the other classroom if needed.

The outside playground area accommodates the tiyoaaldhood
classrooms. The playground includes a large andl soaoor climbing
apparatus, a sand box, tricycles, wagons, apptepdaptive outdoor play
equipment, swings, and a narrow tricycle trail g&ide the building.

The learning centers contain a variety of learmrajerials appropriate for th
wide age range and developmental levels of alttlelren, many of whom
have special needs. Children in this program aned®n three and five year
old.

m

e

14

Pedagogy

The ECE teacher and the ECSE teacher plan theicelartogether on
Fridays, using IEP goals and daily observationskdf levels as guideposts.
The two teachers conduct different but complemerdaativities for the two
classrooms based on selected themes (e.g., famvidather, dinosaurs).
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Pedagogy
(cont.)

The program emphasizes literacy activities, incaapong many classroom
writing experiences, teacher and child-made boakd,poems. The child-
made books include the children’s own words, drgajmand photos.
Children frequently read their own books. The a@idalso visit the school
library once a week and have taken walking fielakstto the park and the
senior center.

The teacher involved the children in calendar & and opening songs.
The theme for the week was the letter “z” so tlaeer introduced Zelda
Zebra, and children discussed “z” words such asarabzipper. Children
dictated their prior knowledge about zoos to tlaeher who put it on a chart.
Teacher reaBusy Busy Beeand then sang Zippety-do-dah. Children used
ribbons to dance and make zigzags.

In the ECE classroom, the teacher then asked dsichvehere he/she
planned to work and the child moved into activelesgiion of one of the
learning centers: painting at the easel in tharmd, putting puzzles together
on the floor, using computers, etc. The teacheraaahels worked with
children at the various learning centers, indiviuand in small groups.

After the open activity time, the children in th€E classroom came together
and the teacher reatlhere was an old lady who swallowed a Tliie teacher
directed children into small groups to be with thacher or assistant to look
at seed sprouts growing. Then, the children didtagntences to the adult
who wrote them in their plant journal as the clelddrew a picture of a plan
to match the dictation.

[l

In the ECSE classroom, the theme was flowers aatipg. The class read
The Surprise Gardeand then they went on a walking field trip to che@
plant. Each child picked a few plants to take bacthe classroom.

Assessment
and
Continuous
Improvement

Staff administered the Peabody Picture Vocabula&st @nd the Expressive
One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test at the beginnihipe year and will
again at the end of the year. The school also adtared the Phonological
Awareness Literacy Screening Test to all children.

Parenting
Program

The teachers require parents to sign a contrdbedieginning of the

program. In the contract, parents agree to completegoal at home with
their child, participate in the preschool prograneast two hours per month,
and attend any required trainings or meetings.

Parents are also encouraged to attend Developntemsthool nights held
monthly. For example, Preschool night activitigs gear included math
night, art night, movement night, child CPR nighéeracy night, game night,
and a family picnic.

A monthly newsletter is distributed in English &anish, which discusses
the children’s activities, planned field trips,itiags, etc.

100



Washoe County School District: Early Literacy Program

Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2007-08 Funding: $695,964

Washoe County School District (WCSD) used Nevad& H{ds to initiate and expand early
childhood education programs at 14 sites, repragggtiiree models of providing early childhood
education services: Early Literacy, High Schoollfe@hildhood Centers, and Classroom on
Wheels (COW) program. The evaluator visited thiessone site from each model.

The Nevada ECE program supported six Early Litesai®s: Anderson, Desert Heights, Incline,
Johnson, and Veteran’s Memorial Elementary Schaxadsat the Sparks Early Learning Center.
The evaluator visited Veteran’s Memorial as repmésese of an Early Literacy model.

Program Location #1
Veteran’s Memorial Elementary School, Sparks, Navad

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

Veteran’s Memorial Elementary School Pre-Kinderga®rogram operates two half-day early
childhood sessions, Monday through Thursday frof#s 8 11:15 a.m. and from 12:20 to 2:50

p.m. Children receive 10 hours per week of earlidblbod education. The program has space
for 16 children in each half-day program and cufyeserves 15 children in the morning and 13
children in the afternoon for a child/adult ratioab least 8 to 1.

Participants (for all 14 sites)

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 375
Number of Adults 367
Number of Families 367
Number of Sites 14

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher Position Qualifications/Endorsement
1 FTE Teacher Lead Teacher Bachelors Degree il Chi
Development: ECE Endorsemert;
Bilingual
1 FTE Aide Aide AA in ECE; Bachelors Degree |n
HDFS
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Program Outcomes (for all 14 sites)

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- 0,
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (75%) PPVT- 88.206 Met/Exceeded
. . EOWPVT- 91.9%
B. Expressive Comprehension (75%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.) PPVT- 13.2 pts. Met/Exceeded
. . EOWPVT- 14.9 pts.
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (90%) 96.9% Met/Exceefled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (65%) 75.1% etMdxceedeq
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 79.6% Met/Exceeded

Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators

Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)

Curricular Base

3

Diversity

Developmental Areas

Experiences

Environment

Learning Environment

Interaction

Children with Special Needs

Behavior Management

Language

Problem Solving

Child Centered

Developmental Approach

Initial Assessment

Measure Progress

Parents

Reading Readiness

(2 I~ B =N & ) @ @ I Y S 6 I S (& 3 I & 2 I Y SN R N Y S [ N &

102



Project Description

Area

Description

Curriculum

The class uses the Nevada Pre-K Standards asith@ypearly childhood
curriculum, choosing themes from within that stanet Scholastic’8uilding
Language for Literacys used as a resourCehe teacher also uses tReggio
Emilia Approachwhich emphasizes respecting children’s inhereter@sts
and competence, working on long term projects diesed on children’s
ideas, and documentation of the children’s ongteagning via photos, the
children’s words, their works of art, etc. The teacis flexible within her
themes, shortening them or lengthening them basddeostudents’
engagement. Within activities there is a high degrflexibility.

Learning
Environment

The class is located in a modular classroom pléeddihd the school. The
classroom contains many learning centers, includifapguage arts center
adjacent to the listening center and computer naboeed home/store
dramatic play space, a block area, a science sireHrt table and sensory
table, and a math/manipulative area. Bathroomghboys and girls are
located off the room, in a small hallway and shdrgdhe elementary music
department.

The early childhood program uses the older childrptayground, which is
adjacent to the portable, located in the fronhefbuilding. It does not
contain early childhood playground equipment occfieg. It includes one
large elementary climber, tables, swings, and spaogn. The teacher bring
out learning materials for activities (bikes, watdsle, animals, buckets). An
alternate playground is available, shared with &mgdrten children, across
the blacktop, which includes smaller swings, agerajriate climbing
structure, slides, and a climbing wall.

The program serves primarily Hispanic children héag English as a secon
language. The teacher is bilingual and uses Spamidthenglish in the
classroom and acts as the “bridge” for the parentschildren at the
beginning of the year. Both teachers primarily gpeaglish with the
children. English is requested and expected otlildren most of the time.
The classroom contains books, songs, and videlstmEnglish and
Spanish.

[2)

Pedagogy

The classroom schedule allows for an extensivessddfcted activity time,
small group and large group time, and outdoor tifite schedule is posted.
The teacher reals a Good Thing There Are Inseds part of the current
unit on insects. The teacher encouraged the childreise motions and their
body to rehearse how insect body parts move. Blerstects and magnifiers
were on display in the science center, butterflygsiin the dramatic play
center, and an insect patterning game and picards@vailable. During
arrival/free-choice time, the assistant showeddcail how to make insects

with wire.
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Pedagogy
(cont.)

During center time, the children worked throughiint class, some in the

dramatic play area wearing butterfly wings and e the clay table. Som
children drew and wrote stories, dictated worde#axhers who wrote them
in Spanish or English, and others fed turtles,tlwith blocks, or added cars

to ramps. Children had snack time as part of cdimer and followed a rebus

chart to know how many vegetables they could eat.

During outside time, the staff brought out equiptreerd materials to
augment the limited playground. Some children rodgcles. Many children
played at the water table or fishing bucket or usedswings. Teacher read
a few students per their request and supporteddter play. Assistant
participated in a lengthy game of dramatic playhveitsmall group of
children.

The teachers are attentive to the children’s nesgabsgk slowly and carefully
providing them with new words in English. Staff dgeositive reinforcement
and redirection as guidance techniques.

1”%

[0

Assessment
and
Continuous
Improvement

The teacher completed the Peabody Picture Vocabuikst and the
Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test asagmd post-test on all
children and administered the Pre Language Assedsdoale (Pre-LAS) to
children with limited English skills. The teachés@uses the Pre-
Kindergarten Portfolio Assessment developed bySttigool District, which
tracks skill development in various areas, inclgdianguage Arts, Book
Handling/Concepts of Print, Math, Social/EmotioBavelopment, and
Personal Data.

The teacher maintains a portfolio for each chilat #tontains work samples,
art samples, photos, etc. The teacher shares poegelios with parents at

end-of-year conferences. This program serves d ehih a speech IEP who
receiving services from a School District speedrdpist once a week.

Parenting
Program

The parents are required to sign an Adult PartimpaContract where they
agree to attend workshops conducted byGA&F Van and by the classroon
teachers. Most parents attended the four-segsanly Storyteller Program
and the fouworkshops put on by the teach€tassroom Orientation
Workshop, Music and Literacy Workshop, Homeworlkvaiets Workshop
and theVirtual Pre-K Curriculum Some parents volunteered in the
classroom and other parents prepared snacks fahtlueen.

The program sends home bi-weekly Virtual Pre-K ytgs, which includes
journals, and specific activities for parents tongdete with their child. On
the day of the visit, the children returned a dolgifood activity they had
completed with their families. The teacher keepsmgoing record of PACT
time and reading time by each family.

The teacher holds parent/teacher conferences tigeg the year to report
on progress and encourage parents to be activedwied in their child’'s
learning.
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Washoe County School District: High School Early Childhood Center

The Nevada ECE program supported four high schanty ehildhood education projects: Hug,
Reed, Sparks, and Wooster High Schools The highadetbenefit by providing students in
Child Development classes with a practicum to ledrout early childhood education and
Nevada ECE benefits by receiving extra assistamtieel classroom with the children.. The
evaluator visited the Sparks High Early ChildhoatliEation Center as representative of a High
School Early Childhood Center model.

Program Location #2

Sparks High Early Childhood Education Center
Sparks High School, Sparks Nevada

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

Sparks High School operates two half-day Pre-Kigdeen classes, Monday through Thursday
from 9:00 to 11:30 a.m. and from 12:30 to 3:00 pOhildren receive 10 hours per week of early
childhood education. The program serves 18 chilgersession for a child/adult ratio of 9:1; it
is lower when the Child Development high schootlstuts are present.

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher Position Qualifications/Endorsement
1 FTE Teacher Lead Teacher Bachelors Degree in ECH
1 FTE Aide Aide Former parent volunteer
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Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)
Curricular Base S
Diversity

Developmental Areas

Experiences

Environment

Learning Environment

Interaction

Children with Special Needs

Behavior Management

Language

Problem Solving

Child Centered

Developmental Approach

Initial Assessment

Measure Progress

Parents

Reading Readiness
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Project Description

Area

Description

Curriculum

The Pre-Kindergarten program uses twighton Mifflin Pre-K Program,
which includes thematic kits and materials, in coction with the school
wide literacy program as the primary curriculumsla research-based
program on how children best learn to read. Thealum emphasizes oral
language, phonological awareness, letter knowlealgyg concepts of print.
Scholastic’s Building Language for Literasyused as a resource.

The program serves many children learning Engpsimarily Hispanic
children as well as some children from other celuiThe teacher aide is
Hispanic and frequently speaks Spanish in the casssting those children
who need translation, and with the many parents sgeak Spanish only.
The teacher is learning Spanish and practicedtit thie children throughout
the day of the visit. The classroom contains maagenials reflecting diverse
cultures. Staff sends all communications home eddmilies in English or
Spanish, as needed.
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Learning
Environment

The classroom is located at the end of a wing @hilgh school with its own
separate entrance for the pre-kindergarten familathrooms are located
across the halind there is a sink in the classroom. The childvalk across
the parking lot to a playground, adjacent to arateth with the Sparks
Community Learning Center. The playground includesbing equipment
and a slide, an outdoor art easel, and a balarasa.b&he teacher provides
outdoor classroom equipment, such as water taddis, bikes, and chalk,
etc, for activities. On the day of the visit thadker brought out art material
for drawing and books for reading.

The large classroom contains 11 well-equipped legreenters (science,
blocks, dramatic play, math/manipulatives, arttwg, language arts,
listening, woodworking, music, and computer centéree classroom
includes a loft area housing a library, puppetilhouse, and an enclosed
housekeeping area.

)

Pedagogy

The teacher uses a theme-based approach, workitopias for a week or
longer. On the day of the visit, the children preplefor the Cinco de Mayo
celebration. The teacher read a bddking in Mexico,drawing on the prior
experiences of the children on how their familiespare for the holiday.
After some outside exploration, the children re@armo the classroom and tl
teacher played a book on tapége Little Animals of Oxaca.”

During the outside exploration time, children wergjaged in a variety of
free choice activities. The teacher aide playedzectag; and the teacher
moved between the sand box, the art materialsfeading books with
interested students. Bathrooms were availabledernmthe adjacent
Community Learning Center, and the teacher brougitér outside.

The classroom schedule allows for a balance betiezaer-directed and
child-choice activities. On the day of the visitirghg children’s choice time,
children were busy making quesadillas with thestast, playing vocabulary
bingo with the parent volunteer, making paper galéacos, using play
dough, using computers, and exploring in the wgitenter. Available but
not used on the day of the visit were well-devetbpenters such as sciencs
manipulatives, blocks, library, and dramatic pl@hildren were allowed to
choose these centers in the morning at drop afiang center time when
other activities were completed. All staff engage thildren in their “play”
in the different learning centers, use positiveglaage and redirection if
needed, and are effective role models for the bajtool students.

A speech therapist works in the classroom, as mkedsisting the children
with speech and language needs.

e
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Assessment
and

The teacher administered the Peabody Picture Vémablest and the
Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test. Ske ebnducts ongoing

Continuous | assessments of each child using the Pre-KindergRuetfolio Assessment
Improvement | developed by the WCSD ECE Office three times par.y&t the end of the
school year, the teachers give the portfolios, Winclude work samples of
art, writing, etc., to the children’s next year d@ngarten teachers.
Parenting Staff encourages parents to read with their childtehome and have
Program established a classroom library for parents to khicbooks and learning

games. Parents are asked to keep monthly readisglud families receive
children’s book when they return the log at the ehthe month.

Parents are required to attend monthly workshops variety of programs,
such ag-amily Storyteller, Read, View and Dmry,Nevada Virtual Pre-K,
which promote parent and child together time (PA@Gi)vities.

Staff sends home weekly “homework” for the childesrd their parents,
using theOn Track for KindergarteirogramandSTARbooklets(Sitting
Together and Reading).
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Washoe County School District: COW Bus Program (cont.)

The COW Bus model is unique in that the early ¢tolod education project is located on a
school bus converted into a mini-early childhoaasstoom. Another unique feature of this
model is that it also supports adult literacy aadepting education. While children attend the
program in one bus, parents can attend adult éiyei@mputer literacy, or parenting education
classes in another bus that accompanies the daltjhocod bus.

The Washoe County School District ECE project suigabfour COW sites at Echo Loder and
Kate Smith Elementary Schools in Washoe Countygé&s@oach in Lyon County, and Mark
Twain in Storey CountyThe evaluator visited the COW bus that stops abEader and Kate
Smith Elementary Schools as representative of astdam on Wheels model.

Program Location #3
Echo Loder and Kate Smith Elementary Schools, Sp&tkvada

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

This Classroom on Wheels program operates twomesai day, four days a week, Monday
through Thursday. The morning class is from 9:00180 a.m. at one school. The staff then
drives the bus to the second school site, wherafteenoon class operates from 12:30 to 3:00
p.m. Children receive 10 hours per week of earlidblbbod education. The program serves 15
children in both morning and afternoon sessionsfohnild/adult ratio of approximately 7.5 to 1.
Parents volunteer in the classroom on the day pheyide snack. On the day of the visit, a mom
helped in the classroom for most of the morninggneg and interacting with her son and the
class.

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher Position Qualifications/Endorsement

1 FTE Teacher — Echo Loder and Lead Teacher
Kate Smith (4 sites)

1 FTE Aide — Echo Loder and Kate Aide
Smith (4 sites)

ECE Endorsement; Bilingual

Bilingual
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Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)
Curricular Base 5
Diversity

Developmental Areas

Experiences

Environment

Learning Environment

Interaction

Children with Special Needs

Behavior Management

Language

Problem Solving

Child Centered

Developmental Approach

Initial Assessment

Measure Progress

Parents

Reading Readiness
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Project Description

Area

Description

Curriculum

The Pre-K program usé&xholastic’s Building Language for Literaag the
primary early childhood curriculum. It is a resdafased program with
emphasis on helping children learn to read. Theauum emphasizes oral
language, phonological awareness, letter knowlealgyg concepts of print.
The teacher supplements the program withRbeady, Set, Leapising the
LeapPadand theLeapSchooDeskfor literacy-based activities.

This teacher also uses strategies fromRbggioEmilia Approachwhich
involve extended projects based on children’s @trand an in-depth
system of documentation to “make the learning \&Sifor the children,
teachers, and parents. In tReggio Emilia Approacteachers are seen as
researchers, always observing and documenting tiveathild is working on,
and then facilitating the learning through carsfgiélected materials and
provocative questions.
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Curriculum Almost all the children in the program are Hispaiike teacher and assistant
(cont are both Hispanic and speak Spanish and Englisicimingeably during
class. Greetings and directions are given in Engisd when children ask
questions in Spanish the adults typically responBnglish. The class sings
songs mostly in English but read books in Sparirshdnd then in English
later in the session. At the time of the visitate spring, the evaluator
observed children speaking mostly English.

Learning The Classroom on Whedisis is a mobile early childhood education
Environment | classroom—equipped with folding panels that foldliato learning centers
when the classroom is in session. The bus contagisld-sized bathroom
facility but has no hot, running water. Staff uaesantibacterial solution for
hand washing. The COW bus contains unique, mimilag centers (blocks,
dramatic play, manipulatives, art, sand and watgy, peading area, quiet
area, and a computer area) geared to the develdpineeds of the children{
The learning centers contain a wide variety ofleay materials considering
the limited space on the bus (8 feet by 39 feet)elthe weather is good,
staff take easels, art materials, and the sandavatel table outside in front of
the school for expanded learning centers.

The last part of each session is spent outdooesnTdrning class uses the
playground space at Echo Loder Elementary Schabttzn walks to the
Community Services Agency Head Start Program tdhesie well-developed
early childhood playground with a tricycle traildamany tricycles, a large
shaded multi-use climber, a sand box, and manyooutiys (balls,
bouncers, plastic trucks, shovels and pails, &twe)afternoon class, located
at Kate Smith Elementary School, has access tedheol playground but it
was not used on the day of the visit due to extresime conditions.

Pedagogy The class uses tliReggio Emiligphilosophy of extended projects based or
children’s interests, of collaborative work in shgoups, and of
documenting children’s work through their drawiragsl words. For
example, the walls of the bus had several collab@group murals of past
activities. The teachers had also documented vaiiouestigations with
pictures and narratives and had posted them arinenious.

On the day of the visit, the teacher began a laimgée time with songs for
greetings and movement. The assistant TdedThree Little Pigé1 English
and Spanish, translating each page for the childree children participated
with choral response and there was some discusdide the assistant read
about the characters. Teacher modeled the writitigeocharacters’ names
for the children to write on their collage maskghe art center.
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Pedagogy

During Center Time, children made collage masksadtkd the names of
the story characters. The teacher-assistant hétgechildren with the collag
so that each mask was unique and children hadsamarinvestment in the
creation. Snack was a choice. Free painting wagp#an, and the teacher
reminded them to add their name and then tooktthctan the paper after
asking, “What's your story?”

11

The water table was very popular on the day ofibié and the teacher
supported their exploration with open-ended quastlike, “Do you think it
will fit in here? Why? Why is it not going down amgre? What's happening
with the hole on the side?” Other children explotteel dramatic play center,
which included a flower shop, a quiet space fasi@hing center, a block
center, books center, manipulatives, science ceserart center. The
teacher provided over an hour for free choice egpion and investigation.

Assessment
and
Continuous
Improvement

The staff administered the Peabody Picture Vocapdlast and the
Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test tahaichildren at the
beginning and end of the year. Staff also admirest¢he Pre-K Portfolio
Assessment developed by the WCSD Early Childhodit®fo assess
specific developmental areas and literacy awarefiémsteacher keeps a fil¢
on each child that contains the assessments, dyaich writing samples, and
documentation photos of activities in progress.

174

The teacher refers children to Child Find when appate. The teacher doe
not become involved in the Individualized Educatitians (IEP) process for
those children identified with special needs. Ttieosl district ECE office
encourages teachers to attend IEP meetings angrawlide a substitute, if
needed.

)

Parenting
Program

Parents are involved in the program in several walgey bring in snacks
regularly and volunteer in the classroom one dai @aonth. (A mother with
two young children helped out in the morning ses3iBarents are required
to attend various workshops, offered in English 8pdnish, in the CALF
Resource Van which travels to their site duringatarweeks in the school
year. (See WCSD workshops above.) Parents areieagex to check out
materials from the CALF Van which includes a lemdibrary of educationa
toys, child and adult books, preschool art materiahd craft kits.

The staff of this COW bus also offered monthly wsir@ps, usually
conducted in the school building. In addition, teacher holds parent/teachpr
conferences in November and June during the scle@olto report on
progress and show parents how they can help thid at home.

Staff send out homework sheets every Thursday gpece the homework
back the following week along with records of PA@Ne and reading times,.
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White Pine County School District

Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2007-08 Funding: $119,735

Program Location
McGill Elementary School; McGill, Nevada.
Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

White Pine County School District operates a hal-cearly childhood program, Monday
through Friday from 8:00 to 11:00 p.m. Childreneiee 15 hours per week of early childhood
education. Parents can choose to have their daijdfer lunch.

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 22
Number of Adults 22
Number of Families 22
Number of Sites 1

Staff and Qualifications

Teacher Position Qualifications/Endorsement
1 FTE Teacher Lead Teacher Elementary Education
Certification; ECE Endorsemen
.75 FTE Aide Aide
.75 FTE Aide Parent Outreach

Coordinator
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Program Outcomes

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 100%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (75%
y lary (75%) EOWPVT- 1009 | MeVExceedeg
B. Expressive Comprehension (75%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 10.6 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y lary (7 pts.) EOWPVT- 23.2 pts. Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (90%) 100% Met/Exceegled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (65%) 85.7% etM@xceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 100% Met/Exceeded

Program Delivery Indicators

Indicators

Rating (1 = low; 5 = high)

Curricular Base

5

Diversity

Developmental Areas

Experiences

Environment

Learning Environment

Interaction

Children with Special Needs

Behavior Management

Language

Problem Solving

Child Centered

Developmental Approach

Initial Assessment

Measure Progress

Parents

Reading Readiness
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Project Description

Area Description

Curriculum The White Pine County Pre-Kindergarten program tise€ore Knowledge
Program-Preschool as the primary early childhoadation curriculum and
supplements it with the California Early Literacgdrning (CELL) Program.
Both programs are research-based programs, whechlso used by the othe
grades in McGill Elementary School. The early chddd education teacher
linked the Core Knowledge Program with the NevadeKFStandards to
ensure that program activities support state stalsda

=

The Core Knowledge Program is based on researabgnitive psychology
that supports the premise that children must laagrade-by-grade core of
common material to ensure a sound preschool anteel@ry school
education. In other words, the curriculum focuses et of fundamental
competencies and specific knowledge appropriatéhimage group. The
competency areas include Movement, Oral Languag®n®dmy/ Social
Skills, Nursery Rhymes, Fingerplays and Songs,yBtmk Reading and
Storytelling, Emerging Literacy Skills in ReadingdaWriting, and
Mathematical Reasoning to name a few. The CELL Rrmgncludes a basiq
framework for daily literacy activities that incles oral language activities,
phonological skills, reading aloud, shared readguigled reading,

independent reading, interactive writing, and iretegent writing.

Learning The White Pine County Pre-Kindergarten progranoissed in two large,
Environment | connecting classrooms. One classroom is used plynf@r large group
activities, such as circle time at the beginninghefday, story time at the end
of the day as well as free playtime before the mogbegins for the day. Th
second classroom contains the various learningecgnncluding a library
and listening area, a writing area, blocks, dracnalfay, math, art area,
science area, pets, etc. The teacher ensuredlttied eenters contain
materials that support state standards and wdkedhe centers depending ¢n
the theme being presented.

(4]

The early childhood education teacher expandseiduming environment
beyond the classroom by using the local town enwvirent for experiences,
going on several field trips during the year. Tyaar, the class made several
field trips, including a student’s house to seeld&msbs, the post office,
walking field trips around the school to look f@asonal changes, the
sheriff's office, and the fire station. All the kiktrips become curricula for
class-made stories, writing and art activities, atebr projects. Guest
speakers are also welcome into the class. Thistliegrhad a visit from an
archeologist and during the week of the visit, Seyothe Bear visited the
classroom. Students had written “letters” to him pinevious day.
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Learning
Environment
(cont.)

The program uses two adjacent playground areacedl-in smaller
playground area developed exclusively for the Prardgram, which
community volunteers constructed. It contains@ytle trail and a central
gravel area with animal climbers and a beam walkiee. lower, main

playground used by the other elementary childrensmangs and a multi-use

climber with slides, forts, etc. Program staff exged the pre-k playground
area this year to include a sandbox. Child-sizdities are directly across th
school hall from one of the classrooms. A shedheypilayground holds
wagons, bikes, traffic signs, buckets and shovels.

11°)

Pedagogy

The classroom focuses on literacy and cognitiveviiess, offering the
children many opportunities for hands-on exploratmd verbal interaction.
On the day of the visit, the teacher opened tls¢ @Gircle Time with the
active songAnimal Actionwith the children acting out various animal
movements. They then sang about the days of thk,\wed heard a weathe
report from one of the children. The children aslaled to their weather
graph on numbers of sunny days, cloudy days, m@d#@yg, and snowy days.
The teacher read the big bod&,Your Mama a LlamaPhe teacher reviewe
the schedule of the day (which included picturethefchildren doing each
activity) and then dismissed children to get tlveiats and get in line to go
outside after they answered a question about a glaph.

The children went outside to their playground whbesy rode tricycles
around the trail, played in the sandbox, and intecwith staff in play. The
children then returned to the classroom where Haglysnack time, cleaning
up their tables when they were done.

Children had a 30-minute center-time where theysehwhich of the many
centers they wanted to explore. Three children elpdasy dough, four
children went to the block center, four childreroterstories at the literacy
center with a teacher, four played with animalhatscience center, and tw
children played in the dramatic play center. Claitdrotated between center
as they finished by moving their necklace to antyrhpok at a new center.
Children chose their own centers about half ofdags; on the other days, t
teacher sets out “jobs” for them to rotate througsually on Mondays they
have “reading buddies” with the kindergarten clatdr

After center time, children returned to the foilgkugroup activity classroom
where the teacher read a story, asking childrestores about the book as

Do

IS

she read.
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Assessment
and
Continuous
Improvement

The teacher administers the Peabody Picture Voaapbiikest and the

Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test ab#ginning and end of
the school year. Staff also complete the Briganeeelbpmental Inventory
for all children. Staff use this initial informatido develop an Individualized
Learning Plan for each child.

The teachers develop portfolios for all the childréhey contain work
samples, artwork, photographs with documentatiod,assessment data,
which are given to the parents at the end of tlae. \J@rogram staff uses a
variety of checklists to record student progresse feacher also provides
parents with children report cards, based on statedards, three times eac
year.

The program serves special needs children, whoveeeelditional services
from the school district’s speech therapist twicgek within the classroom|

Parenting
Program

The Parent Outreach Coordinator works directly vatiilies to implement
the parenting program. The parents sign a Homet$d¢hweolvement
Compact in which the parents agree to volunteénerclassroom one day a
month and participate in at least one family litgraight per year. They alsq
agree to a monthly visit to monitor their goalse$hakes home visits with
individual families or meets with them in the classn once a month to
review their goals for themselves and their childe Coordinator collects
data on parent involvement, PACT time, and timepir spent reading with
their children.

The Parent Outreach Coordinator also holds a mptamily Hour” where

she discusses parenting topics from the Love amicllrogram, models theg
reading of a book for families, conducts a follopr-activity, and provides a

snhack related to the book. The Parent Coordindsorsends out homework
bags once a month with activities for the parewt emld to do together.
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