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Report Overview

The Final Evaluation Report for FY 2008-09 presents
summary of the effectiveness of Nevada state fupded
kindergarten programs to improve the opportuniieschool
readiness for young children and families in Nevadee
2007 Nevada State Legislature passed AssemblyAz])
627 that continued the funding of the Nevada Early
Childhood Education (ECE) Program and appropriated
$3,251,671 in the 2007-08 fiscal year and $3,33BiB87he
2008-20009 fiscal year.

The money must be used by the Nevada Department of

Education (NDE) to award competitive grants to sthistricts and

community-based organizations for early childhoddaation programs. According to AB 627,
the grants are “to initiate or expand pre-kindetgy@aeducation programs.” In addition, the grants
must have a parenting component, as specifiectitiginal legislation for the Nevada ECE
Program. Families are eligible for the progranhdy have a child up to the age the child is
eligible to attend kindergarten.

In July 2007, NDE awarded a competitive grant tmflthe 13 school districts and community-
based organizations that applied to operate ag ekitdthood education program based on the
recommendations of peer reviewers. Nine of theessgfal applications are school districts,
including Carson City, Churchill County, Clark CaynElko County, Humboldt County, Nye
County, Pershing County, Washoe County, and White EBounty. The remaining application
was Great Basin College in Elko. Two of the 10 aapions, Elko County and Nye County, had
not previously received a Nevada ECE program awidicke applications were not funded.

During 2008-09, the 10 Nevada ECE projects proviksgtices to 1,089 families, including

1,123 children and 1,130 adults. Of the 1,123 chiidserved in Nevada ECE during the 2008-09
school year, 950 children were in the Nevada ECQignam on December 1%008. Using the
figure of 950 children as an average daily childrtcand the total award amount of $3,338,875,
the average cost of the Nevada ECE program pet thR2008-09 was $3,515. 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

Table 1 shows the 10 early childhood educationgatsj the amount of funds each project
received in 2008-09, and the number of early clottheducation sites by project. Altogether,
the 10 Nevada ECE projects funded under AB 627 @uipg 33 early childhood sites during the
2008-09 school year.



Table 1L The 2008-09 Funds Awarded and Number of Earlydbbiod Education Sites

Nevada ECE Projects Amount Awarded Number of Sites
Carson City School District $256,713 2
Churchill County School District $125,697 1
Clark County School District $1,469,441 10
Elko County School District $117,710 1
Great Basin College $123,354 1
Humboldt County School District $134,209 1
Nye County School District $138,616 1
Pershing County School District $135,599 1
Washoe County School District $714,694 14
White Pine County School District $122,842 1
Total $3,338,875 33

Report Structure

This report is divided into the following sectionwkich address the required evaluation
components from the legislation (cited on page 3).

Section I-1lI: Comprehensive overview of all thegrams funded during FY 2008-09;
Research Questions; National Research

Sections IV: Evaluation Design: Annual and Londital

Section V-VIII:  Program & Participant Characteigst Program Implementation and Services

Sections IX-X:  Evaluation Analysis: Annual and Langinal

* This section addresses a key requirement of th&é2Bwhich states that the evaluation
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 Bremendations
Section XIlII: Project Descriptions

* This section presents a summary of each indivigtagram, including a brief project
description, funding, and individual program chaeastics 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 (&ibsections 5, 6, and 7 of AB 627 in
Appendix A.) Essentially, the three key componeaitdhe evaluation are:

+ adescription of the programs of early childhoodaadion,

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

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

As indicated in Assembly Bill 627, section 7, sfieaevaluation requirements contained in this
report include:

(&) The number of grants awarded;

(b) An identification of each school district anohemunity-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 penfmmce and outcome indicators,
including any revised minimum performance leveld parformance rates; and

() Any recommendations for legislation.






Research Questions

The Nevada Department of Education establishedaaly Ehildhood
Education Evaluation Design Team in summer 20G8eteelop an
evaluation design consistent with the evaluatigumrements
outlined in AB 627. The Evaluation Design Team iifead five
primary research questions to guide the annualargitudinal
evaluations.

The five research questions are based on informatiguested by
the Nevada Legislature and questions of intereNiD&. The five primary

research questions are restated below. The sultkapuefor each of the five primary research
guestions can be found in Appendix A.

1. How is the funding spent on the program?

2. Who is served by the program?

3. How do projects implement Early Childhood Educagion
4. What are the annual outcomes of Early Childhoodcatian?
5

Does the Nevada Early Childho&dlucation Program have a longitudinal impact on the
children and parents it sernzs

! 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 meetingnara objectives and in implementing the stratetpieneet the
objectives as outlined in the project applicationaddition, the state Early Childhood Educatiorofgiinator
conducted site visits to determine project comgiéawith program requirements.






National Research on Preschool
Education Programs

A goal of the evaluation for the Nevada Departnwnt
Education is to determine if the effects of the &k
ECE Program for participating children are consiste
with national research on quality early childhood
education programs. In general, the research on
preschool education programs can be divided betwegles that
examined the short-term effects of preschool padton and studies that investigated the long-
term effects.

Short-Term Effects

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

Research has found that preschool education camuaphe learning and development of
young children, having short-term effects on thgrative, 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 economidabyldantaged populations, similar to the
population served in the Nevada ECE Program. Teselvantaged children are often at-risk
and typically start school substantially behindrtipeers. Without the preschool experience,
these children would continue to perform behindstaates, perhaps falling even further behind.

Some studies highlight the positive cognitive intpzEfqreschool education for specific
populations of children (Barnett & Jung, 2005). Egrample, an evaluation of the Oklahoma
Preschool Program (Gormley, 2008) analyzed the&sfief 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. Thggaconsisted 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 American, iMatAmerican, and White children. The
gains for Hispanic children exceeded those of caridrom other backgrounds in letter-word
identification, spelling, and applied problem salyi

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



Long-Term Effects

Some studies have examined preschool educatiomsterm effects, providing information on
effects into elementary school and beyond (Swetrdtaal, 2005; Campbell et al, 2002;
Reynolds et al, 2002; Oden et al, 2000). Thesdestidund that preschool education has
significant lasting effects on cognitive abilitieghool progress (grade retention, special
education placement, and high school graduatiomw) sacial behavior.2 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 importdotiyhe Nevada ECE program which serves
large numbers of non-English speaking Hispanicesitg] these long-term effects may be
intensified for non-English speaking Hispanic ctefal, 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 to a control group. Gkitdattended the preschool program for two
school years. The short-term effects on languadgeganeral 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 with resultsnfrmeta-analyses of all relevant research
literature. In addition, the preschool group hatldseclassroom and personal behavior as
reported by teachers, less involvement in delinquemd crime, fewer special education
placements, and a higher high school graduati@n Tatrough age 40, the program was
associated with increased employment and earndegseased welfare dependency, and reduced
arrests. Long-term effect sizes are in the rang® 0.30 to 0.50 standard deviations. High

school graduation increased from half to two-thittie number of arrests by age 27 fell by half,
and employment at age 40 showed an increase oértémage points.

The outcomes found in national longitudinal evaluat of preschool suggest that the positive
long-term effects are primarily because preschbidieen had different experiences in
elementary school due to the cognitive gains aguen 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, placeddpecial education, or retained in grade (Office
of Educational Research and Improvement; US Déiidg 1989). In other words, children who
attend preschool have a more positive elementdryad@xperience, helping them avoid many
issues related to being at-risk academically.

2 Preschool education programs that result in pesiffects tend to serve children part day for scigool year at
age four (Barnett, 1995), as did the Nevada ECEkept®in the longitudinal evaluation.



Program Evaluation Design

The evaluation of the Nevada ECE Program includes
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 oo¢co

indicators: two indicators measure the developmemtgress of children and

three indicators measure parental involvement. Bbthie outcome indicators were developed in
June 2001 and the fifth indicator (Outcome Indic&owas added in 2007-08 to better measure

the size of the developmental gains made by cld¥®E reviews the benchmarks annually
based upon the performance results of the partitspas directed by AB 627. In fact, NDE
raised the benchmarks for three indicators in 20@8dicators 1, 3, and 4.

Indicator

Benchmarks

Developmental Progress of Children

Original

2008-09

Outcome Indicator 1. Reading Readiness: Individusiudent Gain Percent of
Early Childhood Education children with a minimufnfaur months of
participation who show improvement in auditory coetgension and expressivi
communication—as measured by a standard scorease the Peabody
Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) and the Expressine-@/ord Picture
Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT) for children from thredfitee years old.

D

70%

80%

Outcome Indicator 2. Reading Readiness: Averagedteom Gain Early
Childhood Education children from birth until thegter kindergarten with a
minimum of four months of participation will makespecific average gain of
standard score points in auditory comprehensioneesured by the PPVT and
in expressive communication as measured by the EOWP

PPVT 7.0

EOWPVT
10.0

PPVT 7.0

EOWPVT
10.0

Parenting

Outcome Indicator 3. Parenting Goal®ercent of participating adults enrollec
in Early Childhood Education for at least four munivho meet at least one ga
related to parenting skills (e.g., development@rapriateness, positive
discipline, teaching and learning, care-giving eorviment) within the reporting
year.

)

90%

al

92%

Outcome Indicator 4. Time Spent With ChildreRercent of first-year Early
Childhood Education parents who increase the amuiuithe they spend with
their children weekly within a reporting year.

60%

70%

Outcome Indicator 5. Time Spent Reading With Chiédr. Percent of first-year
Early Childhood Education parents who increasetheunt of time they spend
reading with their children within a reporting year

30%

70%




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/posttesh 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). In tlise; the study collected data on four measures:
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test, Expressive OnedWature Vocabulary Test, the amount of
time parents spend with children, and amount oétparents spend reading with children.

One group posttest onlyin a one-group posttest only design, data are aeltieon participants
at the end of the program. In this case, the staflgcted data on whether parents achieved at
least one parenting goal that they had selectednplete.

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

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVThe 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 PPVa& det expressed in standard scores with an
average score of 100 and standard deviation of iére is no “maturation effect” for the PPVT.
Therefore, our expectation is that the PPVT stathdaores should not change in the absence of
a “treatment.” Thusan increase in the standard score during the tiotel@ participates in
Nevada ECE is taken as an indication that Nevada iE@elping increase the child’s receptive
vocabulary.

Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test (EOWBVThe EOWPVT is a standardized,
norm-referenced test designed to assess an indlksdtnglish speaking vocabulary, also for
children between two and 18 years old. Like the PRWe EOWPVT data are expressed in
standard scores with an average score of 100 andatd deviation of 15. Like the PPVT, our
expectation is that the EOWPVT standard scoresléhmi change in the absence of a
“treatment.”

Time Spent With ChildrerandTime Spent Reading With ChildreiNevada ECE projects are
expected to collect these two data elements framnpgwhen they enter the program and again
at the end of the program year or when the familisgéhe program. Projects can conduct an
interview to collect the data. Or, many projectsenparents keep a log of the actual time that
they spend with their child and the time they restth their child during a week at the beginning
of the program and again at the end of the program.

Parenting GoalsNevada ECE projects are expected to help parstablesh annual goals in
parenting (e.g., attend monthly parenting workshtgasn positive discipline techniques) and

10



criteria for determining whether the goals are riilbe data are then reported for each parent at
the end of the program or when they exit.

In addition to the five measures described abowassess the developmental progress of children
and parental involvement, the evaluation admingstéwo classroom environmental rating

scales to examine program delivery: Early ChildhBodironmental Rating Scale (ECERS) and
the Early Language and Literacy Classroom Obseamatool (ELLCO). These two instruments
are described under Section XllI: Project Desaisi

Longitudinal Evaluation

The longitudinal evaluation tracks the performaotevo cohorts of children:

= Cohort 1 — four-year-olds who participated in Nex&{CE during 2003-04 and entered
grade 4 in 2008-09, and

= Cohort 3— four-year-olds who participated in Neéad&CE during 2005-06 and entered
grade 2 in 2008-09.

The longitudinal study collected data on two ‘cheld variables’ (student learning and student
attendance) and one ‘parent variable’ (parent/teachnference attendance). The primary
purpose of the study, however, is on student legrib determine the effectiveness of the
program on the developmental progress of childrer tme.

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 4 Study

The Cohort 1 Grade 4 study uses a comparison grosippest only desigas well as survey
research methodology.

Comparison Group Posttest Only Design.a comparison group posttest only design, the
performance of Cohort 1 students is evaluated agaisomparison group, i.e., Cohort 1
classmates. Specifically, the evaluation compdregperformance of Cohort 1 students on the
Nevada Criterion Reference Tests (CRT) in readimyraathematics with a matched sample of
classmates from the same schools.

Survey Research Methodologyhe evaluation administered a survey to the gdatdachers of
Cohort 1 children. The survey asked teachers torteghether the parents of the Cohort 1
children participated in the fall parent/teachemnfeoence. The results from this survey will be
compared to the results of another survey admneidt the teachers of the Cohort 1 students
when they were in kindergarten.

11



Cohort 3—Grade 2 Study

The Cohort 3 Grade 2 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 researdgrdbscause it provides a measure of
performance prior to participating in a progranttdérecontrolling for other explanations of the
results. It provides the best data to determinethdrehe Nevada ECE program children
maintained the significant learning gains they eetd during preschool into their K-12 school
career.

One Group Pretest/Posttesh a one-group pretest/posttest design, a groguolents is tested
prior to their participation in a program and telségain after the program. In this case, the study
includes a random sample of 300 of the 944 four-gé&s from Cohort 3. The evaluation
administered the PPVT and the EOWPVT to the childndially when they entered the Nevada
ECE program in 2005-06 and again at the end o$theol year or when they exited the
program. For the longitudinal study, the PPVT a8V T were administered again in spring
2007 when the children were in kindergarten, inrgp2008 when the children were in grade 1,
and again in spring 2009 when the children wergrade 2.

The use of the PPVT and EOWPVT as the follow-upsuess in kindergarten and grade 2
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, allowing the evaluation to comparepgrdormance of students in the ECE program
against the national norms.

Survey Research Methodologyhe evaluation administered a survey to the geatdachers of
Cohort 3 children, similar to the survey administeto the teachers of Cohort 1 students. The
results will be compared to the results of a sinslarvey administered to the teachers of the
Cohort 3 students when in kindergarten.

Data Collection Instruments

Table 2 shows the variables and the instrumentsunes used to assess the variables in the
Cohort 1 and Cohort 3 studies. The descriptiorth®fata collection instruments for the two
studies are combined and presented below; anyeliftes for the two cohorts are noted in the
descriptions.

12



Table 2. Data Collection Instruments Used in Cohort 1 antid®t 3 Studies

Variables (Instruments/Measures) Cohort1in | Cohort3in
Grade 4 Grade 2

Student Learning

¢ Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test v
¢ Expressive One Word Picture Vocabulary Test v
¢ Nevada Criterion Referenced Tests v

Parent Involvement

¢ Teacher Survey v v

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-1ll (PPVTT.his instrument was discussed previously
under the data collection instruments for the ahavaluation.

Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test (EOWBVThis instrument was discussed
previously under the data collection instrumentdlie annual evaluation.

Nevada Criterion Referenced Tests (CRThe Nevada CRTs in reading and math are
standardized, criterion-referenced tests desigmedgsess 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@RTs are expressed in scale scores
that range from 100 to 500 and divided into fowfigiency levels: Emergent/ Developing,
Approaches Standard, Meets Standard, and Exceadd&st. Unlike the PPVT and
EOWPVT which are norm-referenced tests, the NezZiRa scale scores increase as the
student learns more content in a subject area.

Teacher SurveyThe evaluator developed a one-item suifeeyeachers of the Cohort 1 and
Cohort 3 students. The survey measured parentiernt by asking whether the parents of
the Nevada ECE children attended the fall 2008mideacher conference. Teachers
completed the survey in April and May, 2009.

= Parent InvolvementA challenge the longitudinal evaluation faced $eess parent
involvement is the selection of an appropriate meathat can be collected for the
large number of children in the progrdmihe only parent involvement measure that
Nevada schools currently collect and can be cabtetar program children is parent
attendance at parent/teacher conferences. Theagiealulecided to use
parent/teacher conference attendance rate to neeparent involvement, comparing

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

13



the parent/teacher conference attendance ratevaddeECE parents with the rates of
all parents at the schools attended by the Nev&itadhildren.

A limitation of this comparison is that the datamefrom different sources. That is,
the data for the parents of the Nevada ECE childiércome from individual

surveys completed by teachers and the data usédef@omparison group are school
percentages with no individual data available t$® impossible to create an
appropriate, matched comparison group. Insteadjateefrom all students must be
used as the comparison group. A second limitasdhe data for the Nevada ECE
children are from a single grade level while theadssed for the comparison group
are from all grade levels at the school. This casepa problem for the interpretation
of any comparisons between the two groups sinaengapof younger children
(kindergarten and grade 1) tend to attend parawctier conferences at a higher rate
than parents of older children (grade 4 and 5ther words, it is reasonable to
assume that parent/teacher conference attendameds hagher for parents of
kindergarten students than parents of grade 5 stsldéonsequently, the
parent/teacher conference attendance rate for{sas€kindergarten students is likely
to be higher than the school parent/teacher comdéerattendance rate since the
school rate includes all grade levels. Convergbly parent/teacher conference
attendance rate for parents of grade 5 studehkelg to be lower than the school
parent/teacher conference attendance rate.

14



Program and Participant Characteristics

The characteristics of Nevada ECE programs, fasjiied adult and
children participants are based on data from l{&pt®that provided .
services to 1,089 families, including 1,123 chifdeand 1,130 adults from July T,

1, 2008 through June 30, 2009. The 1,123 progralireh represent 1.4 percent of the
estimated 78,176 three to four year-old childreN@vada (2008 American Community Survey).

L N

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 85 86 85 2 8%
Churchill 41 41 41 1 4%
Clark 355 341 337 10 31%
Elko 39 39 39 1 3%
Great Basin 33 32 31 1 3%
Humboldt 39 71 38 1 5%
Nye 53 52 50 1 5%
Pershing 42 41 41 1 4%
Washoe 414 407 407 14 36%
White Pine 22 20 20 1 2%
Total 1,123 1,130 1,089 33 100%
Family Characteristics
Family Structure | Number | Percent Family Income | Number | Percent
Families | Families Families | Families
Single Parent 174 16% Over $50,000 197 18%
Couples| 792 73% $40,000-$49,999 107 10%
Extended Families 113 10% $30,000-$39,999 165 15%
Other 10 1% $20,000-$29,999 245 22%
Total 1,089 100% $10,000-$19,999 246 23%
Less than $9,999 129 12%
Total 1,089 100%
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The 10 projects reported they had a waiting liS0@f families. The projects with the largest

numbers of families on waiting lists were Washoei@y (379 families) and Clark County (299

families).

Adult Characteristics

Child Characteristics

Language Spoken at | Number | Percent | English Language Number | Percent
Home Skills
English 541 48% English 490 44%
Spanishl 530 47% Limited English Skills 633 56%
Other 59 5%
Age (as of 9/30/2008) Age (as of 9/30/2008)
50 and ovel 12 1% 2-3years 11 1%
40-49| 113 10% 3-4 years 234 21%
30-39| 477 42% 4-5 years 878 78%
20-29( 520 46%
Under 20 7 1%
Gender Gender
Male 160 14% Malg 542 48%
Female| 970 86% Femal¢ 581 52%
Race/Ethnicity Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino| 656 58% Hispanic/Lating 680 61%
Caucasian 340 30% Caucasian 302 27%
African American 46 4% African American 45 4%
Asian 55 5% Asian| 46 4%
Native American 14 1% Native American 14 1%
Other 19 2% Othenl 36 3%
Total | 1,130 100% Tota) 1,123 100%

History of Participation in Non-Early Childhood Edu cation Programs

Nevada ECE plays an important role in the livesholdren as reflected in their lack of
participation in other educational programs. Of1hE23 children, 78 percent (878 children) did
not participate in any other educational programrgo Nevada ECE, and 85 percent (957
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 claldrNevada 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 31 6
Even Start 19 29
Title |1 Preschool 9 11
Early Intervention, Early Childhood Special Eduoati 58 49
Other Preschool or Infant/Toddler Program 100 44
Migrant Education 1 22
None 878 957
Other 49 17
Total 1,145 1,135

Status If Child Did Not Participate in Early Childh  ood Education Program

An important question is what would Nevada ECEdreih do if they did not participate in the
early childhood education program? Project stadfédgarticipating adults at enrollment to
respond to this question based on a list of theipteschoices shown in Table 4. Overall, about
79 percent of the children would not have attermi®dstructured 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 ertieoa 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 120

b) Stay with grandparents or other adult family member 201

c) Stay at home with parents 724

d) Stay at home with siblings 85

e) Attend other preschool or infant/toddler program 213

f) Other(specify) 55

* 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,
professional qualifications, and inservice training =~ ™

Nl
-

Staffing Patterns |
Project directors were asked to report the numbpainl Nevada ECE staff and their full-time
equivalents (FTE) or whether they were paid onmrembt as shown in Table bo avoid
duplicating staff counts, we asked project dirextorcount each staff member only once

according to his or her primary assignment arean ¢lrough 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 32 30.83 0
Aides (educational assistant) 33 26.75 0
Family Specialists (home-visitor/advocate) 2 1.75 0
Support Staff (secretary, clerk) 1 0.45 0
Others 4 2.65
Total Staff 75 64.63

Nevada ECE program funds purchased the serviceés staff for 2008-09, many of whom are
part-time or funded part-time with Nevada ECE funtdse 75 staff included three
administratordwho managed the program; 32 teachers who insttiicténe early childhood
education classes; 33 teacher aides who assisted garly childhood classes; two family
specialists who worked primarily on parenting atigg, including home visits; one support
staff, such as a secretary or clerk; and four “othaff” which included a teacher on special
assignment who helped coordinate a district levagjam, 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 lateacher 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 an Associate’s Degree. Of the 32 preddlkeachers, two have a Ph.D., eight have a
Master’s degree, 20 have a Bachelor’'s degree, as@ Associate’s Degree, and one has a High
School Diploma.

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

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

Less than 1 year 1 1 1 0
1to 5 years 0 9 19 2
51to 10 years 0 8 6 2
More than 10 years 2 12 9 0

’ 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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Of the 35 aides, two have a Bachelor’s degreeal/é lan Associate’s degree, 21 have a high
school diploma/GED, and one did not complete hidtosl. There are four family specialists:
two have an Associate’s Degree and two have adugbol diploma/GED.

Table 6 also shows the experience level of the Ne¥CE staff. Overall, about half of the
Nevada ECE staff are experienced early childhoatt&rs having more than five years of
experience in their respective positiethe other half of project staff are not. That vep tof the
administrators (67 percent); 20 of the 30 teact@fgpercent), two of the four family specialists
(50 percent); and 15 of the 35 aides (43 perceug Imore than five years of experience.

In terms of state requirements for teachers iryednildhood education programs, all 32 teachers
(100 percent) meet the requirements. The 32 teadttaet either an early childhood education
certificate, endorsement, or state early childheddcation requirement endorsement. In other
words, all teachers in the program have spec#iming and/or experience in early childhood
education.

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 ednilgitood education and receive training in the
program models (e.gGreative Curriculum that projects adopt. Table 7 presents the numiber
projects that provided training to teachers anésid eight inservice areas by specific hour
ranges. The results show that project staff recesudstantial training in 2008-09.

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

Inservice Topics No Oto5 | 6to 10| 11to 15| Over 15
hours | hours | hours hours hours
a) Curriculum 0 4 1 2 3
b) Developmental areas 1 3 4 0 2
c) Learning environment 0 2 6 1 1
d) Children with special needs 1 9 0 0 0
e) Classroom or behavior management 3 1 2
f) Pedagogy-instructional strategies 1 2 2 2
g) Assessment 0 7 3 0 0
h) Involving parents 1 4 3 2 0

Overall, projects provided teachers and aides th&t tmours of training i€urriculum,

Pedagogy-Instructional StrategiemdLearning Environmerib help staff implement the early
childhood programs and instructional strategiesiwieffective learning environments. Staff
received the least amount of trainingdhildren with Special Needperhaps because most
projects refer special needs children to other anmg once they are identified.
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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.

Intensity of Services

3

A very important piece of information is the numbé&hours Nevada JQH&Z
ECE projects offered participants in early childd@alucation and parenting education.
Typically, research has found that the more hoarigipants 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, since not all projects offer sersizeall areas.

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

Age 3 and 4 10 49.0 9 438

Age 5, not eligible for kindergarten 10 52.0 8.9 465
Parenting Education

Parent alone 9 1.9 7.7 14.2

Parent and child are involved 10 4.8 8.5 41.1

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 projeserved 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
438 hours of early childhood education (49 hoursnpenth for 9.0 months) and five-year olds

an average of 465 hours of early childhood edusg®@ hours per month for 8.9 months).
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Parenting

According to the original legislation for Nevada E(rojects were required to have a parenting
component. All 10 project directors reported pravidsome parenting education services in
2008-09. Nine projects provided parenting serviogzarents alone and 10 projects provided
parent and child together (PACT) time. On averag® projects offered an average of 14.2
hours ofParenting education alon&,9 hours per month for 7.7 months. In additionpfidjects
offered an average of 41.1 hourdRafrent and child time togethet,8 hours per month for 8.5
months. In other words, most adults could recebamuia55 hours of parenting education during
2008-09.

Types of Parenting Services

Ten project directors were asked to identify thgrde to which (i.e., not provided, and provided
to a few families, some families, and most fam)ligm®y provided five types of parenting
services. Table Shows the number of projects that provided the fiiaeenting 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 0 1 2 6
b) Parent and child together activitigsg.,

T : , : 0 0 0 10

family literacy nights, field trips)

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

The most frequently conducted strategy Wasent/teacher conferencasdParent and child
together activitieswhich all 10 projects conducted with “most fanslie The next most
frequently provided strategy w&arenting classes/workshopad havingParents volunteer in
the classroomHome visitsvas the least conducted strategy; three projedtsat conduct 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 2009,
+ 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 143 of the 1,089 familieN@vada ECE (13
percent) left the program during the 2008-09 sclyeat. In other words, 87 percent of the
families completed the program, similar to the pat®f families who completed the program
during the previous two years. That is, 86 peroéMevada ECE families completed the
program in 2007-08 and 85 percent completed thgram in 2006-07.

Length of Participation in Program.

Research has found that the length of time famgeasicipate 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 in two month intervals. Data are availaisieall 1,089 families. The distribution shows
that the majority of families (552 or 51 percengygd in the program for eight to nine months.
In other words, most families started Nevada ECt&abeginning of the program year and
stayed until the end of the program ydarfact, on average, Nevada ECE families were én th
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program for 10.3 months between their initial elmeint date and the end of the 2008-09 school

year or their exit date, about the same as therh@riths in 2007-08.

Figure 1. Number of Months Families Spent in ECE Program
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Project staff reported a range of reasons why #3families left the program. Table 10 shows
the number of families that exited the programeigiht possible reasons. Overall, the most
common reason why families exited the program waddmily moved out of the area served by
the ECE project (62 families or 44 percent). Thetmeost common reason given why families
exited the program was that the parent or childchweid to a different program (23 families or 16

percent).

Table 10.The Number of Families Exiting the Program by Reas

Reasons for Exiting Program Families
Parent or child switched to a different program 23
Family moved out of the area served by the ECEnarag 62
Family stopped participating due to a lack of iatgr 5
Family was dropped due to incomplete participabopoor attendance 14
Family crisis prevents further participation 9
Conflicts or problems prevents continued particgrat 11
Other reason (specify) 9
Reason unknown 10
Total 143
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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 1,123
children. Overall, Nevada ECE children participateéarly childhood education an average of
278 hours, which is the second highest averagestreported in any year, behind the 289 hours
reported in 2007-08.

To obtain a better picture of the amount of timédrkn spent in early childhood programs, the
evaluator determined the total number of hoursc¢hdtlren spent in early childhood education
within several hour ranges, as shown in Figureh& [argest number of children (396 children or
35 percent) attended an average of 301 to 350 ldwarly childhood education during the
school year, which means that individual childréeraded the program about nine to ten hours
per week.

Figure 2. Total Hours Children Spent in ECE
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The evaluation collected data on adult participatroparenting education, the second required
component for Nevada ECE patrticipation. The compbrseintended to better equip parents to
support their children’s social, emotional, anddssaic development.
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Hours of Parenting Education.

Data were available for 1,128 of the 1,130 adultipipants. Projects reported that 55 parents (6
percent) had yet to participate in any parentingcation services. While some of these parents
had just enrolled their children in the program staf these parents simply did not participate in
parenting services. In these projects, staff coubde closely monitor parent attendance in
parenting education to fulfill the requirement loétgrant. Three of these families were
eventually dropped from the program because ofimaiete participation.

Overall, the 1,028 adults participated in parengdgcation an average of 13.8 hours during the
program, which is less than the average hours reghan the three previous years: 15.3 hours in
2007-08 and 15.8 hours in 2005-06 and 2006-07.

Figure 3 shows that the distribution in the totainber of hours in parenting education is
skewed. The largest number of adults (n=283) ppdied in “1 to 5 hours” of parenting
education. In fact, most adults (591 adults or &icent) participated in “0 to 15 hours” of
parenting education. A smaller group of parentsp@fnts or 7 percent) participated in over 35
hours of parenting education, substantially indreathe average hours in parenting education
for the entire group.

Figure 3. Total Hours Adults Spent in Parenting Education
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Classroom Environment Program Quality Indicators

The evaluator visited all 10 Nevada ECE projectspnng 2009, making a total of 13 site visits
since several projects operate multiple early ¢ttt education sitésThe evaluator collected
information from each project based on the admiaisin of two standardized early childhood
environment ratings instruments: the Early Childh&mvironmental Rating Scale. Revised
Edition (ECERS-R) and the Early Language and Lagi@lassroom Observation Tool
(ELLCO). The evaluator also wrote a descriptiorthaf program in five areas: curriculum,
environment, developmentally appropriate practiaesessment and continuous progress, and
the parenting program. This section presents thersarized data collected from the ECERS-R
and ELLCO and Appendix B presents the 13 individii& descriptions.

The revised Early Childhood Environment Rating 8cRlevised Editio(ECERS-R) is a
comprehensive observation instrument designed asuare the quality of early care and
education environments. The ECERS-R process inslad#ort teacher interview and classroom
observations to identify at which level quality icators are being met in seven areas: Space and
Furnishings, Personal Care Routines, Language-Re@gactivities, Interaction, Program
Structure, and Parents and Staff. Results fronEDERS are expressed in ratings from 1
(Inadequate) to 7 (Excellent).

The Early Language and Literacy Classroom Obs@awndiool (ELLCO) is a three-part
classroom observation instrument that describesxtent to which classrooms provide children
optimal support for their language and literacyalepment. The three parts of the observation
include a Literacy Environment Checklist, a ClassndObservation and Teacher Interview, and
a Literacy Activities Rating Scal@ogether, they yield ratings in five areas: Clasaro

Structure, Curriculum, Language Environment, Boakd Book Reading, and Print and Early
Writing. In addition, scores can also be summarinéultwo subscales: Classroom Environment
and Language and Literacy. The results from the@®Dlare expressed in ratings from 1
(Deficient) to 5 (Exemplary).

Figure 4 shows the ratings on the Early ChildhoadiEenment Rating Scale for the 13 Nevada
ECE project sites visited during 2008-09. The rsssihow that the 13 project sites had a fairly
wide range of average scores across the seven amasan average rating of 2.0 to 6.0, which
may reflect the fact that school year 2008-09 regmes the first time this instrument was
conducted with the projects and project staff aegring what constitutes high and low ratings.
Overall, most high ratings should be viewed assacéatrength and low ratings as areas for
improvement. Some low ratings, however, may reflecpart, limitations in facilities which are
often out of the control of the project sites, sastbathrooms and/or sinks not located in
preschool classrooms and playgrounds not appregoatearly childhood.

8 Three Nevada ECE projects have multiple sites: @a@ity, 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 becausa@fnd resource constraints. Instead, the ewakigisited one
of two sites in Carson City, two of 10 sites in IRlI&€ounty, and three of the 14 sites in Washoe Gowhich were
representative of types of early childhood educatimdels offered at these projects.
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The 13 projects received the highest rating orrdatéon, which reflects the supervision that
staff provide children, discipline, and the quabfyinteractions between staff and children and
among children. The 13 projects were also rateld bigParents and Staff, which primarily
reflects personal provisions provided to staff pacents as well as professional provisions
provided to staff in terms of collaboration, supgion, and professional development.

The 13 projects received the lowest rating on ReisGare Routines and Activities. While some
of the low ratings that projects received in Peas@are Routines are due to limitations of
facilities located in elementary/high school builgs not set up for early childhood programs, it
is still an area for improvement. In all, there speitems that measure Personal Care Routines,
including items on greeting and departing, snackisjenap/rest, toileting/diapering, health
practices, and safety practices. In this casel 3harojects received the lowest rating (i.e., “1”)
on three items; snack/meals, toileting/diaperimgl safety practices.

There are 10 items that measure Activities, inelgdiems on fine motor, art, music/movement,
blocks, sand/water, dramatic play, nature/sciemah/number, promoting acceptance of
diversity, and use of TV, video, and/or computarthis case, the 13 projects received lower
ratings on three items; math/number, nature/sciearod music/movement.

Figure 4. Nevada ECE Program Ratings on the Early ChildhaomdrBnmental Rating Scale
(ECERS) (1 = inadequate, 7 = excellent)

Space & Furnishings I I I I |4.15

Personal Care | 2.00
Language Reasoning - | 4.75

Activities | [3.80
Interaction | 5.98
Program Structure - | 4.65
Parents & Staff | | 5.94
Average Score m 4.41
o 1 2 3 4 5 & 7
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Figure 5 shows the ratings on the Early LanguagelL#teracy Classroom Observation Tool for
the 13 Nevada ECE project sites. The results shawthe 13 project sites had a fairly narrow
range of scores, from an average rating of 3.330#he 13 projects scored the highest on
Classroom Structure, and scored lowest on Langdaggonment and Curriculum. There are
four areas that measure Language Environment: uliseclimate, opportunities for extended
conversations, efforts to build vocabulary, andmailogical awareness. In this case, the 13
projects received lower ratings in two areas: &ftw build vocabulary and phonological
awareness. There are three areas that measureu@umi approaches to curriculum,
opportunities for child choice and initiative, aretognizing diversity in the classroom. In this
case, the 13 projects received a lower rating snarea: recognizing diversity in the classroom.

Figure 5. Nevada ECE Program Ratings on the Early Languade.éeracy Classroom
Observation Tool (ELLCO) (1 = deficient, 5 = exeany)

Classroom Structure | | | | |4.27

Curriculum - |3.31

Language Environment - |3.27

Books and Book Reading - | 3.80
Print and Early Writing - | 3.36
Classroom Environment Subscale - | 3.86
Language and Literacy Subscale - | 3.51
Average Score -m 3.64
o 1 2 3 a4 s
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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 beiogicates that
Nevada ECE programs “Met or Exceeded” all fivelwfge indicators. The table

is followed by additional analysis of these results

Program Indicator

Actual

Status

Developmental Progress of Children

Indicator 1: Reading Readiness: Individual Studéain

Eighty percent (80%) of Early Childhood Educatitnildren from
three years old until they enter kindergarten \&itninimum of
four months of participation will show improvementauditory
comprehension and expressive communication as mezhby a
standard score increase on the Peabody Picturébulacy Test
(PPVT) and the Expressive One-Word Picture Vocapula
Test(EOWPVT).

PPVT-87.6 %
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 peigiation will
make an average gain of seven standard score fromislitory
comprehension as measured by the Peabody Pictwab\ulary
Test (PPVT) and of 10 standard score points inesgive
communication as measured by the Expressive Onel\Rioture
Vocabulary Test (EOWPVT).

PPVT- 11.1 points

EOWPVT- 14.3
points

Met /
Exceeded

Parental Involvement

Indicator 1: Individual Parenting Goals.

Ninety-two percent (92%) of participating adultsaled in 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.

99.2 %

Met /
Exceeded

Indicator 2: Time with Children

Seventy percent (70%) of first-year Early Childhdgatlication
parents will increase the amount of time they speitid their
children weekly within a reporting year.

94.8 %

Met /
Exceeded

Indicator 3: Reading with Children

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

their children within a reporting year.

94.4 %

Met /
Exceeded
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Developmental Progress of Children Outcome Indicato rs
Outcome Indicator 1Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain

= Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT).
= Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test (EOWRVT

Nevada ECE projects served 1,123 children agebétigo take the PPVT. Out of these 1,123
children, 984 children were in the program at léast months in 2008-09. Out of these 984
children, 841 (PPVT) and 757 (EOWPVT) children la&deast four months between the
administration of their pretest and posttest antbvirecluded in this analysis. In terms of the
expected level of performance on VT and EOWPVT, 87.6% and 90.5% respectively made
a standard score gairabove the expected performance level of 80 pemeitiis measure.

Thus, Nevada ECE projects met the expected leveédbrmance for this measure.

Outcome Indicator 2Reading 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, the Nevada ECE children
made an average standard score gain of 11.1 aBga#hts respectively on the PPVT and
EOWPVTL above the expected performance level of 7.0 an@dl st@ndards score points on the
two measures for the outcome indicator, and thesgakre statistically significant, p.81.

Table 11.Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Average Scores34il=Expressive One-Word
Picture Vocabulary Test Average Scores, n = 757

Test Pretest Average | Posttest Average| Average Gain
PPVT (receptive vocabulary) 86.5 97.6 11.1
EOWPVT (expressive vocabulary 85.0 99.4 14.3

In fact, the results suggest that Nevada ECE piojead a large positive effect on the receptive
and expressive vocabulary of program children. @\jghe pretest standard score average
shows that children scored substantially belown@gonal average before they entered the
Nevada ECE program in fall 2007, at thd"2and 18' 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 programpiing 2008, students made substantial gains,
improving to the 4% and 48&' percentile in receptive and expressive vocabulkespectively,
staying within the national average range and amlawinating the achievement gap within the
national norming sample.
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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 or EOWPVT
in English when the child enrolled into the progremtally for 296 of the 1,123 children (26
percent). These children simply did not have sigfitEnglish language skills to take the test. In
these cases, project staff would wait to adminigterPPVT and EOWPVT until the teacher
determined the child had sufficient language skdlscore within the valid range on the tests.

In addition to the children who simply did not haadficient 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. In other words, the large gains on the
PPVT and EOWPVT are due to the impact of the edriglhood program on the children’s
developmental skills as well as on helping a suttstnumber of children 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 langu#itgnd 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 gainlhe 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 thethieyEnglish speaking 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
their beginning English language skills. In additithe results suggest that the Nevada ECE
program helped a greater percentage of childrenilegathe English language make a gain, and
make larger gains, than English speaking children.

o 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

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

program and determined that these children hadcgrit English skills to obtain a valid score oe tarly
childhood assessment for their age level at enesitm
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Table 12.PPVT and EOWPVT Average Scores and Gains by LeMehglish Skills

PPVT (Receptive) Pretest Posttest Average | Percent Who
Group (841) Average Average Gain Made Gain

No English Skills at 66.8 80.6 13.7 (139) 93.3%
Enrollment

Some English Skills at 82.6 94.4 11.8 (179) 88.7%
Enroliment

English Speaking 94.1 104.0 9.9 (419) 85.5%

EOWPVT (Expressive)
Group (757)

No English Skills at 64.2 78.3 14.0 (71) 92.2%
Enrollment

Some English Skills at 76.7 93.2 16.5 (186) 95.4%
Enroliment

English Speaking 91.7 105.3 13.6 (428) 88.2%

The EOWPVT results also show, in general, childwgh 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 enrollment aslvées the English speaking group. These results
suggest children with some English skills at emnelht may have performed better than other
students in expressive vocabulary, perhaps gason§dence in expressing some of the English
that they already knew. However, all three groupshddren, regardless of English language
proficiency, benefited substantially from the aitigs in the early childhood education program
whether the activities impacted the children’s depmental skills, English language skills, or
both.

Parental Involvement Outcome Indicators
Outcome Indicator 1individual Parenting Goals.

Of the 1,130 Nevada ECE adults, 994 adults werelledrin ECE projects for at least four
months. Of the 994 adults, 986 adults (99.2 pe)aunt at least one parenting goal. Nevada
ECE projects met the expected performance lev@0gdercent for this indicator.

The evaluation also determined the number of pengigpals that adults met, regardless if they
met the criteria of being in the program for founmths. The 1,128 adults who established goals
made 3,607 of the 4,186 goals they set, or 86.Gepér
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Outcome Indicator 2Time with Children.

Of the 1,123 children enrolled in Nevada ECE prigje820 children were first-year participants.
A total of 783 of these children were in Nevada Ef€keast four months. Pretest and posttest
data are available for all 783 children. Of the p&Bents, 710 (90.7 percent) reported spending
more time with their children at the time of thesfiestor when they exited the program, 44
parents (5.6 percent) reported spending the samerarof time, and 29 (3.7 percent) reported
spending less time with their children. Thus, Nev&€CE projects met the expected performance
level of 70 percent.

Outcome Indicator 3Reading with Children.

An even more specific Nevada ECE goal is to ina@é¢he amount of time adults spend reading
to or with their children. Reading together has ynla@nefits. It provides parents with an
opportunity to become more involved in their chsl@ducation 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 783-fiesdr children enrolled in Nevada ECE
projects who were in the program at least four tenPretest and posttest data were available
for all 783 children. Of the 783 children, 706 @@ercent) of their parents reported spending
more time reading with them at the end of the eatadn than when they began the program, 55
parents (7.0 percent) reported spending the samerarof time reading with their children, and
22 parents (2.8 percent) reported a decrease emtloeint of time. Nevada ECE projects
exceeded the expected performance level of 70 pefwethis 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 985 children enrolled inglfegram at least four months. Table 13 shows
that ECE parents spent an average of 97 more nsipeteweek reading to or with their child (a
gain of over 200 percent) at the end of the progyaar.

Table 13.Parent and Child Reading Time in Minutes, n=985

Pretest Average Posttest Average Average Gain
28.6 125.9 97.3
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Longitudinal Evaluation Analysis

As required in AB 627, this section includes “addndinal comparison
of the data showing the effectiveness of diffegoigrams,” and
focuses on the two required components:

» Developmental progress of children before and affieir
completion in the program; and

» Parental involvement in the program before and afte l
completion of the program.

The longitudinal analysis follows two groups or odl of four-year old children who
participated in the Nevada ECE program and areingwblic schools, as shown in Table 14,
and further defined below.

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

Cohort School Year in ECE Program Current Grade in 2008-09
Cohort 1 2003-04 Grade 4
Cohort 3 2005-06 Grade 2

Cohort 1(Nevada ECE Children in 2003-04 now in Grade 4 dgr2008-09)The Nevada ECE
program provided services to 1,027 families, ingigdlL,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 4 in 2008-09.

Cohort 3(Nevada ECE Children in 2005-06 now in Grade 2 dgr2008-09)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 cflldren in the program, the longitudinal
study followed the 944 children who were four yealsduring 2005-06 and age-eligible to
enter grade 2 in 2008-09.

Cohort 1 Results in Grade 4

The evaluation of the Cohort 1 students relies arityjon the use of aomparison group
posttest onlyesearch design, comparing the performance of €dhstudents to a sample of
their grade 4 classmates on the Nevada Criteridar®sced Tests (CRTS).

The evaluation also administered a survey to thded 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) Res

An important piece of data collected on Cohortudsnts in 2008-09 is their performance on the
Nevada Criterion Referenced Tests (CRT) in readimdymath. The evaluation located 599 of
the 844 students (71 percent) who participatetienNevada ECE program in 2003-04 and were
in grade 4 during 2008-09. Nevada CRT test scaeea\ailable for 499 of the 599.

To help interpret the performance of the Nevada EtCHents, the evaluation selected a matched
sample of classmates as a comparison group bassthoal, Limited English Proficiency (LEP)
status and gender. All but a few students were Imedton all three characteristics. Thus, 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 stisjes shown in Table 15. The expectation is that
the Cohort 1 students would perform better on teedda CRT in reading and math than the
non-ECE group, due to the large gains they madenwhthe Nevada ECE program.

The results show that Cohort 1 ECE students sdaggter than non-ECE students on the grade
4 Nevada CRT reading and math tests, and a laggeept of 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 GroupN@rada CRT

Group Reading Math
Average | Percent Proficient | Average | Percent Proficient
All Students (499)
Cohort 1 ECE 303.31** 55.1% (275) 309.78* 57.7% (288)
Non-ECE| 294.21 49.1% (245) 297.52 52.7% (263)
English Speaking
Students (344)
Cohort 1 ECH 322.77** 68.6% (236) 325.18* 68.3% (235)
Non-ECE| 311.39 59.9% (206) 313.10 61.3% (211)
Limited English
Proficient (155)
Cohort 1 ECE 260.13 25.2% (39) 275.61 34.2% (53)
Non-ECE| 256.07 25.2% (39) 262.94 33.5% (52)

*p<.01,*p<.05

40




English Speaking Students and Students with Limiteédglish 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 499 students
in both the Cohort 1 ECE group and non-ECE grobp, Were identified as Limited English
Proficient and 334 were English speaking.

Table 15 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.
The differences were significant for the Engliskeaking students in reading and math (J0%)

and approached significance for LEP students imr{fak.10). The results also show that a
larger percent of the English speaking Cohort 1 g&iip were proficient in reading and math
than the English speaking non-ECE group. For LEBesits, about the same percent of the
Cohort 1 ECE and non-ECE groups were proficiemeading and math.

Parent Involvement.

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®pxpectations 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 afpanent/teacher conferences at a rate higher
than did the parents of other students at the s$sh&indergarten and at least commensurate
with other school parents after kindergarten. Thmsgious results suggest that perhaps the
activities that Nevada ECE projects conducted tonate parent involvement in their child’s
preschool education carried over at least intodigdrten.

The survey asked teachers if the parents of Cdhohildren participated in the fall
parent/teacher conference. Out of 188 matched stside kindergarten and grade 4, 138
teachers responded to this item in both kindergaatel grade 4. As shown in Figure 6, out of
the 138 teachers, 132 teachers (95.7 percent)tegpitrat the parents of the Cohort 1 children
attended the parent/teacher conference in 2004sbgikindergarten, and 127 teachers (92.0
percent) reported that the parents of the CohoHiltiren attended the parent/teacher conference
in 2008-09 during grade 4.
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Figure 6. Parent/Teacher Conference Rate of Cohort 1 Childré&indergarten and Grade 4
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 1 children attended.
TheCohort 1 children attended 55 elementary schodkinidergarten and 73 elementary schools
in grade 4; however, many schools enrolled justartevo Cohort 1 children. Instead of
gathering data from all 55 and 73 schools for the years, the evaluator elected to collect data
on only schools that enrolled at least two stud&ota the Cohort 1 sample for kindergarten and
for grade 4 as representative of the type of schtiehded by Nevada ECE children. The
evaluation found that 24 schools enrolled at leastCohort 1 students in kindergarten for 2004-
05 and 23 schools enrolled at least two Cohortdesits in grade 4 for 2008-08.fact, these
schools enrolled a total of 110 of the 138 studanksndergarten (80 percent) and 88 of the 138
students in grade 4 (64 percent).

The rates of attendance at parent/teacher confesdacthe elementary schools ranged from 76
percent to 100 percent during kindergarten in 20D4vith a weighted average of 92.7 percent,
and ranged from 78 percent to 100 percent in 2@®&4th a weighted average of 94.5 percent in
2008-09. When compared to the results from the @dhparents, it appears that the parents of
Cohort 1 children attended parent/teacher confexemckindergarten at a rate higher than did
the parents of other students at the schools,tlautaaver rate than parents of other students at
the schools when the Cohort 1 children were in grad

While the data show differences between the pdeatier conference rates of the Cohort 1
students and the schools they attended in botrekgadten and grade 4, the results must be
interpreted with caution because of differencethentype of data. The data for the Cohort 1
students are based on the individual studentsmwélsingle grade level (either kindergarten or
grade 4) while the school data are based on avegehools across all grade levels. Since
parents of younger children tend to attend pamsuttier conferences at a higher rate than parents
of older children, then the parent/teacher confegentes of kindergarten children are likely to

be greater than school rates which representadlgglevels, and the parent/teacher conference
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rates of grade 4 children are likely to be less thehool rates, as is the case in this analysis.
While the parent/teacher conference rate of theo@dhstudents decreased from when they
were in kindergarten to grade 4, the decrease phplpast mirrors the decrease of the
parent/teacher conference rates for all studeats kindergarten to grade 4. Suffice to say,
based on the data, the results suggest that teatpasf Cohort 3 students probably attended
parent/teacher conferences at a similar rate ter @#rents at the same grade levels at the
schools in both kindergarten and grade 4.
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Cohort 3 Results in Grade 2

The evaluation of Cohort 3 students relies primngaoil the use of ane group pretest/posttest
designand acomparison group posttest only desigmthe one group pretest/posttest desigre
performance of Cohort 3 students on the PPVT and/B®WT are compared before and after the
program as well as in kindergarten, grade 1, andegyR to measure student learning.

The evaluation also administered a survey to thdeg® teachers of Cohort 3 children, collecting
data on parent involvement. The results from the foeasures are reported below.

Cohort 3 PPVT and EOWPVT Results.

The evaluation selected a stratified random sawipB®0 of the 944 four-year old Cohort 3
children, based on the number of children in the@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, when they wereradg 1 during 2007-08, and again when they
were in grade 2 during 2008-09.

A total of 294 and 295 children had test scoremftbe three administrations of the PPVT and
EOWPVT used for the analyses, respectively—inZ@D5 and spring 2006, before and after
their participation in Nevada ECE, and again inrgpR009 at the end of grade 2. Although not
shown, the 295 students are representative oatiger population of 944 Cohort 3 students in
terms of gender, ethnicity, and level of Englishgaage skills. The results show only minor
variations between the two populations, suggestiagthe results obtained from the sample of
Cohort 3 students can be generalized to the I&ghort 3 population.

Figures 7 and 8 show the average standard scothe Gfohort 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 2009 at the end of grade 2 as they had asthi@ spring 2006 at the end of the Nevada
ECE 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 achievegreschool through the end of grade 2 in
expressive vocabulary and maintained their relgiedormance in receptive vocabulary.
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Figure 7.PPVT Standard Score Averages of Cohort 3 in Predcma Grade 2, n=295
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Figure 8. EOWPVT Standard Score Averages of Cohort 3 in Piescand Grade 2, n=294
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Table 16 presents the same average standard stéiigsires 6 and 7 as well as the standard
score average gains for two time periods: fromZa05 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@gtade 2 in spring 2009.

11 Standard scores have an average of 100 anddastedeviation of 15.
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Table 16.PPVT and EOWPVT Standard Score Averages and Aedgagns of Cohort 3 in Preschool and Grade 2 byign§kills

Group (n)/Subtest

Average Standard Scores

Average Gains

Fall 2005 Spring 2006 | Spring 2009 Fall 2005 to Spring 2006to
Average Average Average Spring 2006 Spring 2009
Average Gain Average Gain
All Students
= PPVT (Receptivejn=294) 85.6 94.1 94.0 8.5* -0.1
= EOWPVT (Expressive) (n=295) 80.3 90.3 96.6 10.0* 3*6.
English Speaking Students
= PPVT (Receptive) (n=245) 87.8 96.6 96.3 8.8* -0.3
= EOWPVT (Expressive) (n=244) 83.7 94.6 99.4 10.9* 8*4.
No English Skills at Enroliment
Students
= PPVT (Receptivejn=49) 73.6 81.8 82.4 8.2* 0.6
= EOWPVT (Expressive) (n=51) 64.0 73.3 82.8 9.3* 9.5*

*p<.01
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Fall 2005—Spring 2006.

The results show that Cohort 3 childtescored substantially below the national averaderbe
they entered the Nevada ECE program in fall 200&t Ts, their average standard score of 85.6
on the PPVT represents theé™gercentile and their average standard score 8f@dthe
EOWPVT represents thd'@ercentile. In other words, these students’ scas 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.hePPVT, or about the $%ercentile, and to
an average standard score of 90.3 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 theytgvated in the preschool program: 8.8
standard score points on the PPVT and 10.0 starsdare points on the EOWPVT, p&l.

Spring 2006—Spring 2009.

The results show that Cohort 3 children maintaioeisnproved 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 8gring 2009. That is, Cohort 3 students
maintained their standard score from 94.1 to 94.¢he PPVT over that time period, and
significantly increased their standard score frdh830 96.6 on the EOWPVT, p.€1. These
students are now at the4fiercentile. The results suggest that the ECE mhilchaintained the
large learning gains in receptive vocabulary thag achieved in preschool from kindergarten
through grade 2, and made additional learning gaiespressive vocabulary during the same
time period, benefiting more from kindergarten tigb grade 2 than other children in the
norming sample.

English Speaking Students and Students with No ErfISkills at Enroliment

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 program.
Out of the 295 Cohort 3 students in the analydisstidents did not have sufficient English to
take the PPVT or EOWPVT at enroliment and 245 sitglead sufficient English.

Table 17 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 below the

12 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.

Bin 2005-06, the evaluation of the Nevada ECE prnogtatermined 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 expressive
vocabulary (EOWPVT).

After preschool, both groups of students maintaihed learning gains in receptive vocabulary
with respect to the norming populations and madhtiadal learning gains on the norming
population in expressive vocabulary. That is, hbthEnglish speaking students and the students
who were non-English speaking at enrollment inesphool made significant gains on the
EOWPVT in expressive vocabulary from the time thaty exited the preschool program in
spring 2006 to the end of grade 2 in spring 2008,04. On the PPVT, both groups maintained
their relative level of performance with respectite norming group during the same time

period.

When the gains of the two groups are comparediaheEnglish speaking students made larger
gains on the EOWPVT in expressive vocabulary (X and both groups made similar gains on
the PPVT. These results suggest that students whwotl speak English at enrollment in the
Nevada ECE program improved more than English spgaftudents after leaving the preschool
program through the end of grade 2.

Parent Involvement

Another purpose of the longitudinal evaluationagletermine the level of involvement of the
parents of the Cohort 3 children in their childtsieation. As explained earlier, the evaluation
used the parent/teacher conference attendanc®nateasure parent involvement.

The survey asked teachers if the parents of Céhohildren participated in the fall
parent/teacher conference. Out of 295 matchedreij®19 teachers responded to this item in
both kindergarten and grade 2. As shown in Figueu9of the 219 teachers, 213 teachers (97.3
percent) reported that the parents of the Cohohil8ren attended the parent/teacher conference

Figure 9. Parent/Teacher Conference Rate of Cohort 3 Childré&indergarten and Grade 2
Compared to Parent/Teacher Conference Rate of &chbey Attend
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in 2006-07, and 212 teachers (96.8 percent) reghoneet the parents of the Cohort 3 children
attended the parent/teacher conference in 2008t@@her words, the parent/teacher conference
attendance rate for the parents of Cohort 3 stsdemained essentially the same from
kindergarten in 2006-07 to grade 2 in 2008-09.

For comparison, the evaluation calculated the aeprcent of parents who attended
parent/teacher conferences at the same schoolhéhsample of Cohort 3 children attended.
TheCohort 3 children attended 83 elementary schookindergarten and 104 elementary
schools in grade 2; however, many schools enr@ligtdone or two Cohort 3 children. Instead of
gathering data from all 83 and 104 schools forttvee years, the evaluator elected to collect data
on only schools that enrolled at least two studéota the Cohort 3 sample for kindergarten or
for grade 2 as representative of the type of scti@ilNevada ECE students attend. The
evaluation found that 40 schools enrolled at leastCohort 3 students in kindergarten for 2006-
07 and 43 schools enrolled at least two Cohorti@estts in grade 2 for 2008-04.fact, the 40
schools enrolled a total of 176 of the 219 stud@fispercent) in kindergarten and the 43
schools enrolled 157 of the 219 students in graae 22 percent.

The rates of attendance at parent/teacher confesdacthe elementary schools ranged from 83
percent to 100 percent during kindergarten in 2006vith a weighted average of 93.9 percent,
and ranged from 78 percent to 100 percent in 2@®&4th a weighted average of 95.5 percent in
2008-09. When compared to the results from the @dhparents, the parents of Cohort 3
children attended parent/teacher conferences otekgarten at a rate higher than did the parents
of other school students and equal to the ratet@raschool parents when in grade 2 during
2008-09.

In order to interpret the meaning of the differesxbetween the Cohort 3 sample and the schools
they attended in kindergarten and grade 2, theuatiah calculated an “effect size” which
researchers sometimes use to estimate the “vafietibference. In this case, the effect size was
medium to large—a standard deviation of 0.81 fadkrgarten, suggesting that the parents of
Cohort 3 students attended parent/teacher confesahaing kindergarten at a higher rate than
other parents at the schools. In grade 2, thetedfee was small. “0.33” indicating that Cohort 3
students attended parent/teacher conferences sathe rate of other school parents.
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Testimonials

The complete impact of educational programs is $iones
difficult to describe because the assessment mstints, typically
used in program evaluations, often describe a ratteow
domain of measurement. To provide a more compietarp of
the impact of Nevada ECE, we asked two projectubmmit
testimonials from participating parents and from kindergarten
teachers who then teach the Nevada ECE children sy
enter elementary schotfi The testimonials from parents are
obviously important because parents can descnli@geir own
view and words, how the program changes their anldThe
testimonials from kindergarten teachers are algmmant =

because they can accurately describe how the N&&@#aprogram prepares the children for
school, as compared to if the children had notigipgted in the program. In requesting these
testimonials, we asked for the participating adidtarite the testimonial. While anecdotal,
testimonials can be a powerful medium to conveyirtiygact of a program on the lives of
participants, which is often missed by standardidg@ttiren assessments.

Larisse—Participating Adult

Larisse is a 28-year old, Hispanic, married wontaicas, her four year-old, is enrolled in the
Clark County School District Early Childhood Eduoatproject.

Larisse enrolled in the ECE program to better prepar son for school and improve his
chances of future success. She attended 33 hopes@iting education as part of the ECE
program, while Lucas attended 230 hours of earilgllsbod education.

Letter—

My family and | would like to take the time to méakenown, to those who are behind this
wonderful program, how special it is for us. Thisgram has changed our children’s
lives in more ways than one.

Our oldest son, Michael, was 3 years old when lyabehe program at Gordon McCaw
E.S. He did not speak at all in sentences. He weaydsome loose words here and there
but that is all. His logic skills for his age werery, very, poor. He couldn’t communicate
with his peers and would not want to participate@rtain activities due to this lack of
communication. This program was just what the dootdered so to speak! By the time
the children were out of school for the winter kellichael was able to communicate
using sentences and was able to participate inscéasivities with no emotional
difficulties.

¥ The last names of the participating family memberge been withheld for confidentiality.
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Jennifer—Participating Adult

Jennifer is a 28-year old, Caucasian, married worHan
son, Alex, is four years old and attends the Chilirch
County School District Early Childhood Education
program.

Jennifer enrolled in the Early Childhood Educat{BCE)
program to better prepare her son for school amaaue

Michael is now 5 years old and is in kindergartele. is a brilliant student. He loves
math and puzzles. He can not get enough of reddimegand loves to try to read on his
own. He has evolved so much since he started iB@@P[early childhood program].
We truly feel like he is a better student and chédause of it. He not only learned his
academic requirements prior to kindergarten, buals learned behaviors that he
would otherwise not have learned. We are certaait BECCP has helped Michael be
much more manageable for his Kindergarten teachératve one less child that she has
to introduce proper in school behavior and pre-l@ngarten requirements.

This year, our second son, Lucas, is in the proghafa feel very fortunate to have this
program available for him as well. We know thawik flourish academically and
socially, just as much as Michael has. This prograwery dear to our family and we are
very thankful for it. We urge that it may contirareproviding the benefit it has to our
family as well as to other families.

Sincerely,

Larisse H
Kevin H

his chances of future success. She attended 18 bbparenting education as part of the ECE
Program and Alex attended over 435 hours of ednilgltood education.

Letter—

The purpose of this letter is to explain my thoagkgarding my son’s preschool
experience at Northside Early Learning Center.

| hadn’t even heard about this program until a friehad asked me if | was going to try
to enroll my 4 year old, Alex. Upon checking irfte screening processes, it became
evident to me that this seemed to be a wonder@grpm for any young child. However,

| had no idea of what to expect from this pre-s¢poogram. | was delighted to learn
that my son had been accepted and was even matecett@at part of the ‘payment’
requirement included parental involvement. | trbfieve that parents should be actively
involved in their children’s lives. On a side ndted he not been accepted into the
program, | would have taught my own preschool kaadful of kids just as | did when
my oldest child was this age. However, being ageiagnosed with terminal cancer,
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my energy level is unstable and | was quite pledisathe was accepted so that | could
relax a bit knowing that | could still participate his education and also get enough rest.

| believe that high quality preschool programs ddoeffer a comprehensive array of
child and family focused services which promote@stheadiness and other favorable
outcomes. | was not disappointed in this prograrnt gave opportunities to fulfill this
requirement of mine. | will list some of the pasttopics | noted:

* The staff-child ratio was better than 1:10
» Parents were encouraged to bring in healthy snacks

» Specific sub-domains of developmental competeageacial, self-help,
motor, language, cognitive, academic, literacy walteaddressed on a
regular basis

* | believe that the students perceived themselvbes tgnificantly more
competent cognitively and socially by the end efyisar

» Parental involvement is critical. | was pleaseddarn that we had plenty of
chances to learn specific ways to encourage theldpment of my child. This
program fit very nicely with my own beliefs on hdwldren should play
(work).

» Each child was given ample opportunity to expréssiselves and were
trained as to what types of comments are approgriat

» Something that | had not anticipated or expectddcivwas an added bonus,
was that |, myself, gained several new friends.

All'in all I am very pleased that my son was acedphto the program. It is just him and
me at home mostly and while | am a big part ofifes | don’t want to be his everything.
| don’t want to home school, but | have valid feab®ut the public school system.
Having said that, | believe that my son is muchédogirepared to be successful in his
early learning as a result of attending this preschprogram.

Sincerely,

Jennifer J.
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Michaela—Kindergarten Teacher

Michaela Falkis a kindergarten teacher in Clark @gbschool District at Cunningham
Elementary School, which houses one of the 10 Ne¥CE funded sites in Clark County. Ms.
Falkis aught several of the Nevada ECE chidlrennithey enter kindergarten in 2008-09. In the
letter below, Ms. Falkis describes her experiemcésaching these students when they enter her
classroom.

Letter—
November 5, 2008
To Whom It May Concern,

| have the pleasure and privilege of teaching thkeglergarten students who are from
Lisa Baker’s Pre-K program. The benefits from thiegram are very apparent in the
students, especially at the beginning of the scieat.

These students demonstrate many skills at thedftéine school year. They are able to
cut properly and hold pencils and crayons with ¢tberect grip. Students are able to
recognize and write their own name as well as igttd the alphabet. These students
know classroom behaviors such as how to sit offitloe, listen, share, play, and taking
turns. After giving the first state test of theyee students’ scores show that they are on
or above grade level.

The students that start the kindergarten year kngwhese skills are more likely to
succeed and progress at a faster rate than theargePrior to the school year Ms. Baker
gives teachers a folder for each student from lessc This folder contains test scores,
handwriting samples, student drawings, and anyratifermation that I, or any other
kindergarten teacher, may need to pre-assess @stud

For anyone who is looking at the benefits of the-Rrprogram, | have many to brag
about. Ms. Baker instills a love and excitemergtudents about attending school and
they always want to learn more. | applaud Ms. Bakma the Pre-K program for the
advantage it gives our students.

Sincerely,

Michaela Falkis
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Conclusions & Recommendations

The results from the 2008-09 annual evaluatiomefNevada ECE
program, as well as all previous annual evaluatisngport the 1
national research on the short-term effects ofityupteschool \1"
education programs. Perhaps more importantly,dgkelts from the \;:(_, ,»L
longitudinal evaluation provide solid initial evigee that the impact =

Al —
of Nevada ECE is consistent with the national nedean the long- § §

)

term cognitive effects of quality preschool edumagprograms. The
positive results of the Nevada ECE program capaim, be
attributed to the fact that Nevada state law reguprekindergarten
teachers to be highly qualified, either by holdangpecial license or
endorsement in early childhood education. Whiléifoed preschool teachers cost more than
non-certified preschool teachers, the positivelte$tom this program as well as from the
research literature supports the requirementsysstabe law and justifies the funds required to
hire highly qualified preschool teaching staff.

Developmental Progress of Children.

» Short-Term EffectsThe Nevada ECE Program had short-term effectben t
developmental progress of children. Nevada ECHianl made large cognitive gains in
preschool and were clearly better prepared to éamtelergarten academically than if they
had not participated in Nevada ECE. This is an irgwd achievement for the largely at-
risk student population served in the program, beeat closed some of the gap in school
readiness with average students and avoided saryeobatacles that most at-risk
student populations face, thus providing them gebehance at early school success.

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

* Long-Term EffectsAfter preschool, it appears Nevada ECE childreproved on some
of the significant learning gains they achievegieschool through grade 2, and
maintained the gains achieved in preschool thragygte 4. In other words, it appears
Nevada ECE children continued to reduce the achiewe gap between children in
poverty and the national average through grade 2.

Parent Involvement.

» Short-Term Effectslhe parents of the children who participated mmNevada ECE
program became more involved in the education i tthildren, including spending
more quality time with them, especially in termg@&ding with their children. As
research has learned, increased parent involveleemta to increased student
achievement due, in part, to the value of educahahparents convey to their children
by their 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 schoolmatesmiarduring kindergarten. After
kindergarten, the parents of the Nevada ECE childomtinued to be involved in their
children’s learning in grade 2 and grade 4 at alleemmensurate with schoolmates’
parents.

Recommendations

In these difficult economic times, it is importdatfund programs that have proven their value.
The Nevada ECE program has achieved this statghdaying it has both positive short-term

and continued effects on participating childrerd has the potential to reduce the need for future
services for many children. The results from thal@ation suggest that the Nevada State
Legislature continue the funding of the Nevada E@&fjram and consider increasing the funds
to expand the program so that more than the cutrdnpercent of the estimated three and four
year-old children in Nevada benefit from this efiee program.

Even though Nevada ECE projects have establishettsearly childhood education programs,
Nevada ECE projects can still improve the servibey provide to families. Below are five
recommendations for improvement.

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

2. Assess current practices on providing servicesiidren with special needs within the
Nevada ECE classrooms. Train all early childhoagtation teachers to ensure they have
the skills and strategies to serve children witbcsgl needs effectively.

3. Examine the project’s ratings on the Early Childth&mvironmental Rating Scale
(ECERS) and the Early Language and Literacy ClassrObservation Tool (ELLCO)
and develop program improvement plans for indicatbat received lower ratings, i.e., a
rating of less than “5” on the ECERS and a rategslthan “4” on the ELLCO.

4. Monitor parent’s attendance in the parenting progaad develop policies to replace
those families whose parents are unable to attendeuired parenting program with
other families.

5. In classes that include large numbers of childréh little 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 pojaetet their goals by considering four
recommendations.

1. Continue to locate and provide technical assistancktraining in high-quality early
childhood education programs and practices, inolgighformation and training in the
Nevada Pre-Kindergarten Content Standards andngechildren with special needs in
the Nevada ECE classrooms.

2. Continue to monitor project activities to ensurghaguality early childhood education
projects based on the results of the Early Childneéovironmental Rating Scale
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(ECERS) and the Early Language and Literacy ClassrObservation Tool (ELLCO).
Provide training to all projects on the indicattirat received the lowest ratings in 2008-
09, i.e.,Personal Care RoutineandActivitiesfrom the ECERS andanguage
EnvironmentndCurriculumfrom the ELLCO.

3. Continue to work with projects to improve servigeshe early childhood education
indicators assessed in the ECERS and ELLCO by bawojects develop improvement
plans for those indicators in which projects wexted low, i.e., a rating of less than “5”
on the ECERS and a rating less than “4” on the EDLC

4. Develop a framework and provide guidance to Ne\Ed& projects on how and in
which areas to collaborate with other early chiloth@ducation programs, such as Title 1
and Head Start, to improve services to preschatdreim.

5. Continue to monitor data collection for the stadsvevaluation.
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Appendix A

Research Questions and Sub-Questions
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1. How is the funding spent on the program?

14

¢
¢

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

How many ECE sites did each recipient operate?
What is the average cost of the program per ppaid?

2. Who is served by the program?

¢

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 gmynlanguage?

What is the educational history of ECE children?

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

3. How do projects implement Early Childhood Eduat?

14

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 indicatoos arly childhood education
environments based on the Early Childhood EnviramtaidRating Scale (ECERS) and
the Early Language and Literacy Classroom Obsematool (ELLCOP

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 childrgparticipatein early childhood education and to what extent do
adultsparticipatein parenting education services?

4. What are the annual outcomes of Early Childho&adiucation?

¢
¢

What gains are observed for ECE children on measafrdevelopmental progress?

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

5. Does the Nevada Early Childhood Education Progrdnave a longitudinal impact on the
children and parents it serves?

¢

¢

What longitudinal gains are observed for ECE cleidon measures of developmental
progress?
What longitudinal gains are observed for ECE aduitsneasures of parent involvement?
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Appendix B

Project Site Descriptions

61



Appendix B presents descriptions of the Nevada Rf@ects. As reported previously, the
evaluator visited all 10 Nevada ECE projects inrgp2009, making a total of 13 site visits since
several projects operate multiple early childhoddoation sites with different program models.
Table 17 presents a list of the early childhoodcation sites observed in spring 2009.

Table 17.Nevada ECE Sites Observed in 2008-09

Nevada ECE Projects Project Sites Observed
Carson City School District Mark Twain Elementaighsol
Churchill County School District Northside Elememnt&chool

Clark County School District e J.T. McWilliams Elementary School

» Creative Kids Learning Center at Rainbow

Elko County School District Southside Elementarp &

Great Basin College Firefly Preschool Program atkM& Dawson
Child & Family Center

Humboldt County School District Grass Valley Elenaagn School

Nye County School District Nye County Pre-KindetgarProgram

Pershing County School District Lovelock Elementachool

Washoe County School District » Veterans Memorial Elementary School

* Classroom on Wheels Program at Kate
Smith Elementary school

» Sparks High School Learning Center

White Pine County School District McGill Element&aghool

The evaluator collected information from each prbjeased on the administration of two
standardized early childhood environment ratingsriiments: the Early Childhood
Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) and the Earhyguage and Literacy Classroom
Observation Tool (ELLCO). The evaluator also wratgescription of the program in five areas:
curriculum, environment, developmentally approgriptactices, assessment and continuous
progress, and the parenting program. Each siteigéen also includes the number of
participants, staff and qualifications, and outcerfug the project overall.
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Carson City School District
Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2008-09 Fundin g: $256,713

Carson City School District (CCSD) used Nevada E@fgls to initiate early childhood
education programs at two sites: Empire Elemersahool and Mark Twain Elementary
School. The evaluator visited Mark Twain Elementary Schaslepresentative 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: Carson City ECE

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 85
Number of Adults 86
Number of Families 85
Number of Sites 2

Staff and Qualifications: Carson City ECE

Staff Position FTE Qualifications/Endorsement

Teacher 2 FTE Two K-8 Certifications, One ECE $gdeducation
Certification, Two ECE Endorsements

Aide 4 FTE One B.A. Degree, One A.A. Degree, Tw8 HDegree/GED
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Program Outcomes: Carson City ECE

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 96.3%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (80%
y lary (80%) EOWPVT. 97 49 | MetExceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (80%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 11.9 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y lary (7 pts.) EOWPVT- 13.6 pts. Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (92%) 96.3% Met/Exceefled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (70%) 83.8% etMdxceedeq
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 90.0% Met/Exceede(

Program Delivery Indicators: Mark Twain Elementary School

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

Space & Furnishings

Personal Care

|2.4

Language Reasoning

Activities

Interaction

| 6.6

Program Structure

|4.3

Parents & Staff

| 6.2

Average #4-4

0 1

2
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure : : : : |4.8
Curriculum - | | 3.0
Language Environment - | | 4.0
Books and Book Reading - | | | 4.0
Print and Early Writing 1 | | | 4.0
Classroom Environment Subscale - | | | 4.0
Language and Literacy Subscale 1 | | | 4.0
Average # 3.9
0 ) 2 3 s 5

Project Description: Mark Twain Elementary School

Area——Description

Curriculum

The Mark Twain Elementary School Pre-K program @&asosity Corneras the early
childhood curriculumCuriosity Corneris the preschool component®diccess for Alkthe
curriculum implemented in kindergarten through grad

Curiosity Corneremphasizes oral language development using thenmaits, children’s
literature, oral and written expression, and leagréenters, called “labs.” Pre-reading
activities promote the development of concepts tipoat, alphabet familiarity, and
phonemic awareness.

The program provides the teacher with a kit ofdeay activities and materials that are
theme-based for each week. Some themes coveragjtioot the year include, Fun With
Families, Here We Go...Transportation, To Market tarkét, and Art and Artists.

The teacher uses the Peabody Language Developntdot Kdditional materials and
activities in language development as well as culum materials from her 30 years of
experience in early childhood education.
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Environment

The program is located in a large modular classranma-half is used for classroom spac
and the other half for equipment storage, teaclammg and preparation, and parent
trainings. The classroom is equipped with childedizables and chairs as well as a child
sized bathroom. The classroom contains well-deweel@gnd well-equipped learning
centers, including blocks, dramatic play, manigués, art, science, writing, language art
computers, and sensory play. The materials ingaming centers change to correspond
with the unit themes...one week a farm, another veegfocery store.

D

o

The classroom also includes a very large childrébfary and staff encourage children to
take books out daily.

The school has two early childhood playgroundgHterchildren. One is shared with
children in kindergarten through grade 3 and inetud large multi-center climbing
apparatus with additional gym bar climbers and g&iA second smaller playground
includes a large sand area with age-appropriatedoy a tricycle trail.

Developmentally Appropriate Practices

The program provides both a teacher-led group &intka large block of time for active
exploration in the learning “labs.” For example,tbe day of the visit, most activities

related to the topic of “farm animals.” Picturesaolult and baby farm animals were shown
to introduce the vocabulary words to be used dutiegheme.

The teacher and aides use frequent positive r&efoent and carefully listen to and talk
with the children. Staff often help children sotheir own problems, encouraging childre
to talk and resolve issues among themselves.

-

The teacher provides the leadership for most desavhile one aide works closely with
the bilingual children, making sure they understand participate with the rest of the clafs.

The aides often question the children to furtheirtlearning. Program staff also continueld
to use the concept of Key Vocabulary, highlightikey words each week to make sure all
the children know and understand their meaning.

Assessment and Continuous Improvement ~ *°

The program keeps a file for each child with hisAwerk samples. Program staff keep
notes on daily observational forms to track theedi@ving skills of the children, which they
review on Fridays to plan classroom activities.

Staff also spend time at the end of each day dsstgspecific children and which learning
activities seemed most effective.

15 All projects are required to administer the RetPicture Vocabulary Test and the Expressive Bioed
Picture Vocabulary Test to children at the begigrand end of the year as part of the statewideuatiah. So, the
instruments are not included as part of each siteseription of Assessment and Continuous Improveme
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Parenting Program

Parents are required to sign a Commitment Listdle#dils their commitment to the
program. This includes providing transportatiorsw@ing excellent attendance,
participating in six school-related activities, apknding time each day with their child
reading, playing, and talking.

The teacher conducts a home visit at the beginuiitige year to discuss the program ang
identify parenting goals. The teacher also holgar@nt conference in November and at the
end of the year to review each child’s “report Canth the parent. Parents receive a
weekly newsletter, written in English and Spanighich informs them of classroom
activities, upcoming field trips, etc.

The teacher conducted three Family Storytellerisesshelping parents learn specific
techniques on reading with their children. Pareagsilarly volunteer in the classroom angl
many assisted with field trips, such as to the ijpdlidrary. Parents can check books or tapes
out from the classroom library as well as Parerakipacks, which contain a variety of
parent-child activities.
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Churchill County School District
Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2008-09 Fundin g: $125,697

Churchill County School District (CCSD) used Nev&{2E funds to initiate early childhood
education programs at one project site: NorthsiadyH earning Center.

Program Location

Northside Early Learning Center, Fallon, Nevada

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

Churchill County School District operates two ha#fy early childhood classes, Monday-
Thursday from 8:30 to 11:30 a.m. and from 12:30.pa8:30 p.m. The children receive an
average of 12 hours of early childhood educatianymek. The Churchill County Pre-
Kindergarten Program can serve 18 children peti@e$sr a child/adult ratio of 6 to 1 when the
teacher and both assistants are present, and @ler the teacher and one assistant serve the
program.

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 41
Number of Adults 41
Number of Families 41
Number of Sites 1
Staff and Qualifications
Staff Position FTE Qualifications/Endorsement
Teacher 1FTE K-8 Certification, ECE Certificatj@@CE Endorsement
Aide 1.5 FTE One A.A. Degree, One H.S. Degree/GED
Other 0.15FTE
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Program Outcomes

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 86.7%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (80%
y lary (80%) EOWPVT. 93.3% | MetExceedeq
B. Expressive Comprehension (80%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 10.8 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y lary (7 pts.) EOWPVT- 20.8 pts. Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (92%) 100% Met/Exceegled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (70%) 100% t/Heceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 87.5% Met/Exceede(

Program Delivery Indicators

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

Space & Furnishings

Personal Care

| 2.4

Language Reasoning

|5.3

Activities

| 4.6

Interaction

| 6.4

Program Structure

6.0

Parents & Staff

Average # 4.8

5.7

0 1

2
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure 14.3

Curriculum ] 3.7]

Language Environment ] 3.3

Books and Book Reading 4.0

Print and Early Writing ]3.3

Classroom Environment Subscale 4.0

Language and Literacy Subscale ] 3.6

Average # 3.1

0 1 2 3 4 5

Project Description:

Area——Description

Curriculum

This teacher uses strategies fromReggio Emilia Approachn that approach, teachers
are seen as researchers, observing and documeritatghe child is working on, and
then facilitating the learning through carefullyessted materials and questions. To
implement theReggio Emilia Approactihe teacher used extended projects based on
children’s interests and an in-depth system of doentation to make the level of learning
visible for the children, teachers, and parent& tBacher incorporates the Nevada PretK
Standards into her lesson plans and themes.

Environment

The program is located in a classroom at the eléamgschool. The classroom is
equipped with child-sized tables and chairs, aedolithroom is located down three shart
hallways. The classroom contains many well-develapel well-equipped learning
centers, which include blocks, dramatic play, malafves, art, science, writing,

language arts, computers, and water play. The raktén the learning centers change as
themes change.

When weather permits, the teacher encourages autéaters, such as water play, larg
blocks, and chalk. The children use a shared outsieace for gross motor activities. The
equipment is primarily for older children, but tteacher provides age-appropriate ballg
bubbles, and other gross motor equipment. The pbaygl is not directly accessible to
the classroom and doubles as a bus loading apgektaip children after school.

D
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Developmentally Appropriate Practices

A significant amount of time is provided for selfetted indoor activities, and some tin
is provided for outdoor activities. Children aredrto move between centers and make
choices. The teachers support them in the centers.

Children visit the school library once per weelcheck out books and hear new stories.

Circle times are both appropriate in length andagngg, involving music, books,
vocabulary, and discussion.

Parents are welcomed to join the class and frefyueolunteer in the classroom, prepar
and bring snacks, and chaperone field trips.

e

Assessment and Continuous Improvement

The teacher administers a Pre-Kindergarten slsbgssment monthly to assess childre
on specific skills needed for kindergarten and cleteis an Exit Skills assessment at th
end of the school year. The teacher keeps indiVichiltlren’s portfolios with ongoing
samples of the children’s work and test resultsldgdn who show evidence of having
special needs are referred to the Early Childhquetil Education program for further
assessment and placement.

112

Parenting Program

Parents are required to sign a Parent-Teacher &bmtrwhich they agree to participate
in several activities, including attend parentitegses (held twice a month) and
parent/teacher conferences, volunteer in the dassonce per month, and complete o
reading log per month.

The teacher conducted a number of workshops fopahents and children to attend

together The parents planned a number of in-class festiratfyding a picnic in the park

and an end-of-year celebration.

The teacher also uses tRarents Are Teachegsrogram, which includes developmenta
materials for parents and parent/child activitidse teacher distributes these resources

to

parents for use at home.
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Clark County School District
Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2008-09 Fundin g: $1,469,441

Clark County School District (CCSD) used Nevada H@ttls for early childhood education
programs at 10 sites. The 10 sites represent twitelnof early childhood education: Early
Literacy and Community-Based Child Care. There veeneen Early Literacy sites (Bracken,
Cunningham, Dondero, G.E. Harris, McCaw, McWilligraad Warren Elementary Schools),
and three Community-Based Child Care sites (Lonetain Creative Learning Center,
Creative Kids Learning Center at Rainbow, and \tgrizay Home).

The evaluator visited McWilliams Elementary Schaslrepresentative of Early Literacy.

Program Location #1—Early Literacy

J.T. McWilliams Elementary School, Las Vegas, Nevad

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

The J.T. McWilliams Elementary School Pre-KindetgarProgram operates two half-day early
childhood classes: 9:00 to 11:30 a.m. and 12:3300 p.m., Monday through Thursday.
Children receive 10 hours per week of early chitatheducation. The program serves 20
children in each the morning and afternoon clagsea child/adult ratio of 10 to 1.

Participants: Clark ECE

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 355
Number of Adults 341
Number of Families 337
Number of Sites 10

Staff and Qualifications: Clark ECE

Staff Position FTE Qualifications/Endorsement

Teacher 11 FTE| Six K-8 Certification, Four ECE Certification; Os&condary
Certification, and One K-12 Certification: Six ECE
Endorsements and Five Special Education ECE Enchersts

Aide 12 FTE One A.A. Degree, Eleven H.S. Degree/GED
Administrator 1FTE
Family Specialist| 1 FTE
Support Staff 1FTE
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Program Outcomes: Clark ECE

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 88.3%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (80%
y lary (80%) EOWPVT. o296 | MeVExceedeg
B. Expressive Comprehension (80%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 11.3 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y lary (7 pts.) EOWPVT- 14.9 pts. Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (92%) 99.7% Met/Exceefled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (70%) 97% Meteeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 98.7% Met/Exceede(

Program Delivery Indicators: J.T. McWilliams Elemen

tary School

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

Space & Furnishings

| 4.4

Personal Care | 1.2

4.0

Language Reasoning

Activities

Interaction

| 4.6

Program Structure

| 2[s

Parents & Staff

Average # 3.y

0 1

2
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure : : : 4.0
Curriculum 1 | | ]2.3
Language Environment 1 l ] 2.5
Books and Book Reading 1 | 3.0
Print and Early Writing 1 | ] 1.9
Classroom Environment Subscale 1 | ] 3.3
Language and Literacy Subscale 1 | ] 2.5
Average # 2.
0 1 2 3 4 5

Project Description: J.T. McWilliams Elementary Sc  hool

Area——Description

Curriculum

The J.T. McWilliams Early Childhood Literacy Prograises th€reative Curriculum

program as the primary early childhood curricul@nreative Curriculums a research-
based program that includes well-developed learoérgers and extensive time periods
for children to actively explore and interact wilteir environment. The program includgs
seven literacy components: literacy as a sour@njmyment, vocabulary and language,
phonological awareness, knowledge of print, letéerd words, comprehension, and bopks
and other texts. The curriculum is linked to NevRde-K Standards.

Environment

The classroom is located in a wing of the schodl@ntains several learning centers
(blocks, dramatic play, manipulatives, art, languags, science, writing, sensory, librafy,
listening, and computer center) geared to the dgweéntal needs of the children.

The classroom is orderly and contains many magenmbst walls and shelves are covefed
with children’s artwork and past projects. The dreh are actively involved in centers
around the room.

The bathroom facilities are located either in thgtrclassroom and are shared with an
Early Childhood Special Education Program, or ledaround the corner from the
classroom and shared with children in grades lutitr3.
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The early childhood program typically uses the tagschool playground for the younger
elementary school children. However, the earlydttobd children only use the field, as
the playground equipment is too high. The earlydtitod playground is located on the
other side of the school, a considerable distarara the preschool classroom. Although
this makes opportunities for indoor-outdoor classnactivities difficult, this playground
is occasionally used. The teacher reported thaeguay equipment, such as a tricycle
and balls, are brought outside both for play anthéassessment of gross motor skills ps

a regular part of the outdoor activities. The tea@dds gross motor games, such as “Red
Light, Green Light” to the outside time.

The program serves primarily Hispanic children. &ide is Hispanic and frequently usg¢s
Spanish in the classroom and in working with theepts. The teacher speaks some
Spanish and repeats instructions in Spanish, dlegeThe classroom contains some
materials reflecting diverse cultures, includiniga& books, some dolls, and clothing in
the dramatic play area.

Developmentally Appropriate Practices

During the initial circle time, routines designeddevelop social and language skills ar
practiced (greetings, counting) and the teacheodhices books with vocabulary words,
The children then move books to the library cefagefurther exploration. This circle time
also includes singing familiar songs to reinfor@edguage development.

1%

The activities planned for the children were appiadp for their ages, which in this
classroom included three, four, and five year-olde activities are open-ended, allowipg
children from a range of developmental levels amjiage abilities to experience

success. Routines are primarily teacher-directed@iowed carefully by the children.

The teacher talks with the children throughoutdhg, carefully pronouncing words,
reinforcing word recognition, and developing vodaloyt During activity time, the

teacher and assistant move between centers, he&lpildgen acquire and understand ngw
vocabulary related to the activity.

Behavior expectations are consistent for all thiledn, and modeled and reinforced by
the teacher frequently.

Assessment and Continuous Improvement

The teacher completes a Developmental Continuuressssent fronCreative
Curriculumthree times a year (November, February and Maykaegs a Child Progregs
and Planning Report on each child that includekwamples and extensive anecdotal
notes. He shares this data with parents at theetie year during parent/teacher
conferences.
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This teacher used a unique approach to lesson, pratrgidualizing them for all children
across skill levels and domains. The teacher mamtn individualized math assessme
form and a differentiated instruction form, incladilevels of mastery, for all children in
each session.

Parenting Program

The parenting program offers a variety of trainapgortunities for parents, including
Virtual Pre-K, school orientation, and parent nggtRarents provide snacks and suppo
the program by cleaning the classroom and washbiysg) Parents set a literacy goal to
complete by the end of the year.

Parents receive a montiBT ARbook with interactive activities for the parent aridld to
do daily. The teacher has the parents record tloeianof PACT time and reading time

they spend with their children daily when they daodphis/her child for the program.

76

nt

—



Clark County School District:  (cont,)

The evaluator visited Creative Kids Learning CeumtdRainbow as representative of a
Community-Based Child Care model. These early bbitdl projects are provided through a
partnership with the community-based child cargersnUnder this model, children with special
needs who have an Individualized Educational Pradit&P) are placed in childcare centers that
primarily serve typically developing children. CC®Iaces an Early Childhood Special
Education (ECSE) teacher and an instructional aidee community-based centers to work with
these children. The Special Education teacherssais@ as teacher-mentors who provide
training in early childhood education to the entheld care center’s staff. As a result, these
teachers help to improve the overall quality of éaely childhood activities conducted at these
centers, benefiting all of the children.

Program Location #2—Community-Based Child Care

Creative Kids Learning Center at Rainbow, Las Vedkvada

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

The Creative Kids, Rainbow Pre-Kindergarten Progogerates two half-day early childhood
classes: 9:00 to 11:30 a.m. and 12:30 to 3:00 ponday through Thursday. Children receive
10 hours per week of early childhood education. giogram serves 20 children in each the
morning and afternoon classes for a child/aduib rat about 6.5 to 1.

Program Delivery Indicators: Creative Kids Learning Center at Rainbow

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

I I
| 3.1

Space & Furnishings

Personal Care ] 11.8

Language Reasoning ] 3.5

Activities

Interaction

Program Structure ] 5.3

|
|
6.0
|
|

Parents & Staff ] 5.3

Average # 3.8

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure 14.3

Curriculum ] 2.7

Language Environment 3.0

Books and Book Reading ] 3.4

Print and Early Writing ] 2.3

Classroom Environment Subscale ] 3.6

Language and Literacy Subscale 3.0

Average # 3.1

0 1 2 3 4 5

Project Description: Creative Kids Learning Center at Rainbow

Area——Description

Curriculum

The Creative Kids, Rainbow Pre-Kindergarten progtm®Creative Curriculumas the
primary early childhood curriculum. This program@rasizes interactive learning through
exploration in carefully designed learning cent@ise Nevada Pre-Kindergarten Standafds
are used to guide the lesson plans. The programcal#tains literacy activities that
emphasize books as a source of enjoyment, vocgbarhar language, phonological
awareness, knowledge of print, letters and wonad,keasic comprehension.

The teacher also uses thiacmillan/McGraw-Hill Curriculumfor thematic units.

Environment

The classroom is large, well lit, and equipped witiid-sized tables and chairs and a widle
array of learning materials appropriate for the egee in the classroom. The learning
centers are labeled and indicate the number odremlintended for each center. Child-
sized bathroom facilities are adjacent to the ctass.

The center has a variety of playgrounds availabkde children, and the classes rotate
throughout the day and week to use each one. Qaggexr and has cars, tricycles, and a
tricycle path; others have climbers and sand toys.

The program serves children with special needetsmined by the Clark County Schod
District. Their integration into the classroom sapp the growth and development of all
children in this program.
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Developmentally Appropriate Practices

This early childhood project is different from othmeodels funded under Nevada ECE in
that the ECSE teacher funded by the Nevada ECEarodoes not have her own
classroom. The Nevada ECE children, most of whowe hadividualized Educational
Programs, are placed into existing classrooms typiltally developing children. The
Nevada ECE program staff work alongside Centef,staisting both the Nevada ECE
children as well as the other children in the class.

The program is literacy-rich. Teachers offer at@ntmorning message, support the
learning of letters and sounds through books aa&hflards and name cards, sing with the
children, and play learning games with them in $igralups. Children are read to daily.

The children work in center-based activities ugirgative Curriculumand are free to
make choices using a classroom management systene Wiey post their names in the
centers according to the number of children alloaeéach location.

Children are free to manage personal needs (atirdom, hand-washing) and make
personal choices for participation.

On Fridays, the ECSE teacher meets with the gtaff the two rooms to discuss classropm
procedures, techniques for working with the chitdweth special needs, and teaching
strategies. The teacher also closely coordinatéstive School District speech therapist
and occupational therapist that see many of thdreim during the week.

Assessment and Continuous Improvement

Program staff complete the Creative Curriculum Dgwmental Continuum Individual
Child Profile three times during the year and maima portfolio assessment on each child
in accordance with the school district expectations

(4]

Staff keep communication notebooks for new childyenhildren with behavior plans. Th
notebooks travel back and forth to school to kememts informed of progress in behavigr.

=

Parenting Program

In September, the teacher met with each familyfaen the program requirements and
the various early childhood curricula. The teadim@ds meetings with the family of those
children with special needs at leasice during the year to determine their individual
goals. The teacher maintains regular contact watiemqts through notes, letters, flyers,
phone calls, and at-school pickup.

Program staff also encourage parents to participatee different CCSD parenting
programs, including thBurturing Families Family Storytellerand PBS literacy
workshops. The teacher carefully tracks family ipgration in the literacy activities to
ensure that the forms are accurate and that tleasaiulfill their commitment to the ECE
program by interacting with the children at homkeTeacher keeps weekly PACT and
reading logs.
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Elko County School District
Initially Funded: FY 2007-2008

FY 2008-09 Fundin g: $117,710

Elko County School District (ECSD) used Nevada EQ@tfls to initiate early childhood
education programs at one project site: Southsieeé&ntary School.

Program Location

Southside Elementary School, Elko, Nevada

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

The Southside Elementary School Pre-K program ¢getavo half-day early childhood

sessions; Monday-Thursday from 8:00 to 10:30 and.12:15 to 2:45 p.m. The program serves
18 children in both the morning and afternoon sessfor a child/adult ratio of 9 to 1. Children

receive 10 hours per week of early childhood edoaoat

Participants

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

Staff and Qualifications

Staff Position FTE

Qualifications/Endorsement

Teacher 1FTE

K-8 Certification, ECE Cetrtificate

Aide 2FTE

Three HS Degree/GED
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Program Outcomes

Hed

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 88.9%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (80%
y lary (80%) EOWPVT- 9419 | MetExceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (80%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 13.9 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y lary (7 pts.) EOWPVT- 25.2 pts. Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (92%) 100% Met/Excee
Increase in Time Spent with Children (70%) 100% t/Heceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 100% Met/Exceede

Program Delivery Indicators

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

Space & Furnishings

|5.3

Personal Care

|3.4

Language Reasoning

|6.5

Activities

| 4.4

Interaction

| 6.4

Program Structure

6.0

Parents & Staff

| 5.

Average MS-Z

0 1

2

81

3

4 5



Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure

Curriculum ] 3.7]

Language Environment ] 3.3

4.4

Books and Book Reading

Print and Early Writing ] 4.7

Classroom Environment Subscale 14.3

Language and Literacy Subscale ]4.1

Average M 4.2

0 1 2 3 4 5

Project Description

Area——Description

Curriculum

The teacher uses activities and materials fronCiteative Curriculunprogram and
incorporates the Nevada Pre-K content standardshert lessons. Thereative Curriculum,
developed by Teaching Strategies Inc., focuseswrldping an experientially rich,
developmentally appropriate environment that redpda the creativity of children and
teachersCreative Curriculumncludes well-planned learning centers that atonchild
choice and self-directed play, small groups, amppsettive teaching designed to ensure
future academic success.

The teacher has been involved in this year’s setidel efforts to align reading and writing
curriculum, in addition to working with a collabdirge team on revising the Pre-K
curriculum to support the elementary program.

Environment

The classroom is located in the main elementargadbuilding. It contains many learning
centers, including reading, writing, blocks, congraf art, sand/water, math manipulatives,
science, and dramatic play. Bathrooms are locatgtent to the classroom in a storage
area where kids can independently go to use thedzah or a second sink. The playgrou
is shared with kindergarten students and includesipte climbers and a blacktop for
running space. An outdoor storage space houseaalegfor the tricycle path, balls, large
blocks, a sand table, and jump ropes.

-
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The program serves primarily Hispanic children @y English as a second language. T
aide is bilingual and uses Spanish and Englisherctassroom, in addition to acting as th
“bridge” for both parents and the children at tieginning of the year. Both teachers
celebrate and respect the two cultures in the .cldss classroom contains books, songs,
videos in both English and Spanish.

This program serves children with an IndividualiZtlicational Plan who receive servicg
from a School District speech therapist or Engéista Second Language teacher during
week.

he
e

and

S
the

Developmentally Appropriate Practices

The program provides two appropriate whole grougeitimes which include music,
movement, formal book reading sessions, dictatetiigy weather discussions, and an
opportunity for children to share home projectsiews. There is a large block of time for|
center activities and the children move freely leswthe centers. Many routines are dor
individually or in small groups, e.g., getting de® using the bathroom, going outside an
coming inside, and eating snack. A student workanfthe High School works with the
morning class and generally does a small groupigtas does the assistant, while the
teacher roams and supports the children in cer@mifdren are supported in their writing
and use of books for learning and enjoyment througthe day.

The teacher provides a significant block of timedbildren to make choices during
outdoor time each day.

e

[®N

Assessment and Continuous Improvement

The teacher uses the Pre-Kindergarten Portfoli@#saent developed by the School
District, which tracks skill development in varioaieas including Language Arts, Book
Handling/Concepts of Print, Math, Social/EmotioBalvelopment, and Personal Data.

The teacher maintains a portfolio for each chilat tontains work samples, art samples,
photos, etc. The teacher shares these portfolitbsparents at end-of-year conferences.

Parenting Program

The teacher holds parent-teacher conferences tuigeg the year to report on progress
and encourage parents to be actively involvedeir tthild’s learning. Parents are asked
attend an orientation and subsequent family gatgsrand trainings, as well as keep trac
of their reading and PACT time, which the teachenitors. Parents are encouraged to
participate in a variety of activities, includinglunteering in the classroom, preparing
classroom materials for the teacher, bringing ec&nand planning parties. The teacher
regularly sends home family literacy activities ahparents are expected to return.

(0]

Preschool families are also included in all schaddparent events.
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Great Basin College
Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2008-09 Fundin g: $123,354

Great Basin College (GBC) operates the Mark H. anGShild & Family Center, a preschool
early childhood program. The Child and Family Centees Nevada ECE funds to expand the
early childhood education program at the Centdlingahe classroom program the Firefly
Preschool Program.

Program Location

Firefly Preschool Program at the Mark H. Dawsonl€C&i Family Center, Great Basin College,
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. The ratio is lower when stidinterns from Great Basin College are also
present®

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 33
Number of Adults 32
Number of Families 31
Number of Sites 1

Staff and Qualifications

Staff Position FTE Qualifications/Endorsement
Teacher 1FTE K-8 Certification, ECE Endorsement
Aide 2FTE Two A.A. Degree, One H.S. Degree/GEDe@n HS
Administrator 0.1 FTE
Support Staff 0.45 FTE

16 The Child & Family Center operates as a lab scfow students enrolled in the Early Childhood Ealtion
program at Great Basin College. These studenta afisist in the classroom during the day.
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Program Outcomes

Hed

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 89.7%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (80%
y lary (80%) EOWPVT- 80.0% | MetExceedeq
B. Expressive Comprehension (80%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 5.3 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y lary Test (7 P1S:) | eowpvT- 116 pts,| VOt Met
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (92%) 100% Met/Excee
Increase in Time Spent with Children (70%) 100% t/Heceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 100% Met/Exceede

Program Delivery Indicators

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

Space & Furnishings

Personal Care

Language Reasoning

Activities

Interaction

Program Structure

Parents & Staff

| | |
4.0
1 |
] 1l8
1 |
5.3
1 | | |
|3.4
1 | | |
| 5|8
1 | | | |
4.5
1 | | | |
| 5.7
Average *4-2
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure : : : : ]14.5
Curriculum 1 | | | ]3.3
Language Environment 1 l l | ] 3|8
Books and Book Reading 1 l | | ]3.4
Print and Early Writing 1 | | | ]4.3
Classroom Environment Subscale 1 | | | 4.0
Language and Literacy Subscale 1 | | | ] 318
Average # 3.9
0 1 2 3 4 5

Project Description

Area——Description

Curriculum

The program uses a literacy-based curriculum céaligt Up for Literacywhich draws
strategies and materials from several sources.ciireculum incorporatethe Creative
Curriculum,the Self-Concept Curriculunand theAnti-Bias Curriculum TheCreative
Curriculumis a research-based curriculum that emphasizesautive learning in carefully
designed learning centers, using the classroomr@nmient as an effective teaching tool.
The Self-Concept Curriculunwasdeveloped at the University of Nevada, Reno, and
focuses on the development of the child’s self-ephevith units that follow the
development of the child in a natural, logical, @eduential process. This model places the
child at the heart of the curriculum, focusing ciperiences that will enhance the child’'s
development and that are based on what is reléwdns or her life, such as family, schog
and community. Thénti-Bias Curriculumpromotes projects that emphasize acceptanceg,
respect, and cooperation in the classroom anceicammunity.

The program received Accreditation from the Natlokssociation for the Education of
Young Children (NAEYC) in 2005. Since then, stadhiplete a self-assessment of the
program annually using a NAEYC Checklist to renbeirtt Accreditation Certificate.
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Environment

The classroom contains a variety of learning caenffglocks, dramatic play, manipulatives
art, writing, science, language arts, and compufeayed to the developmental needs of the
children between three and five years old. Chiigtdibathroom facilities are adjacent to the
classroom and shared with a neighboring classrdtm.classroom also shares a kitchen|
with an adjacent classroom, allowing for many caglkactivities. In order to provide
seating for all children during snack time, tatdes crowded onto the tile space, making |it
difficult for teachers to move between tables wisighe children.

The outdoor playground is very large and well egagwith two extensive multi-unit play
stations and many other early childhood climbingsumhe playground includes a large
sand box with child-sized dump trucks and backhaescycle path with many tricycles
and wagons, 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 board stories, video makerpuppets, and dramatic play prop
boxes. The library contains over 3,000 items abeléor checkout and large sofas, chairp
and a rug. Staff encourages families to stay bedackafter class to read with their childrg¢n,
play with a puppet, or check out a book.

124

One aide in each session speaks Spanish, eactingsseveral children learning English,
speaking with Spanish-speaking parents, and triamglany English forms into Spanish.
Lessons are presented in English all year londy quiestions and directions translated into
Spanish when needed. Some materials have bothsBragid Spanish labels.

Developmentally Appropriate Practices

The classroom uses a thematic approach, beginatigweek with a story and followed hy
activities related to the story during the weeke Thassroom schedule and activities alloy
for large group time, small group time, and a 3Bune self-selected activity time.
Materials are rotated into centers to supportieene, but this limits the choices availabl
for children. Children can choose to participatenmall group work.

1%

174

The outdoor playground is appropriate and safeld@m have 25 minutes of outdoor time.

Staff uses transition time between activities tooduce or reinforce specific information
needed to prepare children for kindergarten, ssateanes, telephone numbers, etc. For
example, students sit on their “special spot,” Whicon a card with their address on it.

Songs and finger plays are embedded throughoutahas transition activities as well as|at
each whole group gathering time.
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Assessment and Continuous Improvement

The teacher administers the Brigance Screeninghtoweto the children at the beginning
and end of the school year. The teacher also lkaepsal language checklist on the

children. The checkilist includes basic informatadoout social and emotional development,
language, early literacy and writing, mathematiex]j physical development.

The teacher also uses a Preschool Portfolio Asseggmtrack child progress three timeg
each year based on the Nevada Preschool Stand@aelportfolios contain work samples,
artwork, photographs with documentation, and assestsdata. The teacher gives the
portfolios to the parents at the end of the year.

The teacher also provides parents with childreontegards, based on state standards, three
times each year.

Parenting Program

The Parent Outreach Coordinator at the Child amdillyaCenter works directly with
families to implement the parenting program. Theepts sign a Home/School Involvement
Compact in which the parents agree to volunteénerclassroom one day a month and
participate in at least one family literacy niglet year.

She makes home visits with individual families aeets with them in the classroom oncel a
month to review their goals for themselves andrtbieiild. The Coordinator collects data gn
parent involvement, PACT time, and the time thaepts spend reading with their childrgn.

The Parent Outreach Coordinator also holds a mpfamily Hour” where she discusses
parenting topics from thieove and Logidrogram, models the reading of a book for
families, conducts a follow-up activity, and proggla snack related to the book. The Pafent
Coordinator also sends out homework bags once ahmath activities for the parent and
child to do together.
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Humboldt County School District
Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2008-09 Fundin g: $134,209

Humboldt County School District (HCSD) used NevadzE funds to initiate early childhood
education programs at one project site: Grass y&lementary School.

Program Location

Grass Valley Elementary School, Winnemucca, Nevada

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

Humboldt County School District operates a mornargl afternoon Pre-Kindergarten class,
Monday through Thursday from 8:45 to 11:15 a.m. 4Rd5 to 2:45 p.m. Children receive 10
hours per week of early childhood education. Tregmm serves 20 children in each session for
a child/adult ratio of about 7 to 1.

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 39
Number of Adults 71
Number of Families 38
Number of Sites 1

Staff and Qualifications

Staff Position FTE Qualifications/Endorsement
Teacher 1FTE One K-8 Certification, ECE Endorsaime
Aide 1FTE One A.A. Degree
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Program Outcomes

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 82.1%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (80%
y lary (80%) EOWPVT. 1009 | MeVExceedeg
B. Expressive Comprehension (80%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 9.4 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y lary (7 pts.) EOWPVT- 20.3 pts. Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (92%) 100% Met/Exceegled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (70%) 100% t/Heceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 95.5% Met/Exceede(

Program Delivery Indicators

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

Space & Furnishings
Personal Care
Language Reasoning
Activities

Interaction

Program Structure

Parents & Staff

Average # 3.9

4.0

4.0

|3.5

6.0

|3.5

|5.3

0 1 2

3
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure 4.0

3.0
]3.3

Curriculum

Language Environment

Books and Book Reading ]4.4

] 3.3
] 3.6

Print and Early Writing

Classroom Environment Subscale

Language and Literacy Subscale ] 318

Average # 3.6

0 1 2 3 4 5

Project Description

Area——Description

Curriculum

The Humboldt County Pre-Kindergarten program ofteliseracy-based, family-oriented
program.Creative Curriculums available as the primary curriculum. The teach#io was
hired at the beginning of the school year, hadyrbteceived training in the program at the
time of the observation. Thereative Curriculunfocuses on developing an experientially
rich, developmentally appropriate environment tieaponds to the creativity of children
and teachers. It includes well-planned learningersrthat allow for child choice and self-
directed play, small groups, and supportive teaghesigned to ensure future academic
success. The development of language, mathemeggsbning, and scientific thought are
emphasized throughout the centers.

The assistant teacher, who has been with the progirece its inception, continues to use
theZoo Phonicgprogram, which introduces the alphabet to childheaugh animal puppet
and interactive activities.

172}

Environment

The Grass Valley Pre-K Program has two classroammsde by the children. The first
classroom is located in the elementary school tieaplayground and bathrooms. This
room is used daily for parents to drop-off and pugkthe children, snack, meeting times,
bathroom use, and some center time. The room isongdnized and includes a language
arts and listening center, an area for manipulatys (puzzles, Legos, games, etc.), a
science area, a writing area, a puppet theatreaaindmatic play area.

91



The second classroom is a portable classroom aobkglhounds, across the campus. It is|
used primarily for center time. Centers in the @lble include art, library,
math/manipulatives, dramatic play, listening, paszblocks, woodworking, science,
flannel boards, computers with printers, and wgitiBathroom facilities are adjacent.

The program has a pre-kindergarten outdoor plag aith slides, swings, an arch climbe
and a multi-structure climber. Balls and dramatayporops are brought outside.

Developmentally Appropriate Practices

Classroom learning centers and activities reflesetbpmentally appropriate practices.
Circle times are of appropriate length and incladivities such as formal book reading

sessions, comprehension discussions, morning meessad either group discussions of the

theme or sharing time.

Children are aware of the classroom routines, whalps result in few conflicts. The
teacher uses stickers as reinforcement tokensofmat gehavior, which are exchanged at

end of a day (though it was not withnessed durirgaiiservation). Teachers roam through

center times and work well together to supportctiédren.

While the program has developed smooth, whole gt@ansitions between the two
classrooms, the transitions nonetheless take w@abl choice and center time.

Assessment and Continuous Improvement

Staff keep work samples in the children’s individisdders 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 volunteering in the stasm once a month and attending a
monthly parent night. Parents receive training dineiction in how to support the children
learning in the classroom. Parents also provideldsesroom with snacks, record reading
and PACT time on a monthly log, prepare materiatgtie teacher, and chaperone field
trips, such as to the farm, a play, the library Hre fire station.

The teacher sends home a monthly calendar to kaepts informed of school and
classroom activities.
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Nye County School District
Initially Funded: FY 2007-2008 FY 2008-09 Funding :$138,616

Nye County School District (NCSD) used Nevada EQRJE to initiate early childhood
education programs at one project site: Nye CobBngyK.

Program Location

Nye County Pre-Kindergarten Program, Pahrump, Neevad

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

The Nye County School District Pre-Kindergartengseon operates two half-day early
childhood sessions, Monday-Thursday from 9:00 t8QA.m. and 12:30 to 3:00 p.m. Children
receive 10 hours per week of early childhood edacafhe program serves 17 children in the
morning and 15 children in the afternoon for aafaitiult ratio of about 8 to 1.

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 53
Number of Adults 52
Number of Families 50
Number of Sites 1

Staff and Qualifications

Staff Position FTE Qualifications/Endorsement

Teacher 1FTE K-8 Certification. ECE Endorsement
Aide 0.5 FTE One A.A. Degree, One H.S. Degree/GED
Administrator 0.25 FTE
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Program Outcomes

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 94.1%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (80%
y lary (80%) EOWPVT. 82.49 | MetExceedeq
B. Expressive Comprehension (80%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 12.4 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y Ay TeSt T PS) | powpyT-95pts. | NOEMeL
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (92%) 100% Met/Exceegled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (70%) 100% t/Heceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 90.9% Met/Exceede(

Program Delivery Indicators

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

Space & Furnishings

| 4.4

Personal Care

| 1.6

Language Reasoning

Activities

3.0

Interaction

5.0

Program Structure

|3.3

Parents & Staff

|5.3

Average # 3.1

0 1

2
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure ]3.5

] 2.7
]2.5

Curriculum

Language Environment

] 3.4

Books and Book Reading

Print and Early Writing ]2.3

Classroom Environment Subscale ]3.1

Language and Literacy Subscale ] 2.8

Average # 2.9

0 1 2 3 4 5

Project Description

Area——Description

Curriculum

The Pre-Kindergarten program ussholastic’s Building Language for Literaag the
primary early childhood curriculum. It is a resdatzased program with an emphasis on
helping children learn to read. The curriculum eagbes oral language, phonological
awareness, letter knowledge, and concepts of [Btaff has developed many whole-groyp
and teacher-directed experiences based on thewurm program, including reading and
language activities during whole group time.

Environment

The classroom, located in a modular building, cmstanany learning centers, including
reading, blocks, puzzles, listening, computergrsm®, and dramatic play. As it is a second
year program, the centers are still being developedexample, the block center had vely
few choices and there was no art area for openecadestudy by the children.

Nevertheless, the centers provide a good foundatibith can be enriched over time.

Bathrooms are located adjacent to the classroom pldyground is accessible from the
classroom and includes climbers, space to rideskakel push wagons, and grass. Most of
the gross motor equipment is toddler-sized. Outdowoez is limited to six minutes daily.
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The program serves primarily Hispanic children i@y English as a second language. The
morning aide is bilingual and uses Spanish andimgh the classroom and acts as the
“bridge” for both parents and the children at tieginning of the year. Both teachers
celebrate and respect the diverse cultures presémt classroom.

This program serves children on Individualized Edion Programs, who receive service
in a separate special education classroom eithiteimorning or in the afternoon.

2

Developmentally Appropriate Practices

The classroom schedule allows about 40 minuteslbkslected indoor activity time and
60 minutes of large group time. Whole-group citaiee includes movement, songs, and
chants as well as a lesson on the letter and oblive week. A formal book reading sessipon
occurs during circle time. Snack is conducted a$ale-group activity.

During center time, the children are directed ®dbnter with their picture on it. They are
required to stay in that center until the teachewb the whistle, which ranged from 10 to
25 minutes. Children then engaged in reading, mgitin the white board, dramatic play,
Legos, and computers. Meaningful choices are niod wégnificant part of this program.

Assessment and Continuous Improvement

The teacher uses the Pre-Kindergarten Portfoli@gssent developed by the School
District, which tracks skill development in varioaieas, including Language Arts, Book
Handling/Concepts of Print, Math, Social/EmotioDa&lvelopment, and Personal Data. The
portfolio contains work samples, art samples, psiodtc, which the teacher shares with
parents at end-of-year conferences.

Parenting Program

The parents are askeddatiend an orientation meeting at the beginnindnefyear, two
parent/teacher conferences, and four or more pagewbrkshops and/or literacy events.
Parents set literacy goals with the teacher andk wooattain those goals throughout the
year. Parents are welcomed and encouraged to eeluint the classroom at least once a
month, and receive a library card to use with tohild.

Parenting workshops and literacy events are offar&thglish and Spanish. Parents can
attend the workshops at the Even Start Family &dgmprogram in an adjacent classroomn.
Program staff send home monthly newsletters in Spaand English which contain
suggestions for parent-child activities.
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Pershing County School District
Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2008-09 Fundin g: $135,599

Pershing County School District (PCSD) used Ne\E@& funds to initiate early childhood
education programs at one project site: Lovelo@aténtary School.

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@3@.m. and from 12:15 to 2:45 p.m.
Children receive 10 hours per week of early chimtheducation. Both morning and afternoon
sessions serve 18 children. The child/teacher m6ato 1.

Participants

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 42
Number of Adults 41
Number of Families 41
Number of Sites 1

Staff and Qualifications

Staff Position FTE Qualifications/Endorsement
Teacher 1FTE One K-8 Certification, ECE Endorsaime
Aide 2FTE One A.A. Degree, One H.S. Degree/GED
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Program Outcomes

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 84.2%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (80%
y lary Test (80%) | e owypyt-78.0% | NOMet
B. Expressive Comprehension (80%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 6.0 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y Ay TeSt T PS) | powpyT- 65 pts. | NOEMet
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (92%) 94.9% Met/Exceefled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (70%) 100% t/Heceeded
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 92.9% Met/Exceede(

Program Delivery Indicators

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

Space & Furnishings

4.1

Personal Care

1.8

Language Reasoning

5.0

Activities

4.4

Interaction

Program Structure

| 4.5

Parents & Staff

Average #4-5

5.8

5.8

0 1

2
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure | 318

Curriculum 3.0

Language Environment 3.0

Books and Book Reading |3.4

Print and Early Writing 4.0

Classroom Environment Subscale |3.4

Language and Literacy Subscale # 3.4

0 1 2 3 4 5

Project Description

Area——Description

Curriculum

The class uses the Pre-Kindergarten program frerhldlughton Mifflin Reading Program
which Lovelock Elementary School implements, sa tha preschool curriculum is aligne
to the children’s future elementary school experésn

The teacher also uses thipha FriendsBig Book each day to expose the children to the
letters of the alphabet. This program emphasiz@sablet recognition, oral language and
vocabulary development, print awareness, and bagjrphonics.

Nevada Pre-K Standards are integrated into thecalum and other activities are pulled
from a variety of theme-based resources.

Environment

The Pershing Pre-Kindergarten program is uniquéanit provides an inclusive
environment, combining children from the Nevada Ed#Ssroom with the school district
Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE) classraiaity. All the children from both
classes experience each room during the week anehgaged with staff from both
programs. Before the opening circle time, the ¢bitdn each classroom are divided and
spend the rest of the session in their assignegrdam.

The two classrooms are adjacent to each other. @asisrooms are clean, well lit, well
organized and equipped with child-sized tablesaradrs. Child-sized bathroom facilities

are adjacent to the classrooms. Each classroorselvasal learning centers (blocks,
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dramatic play, manipulatives, art, writing, sciendarary and computers) as well as a lof
for quiet activities. Adaptive equipment is kepinhperily in the ECSE room, but can be
moved to the other classroom if needed.

The outside playground accommodates the two ehilghmod classrooms. It includes a
large and small outdoor climbing apparatus, a $mxd tricycles, wagons, appropriate

adaptive outdoor play equipment, swings, and aomatricycle trail alongside the building.

The learning centers contain a variety of learmrajerials appropriate for the wide age
range and developmental levels of all the childneciuding the ones with special needs.
Children in this program are between three andyeas old.

Developmentally Appropriate Practices

The ECE classroom emphasizes literacy activitresyrporating many classroom writing

experiences, teacher- and child-made books, antigoEhe child-made books include thie

children’s own words, drawings, and photos. Chidirequently read their own books. T}
children also visit the school library once a weekl have taken walking field trips to the
park and the senior center nearby.

The teacher involves the children in calendar @&ms/and opening songs. Morning circle
time includes a formal book reading session an@eapces with the letter of the week.
The children choose their centers and move freetywden them. The teacher and aides
work with children at the various learning centdrsth individually and in small groups.

After center and snack time, there is a seconddbbmok reading session with the whole
group, followed by small group work with the teachad assistants each taking an activ
such as project art, writing, or matching games3hArt period is then spent outdoors as
parents pick up their children.

e

Assessment and Continuous Improvement

Staff administer the Phonological Awareness Litgr&creening Test to all children.

Parenting Program

The teachers require parents to sign a progranmaztintn the contract, parents agree to
complete one goal at home with their child, volente the preschool program at least tw
hours per month, and attend any required trainamgeeetings.

Parents are also encouraged to attend Developntemsthool nights held monthly. For
example, Preschool night activities this year ideld math night, art night, movement
night, child CPR night, literacy night, game nigduhd a family picnic.

A monthly newsletter is distributed in English eplanish which discusses topics, such

0

the children’s activities, planned field trips,itiags, etc.
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Washoe County School District

Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2008-09 Fundin g: $714,694

Washoe County School District (WCSD) used Nevad& H{ds to initiate early childhood
education programs at 14 sites, representing thaskels of providing early childhood education
services: Early Literacy, High School Early ChildidoCenters, and Classroom on Wheels
(COW) Bus program. The evaluator visited threessibme site from each model.

The Nevada ECE program supported six Early Litesai®s: Anderson, Desert Heights, Incline,
Johnson, Veterans Memorial Elementary Schoolstlam&parks Early Learning Center. The
evaluator visited Veterans Memorial as represergaif an Early Literacy model.

Program Location #1: Early Literacy

Veterans Memorial Elementary School, Reno, Nevada

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services:

The Veterans Memorial Elementary School Pre-Kindgen Program operates two half-day
early childhood sessions, Monday through Thursdaym9:00 to 11:30 a.m. and from 12:20 to
2:50 p.m. Children receive 10 hours per week dfyedrildhood education. Each half-day
session has space for 16 children for a child/aditilh of at least 8 to 1.

Participants: Washoe ECE

Participants Number Served
Number of Children 414
Number of Adults 407
Number of Families 407
Number of Sites 14

Staff and Qualifications: Washoe ECE

Staff Position FTE Qualifications/Endorsement

Teacher 11 FTE Nine ECE Certifications, Nine EGiEl&sements, Two State
ECE Requirement Endorsements

Aide 1FTE One B.A. Degree, One A.A. Degree

Other Staff 15FTE
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Program Outcomes: Washoe ECE

Outcome Indicators (Expectation) Actual Program Status
Outcome
Reading Readiness: Individual Student Gain
- PPVT- 84.7%
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (80%
y lary (80%) EOWPVT. 85.99 | MetExceedeq
B. Expressive Comprehension (80%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 11.7 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y lary (7 pts.) EOWPVT- 11.9 pts. Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (92%) 99.4% Met/Exceefled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (70%) 93.3% etMdxceedeq
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 92.3% Met/Exceede(

Program Delivery Indicators: Veterans Memorial Elem  entary School

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

Space & Furnishings

|4.5

Personal Care

Language Reasoning

[5.3

Activities

Interaction

|6.4

Program Structure

6.0

Parents & Staff

Average %4-6

0 1

2
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure 14.5

Curriculum 14.7

Language Environment ] 3.5

Books and Book Reading

Print and Early Writing 3.0

Classroom Environment Subscale 4.6

Language and Literacy Subscale ] 3.5

Average # 3.9

0 1 2 3 4 5

Project Description: Veterans Memorial Elementary S chool

Area——Description

Curriculum

The staff at this site use the Nevada Pre-K Stalsdas the primary early childhood
curriculum, choosing themes from within that staset Scholastic’8uilding Language for|
Literacyis used as a resourCehe teacher also uses fReggio Emilia Approackvhich
emphasizes respecting children’s inherent interesiscompetence, working on long-terr
projects often based on children’s ideas, and deadimy the children’s ongoing learning
via photos, the children’s words, their works df atc. The teacher is flexible within the
themes, shortening or lengthening the themes baséue students’ engagement.

=)

Environment

The class is located in a modular classroom plaedihd the school. The classroom

contains many learning centers, including a languats center adjacent to the listening
center, a combined home/store dramatic play sabkecks area, a science shelf, an art
table and sensory table, and a math/manipulate@. &athrooms are located off the room,
in a small hallway and shared by the school muson.

The early childhood program uses the older childrptayground, adjacent to the portabl
and located in the front of the building. It doed oontain early childhood playground

equipment or fencing. It includes one large elermgntlimber, tables, swings, and space to
run.

4%
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An alternate playground is available and shared wWittdergarten children, which include
smaller swings, an age-appropriate climbing stmagtslides, and a climbing wall. This
playground is across the blacktop, so the ECE iass does not use it frequently.

The program serves primarily Hispanic children méag English as a second language. The
teacher is bilingual and uses Spanish and Englishe classroom and acts as the “bridge
for the parents and children at the beginning efytar. Both teachers speak primarily
English with the children. English is requested argected of the children most of the
time. The classroom contains books, songs, anasioteboth English and Spanish.

174

Developmentally Appropriate Practices

The classroom schedule, which is posted, allowsfoextensive self-selected activity tinje,
small and large group time, and outdoor time. Lapgeip time includes welcome songs,
rhyming songs, formal book reading sessions, ascudsions of vocabulary and theme. For
example, the teacher shared photos from her reeeation that the children had requested,
pointing out new vocabulary words, such as peleash manatee. During small group time
the teacher and her assistant work with the childsapporting their investigations.

During outdoor time, the staff take out equipmend enaterials to augment the limited
playground. Children can ride tricycles, paint ba easel or use the outside toys in
dramatic play (trucks, etc.).

The teachers are attentive to the children’s nesmsgking slowly and carefully to provide
them with new words in English. Staff used positiemforcement and redirection as
guidance techniques.

Assessment and Continuous Improvement

The teacher uses the Pre-Kindergarten Portfoli@gssent developed by the School
District, which tracks skill development in variocareas, including Language Arts, Book
Handling/Concepts of Print, Math, Social/EmotioBavelopment, and Personal Data. Tle
portfolio contains work samples, art samples, psiodtc. The teacher shares these
portfolios with parents at end-of-year conferences.

Parenting Program

The parents are required to sign an Adult PartimpaContract, in which they agree to
attend parenting workshops. Parents are requirattend one of two four-session trainings
on literacy. Parents are encouraged to attend riyomibetings. Some parents volunteer ip
the classroom and other parents prepare snackisef@hildren.

The program sends home monthly Virtual Pre-K Atigag, which includes journals, and
specific activities for parents to complete witkitichild. The teacher keeps an ongoing
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 actively involvedeir tthild’s learning.
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Washoe County School District: High School Early Ch ildhood Center
(Cont.)

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

Program Location #2: High School Early Childhood Ce  nter
Sparks High School Early Childhood Education Cerigarks, Nevada

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

The Sparks Early Childhood Education Center Pred&igarten Program operates two early
childhood classes. One class meets Monday and \Wedy® and the second class meets
Tuesday and Thursdays. Both classes meet froma&m0to 2:00 p.m. Children receive 10
hours per week of early childhood education. Tlegmm serves 20 children in each class and
has a child/adult ratio of 10 to 1.

Program Delivery Indicators

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

Space & Furnishings 6.0

Personal Care | 2.4

Language Reasoning | 5.8

Activities |5.3

Interaction |6.4

Program Structure | 57

Parents & Staff |5.2

Average M 53

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure 14.8

Curriculum ] 3.7

Language Environment | 3.5

Books and Book Reading |4.4

Print and Early Writing |3.3

Classroom Environment Subscale 14.3

Language and Literacy Subscale | 3.8

Average # 3.9

0 1 2 3 4 5

Project Description: Sparks High School Early Child hood Education Center

Area——Description

Curriculum

This teacher uses strategies fromReggio Emilia Approachwhich involve extended
projects based on children’s interests and an ptkdgystem of documentation to make the
learning visible for the children, teachers, antepts. In theReggio Emilia Approach,
teachers are seen as researchers, observing amu@amg what the child is working on,
and then facilitating the learning through carsfgiélected materials and provocative
guestions. Projects extend between the classronthe\eer longer periods of time than
typical pre-k projects. Projects are generally naggen-ended and the teacher allows angd
encourages the children’s suggestions.

Environment

The classroom is in a large, well-lit modular binlgiwith teacher offices off a small
kitchen. Two bathrooms are adjacent to the classrdde classroom is designed with
well-spaced centers so that children can easilyanh@tween them and have room to work
in each area (writing, library, art, manipulativesience, blocks, computer, dramatic play).
Each center has a good supply of materials fomangds accessible to the children. The
environment is homelike and welcoming with curtasmsouch, lamps, and plants.
Children’s artwork is framed and posted in somasuand there are no commercial posters
displayed.
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The playground is next to the classroom and iredudimbing equipment with a slide, ar
outdoor art easel, a sand box, dramatic play pfopstumes), and a balance beam. The
teacher provides outdoor classroom equipment, asatater tables, balls, bikes, and chalk
for activities. The teacher brings a pitcher ofevatnd cups from the classroom since
drinking water is not available outside.

Almost all children in the program are Hispanic d&arning English as a second language.
The assistant is Hispanic and speaks Spanish agisEmterchangeably during class. T;ﬂe
teacher and aide greet the families in the chitdsve language while directions are given
primarily in English.

Developmentally Appropriate Practices

The program has short whole-group sessions for bea#ing, morning message, counting
attendance together, and sharing information ojepit®between the morning and
afternoon sessions. For example, the previous aagising class had begun making a
robot out of recycled materials and left it for #iféernoon class to build upon. The teach
had written down the morning class’s dictateddisideas that she read to the afternoon
class, and then added their ideas before they twembrk on the robot.

D
—

=

Children move between centers for a significant phthe day. The teacher and assistan
circulate between centers to extend learning asdweage problem solving. Parents ofte
volunteer in the classroom, helping the childremiitke snack or supporting them in center
activities.

=)

Assessment and Continuous Improvement

Program staff administer the Pre-K Portfolio Assesst developed by the WCSD Early
Childhood Office to assess specific developmentdsand literacy awareness. The

portfolio contains assessments, drawing and wrgengples, and documentation photos pf
activities in progress.

Parenting Program

Parents participate in a variety of ways. Teaclasrdtrong positive relationships with the
parents and works to find the best way for eackrmiao be involved. Some parents help|in
the classroom, such as writing with children or mghkooks and snacks. Other parents
help set up chairs for parent meetings. Parents fgawd attendance at monthly workshops
and meetings held by the teacher, in additiongoisg in and recording their reading ang
PACT time each day. After trainings, the teachedseVirtual Pre-K activities home for
the parents to complete with their child, after evhihe projects are displayed in the
classroom.
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Washoe County School District: Classroom On Wheels (COW) (cont.)

The Classroom on Wheels (COW) model is unique an titie early childhood education program
is located on a school bus converted into a miriezildhood classroom. The COW model

also supports adult literacy and parenting edunatidhile children attend the program in one
bus, parents can attend adult literacy, compuemaky, or parenting education classes in another
bus that accompanies the early childhood bus.

The Washoe County School District ECE project sutgabfour 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: Classroom On Wheels (COW)

Echo Loder and Kate Smith Elementary School, Sp&tksada

Intensity and Duration of Early Childhood Services

This Classroom on Wheels program operates one atabtondays and Wednesdays, and
another class on Tuesday and Thursdays, eachexiedif elementary schools. The sessions run
from 9:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. Children receive 10rsqer week of early childhood education.
The program serves 16 children in both morningaernoon sessions for a child/adult ratio of
8to1l.

Program Delivery Indicators

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

Space & Furnishings ] 2.4

Personal Care

Language Reasoning 5.0

Activities

Interaction ]6.2

Program Structure

Parents & Staff ] 6.2

Average # 38

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure : : : ] 318
Curriculum 1 | | | 4.0
Language Environment 1 l | | ] 3.3
Books and Book Reading 1 l | | ] 318
Print and Early Writing 1 | | 3.0
Classroom Environment Subscale 1 | | ] (3.9
Language and Literacy Subscale 1 | | ]3.4
Average # 3.6

0 1 2 3 4 5

Project Description: Classroom on Wheels

Area——Description

Curriculum

This teacher uses strategies fromReggio Emilia Approachwhich involve extended

projects based on children’s interests and an pikdgystem of documentation to make the

learning visible for the children, teachers, ancepgs. In theReggio Emilia Approach,
teachers are seen as researchers, observing amuelaicng what the child is working on,
and then facilitating the learning through carsfsiélected materials and questions.

Environment

The Classroom on Wheels (COW) bus is a mobileyednildhood education classroom
equipped with panels that fold out from the sidiethe bus into learning centers when thg
classroom is in session. The bus contains a claeddathroom facility but has no hot
running water. Staff use a bucket of water and $oapand washing and changes the
bucket of water several times during the day. TRMCbus contains unique, mini-learnin
centers (blocks, dramatic play, manipulatives,satd and water play, reading area, quig
area, and a computer area) geared to the develdainereds of the children. The learnin
centers contain a wide variety of materials, cogréid) the limited space on the bus (8 fe
by 39 feet).

A significant portion of each day is spent outddarthe primary playground at the
elementary school. At the Kate Smith Elementaryo®titop, the children have a variety,
of climbing equipment as well as a sand box. Wihenvteather is good, staff take art,
music materials, and the sand and water tabledmufer expanded learning centers.

\174
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Almost all children in the program are HispaniceTtkacher is also Hispanic and speaks

Spanish and English interchangeably. Greetingdaedtions are given in English, and
when children ask questions in Spanish the adypisally respond in English. The class

sings songs mostly in English but reads books eni&h first and then in English later. Af
the time of the visit in late spring, the evaluatbserved children speaking mostly Engligh.

Developmentally Appropriate Practices

The class uses thiReggio Emiligphilosophy of extended projects based on children’
interests, of collaborative work in small groupsdaf documenting children’s work
through their drawings and words. For examplevihis of the bus had several display
panels of past activities.

Morning circle times include formal book readingsens, songs, movement activities, and

discussions about the theme or plan for the day.

Center time is a large block of time during whittildren move freely from one center to
another with support from the teachers. Snack atlorbom are independent routines.

Children often move through transitions in smatlgps, e.g., one teacher takes the first
group of children who are ready to the lunchroom e other teacher follows with the
remaining children, thereby limiting wait-time fstudents.

Assessment and Continuous Improvement

Staff administer the Pre-K Portfolio Assessmentetigyed by the WCSD Early Childhooq
Office to assess specific developmental areasitarddy awareness. The teacher keeps
file on each child that contains the assessmerdawidg and writing samples, and
documentation photos of activities in progress.

Parenting Program

Parents are required to attend various workshdpseaf by the school district, and are
encouraged to check out materials from a lendioguly of educational toys, child and
adult books, preschool art materials, and craft Hihey bring in snacks regularly and
volunteer in the classroom one day each month.

The staff also offer monthly workshops, usually @octed at the school building. The
teacher holds parent-teacher conferences in NoveamgokJune of the school year to repq
on progress and show parents how they can helpdhiél at home.

Staff send out homework sheets every Thursdayighetpected back the following week,
along with records of PACT time and reading times.

DIt
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White Pine County School District

Initially Funded: FY 2001-2002 FY 2008-09 Fundin g: $122,842

White Pine County School District (WPCSD) used Nkv&CE funds to initiate early childhood
education programs at one project site: McGill Edatary School.

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

White Pine County School District operates a haly-darly childhood program, Monday
through Friday from 8:00 to 11:00 p.m. Childrenaige 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 20
Number of Families 20
Number of Sites 1

Staff and Qualifications

Staff Position FTE Quialifications/Endorsement
Teacher 0.83 FTE K-8 Certification, ECE Endorsement
Aide 0.75 FTE One A.A. Degree
Family Specialist| 0.75 FTE
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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 (80%
y lary (80%) EOWPVT- 1009 | MeVExceedeg
B. Expressive Comprehension (80%)
Reading Readiness: Average Project Gain
- PPVT- 11.1 pts.
A. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (7 pts.
y lary (7 pts.) EOWPVT- 17.7 pts. Met/Exceeded
B. Expressive Comprehension (10 pts.)
Individual Parenting Goals (92%) 100% Met/Exceegled
Increase in Time Spent with Children (70%) 87.5% etMdxceedeq
Increase in Time Spent Reading With Children (7Q%) 87.5% Met/Exceede(

Program Delivery Indicators

Early Childhood Environmental Rating Scale (ECERS) 1= Inadequate; 7= Excellent

Space & Furnishings

4.0

Personal Care

|2.4

Language Reasoning

Activities

Interaction

| 6.2

Program Structure

3.0

Parents & Staff

Average *4-1

0 1

2
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Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation Tool (ELLCO) 1= Deficient; 5=
Exemplary

Classroom Structure : : : : | 4.8
Curriculum 1 | | | ] 3.3
Language Environment 1 | | | | 318
Books and Book Reading 1 l l l 4.0
Print and Early Writing 1 | | | | 4.3
Classroom Environment Subscale 1 l l l |4.1
Language and Literacy Subscale 1 | | | 4.0
Average * 4.0
0 1 2 3 4 5

Project Description

Area——Description

Curriculum

The White Pine County Pre-Kindergarten program tise€ore Knowledge Program-
Preschoolas the primary early childhood education curriculamd supplements it with thie
California Early Literacy Learning (CELLProgram. Both are research-based programg
and used in McGill Elementary School. The earlydtiood education teacher linked the
Core Knowledge Programith the Nevada Pre-K Standards to ensure tharano
activities support state standards.

TheCore Knowledge Prograns based on research in cognitive psychologygbhpports
the premise that children must learn a grade-bgemmre of common material to ensure|a
sound preschool and elementary school educatiomctiftriculum focuses on a set of
fundamental competencies and specific knowledgeogpiate for the age group. Some of
the competency areas include Movement, Oral Largyuagtonomy/ Social Skills, Nurseny
Rhymes, Fingerplays and Songs, Storybook Readidgtorytelling, Emerging Literacy
Skills in Reading and Writing, and Mathematical 8&w@ng. The CELL Program includeq a
basic framework for daily literacy activities thatludes oral language activities,
phonological skills, reading aloud, shared readguigled reading, independent reading,
interactive writing, and independent writing.
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Environment

The White Pine County Pre-Kindergarten progranoissed in two large, connecting
classrooms. One classroom is used primarily faydaroup activities, such as circle time| at
the beginning of the day, story time at the enthefday, and free-play time before the
program starts. The second classroom containsatheus learning centers, including

library and listening, writing, blocks, dramati@g] math, art area, science area, pets, efc.
The teacher ensures that all the centers contaieriaia that support state standards, andl
will rotate the centers depending on the themegbprasented.

The early childhood education teacher expandsetdm®ing environment beyond the
classroom by using the local town environment fqyegiences, taking several field trips
during the year. All of the field trips become couta for class-made stories, writing and
art activities, and other projects. Guest speakerslso welcome into the class.

The program uses two adjacent playground areancedl-in smaller playground area
developed exclusively for the Pre-K program andtlinyi community volunteers. It

contains a tricycle trail and a central gravel asgth animal climbers and a beam walker [A
shed on the playground holds wagons, bikes, traffjos, buckets and shovels. The lowey,
main elementary school playground has swings andl@-use climber with slides, forts, a
sand box, etc.

Child-size bathroom facilities are directly acréiss school hall from one of the classrooms.

Developmentally Appropriate Practices

The classroom focuses on literacy and cognitiveviies, offering the children many
opportunities for hands-on exploration and verh#draction. The schedule provides
appropriate whole group times, which include songsyement, weather and calendar
review, a formal book reading session, and disons#\ 25-minute outdoor time allows fq
gross motor activities with teacher support.

-

Children have a 35-minute center time where thegpendently choose which of the mapy
centers to explore. The teacher uses this opptyttonwork with small groups on
supported writing activities. The assistant roahesrbom, reading informally with childre
asking questions, and participating where approgria

—

Assessment and Continuous Improvement

The teacher completes the Brigance Developmentahbory for all children. Staff use this
initial information to develop an Individualized &ming Plan for each child.

The teachers develop portfolios that contain warkgles, artwork, photographs with
documentation, and program evaluation assessmentTd# portfolios are given to the
parents at the end of the year. Program staff wseiety of checklists to record student
progress, and the teacher provides parents wittrehireport cards, based on state
standards, three times each year.
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Parenting Program

The Parent Outreach Coordinator works directly vathilies to implement the parenting
program. The parents sign a Home/School Involver@emipact in which the parents agn
to volunteer in the classroom one day a month amticgpate in at least one family literac
night per year. They also agree to a monthly wsimonitor their parent and child goals,
either through a home visit from the Coordinatoa@assroom meeting. The Coordinatd
collects data on parent involvement, PACT time, #redtime parents spend reading with
their children.

The Parent Outreach Coordinator also holds a mptfamily Hour” during which she
presents parenting topics from theve and Logidrogram, models the reading of a book
for families, conducts a follow-up activity, andopides a snack related to the book. The
Parent Coordinator also sends out homework bags anconth with activities for the

=

parent and child to do together.
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