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Executive Summary

This is the third annual report on the evaluation of the pilot of the Saint Paul Early Childhood
Scholarship Program. The report begins with an overview of the scholarship model and the
evaluation questions the report addresses. Next, we present Year 3 findings about the enrollment
and participation of children and families, the characteristics of participating children and
families, children’s developmental outcomes, the ECE programs and the pilot community, and
programs’ costs and uses of the scholarship funds.

The data presented in this report address key questions about the scholarship program’s logic
model.

e How have the three scholarship program interventions been implemented (i.e., parent
mentoring', receipt of scholarship funds and attendance in high-quality early childhood
education [ECE] programs, and participation in the Parent Aware program rating
system)?

e How does the development of scholarship participants compare to expected development
for children their age?

e What are the costs associated with providing a high-quality early education experience to
young children?
e How did the programs that were receiving scholarship funds use the funds?

Families Participating in the Scholarship Program: Key Findings

Approximately 650 children participated in parent mentoring and/or received scholarships
throughout implementation. A total of 449 children were eligible to use their scholarship funds
between 2008 and 2010, and 348 of them were enrolled in an ECE program using their
scholarship funds during this period. The outcome evaluation includes 257 of the 449 children
who will attend up to 2 years of a high-quality ECE program and entered kindergarten in 2010 or
will enter kindergarten in 2011 and whose parents consented to participate in the evaluation.

e Many children are English language learners. A little over half of the families reported
that their primary home language was English (56%), with Karen (13%) and Hmong
(9%) being the next most common home languages.

e An ethnically diverse group of children are participating in the scholarship program. Of
those reporting ethnicity on the application forms, 21% of parents identified their
children as African-American and 18% of parents identified their children as Asian.

e About three-fourths of the families (72%) had household incomes below 100% of Federal
Poverty Guidelines (FPG); the incomes of the remainder were between 100 and 185%
FPG.

! Data on parent mentoring were described in the Year 2 Annual Report (2010).



e About half of the families (48%) were receiving financial assistance from Minnesota
Family Investment Program (MFIP), and almost one-fifth (17%) were receiving
assistance from Child Care Assistance Program (CCAP) at the time the application form
was completed.

High-Quality ECE Programs Selected by Participating Families: Key Findings

The Scholarship Program provided increased access to high-quality ECE programs for
participating children.

e Prior to receiving a scholarship, the majority of children were being cared for in
unlicensed care (57%), either by family members in the child’s home or in unlicensed
care in another’s home (Figure ES-1).

e After receiving a scholarship, all children were attending a variety of high-quality ECE
programs in and around the pilot area (Figure ES-2).

—  One-third of the children (30%) were using their scholarship funds to attend a Head
Start program, and over half (57%) were using their scholarship funds to attend a
center-based ECE program.

— A small percentage of children (9%) were using their scholarship funds at a family
child care program, and 4% of the children attended a public school-based program.

e The most common reason for selecting an ECE program reported by parents was quality
(34%). Parents ranked the quality of the program higher than either location or cost of the
program.

Figure ES-1. Parents’ Report of Child’s Care Prior to Scholarship Figure ES-2. ECE Programs in Which Participating Children
Program Enroliment (N =122) Used Their Scholarship Funds (N = 257)
Head Start . Public school
Center-based (n=8) Family based program
(n=12) 7% child care (n=9)
0 (n=23) 4%
10% Unlicensed 9% X °
Licensed family family child care Child care
(n=41) center—
child care 349 for profit
(n=15) — o o _'°7 )
12% Child care 2;0/
center— °
Other* non_proflt
(n=73)
(n=18) 28%
15%
No care outside Head Start*
of the home (n=78)
(n=28) 30%
23%
* Other included responses about the quality of child’s care * There were six different Head Start sites.
without information about the type of care.




ECE Program Supply and Quality in the Pilot Communities: Key Findings

Data showing ECE programs’ participation in Parent Aware provide a window into the
market forces that are operating in the scholarship model pilot area. Overall, high-quality ECE
program supply increased over the first 2 years of the scholarship program implementation, with
family child care programs increasing the most.

Figure ES-3 shows a summary of changes in supply including the following:

e Atbaseline in 2008, 221 programs were licensed to provide care in and near the pilot
areas. Prior to the Parent Aware Rating system, the only indicator of quality was
licensure, which only provides information about whether the program is compliant with
very basic health and safety standards. We used this number as a proxy for available
programs that were eligible to participate in Parent Aware and subsequently enroll
children with scholarship funds if the program was deemed high quality.

— Thus, approximately 10 to 15% of possible ECE programs (N =221) in and near the
pilot areas were participating in Parent Aware.

— The number of 3- and 4-star rated programs in and near the pilot area increased more
than 55%, from 22 programs to 34. The additional programs that became highly rated
included six center-based programs (four nonprofit, one for-profit, and one Head Start
site) and seven family child care programs.

Figure ES-3. Changes in Number of High-Quality ECE Programs in the Pilot Area,
from 2008 to 2010

35

30 /

25 / e Total (n =22, 29, 34)

20 === School-based (n = 10, 10, 10)

=== Head Start (n =3, 3, 4)
For-profit (n = 3, 4, 4)

10 e== Nonprofit (n = 4, 6, 8)

N =221

ECE programs in »
the pilot area

Family child care (n =1, 6, 8)

Number of high-quality programs

1 T T
2008 2009 2010

vii



Impact of Scholarship Program on Children’s Development and Learning: Key
Findings

e Children participating in the Scholarship Program showed significant increases in
language and early math skills across the first year of enrollment in a high-quality ECE
program; and their developmental trajectories are different than they would be without
participating in the intervention and attending a high-quality ECE program (i.e., moving
closer to age-expected performance). Specifically, children’s scores on the measure of
language (receptive vocabulary) showed a significant increase of 5 points after one year
of participation in a high-quality ECE program. A gain of 5 points is equivalent to an
effect size of .33, considered to be a moderate effect size.

e The findings also show significant improvement in children’s social skills between
baseline and one year later. There were no significant changes on average after one year
for scores on behavior problems (i.e., anger-aggression) or attention and task persistence.
However, there was a trend for slightly fewer children to have below average scores on
the attention and task persistence ratings by teachers.

e Inaddition to these findings, a larger percentage of children passed the English screener
at the one-year follow-up assessment compared to baseline.

Costs Associated with Providing a High-Quality Early Education Experience to
Young Children: Key Findings

The costs associated with providing a high-quality ECE experience varied widely from site to
site, with Head Start and public school-based centers having the highest annual cost and hourly
costs per child. RAND attributes these differences at least partially to the increased number of
non-teacher staff available at Head Start and public school-based centers. Of the sampled sites,
revenue sources also varied widely, but overall, at least half of the students served by the sites
were low-income, which is consistent with the finding that most of the sites relied heavily on
scholarships, donations and funds other than parent fees to support their programs.

Perceptions of ECE Programs and Use of Scholarship Funds: Key Findings

Programs used the scholarship funds in multiple ways, but primary uses included increasing
enrollment and improving quality: enrolling children from low income homes (55%), extending
hours (27%), and improving program quality (15%). In addition, 26% of programs noted that the
scholarship funds supported children being able to stay enrolled in high-quality programs even as
family circumstances or income changed. Quality grant funds, in particular, were often allocated
to expanding access for low income children or quality-improvement measures, such as
improving the learning environment (58%), purchasing curriculum and assessment tools (33%),
and covering the tuition for non-scholarship children (21%).

The Annual Report ends with a summary of the next steps in the evaluation, including plans
for the final year of data collection on children and their families.

viii



Introduction

This is the third annual report on the evaluation of the pilot of the Saint Paul Early Childhood
Scholarship Program. The purpose of the annual report is to describe how the scholarship model
is being implemented and what has been learned thus far about its effects on children, families,
early childhood education programs, and the targeted community (i.e., the targeted pilot areas in
Saint Paul, Minnesota). It is a cumulative report but primarily covers the period from

January 2010 to December 2010, the third full year of the program. The report has both process
and outcome components. Activities during the year included the following;

e Following both cohorts of children and families through evaluation activities

e Following the first cohort of children into kindergarten and conducting assessments of
their developmental progress

e Following the second cohort of children into their second year of attending an early
childhood education (ECE) program

e Continuing to track implementation of Parent Aware and the supply of early education
programs and slots in and near districts 6 and 7 in Saint Paul

e Continuing to monitor the implementation of the scholarship program (e.g., procedures,
successes, challenges)

e Assisting RAND in completing the cost study of a subset of 12 ECE programs

e Conducting a survey of all programs receiving scholarship funds

The report begins with an overview of the scholarship model and the evaluation questions the
report addresses. Next, we present Year 3 findings about the enrollment and participation of
children and families, the characteristics of participating children and families, children’s
developmental outcomes, the ECE programs and the pilot community, and programs’ costs and
uses of the scholarship funds. The report ends with a description of the next steps in the
evaluation.



Overview of the Saint Paul Early Childhood

Scholarship Program Model

Model Description

The purpose of this evaluation is to test the effectiveness of a market-oriented early
childhood scholarship model outlined by Rolnick and Grunewald (Grunewald & Rolnick, 2006;
Rolnick & Grunewald, 2003). This model, which views early childhood education as a wise
investment in economic development terms, builds on the ever-growing early childhood research
literature demonstrating the short- and long-term benefits of high-quality early education
programs, particularly for children from low-income families (who often lack access to high-
quality early education programs).

The developers (Rolnick and Grunewald) and individuals representing the Minnesota Early
Learning Foundation (MELF) were asked about the impetus for the pilot of the scholarship
program and their vision of it addressing early childhood education issues. These respondents
articulated key features of the model, including the following:

e The model rests on the assumption that in a market-driven system, people behave in their
best interests (i.e., parents are invested in the best interests of their children; the child care
workforce and early education program administrators want to make a living).

e Indesigning the scholarship model, the developers kept in mind three guiding principles:

— Provision of financial resources to families. Parents from low-income families
must be given the financial resources that will enable them to access high-quality
early childhood education (ECE) programs for their children; if incentives to
programs are increased, the market will respond.

— Increased accountability. Early education programs must be held accountable for
producing positive results (e.g., getting children ready to be successful in school);
programs that produce positive results will be eligible to receive higher payments, in
the form of scholarships for the children they serve, thus incentivizing ongoing
performance. If programs are provided with incentives to produce positive results,
they will respond to produce positive results.

— Parent empowerment. Parents benefit from an array of information that can help
them make good choices about how best to support their children’s early learning and
school readiness. If parents who are low-income are given the information about the
characteristics and benefits of high-quality ECE programs for their children’s learning
and school readiness and the monetary resources needed to access these programs,
their empowerment will create demand, which in turn will promote long-term
sustainability of the supply of high-quality early education programs.

In short, the model contends that the market must provide incentives for early childhood
education programs to achieve high quality, programs must be accountable to parents and the
public (who fund programs) for achieving positive child outcomes, and parent empowerment is
predicted to drive demand for high-quality early education programs as well as promote



sustainability. An additional principle is that the model should be cost-effective at a systems
level,; that is, the market will support those programs that achieve positive results, but those
programs that do not will not be sustained or, at the very least, will not participate in a market-
driven approach (i.e., not solicit scholarship funds because they do not meet high quality
standards).

Figure 1 shows the logic model of the scholarship program designed by its developers. The
model has three major interventions, shown as Program Inputs that map on to the three principles
described above.

e Parent Mentoring® through home visiting to provide parents with information about the
characteristics and benefits of high-quality ECE programs
— Mentoring leads to parent empowerment. Low-income parents are given information
that can help them make good choices about how best to support their children’s early
learning and school readiness.

e Scholarships for low-income families to use to pay for high-quality ECE programs for
their preschool children
— Scholarships lead to access to markets. Low-income families are given the financial
resources to enable them to access high-quality ECE programs for their children.
— Ifincentives to programs are increased, the market will respond (i.e., with increases
in program supply and quality).
e Implementation of an ECE program quality rating system, Parent Aware,’ to rate and
monitor ECE program quality

— A rating system leads to increased accountability. ECE programs are accountable for
producing positive results (e.g., getting children ready to be successful in school).

2 Parent mentoring services ended June 30, 2009, due to budget constraints.

? For detailed information about Parent Aware, go to its website at http://www.parentawareratings.org/.
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Evaluation

Evaluation Questions

The findings to be presented draw on this logic model to show how the scholarship model is
working and what has been learned about its components. The qualitative and quantitative data
presented in this report address key questions about the logic model.

How have the three scholarship program interventions shown as Program Inputs been
implemented (i.e., parent mentoring, receipt of scholarship funds and attendance in high-
quality ECE programs, and program participation in the Parent Aware program rating
system)?*

Who are the children, families, and programs participating in the Scholarship
Program? What are the demographic and baseline developmental characteristics of
children and families (ethnicity, income/SES, mobility, language, employment, etc.)?
What factors do families identify that facilitate enrollment and participation in the
scholarship program? What factors do families identify that serve as barriers to
enrollment and participation in the scholarship program? How many programs did
children attend for how many months? Were they attending part-time or full-time?

Who participated in the parent mentoring component of the Scholarship Program?
How many visits did children and families receive? What activities occurred during
the visits and what topics were discussed?’

Which types of ECE programs are responding to the scholarship program by
participating in Parent Aware and by enrolling children with scholarship funds? How
many high-quality ECE programs and slots are available in and near the pilot area for
families to choose for their children to use their scholarship funds? How has the
supply of ECE programs and slots changed over the first 3 years of implementation?
Have new programs entered the market in and near the pilot area?

In addition to general participation data, we asked the following outcome evaluation
questions.

How does the development of scholarship participants compare to expected
development for children their age? What gains occurred in children’s development
after 1 year of participating in the Scholarship Program and attending a high-quality
ECE program? Do children who participated in the scholarship program enter
kindergarten better prepared to be successful in school? Do more children experience
improved development, competencies, and skills in dimensions identified by the
National Education Goals Panel (NEGP)? These include the following:

o Health and physical development
o Emotional well-being and social competence
o Approaches to learning

These questions also provide initial data on the Short-Term Outcomes components of the logic model (e.g., children

participating in high-quality programs, improved program quality, and increased supply of high-quality programs).

This report does not include information on the parent mentoring. All findings related to parent mentoring were included in

the Year 2 Annual Report.



o Communication skills (including vocabulary)
o Cognition and general knowledge (including early literacy and math)

In addition, this report will summarize data from the RAND Cost Study and SRI’s ECE
Program Survey, two studies that were conducted in 2010. These studies answer the following
questions:

— What are the costs associated with providing a high-quality early education
experience to young children?

— How did the programs that were receiving scholarship funds use the funds?

Three earlier implementation reports in September 2008, September 2009, and September
2010 are available on the MELF website (www.melf.us). Through site visit interviews
with the scholarship implementation team and key stakeholders, we described in the
previous reports the successes and challenges of the scholarship program implementation
during the first 3 years. This annual report summarizes the information previously
reported and continues to provide information about the following process evaluation
questions:

— How is the market forces component of the scholarship logic model working so far?

— How are scholarship-eligible families choosing ECE programs for their children? Are
parents using Parent Aware to inform their decisionmaking in selecting an ECE
program for their child?

— Is the planned 4 years for the pilot project long enough for supply to increase? Is
4 years long enough for programs to attain high quality if they are not yet of high
quality? Is 4 years long enough for parents to create demand for the high-quality
programs? Is a pilot project of the scholarship model on a short time frame and in a
limited geographic area a too conservative or limited test of a model that emphasizes
the operation of market forces?

Sources of Data

The evaluation design included collection of data from multiple sources.

Monthly exports. Resources for Child Caring (RCC) sends monthly or quarterly exports
of the status of all children deemed eligible and with consent to participate in the
evaluation. The exports include data from the application form and information about the
selected ECE program, the ECE start dates, and the child’s ECE program attendance.

Parent phone interview. Parents of children participating in the scholarship program
were interviewed in Fall 2008, Fall 2009, and Fall 2010. For this report, we used only the
baseline interview completed by parents to provide information about the background of
children, parents, and families prior to their participation in the Scholarship Program.®

Direct assessments and teacher completed checklists. Children were assessed at
their selected ECE programs either in the fall of 2008 (when Cohort 2 children were
3 years old) or the fall of 2009 (when Cohort 3 children were 3 years old). These data

6 That is, for some children (Cohort 2), data from 2008 are baseline data, while for others (Cohort 3), data from 2009 are
baseline data.



provide a baseline for children’s development prior to enrolling in a high-quality ECE
program. Children were then assessed one year later at their ECE program (fall of 2009
for Cohort 2 and fall of 2010 for Cohort 3), and these data provided an assessment of
children’s developmental progress following 1 year of enrollment in a high-quality ECE
program.

e NACCRRAware. Data were also collected from NACCRRAware, a web-based public-
use dataset available from the National Association of Child Care Resource and Referral
Agencies that provides information about ECE programs and from the Parent Aware
rating website’ that documents the changes in program quality and participation in the
pilot areas over time.

Table 1. Scholarship Program Evaluation Questions and Data Sources in 2010

Evaluation Questions Source

1. Who are the children, families, and programs participating in the
Scholarship Program?

What are the demographic and baseline developmental Application for.ms ,
characteristics of children and families? Parent phone interviews

How many programs did children attend for how many months? RCC monthly export
Were they attending part-time or full-time?

2. Which types of ECE programs are responding to the scholarship
program by participating in Parent Aware and by enrolling children
with scholarship funds?

How many high-quality ECE programs and slots are available in and | NACCRAware
near the pilot area for families to choose for their children to use their | Parent Aware website
scholarship funds?

How has the supply of ECE programs and slots changed over the first
3 years of implementation?

3. How does the development of scholarship participants compare to
expected development for children their age?
Do children who participated in the scholarship program enter
kindergarten better prepared to be successful in school?

4. What are the costs associated with providing a high-quality early
education experience for young children?

Direct child assessments
Parent phone interviews
Teacher checklists

RAND Cost Study

5. How did the programs that were receiving scholarship funds use the ECE Program Survey
funds?

7 Available at http//www.parentawareratings.org/.



Year 3 Findings: Participation of Children and

Families in the Scholarship Program

Number of Participants in Scholarship Program

The children and families participating in the scholarship program were in five cohorts.
Table 2 shows that 1,100 children were projected to participate, and 652 completed an
application and were deemed eligible to participate.® The scholarship program provided
scholarship funds to 348 (78%) of the 449 children who were age-eligible. These children used
their scholarship funds at a high-quality ECE programs beginning in January 2008 through
December 2010. An additional 203 children were not eligible (i.e., under 3 years of age) to
receive the scholarship funds during the project timeline (and prior to budget cuts in 2009).

Table 2. Number of Participants in Scholarship Program, by Cohort

Enrolled in
ECE
Program*

With
Consent

Definition of Group Projected | Actual

Cohort 1 Early enrollee group, expected to
receive about 6 to 18 months of
ECE program participation starting
1/1/08

Cohort 2** | Eligible to receive scholarship from
9/1/08 for 2 years, enter 300 162 152 133
kindergarten in 2010

Cohort 3** | Eligible to receive scholarship from
9/1/09 for 2 years, enter 300 158 139 129
kindergarten in 2011

Infant Receiving parent mentoring,
Cohort 1 expected to enter ECE programs 200 101

in fall 2010, receive scholarship for
1 year™*

Infant Receiving parent mentoring,
Cohort 2 eligible to enter ECE programs in

fall 2011, no scholarship funds
allocated

Total 1,100 652 525 348

100 129 94 86

72 -

200 102 68 -

* Number ever enrolled in ECE program using scholarship funds, consented and nonconsented (i.e., consent for evaluation).
** These are the children who are included in the outcome evaluation.

*** Infant Cohort 1 children were not awarded scholarships in fall 2010 due to budget constraints.

8 A total of 268 children in Cohort 3 had completed applications and were deemed eligible by July 2009, but, due to budget
cuts, Cohort 3 participation and enrollment were capped at 132.



Thus, three groups (Cohort 1 and the two infant cohorts) were not included in the evaluation.
There are 129 children in Cohort 1 who were eligible for a scholarship beginning on
January 1, 2008. These children were considered the ramp-up cohort and could have received
between 6 and 18 months of high-quality ECE program exposure depending on when the family
found a program to enroll their children in and when the children could enroll. At the close of the
Cohort 1 enrollment period (September 2009), 86 of these children had enrolled in a Parent
Aware-rated ECE program using their scholarship funds at some time during this period (January
2008 to September 2009). Cohort 1 is now closed to enrollment as many of these children have
entered kindergarten (and were not included in the outcome evaluation). The 203 children who
met eligibility requirements as part of the infant cohorts had approved applications to receive
parent mentoring and children in Infant Cohort 1 were set to receive scholarships in 2010
(N=101). Infant Cohort 2 (N =102) only received parent mentoring. Detailed outcome data are
not collected for these cohorts of children either. Children in Infant Cohort 1 did not receive
scholarships due to the budget cuts.

Throughout the remainder of this report (except where indicated in the parent mentoring
section), data are presented for Cohorts 2 and 3 only because the children in these groups can
participate in the outcome evaluation and are expected to have the most in-depth data, including
school readiness and kindergarten outcomes, by 2011. Children in Cohorts 2 and 3 were
considered fully participating in the scholarship if they were enrolled in an ECE program using
their scholarship funds between January 2008 and December 2010.

e Cohort 2. There were 162 children eligible for a scholarship to enroll in programs
beginning September 1, 2008. These children are considered the first group to receive the
maximum scholarship to enable them to attend 2 full years of a high-quality ECE
program before entering kindergarten in 2010. As of December 2010, 133 of these
children had enrolled in a Parent Aware-rated ECE program using their scholarship
funds. Nearly all of these families (130 of 133, 98%) consented to participate in the
evaluation, and detailed outcome and demographic data were collected for Cohort 2
children beginning in fall 2008.

e Cohort 3. There were 158 children eligible to enroll in an ECE program using their
scholarship funds beginning September 1, 2009; they also have the potential to receive
the maximum scholarship and ECE program attendance (i.e., 2 years) and are expected to
enter kindergarten in fall 2011. As of December 2010, 129 children were in this group
and had enrolled or were currently enrolled in a Parent Aware-rated ECE program. Most
of the participants (127 of 129, 98%) consented to participate in the evaluation and
detailed outcome and demographic data were collected for Cohort 3 children beginning in
fall 2009.

Figure 2 shows the participation of children in Cohorts 2 and 3.

e InCohorts 2 and 3, 320 applications for scholarship funds were deemed eligible.’

e Of the 320 eligible:
— 30 families (9%) did not have signed consent to participate in the evaluation.

° Data were provided in monthly or quarterly reports from Resources for Child Caring (RCC). These data reflect the data
exported to SRI in September 2010.



o Seven of the 30 parents in these families declined to participate in the evaluation.
The remaining were not asked to participate or never responded to repeated
requests.

290 parents (91%) signed consent for their children and families to participate in the

evaluation.

o Some of these children (33, 11%) never enrolled in an ECE program and their
files were subsequently closed. These families either moved out of the area or had
selected a program but were not able to find transportation to the ECE program,
or RCC was unable to find them to determine their status.

257 children (88%) with signed consent enrolled in an ECE program during the

course of implementation—130 children in Cohort 2 and 127 children in Cohort 3.

o Cohort2.26 of 130 (20%) were closed or withdrew from the Scholarship
Program prior to March 2010 (i.e., 6 months before their eligibility ended).

o Cohort 3. 10 of 127 (8%) were closed or withdrew from the Scholarship Program
prior to August 2010.

o Thus, of those who consented and were ever enrolled in a program, overall
attrition was approximately 14% (36 of 257).

Attrition from the Scholarship Program after enrolling in an ECE program occurred for a
variety of reasons including (n = 36):

Seven children whose family moved out of the area;

Two children who tested into kindergarten early;

Eleven children who attended a nonrated program and thus the scholarship was
relinquished by the family.

Three of the 11 children who were listed as enrolled in a nonrated program were
children who were identified with special needs and attended programs that were not
rated by Parent Aware but families reported to RCC staff that the program met the
child’s needs (e.g., early childhood special education program in the Saint Paul Public
Schools); and

Sixteen children who were lost to follow-up (i.e., evaluation and/or RCC staff were not
able to contact or locate the families).
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Figure 2. Number of Children in Cohorts 2 and 3 Participating in the Scholarship Program and Evaluation
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Enroliment of Children and Families in Cohorts 2 and 3 in the Scholarship
Program

Data from the application forms for the children in Cohorts 2 and 3 indicate that families
learned about or were referred to the scholarship program from a variety of sources (Figure 3).
These children were defined as participating in the evaluation if their parents had signed an

informed consent and they were ever enrolled in an ECE program using their scholarship funds
(N=257).

e More than half of the families (57%) reported that they learned about the scholarship
program from entities that receive payment from the scholarship program, including the
Parent Mentor agencies (36%), Head Start (9%), schools (2%), and other early childhood
education programs (10%).

e More than one-eighth of the families (13%) learned about the scholarship program from
community agencies (4%) or other community sources, including Resources for Child
Caring (the local child care referral agency), word of mouth, mailings from the mayor’s
office, or newspaper ads and other community advertisements (9%).

e For about one-fifth of the families (22%), the referral source was not reported on the
application.

Figure 3. Sources of Referral to the Saint Paul Early Childhood Scholarship Program,
Participating Families with Signed Consent (N = 257)

Parent Mentor agencies
(n=92)

Head Start
(n=24)

Parish nurse
(n=23)

County/community
agencies
(n=10)

Early childhood
education programs
(n=25)

Schools
(n=5)

Other*
(n=22)

Missing
(n = 56)

50

Percent

* Includes RCC, word of mouth, mailings from the mayor’s office, newspaper ads, and other community advertisements.

Source: Application forms.
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Enrollment of Children in Cohorts 2 and 3 in High-Quality ECE Programs
Figure 4 shows when children began to attend ECE programs using their scholarship funds.
e By the end 0f 2009, all of the 257 scholarship-eligible children in Cohorts 2 and 3 with

consent had enrolled in an ECE program.

— More than three-fourths of Cohort 2 children (106 of 130, 82%) enrolled by the end
of 2008.

— Nearly all of the Cohort 3 children (123 of 127, 98%) had enrolled between July 1
and September 30, 2009.

Figure 4. Start Dates of Early Childhood Education Program Participation Using Scholarship
Funds, Cohorts 2 and 3, Families with Signed Consent (N = 257)
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Source: Application forms.

As reported in the Year 2 Annual Report, the children in Cohorts 2 and 3 who had enrolled in
an ECE program by December 2009 (N = 257) were attending a variety of types of programs
(Figure 5).

e Overall, center-based programs (for-profit, Head Start, and nonprofit), enrolled similar
percentages of children (29%, 30%, and 28%, respectively), while family child care and
public school-based programs attracted fewer children (9% and 4%).

e There were some differences between the types of programs chosen by Cohort 2 and
Cohort 3 families.

— Head Start was the program most often chosen by Cohort 2 families (32%), followed
closely by nonprofit center-based programs (29%), and for-profit center-based
programs (27%). Cohort 3 families most often chose for-profit center-based programs
(31%), followed by Head Start (28%) and nonprofit center-based programs (28%).
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— The percentage of Cohort 3 families selecting family child care (13%) was higher
compared to Cohort 2 children (6%).

— No Cohort 3 children were enrolled in public school-based programs, compared with
7% of Cohort 2 children. Cohort 3 children, however, were not eligible for public
school-based programs unless they were 4 years old.

Figure 5. ECE Programs in Which Participating Children Used Their Scholarship
Funds (N = 257)

Cohort 2 (n =130) Cohort 3 (n=127)
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Family based program C:i%n:;gr e
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Child care (nzz 034)
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non_proﬁt Head Start*
(n=73) -
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30%

Note. If children attended multiple programs, the last program attended was included in the report.
* There were six different Head Start sites.

Source: Application forms.
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Attendance of Children in High-Quality ECE Programs (Cohort 2 Only)

In Year 3, we also examined the mobility, attendance, and absences of scholarship children.
ECE programs reported these data to RCC to document children’s enrollment and for programs
to receive payment. For this report, we focused on children in Cohort 2 as they had completed
their participation in the Scholarship Program (i.e., were kindergarten eligible in fall 2010).
Because children and families’ circumstances and needs change over time, we wanted to
examine how many children were enrolled in one or more programs and the range of time
children were enrolled in their programs of choice during the 2 years that children were expected
to be enrolled (September 2008 to September 2010).

Information below reflects the 127 children in Cohort 2 with available attendance data.

Mobility and length of participation. Three-fourths of children (n = 94, 74%) attended one
program and about one-fourth (n = 33, 26%) attended 2 or 3 programs during the 2-year period.
On average, Cohort 2 children attended a high-quality ECE program using their scholarship
funds for 17 months, ranging from less than 6 months (n = 6, 5%) to more than 18 months
(n =68, 54%) (Figure 6). While there is a debate about whether 1 year or 2 years of a high-
quality program is needed for improving school readiness outcomes, the only programs
demonstrating permanent gains in children’s cognitive development are those where children
attend for a sustained period of time (Barnett, 1998; NICHD & Duncan, 2003; NICHD &
ECCRN, 2003; Reynolds, 1995; Skibbe, Connor, Morrison, & Jewkes, 2011).

Figure 6. Months Children Attended a High-Quality ECE Program, Cohort 2 Only (N = 127)
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Source: RCC monthly export.
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Part-time versus full-time. More than two-thirds of children (69%) attended an ECE
program full-time (> 25 hours per week) and 13% of children attended part-time (< 25 hours per
week). The remainder (18%) changed from part-time to full-time attendance or vice versa either
because they changed from a full-time program to a part-time program or reduced/increased their
hours at a program. We chose to define full-time programming as greater than 25 hours per week
because most studies of child care define full-time programming in this way (Geoffroy et al.,
2007). For instance, the Abecedarian preschool program for children from low-income
households provided full-day, full-year services (i.e., more than 6 hours a day, 5 days a week,
for 50 weeks of the year). To date, there is not enough adequate research to make assertions
about the benefit of 20 hours a week versus 25 hours a week, although arguably 20 hours a week
of a high-quality ECE program may be better than attending a poor or mediocre quality program
for 25 hours per week (Barnett et al., 2007). The Scholarship Program evaluation was not
designed to answer this question, but it is interesting to note that most of the families in the
Scholarship Program when given the resources to access a full-day program for their children
chose to do so.

Attendance and absenteeism. Most children attended over 85% of the days they were
enrolled. A small percentage (n = 7; 6%) were absent 30% of the days they were enrolled
(Figure 7). Surprisingly, very few studies have examined absenteeism in ECE programs for this
age range, and there are few available data showing links between absenteeism and child
outcomes. One exception is the Infant Health and Development Program (IHDP) which provided
home-based and center-based services to a population of low-birth-weight infants over the first 3
years of life and found number of days in center-based care was linked to child outcomes (Liaw,
Meisels, & Brooks-Gunn, 1995; Ramey et al., 1992). Specifically, one analysis showed that
long-term impacts on children’s development were associated with at least 300 to 325 days in the
program over a 2-year period (Hill, Brooks-Gunn, & Waldfogel, 2003). In a meta-analysis of
state-funded PreK programs, attendance was associated with both short- and long-term outcomes
(Gilliam & Zigler, 2000) although most studies do not specify a threshold of attendance. Because
of the paucity of studies examining variation in attendance in children from low-income
households attending high-quality ECE programs, it is difficult to determine the impact of the
scholarship funds on children’s attendance and whether there is a threshold of attendance needed
to achieve positive outcomes. In one study of children attending Head Start programs, the
average attendance rate was 85% in classrooms rated good to high-quality on the ECERS
(Hubbs-Tait et al., 2002). These latter data suggest that overall children participating in the
Scholarship Program had similar rates of absenteeism.
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Figure 7. Absenteeism of Scholarship Participants in ECE Program, Cohort 2 Only (N = 127)

100

80 -
c
<

B 60 -
=
[3]
6
c

S 40-
o
o

27
6
Less than 5% 5%—-10% 11%—-15% 16%—-30% More than 30%
(n=20) (n=42) (n=23) (n=35) (n=7)

Source: RCC monthly export.

17



Year 3 Findings: Characteristics of Participating

Children and Families

Characteristics of Children and Families in Cohorts 2 and 3

Table 3 shows the demographic characteristics of children and families enrolled in the Saint
Paul Early Childhood Scholarship Program for Cohorts 2 and 3. These data show the following:

e A little over half of the families reported that their primary home language was English
(56%), with Karen (13%) and Hmong (9%) being the next most common home
languages.

e Ethnicity was not reported on the application forms for nearly half of the families (49%),
but for those reporting, the majority of the families were African-American (21%) or
Asian (18%).

e Nearly three-fourths of families (72%) had household incomes below 100% federal
poverty guidelines (FPG), although eligibility for the program was up to 185% of the
FPG.

Other data from the application forms and RCC participation data indicated the following:

e Across all cohorts, nearly two-thirds of the families (64%) have one child participating in
the scholarship program, more than one-quarter (28%) have two children participating,
and about 7% have three or more children participating.
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Table 3. Demographic Characteristics of Children and Families Enrolled in the
Saint Paul Early Childhood Scholarship Program, with Consent in Cohorts 2 and 3

(N = 257)
Total
(N = 257)
n (%)
Final Status
Total sample | 130 (51) 127 (49) 257 (100)
Primary home language
English 77 (59) 67 (53) 144 (56)
Spanish 7(5) 10 (8) 17 (7)
Hmong 13 (10) 9(7) 22 (9)
Somali 2(2) 2(2) 4(2)
Karen 16 (12) 17 (13) 33 (13)
Other 8(7) 7 (6) 15 (6)
Missing 7 (5) 15 (12) 22 (9)
Ethnicity
African-American 39 (30) 14 (11) 53 (21)
Asian 29 (22) 17 (13) 46 (18)
Latino 7 (5) 5(4) 12 (5)
White 7 (5) 2(2) 9 (4)
Other 11 (8) 1(<1) 12 (5)
Missing 37 (28) 88 (69) 125 (49)
Gender
Male 65 (50) 65 (52) 130 (51)
Female 65 (50) 61 (48) 126 (49)
Household Income
100-185% FPG 39 (30) 34 (27) 73 (28)
<100% FPG 91 (70) 93 (73) 184 (72)

Source: Application forms.

Families of the children in Cohorts 2 and 3 reside in six zip codes in districts 5, 6, and 7 in
Saint Paul (Figure 8). The main difference between cohorts is that eligibility was expanded
beginning in September 2009 to include families who live in district 5 or Payne-Phalen
(i.e., which includes the 55106 zip code area). Thus, Cohort 3 includes some children from this

area of Saint Paul.
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Figure 8. Home Zip Code for Families of Children Participating in the Saint Paul Early
Childhood Scholarship Program, Cohorts 2 and 3 (N = 257)
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Source: Application forms.

Many of the families in Cohorts 2 and 3 were receiving one or two forms of public assistance
at the time the family completed the application to participate in the Scholarship Program
(Figure 9).

e About half of families (51%) were receiving financial assistance from either the
Minnesota Family Investment Program (MFIP), the Child Care Assistance Program
(CCAP), or from both programs.

— Almost half of the families (48%) were receiving financial assistance from MFIP
(MFIP and MFIP plus CCAP).

— Almost one-fifth (17%) were receiving assistance from CCAP (CCAP and MFIP plus
CCAP).

— Fourteen percent of the families were receiving assistance from both assistance
programs (MFIP and CCAP).

— Families in Cohort 3 were less likely to report MFIP only compared to Cohort 2 and
more likely to report no assistance.
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Figure 9. Families’ Participation Rates in MFIP and CCAP Financial Assistance Programs,
Cohorts 2 and 3, Families with Signed Consent (N = 257)
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Source: Application forms.

Below we describe information from the parent phone interviews.'’ Of the 257 children,

124 (48%) families completed the baseline phone interview. Data displayed below include only
the families that completed the parent phone interview (n = 124, 48%). In these and subsequent

data, Cohorts 2 and 3 are combined, except where indicated. 1

!9 Because we often did not have the final sample of participants in fall 2008 and fall 2009, SRI attempted to reach as many
families as possible even though some of the children in these families never enrolled in an ECE program. Thus, an additional
49 families from Cohorts 2 and 3 were interviewed, but did not participate in the Scholarship Program. In the annual report for
Year 2, we reported on the 147 families interviewed at baseline regardless of participation. In this report, we report only parent

phone interview data for the families whose children participated in the Scholarship Program.

" Most of the interview respondents identified themselves as the biological mother (84%) or the biological father (11%). The

respondents are identified interchangeably as parents or caregivers throughout the report.
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Parents’ Perceptions of the Scholarship Program

In the interviews, parents were asked a series of questions about the process of completing
the application for the Scholarship Program and enrolling their child in an ECE program.

e Most of the parents (86%) felt the application form was easy or somew hat easy to
complete.

e Most of the parents (72%) reported that they completed the application by themselves
and/or with their spouse or partner.

e Of those parents who received help in completing the application form, 54% reported
receiving help from a parent mentor or ECE program staff.

Selecting and enrolling the child in an ECE program was generally an easy process for
families.

e The majority of parents (86%) reported that the ECE program selected for their child was
their first choice.

e Most of the parents (87%) felt that it was easy or somewhat easy to find an ECE program
for their child, but only 57% reported that they or their spouses or partners actually found
the ECE program on their own.

— Of those parents who received help in finding an ECE program, 22% reported
receiving help from preschool/ECE program staff, and 41% received help froma
public health nurse, home visitor, or parent mentor.

— The majority (63%) of parents reported that they were able to find an ECE program
in which to enroll their child in less than a month; about one-fourth (26%) reported
1 to 3 months to find a program.

— Once families found an ECE program, almost all of them (91%) reported that the
process of enrolling their child in the program was easy or somewhat easy, with most
(70%) reporting completing the process by themselves or with a spouse or partner. If
they had help in enrolling, caregivers reported that parent mentors (34%) or ECE
program staff (31%) helped them.

When asked where the child was being cared for prior to the Scholarship Program
(Figure 10), the largest percentage (57%) described unlicensed care in the child’s home by a
family member or friend (23%) or care in another’s home (34%), while 12% reported licensed
family child care, 10% center-based program or preschool, and 7% Head Start.
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Figure 10. Parents’ Report of Child’s Care Prior to Scholarship
Program Enrollment (N = 122)
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Source: Parent phone interviews.

Parents who completed the phone interview were asked several questions related to their
experience in finding a program and participating in the scholarship program.

Parents heard about the ECE program they selected to use for the scholarship through a
variety of ways.

— About one-fourth of parents (24%) learned about the program through relatives or
friends, co-workers, and neighbors.

— Twelve percent heard about the ECE program through their parent mentor or home
visitor.

— Thirteen percent knew of the program because the program provides care for another
child in their family.

— Very few (3%) knew of the program through Parent Aware or its website, although
some parents reported they learned about it through the Internet or advertisements
(6%).

More than one-third of parents (34%) had heard of Parent Aware.

The main reasons parents reported selecting the ECE program are displayed in Figure 11.
The most common reasons parents reported choosing the program were quality (34%) or
location (i.e., the program was close to family’s home) (27%).

— In comparison, only 21% of families in the 2004 statewide household child care
survey (Chase, Arnold, Schauben, & Shardlow, 2005) chose their child’s primary
child care arrangement because of quality. More than one-fifth (24%) of the parents
in that sample chose the child care arrangement because of location and 20% chose
for affordability.
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Figure 11. Factors Parents Used to Select ECE Program for the Scholarship Funds (N = 117)
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Source: Parent phone interviews.

Some family or child risk factors impact children’s learning, development, and school
readiness.

e The educational background of parents completing the phone interview ranged from less

than a high school education to a bachelor’s degree and was evenly distributed across
these categories (Figure 12). About one-third of the parents had less than a high school

education (32%) and one-third (36%) had completed some additional vocational training

or college following high school.

e About two-fifths (42%) of the parents were married and living with a spouse at the time
of the interview, and one-third (32%) were single and never married.

e About two-fifths (42%) of the parents were working for pay at a job and approximately
one-fifth (17%) were going to school.

e Over half (54%) reported having an annual household income below $20,000.
e Three-fourths (72%) of children see their father or father-figure on a daily basis.
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Figure 12. Demographic Characteristics at Baseline of Children and Families Participating
in the Saint Paul Early Childhood Scholarship Program (N = 124)
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Source: Parent phone interviews.
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Other family or child risk factors are displayed in Figures 13 and show the following;
e A small percentage of children (5%) were born to teen mothers, and a small percentage
(8%) of children moved two or more times in the previous year.

¢ Close to one-third of families feel their transportation and/or housing conditions were not
meeting their needs. In particular, 35% of families reported their transportation was fair
or poor.

e Seven percent of caregivers rated their own overall health as fair or poor.

Figure 13. Characteristics of Families Participating in the Scholarship Program
at Baseline (N = 124)
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Source: Parent phone interviews.

The pilot communities are considerably diverse and include a large number of new
immigrant families and a variety of different immigrant groups from countries in east Africa
(e.g., Sudan, Somalia, Ethiopia) and Burma/Myanmar. The application data displayed earlier
showed that only 56% of households speak English at home. The parent interview also captured
some of this diversity, including families’ immigrant status.

e Compared to the total sample (N =257), parents in the phone interview sample were
more likely to speak English as the primary home language (68%). However, there were
still 11% who spoke Karen, 7% who spoke Hmong, and 3% who spoke Spanish, among
other languages. Some of these interviews were conducted in the family’s home language
when possible (i.e., Spanish, Hmong, or Karen).
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One-third (30%) of the families who were interviewed considered themselves immi grants
or from an immigrant group. However, only 7% of the children were born outside of the
United States.

Some parents who completed the phone interview rated their English proficiency as fair
or poor (27% for reading and writing skills, 24% for speaking skills).

The health of'a child can also contribute to school readiness (Figure 14). Studies have shown
that children learn better when they are healthy.

Fourteen percent of children were born at low birth weight'? and 2% of children were
rated by their caregivers as having fair or poor health."

Four percent of children did not have any health insurance, and 2% did not have a regular
health care provider. However, a much larger percentage (16%) did not have a regular
place for health care.

Seven percent were reported to have a developmental delay as identified by a doctor.
In addition to these global indicators of health and health care access, 13% of parents
reported the child had an illness or condition (e.g., asthma, chronic ear infections) that

required regular, ongoing care, and 6% of the children were limited in their activities
because of an impairment or health problem.

12 This percentage is nearly double what is typically found in national studies of the general population of young children.

1> This percentage is what is typically found in national surveys of young children.
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Figure 14. Health Characteristics of Children Participating in the Scholarship Program
at Baseline (N = 124)
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Source: Parent phone interviews.

Caregivers were asked to describe any concerns they had about their children’s development,
health, and behavior.
e About one-third of parents (29%) reported that their child’s doctor had conducted a
developmental assessment.

e Seven percent of parents reported their child had a developmental delay that was
identified by a doctor.

e When asked if they had concerns about the child’s development, 27% of parents reported
“a lot” of concern in at least one area of their children’s development (speech, vision,
hearing, behavior, learning, etc.).

— Most of these parents (76%) reported concerns in multiple areas.

— Of the parents who reported “a lot” of concern in at least one area, many parents
(70%) had shared their concern with a doctor, child care provider, or other
professional. Nearly all of the parents who had shared their concern (96%) felt they
received good help.

The neighborhoods and communities in which children and families live can also serve to put
children’s development at risk or it can help protect children in a way that promotes school
readiness. We asked parents to provide their perceptions of community support. The results in
Figure 15 suggest that families are positive about their communities.
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e Most parents felt a sense of belonging and acceptance in their communities (71%).
e Most parents felt hopeful about their children’s future (89%).

e However, only about half (57%) felt that their neighborhood had enough resources for
children and that their neighborhood was a great place for young children to grow up and
thrive (53%).

Figure 15. Parents’ Perceptions of Their Community Support at Baseline (N = 124)
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Source: Parent phone interviews.

Families participating in the scholarship program have received a number of local, county,

and state services including home visiting and parent education workshops and classes
(Figure 16).
e The most common benefit (81%) that families received was WIC (Special Supplemental
Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children).

e Two-thirds of the families reported receiving any home visiting services (66%) or a free
or reduced-price school lunch benefit (68%).

e About half of parents (48%) reported receiving parent education or support, and about
one-fourth (24%) reported using public housing assistance.
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Figure 16. Families Participating in the Saint Paul Early Childhood Scholarship Program Who
Reported Receiving Specific Services and Benefits at Baseline (N = 124)
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Year 3 Findings: Baseline and One-Year Follow-Up of

Children’s Home Environment and Developmental Status

In this section, we describe information from parent phone interviews and child assessments at
baseline and after one year of participation in the scholarship program for the child assessments.

Sample of Children and Families

Table 4 shows the status of data collection begun in fall 2008 and continuing through 2010
for the outcome evaluation (child assessments and parent phone interviews).

e Of the 257 children, 124 (48%) families completed the baseline phone interview.
Unfortunately, only 47 (18%) completed both a baseline and one-year follow-up phone
interview. The latter data are not included in this report.

e Of the 257 children, 192 children (75%) had completed baseline assessments of their
development (n =77, 59% for Cohort 2 and n =115, 91% for Cohort 3). Children ranged
in age from 37 to 51 months."* The average age at which the baseline assessment
occurred was 44 months (Cohort 2 =45 months and Cohort 3 =43 months).

— Atotal of 44 children (17%) were not assessed at baseline because they were not yet
enrolled in an ECE program. Most of these children (43, 98%) were in Cohort 2, and
1 child (2%) was in Cohort 3.The other 21 missed direct assessments because the
children were no longer participating in the scholarship program by the time the
assessment was attempted or were repeatedly absent or uncooperative with the
testing.

e Of the 257 children, 206 children (80%) had completed one-year follow-up assessments
(n =98, 75% for Cohort 2 and n = 108, 85% for Cohort 3) when the children ranged in
age from 48 to 62 months. The average age of the children at the time of the follow-up
assessments was 55 months (Cohort 2 = 55 months and Cohort 3 = 55 months).

— A total of 51 children were not assessed during the one-year follow-up because they
were no longer participating in the scholarship program by the time the assessment
was attempted, were reported as no longer attending their selected ECE program, or
were repeatedly absent or uncooperative with the testing.

e About two-thirds (n = 163, 63%) had both baseline and one-year follow-up assessments.
These data are reported beginning on p. 40.

!4 Baseline assessment took place in fall 2008 for Cohort 2 and in fall 2009 for Cohort 3. Multiple obstacles to data collection in
fall 2008 resulted in a lower response rate; several issues were resolved during 2009, including identifying participating
children early and making repeated attempts to follow a subset of children as they moved from one program to another.
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Table 4. Baseline and One-Year Follow-up Data Collection for Child Assessments and
Parent Interviews

Baseline and One-Year

Baseline One-Year Follow-up Follow-up
Child Parent Child Parent Child Parent
Assessment Interview Assessment Interview | Assessment | Interview
Total 257 192 (75) 124 (48) 206 (80) 83 (32) 163 (63) 47 (18)
Cohort 2 130 77 (59) 68 (52) 98 (75) 42 (32) 64 (49) 26 (20)
Cohort 3 127 115 (91) 56 (44) 108 (85) 41 (32) 99 (78) 21 (17)

Notes. Percentages are in parentheses.

To put some of the baseline parent interview data in context, we compare the scholarship
data to a selected number of responses in the Wilder Baseline Study (Wilder Research, 2008).
The Wilder Baseline Study was conducted in 2007 and collected some of the same information
from low-income families living in the Saint Paul pilot area who had children who were between
three and five years old.

Home and Family Activities Promoting Early Literacy and School Readiness

Parenting practices and family activities that stimulate language and promote early literacy
are essential to the success of an initiative like the Scholarship Program. Several of the items
below (Figures 17 and 18) are from the HOME Inventory, a well validated, widely used measure
with demonstrated sensitivity to key differences in home environments in terms of enriching
activities related to child development and later academic achievement. The degree to which
parents or family members read, tell stories, or sing to their children also impacts early
development, and in particular, their language and literacy.

The data in figures 17-19 show that the majority of parents are engaging in activities and
providing home environments that support the development of their children. For example,
Figure 17 shows that 71% of the parents reported their children has access to 10 or more books,
67% regularly eating together as a family, and 44% visiting a public library weekly or monthly
in the last 12 months. When we compare these data to available data from the Wilder Baseline
Study (Wilder Research, 2008), parents of children in the Scholarship Program were as likely to
take their child to visit a public library compared to the baseline survey sample (45%).

Figure 18 shows that many parents are regularly reading to their children, singing songs, and
talking with their children, activities that promote early literacy and language development.
Parents in the scholarship sample at baseline were more likely to report these activities compared
to the sample of families in the Wilder Baseline Survey. For example, 45% of scholarship
parents reported reading to their children every day compared to 38% in the Wilder sample.
Scholarship parents also were more likely to talk or tell stories to their child every day (56%
compared with 48%).

In addition, a large percentage of parents in the Scholarship Program reported working on
skills and knowledge at home. Most parents reported working on number skills (98%), bringing
home learning materials (93%), spending time working on creative activities (99%), and having
a place for child’s books and school materials (99%).
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Figure 17. Parents’ Report of Family Activities That Promote Early Literacy (N = 124)
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33




Figure 18. Parents’ Report of Early Literacy Activities with Their Children (N = 124)
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Source: Parent phone interviews.

Parent Involvement in Child’s ECE Program

Most parents reported that they engage in one or more activities with the ECE program to
support their children’s learning and development (Figure 19).

e Four-fifths of parents (80%) talk with their child’s teacher about behavior and
accomplishments, classroom rules and expectations, and activities to practice at home.

e About one-third to half of parents sometimes or often volunteer in their child’s
classroom, go on class trips, and participate in planning activities or trips.

— A majority (85%) reported sharing stories about when the child was in school. This
percentage may be lower than the other activities because of cultural differences in
the experience of many of the parents, either because of a lack of experience in the
United States (32% did not complete high school) or attending school in a different
country (30% reported being from an immigrant group).
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Figure 19. Parent Involvement in Their Child’s ECE Program (N = 124)
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We do not have comparison data for families with children in this age group (i.e., 3 to

4 years) but these data may reflect a high level of commitment by parents toward their children’s

education and early learning. It may also reflect the fact that the programs were of high-quality
and had to have strategies in place that promoted family partnerships to receive a 3- or 4-star

rating.

35




Parent Report of Selected Developmental Skills

According to parents, many of the children are showing proficiency at baseline with many
important developmental skills (Figures 20 to 22). Children at the time of the phone interview
were on average 44 months old (ranging from 37 to 52 months for Cohort 2 baseline interviews
and 38 to 49 months for Cohort 3 baseline interviews).

e Children are expected to know most to all of their letters and to be starting to count when
they enter kindergarten. At baseline, three-fifths (58%) of the children in the Scholarship
Program were reported to know most or all of their letters, compared with the Wilder
Baseline Study (44%). Nearly all of the children in the Scholarship program (96%) were
counting (Figure 20), compared with 83% of children in the Wilder Baseline Study.

e Withregard to gross and fine motor development, most children were walking without
assistance (98%), catching large balls (96%), and tracing simple shapes (87%)

(Figure 21).

e About four-fifths of the children were reported to be using language to communicate
simple facts (79%), ask questions (83%), and tell how old they are (81%) (Figure 22).

Figure 20. Key Child Development Indicators Important for School Readiness, for Scholarship
Program Participants at Baseline (N = 124)

Child can count (n = 124)

Not at all
Up to about (n=5)
50 or more 4%

(n=12)
10%

Up to Up to
about 20 about 10
(n=32) (n=175)
26% 60%

Child knows letters of the alphabet (n = 122)

Source: Parent phone interviews.
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Figure 21. Key Child Development Indicators Important for School Readiness, for Scholarship
Program Participants at Baseline (N = 124)
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Children’s social skills and approaches to learning are important aspects of school readiness
(Figure 22).

e Most parents reported that their children ask an adult for help (80%) and can share, take
turns, and/or get along well with other children (78%).

e Almost all of the parents report their children use words to communicate (89%) and are
curious and enthusiastic about learning new things (90%).

e Fewer children in the Wilder Baseline Study sample were reported to be often or always
asking an adult for help (64%), sharing or taking turns and getting along well with other
children (69%). In addition, fewer children were also reported to be using words to
communicate regularly (80%) and to be curious and enthusiastic about learning new
things (83%).
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Figure 22. Key Child Development Indicators Important for School Readiness, for Scholarship
Program Participants at Baseline (N = 124)
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Baseline and One-Year Child Assessment Outcome Data

The Scholarship Program logic model predicts that children in the community will make
progress towards achieving age-expected school readiness skills. The MELF Research
Consortium developed a set of measures to assess school readiness. Children’s development was
assessed with three different methods: parent-reported items in phone interviews (described at
baseline above on pages 36 to 38 and in Figures 20 to 22), direct child assessments by trained
observers, and teacher-reported measures of behavior and social skills. Parents’ reports of
children’s development on key indicators of school readiness provide information about skills
considered important for children to develop or be in the process of developing before they reach
kindergarten. Unfortunately, we did not obtain an adequate response rate (i.e., only 18% of
parents completed interviews at both baseline and one-year follow-up) to examine changes in
parent-reported developmental skills and abilities. Standardized, norm-referenced measures
(i.e., the direct child assessments and teacher checklists) are also helpful because they have well-
documented reliability and validity and the resulting data can be used to compare participants to
their same-age peers. The set of measures together captures the five domains of school readiness
identified by the National Education Goals Panel."” Below we focus on the change on 4 of the 5
domains from baseline to the one-year follow-up in developmental trajectories as measured by
standardized assessments, providing results on early indicators of school readiness skills after
one year of ECE program participation.

'3 The five areas of school readiness are cognition and general knowledge, communicative skills, emotional well-being and
social competence, approaches to learning, and physical well-being and motor development.
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Measures Used in Scholarship Evaluation

In order to examine the impact of participation in high-quality ECE programs on children’s
school readiness, the standard measures are being used with the children participating in the
scholarship program at three points in time: at baseline (shortly after they are initially enrolled in
the ECE program, within 6 to 8 weeks of enrollment); one year later (referred to as the one-year
follow-up), after ECE program attendance for one year; and finally, as they enter kindergarten
(within 6 to 8 weeks of entry) after 2 years of ECE program participation.

e Direct assessments of children using standardized tests of language and cognition were
completed by trained assessors at the ECE programs.

e [Eachchild’s ECE teacher was asked to complete a checklist form containing two widely
used measures of behavior.

Table 5 describes the measures used in the assessment protocol.
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Table 5. Child Outcomes Used in Scholarship Evaluation
Domain Measure Scale Measure Description
Language Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Receptive Vocabulary The PPVT-4 is a quick method of assessing receptive language
4th edition (PPVT-4) (Dunn & for children over 2 years and 6 months. ltis a direct
Dunn, 2007) standardized assessment collected by a trained assessor. A
score of 100 is an average score, with a standard deviation
of 15.
Early Math Woodcock-Johnson Il 3rd edition Applied Problems WJ-IIlis a widely used collection of tests measuring

(WJ-11I) (Woodcock, McGrew, &
Mather, 2001)

achievement in reading, mathematics, written language, and
general knowledge. One subtest, Applied Problems, was used
as a measure of mathematical reasoning and skills. Itis a direct
standardized assessment collected by a trained assessorin 10
minutes. A score of 100 is an average score, with standard
deviation of 15.

Social-Emotional

Social Competence and Behavior
Evaluation — 30 items (SCBE-30)
(LaFreniere & Dumas, 1996)

Social Competence
Anger-Aggression

The SCBE-30 is a teacher-completed rating scale measuring the
three dimensions of social competence, anxiety-withdrawal, and
anger-aggression in children ages 2-1/2 to 6. This report
includes data for two of these three dimensions. It takes
approximately 15 minutes to complete the items derived from
the longer version of the SCBE-80. This is nota norm-
referenced assessment; scores are calculated by summing the
scores for each item in a subscale. SRI compared the scores for
children with scholarships to a representative sample of children
published by the authors of the measure.

Approaches to
Learning

Preschool Learning Behaviors
Scale (PLBS) (McDermott, Green,
Francis, & Stott, 2000)

Attention

The PLBS is a measure of children’s approach to learning which
includes items that ask teachers to rate children’s ability to stay
on task and pay attention. The raw score is calculated by
reverse-scoring some items and then summing to obtain a total
(i.e., higher scores reflect more attention, concentration, etc.).
The raw score was then converted to a T-score based on the
author’s guidelines. In a representative sample, the mean
T-score is 50 with a standard deviation of 10.
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Outcome Evaluation in 2011

Although there was a shortfall in the original expected enrollment, it was still possible to
implement a pre-post design. In 2011, in the pre-post design outcome study with approximately
200 children (Cohorts 2 and 3), we will continue to collect child and family data as children in
the last cohort of children (Cohort 3) enter kindergarten in fall 2011. Activities will include the
following:

e Child assessment data. SRI will collect (1) direct child assessments completed in the
elementary schools using standardized assessment tools to measure children’s cognitive,
language, and literacy development (i.e., when the children are 5 years old and enter
kindergarten) and (2) teacher checklists about child social competence, behavior, and
general development. These data will provide information on the developmental status of
5-year-old children who had scholarship funds as they enter kindergarten to be compared
to their developmental status 1 year and 2 years earlier when they were participating in an
ECE program.

e Comparison group child outcome data. A comparison group of children (N = 200)
will be assessed at kindergarten entry with the same child assessment battery used with
children with scholarships (begun in fall 2010 when the Cohort 2 children entered
kindergarten and to be completed in fall 2011 when the Cohort 3 children enter
kindergarten).*

e Parent interview data. SRI will continue to collect phone interview data on an annual
basis for Cohorts 2 and 3. These data will provide information on the needs and risk
status of children and families participating in the scholarship program. They will also
provide information about parents’ perception of their child’s development and health.

The evaluation team will produce the following additional reports through December 2011:

e Implementation Brief 4 (due September 15, 2011) describing implementation findings
between June 2010 and July 2011.°’

e Scholarship Program Final Evaluation Report (draft due on November 15, 2011, for
review with a technical work group; final report due on December 31, 2011)
summarizing final results, including all outcome data through kindergarten entry for the
entire sample of children with scholarships.

%% In fall 2010, we collected child outcome data on a total of 55 kindergarten children who did not have scholarships and were
attending the same elementary schools as the children who did have scholarships.

37 A one- to two-page fact sheet based on findings from this brief also will be prepared.
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Head Start and public school-based programs

(Note: Beginning Sept. 1, 2009, Head Start and public school-based programs are no
longer paid to provide preschool to children enrolled in their half-day programs and Head
Start is paid at the same rates as CCAP for children enrolled in its full-day program.
However, Head Start and public school-based programs are paid $50 per child each
semester in their half-day programs to defray costs of providing data and facilitating
visits by child evaluators. MELF made this change due to fundraising constraints during
the economic downturn and since Head Start and public school-based programs had
public funds available to provide these services.® See Appendices P and Q.)

Payments to Head Start centers and public school-based programs will follow the same
schedule and rates as payments to private ECE programs. The Advance and Tuition
payments to Head Start centers and public school-based programs will equal the
maximum amount available minus CCAP payments since neither organization in general
charges parents for services (although some School Readiness programs might charge a
parent fee). This also means a Quality Grant will not be paid to these programs since the
Advance and the 4-week reimbursement Tuition payment will equal the total scholarship
amount.

Reporting requirements

Because Head Start centers and public school-based programs receive public funds to pay
for operating costs and they are not backed out of the scholarship amount as they are for
CCAP payments, both Head Start and public school-based programs are required to
submit a Program Plan and a Year-End Report. (Private ECE programs are not required
to submit these reports for the Scholarship Program.) The Program Plan is designed to
show how these programs will use scholarship funds received that are above private pay
tuition based on the number of children enrolled. The Program Plan deadline can be set
after ECE programs begin providing services to children with scholarships.

1. Program Plan

Head Start and Public School-Based programs are required to complete a Program Plan
based on different levels of potential enrollment. The three categories of acceptable
expenditure beyond private pay tuition include:

e Expand the number of children to whom services are provided.

e [Increase duration of services provided. Here the ECE program could expand the
amount of time children are served.

o [Increase current quality levels. Quality improvements include staff training,
curricula, infrastructure

Principles:

¥ A more nuanced approach would include paying Head Start and public school-based programs if they
demonstrate that the scholarship funds are used to increase the number of openings at their programs. That
is, scholarship funds do not supplant other public funding sources in providing education to scholarship
children.
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Location of 3- and 4-Star Programs in and near Districts 6 and 7 and Vacant Slots,
September 2008

Note. The number inside each marker is the number of vacancies at the program in September 2008. The total number of
vacancies across all programs shown on this map is 95 slots. Programs with an asterisk did not have capacity and vacancy
data in NACCRRAware at the time the data were obtained.




Location of 3- and 4-Star Programs in and near Districts 6 and 7 and Vacant Slots,
September 2009
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Location of 3- and 4-Star Programs in and near Districts 6 and 7 and Vacant Slots,

September 2010
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Location of Parent Aware-Rated ECE Programs in and near Districts 6 and 7 and Parent
Aware Ratings, as of December 2008
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Location of Parent Aware-Rated ECE Programs in and near Districts 6 and 7 and Parent
Aware Ratings, as of December 2009
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Location of Parent Aware-Rated ECE Programs in and near Districts 6 and 7 and Parent
Aware Ratings, as of December 2010
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Appendix C: MELF Saint Paul Scholarship Program

ECE Program Survey

o Please take 10 minutes to complete this short survey that will help us better understand how the Minnesota
Early Learning Foundation (MELF) Scholarship Program impacted your program.

e The information that you share will be kept confidential and will not affect your participation in the
scholarship or any other program. Please do not use any identifying information (for example, children’s or
families’ names) in this survey.

e As a small thank you for completing this survey, we will send you a $20 gift certificate.

Different Payment Methods

1. Indicate how true the following statements are for the scholarship payment method and amount:

Very Somewhat Somewhat Not True
True True Not True At All

The payment method provides support for quality improvement efforts
and resources. [ [] [] L]

Payments are made reasonably on-time.

The payment method is easy for parents/families to use.

The payment method is able to support continuity of children's care.
Parents are satisfied with the payment method.

Paperwork and other administrative processes of the payment
method are minimally disruptive to services.

The payment method supports transportation costs.

The amount provided is adequate to cover child’s expenses.

L O O oogdd
OO0 0o ooggdd
L O O oogdd
L O O oogdd

The amount provided is adequate to support children's full-time care.



2. Indicate how true the following statements are for the Child Care Assistance Program (CCAP) payment
method and amount: If your program never has children with this payment method, you may skip this section.

Very Somewhat Somewhat Not True
True True Not True At All

The payment method provides support for quality improvement efforts
and resources. [l [] [] L]

Payments are made reasonably on-time.

The payment method is easy for parents/families to use.

The payment method is able to support continuity of children's care.
Parents are satisfied with the payment method.

Paperwork and other administrative processes of the payment
method are minimally disruptive to services.

The payment method supports transportation costs.

The amount provided is adequate to cover child’s expenses.

L OO0 o oo d
OO0 o ooofog
L OO0 o oo d
L OO0 o oo d

The amount provided is adequate to support children's full-time care.

3. Indicate how true the following statements are for the private payment method and amount:

Very Somewhat Somewhat Not True
True True Not True At All

The payment method provides support for quality improvement efforts
and resources. L] N L] L]

Payments are made reasonably on-time.

The payment method is easy for parents/families to use.

The payment method is able to support continuity of children's care.
Parents are satisfied with the payment method.

Paperwork and other administrative processes of the payment
method are minimally disruptive to services.

The payment method supports transportation costs.

The amount provided is adequate to cover child’s expenses.

L O/ o oo
O O/ o ooog
L O/ o oo
L O/ o oo

The amount provided is adequate to support children's full-time care.



Scholarship Program Quality Grants

Now we want to ask you about how the quality grant funds were used at your program. The quality grant funds
are the difference between the scholarship amount and the tuition amount. Your program received a total of
$INSERT AMOUNT in scholarship quality grant funds from July 1, 2009 to June 30, 2010.

4. Of the total SINSERT AMOUNT scholarship quality grant funds your program received in this period, about
what percentage was used for the following purposes: [your best estimate is fine] [4a-4h should add to
100% total].

4a. Ongoing operations (e.g., staff salaries, supplies, etc.) |_|_|_%
4b. To purchase teaching materials to improve the learning environment:
Curriculum and assessment tools? I_I_I_%
Books and toys? |=|=|¥%
Large equipment (e.g., playground equipment)? F"r%
4c. To pay for professional development (e.g., training workshops, consultation)? I—I—I—
4d. To provide more opportunities for family involvement and partnerships? I_I_I_%
4e. To pay for building improvements? %
4f. To pay tuition for other children who did not have scholarships? rrr%
4g. To increase teacher/staff pay (select all that apply)? I-I_I_%
[J Substitute teachers T

] Increased salary/benefits
1 Additional staff/additional staff hours
4h. For other expenditures (please describe below)

My,
[1]o]o]%

General Impressions of the Scholarship Program

5. How has the Scholarship Program affected the children and families you serve?

a. As aresult of the Scholarship Program funds, are you...
1. Serving more children than you would have served without the scholarship? L] Yes [] No
2. Serving children with different demographics than you had served without the scholarship? [] Yes [] No
(for example, children with different ethnic or socioeconomic backgrounds)

b. Please provide two examples of how the scholarship program impacted your program’s ability to serve
children.

Example #1:

Example #2:




6. Which of the following ways did the Scholarship Program affect the quality or services your program
provided to children and their families?
e In the first column, please mark all the ways the Scholarship Program has affected services.
¢ Inthe second column, mark the primary way the Scholarship Program has affected services.

All ways the Primary way
scholarships the scholarships
affected services affected services
(Mark ALL that apply) (Mark ONE)
a. Made it possible to enroll children from low-income households L] L]
b. Supported quality improvements for my program L] L]
c. Increased the number of hours that children could attend the program ] L]
d. Please provide two examples of how the scholarship program affected your program’s quality or

services.

Example #1:

Example #2:

7. Was the amount of the scholarship payment enough to cover the costs for the children who had
scholarships? [] Yes [ ] No

If it was not enough, please explain how or why:

8. Is there anything else you would like us to know about the scholarship payment process?

9. Please describe the most important benefits of participating in the Scholarship Program for your program.

10. Please describe any challenges to participating in the Scholarship Program

11. Is there anything else you would like to tell us about the Scholarship Program?

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey.
For more information about the MELF Scholarship Program go to www.melf.us.
If you have questions about this survey please contact Kate Ferguson at (650) 859-4428 or
MELF-evaluation@sri.com
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Focus Group Protocol

Introduction

Hi, my name is Erika Gaylor and | work for SRI International and we are
interested in learning about the Scholarship Program.

Introduce the translator (if necessary).

SRI International is based in CA and is working with the Minnesota Early
Learning Foundation (MELF) to organize these parent focus groups.
MELF provides the money for the scholarship program.

Thank you for participating in this group discussion. To show our
appreciation for each of you taking time to talk with us today, we will be
giving each of you a $20 gift certificate to Target at the end of the session.

| will be talking with you to learn what you like about the Scholarship
Program (other names that would be familiar to parents) and ways in
which you think the program could be better.

What you tell us today will help the Minnesota Early Learning Foundation
and the programs that work with you to help your child get ready for
school.

MELF wants to provide you with a good program.

MELF wants to learn from parents. Your ideas can help them make sure
that the programs you and other parents are getting are what you want.

Consent: We will summarize the ideas discussed here to share with
MELF. We will never include names or any identifying information about
you or your families in those summaries. We would like to record the
discussion so we do not miss any important points you make (explain
computer recording and person helping to take notes). Your participation
in this discussion is voluntary; you may leave at any time. Please let me
know now if you are comfortable participating in this discussion and you
are okay with us recording the discussion.

“If you understand why we are here and are agreeing to be part of this
discussion, please say yes (or nod your head).”

This discussion will take about 45 minutes.

| will ask some questions and we will take notes on your answers. | would
like you to discuss your answer with each other — like it is a conversation.
| will just be listening and asking questions. There are no right or wrong
answers. We want to know what you think. Again, remember that MELF
staff will not know who said what. They will only see a summary of the
discussion. Do you have any questions for me before we get started?
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Questions’

1. Let’s start off by introducing ourselves. Please tell us a little bit about you and
your family including how many children you have and the name and age of
your child (children) who are participating in the scholarship program.

2. How did you hear about the Scholarship Program? [PROBES, IF
NECESSARY] Who (agency/person) referred you to the Scholarship program?
Who helped you fill out the application?

3. Why did you choose to be a part of the Scholarship Program?

4. How many of you had a parent mentor/home visitor with the scholarship
program?

4a. If yes, tell us about what your parent mentor/home visitor did when she/he
came to your house. What kinds of things does she/he talk to you about? What
does s/he do?
a. Is your parent mentor someone that worked with your family for
awhile or was this person new to your family?
b. What activities and/or services offered by the Parent Mentor were
most helpful to you?
c. What information offered by the Parent Mentor was most helpful to
you?
d. Are there topics, information, activities, or services that you still
need?
e. Is there anything else that you would have liked your visitor/mentor
to help you with?
4b. If no, do you know why you didn't have a parent mentor?

5. Tell me how you chose which program to use the scholarship funds.

5a. How long did it take you to find a program to use your scholarship? Was it
easy or did it take a long time? Tell me why it took a long time.

5b. How long has your child attended this program?
5c. What do you like about this program?

5d. If you did not have this scholarship for your child, where would your child
have been cared for this past year?

' General Probes:
Tell me more about that.
Can you give me an example of that?

Why is that important to you?
What could be done to make it easier?
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5e. Are there some things about the program that you think could be improved
(made better)? What? [We are talking about this specific program — Jeanette’s
program, New Horizons, or Central Lutheran]?

6.Do you currently receive government child care subsidies? You might know this
as CCAP.

If you used to use a child care subsidy, can you tell us how you used it to pay for
your child’s care? Why are you no longer using it?

7a. Have you heard of Parent Aware?
IF YES: Is Parent Aware helpful to you? How? Give me some examples.

IF NO: It is a new system in Minnesota that rates the quality of child care
and preschool programs and provides information to parents about quality.
Have you heard of it? Is it helpful to you? How? Give me some examples.

8. Most early childhood staff mainly speak English. Has this been a problem for
you?

8a. IF YES: What do you think program staff should do about this problem?
What ideas do you have?

9. Would you change anything about the Scholarship Program?

10. Is there anything that we have not talked about that you'd like to share with
us about this program? [PROBE: IF YOU WERE GOING TO TELL YOUR
LEGISLATORS ABOUT THE PROGRAM, WHAT WOULD YOU WANT THEM
TO KNOW THAT WE HAVE NOT ALREADY TALKED ABOUT]



