Clarifying Information Submitted in FY 2007 Performance Reports
Early Education Partnership (EEP) Program

Linn-Benton Community College

Intervention
In 2006-2007, the Early Education Partnership (EEP) program’s professional development intervention included 10-week credit classes taught by Linn-Benton Community College faculty. Protégés took one to four classes each term, working toward a one-year certificate or AAS degree in Child and Family Studies.  Because of barriers relating to time, money and access prior to the grant, many protégés were unable to participate in an early childhood education degree program.  The EEP program provided tuition and books for students, with an increase in class offerings in the evenings and at alternate locations.  Three classes were taught in an online format, one was taught as a modularized class, and practicum classes were taught off-site.   

Included in the curriculum were a series of three three-credit literacy classes—ED 7.753 Foundations of Literacy, ED 7.733 Early Literacy: Listening and Speaking, and ED 7.734 Early Literacy: Reading and Writing.  Each class was 30 clock hours of instruction.  Content of the classes included scientifically-based reading research and application of this information to early childhood settings where protégés work.  In 2006-2007, 21 protégés completed all three literacy classes, 7 completed two literacy classes, and 15 took one literacy class.  

Implementation fidelity for courses was addressed in a number of ways.  First, each course was evaluated by students using the LBCC Institutional Appraisal of Classroom Teaching form.  In addition, students in the three literacy classes completed a pretest and post-test for each class.  Results revealed that protégés demonstrated a 20% average knowledge gain overall.  College instructors were also observed and evaluated by the Family Resources and Education Division dean.

EEP protégés received one-on-one mentoring throughout the year.  Twenty mentors worked with 57 protégés on an individual basis.  On average, each mentor had five hours of contact with her protégé each term, or about 30 minutes each week.  Contact included weekly conversations, observation and on-site coaching, and resource referral. Mentors received two hours of training based on the Head Start Mentoring Curriculum and the Head Start Steps to Success Early Literacy Curriculum every two weeks by management staff.  Mentors assisted protégés in designing and revising professional development plans, overcoming barriers when navigating the college system, understanding course content when needed, and applying information from classes in their early childhood setting.

Implementation fidelity for mentoring was addressed using surveys completed by protégés and mentors.  Mentors completed evaluations of mentor training and provided feedback on their work with protégés. Protégés provided information on their experiences with mentors.  Survey results were used to make changes the following year.

Evaluation Design
Final evaluation questions:

1. What percent of preschool-aged children participating in EEP achieved significant gains (standard scores increased 4 or more points between pre and post—test) on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III?
2. What percent of preschool-aged children participating in EEP demonstrated age-appropriate oral language skills (standard score of 85 or above) as measured by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III?

3. How many letters could children participating in EEP identify as measured by the PALS Pre-K Upper Case Alphabet Knowledge subtask at post-test time?

4. What was the EEP teachers’ average score on the ELLCO subpart Literacy Environment Checklist measured after the teacher has implemented the intervention in the classroom?

5. What was the EEP teachers’ average score on the ELLCO subpart Classroom Observation measured after the teacher has implemented the intervention in the classroom?

6. What was the EEP teachers’ average score on the ELLCO subpart Literacy Activities Rating Scale measured after the teacher has implemented the intervention in the classroom?

Design specifics:

EEP used a quasi-experimental design in which treatment and comparison groups were matched by cohort.  Protégés were selected into three cohorts--Head Start teachers, community childcare providers that included family childcare and center providers, and pre-service volunteers.  Protégés could not be randomly assigned to treatment or control groups, but treatment groups were matched to comparison groups by cohort.  The comparison groups included Head Start teachers from neighboring counties, pre-service volunteers from a neighboring county, and community childcare providers from Linn and Benton Counties.

Services received:

No specific services were received by the comparison groups.  State annual training guidelines require 15 hours of training for center childcare providers, and Head Start programs provide approximately 30 hours of training a year for each teacher.  Training for comparison groups was not in the form of credit classes leading to an early childhood education certificate or degree, and it was not specifically related to Early Literacy instruction.  Mentoring also was not received by comparison groups.
Sampling:

In 2006-2007, 21 Head Start teachers, 19 family and center childcare providers, and 17 pre-service volunteers were included in the protégé group.  The treatment group was selected from these protégés and was made up of 20 Head Start, 14 family and center childcare providers, and 12 pre-service volunteers or a total of 47 teachers/providers.  The treatment group included 8 Head Start centers with 12 classrooms, 4 community child care centers, 10 family child care homes, and 1 pre-service volunteer center with 3 classrooms.  Protégés who worked with children younger than 2 ½ years of age were not included in the treatment groups.
All age-eligible children enrolled in programs in which protégés worked (who understood assessment directions and practice examples) participated in the assessments.  In the treatment group, 129 children participated in both the PPVT-III pretest and post-test; 21 children participated in only the pretest and 18 children participated in only the post-test.  When considering cohorts singly, 66 Head Start children, 32 community childcare children (14 family childcare children and 18 center childcare children), and 31 pre-service volunteer children participated in both the PPVT-III pretest and post-test.

In the comparison group, 132 children participated in both the PPVT-III pretest and post-test; 30 children participated in only the pretest and 28 children participated in only the post-test.  When considering cohorts singly, 95 Head Start children, 26 community childcare children (10 family childcare children and 16 center childcare children), and 23 pre-service volunteer children participated in both the PPVT-III pretest and post-test.

In the treatment group, 98 children participated in both the PALS Pre-K pretest and post-test; 25 children participated in only the pretest and 21 children participated in only the post-test.  When considering cohorts singly, 73 Head Start children, 11 community childcare children (5 family childcare children and 6 center childcare children), and 14 pre-service volunteer children participated in both the PPVT-III pretest and post-test.

In the comparison group, 113 children participated in the PALS Pre-K post-test.  When considering cohorts singly, 84 Head Start children, 5 community childcare children (2 family childcare children and 3 center childcare children), and 24 pre-service volunteer children participated in the PALS Pre-K post-test.

Outcome Measures:
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III 

PALS Pre-K Upper Case Alphabet Knowledge subtask  

Early Language and Literacy Classroom Observation (ELLCO) 

Evaluation Implementation
Group characteristics:

Because the EEP program involves protégés who participate in professional development for up to three years, only preliminary data have been analyzed thus far.  Treatment and comparison groups were matched by cohort, keeping in mind identifying characteristics of the children in protégés’ classes such as SES, sex, and age.  Results have been reported in the annual performance reports in 2006 and 2007, however hopefully analysis of data for the entire project in 2008 will reveal a greater understanding of EEP program effects.
Data collection:

Pretest data were collected from October through November 2006 and post-test data were collected from April through June 2008.  The nine assessment team members assessed children and teachers/providers using the PPVT-III, PALS Pre-K, and ELLCO based on an established protocol; Head Start sites were tested first, followed by community and pre-service volunteer sites.  In general, both treatment and comparison groups were tested simultaneously.  Classrooms were tested within one week’s time.  Locations were tested in the same order by the same assessment team member for the pretest and post-test.

Testing procedures, as outlined in the training materials for each tool, were followed.  Assessment team members received training on using and scoring the instruments, and practiced prior to pre- and post-tests.  For consistency, whenever possible assessors tested the same children and educators at both testing times.

Attrition rates:

Percent of treatment group teachers who participated in the pre-tests but not post-tests—7%

Percent of comparison group teachers who participated in the pre-tests but not post-tests—0%

Percent of treatment group teachers who participated in the post-tests but not pre-tests—13%

Percent of comparison group teachers who participated in the post-tests but not pre-tests—0%

Percent of treatment group children who participated in the pre-tests but not post-tests—14%

Percent of comparison group children who participated in the pre-tests but not post-tests—18%

Percent of treatment group children who participated in the post-tests but not pre-tests—12%

Percent of comparison group children who participated in the post-tests but not pre-tests—17%

Response rates:

Percent of treatment group teachers for whom there are data for the ELLCO—93%

Percent of comparison group teachers for whom there are data for the ELLCO—100%

Percent of treatment group children for whom there are data for the PPVT-III—86%

Percent of comparison group children for whom there are data for the PPVT-III—82% 

Percent of treatment group children for whom there are data for the PALS Pre-K—80% 

Percent of comparison group children for whom there are data for the PALS Pre-K—100%  (We only tested at pot-test time as per ECEPD instructions.)

Data analyses:

Preliminary analyses have been conducted on 2006-2007 data using t-tests (independent sample method).  Results revealed detection of significant differences in PPVT-III pretest scores by language spoken, race, and economic status.  Spanish-speaking children scored lower than the other groups, Hispanic children scored lower than other groups, and children above the SES scale scored higher than reduced or free lunch groups.  

Results also revealed significant differences in PALS Pre-K pretest scores by race and economic status.  Asian, Black and White children scored higher than Hispanic and “Other” children, and children above the SES scale scored higher than reduced or free lunch groups.

The next step in data analysis will be to control for these initial differences using covariate analysis.  Other variables of interest that will be examined at the end of Year 3 include teacher’s prior training, and possibly age of children (3-year-olds vs. 4-year-olds).  Data analysis will consist of a repeated measures analysis of covariance (adjusted for pretest differences) to look at pre- and post-test differences between treatment and comparison groups.  In addition, regression analysis will be conducted to examine the effects of number of classes taken and the educators’ environment and child outcome measures.
Implementation problems and lessons learned:

Because the EEP program expands over the three-year grant period, children and teachers might be included in several years of data collection.  Some teachers changed cohort groups as they obtained more professional development, especially the volunteer pre-service protégés who graduated and obtained employment in Head Start and community childcare settings.  In addition, children in community and volunteer pre-service programs might have been in EEP for up to three years, changing classrooms each year as they aged.  To deal with this issue, data analysis will be done on each individual year as well as the overall ECEPD program.
Evaluation Findings
Preliminary findings of the whole group are listed below.  Specific results by cohort and the ELLCO subpart Classroom Observation are listed in the tables at the end of this report. We are in the process of collecting Year 3’s post-test data and will have statistical results after we have Year 3’s data collected and analyzed.
1. What was the percent of preschool-aged children participating in EEP who achieve significant gains (standard scores increase of 4 or more points between pre and post—test) on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III?

47/102 = 46.07%

2. What was the percent of preschool-aged children in the comparison group who achieve significant gains (standard scores increase of 4 or more points between pre and post—test) on the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III?

50/130 = 38.46%

3. What was the percent of preschool-aged children participating in EEP who demonstrate age-appropriate oral language skills A standard score of 85 or above) as measured by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III?

96/102 = 94.12%

4. What was the percent of preschool-aged children in the comparison group who demonstrate age-appropriate oral language skills A standard score of 85 or above) as measured by the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-III?

115/130 = 87.78%

5. How many letters could children participating in EEP identify as measured by the PALS Pre-K Upper Case Alphabet Knowledge subtask?

11.11 letters   n = 98
6. How many letters could children in the comparison group identify as measured by the PALS Pre-K Upper Case Alphabet Knowledge subtask?

11.33 letters   n = 113
7. What was the EEP teachers’ average score on the ELLCO subpart Literacy Environment Checklist measured after the teacher has implemented the intervention in the classroom?

31.00   n = 30
8. What was the comparison group teachers’ average score on the ELLCO subpart Literacy Environment Checklist measured after the teacher has implemented the intervention in the classroom?

17.46   n = 21
9. What was the EEP teachers’ average score on the ELLCO subpart Classroom Observation measured after the teacher has implemented the intervention in the classroom?

3.86   n = 30
10. What was the comparison group teachers’ average score on the ELLCO subpart Classroom Observation measured after the teacher has implemented the intervention in the classroom?

2.79   n = 21
11. What was the EEP teachers’ average score on the ELLCO subpart Literacy Activities Rating Scale measured after the teacher has implemented the intervention in the classroom?

7.70   n = 30

12. What was the comparison group teachers’ average score on the ELLCO subpart Literacy Activities Rating Scale measured after the teacher has implemented the intervention in the classroom?

4.04   n = 21
Intervention’s effectiveness

To assess the effectiveness of our intervention, many areas related to EEP’s goals were examined and reported in the 2007 Annual Performance Report.  With respect to the GPRA indicators, preliminary results revealed that 94.1% of the children participating in the EEP program demonstrated age-appropriate oral language skills at post-test time as compared to 87.8% of the comparison group children.  Only 46.1% of the EEP children increased four or more points on the PPVT-III from pre-test to post-test.  This increase was higher than the 38.5% gain for comparison group children. It seems that the intervention was somewhat effective in impacting children’s receptive language.

Intervention was successful in the area of letter recognition for the community and volunteer pre-service programs.  They recognized 17.9 and 20.73 letters, respectively, at post-test time.  However, results were disappointing for Head Start children who only recognized 10.57 letters at post-test time.  In all cases, comparison groups scored higher than the treatment groups.

The positive effects of the EEP intervention on the classroom environment were demonstrated by the ELLCO scores.  All three subscale scores were higher for the treatment groups than the comparison groups. (See 2007 Annual performance Report)

Factors accounting for intervention’s effects

· Pre-test differences
· Differences related to number and type of classes taken in protégé’s professional development plan, especially literacy classes

· Effects of mentoring 

· Length of time between professional development and assessment of children and teachers
Efficiency Measure
Number of EEP teacher participating in 2006 and 2007

43

Number of EEP teachers participating in 2006 and 2007 with ELLCO Literacy Checklist scores both years
30

Number of EEP teachers whose scores on ELLCO Literacy Checklist increased from 2006 to 2007 reporting periods  

Testing times in 2006 were too close together to accurately assess this.
Number of EEP teachers with pre-test and post-test scores on ELLCO Literacy Checklist in 2007

30
Number of EEP teachers whose scores on ELLCO Literacy Checklist increased from pre-test to post-test in 2007

24
