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[bookmark: _Toc468634392]Executive Summary
As part of the federal Preschool Development Grant Program in late 2014, the Massachusetts Department of Early Education and Care (EEC) was awarded a Preschool Expansion Grant (referred to as the Massachusetts PEG program) to expand high-quality early childhood education to four-year-old children from low-income families. The Massachusetts PEG program has provided the Commonwealth with a unique opportunity to increase access to high quality preschool through a mixed service delivery system. The PEG model is defined by the provision of key elements perceived to be important drivers of quality.
Massachusetts is concentrating its PEG resources in five underserved high need communities: Boston, Holyoke, Lawrence, Lowell, and Springfield. These communities provide full-day, full-year preschool for four-year-olds through public-private partnerships between the lead education agency (LEA) and local licensed early learning providers (ELPs). In each community, the participating ELPs, including a Head Start agency and one or more community-based agencies, provide the services with support from the LEA. 
For families to be eligible for PEG, their income must be below 200 percent of the federal poverty level, and four out of the five communities also targeted four-year-olds that had not previously been enrolled in licensed child care settings. Beginning in September 2015, participating LEAs and ELPs in the five communities began implementing PEG in 48 four-year-old classrooms across 24 early education centers. 
As part of the PEG program, EEC has invested in a rigorous external evaluation. The PEG evaluation is being conducted by Abt Associates Inc. in partnership with University of Massachusetts Boston. The multi-year evaluation has four components: an implementation study of the provision of quality elements in PEG classrooms, a longitudinal study of outcomes for PEG educators, children and families, an impact study of effects of PEG on children and families, and a cost study. The first year of the PEG evaluation (2015–16) focused on the implementation of PEG. The impact study and longitudinal study will begin in the second year of PEG (2016–17) and the cost study will analyze costs over the first three years of PEG.
[bookmark: _Toc468634393]Major Findings
The following are this report’s major findings: 
· In the first year of implementation, the PEG classrooms, on average, demonstrated a moderate to high level of overall quality, with higher scores on quality of the classroom environment and lower scores on instructional quality. Quality varied substantially across classrooms. 
· At the end of the preschool year, PEG children, on average, demonstrated levels of early math skills, early literacy skills, and vocabulary comprehension close to the level shown in national samples of children entering kindergarten. However, the proportion of children meeting age expectations on these outcomes varied substantially across classrooms, and about one-third of PEG children overall were below age expectations on English language vocabulary. 
· All eleven key PEG quality elements were implemented to some degree in the first year of the program. Some quality elements were fully implemented in all communities and centers, while other PEG quality elements were partially implemented both within and across communities and programs. 
· PEG teachers reported a high level of job satisfaction and confidence at being able to teach and support the children in their classrooms. 
· PEG parents reported a strong sense of connection to the program and satisfaction with the program’s support for their children’s development and learning.
[bookmark: _Toc468634394]Detailed Findings on Classroom Quality
The PEG classrooms, on average, represented a moderate to high level of overall instructional quality. 
Providing children with high-quality classroom instruction is a key goal of the PEG program. As of winter 2016, PEG classrooms, on average, received quality scores in the moderate to high range on the CLASS and the ELLCO, two commonly-used measures of classroom quality. As is typically observed in other preschool classrooms, on the CLASS PEG classrooms scored higher on Emotional Support and Classroom Organization (average ratings of 5.7 and 5.2, respectively) compared to Instructional Support (mean rating of 3.2). Quality varied widely across programs and classrooms.

[bookmark: _Toc468634395]Detailed Findings on Children’s Kindergarten Readiness 
At the end of the preschool year, PEG children demonstrated levels of early math skills, early literacy skills, and vocabulary comprehension close to what would be expected for children entering kindergarten. 
On average, at the end of preschool, PEG children scored near age expectation in their early literacy and early math skills; only about 12 percent of children were substantially below age expectation. Similarly, on average, PEG students scored near age expectation on English language vocabulary; however, although the average student’s vocabulary score was not far below what might be expected, about one-third of PEG students were substantially below age expectation at the end of preschool. Vocabulary scores were generally lower for students from homes where English was not the primary language spoken. The proportion of children meeting age expectations on all of the measures varied across classrooms. It is important to note that, because of the timing of the evaluation’s start, in 2015–16 the study team was not able to measure where PEG children started out on these skills and how much they improved over the year. 
Toward the end of their preschool year, PEG children were rated by their teachers as having age-appropriate social skills in managing behavior and emotions and in developing positive relationships. 
The types of skills involved included the ability to follow limits and expectations, manage feelings, and take care of their own needs. PEG children were rated somewhat lower on their skills in group situations, such as balancing their own needs with needs of other children or solving social problems. Further, though the average scores were in the moderate range, a substantial number of children were rated below age expectations for many of the individual skills, primarily in forming relationships with adults and solving social problems.
[bookmark: _Toc468634396]Detailed Findings on Implementation of PEG Quality Elements
PEG achieved its goal of providing access to preschool to underserved children and families. 
In four of the five communities, the PEG program was the first formal early education experience for most participating children. 
PEG communities made progress with implementation on all eleven key quality elements in the first year of the program.
The PEG model includes eleven elements perceived to be important drivers of quality such as:
· Full-day and full-year programming; 
· Class sizes of no more than 20 students;
· Teacher-child ratio of no more than 10 students to one teacher;
· Lead teachers with Bachelor of Arts (BA) degrees;
· Compensation for lead preschool teachers comparable with that of local public school K12 teachers; 
· Professional development and coaching for educators;
· Formal curricula;
· Formative assessment systems;
· Family engagement supports; and
· Comprehensive services for families, with inclusive services for special populations. 
An additional element is the local governance structure including leadership from the participating districts and programs. This type of collaborative structure is seen as an important “enabling environment” or condition for the development and oversight of the PEG model.
Although all programs are expected to implement all eleven elements fully, the PEG model is supportive of local program development and approaches to implementation.
Six of the eleven quality elements were fully implemented in all communities in 2015–16.
These elements included:
· Classroom operations. All 48 classrooms provided full-day, full-year programming (at least 8 hours/day, 12 months/year).
· Class size. All 48 classrooms had enrollments of twenty or fewer students.
· Staff-child ratio. All 48 classrooms maintained a child-teacher ratio of no more than 10 children to one teacher.
· Curriculum: All of the classrooms used curricula that aligned with the Massachusetts Preschool Standards and Guidelines.
· Assessment. All of the classrooms conducted formative assessments of children using a standardized system--Teaching Strategies Gold®.
· Teacher qualifications. All lead teachers had a minimum of a bachelor’s degree in a relevant field.
· Teacher compensation. Lead teachers were paid an average of $54,246 (not including fringe benefits) in 2015–16, which is in line with what preschool teachers were paid by school districts and was higher than the typical teacher salaries in Head Start programs and other child care programs in Massachusetts.
Five of the eleven PEG quality elements were partially implemented or showed substantial variation in implementation across communities and/or centers in 2015–16.
These elements included:
· Amount of professional development training. On average, PEG lead teachers reported receiving 23 hours of professional development (PD) training in 2015–16 across a variety of topics. This ranged from as few as 5 hours to as many as 50 hours of professional development. There were substantial differences across PEG communities in the amount of professional development that teachers reported receiving, with average hours of training ranging from 10 to 29 in the five communities. 
· Level and focus of coaching. Teachers were provided with coaching by LEA staff in four of the five PEG communities. The amount of coaching teachers received varied across communities and programs. Teachers reported receiving as few as 10 hours of coaching over the year and as many as more than 40 hours. The amount of coaching varied across communities. In three communities, more than half of the teachers reported receiving at least 20 hours of coaching, while in the fourth community, no teachers received 20 or more hours of coaching. 
· Extent of family engagement. Most programs employed a family services coordinator; in four of the communities, each program had at least one dedicated staff member. The communication occurred through formal parent-teacher conferences and home visits, as well as more informal, ongoing discussions between parents and teachers at drop-off and pick-up, and through individual phone calls and text messages. In addition, almost two-thirds of centers reported conducting home visits. Most PEG centers were involved in helping families with the logistics of kindergarten transition planning and providing families with assistance in the kindergarten registration process.
About half of the center directors reported that over 75 percent of parents participated in family engagement activities; other center directors reported lower levels of engagement, including some programs in which fewer than 20 percent of parents were reported to be engaged with the program. In most programs, some parents volunteered in the classroom, although the frequency of volunteering varied across programs, from as often as weekly to once per year.
· Extent of comprehensive services for families (referrals and direct provision). Nearly all PEG center directors reported referring families for additional public services (including services addressing health, mental health, and behavioral needs), and about half of the programs provided some services directly to families. 
Some parents reported accessing services such as special education, family nutrition, meal guidance, and parenting classes through the PEG program. However, some parents reported being unaware of what services were offered through PEG and did not receive any services during the year. 
· Strength of local collaboration: Each community formed a collaborative body that represented PEG leaders from the LEAs and ELPs, and these collaborations met regularly to develop the PEG program design for their community, coordinate program activities across providers, and make decisions about implementation goals. Across the five communities, as of spring 2016, PEG leaders were particularly positive about the local context in which they conducted their work (the climate for collaboration was favorable, and the collaboration was perceived as a leader in the early childhood community), believed that the participating organizations saw collaboration as in their best interest, and agreed that members of their collaborative had a stake in both process and outcome. There was also widespread agreement that PEG leaders communicated regularly, both formally and informally. PEG collaborative members were less positive about the degree to which their collaboration had defined and worked toward a common mission. The collaborative members also reported that they did not always have sufficient human or financial resources for full implementation of their collaborative work. 
[bookmark: _Toc468634397]Detailed Findings on Teacher and Parent Experiences
The first-year evaluation included preliminary assessments of PEG teacher attitudes and experiences as well as parent experiences with the PEG programs and their home educational supports. 
PEG teachers reported moderate to high satisfaction with being a PEG teacher.
One of the goals of PEG is to support teachers’ sense of professionalism and self-efficacy through professional development, coaching, and compensation. Ultimately, it is expected that teachers who feel more positively about their jobs and their own competencies will remain in the program, thereby providing the program continuity and stability.
In 2015–16, most PEG lead teachers felt positively about their job: half reported feeling very satisfied and another 44 percent reported feeling somewhat satisfied with their jobs. More than 90 percent of PEG teachers expressed a high level of confidence in their ability to make a significant difference in their students’ lives and in reaching even the most difficult students. Overall, teachers were highly confident in their ability to communicate with parents and guardians. 
PEG parents reported feeling strongly connected to their programs. 
The PEG model assumes that involving families will be beneficial to children’s learning and development by building a connection between the home and the preschool program and by supporting parent efforts to be more active teachers of their children in the home. By the end of the first year of PEG, more than 75 percent of surveyed parents reported that they were strongly connected to their child’s PEG classroom. Across the five communities, the percentage of “strongly connected” parents ranged from 66 percent to 90 percent. While nearly all parents (93 percent) also felt well-informed about meetings and special school events for parents, somewhat fewer (81 percent) agreed that parent activities were scheduled at convenient times. 
PEG parents reported feeling confident about their ability to communicate with their child’s teacher, and reported that teachers did a good job of informing them about their child’s progress in school.
Families expressed satisfaction with the quality and intensity of their communications with teachers. Nearly all parents indicated that teachers kept them informed them about their child’s progress in school (91 percent) and that teachers were interested in their children and cooperative with their families (95 percent). Over 90 percent of parents were confident about their ability to communicate with their child’s teacher, their ability to communicate effectively with their child about the school day, their knowledge of what their child was learning, and their ability to help their children continue their learning at home. A slightly lower proportion of parents reported that they had the skills to help out at their child’s program (83 percent).
The majority of PEG parents reported reading to their child regularly. 
About one-third of parents reported reading to their child every day and another 50 percent of parents reported reading to their child a few times per week. Nearly all parents also reported engaging with their child every day or a few times per week in activities involving numbers and/or letters.
[bookmark: _Toc468634398]Next Steps for PEG
In the second year of PEG (2016–17), a goal for the program is to increase the level of implementation of the key quality elements.
The focus includes:
· Continued community collaboration with strengthening of the relationships across early childhood systems and expanded joint planning and programming;
· Continued supports for teachers with more consistent implementation of professional development and coaching across all communities and centers;
· Continued engagement of families and building the connection of all families to the program; and
· Support for an increasing number of families with access to comprehensive services.
In the second year of PEG, another goal is to achieve positive outcomes for teachers, classrooms, families and children.
The outcomes include increasing or continuing:
· High levels of teacher satisfaction and retention;
· High levels of classroom instructional quality;
· High levels of parent connectedness to the program and home support for children’s development and learning; and
· Age-appropriate levels of skill development for children in all domains so that children enter kindergarten ready to learn. 
In the second year of the PEG evaluation (2016–17), ongoing attention will be paid to the implementation of the different components of PEG, including the level of classroom quality. The evaluation will also generate evidence about the extent to which the PEG programs are providing high-quality environments relative to other Massachusetts programs, the progress of PEG children’s development over the course of their preschool year, and the impact of PEG on children’s school readiness and parent behaviors and supports.
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