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Executive Summary

Even Start is a family literacy program. The basincept behind family literacy is that
parents are the first teachers of their childrererEStart is based on the belief that
strengthening children's relationships with theirgmts and enriching their literacy envi-
ronments will have a positive impact on childrdeaning and performance in school.
When parents understand the connection betweenaye they interact with their chil-
dren and their children's development, they cam dudinary experiences into learning

experiences.

Even Start addresses the literacy needs of boltirehiand parents by offering parenting
education, early childhood education, interactitexadcy activities (ILA), and adult edu-
cation, including English language instruction. 3éaservices should be of sufficient in-
tensity in terms of hours, and of sufficient duratito make sustainable changes in a
family. Even Start projects also typically offeramge of “support services,” such as

transportation and child care, designed to enalntelies to participate in the program.

To qualify for Nevada Even Start, parents mustllgghée to participate in an adult liter-
acy program under the Adult Education Act, or beéed of basic literacy skills or Eng-

lish acquisition, and have children from birth thgh age seven.

Nevada funds five local Even Start projects throtighU.S. Department of Education.
The five projects are operated by five school aitr Carson City, Churchill County,
Nye County, Pershing County, and Washoe Countyh agject has a required local
partner, which is jointly responsible for prograpecations and compliance, and several

collaborators.

During 2007-08, the five Even Start projects in Bida& provided services to 134 families,
including 136 adults and 188 children.

The purpose of this report is to describe the Estamt population and projects and to re-
port the results of data collected on 14 indicatdngrogram outcomes in early childhood
education, adult literacy, and parenting skillse Bvaluation addressed four major ques-

tions.
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Who is served by the program and what servicesiepreceive?
How is the funding spent on the program?
How do projects implement Even Start?
What are the outcomes of Even Start?

L O

The remainder of the executive summary is diviaed findings about key sections of

the evaluation, followed by a set of conclusiomsfrthe evaluation findings.

Even Start Funding. Nevada continued to receive fewer funds to awarehEstart
projects due to a reduction of Title 1 Even Stands at the federal level. The Nevada
Department of Education awarded the same alloc@biat five projects in 2007-08. All
projects received an allocation of $130,000, aehs® of $20,000, or 13 percent from the
2006-07 allocation.

Participant Recruitment. To be eligible to receive Even Start services nailfamust
have at least one parent who qualifies for adultation under the Adult Education Act
and have at least one child birth through seversyad. All projects also used supple-
mentary criteria to target certain families beydadic eligibility requirements.
Specifically, projects targeted

v' recent immigrants or persons with limited Englisbfiziency,

v parents who did not complete high school,

v children from three through five years old, and

v' parents who are already enrolled in adult educatitim a collaborating agency.
All projects easily located eligible families torpeipate in the program as evidenced by
the fact that projects reached capacity by the2fali7 and two projects developed a wait-
ing list of families to enroll in the program. Peojs relied primarily on referrals from
collaborating agencies and “word of mouth” to réicpotentially eligible families. An-
other common recruitment strategy included referfi@m community and government

agencies.

Once recruited, all five projects took the necessteps to determine whether families
were eligible for services and oriented familieshte program. Most projects also re-

ported they adequately assessed family skills @ault and children skills) consistently.
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Even Start Participants. The general profile of Even Start families is ttrey are
primarily poor and face multiple social and econorisadvantages, including limited
educational experiences, low-paying career traakg, for most, limited English
proficiency. Even Start provides these familiesraportant opportunity to better their
lives by improving their basic literacy and paragtskills and by providing

developmentally appropriate experiences for thidcen.

Even Start adults cited three primary reasons doti@pating in Even Start: to learn Eng-
lish, to improve their child’s chance for futurecsass in school, and to become a better

parent.

Even Start projects are expected to serve theifsmnitost in _
The primary reasons

need. The characteristics of Even Start familiesstinat adults participated in Ne-
vada Even Start were to
projects, in fact, met that target. Thirty-threegeat of Even | learn English, to improve
. their child’s chance for
Start adults (42 adults) had an elementary schihadagion future success in school,
and to become a better

and three percent (4 adults) had no schoolingdditi@an, 76 | ;.ent.

percent of Even Start adults (104 adults) were &igalc

outside the United States (primarily in Mexico).

Even Start families represent the poorer segmethteopopulation. Ninety-three percent
of Even Start families (124 of 134 families) hamedmes under $30,000. Some families,

however, earned more than $30,000, which may nteké&mily ineligible for services.

Most Even Start children (147 of 188 children ompé8cent)

did not participate in any educational program befo

Even Start families rep-
resent the poorer seg-
ment of the population
with limited educational

. . : ; background for adults
did not participate in any other educational pragkahen the and children. Most are

family enrolled in Even Start. English Language
Learners.

participating in Even Start, and about 38 percéhtchildren)

The typical Even Start family included two parents—
representing 68 percent of families (91 famili&hgle parents headed 38 families (28

percent).

The adult Even Start population is primarily femdl27 females (93 percent) vs. nine
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males (7 percent). Most adults were between 2@angkars of age (58 adults or 43 per-
cent) or between 30 and 39 years of age (44 aduB8 percent). The Even Start popula-
tion also included a sizeable group of 21 teenmgar@l6 percent). The ethnic
composition of Even Start adults was primarily Hisg, representing 91 percent (127
adults) of the adult population. Almost nine of gv&0 Even Start adults (116 adults or

86 percent) speak Spanish as their primary language

The largest percentage of Even Start adults (6%sadu49 percent) were full-time ho-
memakers. A smaller percentage of adults were gra@l(13 adults or 32 percent): 23
adults were employed full-time and 20 adults wenpleyed part-time. Eight adults (6
percent) were unemployed. In addition, the vasonitgjof Even Start adults were in
low-paying career tracks in service positions (dhgusekeeper, waitress) when they

worked (107 or 79 percent).

Overall, Even Start programs served the entireldigage range of children (birth
through seven years old)—but tended to focus odrem three to five years old (91 chil-
dren or 48 percent). Like their parents, most Estnt children are Hispanic (175 of the
188 children or 92 percent) and most are Limitedlish Proficient (138 children or 73

percent).

Even Start Program Development. One way to help develop a quality Even Start
program is to draw upon effective or establisheymams and practices when planning
program activities. All Nevada Even Start projacted at least one research-based model
to develop program activities. Four projects useddffective research-based program,
Parents as Teacherahen conducting home-visits. Three projects use@owdoin
Methodin parenting education and two projects used atelkelopment materials from

the University of Nevada Reno Cooperative Extengpi@gram.

Even Start Program Implementation. The “average” project included about 5.2
staff—most of whom are part-time—which representgerease in the average of 7.0
staff during 2006-07, probably due to a reductibfunds. Projects have an average of
1.0 administrators, 1.2 instructors, 1.2 instruzicaides, 0.8 family specialists, and 0.2

“other” staff. In addition, all projects have anemal evaluator who is a subcontractor.
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By December 2004, Even Start staff were expectededet federal qualifications for edu-
cation level. When analyzed at the state levelnEstart staff meet the federal qualifica-
tion requirements. A majority of instructors muavh a college degree under the new
federal qualifications by December 2004. In falitsix Even Start instructors (100 per-

cent) have at least a college degree.

Instructors in early childhood education must aiseet state requirements. According to
the recent state law, a teacher must hold a sgemake or endorsement in early child-
hood education to teach in a program of instructoorpre-kindergarten children. During
2007-08, the one reported early childhood instnugtet the state requirements for teach-

ing in an early childhood education program.

All paraprofessionals who provide support for acatenstruction must have a high
school diploma or its recognized equivalent untlerrtew federal requirements by De-
cember 2004. As of June 2008, all Even Start fasphlcialists and Even Start aides met

these federal requirements.

Even Start partners and collaborators play a afitigle in Even Start by providing some

services in adult education, early childhood edaoatind parenting. Even Start collabo-
rators provide many of the adult education serviodsven Start adults. In addition, col-

laborators conducted some of the parenting educatid early childhood education

services provided by Even Start projects in 2007-08

Instructional Even Start staff received a subsséhainount of training to implement Even
Start programs. All but one project staff receiagdkast two days of training during
2007-08. The largest number of instructional t&# of 20 of project employees, or 90

percent) received at least two days of training.

Staff received the most training in areas relateplarenting education and early child-
hood education probably because most projects gredvinese two core services. Staff
received less training in adult education probdiglgause projects rely more upon their

collaborators to deliver it.

Even Start projects identified three barriers tocegsful implementation: obtaining suffi-
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cient financial resources, improving retention atiwvation of participants, and improv-

ing attendance.

Project directors did not believe they had a “gresgd” for technical assistance, perhaps
because most staff have been in Even Start for ipeamg. Three project directors

thought they could use “some assistance” in sedkingding or fiscal issues.

Intensity of Services. The number of hours that Even Start projects dffgarogram
participants in early childhood education, aduli@tion, and parenting is an important
variable in determining the potential impact of fregram. The more hours of service
offered typically result in the more hours of seevattended—increasing the likelihood

the program would impact participants positively.

Projects offered essentially year round servicesanty childhood education, adult educa-
tion, and parenting in 2007-08. On average, prejeffered between 288 and 341 hours

of adult education depending upon the educatiogrpro, 228 hours of parenting educa-
tion, and between 444 and 700 hours of early chiddreducation, depending upon the

age group.

In comparison, projects in the national evaluabbiven Start offered between 335 and
430 hours per year of adult education (dependiru tpe education program), 196 hours
of parenting education, and between 406 and 55#smr year of early childhood edu-

cation (depending upon the age group).

All projects used a variety of strategies to biagents and children together in meaning-
ful interactive literacy activities (ILA). On aveage, the five projects provided ILA time in
the center or classroom for 7.8 hours per monthinguhnome-visits for 2.8 hours per

month, and during field trips and socials for 20&its per month.

Levels of Participation. It is important to distinguish between serviceet by pro-
jects and participation in services. On averagenEstart adults participated in 194 hours
of adult education: more than the 98 hours repart¢kde national evaluation of Even
Start. English as a Second Language (ESL) was & commonly attended adult educa-

tion program—attended by 77 percent of Even Sthults.

Vi
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Even Start adults also participated in an aver&d@ dours of parenting education: less

than the 28 hours reported in the national evalnaif Even Start.

Even Start children participated in early childh@ahlication services an average of 264
hours, about the same number of hours reportedsbg Gtart projects in Nevada in
2006-07—267 hours.

Several participants in a few families did not m#pate in the three core components of

early childhood education, adult education, anempiamg education.

An important required activity for Even Start i€thome-visit. Although the number of
home-visits for families varied greatly, Even Sfarnilies participated in an average of
eight home-visits during 2007-08, which is an ims@from the six home-visits that Even
Start projects conducted in 2006-07. The increaslee number of home-visits is proba-
bly the result of a monitoring visit by the U.S.@2etment of Education which recom-
mended that the Nevada Department of Educatioriree§wen Start projects to conduct

monthly home-visits with families.

Retention and Reasons for Leaving. Of the 134 families in Even Start during 2007-
08, 74 families enrolled in 2007-08 and 60 famikesolled during the previous seven
years. On average, Even Start families were iptbhgram for 17 months between their

intake date and the end of the 2007-08 programagreexit date.

Nevada Even Start projects did not retain the nitgjof families in the program (i.e.,
almost two-thirds), as they had done in all presieualuations. Thirty-six percent of
Even Start families (48 of 134 families) enrollede projects during 2007-08 were still
in the projects at the end of the program yeaume008. When the data were further
divided into families new to the program in 2007&®I continuing families, 28 of the 74
families (34 percent) new to the program during7208 and 23 of the 60 families (38
percent) enrolled from the previous years wergistthe program in June 2008. One rea-
son for the low retention rate is that one progeagted 16 families at the end of the year
because the project plans to serve only teen Eamre@008-09 and these 16 families did

not meet that criterion. Another possible explamats that several families had to leave

Vii
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the program because of economics and several fattmdies had to leave the program

because of immigration issues.

Of the 86 families who left the program, the thme@st common reasons why families ex-
ited the program were “other reasbi22 families), family was dropped due to incom-
plete participation or poor attendance (17 famijliaad family members met goals or
completed the eligible planned education (13 fas)liAs mentioned previously, 16 of
the 22 families who exited under “other reason”evexited because the project plans to

serve teen parents in 2008-09 and these 16 fandiliesot meet that criterion.

The reasons for why new and returning familiesezkthe program differed slightly. The
main difference was that 17 new families exited“@iher reason” compared to five ex-
isting families exited for “other reason.” In addit, four new families exited because

they moved out of the area compared to nine exjgémilies.

Educational and Developmental Outcomes of Even Start. The primary purpose
of the state evaluation is accountability—to refategram participation in Even Start to
educational and developmental outcomes for adotischildren. The evaluation investi-
gated 14 outcome indicators developed for Evert &anily literacy programs in Ne-
vada. The 14 outcome indicators included four iatdics in early childhood education,
six indicators in adult literacy, and four indicegan parenting. OveralEven Start par-
ticipants showed positive gains on all adult ani¢tlaimeasures and met or exceeded the

expected performance levels on 13 of the 14 outcome

Overall, Even Start projects in
Nevada are helping to improve
adults’ reading and parenting
In early childhood education, Even Start projents i skills and children’s language
development and school rea-
Nevada met or exceeded the expected performaneks le\ diness. Even Start participants
showed positive gains on all
on three of the four indicators. Even Start chitdneet the | adult and child measures and

. met or exceeded the expected
expected performance levels on two standardized performance levels on 13 of
the 14 outcome indicators, fal-
ling just short on one outcome
indicator.

indicators, falling short on one outcome indicator.

assessments in reading, including a measure of an

individual's English speaking vocabulary and a nueas

! Projects do not specific in data collection the nieg of “other reason” other than the reason fatirex
is other than the choices listed.

viii
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of receptive vocabulary (understanding/interpretuigat is heard). In addition, Even Start
children who attended public school had a slighitjher student attendance rate than the
school student attendance rate and over an explestelcdf 95 percent of children were

promoted to the next grade level.

Even Start children did not met the desired levean assessment measuring reading

readiness, specifically for expressive communicatio

In adult literacy, Even Start projects in Nevadd oreexceeded the expected perform-
ance levels on the six indicators. In terms of aoaid indicators, Even Start adults met
the expected performance level for adult learnmgeading. In addition, Even Start
adults met the expected performance level of adugrat least one Educational Func-
tional Literacy Level on an assessment of literéayenrolling in postsecondary educa-
tion or training by the end of the reporting yeard for earning a high school diploma or

its recognized equivalent.

Even Start adults also met the expected performiawets of the two indicators on indi-
vidual employment goals. Even Start adults not eygd at enrollment into Even Start
met the expected performance level for obtainirgubsidized employment within a spe-
cified time period. In addition, Even Start aduttst the expected performance level for

retaining or improving their unsubsidized employmeithin a specified time period.

In parenting skills, Even Start projects in Nevauzat or exceeded the expected perform-
ance levels on all four indicators. Even Start tedathieved at least one parenting goal
that they had established for themselves. Even &daits with children enrolled in a
public school had a higher parent/teacher conferattendance rate than the school par-
ent/teacher conference attendance rate. In additietiyear Nevada Even Start adults
met the expected performance levels for spending time with their children in Inter-
active Literacy Activities (ILA) and reading witheir children by the end of the evalua-

tion period than when they enrolled in the program.
Conclusions.

This is the seventh year that Nevada has condacstatewide evaluation of federal
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funded Even Start projects. Many of the same camhiis made about the Even Start
program in the six previous evaluation reportstheesame or similar in this evaluation

report for 2007-08—including both program strengiksvell as areas for improvement.

The evaluation found that most projects continuéeeelop into experienced family lit-
eracy programs. They have established many sadicepures and practices, some of
which are based on effective research-based pragi@md others designed to increase the
intensity of services to participants. Perhaps nmpbrtantly, Even Start positively im-
pacted program participants in early childhood tlgw@ent, adult literacy, and parenting
skills, even though Nevada Even Start projectsehad percent reduction in funds in
2007-08, or a reduction of $20,000 per projectinuitely, the reduction in funds will ei-
ther impact the effectiveness of projects or cauegcts to serve fewer families. These
statements are based on several conclusions we abadéthe program development,

implementation, and outcomes. They include—

K/

«  Overall, Even Start projects in Nevada are helpanignprove adult’s reading and
parenting skills and children’s language developnagid school readiness. Even
Start participants showed positive gains on alltaehd child measures and met or
exceeded the expected performance levels on 1#df4 statewide outcome indi-
cators for family literacy programs. Even Starttiggvants fell just short of meeting
the expected performance level on one outcomeatatién early childhood educa-
tion.

% Projects drew upon some effective research-basteéstablished programs to de-
velop services in parenting education and earlgbbod education. Although
adopting an effective research-based or establigfegtam does not guarantee
success, it does increase the likelihood that ptejill provide quality services to
their participants and thus increases the chance of success.

«  Overall, projects recruited eligible families araiilies who could benefit from
Even Start core services. Most families have mieltgzonomic and social disad-
vantages (e.g., limited educational experienceatdisnEnglish proficiency, low-
paying career tracks) and can benefit from theiseswoffered to them. At intake,
Even Start adults have basic or beginning litetaegls, and Even Start children
typically start below their peers on school readinand reading measures. How-
ever, the income level for some families may bitle high for the targeted popu-
lation.

s For many families, Even Start was the only strueduspportunity to better prepare
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their children for school. Most children from Ev8tart families did not participate
in any preschool or toddler program before EvemtStad many Even Start chil-
dren do not participate in any other program wiml&ven Start.

Even Start adults and children seemed to have &dequately screened by most
projects so they are placed in and receive ap@tepservices.

Projects have established positive working relatimos with collaborating agencies
and partners. Collaborators and partners provideesservicels primarily in adult
education.

When analyzed at the state level, Even Start prejaff met the new federal edu-
cation requirements, expected by December 200addiition, all of the reported
early childhood education instructors meet the state qualifications for instruc-
tors of preschool education programs.

Projects provided training to staff in early chitdid education and parenting so
staff can offer quality services to families, adudnd children.

Several Even Start projects continued to proviéd thwn ESL classes to adult par-
ticipants, and in other cases, supplemented thedESlses provided by collabora-
tors to ensure Even Start adults received suffieréensity of instruction. Perhaps
because some projects provided some adult educdéieses, Even Start projects
cited “identifying effective practices in adult edion” as one of the top training
needs.

Overall, projects offered early childhood educatiadult education, and parenting
education of sufficient intensity and duration, ahif attended regularly, would
positively impact Even Start adults and children.

The average number of home visits per family ineeelafrom six per family in
2006-07 to eight per family in 2007-08, due to @ramendation from a monitor-
ing visit conducted by the U.S. Department of Edioca

Project participants attended services in earlglbbod education, adult education,
and parentingt a level lower than the services were offeredil&thany partici-
pants attended Even Start services regularly tefidrom the program, some oth-
er families were not in the program long enougtdidmot attend services regularly
to benefit appreciably from the services, especfall parenting education.

The retention rate of families who remain in thegvam until the end of the year
decreased substantially in 2007-08 from all previeualuations, which reported re-
tention rates of about two-thirds of families. Thevada retention rate of 36 per-
cent is substantially below the average nationarEStart retention rate at 64
percent. The primary reason for g retention rate is that one project exited 16

xi
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families at the end of the year because the prpjacts to serve only teen parents in
2008-09 and these 16 families did not meet thé&troon.

«  Projects encountered common barriers to implemeri&mily literacy programs,
including obtaining sufficient financial resourcasd improving retention or moti-
vation of participants, and improving attendance.

The overall conclusion we can draw from the 200&@8uation of Even Start projects

in Nevada is that most projects have establishaddséamily literacy programs and Even
Start families have benefited from these serviEgen Start projects in Nevada, however,
can still improve the services they provide to figesi Below are three recommendations

for improvement.

1. Continue to ensure that Even Start families attende often, establishing atten-
dance requirements for participants.

2. Seek technical assistance in several crucial aseah,as identifying effective
practices in adult education and early childhoagcation as well as strategies to
improve the auditory comprehension and expressiwentunication of children.

3. Develop an improvement plan for each outcome iridrdhat the project did not
meet, especially in early childhood education, famgtach program delivery indi-
cator on which the project scored relatively low.

The Nevada Department of Education can help pjaetet their goals if it follows three

recommendations.

1. Provide technical assistance and training in kegsidentified in this report, es-
pecially in effective practices in adult educatand early childhood education as
well as strategies to improve the expressive conication of children from birth
to three years old.

2. Continue to monitor project activities, especiallythe amount of parenting edu-
cation offered to adult participants, the qualityhle early childhood education
experiences, the implementation of monthly homéasyiparticipant attendance at
adult education and parenting education, and thene level of families admit-
ted into the program.

3. Continue to work with each Even Start project teedmine if the project meets
the federal requirements for the education levélvan Start staff and if the early
childhood education instructors meet the states limensure requirements for
teachers who provide early childhood education anog.

Xii
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Chapter I. Introduction

The national Even Start Family Literacy Progranthatized in 1988 under Title | by the
Hawkins-Stafford Elementary and Secondary Schoprdvement Amendments of 1988,
is a family literacy programThe basic concept behind family literacy is thatgmts are
the first teachers of their children. Even Statiased on the belief that strengthening
children's relationships with their parents andatring their literacy environments will
have a positive impact on children’s learning amdgomance in school. When parents
understand the connection between the ways thesaittwith their children and their

children's development, they can turn ordinary expees into learning experiences.

Even Start was reauthorized in December 2000 uhdeConsolidated Appropriations
Act of 2001 (P.L. 106-554) as the William F. GoodliEven Start Family Program. The
law contained several new or amended program elsneriuding strengthened staff
gualifications, required instructional servicesidgrthe summer months, instructional
programs and reading readiness activities to bedoas scientifically-based reading re-
search, encouragement of regular attendance anichaityin the program, and local
evaluations used for program improvement. Thesendments were continued when the

program was reauthorized under Nhe Child Left Behind Act of 2001.

Even Start projects must provide four high-quakityte educational components (early
childhood education, adult education, parentingcatian, and interactive literacy activi-
ties) taught by qualified staff, as well as supgenvices, year-round. These services are
defined a8l

* Adult Education and Adult Literacy. High-quality intensive instructional programs
to promote adult literacy including adult basic eation (ABE), adult secondary edu-
cation (ASE), English as a second language (ESId) paeparation for the General
Education Development (GED) certificate.

» Parenting Education. High-quality intensive instructional programghelp parents
support the educational growth of their children.
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» Early Childhood Education. Developmentally appropriate, intensive educationa
services for children to prepare them for successhool.

* InteractiveLiteracy Activities. Interactive literacy activities between parents and
children to help develop parenting skills and thie of the parent as a teacher.

This four-pronged approach is essential becaugsesaarch confirms, early experiences
affect children’s brain development and learning.athieve the goals of Even Start, the
services provided to participants must be of sigffitintensity in terms of hours, and of
sufficient duration, to make sustainable changesfamily. To be eligible for Even Start,
parents must be eligible to participate in an aliteitacy program under the Adult Educa-
tion Act, or be in need of basic literacy skillsegmglish acquisition, and have children

from birth through age seven.

Even Start projects also provide a range of “suipgpenvices”— some of which are de-
signed to help families participate in the progr&xamples of support services are
transportation, child care, health care, nutritissistance, mental health referral, referrals
for employment, advocacy assistance with governat@giencies, and counseling. To
avoid duplication of services, Even Start guidedieacourage projects to obtain the four

primary services and support services from exigtirayiders when possible.

Finally, Even Start projects often provide “spe@aénts.” They may be one-time events,
such as a potluck supper, or they may include dmcakactivities or demonstrations on

subjects of interest to participating families,.evisiting the local library.
Even Start Projects in Nevada

Since 1992, the Nevada Department of Education (N2& received annual funding
from the U.S. Department of Education to supparaldcven Start projects. Local educa-
tional agencies (i.e., school districts) in parshgs with a non-profit community-based
agency, a public agency other than a local eduat&gency, an institution of higher
education, or a public or private nonprofit orgatian other than a local educational

agency are eligible to apptWDE awards Even Start grants based on a competitive

% Partners are jointly responsible for program openatand compliance, and often contribute to trs 0b
the program—either in cash or in-kind services.
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application process. Grant awards are made foriadpef four years. Local educational
agencies may reapply for a second four-year Evar §tant after successfully complet-
ing a first four-year Even Start grant. A local edtion agency can even reapply for a

third and a fourth four-year Even Start grant rieiapplies with a new partner.

Nevada funds five local Even Start projects throtighU.S. Department of Education.
The five projects are operated by five school aitr Carson City, Churchill County,

Nye County, Pershing County, and Washoe Countyh agject has a required local
partner jointly responsible for program operatiand compliance, and several collabora-
tors. Table 1 shows the five local educational agenthat operated the Even Start pro-
grams, their partners, the amount of money thegwerarded for program operations in
2007-08, and the year of their Even Start aware. dike of the awards was the same for
all five projects in 2007-08: all projects had alget of $130,000, which represents a de-
crease of $20,000 in 2007-08 for every projecf,L®percent.

Table1l. Characteristics of Even Start Projects in Nevada

L ocal Educa- Partner Federal Award Y ear

tional Agency Award? in 2007-08
Carson City Nevada Hispanic Services 130,000 14
Churchill County Churchill County Social Services 130,000 17
Nye County Nye Community Coalition 130,000 12
Pershing Pershing County Reading Center & 130,000 7

University of Nevada—Reno Coopera
tive Extension

Washoe County Truckee Meadows Community College ,QRD 14

Total $650,000

3 The Federal award to an Even Start program caexugted 90 percent of the total cost of the program
the first year of the award, 80 percent in the sdogear, 70 percent in the third year, and 60 pericethe
fourth year. Program collaborators and partnersritarie in-kind services to make up the remaindahe
cost of the program.
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Organization of this Report

Following this chapteriChapter II: Even Start Evaluatiotlescribes the components of
the statewide evaluation of Even St&hapter Ill: Even Start Program Implementation
provides additional project level information abthe administrative context of Even
Start projects including the level of resourceaffistg patterns, problems or challenges to
implementing the Even Start model, and issues fochvprojects need technical assis-
tance.Chapter IV: Even Start Participant Characteristiggesents descriptive informa-

tion of Even Start families, adults, and children.

Chapter V: Even Start Servicdsscribes the educational services that projdfds to
participating families. The next chapt@hapter VI: Participation in Servicagports the
adult and children participation in Even Start ggs. This chapter helps distinguish be-
tween the services that projects offer and thengxtewhich the families participate in

services.

Chapter VII: Participant Outcomgzresents data on the educational progress otparti
pants in adult literacy, early childhood educatiamd parentingChapter VIII: Conclu-
sions and Recommendatigmesents the conclusions of Even Start implemientétased
on the results reported in all previous chapteithigfreport. The conclusions are fol-

lowed by a set of recommendations.
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Chapter II. Even Start Evaluation

The Nevada Department of Education has conductestaestatewide evaluations of
federal funded Even Start projects. From 1997 @l20IDE contracted with an outside
evaluator to combine the evaluation results froenréquired local evaluation reports of
projects to produce the first statewide evaluatmifederal funded Even Start projects in
Nevada. Beginning in 2001-02, NDE established tewide evaluation of Even Start
projects consistent with Section 1210 of the feldévaen Start law. This law requires that
each state which receives federal Even Start fdegislop statewide outcome indicators
to evaluate, monitor, and improve Even Start fariigracy services. Thstatewide Even
Start outcome indicators were developed in Jund @Ghe Nevada Even Start State-

wide Family Literacy Initiative.

This report presents the results of the statewidéuation. The purpose of the statewide
evaluation igorogram accountability-te describe program and participant characteristics
and to determine the progress of program partitgfarhe evaluation is guided by four
primary research questions developed by the Evanr Btaluation Design Team

established by NDE in summer 2001. The four primmasgarch questions are:

1. Who is served by the program and what servicefepreceive?
2. How is the funding spent on the program?

3. How do projects implement Even Start?
4

. What are the outcomes of Even Start?

The four research questions are restated belowevelll by sub-questions. Together, the

guestions and sub-questions guided data collefdioine statewide evaluation.

*In addition to the statewide evaluation, all EvearSprojects participate in two other evaluatiompo-
nents. All projects must conduct an independerdllegaluation based on 12 quality indicators oéeffre
family literacy programs for the purposeprbgram improvemen®rojects submit their local evaluation
reports to the state Even Start Coordinator. Adjgets must also submit six-month progress reg@irtait

progress on implementation to the state Even Swotdinator for the purpose pfogram monitoring
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Research Question # 1
Who is served by the program and what serviceshsky treceive?

This research question focuses on the particigardghe services they received. Specific
sub-questions to be addressed under this primaeareh question are listed below. Most

of the questions call for participant-level analyse

¢ What are the characteristics of families partigigpin Even Start? Do Even Start
families also participate in Title | Part C MigraBducation Prografor the Stewart
B. McKinney Homeless Assistance Att?

¢+ What are the background characteristics of Evert &thults (e.g., gender, age,
race/ethnicity, employment status, and primary legg)? How do the characteristics
of project adults compare to the characteristicadofits in similar programs?

¢ What is the educational history of Even Start a&xfulivhat percentage enters with a
high school diploma or GED?

¢ What are the background characteristics of theladml who participate in Even Start
(e.q., age, race/ethnicity, presence of disahildéyelopmentally, and primary lan-
guage)? How do the characteristics of project cbilccompare to the characteristics
of children in similar programs?

What is the educational history of Even Start aleif?
How many families participate in Even Start?
How long (how many months) do families participate?

* & & o

On average, what is the intensity (hours) of threisesprovidedin the early child-
hood education, adult education, parenting, aretactive literacy activities (ILA)?

Resear ch Question # 2

How is the funding spent on the program?

This research question addresses the concern optawam dollars are used at the local

level. It provides both program-level and projestdl data.

¢ What are the funding levels for Even Start projects
¢ What services are purchased with Even Start funds?

® A child can participate in Title | Part C Migrant&cation if the family has moved in the last 36 then
from one school district to another school districbbtain employment in agricultural or fishing.

® A child is considered homeless if he/she lackéixed, regular, and adequate nighttime place ofialjo
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¢ What services are contributed “in-kind” by EvenrStallaborators?

Resear ch Question # 3

How do projects implement Even Start?

This question focuses on a range of implementassues. An important issue is to de-

termine whether projects are fully implemented.

¢ How are families recruited into Even Start? Howpdojects target recruitment?

¢ What is the nature of services in early childhoddaation, adult education, and par-
enting education offered by the project? What @@t does the project offer for par-
ents and children together?

+ What is the educational background of Even StaftatVhat kinds of training have
Even Start staff received to implement a familgréicy program effectively? How
many volunteers participate in the program?

¢ What types of collaborations exist between Evemnt &tad other agencies? What
types of agencies are collaborators?

¢ What barriers exist to successful implementation?
¢ To what extent do adults and children participatEven Start core service areas?

Research Question # 4

What are the outcomes of Even Start?

This set of research questions is designed to asldine impact of the program on child

and adult literacy levels, parenting education, amgbarent-child relationships.

¢ What gains are observed for Even Start childremeasures of improvement in the
ability to read on grade level or reading readinsskool attendance, grade retention,
and grade promotion?

¢ What gains are observed for Even Start adults asuares of achievement in reading,
writing, English language acquisition, problem &ady and numeracy; receipt of a
high school diploma or a general equivalency di@pentry into a postsecondary
school, job retraining program, or employment aeeaadvancement, including the
military; and parenting skills?

¢ With what degree of confidence can observed gasretinibuted to Even Start rather
than to other factors? What can be said of Evert Saaticipants’ progress vs. pro-
gress made by participants in other programs?
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Chapter Ill. Even Start Program Implementation

This chapter presents a first look at the Event prajects and how they are implemented

by examining their administrative and operatiosalies. The chapter examines staffing

patterns, inservice training, interagency collabores, barriers to program implementa-

tion, and technical assistance needs.

Staffing Patterns

Project directors were asked to report the numbpai Even Start staff and their full-

time equivalents (FTE) or whether they were paidqersonal services contrabb.

avoid duplicating staff counts, we asked projectéators to count each staff member only

once in his or her primary assignment area evemgiihonany staff members perform

multiple roles and functions. Table 2 presentsiln@ber of staff across the five projects,

their FTE, and the number of these staff on cohtrac

Table 2. The Number of Paid Even Start Staff

Staff Number | Ave. No. | FTEof | Number
of Staff | of Staff/ Staff on Con-
Proj ect tract
Administrators 4 0.8 3.5 0
Instructors (teacher, tutor) 6 1.2 5.14 0
Aides (educational assistant) 6 1.2 4.7% 0
Family Specialists (home-visitor/advocate) 4 0.8 0 3.
Evaluators (data collection, local evaluation) 5 01.
Support Staff (secretary, clerk) 0 0 0 0
Others 1 2 0.5 0
TOTAL 26 5.2 16.89 5

Even Start projects had an average of 5.2 stafiid@007-08—which represents a

decrease in the average of 7.0 staff during 20Q@@bably due to a reduction of funds.

All projects have at least one person who servgsaect administrator, although not

necessarily paid with Even Start funds. The typkoatn Start project also has 1.2
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instructors who provided adult education, parentargl early childhood education
services; 0.8 family specialists who took primagponsibility for home-visits; 1.2
teacher aides who assisted in the early childheodram; and 0.2 “other staff” who

provided child care during adult education or pangneducation classes at one project.

All five projects also reported having an evaluatevho were on contract. All projects

are required to hire an external evaluator to cohdn external evaluation of the project.

We also asked project directors to report how n@drifieir Even Start paid instructors
and volunteers teach adult education, parentingatthn, or early childhood education.
If an instructor or volunteer works in more thare@rea, he or she could be counted in
all the relevant educational areas. However, eadividual was counted only once in the

total number of Even Start paid instructors orttital number of volunteers.

Table 3 shows the instructional areas (adult edutgbarenting education, and early
childhood education) that the six Even Start pagtructors work. Most of the Even Start
instructors work in adult education and parentidgaation, since Even Start staff took
some responsibility for providing these servicesly®ne instructor worked in early

childhood education since this core area was peavity collaborators at five projects.

Table 3. Number of Even Start Paid-Instructors and Volurgdyy Instructional Area

Adult Education 5 1.0 5 1
Parenting Education 5 1.0 2 0.4
Early Childhood 1 0.2 20 4
Program Support _ 7 1.4
Total 6 2.2 34 6.8

Table 3 also shows that the five projects had 3dnteers. The majority of volunteers

(31) were from two projects, working primarily inet early childhood education pro-

grams.
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Professional Qualifications

Project directors reported the qualifications @thnstructors and aides in terms of their
highest level of education and years of professierperience in the areas they teach or
in family literacy. Staff education levels are innfamt for federal funded Even Start pro-
jects because the federal Even Start law requir@ss&ructors and paraprofessionals
have specific levels of education by December 2084 hires must meet similar quali-

fications when hired. The new federal requiremangspresented below.

All Instructional staff—by December 2004, rmajority of the individuals providing aca-
demic instruction—

+ must have obtained an associate's, bachelor'saduate degree in a field re-
lated to early childhood education, elementaryesosdary school education,
or adult education; and

+ if applicable, shall meet qualifications establtyy the State for early child-
hood education, elementary or secondary schoolagidnc or adult education
provided as part of an Even Start program or amdémeily literacy program.

New instructional staffwho are hired to work in Even Start staff must—

+ have obtained an associate's, bachelor’s, or gradiegree in a field related to
early childhood education, elementary or secondelnpol education, or adult
education; and

+ if applicable, meet qualifications established iy State for early childhood
education, elementary or secondary school educairaadult education pro-
vided as part of an Even Start program or anotaily literacy program.

Project Directo—not later than December 2004,

+ the individual responsible for administration ofnidy literacy services must
have received training in the operation of a farhiigracy program.

Paraprofessionals—not later than December 2004,

+ paraprofessionals who provide support for académsicuction have a high
school diploma or its recognized equivalent.

As of June 2008, the data show that Even Staftrsigif the new federal requirements for
education level, when analyzed at a state levalh lalividual Even Start project must
analyze the education levels of its own staff atipti@ determine whether the project

meets the new federal requirements. Table 4 shiosvkighest level of education attained

10
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for Even Start administrators, instructors, aidepara-professionals, and family special-
ists. Although there is no specific education leeeladministrators, four of the five have

a college degree. One administrator has a highoscigoma.

A majority of instructors must have a college dedog December 2004 under the new
federal qualifications. As of June 2008, all sixlué reported Even Start instructors have

a two-, four-, or six-year college degree.

All paraprofessionals who provide support for acatenstruction must have a high
school diploma or its recognized equivalent by Daoer 2004. As of June 2008, all of
the Even Start family specialists and aides meeh#w federal requirementf the four
family specialists, all four have a high schoolldipa or GED certificate. Of the six

aides, all six have a two-, four-, or six-year eg degree.

Table 4 also shows the experience level of Evert Staff. Of the four paid Even Start
administrators, three (75 percent) have more tldayears of experience. Of the six in-

structors, two (33 percent) have one to five yedesxperience and four (37 percent)

Table 4. Education and Experience of Even Start Staff

Adminis- Instruc- Aides Family
trators tors Specialists

Highest Level of Education

Did not complete diploma/GED 0 0 0 0

High school diploma or GED 1 0 1 4

AA 0 1 4 0

BA/BS 1 3 0 0

MA/MS/M.Ed 1 2 1 0

Ph.D./Ed.D 1 0 0 0
Years of Experiencein primary area

Less than 1 year 0 0 1 1

1-5 years 1 2

5-10 years 0 3 2 2

More than 10 years 3 1 1 1

11
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have more than five years of experience. Threbehtne aides (50 percent) have less
than five years of experience and the other ttB8gércent) have over five years of ex-
perience. One (25 percent) family specialist has tean a year of experience and three

(75 percent) have more than five years of expeeenc

For instructors, the evaluation also collected datéhe type of state teacher license and
endorsement. Data on the type of license and eawhanst held by the early childhood
teachers are important because of new state regemts for teachers in early childhood
education programs. According to the new state &teacher must hold a special license
or endorsement in early childhood education toltéa@ program of instruction for pre-
kindergarten childrehThe new law does not apply to a teacher who hedslementary
license, is employed full time in a prekinderganeogram as of July 1, 2002, and con-

tinues to teach full time in a prekindergarten paog after July 1, 2002.

As reported previously, of the 6 instructors, fprevide instruction in adult education
and parenting education, and one provides instmati early childhood education. The
one instructor in early childhood education hasazhing certificate with an endorsement
in early childhood education, meeting the state@iregnents for teaching in an early

childhood education program.

Although there are no additional state requireméatgstructors in adult education (un-
less students receive credit toward high schoawgton) or in parenting education, we
also collected data about their certification. & five instructors in adult education and

parenting education, all five have a two-, four-six-year college degree.

’ See Nevada Revised Statutes 391.019 and Nevadmistiative Code (NAC) 391.087 for the complete
list of qualifications, provisions, and exceptidasthe revised law.

12
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Inservice Training

Inservice training is an important part of provigliquality services to Even Start families,
allowing staff to learn about family literacy areteive training in the program models
(e.g.,Parents as Teacherthe projects adopt. Table 5 shows that all bt $taff person
received at least two days of training during 2087-Most instructional staff (11 of 20

staff) received at least five days of training.

Tableb. Training Days for Even Start Staff

Staff Assignment Daysof Training Total
None | 1day | 25 | 510 | 11+ | @
days | days | days
Administrators (coordinators) 0 1 0 1 2 4
Instructors (teachers, tutors) 0 0 3 1 2 6
Aides 0 1 3 2 0 6
Family Specialists (home-visitors)] 0 0 1 2 1 4
Total 0 2 7 6 5 20

Next, we asked project directors to indicate thpetgf training staff received in five ar-
eas. Table 6 shows that projects trained the higlezsentage of their staff parenting
education followed byearly childhood educatioandfamily characteristicsOverall, the
results show that staff received more traininghm @reas they provide (i.e., parenting and
early childhood education) and less training indahemas typically provided by collabora-

tors (i.e., adult education).

13
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Table 6. The Percent of Staff Trained in Inservice Topics

Inservice Topics
Program Coor dination

No
staff

25%
Staff

26-
50%
Staff

51-
75%
Staff

76-
100%
Staff

Recruitment

Retention strategies

Team building

Interagency collaboration

Local program evaluation

Statewide program evaluation

Planning/program improvement

Conducting home-visits

Visiting other programs

First Aid, CPR, or emergency procedures
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o (N[O |k |k O |k |k kN

o (O [k |O N |k |O |k |O |O
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Adult Education

ESL

Reading, writing, math, social studies

Vocational/occupational

Assessment

[l HOS T KOS T o

O [k [O |k

N[O [ |-

N I IS )
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Par enting Education

Parents’ role as teacher

Parent and child activities

Child rearing, child development

Life skills (e.g., consumer awareness, health, nutrition)

=N [O |-

= O |O (O

e kN

o |O |+ |O

N (N [N

Early Childhood Education

ESL

School readiness

Child developmente.g., developmentally appropriate
practices)

Classroom or behavior management

Assessment

Family Characteristics

Relating instruction to ethnic/cultural background

Dealing with family or personal probler(s.g., family vio-
lence, chemical dependency)

Adapting instruction for learners with special need

14




Even Start Projects in Nevada Evaluation Repor0208

Training in Program Coordination. Training in program coordination was the third
top training priority. It covers a wide range opics from recruitment, state and local
evaluation, to first aid and CPR. The results ibl&& show a wide range in the percent
of staff trained in the various topics of prograooination. Four projects trained most
of their staff inPlanning/program improvemeandFirst Aid, CPR, or emergency pro-
ceduresThree projects also trained at least half thaiff & Interagency collaboration,

Local program evaluatiorandConducting home-visits.

Training in Adult Education. Although project staff received less training irukd
education than other core service areas, manysiihffeceived training in adult educa-
tion. The training that staff received in adult ealtion supports the suggestion that more
and more Even Start projects are supplementingdb# education provided to Even

Start adults. Three projects trained over halfrtb&ff inESLandAssessment.

Training in Parenting Education. Training in parenting education was the top train-
ing priority. Two projects trained at least 75 marcof their staff in all four elements of
parenting education, and four projects traine@ast half their staff iParent and child

activities.

Training in Early Childhood Education. The second top training priority was early
childhood education. Four projects trained at leasittheir staff inSchool readinesand

three projects trained at least half their staffhild Development

Training in Family Characteristics. Training inFamily characteristichelps staff
design an individually tailored educational plandéach family to accommodate the wide
range of needs that families have when they eh&eptogram. This is especially impor-
tant because a large percent of Even Start fanjilstgecently came to the United States,
having a wide range of needs. Three projects tdaatideast half of their staff ddealing

with family or personal problems.

On the other hand, three projects trained less 2bgrercent of their staff iAdapting in-
struction for learners with special needsich as dyslexia or learning delays. A possible

explanation for this result is that Even Start potg may typically refer children with

15
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special needs to other programs—not needing sulstaaining in this area. The result
could also mean that Even Start staff have a neeghdre training in working with chil-

dren with special needs.
Even Start Partners and Collaborators

Even Start partners and collaborators continuday gcritical role in Even Start by pro-
viding some services in three core service areasleT/ presents the areas and the extent

to which partners provided services in three coeas

Overall, the results show collaboratprevide services in certain core service areas more
than others. Specifically, most partners and collators provide adult education. For ex-
ample, collaborators in three of the five projgmtsvide all of theBeginning ABE, Inter-
mediate ABE, and Adult Secondary Educatilasses offered to Even Start adults.

Table 7. The Amount of Core Services Provided by Collabog#gencies

Core Service Areas Notat | Some A lot All
all

Adult Education

Beginning ABE(0-5.9: CASAS 0-200) 1 1 0 3
Intermediate ABE6.0-8.9: CASAS 201-235) 1 1 0
Adult Secondary Education/GED preparat{e+s12: CASAS

0 2 0 3
over 235)
English as a second language 0 3 1 1

Parenting Education

Workshops 0 3 2
Home-based activities 2 3 0

Early Childhood Education
Home-based activities 2 3 0 0
Center-based programs 1 2 1 1

To a lesser extent, collaborators provided seniic@&arenting EducatiomndEarly
Childhood Educationin ParentingEducation collaborators provided “some” or “a lot”

of the parenting education workshops in all fiveeR\Start projects and provided “some”

16
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of the home-based activities in three Even Stanjepts. Collaborators of two projects

did not provide any services for home-based actsit

In Early Childhood Educatiorgollaborators in four of the five Even Start pragepro-
vided “some” to “all” of center-based early childitbeducation programs. However, pro-
ject collaborators did not provide any early chddd education through home-based

activities in two of the five Even Start projects.

Project directors were also asked to identify gnwises that paid Even Start staff pro-
vided or that were paid for by Even Start fundsl&a presents the areas and the extent
to which Even Start funds provided services ingloere areas. The results confirm the
data presented on the core service areas providedllaborators. It shows Even Start
provided more of th@arenting EducatiormndEarly Childhood Educatiothan did col-

laborators. In fact, all five projects provided fise,” “a lot,” or “all” of the parenting
education services and four of the five projects/jaled “some,” “a lot,” or “all” of the

early childhood education. On the other hand, tagrity of the projects did not

Table 8. The Amount of Core Services Provided by Paid Eveamt Staff

Core Service Areas Notat | Some A lot All
all
Adult Education
Beginning ABE(0-5.9) 4 1 0 0
Intermediate ABE6.0-8.9) 4 1 0 0
Adult Secondary Education/ GEB-12) 2 2 1 0
English as a second language 0 1 4 0
Par enting Education
Workshops 0 2 2 1
Home-based activities 0 0 4 1
Early Childhood Education
Home-based activities 0 1 3 1
Center-based programs 1 1 2 1

17
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pay for the many adult education services, excepgtih as a Second Language. All five
Even Start projects provided “some” or “a lot” betEnglish as a Second Language

classes.

The results support the hypothesis that projestspme cases, provided their own ESL
classes to participants, and in other cases, sugpied the ESL classes provided by col-

laborators to ensure Even Start adults receivdetruit intensity of instruction.

Barriers to Implementing Even Start

Table 9 presents a list of 17 potential barriersuecessful implementation of Even Start.
We asked project directors to indicate the extenttich they present a barrier to the im-
plementation of their Even Start projects. Oveuwlllpf the potential barriers projects
were given to choose from were not selected asrbajoiers. The results suggest the
projects are more experienced and have overcomg afidhe barriers they have encoun-
tered over the years. The three issues that ratémechighest total rating (on a 5-point
scale where a total of 25 points is the highestedomereObtaining sufficient financial
resourceswvith 13 points andmproving retention or motivation of participantandim-
proving attendancevith 10 points eachrhe results suggest these factors are common
barriers and Even Start staff might find informatend/or training in the three areas as

beneficial.

The four issues receiving the lowest ratings inetlidecruiting families most in need,
Coordinating with other agencies, Understandingr@eting state evaluation
requirementsandFinding adult education, parenting education, orlgahildhood
services locally(5 points). The results suggest project directors maveouble recruiting
appropriate families, easily coordinate with otkervice agencies in the community,
understand State guidelines for the evaluation heve little trouble finding Even Start

core services.
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Table9. Barriers Encountered by Even Start Programs

Potential Barriersto | mplementation NG Major

barrier barrier

Recruiting eligible families 4 0

Recruiting families most in need

Improving retention or motivation of participants

Coordinating with other agencies

Obtaining sufficient financial resources

Improving attendance

Understanding or meeting state evaluation requingsne

Meeting local evaluation requirements

Hiring and retaining qualified staff

Hiring and retaining bilingual staff

Obtaining adequate facilities, space, or equipment

Arranging or providing adequate transportation

Meeting social service needs of families

Finding quality childcare

Understanding/working within state guidelines

Alh(NM]|w|[A|[™|N|[M|M|O(NM]|R|O|[NM]|O
RPrlRr|lw|kRr|P|lO|lW|rR|R|O|lR|Oo|O|rRr|O|r
o|lo|lo|r|o|lr|o|lo|lo|lo|dM|M|Oo[NM]|O|O
o|lo|lo|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|lo|o|o
o|lo|lo|o|o|lo|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o|o

Understanding/working within the local model

Finding adult education, parenting education, olyea
childhood services locally

ol
o
o
o
o

Technical Assistance Needs

Project directors were also asked to rate thehrtieal assistance needs in 23 areas di-
vided under four headingEducational Services, Program OperatioBsipport Services,
andEvaluation as shown in Table 10. Overall, project directticsnot identify a “great
need” for technical assistance—perhaps becauseprmett staff have been involved in
Even Start for many years. In fact, no projectawoeexpressed a “great need” for techni-
cal assistance in any single topic. The resultshaav that project directors believed they
had the most need for technical assistance indoplated taducational Service$ol-

lowed by topics related t®rogram Operations, Support ServicasdEvaluation.

Three project directors expressed “some need’efdnrtical assistance Funding or fis-
cal issuesconsistent with the decrease in Title 1 Even Stexds over the last few years.

Two project directors expressed “some need” fannexal assistance in five areas.
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Sharing information with other projects
Identifying effective practices in adult education,

Increasing participant involvement or retentiongdan
Staff development.

DN N N NN

Table 10. Technical Assistance Needs of Projects in Key RimgAreas

Identifying effective practices in early childhoeducation,

Technical Assistance Areas

No need

Some
need

Great
need

Educational Services

Sharing information with other projects

Selecting or implementing curriculum materials

Integrating program components

Identifying effective practices in adult education

Identifying effective practices in parenting edicat

o|lo|o|©

Identifying effective practices in early childhoeducation

Making home-visits

Using computers

=

Program Operations

Program administration

Interagency collaboration

Funding or fiscal issues

Recruiting families

giNn|jor|o

O|lw|O|O

Increasing participant involvement or retention

Staff development

N

Staff evaluation

o|lo|©9|o|lo|lo|o

Support Services

Solving transportation problems

Handling social or health problems

Maintaining balance of educational and supportisesv

Evaluation

Conducting a local evaluation

Complying with the statewide evaluation

Administering and scoring assessment instruments

[dul

Using assessment data to drive program implementati

Using new program delivery indicators

4

Project directors identified six topics in whicleyhdid not need any technical assistance:
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Program administration

Interagency collaboration,

Recruiting families,

Conducting a local evaluation,

Complying with the statewide evaluati@nd
Administering and scoring assessment instruments.

AN N NN N

Overall, the results suggest that some projedihatte some needs to help them solve
problems around educational services and prograratpns, but that all are familiar

with and have a good understanding of Even Statuation requirements.

21



Chapter IV. Even Start Participant Characteristics

Even Start Projects in Nevada Evaluation Repor0208

The characteristics of Even Start participantsaiseed on data from five projects that

provided services to 134 families, including 13@l&land 188 children who participated

in Even Start core services through June 30, ZD&@e 11 shows the number of fami-

lies, adults, and children served by Even Starjepts.

Table 11. Number of Even Start Participants

Proj ect Families Adults Children Total
Participants

Federal Funded

Carson County School District 31 31 42 73
Churchill County School District 24 24 33 57
Nye County School District 22 22 37 59
Pershing County School District 19 20 35 55
Washoe County School District 38 39 41 80
Total 134 136 188 324

In addition to the families served, two of the fiw®jects also maintained a waiting list.

The two projects had a total of 37 families waitiogenter the program—one had 32

families on a waiting list and the second projexd hive families on a waiting list.
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Characteristics of Families

Household Composition. The largest percentage of families participatingwen
Start described themselves as couples—68 perc&it families. Thirty-eight families
(28 percent) described themselves as a single tgaoesehold, and five families (4 per-
cent) as an extended family household. Extendedi&nmclude children living with

grandparents, stepparents, or guardians.

Figurel. Structure of Even Start Families

Single
28% Extended Family
4%

Couple
68%

Family Income Level. Family income level is an important criterion foetTitle 1

Even Start program. A purposeien Start is to help break the cycle of poverty of

Figure 2. Income of Even Start Families
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o
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Tg $20,000 - $29,999 | | | | ] 41
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Number of Families
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participating low-income families. The data colegtfrom families indicate most Even
Start families represent the poorer segment optpailation Of the 134 families that re-
ported family income, 124 families (93 percent) @avwomes under $30,000. In addition,
84 of the 134 families (63 percent) are below #uefal poverty level for their respective
family size. Nevertheless, it appears that thenmetevel of some families may be high

for the targeted population.

Reasons for Participating in Even Start. Even Start adults were asked to provide
up to three reasons why they wanted their famibgsarticipate in Even Start. The two
primary reasons for enrolling in Even Start weréetorn English (79 adults or 59 percent)
and to improve their child’s chance of future sdlsa@cess (71 adults or 53 percent).
Other common responses from adults included torheabetter parent (68 adults) and

to enroll their child into an infant/toddler andepchool program (65 adults).

Figure 3. Reasons for Participating in Even Start

Other 0

Be with other adults

Improve seff

Improve chance of job

Further my education, geta GED 29
Become better teacher of my child |

Enroll chid into preschool program | | 165

Reasons for Participation

Be better parent 168

Improve child's chances for success | |

Leam English

171
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Characteristics of Adults

Age.? Most adults were between 20 to 29 years of aged6its or 41 percent) followed
closely by adults from 3t 39 years old (55 adults or 37 percent). Nindtad8 percent)
were 40 to 49 years old 22 adults (15 percent) wader 20; and one adult (1 percent)

was over 50 years old. Data were unavailable feramult.

Figure 4. Age of Even Start Adults
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Gender. The Even Start projects served primarily femaldtaduconsistent with na-
tional data on Even Start. Of 136 adults, 127 @2ent) were female and 9 (7 percent)

were male.

Figure 5. Gender of Even Start Adults

Male

Female
93%

8 Age was calculated as of September 1, 2007, did¢baning of the program year.
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Ethnicity. The five projects served primarily Hispanic fanmsli©f the 136 participating
adults, 127 (91 percent) categorized themselvéisganic, four adults (3 percent) as
Asian, three adults (2 percent) as White not opEinsc decent, one adult (1 percent) as

Black, and one (1 percent) as American Indian.

Figure 6. Ethnicity of Even Start Adults

Asian White
3% 2% Black
1%

American Indian
1%

Hispanic
91%

Language Spoken at Home. Of participating adults, over four-fifths (116 attubr
86 percent) reported speaking Spanish at home—stensiwith the facts that most Even

Start families are Hispanic and many joined Evenrt3o learn English.

Figure7. Language of Even Start Adults

Other

4% English
10%

Spanish
86%
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Educational Attainment of Participating Adults. Although adults showed a wide
range in “years of schooling” prior to participaim Even Start, the largest group of
Even Start adults had 9 to 12 years of schoolidga@iults or 52 percent) followed by
adults who had 6 to 8 years of schooling (34 adul5 percent). Smaller percentages of
adults had a high school diploma, GED, or vocalicedificate (12 adults or 9 percent);

1 to 6 years of schooling (9 adults or 7 percarty] some college or a college degree (6

adults or 4 percent). Four adults (3 percent) leadamooling.

Figure 8. Education Level of Even Start Adults

Postsecondary 6
HS Dip/GED/Noc 12
Grades9-12 71
Grades 6 - 8 34

Grades 1 -5

Years of Schooling

No Schooling 4

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80

Number of Adults
Over three-fourths of adults (104 adults or 76 getcwere educated outside the United

States, primarily in Mexico. This figure validatd® primary reason that adults gave to

participate in Even Start, i.e., to learn English.
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Current Employment Status. At the time of the initial interviews, almost hailf the
adults (67 adults or 49 percent)) were full-timenemakers. A smaller percent were em-
ployed (43 adults or 32 percent): 23 adults werpleyed full-time and 20 adults were
employed part-time. Eighteen adults were eithd+tiole students (16 adults or 13 per-
cent) or part-time students (2 adults or 1 percé&nght adults (6 percent) were unem-

ployed.

Figure 9. Employment Status of Even Start Adults

Employed fulktime 20

Employed part-time 23

Full-time homemaker ey

Fulktime student | 14

Employment Status
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Kind of Work When Employed. The evaluation also asked adults to indicate thd ki
of work they did when employed from one of nine é&mgment categories. For adults
who had reported that they were full-time homemslaerd never employed, the evalua-
tion classified them as working in the “servicesa The results show that the majority
of Even Start adults reported they were in low-pgysareer tracks when employed. The
largest number of adults (107 or 79 percent) workedervices” when employe&even
adults (5 percent) reported being an operatoréabsr and three adults (2 percent) were
in professional positions. Two adults each (1 pajoeere in sales or were technicians,

and one adult (less than one percent) each wdsrinat or managerial positions.

Figure 10. Kind of Work of Even Start Adults

Farming 0

Precision
0

Professional
Managerial P 1

Clerical

Technican P

Kind of Work

Sales

Operator/laborer

Services . . . . . 1107
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Characteristics of Children

Age.®’ The program served the entire eligible age ranghitdren (birth through seven
years old), focusing on children from three to fjgars old. Of the 188 children, 26 chil-

dren (14 percent) were from birth to one year 8@ichildren (16 percent) were one to

three years old; 91 children (48 percent) wereethoefive years old; 29 children (15 per-

cent) were five to seven years old, and 17 child@gpercent) were over seven years old.

60
50
40
30

Number of Children

Figure 11. Age of Even Start Children
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Years old

Gender. The five projects served about the same numberroéfe and male children

Of 188 children, 99 (50 percent) were male and38Bpercent) were female.

Figure 12. Gender of Even Start Children

Female
47%

Male
53%

o Age was calculated as of September 1, 2007, did¢baning of the program year.
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Ethnicity. Of the 188 children, 175 (92 percent) were Hispgdinre (3 percent) were
White, four (2 percent) were Asian, two (1 percemtye Black, and two (1 percent) were

American Indian.

Figure 13. Race/Ethnic Background of Even Start Children

Asian
2%

American Indian

1% Black

White
3%

Hispanic
92%

Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Status. Of the children enrolled in Even Start,
almost three-quarters (138 children or 73 percam)Limited English Proficient: 50 chil-

dren (27 percent) are not.

Figure 14. LEP Status of Even Start Children

Non-LEP
27%

LEP
73%
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History of Participation in Non-Even Start Programs. Even Start plays an impor-
tant role in the lives of children as reflectedheir lack of participation in other educa-
tional programs. Over 78 percent of the childreti7(@f the 188 children in the program)
did not participate in any other educational praggior to Even Start, and 38 percent
(71 children) did not participate in any other ealianal program when the family en-
rolled in Even Start. In other words, without E@&art, many children may not have par-
ticipated in any educational program other thanmalsory schooling. For many
children, Even Start was the only structured pnogtiaey participated in to prepare them

for school.

Table 12. Number of Children Participating in Educational ¢haoms Prior to and at In-
take into Even Stalft

Non-Even Start Programs Prior to Even At Intake
Start
Head Start 1 2
Other Even Start 1
Title | Preschool 5 28
Migrant Education, Home Early Learning program 5 1
Early Intervention, Early Childhood Special Eduoati 6 2
Other Preschool or Infant/Toddler Program 14 29
Kindergarten 9 13
Primary School (Grades 1-3) 3 18
Other 1 28
None 147 71

The profile of Even Start families in Nevada isttkaen Start families are poor and face
multiple social and economic disadvantages, inalgidimited educational experiences,
low-paying career tracks, and, for a very largeamsj, limited English proficiency. In
many ways, Even Start gives the families an imprdg@portunity (and for many the only
opportunity) to better their lives by improving didoasic and parenting skills and by pro-

viding children with developmentally supportive exignces.

19 Children can participate in more than one program.
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Chapter V. Even Start Services

Even Start projects are required to provide sesvisedult basic education, parenting
education, early childhood education, interactitegadcy activities (ILA), and conduct
home-visits with participating families. In addioprojects typically offer a wide range
of support services, such as providing or arranfpngransportation and child care that
help projects provide core services. This chaptscdbes aspects of the services pro-
vided to families and how they are provided, inahgdrecruited populations, recruitment
strategies, screening procedures, educational moded by local projects, intensity of
services, and joint parenting and adult educafibwe. data were collected from a survey

completed by project directors.
Recruited Populations

To be eligible to receive Even Start services nailfamust have at least one parent who
qualifies for adult education under the Adult EdiaraAct, or be in need of basic liter-
acy skills or English language acquisition, andenavleast one child birth through age
seven. Within this general parameter, projects amapse to serve particular groups,

such as families with children from birth to thresars old.
Table 13 shows the number of projects that targgpedific groups within the eligible

Table 13. Specific Populations Recruited by Even Start Ritgje

Recruited Populations Yes | No
Family resides in specific housing developmenttbebneighborhood 3 2
Recent immigrant or limited English proficiency 5 0
Parent did not complete high school 5 0
Single parent 3 2
Teen parent 3 2
Child is infant or toddler (age birth through 2) 3 2
Child is age 3 through 5 5 0
Parent is already enrolled in adult education thhoa collaborating agency 5 0
Child is already enrolled in early childhood edimathrough a collaborating agengy 3 2
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pool. The most common responses were that fivept®targeted four groups:

v' recent immigrants or persons with limited Englisbfigiency,

v parents who did not complete high school,

v children from three through five years old, and

v' parents who are already enrolled in adult educatiosugh a collaborating agency

The data presented in Chapter IV suggest the EiahBojects were successful in re-

cruiting all three of targeted populations.
Recruitment Strategies

All projects used several strategies to recruitili@sm As shown in Table 14, the most
common strategies were “collaborating agencies™amitd of mouth” which all five
projects “used often.” This finding suggests tive projects, which are all well-

established, do not rely on active recruitmentestjies.

Table 14. Recruitment Strategies Used by Even Start Projects

Recruitment Strategies Not Used Used Used
used little some often

Public school referrals (e.g., Title I) 0 1 2 2
Referrals by Head Start or preschool 2 0 2 1
Referrals by community or government agency 0 Qg 2 K
Walking the neighborhood 4 1 0 0
Home-visits 1 2 1 1
Telephone contact 1 0 3 1
Word of mouth 0 0 0 5
Targeted mailings 1 2 1 1
Mass media 1 3 1 0
Posters or flyers 0 2 0 3
Collaborating agencies 0 0 0 5
Presentations/visits to community agency 1 1 2 1

The next most frequently used strategy was refefram community and government
agencies. The least used strategies were walkengdighborhood and targeted

mailings—which three projects each did not use.
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Screening Procedures

Before applicant families are officially enrolled Even Start, projects undertake various
methods to screen them. As shown in Table 15jvaldrojects reported they took the
necessary steps to determine whether families algble for services and conducted an
orientation. In addition, while most projects rejedrthat they assessed family skills con-
sistently (i.e., adult and children skills), oneject reported they did not. In this case,
presumably, the adults and children were assegsadbllaborating agency. At screen-
ing, substantially fewer projects referred manyife® to other agencies or contacted
other agencies involved with families to coordinsgevices—perhaps because there was
either little need at that point or project sta#re not familiar enough with the families to

make appropriate referrals.

Table 15. Screening Procedures Used by Even Start Projects

Screening Procedur es 0-25% 26- 51- 76-
50% 75% 100%

Verify eligibility 0 0 0 5
Conduct an orientation 0 0 0 5
Assess basic skills of adults 1 0 0 4
Assess language development or school readinesslof 1 0 0 4
dren
Contact other agencies involved with families torctinate 5 0 1 5
services
Make referrals 1 1 1 2

Educational Models Used by Local Projects

Even Start projects have the flexibility to taitbe delivery of the core educational com-
ponents in ways that best serve the needs of ipatilcg families. To determine which
models were used to design local programs, we geovproject directors with a list of
programs and educational models and asked thegldct shose that were very influen-

tial in the design of their projects.

The results from the surveys showed that all ptsjased at least one, and most projects

used several commercial programs in designing #egirices. Several commercial pro-
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grams are seen as effective from scientificallyebla®search studies. Table 16 shows the
number of programs/models that directors reporsagguwhen developing their projects.
Four projects used the effective research-basegtgamgParents as Teacherghen con-
ducting home-visits. Frequently used parenting g includedowdoin Method

(three projects) and child development materiamfthe University of Nevada Reno
Cooperative Extension program (two projects). Twajgrts usedHead Starias the early

childhood education program.

Table 16. Education Models Used by Even Start Programs

Education Models Number of
projects

AVANCE Family Support and Education Program 1
Bowdoin Method 3
Family and Child Education Program (FACE) 0
Home Instruction Program for Preschool Youngsteli®PY) curriculum 0
High Scope curriculum 1
Kenan Trust Family Literacy Model 0
Parent and Child Education (PACE) 1
Parents as Partners in Reading 0
Parents as Teachers (PAT) 4
Portage home teaching model 0
Project AHEAD 1
Project Home Base 0
Systematic Training for Effective Parenting (STEHPUES) 0
Locally developed model 1
Teaching Involved Parenting (TIP) 1
University Cooperative Extension 2
Head Start 2
Othe_r_mode(specify)EmiIio Reggio (1), Family Storyteller (1) Creatihgsting 4
Families (1) and Creative Curriculum (1)

Only one project reported they developed their ovadel, suggesting that projects rely
more on commercially available programs/modelsest Berve the needs of their fami-

lies.
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Interactive Literacy Activities (ILA)

An important part of an Even Start program is theetparents and their children spend
together in meaningful interactions about literamjled interactive literacy activities
(ILA). ILA time allows parents to become increadingpvolved in their children’s educa-
tion as well as refining their own parenting skill® determine the types of activities that
projects conducted with parents and their childogether, project directors were asked
to identify how frequently projects conducted sfiedypes of ILA activities with fami-
lies.

All projects used a variety of strategies to biagents and children together in meaning-
ful interactions. Table 17 shows that all five @i used five types of ILA activities

with most families—

v language development,

reading, storytelling, pre-reading,

early academic skills,

arts and crafts, and
independence, self-discipline, self-help skills.

AN NN

Table 17. ILA Activities Used by Even Start Projects

ILA Activities Not Few Some Most
taught | families | families | families
Sensory stimulatioauditory, visual, tactile) 0 0 1 4
Language developmefitocabulary, explain, talk) 0 0 0 5
Reading, storytelling, pre-reading 0 0 0 5
Working with letters and writing 0 0 1 4
Working with numbergcounting, number games) 0 0 1 4
Early academic skilléshapes, colors, classification) 0 0 0 5
Computer activities 0 2 2 1
Arts and crafts 0 0 0 5
Gross motor activities 0 0 1 4
Fine motor activities 0 0 1 4
Social developmer{sharing, working together) 0 0 1 4
Independence, self-discipline, self-help skills 0 0 0 5
Health and nutrition 0 0 2 3
Activities selected and led by the child 0 0 2 3
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Intensity of Services

A very important piece of information is the numbéhours that Even Start projects of-
fered participants in adult education, parentingoadion, early childhood education, and
ILA. Typically, research has found that the moretsgarticipants spend in program ac-
tivities, the larger the impact. In fact, federalels Start legislation defines “family liter-
acy services” as services... “that are of sufficiatgnsity in terms of hours, and of
sufficient duration, to make sustainable changesfamily.” In other words, it is impor-

tant that projects offer enough hours of an agtitatachieve “sustainable changes.”

To determine the intensity of educational servieesasked directors to report: (a) sche-
duled hours per month, (b) duration of instruciiomonths, and (c) hours per month of
services in a home-based setting for adult edutapiarenting education, and early child-
hood education services whether provided by Evart Staff or partners. Table 18 re-
ports the average scheduled hours provided foe tbwee educational service areas. The
number of projects that offered the service isareptheses. (Some projects did not offer

services in all areas.)

Adult Education. Overall, Table 18 shows that Even Start projeffeyed adults suffi-
cient opportunities to make “sustainable chandéProjects offered an average of 288
hours inBeginning Adult Educatior839 hours ofntermediate Adult EducatioB41

hours for adults enrolled ikdult Secondary Educatioand 320 hours iknglish as a
Second Language (ESdyring the program yeahll adults attended adult education
classes outside the home. No project reported girayiany adult education instruction as

part of the home-visit.

" Developers of the Comprehensive Adult Student Assest System (CASAS) suggest that adult students
should receive 100 hours of adult education to shaignificant gain on the CASAS.
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Table 18. Scheduled Hours of Adult Education, Parenting, Bady Childhood Services

#)

Core Service Area Hours per Duration of Total Aver- Hours per
month (No. instruction in ageHours month ser-
of projects) | months (No. (No. of vicesarein
of projects) projects) home-based
setting (No.
of projects)
Adult Education
Beginning ABE(0-5.9: CASAS 0-200) 24.8 (5) 11.6 (5) 288 (5) NA
Intermediate ABE6.0-8.9: CASAS 201-235) 29.5 (4) 11.5 (4) 339 (4) NA
Adult Secondary Education/GED preparation 29.4 (5) 11.6 (5) 341 (5) NA
(9-12: CASAS over 235)
English as a second language (ESL) 27.6 (5) 12.6|(5 320 (5) NA
Parenting Education
Parent alone 9.1 (5) 11.6 (5 106 (5 1.38 (
Parent and child are involved together 10.5 (B) 61%) 122 (5) 1.9 (5)
Early Childhood Education
Under age 3 39 (5) 11.4 (5 444 (5 1.7 (5
Age 3and 4 45.8 (5) 11.0(5 503 (5 1.7 (5
Age 5 61.4 (5) 11.4 (5) 700 (5) 1.7 (5)
Age 6 and 7 51.4 (5) 11.4 (5 585 (5 1.7 (5

Overall, the total number of hours offered in 2@&B7for adult education programs repre-

sents a slight increase in the number of hoursedfen 2006-07 by the same Even Start

projects. Last year, Even Start projects offerel 2&urs in Beginning ABE, 300 hours in
Intermediate ABE, 334 hours in Adult Secondary Edwn, and 331 hours of ESL.

The total number of adult education hours offee8ten Start adults in Nevada is below

the number of adult education hours reported affeyenational Even Start projects, ex-

cept ESL classes. These programs offered an avef&$® hours of Beginning ABE,
412 hours of Intermediate ABE, 430 hours of Adédt@&dary Education, and 335 hours

of ESL.

Parenting Education. On average, the five projects offered a total@d hours per

year ofParenting education alore9.1 hours per month for 11.6 months per yeard a

dition, the five projects offered an average of h@Rrs per year d?arent and child time

together—0.5 hours per month for 11.6 months per yeartherovords, most adults
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could receive a total of about 228 hours of pargnéiducation during a program year.
The number of hours of parenting education offeme2007-08 is smaller than the 236

hours that Even Start projects in Nevada offere2Did6-07.

The hours of scheduled parenting education in Btart projects in Nevada are greater
than the scheduled hours reported for national Btart projects in thBlational Evalua-
tion of the Even Start Family Literacy Progrdan the last two year§anuary, 1997).
National Even Start projects reported a total oh8@rs ofParent education alonand

96 hours oParent and child time togeth@er month—a total of approximately 195
hours of parenting education—about 10 percentthess the number of hours offered by

Even Start projects in Nevada.

Early Childhood Education. The scheduled hours of early childhood educatitn d
fered depending upon the age grdDp.average, projects scheduled a total of 444 hours
per year of educational services to infants andlerd up to three years of age—39.5
hours per month for 11.4 months. For three to f@ar olds, projects scheduled an aver-
age of 503 hours—45.8 hours per month for 11.0 hworKive year-olds were scheduled
an average of 700 hours—61.4 hours per month fer hbnths. Six to seven year-olds

were offered a total of 585 hours—51.4 hours pentiméor 11.4 months.

Four and five year olds received the most schedubedis of early childhood education
because the Even Start projects that offer presgrograms typically target children
from four to five years old. Projects reported ttlatdren from six to seven years re-
ceived the next most scheduled hours of early bbidd education. However, these chil-
dren are in compulsory schooling and do not atteveh Start services to that extent.
Based on the data submitted, two projects probaldhynitted the hours that students
were in compulsory schooling rather than just timidn Even Start paid staff. The other
three projects reported an average of 64 schedhales, which seems like a better esti-

mate of the scheduled hours provided to this agepyof Even Start children.

Overall, the number of hours of early childhood@tion offered in 2007-08 increased
from 2006-07 for three of the four age groups, pkteree to four year olds. Last year,

Even Start projects scheduled a total of 420 hfaurshildren under three years old, 545
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hours for three to four year olds, 460 hours fee fyear-olds, and 343 hours for six and

seven year-olds.

In addition, Even Start projects in Nevada offecaddren more hours of early childhood
education than Even Start projects reported natiofta all four age levels, as indicated
in theNational Evaluation of the Even Start Family LiteyaProgram(January, 1997).
National Even Start projects offered 350 hoursdafoational services for children from
birth to three year-olds, 489 hours to three ta f@ar-olds, 519 hours to five year-olds,

and 557 hours to six and seven year-olds.
Interactive Literacy Activities (ILA)

Project directors were asked to identify the nundfdrours per month that a typical fam-
ily spends in structured interactive literacy aitiéds in three different settings: during

home-visits, in the center or classroom, and dd frgps and other social functions.

Table 19 shows that all projects provided somectired parent-child time. All five pro-
jects provided structured ILA time during the howmsits, in the center or classroom, and
during field trips and social events. Typicallyyfidies spent more time in structured ILA
time per month in the center or classroom per mgh@ hours) than during home-visits

(2.0 hours) or field trips and social events (28ts).

Table 19. Hours Which Families Participate in Interactivéekacy Activities (ILA)

Settings Number of Projects | Average hoursper month
During home-visits 5 2.8

In Centers/Classrooms 5 7.8

During field trips, socials, etc. 5 2.6

Parenting and Adult Education

To determine the extent to which adult educatios imgegrated with parenting educa-
tion, project directors were asked to identify thienber of hours per month that adult

education is combined with parent education.
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Overall, Table 19 shows that most projects combamdhdt education with parent educa-
tion. All five Even Start projects combined adudueation with parent education lng-
lish as a Second Languadeour projects combined adult education with pengn
education inAdult Secondary Educatiothree projects combined adult education and

parent education iBeginning ABEand two projects did imtermediate ABE.

Table 20. Hours Which Projects Integrate Adult Educatiod &arenting Education

Settings Number of Range of reported
Projects hours (Average)

Beginning ABE(0-5.9: CASAS 0-200) 3 1-8 (5.0)

Intermediate ABE6.0-8.9: CASAS 201-235) 2 6-8 (7.0)

Adult Secondary Education/ 4 1-8 (4.1)

GED preparatiofe-12: CASAS over 235)

English as a second language (ESL) 5 1-20 (6.9)

In general, two projects reported combining additaation with parenting education for
eight to 20 hours in all four adult education sgj$i. The three other projects combined
adult education with parenting education for oneto hours per months in those setting

in which they combined adult education with pamegtducation.
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Chapter VI. Participation in Services

Chapter IV showed that many Even Start familiesshawultiple disadvantages that in-
clude limited educational experiences, poverty, paying employment, and limited Eng-
lish proficiency. Chapter V showed that Even Spadjects implemented various
strategies to address the diverse educational refé¢kese families. However, given the
difficulties families face, encouraging and maintag participant motivation is one of

the most significant challenges for projects—arneéchnical assistance need. This chapter
will present participation outcomes for Even Stanhilies. The extent of participation

was assessed by several measures.
For families, we examinéd

+ The length of time families participated in the gmam,
¢ The number of home-visits conducted with each fachilring the year,
+ The percentage of families still participating lve tprogram, and

+ The reasons for exiting the program during the.year
For adults, we examinéd

+ The number of adults participating in different Bdducation services,
¢+ The number of hours adults participated in adulication programs, and

¢+ The number of hours adults participated in pargnéiducation.
For children, we examinéd

¢+ The number of children participating in differemirly childhood services, and

+ The number of hours children participated in eahijdhood education.

The results are presented in three sections: fgmalitycipation, adult participation, and

child participation.
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Family Participation
New and Existing Families

As reported previously, the five projects served Bnilies during 2007-08. Table 21
shows when the families enrolled in the programti@f134 families, 74 (55 percent)
were new to the program in 2007-08 and 60 (45 peyeecre in the program from previ-

ous years.

Table 21. Number of Families by Year Enrolled, n=134

Y ear 2000- | 2001- | 2002- | 2003- | 2004- | 2005 | 2006- | 2007-
Enrolled 01 02 03 04 05 06 07 08
Numberof |, 1 1 4 9 7 34 74
Families

Length of Time in Program.

Research has found that the length of time famgaesicipate in Even Start is positively
correlated with the gains of adults in adult ediacaaind parenting skills and children in
school readines$N@tional Evaluation of the Even Start Family LiteyaProgram 1995).
Clearly, a primary purpose of the program is tairefamilies in the program long
enough so families can reach their goals, suchbt&smng a high school diploma, learn-
ing to speak English, or better preparing theitdzen for school. Many families stay in

the program for one, two, and even three yearseswork on family goals.

Figure 15 shows the number of families enrolle@ven Start projects by months in the

program. Data are available on all 134 familieth@program.

Overall, Even Start families were in the programdn average of almost 17 months be-
tween their initial intake date and the exit intew date. The distribution, however, is
skewed: the majority of families (78 families or p&rcent) were in the program under 12

months.
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Figure 15. Length of Participation in Months, n=134
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Number of Home-visits.

A home-visit is one of the critical (and required}ivities in the design and delivery of
Even Start. Home-visits allow Even Start staff dipgortunity to build a one-to-one rela-
tionship with the family to promote adult and chijtbwth and development. During
home-visits, Even Start staff typically work withildren and parents together on early

childhood education and parenting skills.

Although Even Start projects are expected to conldoime-visits, projects are not re-
quired to conduct a specific number of home-vigésfamily.Instead, projects are given
the flexibility to determine the frequency of howisits based on program design, family
need, staff resources, as well as the familiegpteeness to home-visits. However, in a
recent Title | Even Start monitoring visit by theSJDepartment of Education, the moni-

tors suggested that projects should conduct at heasthly home visits with families.
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Figure 16. Number of Home-visits, n=134
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The results show that the number of home-visit&Efgen Start families ranged from 1 to
30 home visits? Some families received only one or two home-visitsle three fami-
lies received 30 home-visits. The largest numbdamilies (80 families) received from
six to ten home-visits followed by the number ohiges (36 families) that received zero

to five home-visits.

On average, Even Start families participated irr @ght home-visits during 2007-08,
which is an increase of two home-visits per yeamfthe six home-visits that Even Start
projects conducted in 2006-07. The increase imtimber of home-visits in 2007-08 is
probably the result of a monitoring visit reportthg U.S. Department of Education
which recommended that the State require Even ftajects to conduct monthly home-

visits with families.
Family Retention

Of the 134 families who were enrolled in Even Siathe 2007-08 program year, 48
families (36 percentyere still in the program in June 2008. The retantate for 2007-
08 is the substantially below the retention rat&wén Start projects in Nevada for the
last two years: 59 percent in 2005-06 and 69 peioe2006-07. In addition, the 2007-08

retention rate is below the retention rate of faasireported in the national evaluation of
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Even Start, i.e., 64 percemMdtional Evaluation of the Even Start Family LiteyaPro-
gram, 1995). One reason for the low retention ratbas bne project exited 16 families at
the end of the year because the project plangvte saly teen parents in 2008-09 and
these 16 families did not meet that criterion. & include these families as retained, the
total number of families retained increased todifies, or 48 percent, which is still be-
low all previous state retention rates. Anothersggae explanation is that several families
had to leave the program because of economicsemadas other families had to leave the

program because of immigration issues.

The data was further divided between families nethé program in 2007-08 (74 fami-
lies) and families who were already in the progmaror to July 2007 (60 families). Of
the 74 families who were new to the program in 208725families (34 percent) were
still in the program in June 2008f the 60 families who participated in Even Startiadg
2006-07 from previous years, 23 families (38 peticerre still in the program in June
2008.The data show that the Even Start projects retanedding families and new fami-
lies at similar percentage rates. The data alsgesigrojects did equally as well retain-

ing new and existing families.

Table 22. Retention Rate of New and Existing Families, n=134

New Families Existing Families
Number of Families Enrolled 74 60
Number of Families Retained 28 23

Reason for Exiting Program.

Eighty-six families (64 percent) left the progranridg 2007-08. Project staff reported a
range of reasons why families left the program.l@ &8 shows the number of families

that exited the program by reason. Overall, thertvast common reasons why families

12 The number of home-visits is not available for famaily.
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exited the program were “other reastin(22 families), family was dropped due to in-
complete participation or poor attendance (17 feasli) and family members met goals or
completed the eligible planned education (13 fas)liAs mentioned previously, 16 of
the 22 families who exited for “other reason” werited because the project plans to

serve only teen parents in 2008-09 and these 1#i¢ardid not meet that criterion.

The results are also divided between the 49 newliénand the 37 continuing families

who exited Even Start during 2007-08 before theadrttie program year.

Table 23. Reasons for Exiting Program for New and Existiagnilies

Reasonsfor exiting program New Existing | Total
Family members met goals or completed the eligokd@ned 9 7 16
education

Parent or child switched to a different program 1 0 1
Family moved out of the area served by the Evert Sta- 4 9 13
gram

Family stopped patrticipating due to a lack of iastr 1 1 2
Family was dropped due to incomplete participatopoor 10 7 17
attendance

Parent(s) found employment that prevents furtherqiea- 5 4 9
tion

Family crisis prevented further participation 2 0 2
Conflicts or problems prevented continued partitgra 0 4 4
Other reason 17 5 22
Reason unknown 0 0 0

The results for why new and returning families edithe program differed slightly. The
main difference was that 17 new families exited“@dher reason” compared to five ex-
isting families. In addition, four new families &l because they moved out of the area

compared nine existing families.

13 Projects do not specify in data collection the niggof “other reason” other than the reason fotiegi
is other than the choices listed.
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Adult Participation

The evaluation collected data on adult participatioadult education and parenting edu-
catiort] two of the required components for Even Start pgdition. The two compo-
nents are intended not only to improve adult litgrskills, but also to better equip
parents to support their children’s social, emalpand academic development. The
evaluation collected information on the hours atipgation in adult education and par-

enting education as well as the types of adult afiloie in which parents participated.
Type of Adult Services

Table 24 shows the number and percent of adultstiralled in each adult education
program. (The number and percentages in Tableta4rtmre than the number of pro-
gram participants because adults could participateore than one type of education
program.) The largest number of adults enrolleBnglish as a Second Language (ESL)
classes: 104 adults or 77 percent. The next mostmam type of adult education was
GED preparation in which 20 adults (15 percentjip@ated, followed closely by par-

ticipants in adult secondary education: 17 adults3opercent.

Table 24. Number of Adults Participating in Adult EducatiBnograms, n=136

Type of Adult Education Program Number Per cent
Beginning adult basic educati¢ggrades 0-5.9) 1 1%
Intermediate adult basic educati@nades 6-8.9) 0 0
Adult secondary educatidgrades 9-12) 17 13%
GED preparation 20 15%
ESL 104 7%
Other (specify) 4 3%

The “Other” category of adult education programiagfly included computer-assisted in-
struction for English Language Learners, such esuthh theELLIS program English
Language Learning and Instructional Sysjefrhe projects reported that all but four
adults (all in the same project) enrolled in adaltication and attended at least some

classes. These four adults were exited due tod#ta® issues.
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Hours of Participation in Adult Education

The amount of time that Even Start adults partieipa adult education classes is a strong
positive predictor of gains in literacy. Overallydh Start adults participated in an aver-
age of 194 hours of adult education during the Enod* The average hours that Even
Start adults participated in adult education in7208 is greater than the hours of adult
education reported in last year’'s evaluation ofrESé&art projects in Nevada, i.e., 165
hours, which probably reflects improved attendanaedult education as well as a slight
increase in the number of adult education hourredf to students, as reported previ-
ously. In comparison, projects in the national eatibn of Even Start reported adults
spent 98 hours in adult education. In other woadsijts in the Nevada Even Start pro-
jects patrticipated in almost twice the number afledducation hours than participants in

the national Even Start evaluation.

The number of hours that Even Start adults pagteijn adult education is influenced, in
part, by the type of adult education program—asntegl in Chapter V. Table 25 shows
the number of adults that participated in only tigpe of adult education and their aver-
age total hours in each type of adult educatiomaBse adults can participate in more
than one program, adults who were in more thanypeof program were excluded from
this analysis since they would not provide a tristupe of the hours that adults spent in
each type of progran®ut of the 136 adults in Even Start, 118 adultsigipated in just
one type of adult education program. The resultsvdimat the average hours of participa-
tion in adult education programs ranged from 5224 hours. On average, the 17 Even
Start adults enrolled in “adult secondary educédtmograms spent the most time in adult
education at 724 hours. The three adults enrati¢dther” adult education classes spent

595 hours and those enrolled in ESL classes spesterage of 110 hours in class.

1%t the four adults who did not attend any adulteation classes are excluded from the analysis, Even
Start adults participated in adult education anaye of 200 hours of adult education during theypam.
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Table 25. Average Hours of Participation in Adult Educati®rograms

Type of Adult Education Program Number of | Average
Adults Hours
Beginning adult basic educati¢grades 0-5.9) 1 80
Intermediate adult basic educati@nrades 6-8.9) 0
Adult secondary educatiqgrades 9-12) 17 724
GED preparation 6 52
ESL 91 110
Other (specify) 3 595
All programs 118 207.5

Hours of Parenting Education

Like adult education, parenting education is a iregucomponent of Even Start. The
evaluation found that all but four adults (3 petygarticipated in at least some parenting
education. For comparison, 12 percent of adubis fthe national evaluation of Even

Start did not participate in parenting education.

Overall, Even Start adults participated in an ageraf 22.8 hours of parenting education
during 2007-08, which is an increase over the tvavipus years> The figure is more
than the 17.8 parenting education hours report@®@6-07 evaluation of Nevada Even
Start as well as the 22.1 hours reported in 200590 figure is less than the 28 hours

reported in the national evaluation of Even Start.

Figure 17 shows the total hours of adult partiegrain parenting education in five-hour
increments. Overall, given the average monthsftmilies spent in Even Start, most
adults probably did not meet the minimum numbgparenting education hours per
month, i.e., six hours, suggestedNavada Family Literacy Programs—Quality Indica-

tors of Program Delivery.

154f the four adults who did not attend any parentagication classes are excluded from the analygen
Start adults participated in parent education arvaye of 23.5 hours during the program.
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Figure 17. Total Hours of Participation in Parenting Education
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Child Participation

Another required component of Nevada Even Staaity childhood education. A pri-

mary purpose of early childhood education is tadvgirepare children for school.
Type of Child Services

Project staff reported the type of education prognawhich each child participated. Ta-
ble 26 shows the number and percent of children partcipated in various types of ear-
ly childhood programs. (The number and percentagé&able 26 total more than the
number of program participants because childrerati@md more than one type of pro-
gram.). The most prevalent program was organizeatec-based ECE in which 103 Even
Start children (47 percent) enrolled. The next ncoshmon type of early childhood edu-
cation program was individualized, home-based EC&hich 48 children or 22 percent
of children participated. In addition, 45 childr@® percent) attended compulsory

schooling.
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Table 26. Number of Children Participating in Early ChildltbBrograms

Type of Early Childhood Education Number | Percent
Organized, center-based ECE 103 47%
Individualized, home-based ECE 48 229
Day care with educational component 8 4%
Educational services for school-age children oetsichool hours 1 <1%
Compulsory schooling (K-3) coordinating with Evetai$ 45 20%
Special Education Services 3%
None 6 0%
Other <1%

Hours of Participation in Early Childhood Education

The amount of time that Even Start children pgrtited in an early childhood education
program is a strong positive predictor of perforggnn early childhood measures. Over-
all, Even Start children participated in early dhibod education an average of 264 hours
of early childhood education, which is about thexeas reported in the previous year's

evaluation of Even Start projects in Nevada, 26Trfiin 2006-07°

Children showed a wide range of participation inyeehildhood education (from O to
1186 hours) and a wide range of length in parttayoa(from 1 to 12 months). It suggests
that the distribution of the hours of participatioran early childhood program may be
skewed. To obtain a better picture of the amoutinoé children spent in early childhood
programs, Figure 18 presents the number of hoatsctiildren spent in early childhood
program by hour ranges. Clearly, a large numbehodiren (55 children or 29 percent)
attended from 1 to 50 hours of early childhood progduring the program year. Most of
these children probably attended a home-basedarogiithin Even Start projects, such
as children who are in school and only participatéven Start home visits and family

events.

181t the eight who did not attend any early childdamucation are excluded from the analysis, Evart St
children participated in early childhood educationaverage of 275 hours during the program.
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Figure18. Total Hours of Participation in Early ChildhoBdogram
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The data also show that a sizeable group of cml{26é children or 14 percent) attended
over 500 hours of early childhood education. Mdghe children in this group probably

attended full-day center-based Even Start projects.
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Chapter VII. Participant Outcomes

This chapter presents data on 14 statewide Evehdsti@ome indicators: four indicators
in early childhood education, six indicators in kditeracy, and four in parenting educa-
tion. Thestatewide Even Start outcome indicators were deeelan June 2001 by the
Nevada Even Start Statewide Family Literacy Inigato fulfill a requirement of the
grant. That is, each state receiving the grantreqsired to develop statewide indicators
of program quality to monitor, evaluate, and img@&wen Start programs within the

State.

In fact, Nevada developed two sets of indicatongrofgram quality: one set for program
delivery and a second set for program outcomesn Bvart projects in Nevada use the
quality indicators for program delivery as partloé required local evaluation to assess
the program and build a program improvement planjelets use the quality indicators
for program outcomes as part of the statewide evalu of all Even Start projects in Ne-
vada. See Appendix A for a complete list of thecouate indicators and how the perform-

ance levels were established.
Table 27. Outcomel ndicators Met in Each Area

Overall, Even Start adults and childiaerNe- _
Indicator Area (n) Yes | No
vadaachieved the expected level of perform-
- A. Early Childhood (4 3 1
ance for 13 of the 14 outcome indicators: thre arly Childhood (4)
in early childhood education, six in adult liter- | B. Adult Literacy (6) 6 0
acy, and four in parenting. While Even Start | ¢ parenting (4) 4 0

projects achieved positive results on the one
early childhood education indicator that pro-
jects did not meet, the performance of Even Stahtlien fell short of the expected per-

formance level for the indicator.

The evaluation also interpreted the relative sizb® gains of Even Start participants on
the assessment instruments by, for example, congpiren Start results with the results

of Even Start participants nationally, where dagmenavailable.
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Outcome Indicators

A. Early Childhood Education Table 28. Performance on Early Childhood Indicators

Outcome Indicator A1Seventy Outcome Indicator Expected Actual
percent (70%) of Even Start chil-

dren frombirth until three years old
with a minimum of four months of Expressive 60%
participation will increase their
standard score on the auditory
comprehension and expressive EOWPVT (90%)
communication subtests of the Pre
school Language Scale-4 (PLS-4).

1. Reading Readiness 70% Auditory 749

[=)

2. Reading Ability 70% PPVT (88%),

3. School Attendance 94.7% 95.9%

4. Grade Promotion 95% 98%

Reading Readines$he PLS-4’ is

an individually administered norm-

referencedanguage assessment for children from birth to/eaes old. Even Start pro-
jects in Nevada administered the Preschool LangB8agke-4 to children from birth to
three years old'he test produces scores for auditory compreherasidrexpressive
communication. It can be administered in Englisispanish depending on the individual
child. In almost all cases, Even Start projectil@vada administered the PLS-4 in Eng-
lish. One project administered the PLS-4 in Spatostne child.

The PLS-4 data are expressed in standard score Sténdard scores express the extent
to which a child's score exceeds or falls belownti®an score of children the same age
upon which the test was normed. PLS-4 scores hatenadard score mean of 100 and a
standard deviation of 15. For example, one-yeahblltiren in the PLS-4 normgroup

have an average raw score of 11 in expressive caneation which equates to a stan-
dard score of 100; two-year-olds have a averagescane of 20, which is also assigned a
standard score of 100; three-year-olds have arageaaw score of 29 which equates to a

standard score of 100, and so on.

The analysis of data on the PLS is done with stahsleores, and because of the way a

standard score scale is constructed (as explalmateg our expectation is that the
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PLS-4 standard scores should not change in theabsé a “treatment.” That iassum-
ing children develop at about the same rate, a’'shikélative position with respect to
children’s skills their own age should not changhowut a treatment or intervention.
There is no “maturation effect” for the PLS-4 besmthe standard scores are age-linked.
A one-year-old who scores at the mean for all ceer-plds will have the same standard
score as a three-year old who scores at the meait three-year-olds. Hence, there is no
particular reason a child’s standard score iniaiab the PLS-4 norrgroup should
change over time unless that child is receivinggpservices. An increase in standard
score during the time that a child is participatimgven Start is, therefore, taken as an
indication that Even Start is helping increasedhiéd’s auditory comprehension and ex-

pressive communication.

For Even Start projects in Nevada, pretest andgxisicores are available for 35 children
on the Auditory Comprehension and on the ExpresSm@munication subtests who
were in the program at least four months. In teofithe outcome indicator, 26 of the 35
children (74 percent) made a standard score gaitheoAuditory Comprehension subtest,
and 21 of the 35 children (60 percent) made a stanscore gain on the Expressive
Communication subtest—the expected performance ieteat 70 percent of children
would make a standard score gain. Therefore, Ete [@ojects in Nevada did not

achieve this outcome indicator for early childh@aflication.

To help interpret the overall impact of Even Startchildren as measured by the PLS-4,
we calculated the mean gain scores of the childrethe PLS-4. Table 29 shows that the
35 children made a mean gain of 7.5 standard gmongs on the Auditory Comprehen-
sion subtest and a mean gain of 1.6 standard poamnes on the Expressive Communica-
tion subtest. These results show that, overaknEstart had a positive effect on the
auditory comprehension and expressive communicafiomany participating children,

but fell short of the expected performance levehbipressive communication.

" The Preschool Language Scale has been used matioaal evaluation of Even Start with childrenrfro
two to six and a half years-old
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Table 29. Preschool Language Scale-4 Mean Scores, n=35

Subtest (n) Pretest Mean | Posttest Mean Mean Gain
Auditory Comprehension 91.7 99.3 7.5
Expressive Communication 91.5 93.1 1.6

In comparison, data from tidational Evaluation of the Even Start Family LiteyaPro-
gram (1997shows that Even Start children made a mean gai2aftandard score

points. Thus, the gains of Nevada Even Start amildm the PLS-4 are larger than the
gains of children in the National Evaluation of Bv&tart for Auditory Comprehension,

but smaller for Expressive Communication.

The results, however, must be interpreted withioauiecause of the large numbers of
English Language Learners in the program. Ovepadijects could not administer the
three early childhood assessments (PLS-4, PPVTE@WPVT) in English when the
child enrolled into the program for 80 of the 18®@dren for whom data were available
(44 percent). These children simply did not havi@ent English language skills to take
the test. In these instances, Even Start staffdvaalt to administer the early childhood
assessment until the teacher thought the chilgsh#ttient language skills to take the
test. On the PLS-4, projects could not adminidterassessment in English at intake for
26 of the 35 children (74 percent) who had bothedgst and posttest because these chil-
dren did not have sufficient English language skill take the test. As a result, these stu-

dents had less time between the pretest and piastéesother children.

Outcome Indicator A2. Seventy percent (70%) of Evi&tiart children from three years
old until grade 3 will improve in their ability tsead on grade level or above as meas-
ured by Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-lll and Exgssive One-Word Picture Vo-
cabulary Test-2000 Edition.

Reading Ability—PPVTThe PPVT is an individually administered norm-refezed test
that measures receptive vocabulary (understandieggreting what is heard) and gives a
quick estimate of the child’s verbal and otheréity-related skills. The PPVT is appro-

priate for children between two and 18 years oleiva@tla Even Start programs adminis-
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tered the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test to amldreginning at three years-old.

The PPVT data are expressed in standard score BRYST scores have a standard score
mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 15. LikeRbhS-4, there is no “maturation ef-
fect” for the PPVT. Therefore, our expectationhattthe PPVT standard scores should
not change in the absence of a “treatment.” TaAnsncrease in the standard score on the
PPVT during the time a child is participating indévStart is taken as an indication that

Even Start is helping increase the child’s receptiocabulary.

Even Start projects served 103 children who haeaast four months between the admini-
stration of their pretest and posttest. In termthefexpected level of performance on the
PPVT, 91 of the 103 children (88 percent) madeaadsrd score gaid above the ex-
pected performance level of 70 percent on this orea3 hus, Even Start projects in Ne-

vada met the expected level of performance forrtteasure.

As with the PLS-4, we calculated the mean gainescon the PPVT to help interpret the
overall impact of Even Start on children’s receptwocabulary. Table 30 shows that the
103 children made a mean gain of 8.7 standard gwnés on the PPVT. These results

suggest that Even Start projects in Nevada hasgiéiymeffect on the receptive vocabu-

lary of children in the program.

Table 30. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test Mean Scores, n=103
Pretest M ean Posttest Mean Mean Gain

80.3 89.0 8.7

We also compared the gains of Even Start childiddevada on the PPVT to the gains of
children reported in the national evaluation of iE®&tart. The national study calculated
monthly standard score gains for children who veeh@inistered the PPVT. Children in

the national sample made a monthly gain of 0.9ddstal score points.

Nevada Even Start children were in the programw@en the pretest and posttest) an av-
erage of 6.8 months. Based on the gains of NeMaittiren reported above, children ad-

ministered the PPVT made an average monthly gain2f standard score points on the
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PPVT. In other words, Even Start children in Nevadale monthly gains in receptive
vocabulary about 33 percent larger than the morghigs reported for children in the na-

tional evaluation of Even Start.

Reading Ability—EOWPVThe EOWPVT is a standardized, norm-referenceddiiest
signed to assess an individual's English speakaugbulary by asking the chitd name
objects, actions, and concepts depictedlustrations. The age-range for the test is 2
years 0 months to 18 years 11 months. Like the REV&n Start projects in Nevada ad-
ministered the EOWPVT to children beginning at ¢éhyears-old. The test contains 170
test items that begin relativedasy and become progressively more difficult. Ttaetiag
point isstaggered based on the child’s age so that typitaller than 50 items are given
to any one child. The EOWPVT is widely used in gaHildhood and family literacy

programs for evaluating progress.

The EOWPVT data are expressed in standard scoie &@WPVT scores have a stan-
dard score mean of 100 and a standard deviati@b.dfike the PLS-4 and the PPVT, our
expectation is that the EOWPVT standard scoresléhmmi change in the absence of a

“treatment.”

Even Start projects served 89 children who hadastlfour months between the admini-
stration of their pretest and posttest. In termthefexpected level of performance on the
EOWPVT, 88 of the 89 childréf(90 percent) made a standard score gain on the
EOWPVTL above the expected performance level of 70 pemethis measure for the

outcome indicator.

As with the PLS-4 and the PPVT, we calculated tleamgain scores of the 89 children
on the EOWPVT to help interpret the overall impafcEven Start on children as shown
in Table 31.

18 The sample size of students who had pretest asttiegbscores on the EOWPVT (n=99) is less than the
sample size of students who had pretest and pbstiees on the PPVT (n=103) because it is mofe dif
cult for English Language Learners to obtain asd@othe valid range on a test that measures esipees
communication (EOWPVT) than receptive vocabulafy\{F) in English.
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Table 31. Expressive One-Word Picture Vocabulary Test Mezorés, n = 89

Pretest M ean Posttest M ean Mean Gain

78.2 89.1 10.9

Children made a mean gain of 10.9 standard sconespdhe EOWPVT was not used in
the national evaluation of Even Start, so no naficomparisons are possible. Instead, |
calculated an “effect size” which researchers some=t use to estimate the “value” of the
gain.'® In this case, the effect size was medium—a stahdeviation of 0.75 as com-
pared to the effect of other social programs. Tiesns that if Even Start children were
“typical” children at the time of the pretest, haffthe population they were drawn from
would have scored above the Even Start pretest sewt half would have scored below.
However, by the posttest, only about 23 perceth®fsame population they were chosen
from would have scored above the Even Start cmldféus, the Nevada Even Start pro-

gram had a positive effect in improving the Engh&iflls of children in the program.

Overall, when examining the results from the PPYid the EOWPVT, Even Start chil-
dren in Nevada met the expected performance levehis outcome indicator for early
childhood education. As mentioned previously, #suiits must be interpreted with cau-
tion because of the large numbers of English Lagguaarners in the program. Projects
could not administer the EOWPVT in English at irgdér 12 of the 89 children with

pretest and posttest data (13 percent) and 23:df@B children with pretest and posttest
data (22 percent) who took the PPVT because the @l not have sufficient English

language skills to take the test.

19 Effect size is a type of standard score. It is tbby dividing the difference between experimental a
control group means divided by the standard denatif the control group. In this instance, it isiid by
dividing the difference between the pretest andtpssmeans by the standard deviation of the grdtes
would then represent, in standard score termssuperiority of the average person in the treatedigr
over the untreated group. To help interpret thenimgpof effect sizes: 1.0 is considered large,aBsid-
ered medium, and .2 considered small.
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Outcome Indicator A3Even Start children, who are enrolled in Even SkgriNovember
1 and who attend public school from kindergartenotigh grade 3, will have attended
public school at the same or better rate as theestktudent attendance rate.

School Attendanc®f the 188 children involved in the Even Start potgin Nevada, 42
children were enrolled in Even Start by Novembe2d)7, in the program at least four
months during 2007-08, and attended public scHaatia are available on 41 of the 42
children. The 41 children attended 13 elementdngasls across Nevada. The 41 children
had an average student attendance rate of 95.8mexcross the 13 schools. Data on the
school average daily attendance rate are avaifeteall 13 schools from the Nevada
School Accountability Report. The overall studett¢@dance rate at the 13 public ele-
mentary schools the children attended ranged frdm ® 96.2 percent with a weighted
average student attendance rate of 94.7 peft@his, Even Start children in Nevada
achieved the expected level of performance on tiheme indicator. That is, Even Start
children attended school at the same or betteasathe overall student attendance rate at

the schools in which they were enrolled.

Outcome IndicatorA4 Ninety-five percent (95%) of all participating Ev8tart children,
who are enrolled in Even Start by November 1 and attend public school from kin-
dergarten through grade 3, will be promoted to ti@xt grade in the child’s school dis-
trict.

Grade PromotionAs reported previously, of the 188 children invaahvin the Even Start
projects in Nevada, 42 children were enrolled iefE®Btart by November 1, 2007, in the
program at least four months during 2007-08, atehded public school. Data are avail-
able on 42 children. At the end of the school yéarof the 42 children (97.6 percent)
were promoted to the next grade. Thus, Even Stajegs met the expected level of per-

formance of 95 percent on this outcome indicator.

20 The evaluation used the school attendance ratesZf®4-05 since the attendance rates for 2006-06
were not yet available.
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B. Adult Literacy?

Outcome Indicator B1Adults who have completed 80 hours of adult edoicatithin a
reporting year will demonstrate an average gairb@tale score points on each of the
appropriate Comprehensive Adult Student AssessByatem (CASAS) subtests (reading,

mathematics, and listening). _ _
Table 32. Performance on Adult Literacy Indicators

Reading and Listenind@.he
_ Outcome Indicator Expected Actual
Comprehensive Adult Studen
_ 1. Reading and Listening 5 pointsin| 6.0 points in
Assessment SyStem IS a reading reading
functional assessment 2. Educational Literacy Levels 51% 72%
measuringa broad range of .
3. Postsecondary Education 45% 100%
adult literacy skills and their
o ) 4. Entry into Employment 62% 100%
application in real-life
domains including, consumer 5. Retain/Improve Employmen 76% 100%
economics, government and 6. Receipt of Diploma or GED 37% 67%

law, occupational knowledge,
and community resources and
health. The CASAS includes subtests in readingjmg;i listening, mathematics, and

problem solving skills. All five Even Start projedh Nevada used the Reading subtest.

The CASAS has the flexibility to measure adultdiferent reading levels rangirfgom
non-readers to adults at the GED or high schoallésthe CASAS was used in the
National Evaluation of Even Start as well as théidyeal Evaluation of Adult Education

Programs. CASAS scores are reported in scaledstmaerange from 150 to 260.

Of the 136 adults in Even Start projects in Nev&®adults were in the program at least
four months in 2007-08, attended at least 80 holieslult education, and had pretest and
posttest scores on the CASAS. In fact, the 88tadhald an average of 251 hours of adult

education.

%L Five of the six adult literacy indicators are thdicators used by adult education programs in Nava
The only adult indicator not used in adult educafpoogram in Nevada is Outcome Indicator B1: Regdin
and Listening. The Nevada Department of Educatiised the expected performance levels for the five
adult literacy indicators used in adult educatioogpams in Nevada for 2002-03. Even Start projects
adopted these new increased performance leveledadult literacy indicators to measure program
success.

63



Even Start Projects in Nevada Evaluation Repor0208

Table 33 shows the pretest and posttest meansedRethding subtest for the 88 adults in
the sample. The results show that Even Start athadtie an average gain of 6.0 points in
reading, above the expected average gain of faredsird score points for this indicator.
The reading gains are also slightly larger thargéias found in other federal and state
adult literacy programs. For example, adults inrtagonal evaluation of Even Start made
a mean scale score gain of 4.9 in readMational Evaluation of the Even Start Family
Literacy Program;1997). A study of state-funded competency educatrogram in Cali-

fornia reported gains of 4.2 scale score poiGBAE,1987).

Table 33. Comprehensive Adult Student Assessment System ASAScores, n=88

Subtest Pretest M ean Posttest M ean Mean Gain

Reading 214.2 220.2 6.0

Even Start adults in Nevada met the expected pedoce level for this outcome indica-

tor for adult education.

Outcome Indicator B2Fifty-one percent (51%) of adults, who are enmblie adult edu-
cation programs for at least four months withineporting year, will advance at least
one Educational Functioning Literacy Level as detiered by the Comprehensive Adult
Student Assessment System (CASAS).

Educational Literacy Level3.he CASAS scaled scores are divided into six Edoicak
Functional Literacy Levels for adult basic educatibeginning literacy, beginning basic
skills, intermediate basic skills, advanced bakiliss adult secondary, and advanced
adult secondary). For adults who speak English®scand Language (ESL), the CASAS
Reading subtest scaled scores are divided inta Edjncation Functional Literacy Lev-
els: beginning literacy, low beginning ESL, highglming ESL, low intermediate ESL,
high intermediate ESL, advanced ESL, adult secgndad proficient skills.

Of the 136 adults in Even Start projects in Nevdd®, adults had been in the program at
least four months and had pretest and posttestsoorthe Reading subtest of the
CASAS.In terms of the outcome indicator, 76 of the 106l&sd(72 percent) advanced at

least one Educational Functional Literacy Level.
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Even Start adults in Nevada surpassed the explksteldof performance of 51 percent

for this outcome indicator.

Outcome Indicator B3Forty-five percent (45%) of adult learners with @ad of ad-
vanced education or training will enroll in postseciary education or training by the
end of the reporting year.

Postsecondary EducatioAt the beginning of the reporting year, Even Sstaff help
participating adults establish appropriate goaldult literacy and employment. One
adult set a goal to enroll in postsecondary edagatr training by the end of the year, and
that adult (100 percent) reached his/her goal.rékelts must be interpreted with caution

because of the small sample size.
Even Start projects in Nevada met the goal of 46y for this outcome indicator.

Outcome Indicator B4 Sixty-two percent (62%) of adult learners not esgptl at en-
roliment will obtain unsubsidized employment byfitet quarter after the program exit
quarter.

Entry Into Employmen#t the beginning of the reporting year, 20 adulteowvere not
employed at enrollment into Even Start establishgdal to obtain unsubsidized
employment by the first quarter after the prograih guarter. All 20 adults (100 percent)
who set this goal retained or improved their unglibsd employment—even though

most of them had yet to exit the program.
Even Start adults in Nevada met the expected &R percent for this indicator.

Outcome Indicator B5Seventy-six percent (76%) of relevant adult leeswéll retain
or improve their unsubsidized employment by thel thiarter after the program exit
quarter.

Retain/Improve Employmemit the beginning of the reporting year, 29 of ti36 Even
Start adults established a goal to retain or im@itbreir unsubsidized employment by the
third quarter after the program exit quarter. Al&lults (100 percent) retained or im-
proved their unsubsidized employment—even thougbtmibthem had yet to exit the

program.

Even Start adults met the performance level ofétégnt set for this outcome indicator.
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Outcome Indicator B6Thirty-seven percent (37%) of adults with a highaol comple-
tion goal will earn a high school diploma or recoged equivalent within a reporting
year.

Receipt of Diploma or GEDOf the 136 Even Start adults, nine adults estagdishgoal

to earn a high school degree or General Educatenepment (GED) certificate. Six
adults (67 percent) achieved their goal. Even @idutts in Nevada met the performance
level of 37 percent set for this outcome indicator.

C. Parenting
Table 34. Performance on Parenting Indicators

Outcome Indicator C1Ninety percent (90%)

of all participating adults enrolled in Even Outcome Indicator Ex- | Actual
Start for at least four months will meet at 20 2l
least one goal related to parenting skills 1. Individual Parenting Goals 90%  100%

(e.g., developmental appropriateness, posi-
tive discipline, teaching and learning, care-
giving environment) within the reporting 3. Time With Children 60% 94%
year.

2. Parent/Teacher Conferences 89% 100%

4. Reading With Children 50% 90%

Individual Parenting GoalOf the 136 Even

Start adults120 adults were enrolled in Even

Start for at least four months during the reporiiegr. Data are available for all 120
adults. All the 120 adults (100 percent) met astieme parenting goal. Nevada Even
Start projects met the expected performance Ieh@D @ercent for this indicato®verall,

the 136 adults set a total of 516 goals, makingaf@8em (95 percent).

Outcome Indicator C2Parents of Even Start children, who are enrolled&ven Start by
September 1 and who are in public school from kigaieen through grade 3, will have
attended parent/teacher conferences at the sarbetter rate as the school par-
ent/teacher conference attendance rate.

Parent/Teacher Conference3f the 188 Even Start children in Nevada, 42 ckitdnad
enrolled in Even Start by September 1, were irptiograms at least four months, and at-
tended public school from kindergarten through gradThe parents of all 42 children

(100 percent) attended parent/teacher conferences.

The 42 children attended 13 elementary schoolglatelon the percent of parents that
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attended parent/teacher conferences were avaftatdd 13 schools. The overall rates of
attendance at parent/teacher conferences for tleéefr®ntary schools ranged from 74
percent to 98 percent, with a weighted average3c¥ Bercent? In other words, Even

Start parents did not meet the expected performiaveéfor this outcome indicator.

Outcome Indicator C3Sixty percent (60%) of first-year Even Start pasemiil increase
the amount of time they spend with their childraiydwithin a reporting year.

Time With ChildrenEven Start staff asked parents to estimate thébruwf hours they
spent with their child each day when they enroilethe program and again at the end of
the evaluation period. Increasitige amount of time parents spend with their chiidse

an important goal in parenting education. ILA pd®s an opportunity fgrarents to be-
come increasingly involved in their children’s edtion, to increase thegmarenting skills,

and to ultimately play a more important role inithehild’s learning.

Of the 188 children enrolled in Even Start, 94 dt@h were first-year participant.to-

tal of 77 of these children were in Even Stareast four months. Pretest and posttest
data are available for all 77 childredf the 77 parents, 72 (94 percent) reported spgndin
more time with their children at the time of thesfiest or when they exited the program,
three adults (4 percent) spent the same amouimefwith their children, and two adults
(2 percent) reported spending less with their candEven Start projects in Nevada met

the expected performance level of 60 percent.

Although the outcome indicator focuses on firstrygarents, | feel it is important to note
the amount of time that parents of all 188 childreported spending with their children.
Pretest and posttest data were available on 1&drehiwho were enrolled in the program
at least four months. Table 35 shows that Evert S&aents spent an average of 130
more minutes per week with their child in meanihgfttivity: a gain of almost 100 per-

cent at the end of the evaluation period.

%The evaluation used the parent/teacher attendate® from either 2005-06 or 2006-07 since data from
2007-08 were not yet available.
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Table 35. Interactive Literacy Activity (ILA) Time, Mean Soes in Minutes, n=165

Pretest M ean Posttest M ean Mean Gain

137 267 130

Outcome Indicator C4Fifty percent (50%) of first-year Even Start parentll increase
the amount of time they spend reading with theidotn within a reporting year.
Reading With ChildrerAn even more specific Even Start goal is to incedag amount
of time adults spend reading to or with their cléld Reading together has many bene-
fits. It provides parents with an opportunity tacbme more involved in their child’s edu-

cation, increases the child’s school readinesssskihd even improves adult literacy.

Even Start staff asked parents to estimate the auofthours each week they spent read-
ing with or to their children when they enrolledtire program and again at the end of the
evaluation period. As mentioned previously, theezen77 first-year children enrolled in
the Even Start program after June 2007 who wetleeiprogram at least four months. Of
the 77 children, 69 of their parents (90 percegpprted spending more time reading with
their children at the end of the evaluation tharmwthey began the prografive parents

(6 percent) reported spending the same amountnef tind three parents (4 percent) re-
ported a decrease. Even Start projects in Nevad#mexpected performance level of

50 percent for this outcome indicator.

As in the case of ILA time, although the outcomdi¢ator focuses on first-year parents, |
feel it is important to note the amount of timettparents of all 188 children report
spending reading with their childrdiretest and posttest data were available on 165 chi
dren who were enrolled in the program at least foanths. Table 36 shows that Even
Start parents spent an average of 53 minutes neoregek reading to or with their child

(a gain of about 85 percent) at the end of theuatain period.

Table 36. Parents and Children Reading Time, Mean Scorbfnntes, n=165

Pretest M ean Posttest M ean Mean Gain

62 115 53
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Chapter VIII. Conclusions and Recommendations

This is the seventh year that Nevada has condacstatewide evaluation of federal
funded Even Start projects. Many of the same camohis made about the Even Start
program in the six previous evaluation reportstheesame or similar in this evaluation

report for 2007-08—including both program strengiksvell as areas for improvement.

The evaluation found that most projects continuéeeelop into experienced family lit-
eracy programs. They have established many sadicepiures and practices, some of
which are based on effective research-based pragi@md others designed to increase the
intensity of services to participants. Perhaps nmpbrtantly, Even Start positively im-
pacted program participants in early childhood tlgw@ent, adult literacy, and parenting
skills, even though Nevada Even Start projectsehad percent reduction in funds in
2007-08, or a reduction of $20,000 per projectinuitely, the reduction in funds will ei-
ther impact the effectiveness of projects or cauegcts to serve fewer families. These
statements are based on several conclusions we abadéthe program development,

implementation, and outcomes. They include—

«  Overall, Even Start projects in Nevada are helpanignprove adult’s reading and
parenting skills and children’s language developnagid school readiness. Even
Start participants showed positive gains on alltaehd child measures and met or
exceeded the expected performance levels on 1#df4 statewide outcome indi-
cators for family literacy programs. Even Starttiggvants fell just short of meeting
the expected performance level on one outcomeatatién early childhood educa-
tion.

% Projects drew upon some effective research-basteéstablished programs to de-
velop services in parenting education and earlgbbod education. Although
adopting an effective research-based or establigfegtam does not guarantee
success, it does increase the likelihood that ptejill provide quality services to
their participants and thus increases the chance of success.

«  Overall, projects recruited eligible families araiilies who could benefit from
Even Start core services. Most families have mieltgonomic and social disad-
vantages (e.g., limited educational experienceatdisnEnglish proficiency, low-
paying career tracks) and can benefit from theiseswoffered to them. At intake,
Even Start adults have basic or beginning litetaegls, and Even Start children
typically start below their peers on school readinand reading measures. How-
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ever, the income level for some families may bitle high for the targeted popu-
lation.

For many families, Even Start was the only strueduspportunity to better prepare
their children for school. Most children from Ev8tart families did not participate
in any preschool or toddler program before EvemtSéad many Even Start chil-
dren do not participate in any other program winil&ven Start.

Even Start adults and children seemed to have &dequately screened by most
projects so they are placed in and receive ap@tgpservices.

Projects have established positive working relatmos with collaborating agencies
and partners. Collaborators and partners provideesservicels primarily in adult
education.

When analyzed at the state level, Even Start prejaff met the new federal edu-
cation requirements, expected by December 200addiition, all of the reported
early childhood education instructors meet the s@ate qualifications for instruc-
tors of preschool education programs.

Projects provided training to staff in early chibdid education and parenting so
staff can offer quality services to families, adudind children.

Several Even Start projects continued to provied thwn ESL classes to adult par-
ticipants, and in other cases, supplemented thediSkes provided by collabora-
tors to ensure Even Start adults received suffigregensity of instruction. Perhaps
because some projects provided some adult educdtisses, Even Start projects
cited “identifying effective practices in adult edion” as one of the top training
needs.

Overall, projects offered early childhood educatiatult education, and parenting
education of sufficient intensity and duration, ahif attended regularly, would
positively impact Even Start adults and children.

The average number of home visits per family ineeelafrom six per family in
2006-07 to eight per family in 2007-08, due to @ramendation from a monitor-
ing visit conducted by the U.S. Department of Edioca

Project participants attended services in earlglbbod education, adult education,
and parentingt a level lower than the services were offeredil&thany partici-
pants attended Even Start services regularly tefiidfrom the program, some oth-
er families were not in the program long enougtdidmot attend services regularly
to benefit appreciably from the services, especfall parenting education.

The retention rate of families who remain in thegyam until the end of the year
decreased substantially in 2007-08 from all previeualuations, which reported re-
tention rates of about two-thirds of families. Thevada retention rate of 36 per-
cent is substantially below the average nationalrnEStart retention rate at 64
percent. The primary reason for fogv retention rate is that one project exited 16
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families at the end of the year because the prpjacts to serve only teen parents in
2008-09 and these 16 families did not meet thé&troon.

Projects encountered common barriers to implemegfiéimily literacy programs,
including obtaining sufficient financial resourcasd improving retention or moti-
vation of participants, and improving attendance.

The overall conclusion we can draw from the 200&@8uation of Even Start projects

in Nevada is that most projects have establishaddséamily literacy programs and Even

Start families have benefited from these serviEgen Start projects in Nevada, however,

can still improve the services they provide to figesi Below are three recommendations

for improvement.

1. Continue to ensure that Even Start families attende often, establishing atten-
dance requirements for participants.

2. Seek technical assistance in several crucial aseah,as identifying effective
practices in adult education and early childhoagcation as well as strategies to
improve the auditory comprehension and expressiwentunication of children.

3. Develop an improvement plan for each outcome irididhat the project did not
meet, especially in early childhood education, fametach program delivery indi-
cator on which the project scored relatively low.

The Nevada Department of Education can help pej@etet their goals if it follows three

recommendations.

1. Provide technical assistance and training in kegsardentified in this report, es-
pecially in effective practices in adult educatand early childhood education as
well as strategies to improve the expressive concation of children from birth
to three years old.

2. Continue to monitor project activities, especialtythe amount of parenting edu-
cation offered to adult participants, the qualitylee early childhood education
experiences, the implementation of monthly homéasyiparticipant attendance at
adult education and parenting education, and thane level of families admit-
ted into the program.

3. Continue to work with each Even Start project ttedmine if the project meets
the federal requirements for the education levélva#n Start staff and if the early
childhood education instructors meet the states Iieensure requirements for
teachers who provide early childhood education janog.
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Early Childhood Education
Improvement in Ability to Read on Grade Level or &bBng Readiness.

Outcome Indicator A1Seventy percent (70%) of Even Start children florth until
three yearsld a minimum of four months of participation will irease their standard
score on the auditory comprehension and expressivenunication subtests of the Pre-
school Language Scale-4 (PLS-4).

Performance Levellhe standard of “70 percent” is based on datatte funded
Even Start children from birth through two and dvadf years of age on the PLS-4
during 1999-2008° Seventy-three percent of Even Start children nzasi@andard
score point gain from the pretest to posttest atitary comprehensive and 65
percent on expressive communication.

Project Data CollectionEven Start projects are expected to administePtt&4
to children receiving Even Start services fromtbtirough three years old when
they enter the program and again at the end gfrtbgram year, or when the chil-
dren exit the program.

Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report thicgnmation in
the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Information System.

Outcome Indicator A2Seventy percent (70%) of Even Start childirem three years

old until grade 3 will improve in their ability t@ad on grade level or above as measured
by Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-1ll and Expres§dne-Word Picture Vocabulary
Test-2000 Edition.

Performance Levellhe standard of “70 percent” is based on datatte funded
Even Start children five years of age and oldethenPPVT during 1999-2000.
Seventy-three percent of Even Start children mapleséive standard score point
gain from pretest to posttest administrations efRPVT.

Project Data CollectionEven Start projects or their collaborators areeefgd to
administer PPVT and Expressive One-Word Pictureadatary Test to Even

Start children who attend public school from thyears old through grade 3 when
they enter the program and again at the end gfrtbgram year, or when the chil-
dren exit the program. Local project staff need/@uminister a posttest to chil-
dren who have been in the program a minimum of foonths.

Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report thicgnimation in
the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Information System.

% State funded Even Start projects administeredPttie to children from birth through two and one-half
years of age.
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School Attendance.

Outcome Indicator A3Even Start children, who are enrolled in Event3ig November
1 and who attend public school from kindergartenuh grade 3, will have attended
public school at the same or better rate as theotatudent attendance rate.

Performance Levellhe standard of “at the same or better rate asdheol atten-
dance rate” is based on data from two Even Stajéegts in 1999-2000. Even
Start children in these two projects had an atteoelaate similar to the school
average.

Project Data CollectionAll schools in Nevada are required to record aapbrt
the student average daily attendance (ADA) rateialhyhas part of state account-
ability requirements. Even Start projects are etgueto work with their local
schools to obtain the student average daily atreseleates of Even Start children
who are enrolled in public school in kindergarterotigh grade 3 and compare it
against the schools’ student ADA rate.

Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report studeat infor-
mation in the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Informatystem. In addition, pro-
jects will report separately the student ADA ratésll schools attended by Even
Start children.

Grade Retention and Promotion.

Outcome Indicator A4Ninety-five percent (95%) of all participating Ev8&tart chil-

dren, who are enrolled in Even Start by Novemband who attend public school from
kindergarten through grade 3, will be promotedi®iext grade in the child’s school dis-
trict.

Performance Levellhe standard of “95 percent” is based on statesahdol dis-
trict promotion rates in kindergarten through gr&der 1998-99. Students at
these grades had a promotion rate of at leastg&fcent.

Project Data CollectionAll schools in Nevada are required to record apmbrt

the student promotion rates by grade level asgiatate accountability require-
ments Even Start projects are expected to work withrtlogial schools to obtain
data on whether Even Start children, who are ezulol Even Start by November
1 and who attend public school from kindergartenugh grade 3, were promoted
to the next grade level.
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Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report studeat infor-
mation in the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Informatystem. In addition, pro-
jects will report separately the school distrigttemotion rate by grade level (K,
1,2, and 3).

Adult Literacy

Achievement in Reading, Writing, English Languagec@uisition, Problem Solving,
and Numeracy.

Outcome Indicator B1Adults who have completed 80 hours of adult edonavithin a
reporting year will demonstrate an average gaih e¢ale score points on each of the ap-
propriate Comprehensive Adult Student Assessmeste8y(CASAS) subtests (reading,
mathematics, and listening).

Performance Levellhe standard of “an average gain of 5 scale qoorés” is
based on data from state funded and federal fuRdled Start adults for the last
three years. Even Start adults, who have beereipriibgram at least four months,
have made an average gain of approximately 5 scal@ points on the reading
subtest.

Project Data CollectionEven Start projects (or their collaboratbtsire expected
to administer the CASAS to all Even Start adultewkhey enter the program and
again at the end of the program year, or when diisaexit the program. Local
project staff need only administer a posttest tdtadvho have attended 80 hours
of adult education classes.

Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report thicgnmation in
the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Information System-ewlesd later in this Gui-
debook.

Outcome Indicator B2Fifty-one percent (51%) of adults, who are enrolteddult edu-
cation programs for at least four months withijparting year, will advance at least one
Educational Functioning Literacy Level as deterrdibg the Comprehensive Adult Stu-
dent Assessment System (CASAS).

Performance Levellhis indicator is similar to indicators establidier adults in
Nevada Adult Education programs. The indicatoredgffrom the Adult Educa-
tion indicator in that the Adult Education indicaspecifies a different standard
or performance level for each of the 11 differedti€ational Functioning Literacy
Levels. For example, 14 percent of adults in Beigighiteracy and 32 percent of

%4 The Adult Education programs provide almost allhaf adult education classes to Even Start adhlts.
Adult Education programs in Nevada are requireadminister the CASAS.

75



Appendix A; Even Start Outcome Indicators

adults in Beginning Basic Functioning Literacy Lkisvare expected to advance
one Educational Functioning Literacy Level.

The Even Start standard, on the other hand, reiseaa average expected per-
formance level (of the Adult Education performateeels) for adults who start in
the Educational Functioning Literacy Levels prirhaserved by Even Start.

The Adult Education Program established the stahabB0 percent based on da-
ta collected during 1997-98 and 1998-99. In 2002A2Rilt Education Program
staff revised the expected performance level upsvaesged on more recent data.
Nevada Even Start increased its expected perforenlanel to 51 percent based to
reflect the changes in the Adult Education progstamdard.

Project Data CollectionAs reported previously, Even Start projects (eirtkol-
laborators) are expected to administer the CASA&Itaven Start adults when
they enter the program and again at the end gfribgram year, or when the
adults exit the program.

Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report thicgrimation in
the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Information System.

Entry into Postsecondary Education, Job RetrainiiRyogram, or Employment or Ca-
reer Advancement, Including the Military.

Outcome Indicator B3Forty-five percent (45%) of adult learners witgaal of ad-
vanced education or training will enroll in postsedary education or training by the end
of the reporting year.

Performance Levellhis indicator is the same as an indicator esthbd for

adults in Nevada Adult Education programs. The ABducation Program estab-
lished the standard of 25 percent based on datected during 1997-98 and
1998-99. In 2002-03, Adult Education Program steWised the expected per-
formance level to 45 percent based on more readat tllevada Even Start re-
vised its standard to reflect the changes in theltAeducation program standard.

Project Data CollectionAdult Education programs in Nevada are expected-to
port the data on the indicator to the Nevada Depamt of Education annually.
Even Start projects are expected to work closetly wieir Adult Education pro-
gram collaborators to obtain this information. Ligoapject staff need only collect
this information on the adults who have been ingtogram a minimum of four
months.

Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report thicgnmation in
the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Information System.
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Outcome Indicator B4 Sixty-two percent (62%) of adult learners not emgpt at en-
roliment will obtain unsubsidized employment by thist quarter after the program exit
quarter.

Performance Levellhis indicator is the same as an indicator esthbd for

adults in Nevada Adult Education programs. The ABducation Program estab-
lished the standard of 25 percent based on datcted during 1997-98 and
1998-99. In 2002-03, Adult Education Program steWised the expected per-
formance level to 62 percent based on more recat tlevada Even Start re-
vised its standard to reflect the changes in theltAeducation program standard.

Project Data CollectionAdult Education programs in Nevada are expectead-to
port the data on this indicator to the Nevada Diepant of Education annually.
Even Start projects are expected to work closetly wieir Adult Education pro-
gram collaborators to obtain this information. Ligoapject staff need only collect
this information on the adults who have been ingtogram a minimum of four
months

Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report thicgnmation in
the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Information System.

Definitions.“Program exit quarter” refers to the quarter whtem participant ex-
ited the program.

Outcome Indicator B5Seventy-six percent (76%) of relevant adult leaswetl retain or
improve their unsubsidized employment by the thindrter after the program exit quar-
ter.

Performance Levelhis indicator is the same as an indicator estabtidor

adults in Nevada Adult Education programs. The A8ducation Program origi-
nally established the standard of 25 percent basgatogram estimates. In 2002-
03, Adult Education Program staff revised the etgeperformance level to 76
percent based on more recent data. Nevada Evan&tesed its standard to re-
flect the changes in the Adult Education prograamgéard.

Project Data CollectionEven Start projects are expected to conduct aviellp
survey with adults who have exited the progranhatend of the third quarter af-
ter the program exit quarter. Local project st&#@d only collect this information
on the adults who have been in the program a mimiratfour months.

Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report thicgnmation in
the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Information System.

Definitions.“Relevant adult learner” refers to (1) those eesbhadults employed
at program entry with a job retention goal, andt{@se enrolled adults not
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employed at program entry with an employment gd#b wbtained employment
by the end of the first quarter after exit quarter.

Receipt of a High School Diploma or General Equieaicy Diploma.

Outcome Indicator B6Thirty-seven percent (37%) of adults with a highaol comple-
tion goal will earn a high school diploma or recazgal equivalent within a reporting
year.

Performance Levellhis indicator is the same as an indicator esthbti for

adults in Nevada Adult Education programs. The ABducation Program estab-
lished the standard of 25 percent based on datcted during 1997-98 and
1998-99. In 2002-03, Adult Education Program steWised the expected per-
formance level to 37 percent based on more recaat tlevada Even Start re-
vised its standard to reflect the changes in theltAeducation program standard.

Project Data CollectionAdult Education programs in Nevada are expected-to
port the data on this indicator to the Nevada Diepant of Education annually.
Even Start projects are expected to work closetly wieir Adult Education pro-
gram collaborators to obtain this information. Ligoapject staff need only collect
this information on the adults who have been ingtogram a minimum of four
months.

Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report thicgnmation in
the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Information System.

Parenting Education
Parenting Skills.

Outcome Indicator C1Ninety percent (90%) of participating adults etedlin Even

Start for at least four months will meet at least goal related to parenting skills (e.g.,
developmental appropriateness, positive discipte&ching and learning, care-giving en-
vironment) within the reporting year.

Performance LeveData have not been collected on this performamdieator
previously nor are parenting goals establishedistargly across projects to esti-
mate a reasonable performance level. In the abs#realuation data, the stan-
dard of “90 percent” was determined through disicuswith experienced Even
Start project directors who thought the expectatvas reasonable.

Project Data CollectionEven Start projects are expected to help parastablesh
annual goals for themselves in parenting (e.gendthg monthly parenting work-
shops, learning positive discipline techniquegrating six Family Storyteller
workshops) and criteria for determining whethergbals are met.
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Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report thiggnmation into
the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Information System.

Increased Involvement in Children’s Education.

Outcome Indicator C2Parents of Even Start children, who are enroleBlven Start by
September 1 and who are in public school from kigaieen through grade 3, will have
attended parent/teacher conferences at the sabsgter rate as the school parent/teacher
conference attendance rate.

Performance LeveData have not been collected on the performardiedator
previously. In the absence of evaluation datasthedard of “the same or better
rate” was determined though discussion with expegd Even Start project di-
rectors who thought the expectation was reasonable.

Project Data CollectionAll schools in Nevada are required to record apbrt

the percent of parents who attend parent/teach#e@nces as part of state ac-
countability requirements. Even Start projectseaqgected to work with their lo-
cal schools to obtain the number and percent &fmarof Even Start children in
kindergarten through grade 3 who attend parentigraconferences, and compare
it against the schools’ parent/teacher conferettea@ance rate.

Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report studeat infor-
mation in the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Informatystem. In addition, pro-
jects will report separately each school’s pareather conference attendance rate
for all schools attended by Even Start children.

Interactive Literacy Activities (ILA).

Outcome Indicator C3Sixty percent (60%) of first-year Even Start pasesill increase
the amount of time they spend with their childnemniteractive literacy activities weekly
within a reporting year.

Performance Levellhe standard of “60 percent” is based on datatéte funded
Even Start parents during 1999-2000. Sixty-two @etof first-year Even Start
adults increased the amount of time they spent thiir children in interactive
literacy activities weekly from when they enterbd program to the end of the re-
porting year, or when they exited the program.

Project Data CollectionEven Start projects are expected to administenagu
when a family enters the program and again atikdeoéthe program year or
when the family exits the program. Local projeetffsheed only administer a
posttest survey to parents who have been in thgrgmoa minimum of four
months.
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Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report studeat infor-
mation in the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Informatystem.

Parents and Children Reading Together.

Outcome Indicator C4Fifty percent (50%) of first-year Even Start pasewill increase
the amount of time they spend reading with theiildedn within a reporting year.

Performance LevelA standard of “30 percent” was first selectedresdxpected
performance level based on data for state fundet Btart parents during 1999-
2000. Thirty percent of first-year Even Start agliicreased the amount of time
they spent reading to or with their children frorhem they entered the program to
the end of the reporting year, or when they exitedprogram. The expected per-
formance level for the 2005-06 to make it consistath the performance level
used for Nevada Early Childhood Education prograndéd under SB 525. The
Nevada ECE program raised the performance levelbas a direction from the
legislation to increase the performance level d€omne indicators based on avail-
able data. Data from the previous three yeas otheda ECE program showed
that around 50 percent of parents increased theiainod time they spent reading
to or with their children from when they entered firogram to the end of the re-
porting year, or when they exited the program.

Project Data CollectionEven Start projects are expected to administenaeyg
when a family enters the program and again atnieoéthe program year, or
when the family exits the program. Local projeetffsheed only administer a
posttest survey to parents who have been in thgg@moa minimum of four
months.

Project ReportingEven Start projects are expected to report studeat infor-
mation in the Nevada Even Start (NEST) Informatystem.
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