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I. Executive Summary 
 

The Child-Parent Center (CPC) Education Program is the oldest prekindergarten (pre-K) to third 
grade program with longitudinal evidence demonstrating its effectiveness for at-risk children in 
both the early school years and throughout adulthood. This comprehensive school-based program, 
which seeks to enhance early academic achievement and child development, has been 
implemented in Chicago Public Schools since 1967. Studies of the Chicago CPCs found that 
participation in the program improved school readiness outcomes for at-risk children, increased 
high school graduation rates, and reduced crime, among other benefits (Reynolds et al., 2014). 
Cost-benefit studies have demonstrated that the program produces a rate of return exceeding $7 for 
every dollar invested (Reynolds et al., 2011). Recent federal investments have made it possible to 
replicate and expand the program in the Midwest region, including in Saint Paul, Minnesota. 
 
Upon receipt of the Investing in Innovation (i3) federal grant in 2012, the CPC model was 
implemented in five Saint Paul Public Schools, all of which are Title I schools located in high-
needs communities. Saint Paul is diverse and dynamic – 80 percent of the students are racial ethnic 
minorities, and over 125 dialects and languages are spoken in the district (Saint Paul Public 
Schools, 2015). In the first two years of implementation, the CPC program in Saint Paul served 
over 1,000 students (Reynolds, 2015).  
 
The present study uses school district data from the first two years for Saint Paul CPC preschool 
and kindergarten students from 2012-14 to gain preliminary insight into its effects. Specifically, 
we were interested in quantitatively assessing the following questions: Does participation in the 
CPC affect literacy outcomes in pre-K? Does participation in the CPC affect kindergarten literacy 
outcomes? Does the CPC enhance parent involvement? Does the reduced class size component of 
the CPC affect literacy outcomes? 
 
Our initial findings suggest that the CPC program is effectively reaching young students in Saint 
Paul that are most at-risk for early learning difficulties. Our findings indicate that during the 2012-
13 and 2013-14 school years, Saint Paul pre-K students in the CPC made considerable gains in 
literacy skills, and that over half of CPC students met Reading Stage benchmarks by the end of 
kindergarten. We found that parent involvement was higher among parents of CPC students 
compared with parents of students in other pre-K programs. We also identified that pre-K students 
in Cohort 1 (2012-13) performed significantly better than students in Cohort 2 (2013-14). Future 
research should address analytic concerns by using complete data, employing techniques to 
mitigate selection bias, and identifying an adequate comparison group. Future studies of the CPC 
model in Saint Paul should include child outcome measures of other cognitive (e.g., concept 
development, scientific reasoning) and non-cognitive skills (e.g., social-emotional, behavioral, 
executive function), include more nuanced measures of parent involvement, and account for 
implementation fidelity.  
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II. The Child-Parent Center Education Program 
 
A large and growing body of research has found positive impacts of early childhood education 
(ECE) interventions on not only student academic skills and readiness for kindergarten, but also on 
students’ social and emotional development (Camilli et. al, 2010). Similarly, longitudinal studies 
that track pre-K participants into adulthood, like that of the Child-Parent Centers (CPC) in 
Chicago, have found significant long-term impacts of early childhood education, ranging from 
impacts on educational attainment to life and health-related outcomes (Reynolds, 2000). The 
return-on-investment for low-income, at-risk students has been estimated to be between 7 and 10 
percent per annum for every one dollar spent on high-quality early childhood education (Heckman, 
Moon, Pinto, Savelyev, Yavitz, 2010). 
 
Similarly, early interventions show greater returns for low-income and at-risk children who would 
otherwise have difficulty meeting important developmental benchmarks (Reynolds, Temple, 
White, 2011). Findings from longitudinal studies on early childhood programs support the idea that 
selective interventions targeting the most at-risk children maximize effectiveness and efficiency, as 
at-risk children stand to gain the most from interventions over the course of their lives. These 
studies provide evidence that policy makers should support targeted early intervention programs to 
eliminate the achievement gap and level the playing field in school readiness and performance. 
The present report will examine five CPC expansion sites in Saint Paul Public Schools and assess 
whether early effects of that expansion align with previous research on early childhood 
interventions. 
 
The CPC model is the oldest extended early learning program in the country, providing continued 
comprehensive services beyond the prekindergarten years through the third grade. Founded in 
1967, it was originally funded with Title I dollars, making it the second oldest federally funded 
early childhood education program, behind Head Start. Three other influential preschool programs, 
HighScope Perry Preschool, Head Start, and the Abecedarian Project, along with CPC, have been 
crucial to understanding how to develop effective ECE programs. These programs have 
demonstrated positive academic and economic impacts through longitudinal studies. Yet gaps in 
the research remain. For example, researchers are still working to understand what components of 
early childhood programs are most important, how different students are affected differently by 
these programs, and whether the effects of early childhood programs fade out over time. In 
particular, “fadeout” has become a criticism and top concern for policy makers. Critics point to 
Puma's Head Start Impact Study (2010), which indicates that the positive effects of the Head Start 
program fade out over time.  
 
The CPC model developed as a center-based, early childhood program that provided 
comprehensive educational and family support services primarily in low-income, African-
American neighborhoods in Chicago. The long-term impact of the program relies on curriculum 
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alignment through third grade as well as the partnership between the CPC staff and the affiliated 
elementary school. Curriculum alignment is a unique quality of the model that takes into account 
research that indicates the need for high quality programming through third grade (Midwest CPC 
Expansion program guidelines, 2014) and engages the teaching staff across grade levels in 
developing a cohesive and comprehensive curriculum as children transition through grade levels. 
Unlike the Head Start model, the CPC pre-K classrooms are typically located in the elementary 
school where the children will enter kindergarten, but occasionally are located in child care centers 
in the community.  
 
IIa. CPC Program Elements 
The CPC model implements six core program elements at each site. These elements are: 1) 
Effective learning experiences from pre-K to third grade, 2) Aligned curriculum, 3) Parent 
involvement and engagement, 4) Collaborative leadership team, 5) Continuity and stability, and 6) 
Professional development system. While each site tailors its programming to the local context 
based on yearly needs assessments, these core elements form the basis for continuity and fidelity 
among program sites. The program requires reduced class sizes (student to teacher ratios of 17:2 in 
pre-K, 25:2 in kindergarten), teacher aides, parent involvement and engagement opportunities, and 
enriched classroom environments through the completion of third grade. 
 
The CPC program staff includes three primary personnel: the Head Teacher (or Director), the 
Parent Resource Teacher (PRT), and the School-Community Representative (SCR). The Head 
Teacher works under the direction of the elementary school principal to ensure the six core 
elements are achieved. The PRT directs the parent resource room and provides a menu-based 
parent involvement plan for activities designed around parent needs and interests (Midwest CPC 
Expansion program guidelines, 2014). The parent resource room provides a friendly environment 
within the school where parents can spend time. It allows parents to be an active member of the 
school community and connect with other parents. The SCR organizes outreach activities, 
mobilizes resources, and supports educational and career development for parents. As a team, 
program staff utilize connections to the community in order to engage hard to reach families. The 
elementary school provides a parent involvement liaison to maintain ongoing collaboration 
between the CPC and the elementary school on curriculum alignment, parental resources and 
involvement activities, and at-home learning.  
 
The CPC program is unique in its development of family engagement strategies that strengthen the 
school-family partnership through a two-generation approach. This approach not only encourages 
parents to get involved in their children’s education, but to find value and support in their own 
education and career development. The program requires parents to participate in at least 2.5 hours 
of both school and home involvement and engagement activities per week. This element is 
intended to build understanding and accountability among home and school environments to 
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promote continued parent involvement, student motivation, and school achievement from pre-K 
through grade school. 

 
IIb. Saint Paul Public Schools and Midwest Expansion 
Saint Paul, Minnesota’s State Capitol, is home to nearly 295,000 residents. The city is 
demographically diverse compared to the state, with 60 percent of its residents identifying as 
White and the remaining 40 percent identifying as Black, Asian, and Hispanic or Latino (Census, 
2010). Saint Paul Public Schools (SPPS) serve more than 39,000 students within 58 schools in 
grades pre-K to 12 (SPPS, 2014). There are 31 sites that serve students four years of age and 
younger in preschool education, predominantly housed in the elementary schools. The district 
serves a diverse group of students. Where citywide, 40 percent of the population is people of color, 
close to 80 percent of district enrollment is students of color. The district also serves many cultural 
backgrounds, with SPPS students speaking over 100 languages. Approximately 72 percent of 
students in SPPS are eligible for free or reduced-price lunch, a common indicator of poverty. To be 
eligible for free lunch or reduced lunch, a family’s income must be at or above 130 percent or 185 
percent of the federal poverty line, respectively.  The demographic makeup of SPPS, as well as the 
district’s commitment to early learning, were key considerations in the partnership between CPC 
and SPPS.  
 
In 2011, the Human Capital Research Collaboration (HCRC) at the University of Minnesota was 
awarded the Investing in Innovation (i3) federal grant to conduct a validation study of the CPC 
model in varying economically disadvantaged communities in Minnesota and Illinois. During this 
time, SPPS was already implementing aligned pre-K to third grade curriculum. Therefore, once i3 
funding was available, Saint Paul became a logical location to implement the expansion. In the 
first two years of implementation, the CPC program in Saint Paul served over 1,000 students 
(Reynolds, 2015). Saint Paul CPC schools include American Indian Magnet School, Obama 
Elementary, Bruce Vento Elementary, Jackson Elementary, and Phalen Lake Elementary in SPPS, 
along with Bethel King Child Development Center (see Appendix A. for a map of Midwest CPC 
sites). Given the language and cultural diversity in Saint Paul, the program had to be adapted to 
effectively meet the needs of this more diverse district, while still maintaining fidelity to the CPC 
model and its six core elements. As indicated in Figure 1, the average fidelity score for overall 
implementation was high in the first two years of the program. Accordingly, fidelity scores for 
most of the individual components of the CPC were above 80 percent, with the exception of one 
component in year one (parent involvement) and four components in year two (continuity, 
collaborative leadership, parent involvement, and aligned curriculum). This is a positive indication 
that CPC can be adapted on a large scale with minor modifications, depending on the individual 
site’s needs, without negatively impacting program fidelity. 
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Figure	  1.	  Overall	  fidelity	  rating	  at	  or	  above	  80%	  in	  both	  Year	  1	  and	  Year	  2 

 
 

III. Background on Child Development and Early Interventions 
 

IIIa. Child Development during Preschool & Kindergarten 
The first several years of life, starting at birth and up through age five, represent a critical period of 
rapid development during which foundational linguistic, cognitive, emotional, social, regulatory, 
and moral capabilities are established (Shonkoff, 2000). Because subsequent development depends 
on the initial development of these foundational capabilities (Shonkoff, 2000), this critical period 
represents an incredible opportunity to foster healthy development in young children and thereby 
better position them for positive life outcomes. When development is compromised during this 
period, children engage in maladaptive coping behaviors (Gearity, 2009) and become vulnerable to 
a range of chronic diseases (Shonkoff, 2010) and mental health disorders (O’Connell, Boat, 
Warner, 2009). Thus, by denying children the resources required for healthful development during 
this critical period, they are also denied the possibility to live up to their greatest potential. 
Although child developmentalists are still working to fully understand the complex exchange 
between genotype and environmental context and their combined impact on development, it is 
clear that the two work together to impact behaviors.  
 
Ecological Systems Theory supports this, outlining that human development is the result of the 
relationships between people and their environments (Bronfenbrenner, 1979). It is therefore 
insufficient to evaluate an individual’s development in the context of the immediate environment, 
rather it is important to also examine interactions among the larger environments in which an 
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individual develops. The school setting is part of the child’s broader community environment and 
therefore a logical target for school-based interventions. When we consider the multi-layer context 
of the school environment, we see that it is a place where students, parents, teachers, and 
community interact. Thus, schools present an important environmental arena for policy making 
through which environmental risk factors can be minimized and protective factors can be fostered.  
 
The transition to kindergarten is a particularly critical adjustment period in development and an 
important predictor of later academic and social outcomes (Bronfenbrenner, Morris, 1997; Pianta, 
Cox, Taylor, Early, 1999; Ponitz, Rimm-Kaufman, Grimm, Curby, 2009). Within the context of 
the Ecological Systems Theory (1979), kindergarten provides a crucial environment for 
introducing students to formal instruction as it facilitates the development of individual skills, as 
well as social relationships critical for later school success. Stability and continuity between the 
preschool and elementary settings are two important aspects for a successful transition to 
kindergarten, particularly for children at risk for difficult transitions. School programs that provide 
continuity in instruction, family involvement, and support services, help to bridge gaps in 
programming and smooth the overall adjustment to formal school (Lombardi, 1992).  
 
IIIb. Components of CPC 
Two major components of the CPC school-based program include 1) increasing parent 
involvement in their children’s education at home and in school and 2) enhancing the learning 
environment through class size reduction. The following literature review aims to shed light on the 
theory that drives the emphasis on these elements and the extent to which these elements have 
been found to be relevant to student achievement in other contexts. 
 
The Role of Parent Involvement 
Decades of research confirms that high-quality preschool programs with a core parent involvement 
component enhance children’s educational outcomes (Reynolds, Temple, Ou, Arteaga, & White, 
2011; Barnett, 2005; Hayakawa, Englund, Warner-Richter, Reynolds, 2013; Fan & Chen, 2001). 
Additionally, parent involvement (PI) has been shown to positively influence student behavior, 
socio-emotional development and school-community interactions (Desimone, 1999; Barnard, 
2004; Epstein, 2001).  
 
Increasingly, studies incorporate the importance of social and cultural factors in predicting the 
ways that parents demonstrate their investment in their child’s school. Most research has 
negatively associated ethnicity with PI in school, especially for families of immigrant or language 
minority status. This is an important consideration for schools in the design of PI programs, as 
these families face significant barriers associated with lower-socioeconomic status, language, 
family structure, and beliefs and attitudes around both the education system and parent 
responsibilities (Desimone, 1999; Lee and Bowen, 2006). 
 



 8 

Economically disadvantaged families are less frequently involved in school than middle-income 
families (Hindman, Miller, Froyen, Skibbe, 2012). Recent studies show that many of the key 
factors that often predict PI (child disability status, family ethnicity, and home language) are 
confounded with SES, providing evidence of the impact of SES on patterns of community and 
school involvement, even among all types of ethnic, cultural, and family backgrounds. Active 
school involvement takes a considerable amount of time and resources; a commitment that, for 
some families, is not always possible (Williams & Sanchez, 2011). Tailoring PI supports and 
activities to account for the particular emotional, physical, and social constraints and barriers of 
low-SES groups are of utmost importance for effective programming. School-led approaches that 
support the varying social and cultural risk factors in their school activities have shown greater 
levels of parent participation and investment (Barnard, 2004; Fan & Chen, 2001, Lee & Bowen, 
2006; Laroque, 2011). 
 
There are consistent research findings showing that both home and school involvement, engaged in 
voluntarily by parents, positively affects school outcomes (Galindo, Sheldon, 2011). Yet, there is 
less consensus over the effectiveness of school-based involvement programs designed to 
incentivize parental participation. Overall, studies show that school programs that include wrap-
around services, incentives, and contracts have increased benefits in terms of enhancing parental 
participation in children’s education, specifically in low-income communities (Smith, Wohlstetter, 
Kuzin, De Pedro, 2011). Although much of the PI research considers a variety of locations and 
activities to define and measure involvement (Barnard, 2004; Lee, Bowen, 2004, 2006; Desimone, 
1999), the present study focuses specifically on school-based activities and events delivered by the 
CPC as a way to demonstrate how early school-initiated PI programs increase parent participation 
in schools. 
 
The Role of Class Size Reduction (CSR) 
The goal of class-size-reduction (CSR) in the CPC is to help facilitate effective learning 
experiences. Recall that the CPC involves specific maximum requirements for the number of 
students assigned to a given classroom (17 in pre-K and 25 in K-3) as well as minimum 
requirements for the number of teaching staff attending to each classroom (2 in pre-K-3). The 
theory behind CSR is that in larger classes students are more likely to become distracted from 
learning and less likely to receive individualized attention from teachers. However, the effect of 
class size on student outcomes is widely contested, due in large part to limitations in the research. 
A small handful of experimentally designed interventions conducted in recent decades provide 
persuasive evidence that class size reduction in the early grades can have important positive short 
and long term outcomes. Subsequent evaluations of CSR initiatives confirm these findings. 
Despite promising indicators, literature on class size also suggests that class size interacts with 
many other aspects of the learning environment, such as child-to-teacher ratio and classroom 
resources, and other factors such as curriculum and teacher training and experience.  
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Much of the class size debate centers on the question of “dosage,” in terms of the ideal length of 
exposure to smaller classrooms, the optimum number of students per class, and the best student to 
teacher ratio. Leaders in class size research are convinced that keeping class sizes in grades K to 
three at fewer than 20 students is optimal and suggest that the number of adults present in the 
classroom does not have a significant impact (Finn, Gerber, Boyd-Zaharias, 2005). The same 
scholars maintain that CSR reduction should be ongoing for at least three, but ideally four, years in 
the early grades in order to have sustainable impacts (Finn et al. 2005).  
 
The Tennessee STAR, a four year study testing the effects of reduced class sizes in the early 
grades on student achievement, is the most notable CSR research. The study examined the impact 
of small class sizes (13 to 17 students) compared to regular-sized classes (22 to 26 students) with 
and without teachers’ aides – on student academic performance. Approximately 12,000 students in 
330 classrooms across 79 inner-city, urban, suburban, and rural schools participated in this 
randomly designed experiment (Finn, 1998). The findings from the first four years of the study 
boasted substantial gains for children in small classes, wherein over the course of four years (K-3) 
the smaller classes gained about eight percentiles on average test scores over regular classes 
without aides. Regular classes with aides compared only slightly better to regular classes without 
an aid using the same measure (Word et al., 1990). Thus superior student gains are attributed to 
reduced class size and not to the addition of a teacher’s aide (Finn, 1998).  
 
One of the key findings of the Tennessee STAR is that the benefits of small classes appear to be 
greater for at-risk students, including minority students, students at inner-city schools, and those 
from low-income households (Finn et al., 2005). For example, in the first two years of the study, 
the effect size for students identified as racial minorities (most of whom were black) was about 
double the effect size for majority students.  
 
The positive effects of CSR appear to continue beyond the early grades, particularly for 
economically disadvantaged students. The benefits of small class sizes in grades K to three 
continued to have effects on student performance through eighth grade (Mosteller, 1995), and 
positive impacts on high school graduation rates (Finn et al. 2005) and college completion 
(Dynarski et al. 2013). For example, Finn and colleagues (2005) find that for low-socioeconomic 
status students, decreased class size improved the odds of graduating by 149 percent. They 
speculate that the relationship between early small class size and graduation rates is mediated by 
improved academic performance as well as other dynamics, such as attitudes and motivation, pro- 
or antisocial behavior, and learning behavior (Finn et al. 2005). 
 
Since the STAR, other experiments in early CSR have shown similar positive outcomes. For 
example, North Carolina’s Burke County classroom reduction initiative showed gains in student 
performance and increases in overall instructional time in small classes (Achilles et al., 1995). 
Wisconsin’s SAGE program found the effects of smaller class sizes on overall student outcomes 
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helped to close the achievement gap between African-American and White students (Molnar et al. 
1999). Finally, many of the CPC sites maintain low class size ratios of 17 students for every two 
adults in pre-K. Students from these schools have exhibited positive academic outcomes both in 
the short and long term, including increased high school graduation rates and lower rates of special 
education assignment (Human Capital Research Collaborative Brief).  
 
Critics argue that, overall, CSR studies have shown systematically small effects (Hattie, 2005). 
They assert that class size cannot be a stand-alone input with some optimum “one-size-fits-all” 
setting, but rather should be contextualized within the nuanced set of instructional and 
environmental configurations in a particular classroom (Hattie 2005, Mosteller, 1995). Critics of 
project STAR in particular point to limitations in the study design, high attrition rates and the fact 
that class assignment in that study, while random, could not be blind (Hanushek, 1999).  
 
Overall, the literature on class size is incomplete but highly suggestive that, when implemented in 
the early grades, class size reduction is likely to improve student achievement, particularly for low-
income and minority students. However, CSR does not have consistent effects across different 
contexts and class size must be considered in tandem with other factors that have been shown to 
effect learning, such as instructional quality, curriculum, and family and community support 
(Mashburn, 2008). It is therefore prudent to deconstruct the influence of CSR in a given 
programmatic context to understand the extent to which it should be prioritized for that program. 

 
IV. Research Questions  

 
Our study seeks to understand whether CPC has a positive association with student achievement in 
the Saint Paul context and, if there is a positive effect, to assess the relative contribution of the 
parent involvement and class-size components of the program. We chose to examine the effects of 
being in the CPC program for both pre-K and kindergarten students separately. Our hypotheses are 
informed by the previous review of current theory in the field of child development and review of 
relevant literature.  
 
Our primary research question examines how CPC is working in Saint Paul Public Schools in the 
preschool year. We were interested in whether participating in CPC pre-K was associated with 
greater gains on literacy outcomes compared to students who did not participate in CPC, and 
whether the effects differ for certain subgroups of interest. For this research question, we have two 
general hypotheses. First, that there would be positive effects on literacy outcomes for CPC pre-K 
students compared to non-CPC pre-K students overall and across subgroups of students. Second, 
that students identified as having high levels of environmental risk would benefit more from CPC 
than children with low levels of environmental risk.  
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Research Question 1: Does CPC participation during the pre-K year result in improved literacy 
outcomes? Are these effects more positive for certain subgroups of students, in particular those 
identified as having high levels of environmental risk? 
 
Our second research question explores preliminary data from the CPC kindergarten year in 2013-
14. We were only able to analyze trends in student literacy outcomes since no comparison data was 
available. We hypothesized that CPC students would score well on literacy measures in the 
kindergarten year, and that a substantial number of students would be meeting SPPS established 
benchmarks.  
 
Research Question 2: Are students in CPC kindergarten classrooms making gains and meeting 
benchmarks on literacy measures?  
 
Our third research question attempts to determine whether CPC participation has a positive effect 
on student achievement, and whether increased involvement by CPC parents enhances this effect. 
We hypothesized that higher rates of parent involvement would be associated with higher levels of 
achievement on literacy measures. 
 
Research Question 3: Do the parents of CPC students have higher levels of parent involvement 
compared to non-CPC families? Are increased levels of parent involvement associated with 
improved student literacy outcomes? 
 
Our final research question further examines the small class size component of the CPC model. In 
2012-13, SPPS implemented the CPC program with the required 17:2 student-teacher ratio in 
every pre-K classroom. Due to funding constraints, in 2013-14 SPPS increased the ratio to 20:2 in 
pre-K. We were interested in the effect of this increase on literacy outcomes for pre-K students. 
Based on the existing literature, we hypothesized that students in smaller CPC classes with would 
exhibit higher scores on literacy measures than students in larger CPC classes. 
 
Research Question 4: Does the small class size requirement of the CPC model have an effect on 
student literacy outcomes?  

 
V. Methodology 

 
Va. Description of Data 
The Saint Paul Public Schools (SPPS) Research, Evaluation, and Assessment (REA) department 
provided administrative data. This included demographic information for each student, including: 
gender, ethnicity, English Language Learner designation, special education designation, and 
qualification for free or reduced price lunch. Free and reduced price lunch qualification was not 
available for Year 2 (2013-14) pre-K students. The SPPS administrative data also included fall, 
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winter, and spring test scores on select subtests of three different literacy assessments. Those 
assessments will be described in more detail below. SPPS shared the administrative data of 
students whose guardians consented to participate in CPC-related research activities. In the 
absence of guardian consent, the data for certain students who participated in CPC or comparison 
school programming were not available for this analysis. 
 
The administrative data from SPPS was merged using a student identification number with data 
collected by the Human Capital Research Collaborative (HCRC). The HCRC data included reports 
from CPC staff of monthly parent involvement. It also included responses to a parent survey. 
Parent involvement and parent survey data was only available for a subset of Cohort 1 pre-K 
students, so it could only be used to answer the first research question.  
 
Vb. Description of Literacy Measures 
Three different assessment tools were available to examine effects on student literacy outcomes. 
Each is described below: 
  
Individual Growth and Development Indicators (IGDIs)(pre-K students only). The IGDIs data was 
provided by the SPPS REA department for students in pre-K in 2012-13 and 2013-14. The IGDIs 
were administered by teachers to pre-K students in the fall, winter, and spring. Three subtests of 
the IGDIs were available for analysis: Picture Naming (measure of oral language), Rhyming, and 
Alliteration (measures of phonological awareness). 
  
Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening (PALS)(pre-K students only). The PALS data was 
provided by the SPPS REA department for students in pre-K in 2012-13 and 2013-14. The PALS 
is a measure of young children’s knowledge of fundamental aspects of phonological awareness and 
print knowledge. The PALS was administered by teachers to pre-K students in the fall, winter, and 
spring. Four subtests of the PALS were available for analysis: Upper Alphabet Knowledge, Lower 
Alphabet Knowledge (measures of letter identification), Concepts of Print (measure of basic 
reading processes, i.e. orientation and directionality of text), and Name Writing (measure of 
writing ability). 
  
Mondo Bookshop Assessment (Mondo)(kindergarten students only). The Mondo assessment data 
was provided by the SPPS REA department for CPC students in kindergarten in 2013-14. The 
Mondo was administered by teachers to kindergarten students in the fall, winter, and spring. Two 
subtests of the Mondo were available for analysis: Reading Stage and Text Level (measures of 
overall reading ability). For these assessments, students read excerpts at varying levels of difficulty 
and the teacher determines reading accuracy.  
  

 
 



 13 

VI. Research Question 1: Overall Pre-K Analysis 
 
VIa. Sample & Design 
To determine the effect of being in a CPC pre-K program compared to a comparison pre-K 
program, we first performed simple t-tests of the mean fall and spring test scores for our 
“treatment” (CPC) and “comparison” (non-CPC) groups. Table 1a shows that while CPC students 
started off significantly behind in the fall on some literacy measures, by spring, even if they were 
still behind the non-CPC students, most of the gaps had narrowed or closed completely. 
 
Table	  1a.	  Some	  gaps	  between	  Non-‐CPC	  and	  CPC	  students	  narrowed	  from	  Fall	  to	  Spring 

 
 
Since it appeared that CPC had a positive impact on students, we decided to move forward with a 
more rigorous analysis using a regression model. Our analysis compared four-year-old, Cohort 1 
students who attended a CPC pre-K to those who attended a comparison school (non-CPC) pre-K 
program. The comparison (non-CPC) school sites were chosen using a propensity score matching 
process that used school-level data from the year prior to implementation. HCRC chose 
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comparison schools from a limited sample, and while they were designed to provide a good 
comparison to the CPC school sites, we found that the students were not well matched when we 
analyzed comparisons across demographic data. Based on this finding, we dropped both Como 
Elementary School and Mississippi Creative Arts School in an effort to balance the analytic 
sample.  
 
After these exclusions, the analysis included 192 CPC and 77 non-CPC pre-K students. Table 1b 
shows how the non-CPC and CPC groups differ across different demographic variables. Because 
we found that the groups differed on important characteristics that may impact their achievement 
on the IGDIs and PALS subtests, we controlled for these variables in our model. 
 
Table	  1b.	  Non-‐CPC	  and	  CPC	  groups	  are	  not	  well	  matched 

 
 
We ran the following linear model to estimate the effect of being in a CPC pre-K classroom on 
spring scores controlling for fall baseline scores on the three IGDI subtests and the four PALS 
subtests for the ith student: 
 
Spring Test Score = f(CPCi, Genderi, ELLi, SpEdi, Incomei, Asiani, Hispanici, African Americani, 
American Indiani, Mom Edi, Mom Ed Dummyi, School Level FRPLiv, School Level 3rd Grade 
Readingiv) 
 
Where: 

CPCi = 1 if the student attended a CPC pre-K; 0 if the student attended a non-CPC pre-K 
Genderi = 1 if the student is female; 0 if male 
ELLi = 1 if the student is identified as speaking a language other than English at home; 0 if 
English 
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SpEdi = 1 if the student is identified as qualifying for special education; 0 if not 
Incomei = 1 if the student qualifies for free or reduced price lunch; 0 if not 
Asiani = 1 if the student is Asian; 0 if not 
Hispanici = 1 if the student is Hispanic; 0 if not 
African Americani = 1 if the student is African American; 0 if not 
American Indiani = 1 if the student is American Indian; 0 if not 
Mom Edi = 1 if parent survey response indicates Mother has less than a high school 
diploma; 0 if Mother has a high school diploma or higher education level  
Mom Ed Dummyi = 1 if answer on parent survey to Mom Ed question is missing; 0 if not 
School Level FRPLiv= percentage of students at school that qualified for free or reduced 
price lunch in 2011-2012 
School Level 3rd Grade Readingiv = percentage of students at school v that were proficient 
in reading in 2011-2012 

 
Not all parents responded to the parent survey question to determine the level of mother’s 
education, so we included a dummy variable to control for potential selection bias caused by 
lacking that information for many students. We also believe that school-level factors can have an 
impact on student achievement, so we included controls for school level income and reading 
achievement. Because the CPC program could have an impact on these factors, we used data from 
the year prior to CPC implementation in SPPS (2011-12 school year). 
 
We also chose to cluster the standard errors around a variable that indicated which school each 
student attended. This was to help address the fact that we knew the schools were not well matched 
for comparison of student academic achievement. This clustering did not impact the coefficients 
that our analysis estimated, but it did make it more difficult to find significance. 
 
One of the subgroups that we looked at was high-risk students. In order to determine which 
students were high-risk, we used parent survey data to create an environmental risk score. The risk 
score used 11 questions from the parent survey, and was calculated by adding together one point 
for each of the following indicators being reported by the parent: 

● Student qualifies for free or reduced price lunch 
● Family receives some form of public assistance 
● Primary language spoken at home is not English 
● Student was born at a low birth weight 
● Student is an immigrant or refugee 
● Mother’s education is less than a high school diploma 
● Mother was between 13 and 19-years-old when the student was born 
● Student has moved one or more times in the last 12 months 
● Parent suffers from frequent symptoms of depression 
● Student does not have health insurance 
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● Family is food insecure 
  
We were able to calculate a risk score for 114 CPC students and 64 non-CPC students. We chose 
to consider students with a risk score of four or greater as “high-risk.” Significantly more CPC 
students were high-risk according to our measure than non-CPC students, as evidenced previously 
in Table 1b.  
 
VIb. Results 
Table 1c presents the estimated effect of attending a CPC pre-K for all Cohort 1 pre-K students at 
the selected SPPS schools, as well as for subgroups of those students. It appears that in its first 
year in Saint Paul Public Schools, CPC had a significant, positive impact on all students’ 
phonological awareness skills. This is consistent across the subgroups of girls, English Language 
Learners, and students that qualify for free or reduced price lunch. 
  
Table	  1c.	  CPC	  assignment	  has	  a	  mixed	  effect	  on	  some	  Spring	  IGDI	  and	  PALS	  subtest	  scores 

 
 
Table 1c also shows that there are significant, negative effects of being in a CPC pre-K for some 
subgroups of students in the dataset on achievement on the PALS Concepts subtest, which is a 
measure of basic reading processes. This negative effect was consistent across the subgroups of 
girls, high-risk students, Asian students, and African American students.  
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VII. Research Question 2: Kindergarten Trends 
 
VIIa. Sample & Design 
To address the question of whether CPC kindergarten students made gains and met established 
benchmarks on literacy measures, we analyzed trends in student spring literacy proficiency as 
measured by the Mondo Bookshop Assessment. SPPS administered Mondo Assessments in the fall 
and spring of the 2013-14 school year. The Center for Curriculum, Instruction, and Professional 
Development developed the Elementary Literacy Benchmark score standards for kindergarten and 
elementary grades according to national readiness standards. Utilizing two subtests of the Mondo 
that were made available for analysis (Reading Stage and Text Level), we examined whether 
students reached or exceeded spring proficiency levels based on the literacy benchmark score 
standards. As part of this analysis, we also investigated spring literacy proficiency for certain 
subgroups of interest. To do this, we examined the percentage of students in varying demographic 
subgroups, as well as students identifying as special education designation and free and reduced 
price lunch qualification. 
 
This analysis included 459 five- or six-year-old students who attended CPC kindergarten programs 
from 2012-14. Table 2a presents demographic data, including student gender, ethnicity, English 
Language Learner designation, special education designation, and qualification for free and 
reduced price lunch status for all CPC kindergarten students. Data for kindergarteners at 
comparison school sites was not available.  
 
Table	  2a.	  CPC	  Kindergarten	  Student	  Demographics 

 
 
Of the students, 117 had received CPC programming for two years (i.e. attended CPC pre-K 
program in 2012-2013), and 345 received one year of CPC programing (i.e., did not attend a CPC 
pre-K program in 2012-2013). Since no comparison data was available, we initially sought to 
analyze the estimated effect of CPC on students that received one year versus two years of 
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programming. But, after extensive investigation into the formative structure of the Mondo 
Assessments administered in SPPS and finding little variation in the subtest scores, we decided to 
look at overall CPC kindergarten trends. 
 
VIIb. Results  
Table 2b presents the proportion of students that met or exceeded proficiency benchmarks on the 
Mondo Reading Stage and Text Level subtests in the fall and spring of 2013-14 school years. In 
the fall, all students that took the subtests received the fall baseline proficiency, meaning that if a 
student took the test, they met the baseline requirement for proficiency in the fall. There is no 
delineation between students that took the test but did not meet the fall proficiency baseline versus 
students that made the baseline. This made fall reading proficiency scores problematic for 
identifying where students started in beginning of the kindergarten school year. It also made it 
impossible to measure how much students grew on the Reading Stage and Text Level standards 
from fall to spring.  
 
Table 2b shows that, overall, more than half of CPC kindergarten students met or exceeded SPPS 
benchmarks by spring on the Mondo Reading Stage subtest. This shows that CPC kindergarten 
students are making gains on literacy outcomes measured by the Mondo Assessment. On the other 
hand, only 19 percent of students met or exceeded the spring benchmark on the Mondo Text Level 
subtest.   
 
Table 2b also shows that a very small percentage of students were already meeting the spring 
proficiency baseline on both subtests at the beginning of the year. The proportion of students that 
are still at the fall proficiency baseline in the spring didn’t meet the spring benchmark.  
 
Table	  2b.	  Over	  half	  of	  CPC	  kindergarten	  students	  met	  SPPS	  Mondo	  Reading	  Stage	  benchmarks	  
by	  Spring	  
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Table 2c breaks down the percentage of CPC kindergarten students that met or exceeded spring 
proficiency benchmarks by different demographic subgroups. These subgroups are not mutually 
exclusive. Most subgroups followed the trend found in the overall analysis, which showed that 
students did better overall on the Reading Stage subtest than the Text Level subtest. This is true for 
every subgroup except for boys, who had a higher percentage proficient on Text Level than 
Reading Stage.  
 
2c.	  Proportion	  of	  students	  meeting	  or	  exceeding	  Spring	  proficiency	  benchmarks 

 
 
African American students had the highest percentage of students that met or exceeded the Mondo 
Reading Stage proficiency benchmark by spring. Boys had the highest percentage that met or 
exceeded the Mondo Text Level proficiency benchmark. English Language Learners had the 
lowest percentage of students that met or exceeded the spring proficiency benchmark on the 
Mondo Reading Stage assessment, while Hispanics had the lowest percentage on the Text Level 
assessment, as only 18% of Hispanic students met the spring Text Level proficiency benchmark 
and no Hispanic student exceeded the benchmark.  
 

VIII. Research Question 3: Parent Involvement 
 
VIIIa. Sample & Design 
We originally set out to try to determine whether increased parent involvement results in improved 
literacy outcomes, using the data for Cohort 1 (2012-2013) pre-K students from CPC and 
comparison (non-CPC) schools. However, the data on parent involvement could only be added up 
to create variables that measured total number of minutes of parent involvement and total number 
of events of parent involvement. This data was problematic to understand, because we were unable 
to analyze it by different types of events or event locations. For example, if the data showed that a 
parent attended 12 events, we weren’t able to determine whether those were events at home or at 
school, if they were career counseling events or math activity events or reading to the child at 
home, etc. The same was true for trying to understand total number of minutes.  
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Instead, we were only able to determine whether CPC students had higher parent involvement than 
non-CPC students. This was determined by t-testing the means for total number of minutes and 
total number of events.  
 
VIIIb. Results 
Table 3a shows that CPC students on average had higher parent involvement, in terms of number 
of minutes or number of events.  
 
T3a.	  CPC	  students	  had	  higher	  levels	  of	  parent	  involvement 

 
 

IX. Research Question 4: Class Size Analysis 
 
IXa. Sample & Design 
To answer the question of whether the small class size requirement of the CPC model has an effect 
on student literacy outcomes, we initially compared pre-K Cohort 1 (2012-13) spring scores on the 
IGDIs and PALS tests with pre-K Cohort 2 (2013-14) spring scores, taking into consideration fall 
baseline scores for both. This analysis included 337 four-year-old students who attended full or 
part-day CPC pre-K programs in 2012-13 (Cohort 1; n=192) and 2013-14 (Cohort 2; n=145). Only 
students who came close to completing the academic school year were included in the analysis 
(enrolled through the end of March of the respective school year). No comparison school data was 
used. 
 
Table 4a shows that students in CPC Cohorts 1 and 2 are similar with respect to a number of 
demographic characteristics. We ran t-tests for each of the below listed demographic variables and 
found no significant differences between the two cohorts. However, note that we had incomplete 
data on free and reduced price lunch enrollment, so we were unable to compare them in that 
respect nor control for income in a regression model. Specifically, this data was not available for 
students in Cohort 2. 
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Table	  4a.	  Cohort	  1	  and	  Cohort	  2	  groups	  are	  well	  matched 

 
 
We ran the following linear models to estimate the effect of cohort participation on spring test 
scores on the three IGDIs and four PALS subtests for the ith student. 
 
Spring Test Score = f(Cohorti, FallScorei, Half/FullDayi, Genderi, ELLi, AmIndi, Asian, Hispi, 
AfAmi, SpEdi) 
 
Where:  

Cohorti = 1 if the student participated in Cohort 1; 0 if Cohort 2 
FallScorei = student’s fall baseline score for the assessed subtest 
Half/FullDayi = 1 if the student participated in part-day preK; 0 if full-day 
Genderi = 1 if the student is female; 0 if male 
ELLi = 1 if the student is identified as speaking a language other than English at home; 0 if 
English 
AmIndi = 1 if the student is identified as being American Indian; 0 if not 
Hispi = 1 if the student is identified as being Hispanic; 0 if not 
AfAmi = 1 if the student is identified as being African American; 0 if not 
SpEdi = 1 if the student is identified as qualifying for special education; 0 if not 

 
This initial analysis was based on the assumption that cohort is a proxy for class size, since the 
requisite maximum class size grew from 17 in year one (Cohort 1) to 20 in year two (Cohort 2). 
However, an examination of the number of students in each class revealed diversity in class size 
across both cohorts, as evidenced by Figure 4a. For example, one class at Obama Elementary in 
Cohort 1 had 18 students, and several classes in Cohort 2 had 17 or fewer students. Although 
Cohort 1 tended to have small class sizes and Cohort 2 tended to have large class sizes, overall we 
decided that cohort was not the best instrument for measuring class size effects. 
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Figure	  4a.	  Cohort	  1	  and	  Cohort	  2	  did	  not	  have	  consistent	  small	  versus	  large	  class	  sizes 

 
 
To address this issue, we rebuilt our model to evaluate the effect of a one-unit increase in class size 
for all students in Cohorts 1 and 2 on spring IGDIs and PALS subtest scores, taking into 
consideration fall baseline scores. This analysis included the same 337 four year old students who 
attended CPC pre-K programs in 2012-13 and 2013-14.  
 
We ran the following linear model to estimate the effect of class size on student academic growth 
on the three IGDIs and four PALS subtests for the ith student. 
 
Spring Test Score = f(ClassSizei, FallScorei, Cohorti, Half/FullDayi, Genderi, ELLi, AmIndi, Asian, 
Hispi, AfAmi, SpEdi,) 
 
Where: 

ClassSizei = size of the class in which the student participated (in # of students) 
FallScorei = student’s fall baseline score for the assessed subtest 
Cohorti = 1 if the student participated in Cohort 1; 0 if Cohort 2 
Half/FullDayi = 1 if the student participated in part-day preK; 0 if full-day 
Genderi = 1 if the student is female; 0 if male 
ELLi = 1 if the student is identified as speaking a language other than English at home; 0 if 
English 
AmIndi = 1 if the student is identified as being American Indian; 0 if not 
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Hispi = 1 if the student is identified as being Hispanic; 0 if not 
AfAmi = 1 if the student is identified as being African American; 0 if not 
SpEdi = 1 if the student is identified as qualifying for special education; 0 if not 

 
We also clustered the standard errors around a variable that indicated which school each student 
attended. This was to address any possible differences between the schools.  
 
IXb. Results 
Cohort Impact 
Table 4b presents the estimated effect of participating in CPC pre-K Cohort 1 (2012-13), compared 
with participating in CPC pre-K Cohort 2 (2013-14), for all students and subgroups of those 
students. It appears that participating in the first cohort in 2012-13 had a significant positive 
impact on Picture Naming, Alliteration, and Upper and Lower Alpha subtest scores for all 
students. The size of the effect on Picture Naming, Alliteration, and Upper Alpha scores was 
moderate (Cohen’s d = 0.44, 0.40, and 0.31, respectively). The effect size on Lower Alpha scores 
was small (Cohen’s d = 0.24). 
 
For nearly all of the assessed subgroups, participation in Cohort 1 had significant positive impacts 
on several subtest scores. In other words, the cohort of pre-K students who participated in the CPC 
in year one had better literacy outcomes than the cohort of pre-K students who participated in the 
CPC in year two.  
 
Table	  4b.	  Students	  in	  Cohort	  1	  did	  significantly	  better	  than	  Cohort	  2	  on	  some	  IGDI	  and	  PALS	  
subtests 
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Class Size Impact  
Table 4c presents the estimated effect of increased class size for all pre-K students in CPC Cohorts 
1 & 2, as well as subgroups of those students. This table shows that increased class size in pre-K 
did not have a significant effect on literacy outcomes for CPC students overall. In the subgroup 
analysis, increased class size had two significant positive effects: on boys’ Concepts subtest scores 
and girls’ Rhyming subtest scores. 
 
Table	  4c.	  Class	  size	  had	  no	  significant	  effect	  on	  Spring	  IGDI	  and	  PALS	  scores	  for	  most	  students 

 
 

X. Summary of Findings 
 

This preliminary study provides a strong foundation for future research on the effectiveness of the 
CPC program in Saint Paul. Initial findings indicate that the CPC program has been effectively 
reaching students with high needs, and although data were limited, trends indicate that CPC had a 
positive effect on early literacy outcomes. More specifically: 
 
● The CPC program was effective in reaching high needs students. The CPC program 

consistently enrolled students who are likely to be affected by achievement gaps. Across 
our research questions, nearly the entire sample of CPC students were eligible for free or 
reduced price lunch, over half were English Language Learners, most were racial or ethnic 
minorities, and many were identified as high-risk.  

 
● There were positive trends for pre-K literacy outcomes. Analysis of average spring scores 

on several literacy measures indicates that while CPC pre-K students started significantly 
behind comparison students at the beginning of the year on some literacy measures, they 
had narrowed or closed most of those gaps by spring. Data limitations compromised our 
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ability to more robustly explore the relationship between CPC participation and outcomes 
with a regression model. 

 
● Over half of CPC students met the Reading Stage benchmark in the spring of their 

kindergarten year. Analysis of spring scores showed that the majority of CPC students met 
or exceeded the SPPS established benchmark on the Mondo Reading Stage subtest by the 
end of their kindergarten year. Fewer students met the benchmark on the Text Level 
subtest. The absence of comparison group data prevented us from assessing the impact of 
the CPC program on kindergarten literacy outcomes. 

 
● Parent involvement was higher in CPC programs. CPC students on average had 

significantly higher rates of parent involvement than the comparison group. Previous 
research has shown that parental involvement is important for children’s developmental 
outcomes, however this relationship was not assessed here due to data limitations.  

 
● There was a cohort effect in the Saint Paul CPCs. Prekindergarten CPC students in Cohort 

1 (2012-13) had higher spring scores than students in Cohort 2 (2013-14), however this 
finding could not be analytically attributed to differences in class-size. Although existing 
research has shown that small class-sizes are beneficial for children’s development, our 
unexpected finding that increased class size had no significant effects for pre-K students in 
the two cohorts combined suggests that the limitations of the data were too great to robustly 
analyze the impact of class-size.  

 
XI. Discussion 

 
Overall, our findings provide mixed support for the earlier stated hypotheses. Our first hypothesis 
was preliminarily confirmed – our analysis of average spring scores showed that CPC pre-K 
students (including those identified as high risk) scored higher on literacy measures than 
comparison students. Our second hypothesis regarding the kindergarten year was partially 
supported – most CPC students met the benchmark on one of the literacy measures, but not the 
other. Foundational evidence was found to support the third hypothesis about parent involvement. 
Since CPC students had higher rates of parent involvement, we assume that future research will 
reveal improved outcomes for these students parallel to findings in the existing literature. Our final 
hypothesis about the role of class-size was inconclusive due to implementation differences 
between the first and second cohorts. Although we were unable to delineate class-size as a 
predictor of student outcomes, the existing literature would suggest that an effect would be 
uncovered with improved fidelity and longer periods of exposure to small class-sizes. It is 
important to note that we were unable to rigorously test our hypotheses as originally intended 
because of data limitations.  
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Analytic Considerations 
Several analytic limitations hinder our ability to draw any conclusions about correlation. First, only 
data for consented students were available for analysis. It is reasonable to assume that students 
whose guardians return paperwork and respond to surveys are systematically different than 
students whose guardians do not. Therefore, non-consented students may have been affected 
differently by the CPC program and this expected difference was not captured in the current study. 
Since our analyses only included a subset of the students who participated in CPC programming, 
the results may be biased.  
 
Next, analyses that included comparison group data (i.e., the overall pre-K analysis) noted the poor 
comparability between both CPC and comparison students, and between CPC and comparison 
school sites. Although we removed certain schools from our sample to improve group 
comparability, more rigorous techniques like propensity score matching should be used to ensure 
these groups are similar at baseline. It is important to note that the comparison group students were 
receiving pre-K programming. Further investigation is needed to assess how the comparison pre-K 
programs compared or overlapped with the CPC program. For example, if a comparison school 
also provided parent involvement activities, this should be accounted for when attempting to 
analyze the value added of the CPC program. 
 
Importantly, there were gaps in the available data that also limited the analyses. Incomplete data 
were available on parent education and family income measures (e.g., missing data on eligibility 
for free or reduced price lunch in Cohort 2), and comparison data was entirely missing for 
kindergarten analyses. Low response rates on the parent survey constrained the data available on 
the home environment and children’s early experiences. In addition, small sample sizes weakened 
the power of these analyses in general, and were especially problematic for subgroup analysis. For 
this reason, the models are not generalizable to other populations and times, and may be 
underestimating effects of the CPC program. 
 
Measures of Child Development 
We were limited to examining select literacy outcomes assessed by SPPS. No common measures 
were administered to students in pre-K and kindergarten, which limited our ability to assess 
longitudinal gains. Moreover, the measures used in the analysis are formative assessments 
intended to monitor student learning, not summative assessments designed to evaluate student 
learning and better suited for research purposes. Examination of score distributions revealed that 
many of the measures had floor and ceiling effects, meaning that, within the range of scores 
available, most students received the lowest or highest score. The little range and variation in 
scores constrained our ability to discriminate among students, further reducing analytic power of 
our models. Validated measures (with normal score distributions) and standardized assessments 
should be used for future impact analyses. Greater variety in measures would also strengthen 
external validity (i.e., allow findings to be generalized more broadly). Future research should 
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include measures for different domains of student outcomes, such as social-emotional and 
behavioral outcomes, to provide a more comprehensive picture of students’ lives and the effects of 
the CPC program. 
 
Measuring Parent Involvement 
Parent involvement (PI) is a core component of the program, and it is expected to have a 
significant impact in the student outcomes. However, it also difficult to measure the complete 
impact of PI. For research and practice to move forward in the debate around parent involvement, 
studies should reflect the varying expectations and types of participation held not only by parents, 
but by schools and staff. Schools and parents need a shared notion of what constitutes an effective 
and positive relationship. This includes school staff acknowledging their values and beliefs around 
parent involvement, as well as developing strategies to request specific forms of involvement so 
that there is a mutual understanding of expectations and roles. Much controversy in the debate 
around parent involvement lies in the lack of a coherent framework in both study designs and 
school programs. Research has attempted to develop standard definitions of PI, but in practice, 
different methods work for different schools and different families. This inconsistency provides 
schools with an opportunity to share their own policies and implement programs that work for their 
families. Future research should include additional measures of PI to have more nuanced data (e.g., 
qualitative parent interviews and observations) beyond total time of involvement. 
 
Implementation Fidelity Considerations 
High fidelity of program implementation is crucial for the effectiveness of the CPC program. The 
cohort effects we found indicate that implementation varied between the 2012-13 and 2013-14 
years, beyond the class-size policy change. This unexplained effect could be the result of many 
different factors. For example, as with many new programs, the dedication during the first year can 
fade out, which could lower the fidelity of some implementation components. In another example, 
if teacher turnover was a problem between the two cohorts, it is possible that differences in 
teaching style, teacher-student relationships, or other unidentified differences could have played a 
role. Further investigation is needed to fully understand the differences observed between Cohort 1 
and Cohort 2.  
 
Conclusion 
Saint Paul Public Schools have established priorities that aim to close the achievement gap that 
exists within the district. Superintendent Valeria Silva stated in her 2014 State of the School 
address the it was the district’s strategic plan to focus efforts on achievement, alignment, and 
sustainability. Incorporating alignment into the strategic plans indicates the district-wide priority 
and belief in having continuity among and within programming at all levels. Prior research on the 
CPC program indicates positive effects into adulthood of pre-K to third grade programs (Reynolds, 
et al, 2010). This research demonstrates a need to move towards programs and policies that 
incorporate curriculum alignment and intensive services during these formative years of a child’s 
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development. SPPS has shown a commitment to the process of curriculum alignment within the 
CPC sites, indicating that administrators and teachers are finding the process beneficial to student 
learning. Utilizing these methods across the district would be beneficial for all students.  
 
It is important to note that this study is a preliminary examination of the data from the Midwest 
Child-Parent Center Expansion in Saint Paul. As the i3 grant continues to implement the CPC 
program over the next two years, and future data continues to be collected and examined, 
researchers will be able to more accurately determine the impact of CPC on student outcomes in 
this particular context. This preliminary study shows initial evidence that the CPC program can be 
effectively replicated in new communities. Upon completion of the i3 grant in Saint Paul, 
examining the impact of the program though a cost-benefit analysis would be influential to inform 
the sustainability and scale-up of the CPC program.  
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Appendix B. 

 
Combined	  CPC	  Cohorts	  1	  &	  2	  Pre-‐K	  Demographics	  (n=337) 

Demographic	  Variables  N % 

Gender Male 

Female 

165 

172 

49.0% 

51.0% 

Language ELL 

English 

195 

142 

57.9% 

42.1% 

Ethnicity American	  Indian 

Asian/Pacific	  Islander 

Hispanic 

African	  American 

Caucasian/White 

15 

164 

38 

98 

22 

4.5% 

48.7% 

11.3% 

29.1% 

6.5% 

Special	  Education	  Status Yes 

No 

45 

292 

13.4% 

86.6% 
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Appendix C.  
 

Cohort	  1	  outperformed	  Cohort	  2	  in	  terms	  of	  growth	  and	  spring	  scores 

 
 


