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SENATOR SANDRA B. CUNNINGHAM (Chair): I'm
going to ask everyone to please take their places.

Good morning, everyone.

Can you hear me?

Actually, my mother used to tell me I was too loud, to stop
projecting. So I will project today.

Thank you so much for coming this morning. We really
appreciate this.

Before I introduce everyone, and before you hear an official
welcome from our Mayor, I want to just say that New Jersey’s School
Funding Formula was signed into law by Governor Corzine in January. It
includes a significant expansion of high-quality, State-funded preschools.
This initiative is exciting, as we well know. And it will help many of our
children get started.

For the last 10 years, over 40,000 3- and 4-year-olds living in
the state’s lowest-income districts have had access to high-quality preschool
programs. And that’s been required under the Supreme Court’s Abbott vs.
Burke. The results have been dramatic.

A recent report from Rutgers University showed that children
who have participated in this preschool program are doing exponentially
better in language, literacy, and math. The findings are clear: that
providing high-quality preschool is money well spent. Research has shown a
link between high-quality preschool and reductions in special education,
grade retention, future public assistance costs, and crime.

We're here today-- We have wonderful speakers today who are

going to be talking about how we’re going to expand our program, how



we’re going to help more children get started, what this is going to look like,
who is eligible, and how we’re going to begin.

So I applaud all of you for coming and being a part of this. I'm
hoping that more people will come in as we go along. If not, we will carry
on and do well.

But before we begin this program, I'd like to introduce our
Mayor. You know, Jersey City is one of the greatest cities in the state. I am
from Newark. I have to say that. (laughter) And my husband and I used to
battle between Jersey City versus Newark. I always won. Newark has been
the largest city in the state. I am now a true Jersey Cityan, and I am proud
-- and Kabili’s (phonetic spelling) over there laughing -- I am proud to say
that hopefully in the next census, Jersey City will be the number one city in
the state. (applause)

And we’re very proud of Jersey City. We're proud of how far
we have come. We're proud of all the wonderful things to see and do in our
city. So whenever I have an opportunity to bring people into Jersey City, I
look forward to doing that.

And our Mayor is here. And he is the leader of this city, and he
is responsible for some of the growth that’s taken place.

So please have our Mayor Jerramiah Healy welcome you.
(applause)

MAYOR JERRAMIAH T. HEALY: Ireally don’t need a
mike, as you can probably tell.

Thank you, Chairperson, State Senator Sandra Cunningham,

for that nice introduction.



We want to thank the Department of Education, also the
Department of Human Services for participating. I see that we have our
School Superintendent, Dr. Epps, in attendance.

Charles, thanks for coming down.

We have several of our School Board Members: Dr. Peter
Donnelly, Eddie Cheatam. And I've probably missed somebody.

And we want to thank the distinguished panel for participating
in this.

But as the Senator told you in her opening, the preschool
initiative has been a big success. Rewards have been reaped. We know that
the youngsters have been helped tremendously. And we also feel that it’s
been a good return on the investment for the taxpayers, so that for every
dollar spent -- the money spent here, we have achieved something here in
Jersey City and throughout the state.

So seeking to expand it, we think, is a great idea. And we know
that this panel, under the leadership of our State Senator -- and I know that
there is a Co-Chairperson (sic), Assemblywoman Amy Handlin, who is not
here today. We think that we can continue to achieve very positive results
for our city and for all the rest of the cities who participate.

So thank you for coming here today. We hope that through
your efforts, this can actually be expanded so that the successes that we
have seen in the past can be built upon.

Thank you all very much. We hope that you have a very
productive session. (applause)

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you, Mayor.



Is William DeRosa, President of the Jersey City Board of
Education, here yet? (no response)

Okay. When we think about the board of education in our
schools, we’re very proud of how far our Jersey City School District has
come. And a lot of that has to do with the wonderful, wonderful staff who
works for our Jersey City school system. And everything begins from the
top down. If we don’t have people in high places who are working for the
good of our young people, our schools will never improve. That is not a
problem that we have in Jersey City. We have a wonderful -- and I'm not
just saying it because he’s sitting here -- we have a wonderful
Superintendent of Schools. He’s a former Assemblyman. He’s a good
friend and, more importantly, he’s a community person and a good friend
to our kids in our Jersey City school system, the Honorable Dr. Charles
Epps.

Would you please come? (applause)
SUPERINTENDENT CHARLES T. EPPS JR, EdD.
Good morning, Assemblyman, Assemblywomen. How are you?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN VOSS: I'm very well, thank you.

SUPERINTENDENT EPPS: I'm doing well.

Let me welcome you to our wonderful city. This is the city of the
Board of Education where we’re one of the first to have every student in Jersey
City, from pre-K to 12, wear uniforms.

Welcome to the city. Welcome to the city that has the number
two high school in the State of New Jersey. Welcome to Jersey City. This is
the home of the Blue Ribbon School, McNair Academic High School.

Welcome to Jersey City.



I want you to know that this is the only city that’s committed to
doing a secondary school initiative. And we have embarked upon that for this
school year. But more importantly, welcome to the Early Childhood Center,
the Glenn D. Cunningham Center, right here in Jersey City. This is one of our
first buildings that we’ve built, and we have at least four more that have been
approved. And we’re going to build early childhood centers for our students.
If you saw the students here today, you would see every student in uniform.
Everyone is in session, everyone doing the right thing in Jersey City.

We are an urban district. We are the second largest district in the
State of New Jersey. But we have wonderful Board Members who are here
with us today. We have wonderful Associate Superintendents. And I'd really
like them to stand: Associate Superintendent in charge of the Early Childhood
Center, Pat Bryant (applause); Associate Superintendent of Schools, Maryann
Hammer. (applause) I have the Deputy Superintendent with me, Frank
Dooley. (applause) And, of course, I have my sidekick, Dr. Chris O’Neelan.
(phonetic spelling) He tries to put all these things together for me. (applause)

I'm really a lucky guy, because this Board, Dr. Donnelly and Ed
Cheatam, allowed me to be an Assemblyman for a term. And I thought I could
do them both, but I found out that this was my love, and this is the job that I
need to do. And I'm just happy to have you guys back here in Jersey City. So
anything we can do to support you in your session this morning, we’d be more
than happy to do that.

Thank you for selecting us. (applause)

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Dr. Epps mentioned this beautiful
school. I have to take some pride in it because, of course, it’s named after my

husband. And you’ll see when you come in -- if you look straight ahead, you’ll



see the picture of a gorgeous man. (laughter) And that was Glenn D.
Cunningham.

SUPERINTENDENT EPPS: That’s right. He was a gorgeous
man.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: He was a gorgeous man, inside and
out.

For you ladies, he was gorgeous, believe me. (laughter)

Now we’d like to hear from Dr. Peter Donnelly.

Is he here? (affirmative response)

Okay, great. Jersey City School Board Member.

And please, when you come up, would you introduce other
members of the Jersey City School Board.
PETER J. DONNELLY, Ed.D.: Ed Cheatam should come first
because he’s the Vice President of the Board.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Oh, is he here?

Come on, Ed. Your name isn’t on the list. I'm sorry.

DR. DONNELLY: He’s the Vice President.
EDWARD CHEATAM: You can stay up there.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: You can stay up there together.
He doesn’t mind company.

MR. CHEATAM: Good morning all and welcome to Jersey City
again. I'm glad to have you here. Please come back again.

Just for the Board Members: Peter Donnelly, my fellow Board

Member; Bill DeRosa is supposed to be here, but I guess he hasn’t arrived as of

yet.



I'm Ed Cheatam. I'm Vice President of the Board of Education
right now. And I just want to welcome everybody here. Please come back and
bring as much money to Jersey City as you can. (laughter)

Thank you very much, and welcome. (applause)

MR. DONNELLY: I too want to extend my greetings.

But as a Board Member, I want to thank you all for coming to
Jersey City. But to Senator Cunningham, I want to say a special thank you. I
can’t greet her for coming to this building -- even though I'm a frequent visitor
here, she’s a more frequent visitor. Because if you want to have your spirits
refreshed and renewed, just come here, read to the children, and you’ll go out
-- you'll leave dancing.

And that’s why I have the microphone. Early childhood is so
important. And if the meeting goes on, maybe I'll sit there and say a few
words about that later.

Thank you, Senator. And thank you everyone for coming to
Jersey City. (applause)

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: And since Mr. DeRosa has not
arrived yet, let me introduce, of course, the members of our Committee. I'm
going to introduce them, and then we’ll ask them to make comments.

First of all, Assemblywoman Amy Handlin -- she’s Vice Chair.
Unfortunately, she could not be with us today. Senator Ron Rice. If you
know senator Rice, I'm sure he is in route. He is the Chairperson for the
Committee. Assemblywoman Mila Jasey; Assemblyman Joseph Vas, who could
not be with us; Assemblywoman Joan Voss; Senator Diane Allen, who is not
with us. Senator Bill Baroni, Senator Kip Bateman, Senator Dana Redd,
Senator Teresa Ruiz -- unfortunately they’re not here yet. Assemblyman

Patrick J. Diegnan Jr., Assemblyman Joseph R. Malone III, and Assemblyman



David W. Wolfe. Unfortunately, they are not with us physically, but they are
with us in spirit.

And to my left, I'm proud to introduce someone who shares this
district with me, Assemblyman Anthony Chiappone. (applause)

So before we begin, Anthony would like to make some comments.

You're not on this Committee, you're here visiting, but we’re

happy.
ASSEMBLYMAN ANTHONY CHIAPPON E: I'm here
visiting, but my district, Bayonne and Jersey City -- early childhood education
is very important. You talk about laying the proper foundation of that
educational house, giving the kids the advantage of succeeding in grammar
school, giving parents the opportunity to reobtain work to help the families
out-- So I think this is a marvelous addition to our educational system.

I'm looking forward to hearing from the State on how we make
this work within both the Abbott and non-Abbott districts. I'm from Bayonne
and Jersey City, so I have an interest in both. So I'm here to learn and to help
in any way I can.

And Sandra, Senator Cunningham, I thank you for putting this
together.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you.

And speaking of putting this together, this would not at all be put
together if it wasn’t for Melanie Schulz here and her staff. (applause) And
they’re at the Joint Committee on the Public Schools.

Assemblywoman Jasey.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN JASEY: Thank you.



Just as a matter of background, I was a school board member for
eight years. So to the school board members who are here, I thank you for
your service. I absolutely understand how hard you work.

I just finished my first year in the Assembly. And education is
extremely important to me, beginning with our little ones. Because as the
Senator said, and as the Assemblyman said, if we don’t have a strong
foundation, it’s very difficult to catch them up as they move through the
school system. So I'm very excited about the initiative that New Jersey has
taken on. It’s an expensive initiative, but I truly believe it’s an investment well
worth it. And so as we move into very difficult economic times, I think it’s
going to be important for us to really understand how important the work is,
how well our youngsters are doing, and the importance of protecting that
investment as we go forward and not allow it to fall prey to budget cuts.

So I am here to say that it is a priority for me to protect funding
for our preschool programs as well as for our youngsters, as they move through
to 12th grade and then actually beyond.

The other thing I'll say is, representing a district that has some of
the wealthiest communities and some of the poorest communities in New
Jersey, the 27th, I am well aware of the tension and the possible conflicts that
we’re going to face in terms of everyone feeling slighted. And so we’ve got to
do a good job of communicating the importance of investing in our youngsters
and their futures as we move forward.

So I look forward to learning more this morning. And I'm very
excited about everything that we’re doing in terms of preschool in New Jersey.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you very much.

Assemblywoman Joan Voss.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN VOSS: Good morning, everyone.



It’s a pleasure to be in this absolutely beautiful building.

Thank you, Senator Cunningham, for inviting us.

I have been an educator for over 41 years, and so education is
definitely number one on my hit parade. I am fortunate to be able to serve on
the Joint Committee, to be also on the Assembly Education Committee, and
on Higher Education. So I run the whole gambit of education.

But the most important thing I have learned in all of my teaching
career is that early intervention, early education is absolutely essential. In
writing several papers, one of the things I came across was that we learn the
most that we learn in our lifetime during the first five years of life. That seems
very astonishing. But when you think about-- There’s a wonderful book I'm
sure many of you have read called “All I Really Need to Know I Learned in
Kindergarten.” And that gives us our ethics, our values, our sense of
community. And as I walked around the school today, I was just so thrilled to
see the children really interacting. They weren’t just sitting there, they were
doing. They were very active in the classroom.

And I have to say, Dr. Epps, I think it’s wonderful. I think
uniforms are the way to go. If we could have academic robes on the teachers
and uniforms on the kids, I think this would be a great leveling. (laughter) I
think that it’s so important that we have the children focus on what’s really
important, and it’s not the sneakers, and it’s not the clothes. It’s the
education. Because this is what is going to serve them well throughout their
lives.

So I have to say I'm really very, very happy to be here. I'm so
interested, because I taught college classes and seniors in high school. So for
me to see the little ones is a treat-and-a-half, because I read about the

education but now I'm actually seeing it. So it’s a pleasure to be here today.
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SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you very much,
Assemblywoman.

The things that you’ve said are absolutely true. And this school is
a wonderful example of what happens when the system works. It works, as I
said, from the top down. The principal here has done a marvelous job with
these kids. Every February they have Black History Month. And I have seen
some of the best performances that you'll ever find with just tiny little kids
singing, and talking, and knowing the words, and just being involved and
understanding. So this is a wonderful experience and wonderful school. And
at the end of the day, at the end of our time, if you'd like, there will be a tour
available if you want to go and see more of the children.

We're going to start today with our Assistant Commissioner for
Early Childhood Education for the Department of Education, Jacqueline Jones.

Jacqueline, do you--

Gerald Vernotica, is he--

Would you like to come up at the same time?
ASST. COMM. JACQUELINE JONES: There are three of
us, actually.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Oh, there’s three. Do we need
another chair?

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: No, that’s fine.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: You're fine?

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: We’re good.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: This is Gerald Vernotica, who is
the Assistant Commissioner for Field Services.
ASST. COMM. GERALD VERNOTICA: Assistant

Commissioner.
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SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Assistant Commissioner for Field
Services.

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: And with us is Dr.
Ellen Woloclk, who is the Director of Preschool Education.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Wonderful.

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: Good morning,
Committee members. We are delighted to be here. Dr. Wolock, Dr.
Vernotica, and I are absolutely thrilled to be in this lovely building to really
share some of the fruits of the work. I snuck a tour earlier, so I'm delighted.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Oh, good.

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: It’s a wonderful thing.

We want to share with you today several things: the components
of the preschool education program; a look at preschool expansion, and give
you some of the details from the Department; and we also want to talk with
you about the kind of technical assistance that we are providing to the districts
as we prepare for preschool expansion.

We have a PowerPoint, and I'm hoping you can see that far.

You folks will have to turn around a bit.

We'll try to get through this.

And you have the PowerPoints.

What we want to talk to you about are the components of the
preschool program.

MS. SCHULZ (Executive Director): Would you like to make
your presentation from here? (indicating)

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: Is that better? We're
going to take turns.

Can you hear me? (affirmative responses)

12



This is good.

So there are really critical components of the preschool program.
And we always talk about this as a high-quality program. And I want you to
know that as I travel around the country, New Jersey’s preschool program is
considered one of the finest in the country, and you’ll see why in a few
minutes.

We are talking about a program that requires certified teachers.
All of the teachers in the preschool program have a BA and P3 certification,
and there are teacher assistants in each classroom. This is a full-day program.
It’s a six-hour educational program that runs the school year. That’s typically
180 days. It is the year that the district runs their school program. We have a
maximum class size of 15 children. And we have an evidence-based
curriculum. That is to say, we have curriculum models that are research-based,
they are proven to be effective, and districts can select which one is most
appropriate for them. We have five from which districts select. But these are
curriculum models that have been tested through research and proven to be
some of the most effective for the children that we work with.

We also have a set of early learning standards that define what
children should know and be able to do. So just as there are Core Curriculum
Standards for K-12, the early learning standards or expectations are set across
a range of domains for preschool children. Actually, this year there will be one
document coming from the Department that is a set of preschool to Grade 12
standards that define what children are able to do across that continuum.

We also have support for early learning difficulties. We are not
putting children simply in classrooms and leaving, and not paying attention to
the kinds of problems that may occur. So there are several layers of support

for classroom teachers as they struggle with sometimes challenging behaviors or
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difficult learning problems. We have a whole series of supports in place for
them.

And then the key piece to keep a program running is professional
development. We have an ongoing program of professional development that
is available at every level. That is from early childhood supervisors, to master
teachers, to classroom teachers. This is an ongoing piece of the work.

The next slide.

Dr. Wolock is going to talk about the beginning of the program.
So you’ll get a sense of where we were -- and if you come up, Ellen, I think it’s
easier to do this -- where we were when the program started and where we are
now.

ELLEN L WOLOCK, Ed.D.: Okay.

As we go forward with expansion, it’s really useful to look at
where we came from. So when we started out, we had relatively--

If you can go to the next slide, Jessica -- no, that’s fine. That’s
good. My eyes are terrible.

We had relatively low enrollments. So we were serving about
19,000 of the estimated preschool children that were out there. And this is in
the 31 Abbott districts. We had very, very few certified teachers. It was even
unusual to find teachers with bachelor’s degrees. So we were working with a
workforce that needed to get certified.

We had-- We saw a lot of piecemeal curricula, meaning that
districts were either coming up with their own curriculum for preschool
children or they were combining pieces from different curricula, not necessarily
with the legitimate professional development that went along with that. And
most importantly -- and I think that this was where the piecemeal curricula

was reflected -- we had relatively low classroom quality.
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And there’s a-- You’ll be introduced today to something called the
Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale. ~ We've used lots of different
instruments in our preschool classrooms. But this is one that is used
nationally, so it gave us a way of looking at how we do relative to other states
that have preschool programs. And it doesn’t just look at environment like the
name implies, it also looks at teacher-child interactions, the types of activities
that children are exposed to, how teachers support language and reasoning,
math concepts, a whole range of skills and classroom practices.

The program components and initiatives that we used to improve
the program are the same components and initiatives that we’re going to be
using as we expand the preschool program. So they’re important to have some
introduction to. We developed, as Jacqueline mentioned, sets of guidelines
and standards. And these guidelines were really the brain of the preschool
system. So from administration, to supports for English-language learners,
how children are included with special needs, implementation of curriculum,
how families are involved and how we’ll accommodate the diverse needs of
families. And these--

But you can’t just throw a document out there and expect people
to be able to implement it. And so we put in place a system of evaluation that
would help districts evaluate what each component looked like and what they
needed to do to improve the implementation of that component.

You can change slides.

So how are we doing? The enrollment of the program is now up
to about nearly 44,000 children. And that includes children with special
needs. I think there are just over 2,000 children who have special needs that
are in that total number. And the percentage-- When the court mandate was

put in place, the goal was to serve 90 percent of the preschool children in the
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districts. And right now, you can see the percentages. We have 74 percent 3-
year-olds that we’re serving and 87 percent 4-year-olds. So we’re getting there
with the 4-year-old population. We still need to reach out more to the
younger -- families of younger children. And actually, in the legislation for
expansion, the 90 percent is also used as a goal. But that’s down the line, so
that’s six years out, for 2013-14.

The teachers are now certified and have bachelor’s degrees. And
as of December 2007, we were able to pass the use of the Praxis for preschool
through third grade teachers, which is great, because it further enhances the
professionalism of the field.

Classroom quality: Now, this is just going to be -- I don’t want to
spend a lot of time talking about this, but I think it’s useful when thinking
about what we’re trying to do in terms of expansion and improving quality.
This scale -- the Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale, the ECERS: 1 is a
very inadequate classroom. It assigns a rating, and there are seven subscales.
Seven is an excellent classroom. When classrooms are at about a 5 level, or
good, that’s when you would expect to see learning benefits for children. So
when we put the program in place, we were really shooting for a 5.0 or better.

Next slide, please.

So when we started out early on the program, we were at a 3.86,
which is really just above minimal quality and not one that you would expect
to have learning gains for children. Currently, the program in the last set of
evaluations -- the program is now at a -- or as of last Spring, was at a 5.2. And
that’s the second year that we’ve been above a 5. So we’re very happy with
our progress.

Now, when you're looking at-- These are the subscales of the

ECERS. And when you’re looking at these, anything above -- around or above
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a 5 is what we were looking for. Now, I just want to very quickly show you, we
are-- The program is in excellent shape. And there’s always room for
improvement, but we’re very satisfied with the results of each of these
subscales. And as we’ll talk about later, it seems to have positive benefits for
children, which is the most important piece.

Space and furnishings: that looks at how the room is set up for
children. So when children are sitting on a chair, do their feet dangle, or can
they put their feet firmly on the floor? Is there a toilet in the room? That’s
important for a preschooler who is learning how to be independent in using the
toilet. It also looks at whether there’s a playground nearby and what you have
to do to get to the playground. And if there’s a playground, is it child size? Is
it oriented toward kids? And you can see, we just got above a 5 in this area.
Actually, this past year is the first year that we got above a 5. And that’s
because in the more urban areas, we still had challenges with children getting
access to playgrounds. So we still have a little trouble there.

Next one.

Personal care routines: This is another subscale. This is where we
haven’t reached a 5 yet. And what personal care looks at is the extent to which
children’s independent skills are supported in terms of taking care of
themselves. So for instance, are family-style meals served in the classrooms?
That’s very important, because family-style meals will support children’s
conversations, their social skills. Even other learning opportunities like setting
the table will support their math understanding. And actually the reason we’re
not quite at a 5 yet is, the scale is very strict about sanitizing the tables and
washing hands, and if a child blows their nose, they need to go wash their
hands. And so it’s a very difficult subscale to score high. And in other states it

found the same thing.
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Next item.

Language and reasoning: This is a critical part of the program,
because this looks at the extent to which, during teacher-child interactions,
teachers support and extend children’s vocabulary and reasoning skills. So
when a child, for instance, is playing in the block area and making something
that they’re trying to make as tall as them, does the teacher ask them questions
about what they’re doing, like, “How many more blocks do you think you’re
going to need to get as tall as you?” -- getting children to think about what
they’re doing during the play context.

Activities: This is also a really critical subscale because it looks at
the materials that are in each area of the room, it looks at the additional
activities that are provided in each area of the room, and how long children
have to play with it. In a six-hour day, actually children are -- must be allowed
to play with the materials and activities for each area of the room for two
hours. So it’s a pretty long time. And that’s why we’re not quite at a 5 yet,
but we’re really close. We're getting there. Hopefully this year we’ll hit a 5.

Interactions are just outstanding in our program. This items looks
at the extent to which teachers are warm and supportive, how they handle
conflict or help children handle conflict, support the children’s emerging social
skills, what types of supervision techniques are used -- are they positive and
constructive. And we’re really excelling in this area. We're almost at a 7.

Program structure looks at the way in which the day is set up. So,
for instance, preschool children can only handle very short periods of whole
group time. So generally the rule of thumb is, they can’t sit for much more
than 20 minutes before they start to fall over or try to do something else. And
it also looks at transitions: Are children waiting for a long time? That’s why

it’s so important to have the bathroom in the room whenever possible.
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Otherwise, you're going to have to line up, go to the bathroom out in the
hallway. It takes 40 minutes, and we’re more likely to have issues with that.

And finally, last but definitely not least, this subscale looks at how
parents and staff are supported in the program. So for parent involvement, it
looks at whether parents are involved in decisions about their children. Are
there parent-teacher conferences to inform parents about their children? Are
there education experiences where parents can learn about health risks or how
to support their child’s development at home? And then for staff, it looks at
that item -- or that area looks at professional resources for staff and what staff
can do if they’re having trouble with a child. Do they have resources that they
can go to?

Okay. This is really important. Just to-- What I didn’t mention
is that when we looked at the classroom quality, we did a sampling of
classrooms across all of the 31 districts. At the same time, the National
Institute of Early Ed Research at Rutgers was looking -- tracking a group of
children who went to the program and compared their progress to children
who did not go. And on measures of language and math, children who
attended the program did significantly better than children who did not. And
shortly we’ll have the data right through second grade. And then we look
forward to seeing how kids fair on the third grade tests next year.

And we are starting a new cohort of kids that we’re watching,
because we started measuring the progress of these children just before we hit
the 5 mark. It was really close. But we want to see what happens now that
we’re nicely above the 5.

Okay. Next one, Jessica.

Now I'm going to tell you a little bit about preschool expansion.

And when we put this together, we wanted to not overwhelm you with details
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about it in terms of how we’re rolling it out. But we wanted to give you
enough information to ask the questions that you need to ask.

Okay. In the preschool expansion effort we have two types of
programs. We have universal programs. These are districts in which all
children are going to be offered the program. So all 3- and 4-year-olds. And
those are district factor groups A and B, and then C, D with greater than 40
percent of children eligible for free and reduced lunch. So that’s it in a
nutshell. Those are universal. That means if they live in the district, regardless
of income, they’ll be offered the program. There are 117 of those, which I
have a slide for that.

Then we have the targeted districts. These are the other districts
in the state -- really the rest of the districts. And in those programs -- the
targeted programs -- children must be offered the program if they’re eligible for
free and reduced lunch. So it’s not for everybody in the school district but just
those children who are eligible for free and reduced lunch. And I think there
are about 380 of those -- 366 is what we’ve identified, based on the district
factor groups and the free and reduced lunch rates.

And the way we calculated how many children in each district is,
we used their first grade enrollment times two. That’s for the universal
programs. In the targeted programs, we took the first grade enrollment times
two and we multiplied that times the percentage of children eligible for free
and reduced lunch. Okay? So it’s a pretty simple formula.

And as I said before, we expect a slow, gradual rollout. This will
be a big change for some districts. And we-- In the legislation, the districts
must implement the program by 2013-14, and the target is 90 percent of the

children who live in that community that are eligible for the program. And
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that, when you look at that-- It’s about 30,000 additional children on top of
the 43,000 we currently serve. And so it brings the total to just above 70,000.

And there’s the number that I just mentioned. For universal
programs, we're looking at 117 districts, or 57,000 children. For the targeted
programs, the ones just with children eligible for free and reduced lunch, there
are 366 districts that fit in that category, or 16,000 children.

Next slide.

You have to have super vision to see that. (laughter)

This is-- What this is, is-- I know that up here you do have the
expansion estimates by county. All of this information is available on the Web
for those of you who can’t -- who don’t have a copy of the presentation. So
this is by county. And the districts who have the bulk of the kids are Essex,
and Hudson, and Passaic, and Union.

Next slide, please.

And the program elements are the same as the ones that I
described earlier. So we’ve really taken the program that we know works and
we are putting those same elements in place for the preschool expansion effort
-- same exact ones.

Jacqueline is going to talk a little bit about the cost now -- how we
came up with those.

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: Thank you.

Over the course of the program, we had a detailed, line-item
budget that districts needed to complete as they prepared their budgets, and
we reviewed them for final approval. So we’ve had several years of data
looking at the costs of specific components of the program. And we used that

data as we tried to estimate what expansion would cost.
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Because we knew that the program we had was effective, we were
very committed to continuing to maintain those elements that we thought
were really important. And so the numbers that you’ll soon be seeing come
from a detailed analysis of our line item budget and expenditure data so that
there are real numbers. We know what people have been spending on the
components of the program. It’s for teachers’ salaries, for classroom materials
and supplies, recruitment and outreach, professional development, district
support. All of these things we have specific costs for, and we tried to cost
them out as we knew they had been spent.

So per-pupil amounts we have are adjusted for geographic cost
differences across the state -- that are different rates of costs, especially for
space and teachers’ salaries. And so we’ve adjusted for that. And we also have
adjustments for district-wide administrative costs, and those are sort of master
teachers and the kinds of things that the districts pay for specifically. So some
of these numbers will be adjusted for those two factors. But the next slide will
show you the figures that we have, and these are in the legislation.

There are three statewide costs. And let me tell you, there are
three costs because what we have proposed, what we have been using is a
mixed model of delivery so that the program is delivered in school districts, in
private provider settings, and in Head Start settings. And they come with
different costs. So the provider-based programs -- we have an estimated cost of
$13,366 per child, in-district programs is $11,890, and Head Start programs is
$7,385. So for those who are wondering why we are only giving $7,000 to
Head Start, I need to say that Head Start comes as a federally funded program.
They come with their own money. They have their own program. And so we
are supplementing the Head Start programs so that we can raise the level of

quality of Head Start. And because Head Start programs really are targeting
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children whose families are at the poverty level, they are particularly important
to hit in this program. So they’re a particularly important part of the success
of this program. So those are the costs.

Preschool expansion: The 2008-2009 year is a planning year for
most districts. And I say most districts, because there are five districts who
have already started some degree of expansion. The legislation allowed
districts that were ready to do that, and so we have five districts who have
already started to do that this year. But for most districts, this will be the year
in which they submit a five-year plan of implementation for preschool -- for all
the eligible 3- and 4-year-olds in their districts.

And I need to say that the five-year plan is not seen by the
Department as the definitive, final way in which they’re going to implement
this program. This is a program that we know will take time. And because
New Jersey has such varied districts, we know that it will play out differently in
different places. And so the five-year plan is the beginning of this conversation
with the Department about how the district will best try to meet the needs of
the children in their districts. It is entirely possible that in some districts they
will say, “We need more time to plan.” And if that is the case, the Department
is quite open to having them start perhaps not in ’09-’10, but in "10-"11, if that
is what they need, as long as we’re convinced that they’ll be able to meet the
needs of the legislation by "13-"14. And we think that that is entirely possible.
But we recognize that there is enormous variability across the state. And there
will be annual updates for the plan, so there will be time to have a sort of
revisiting of this plan to see how it’s working in each of the districts.

So what are we doing to help? The notion of expanding from 31
to 600 districts gives one pause. So we have tried to engage in a number of

activities. And I have to say that, also, many of the advocacy groups have
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worked to also try to give assistance to providers and districts as we move in
this initiative.

We've started with a Statewide Preschool Needs Assessment. We
were very clear about what was going on in the 31 Abbott districts. Outside of
Abbott, we weren’t clear what kind of private providers, what kind of Head
Start programs were there. We really didn’t know. And in the beginning of
Abbott, NIEER did a needs assessment to see what was there. And so we’re
continuing this. We're looking at the kinds of space that’s available, we’re
looking at the quality of teachers, the certification. We’re also finding, by the
way, that many more teachers have a BA in the beginning of this program than
had BAs in the beginning of Abbott. And so we’re looking at what’s out there
so we can help the districts to use their resources more effectively.

We are doing-- We’ve done a series of curriculum showcases and
classroom visits. Because we have these five curriculum models, we’ve asked
the districts to think about using -- well, to use-- We wanted to have a forum
in which districts could come together, look at these models -- there are
representatives from each of these five curriculum models -- and really think
through, in a very deliberate way, which one of these models would most meet
their needs. And so we’ve done that. We had three days at the War Memorial
in which districts came and heard representatives from these programs talk
about what would meet their needs.

We also have a list of programs in some of the Abbott districts
that are model programs. And so some of the districts that are now engaging
in preschool expansion for the first time can come to centers such as this one
and see what programs are like, talk with the teachers, talk with the district

folks to see how they can help to implement the program.
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We also realize that the counties were going to be -- the county
superintendents were going to be absolutely critical in this. And so we’ve
looked at the 21 counties and tried to engage in a way of helping districts
based on their -- at the county level.

Jerry is coming up to help me here.

We held, in September, over 40 technical assistance meetings.
Every county has had a technical assistance meeting of at least two days that
my staff has conducted. The county superintendents have been wonderful in
supporting this work. And the districts have had many, many questions that
we've tried to answer. We've tried to give them a look at what the program
really has entailed; a look at code -- administrative code is really important, so
they’ll see what it is they’re supposed to do; and a look at the program
implementation guidelines that are also sort of more elaborations of code, to
help them understand exactly how this program is implemented. We’ve done
that in the month of September. We are now holding what we call office hours
in the county offices so that those districts that have more questions can come
in for individual help. And at times districts are asking to come together. So
some of the districts are saying, “We want to sort of come together as a
consortium of rural districts, or districts that have similar kinds of questions.”
And they’re more than welcome to do that. So whatever it is that can be done
to help them understand the program, help them implement this in a better
way, we’re certainly open to trying to do that. So our district office hours are
in effect right now.

We also have our Web site up with a Q&A. So we have
frequently asked questions and answers to those questions on the Web site so
that folks can see very quickly if there are quick answers to questions that are

popping up for them.
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I have a staff of 10 liaisons who have been working very, very
hard. And it is not possible to do this work simply with that group. And the
Commissioner has been absolutely dedicated to making this initiative work,
and so we’ve engaged in getting help from across the Department. So not only
the Office of Field Services, but certainly the Office of Special Education and
the Office of District School Support have been wonderful in providing us with
staff. So we have pulled staff from other divisions to make this effort work,
which is a new way for the Department to work but, I think, a really good one.

And so Dr. Vernotica is going to tell you the role of the county
offices.

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER VERNOTICA:  Thank you,
Committee, for having us here today.

My name is Jerry Vernotica. I am the Assistant Commissioner in
charge of Field Services. Field Services is the department that basically
oversees all of the county offices. All of the 21 executive county
superintendents report to my office. And what we’re going to be doing, as
Jackie said, is working collaboratively together. The role of the county office
will be one -- number one -- that basically works as a communication system or
works in a role where we’re providing, during the planning phase, any
assistance that we possibly can to superintendents, to boards, as to what is
expected of them and what problems they’re having, so that we can help
support them and work through those problems. It will be rolling out. The
role of the county office will be -- rolling out the program, will be support and
guidance, it will be problem-solving, it will be assisting in the implementation.
If you were to go back to the slide -- I believe it was Slide 6 -- this is an effort
that is so important to us. We want everyone to be able to assess, and analyze,

and plan appropriately. And if, in fact-- You will hear from others -- I've
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heard all weekend from superintendents and am taking many calls as to how
we can possibly be doing that or this based upon this, that, or the other thing.
Well, we’re here committed to work through these problems together and
helping in the planning phase. That will be my role.

Not only will we look at the analyzing and the planning phase,
we’ll also be looking and supporting in the implementation phase -- technical
assistance and support in any manner that is necessary.

One of the things from the compliance perspective is, the county
office would have to look at space and also look at any waivers regarding any
type of space or classrooms that school districts may have. And as Jackie said,
given 21 different counties, and given the expansion plan and the roll out, we
expect tremendous variability in the different needs and the different
challenges that we have in order to provide this extremely important work for
our children. And we’re here to support that.

One of the other things we’re going to be doing is assisting not
only in the plans and the review of the plans, but then annually working along
with Early Childhood in order to look at these reviews and, again in the effort
of continuous improvement, working toward making the programs even
stronger and going above that 5-point scale.

So that’s where the county office will play its role.

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: Next slide please.

So, where to learn more? We have a Web site that is growing
with more and more information about expansion. And what you’ll find --
Jess, the next slide -- what you’ll find on that Web site is an overview of
preschool expansion. We have a list of school districts and the estimated
universe of the eligible preschool students in those districts, questions and

answers about expansion. And as I said before, that is a growing list. We're
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trying to hit as many of the questions folks are asking as possible. Technical
assistance meetings: where they are, when they’ll be held. And the five-year
preschool program and enrollment projections.

We also have the school funding formula, we have research on
preschool, our expectations -- those are our early learning standards -- our
program implementation guidelines, and New Jersey Administrative Code.
Those things are on the Web. I'm sure that more things will be there as we see
what the needs of the districts really are.

The last thing I want to say is how important this is. You’ve been
so supportive of this work. We want this to work well for those children who
we think will benefit most across the state. We would love to have preschool
for everyone. That would be wonderful. We are doing what we think we can
afford in a very difficult financial period.

But for the districts who are new to this, I think we are so wanting
them to understand that the Department’s role is to help them implement this
program and to help them implement it well. And so whatever the issues are
that come up, we have staff who are willing to help, who are able to help. And
I want them to know that those issues that seem very, very difficult seemed
difficult and scary to the Abbotts in the very beginning. This is not an easy
process. It’s hard. It takes a new way of thinking, but I think the rewards -- I

know the rewards are well worth it. And we will all work together to make this

happen.

Thank you.

If you have questions, we can certainly answer them.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you very much for that
presentation.
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And before I ask the Committee members if they have any
questions--

First of all, let me introduce the Chairperson of this Committee.

We knew you were coming, Ron, because you always -- you're a
man of your word.

SENATOR RICE: The State Police stopped me.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: I can’t believe that. Really?

We won’t get into that. (laughter)

This is the honorable Senator Ron Rice.

And if they stopped you, I know they were in trouble.

But I do have two questions I wanted to ask before I turned this
over to the Committee.

You mentioned that this is the planning year, but you said that
some districts were ready, have already begun the expansion. What districts
are those?

DR. WOLOCK: Well, we have Pemberton. Pemberton Borough
is sending their kids to Pemberton Township. So that was sort of a natural--

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Where is that, South Jersey?

DR. WOLOCK: It’s in Burlington County.

We have Little Egg Harbor, Red Bank, Woodbine, and Fairfield.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Okay. I would imagine -- and you
just briefly touched upon this -- space, it seems to me, would be a really big
problem, especially in some districts. I would imagine in our district that space
would be an issue. How are you going to deal with the issue of space,
especially if the district doesn’t have space and the service providers don’t have

space? How do you deal with that, or how are you going to deal with this?
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ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: Well, in many cases,
children are in private-provider settings or Head Start settings already. In
those cases, we are helping them to raise the quality of their program. So it’s
not that-- I don’t want you to think that there are 30,000 children out there
with no place at all. Most of these children will be located in some setting
already.

We’re working with the districts to try to find whatever space they
can or to see if it is in their benefit to maybe send their children to another
district that has space. So we’re looking at districts that are close to each
other. Some districts have a lot of space, some districts have none. We’re
asking them to work together, which is why the county office is so important --
to look countywide at this issue to see what kinds of space issues we have.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: I would imagine if you start telling
parents that you’re going to send their child outside of the district to another
district, that’s going to bring up a whole other--

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: It’s not our first
request.

But remember, there is a rollout. And so in the beginning, they
don’t have to have 90 percent of their kids in the beginning. We've suggested
a rollout of perhaps 20 percent to start.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Over how long?

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: Over five years.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: A five-year period?

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: Yes. So they have a
way of going -- gradually increasing. And again, we’ll be working with them to
try to find those space settings that are most appropriate. We're working

actually with-- The Head Start State Collaboration Office is now in our
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Division, and we’re working with the Director of Head Start to make sure that
every Head Start program is involved and is able to help with this initiative.

DR. WOLOCK: I just wanted to add one thing. We're also--
Just from speaking to people in the districts, it seems pretty clear that there are
a lot of -- well, very often there are willing and able providers that are out there
who might have the space and would like to be part of the program. There’s
some trust building that we still have to do, I think, to help superintendents
and decision-makers at the district level see that that’s really a viable option,
working with providers.

So I think that sometimes-- When we hear from districts that
there is no space, sometimes there might be a provider, but they’re not used to
working with the providers so they don’t know if that’s something they really
want to do.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: That’s a good point. So if there
are some providers who meet the mandated requirements, how will they find
out about this? How are you finding them, and how are you giving that
information to the districts?

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: We have the needs
assessment that is being conducted that gives us a list of what providers are out
there. So as we look at the districts that we weren’t familiar with, we can say,
“Are there private providers out there, licensed providers? Are there Head
Start centers?” And so we have a better sense of what’s available and we can
work with the districts. Each district gets that report.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: They’re going to all get this
information from you?

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: Absolutely.

31



ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER VERNOTICA: And if I may
add, one of the other things is, we have such talented superintendents and
board members. (laughter)

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Okay. Press it over to them. Go
ahead. Pass the buck.

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER VERNOTICA: They know their
communities, they know the private providers, they know everything that
exists within the community.

But one of the things, from the county level that we’re expected to
look at -- and every executive county superintendent has a plan by 2010 -- is
the consolidation not only of municipalities but of school districts. And one of
the things that a number of counties are looking at right now during the
planning phase for this particular program is developing consortiums where
maybe the ESC, the special services group, whoever, can provide space and
work along with districts.

There are challenges there also. One of the concerns is: How
much time do you want a 3- or a 4-year-old on the bus? What is the expense?
What is the administrative oversight for these types of things? These are all of
the things we’re going to be working with districts to basically work through.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: And I know that would be one
problem that parents would have when you try to move their child from one
district into another: How long do you want your little 3-year-old to have to
travel back and forth?

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER VERNOTICA: Exactly.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: And how far the parents are willing

to have them from home.
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ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER VERNOTICA: And that’s what
we’ll be working through with them.

And I'm sure, as Jackie said, most have been-- I think we need to
communicate further that most feel, “If I don’t have this plan done this year,
I'm in trouble, and I'm not meeting the mandate.” And we’re more than
willing to listen to what some of the challenges are and work through them so
that we can meet the goals of this particular program.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you.

Does the Committee have any questions?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN VOSS: I do.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Go ahead.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN VOSS: I'm very concerned with the
oversight of the facilities. This is a marvelous facility. But if you recall about
two years ago, there was quite a fervor over some of the facilities that were
being used for early childhood.

Who comes and checks on the -- or how often is this going to be
done to make sure that the programs are being implemented, that the children
are being given the kind of instruction that they need? The accountability
factor is always a big thing for me.

DR. WOLOCK: Part of the program is-- I think where we’ve
been pretty strong is the administrative oversight part. And we have-- Every
school district has to have an early childhood contact. It could be-- If it’s in a
very small district, it might be a principal. In a larger district, they’ll have a
person that specifically focuses on early childhood. That person is responsible
for looking at facilities and then working with the county office to look at
facilities and think about waivers if they’re required. But they are responsible

for doing that. So we do have a system in place, and we have sets of checklists
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that they can use to go and figure out whether this is an appropriate facility or
not.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN VOSS: Is there sort of--

DR. WOLOCK: And we-- I'm sorry, go ahead.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN VOSS: For example, if you have
nontenured teachers, you have to do a certain amount of observations of them.
And everything-- There’s got to be a paper trail.

DR. WOLOCK: Absolutely.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN VOSS: And so my question is always:
How often will the schools be inspected and reports written up on their
progress?

DR. WOLOCK: Just like in the current program, the expansion
program will have the same types of monitoring features. So for instance --
you know how you saw the ECERS, the Early Childhood Environment Rating
Scale -- all districts will be administering that instrument. They’ll be trained
on how to do it. And then they’ll be administering that instrument or another
one, once their program gets to a certain level of quality, on every classroom.
And it is monitored by the district. So they’re responsible, no matter where
the children are, whether it’s a provider setting, or Head Start, or in a public
school building -- that they have to make sure that those elements of high
quality are in place. And they also do a self-assessment that gets reported to us
on an annual basis. That will still be in the picture.

Also, we have master teachers at a ratio of about one to 20
classrooms. They’re part of the program. So they’re going into the classrooms
approximately a half-day every two weeks. So there are a lot of-- And there
are other people as well. We have the Preschool Intervention Referral Team

people, we have the community parent people. These are all people who are
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going in and out of the centers, and the public school buildings, and Head
Start to make sure that it’s all there.

And then the other thing that we’ll do is-- Part of the reason I
think that we’ve been so successful with the Abbott Preschool Program is, we
use that system of evaluation. So we went in annually. In the first few years it
wasn’t a lot of fun to see what was going on. “Yes, we still have to work harder
in this area or this area.” But now it’s there. The program is really terrific.
And I think that we can use that same system of evaluation in expansion, that
will be a critical piece of it, to look at what’s happening at a classroom level, a
program level, a district level; and ensuring that all those pieces are in place
and, at the same time, tracking how the children do.

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: It’s an annual self-
assessment that the districts do. Then they look at each component of their
program facilities as a part of that. And our staff goes out (indiscernible)
working with the county staff to validate their self-assessments. So that’s an
annual thing.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Okay.

ASSEMBLYMAN CHIAPPONE: My concern is-- By the way, I
sit on the Board of School (indiscernible) in Bayonne. And we had the
discussion about having providers handle the preschool children, which is a
concern of mine. Because when we talked about daycare centers, we talk about
different institutions which may not provide the level of education as a facility
like this, where there’s so many different ingredients that are of high standards
-- security for instance. There are so many different areas. Ideally, I'd like to
see the State set aside money so we create preschool centers like this, and we

have a consistent package of education.
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But the question is: How do we assure that the teachers who
teach at these daycare centers which exist now are held to the highest
standards that we expect in the public school system? I think it’s going to be a
problem. And hopefully we’re able to allocate money for the creation of
schools like this. Because I see us -- if we have children who are sent to some
daycare centers where there are different levels of -- degrees of achievement,
the performance -- and I see that being a real problem. And ideally, I'd love to
see everybody come to a place like this where the guidance is there, where the
educational level is there. And hopefully, at some point, we can fund it.

But will these daycare centers, will these providers -- outside
providers -- be held to the same standards in seeing we have teacher
qualifications, for instance?

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: When we talk about
the mixed deliveries and private providers, and district and Head Start
programs, they’re all held to the very same standards. The expectations that
we have for children, the early learning standards, are there regardless of the
kind of site the children are in. We have the same expectations for program
quality, same level of reviewing programs. The notions of having certified
teachers are the same for every site in which children are going to be educated.
So the notion of different levels of quality-- As we start out, we may not have
the same level of quality. We’ll be looking around to see what that looks like
as we did in the beginning of Abbott. But I want you to know that with a
good deal of work, and a lot of professional development, and very focused
work on understanding what quality is and defining it very clearly -- and I
think we are really clear about this program, and the components of this
program, what we expect. We found in our latest data that as we look across

the auspices of the private provider industry and Head Start, we don’t really
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see significant differences on major indicators of quality. So we’re getting to a
point where we can say we’re leveling off and we’re seeing-- And that’s huge. I
mean, that is really, really huge.

ASSEMBLYMAN CHIAPPONE: On a follow-up to that, who is
responsible for the oversight? Is it the individual districts, is it State
representatives?

SUPERINTENDENT  EPPS: (speaking from audience)
(indiscernible)

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Excuse me, Dr. Epps. We want to
have a record of what you're saying. Do you mind coming over to the podium
so that you will be recorded? (laughter)

Sitting there-- You have to be by a mike.

SUPERINTENDENT EPPS: I just want to tell you that the
quality of the programs are wonderful. I have the best Associate
Superintendent and Director in the State of New Jersey (indiscernible)
programs. We have lead teachers going into our buildings on a daily basis.
We welcome you to come and see what we do. That’s what we welcome. I
mean, I was reflecting back when I heard the Assistant Commissioner talk
about expansion. I'm not in favor of the expansion, and I'm going to tell you
why I'm not: Because it takes money from districts like Jersey City because
now you have to spread out the money. And now you’re going to say, “Well,
you were Abbott” and all of a sudden now, for the next year, the year after,
and the year after, our dollars are now going to be cut or they’re going to be
the same because you're expanding some place else that didn’t have early
childhood education. I think that it’s more important that you look at the
quality and continue that quality for early childhood education, as opposed to

taking dollars away from districts like Jersey City, Newark, etc., etc., etc.
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But as far as the monitoring, the accountability, we do that in
districts. We do that with Pat Bryant, second to none. I was a little-- I wasn’t
an advocate for early childhood education years ago because I thought we were
just spending tons, and tons, and tons of money. And then when I looked at
it, and I looked at all the social workers, the (indiscernible) team, the lead
teachers, all the people who were supporting early childhood education and
looking at a difference as they move in from pre-K to first grade -- or
Kindergarten into first grade -- you say, “Well, there’s a real difference. They
made a difference to those kids lives. They really did.”

We have staff -- highly qualified staff that does this. They’re not
just people off the street, they’re people who have gone to college, they’re
people who have gotten their degrees, and the P-3 certifications.

Is that correct? (affirmative response)

I mean, I even get annoyed about wraparound. Because when
school is out, we still have them in school. So when they have their Christmas
holiday, they’re in school; when there’s the Thanksgiving holiday, they’re in
school. Because those parents -- they call it wraparound. They just wrap all
year long. I don’t understand how they continue to go to school day in and
day out. We opened up our school district to wraparound, and I made it stop.
She said, “Dr. Epps, we have to.” I said, “It’s going to cost us a lot of money.”
Well, it cost us money. But you know what? Those parents bring those
children to the schools on holidays -- on Easter holidays, on every break that
we have because it’s considered to be a wraparound program, and all those kids
need to be in school.

So the question on accountability -- we do it. They give us the
information, they give us the rules and regulations. We follow through with

that. We have head teachers, principals, directors, associate superintendents.
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We have people in place to monitor this. This is on a daily basis. And I forget
how many lead teachers we have.

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER FROM AUDIENCE: Not enough.
(laughter)

SUPERINTENDENT EPPS: Not enough. I didn’t even know --
lead teachers -- they’re running out, trying to make sure everybody’s doing the
right thing.

So if you're going to expand, please don’t cut our money. I mean,
I sat on that side, and I understand that side, and I understand this side a little
bit better. But when you’re going to expand, you can’t take dollars for
communities that didn’t have it. You have to look for other dollars so they can
have it. But you can’t take away from a Jersey City, or even a Newark to say,
“Well, we're going to expand the program.” I thought expansion meant
recruiting, I thought expansion meant building more. And it does mean that.
But it means more for those students who don’t have early childhood
education.

That’s all I wanted to say, Senator. I couldn’t just sit back
without you guys knowing that there is accountability. There are quality
people who are doing the job. They're all highly qualified. There’s no ifs,
ands, or buts about it. There’s a full curriculum in place. And the staff has
professional development and training constantly, over, and over, and over
again.

When you look at this center -- if you went to another center, you
would see the same curriculum. If you went to another center, you would see
the same curriculum. We’re unique. We service all the 4-year-olds, and our

center services all the 3-year-olds. Is that correct? But we have a full-day.
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When you guys talk about full-day, we’ve been doing that for -- ever since I've
been Superintendent. And that’s been--

How long have we been doing it, 10 years, 15 years?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: (speaking from audience) Yes,
(indiscernible)

SUPERINTENDENT EPPS: Since ’89.

ASSEMBLYMAN CHIAPPONE: Just a follow-up: My concern
was in regard to passing off some of the responsibilities to facilities -- not like
this, which I'd like to see, but some of the lower-case daycare centers. In a
town like Bayonne, for instance, where we can’t expand, we’re looking to put it
off to local daycare centers, which I'm concerned might not be able to provide
the level of education and care that we might set in places like this.

So my concern is more or less with some of the lower-level daycare
facilities that will now assume the responsibilities of taking care of a new influx
of children, of kids.

DR. WOLOCK: T just want you to know that we don’t assume
that the childcare centers come necessarily with all the skills to do the
program. We assume that we’re going to have to support them in the
implementation. And that does come to the district. Jersey City is a good
example. They have a lot of providers, and they supported these providers
through regular professional development. They involved them in the
curriculum implementation. They were also trained at the State level. So
there were lots-- When you talk about monitoring, monitoring is occurring at
every level, from the classroom and the role of the teacher in the way that they
work with children, to the director of the center, to the principal of the
building, to the district, and the State. And that’s how -- that’s why the

program works. Because it does occur at every single level. There’s no
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assumption. We don’t just say, “Okay. You go ahead and do this program,”
because they may not be ready to understand all of the pieces of it. But we
know that we can take them from where they are and help them implement
each element.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you very much.

Do you--

ASSEMBLYWOMAN JASEY: I have a lot of questions in my
head. I'm not going to ask them all this morning.

First of all, I appreciate the information that you’ve given and the
Web site references, and I will go there and look at some of this.

A couple of comments and then a question about how you might
deal with this: I mentioned in my opening remarks that I'm concerned about
communication and I'm concerned about the tension between former Abbott
and non-Abbott districts. Because my concern is for all children throughout
the state having the opportunity for a quality preschool program. And
especially given our economic situation going forward -- and we’re going to
hear more about it on Thursday from the Governor -- there’s going to be a lot
of pushing, and pulling, and tugging.

And so I'd like for you to comment on how you plan to address
the rollout in the former Abbott districts, particularly the F, G, H, I, and ]
districts. Because I have intimate knowledge of an I-] district that I was on the
board of where we have-- Actually, out of nine schools, we have four Title 1
schools. And Title 1 schools are schools with a concentration of kids on free
and reduced lunch. So I'm trying to think of the big picture, and I'm trying to
think of districts -- and there are many in the state -- where there are children
whose families would qualify for the services. And I'm wondering how that is

going to work. How are the funds going to get to those children without
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diminishing the funds that need to be spent in the former Abbott districts? I
think that’s really important. We have to acknowledge those tensions, and
those difficulties, and those competing interests and understand that we need
to take care of all of our kids, and we need to communicate effectively with
districts so that districts don’t fall into saying, “Well, I can’t do it,” or, “I don’t
have the money,” or, “Where is it going to come from?” and understand that
this is something that we all need to join in to accomplish the goal.

So communication, implementation of this rollout, and-- How do
you notify parents, for example, that they might be eligible for these services,
and how do you help districts that can’t possibly build centers like this one,
which are wonderful, but still meet the needs of their kids?

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES: We have over, I think,
since the legislation was passed -- we have been talking to districts on a
multitude of forums. I think we tried, as a result of this legislation, to think
about ways in which districts can work together, districts can come to
understand the program. As I said, we have run a series of technical assistance
meetings so that every district in the state has had an opportunity for at least
one, two-day technical assistance workshop in which they were told what the
program was about, what are the components, how does it work. They were --
they can talk to other districts. Because sometimes it’s easier for a
superintendent to talk to another superintendent before the superintendent
talks to the state. And so we’ve encouraged those kinds of interactions.

In addition to those two full days of technical assistance, as I've
said, my staff is now in the county offices. And districts can have
appointments, office hours with those staff members. If they want to come as
individual districts, if they want to come as a group of districts, they’re more

than welcome to do that.
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We've had districts come to the Department -- bring a staff of
people to the Department because they think they have a very specific and
unique kind of issue. And we’re more than willing to work with them in that
regard.

So I think the notion that the Department has is that high-quality
preschool has shown to be effective in the Abbott districts. However, we have
children across the state who need this. And it is a challenge in a difficult
financial period to do this, but we really want to have those services for all
children.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN JASEY: Perhaps a quick follow-up to my
question and your answer would be:  What's the response been?

ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER JONES:  Oh, I think the
response has been actually much more encouraging than we initially imagined.
There are districts who are very excited about expansion. There are districts
who have gone, on their own, to private providers and Head Start groups and
said, “We want you to work with us.” Actually, some of them have wanted to
steal their teachers, but we told them, “No, you can’t do that.” (laughter) We
have districts who have a lot of concerns about how this is going to play out.

Frankly, I think some of the smaller districts, the targeted
programs, will have to work out some real issues that we didn’t have to think
about when we had Abbott. It was universal. These are districts that, I think,
may need to wait another year, if that’s necessary, to really think through:
What are the options? How do we do this in a way that is thoughtful and
reflective? The last thing we want to do it take taxpayer money, at this
particular time, and have a program that isn’t going to be effective.

We've been very positive about expansion and very aggressive, in

fact, because we know the model that we’ve had, and we know that that’s been
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effective. We want to have a time when we can talk to districts, look at the
issues. And if they are really, really not ready for ’09-"10, I'd rather have them
wait than to start and do something badly.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you very much.

Senator Rice, did you want to say something before we move on?

SENATOR RICE: I have a couple of comments.

First of all, we’ve been doing this for a number of years -- when we
first went to this -- just in response to the question raised about daycare.

The whole notion -- we require certification even for daycares, if
you remember. Because I was at the forefront of that, because I had to argue
the timeframes for getting people certified. I also argued, when it came to the
space issue, that we're lacking space. But it didn’t make sense to me that the
population we wanted to serve were already in daycare centers, which were
facilities. And I argued maybe we should be retrofitting and helping some of
those facilities. We're certifying the people -- we would finally put them out of
business. Some of the people in the daycare facilities have operated daycares
for so many years, they know more about those kids and the process than most
of the people who are certified. And so we got them certified and they move in
that direction. We expanded those times if you remember. I remember
leading that fight, and I was very adamant about it.

But I am concerned. I want to make sure that-- A lot of daycares
are popping up. We don’t want them to pop up just for the sake of popping
up. But I would suspect -- and I would say to my colleagues and others -- you
know daycares in your community have been providers of -- we used to call it
“babysitting services.” The whole idea was to bring them up to Head Start

level. This whole mission was about -- Head Start was getting dollars because



at the early age, Head Start was supposed to be -- and they do -- teach those
cognitive skills. And so we had to move in that direction.

I mean, we found it shocking when we found out that even when
we did preschool and we started to certify that in the minority community, we
were 19 months behind when we get to first grade. And I used to say, “How
can you be 19 months behind when you get to first grade if you never went to
school?” It was the cognitive skills and relationships.

And so I would suggest that the county superintendents pay
attention and don’t get into the politics of daycares. Just evaluate the daycares
and make sure that-- Because we -- there’s some daycares where people were at
a point where they were going to retire. That’s fine. You had to at least -- you
could keep your staff, but you had to bring a certified person in there. And I
remember those discussions very clearly.

But I don’t want superintendents to get into politics of
organizations, if you will, or government, that when daycare providers come to
you, you don’t give it the kind of evaluation there should be. And I don’t
think the superintendents should be in a position where they aren’t open-
minded. There may have to come the time when we say, “We know you don’t
want it, but you're going to get it.” I'm being honest about that. So I wanted
to say that.

The other issue-- Well, not on this subject. When we get back, I
have a question. I don’t know if I can raise it now, but I do have a question on
something that was raised up here.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Okay.

SENATOR RICE: Oh, I can raise it now? (affirmative response)

My question was: It’s nice to say that you have 10 staff people.

That’s what you said. That was your number. It takes a lot more. And State
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government has been very kind to you, because the Department has been using
staff from other departments. Number one: Can you tell me what
departments? Number two: How many staff people? And number three: Are
we diminishing the abilities of other departments periodically by doing that?
Because we don’t spend dollars in the State. Governors like to cut money, and
you have to do that. But when you cut here, sometimes you have to elevate
this. That means you have to spend. And I'm just concerned, because I agree
with Superintendent Epps -- that I've never looked for expansion to be taken
from a district. That’s my problem with charter schools. It’s my problem. I've
said it over and over. I will support anything. But don’t take what I have if
it’s working and diminish that value of that and the quality of that to do
something else. And so I do concur with the Superintendent. So could you
answer those questions? If you don’t have answers, can you get it back
through the Chair?

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Can I suggest that perhaps --
because of the interest of time, Senator, and we have several more speakers --
that perhaps you can get that information back to us as soon as possible? As a
matter of fact, would you send it to Melanie Schulz, and she will disseminate it
to all of us?

Is that it, Senator?

SENATOR RICE: Yes.

Just make it simple language. I'm from an Abbott district. I don’t
know that technical stuff. (laughter)

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Okay. Thank you for that
wonderful presentation. We’re very happy that you're here. Thank you.

And also, Dr. Epps, thank you for your input.
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We're going to move along. I'm just going to ask you if you'll just
keep in mind that we have several other speakers, and we absolutely have to be
out of this building by 2:00. So we are enjoying the dialogue, but we just want
to keep it moving a little bit.

Now we’re going to ask Jeanette Page-Hawkins and Beverly
Wellons, from--

Steve Barnett.

Steve, you have to catch a plane. Do you have to leave right
away? Should we take you?

W. STEVEN BARNETT, Ph.D.: I have about a half-hour.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Okay. Ladies, would you mind
letting him come up?

ELLEN C. FREDE, PhD.: If he leaves, he has to take his computer,
which means my presentation goes with him.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM:  Why don’t you both come
together?

DR. FREDE: Thank you.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: And we’re all aware of time now,
so it should not be a problem.

DR. BARNETT: It will be quick.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: So one is up, and one is down.
Okay.

DR. BARNETT: We'll switch back and forth. And we have a
packet for you from the National Institute. Ellen and I Co-Direct the National
Institute for Early Education Research at Rutgers. We’ve prepared brief
presentations for you this morning. But we want you to know that we are a

resource for the State. And if there are questions that come up for you as
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individual legislators or for your Committee -- anything at all that you feel we
could be helpful with, in terms of research-based information about preschool
nationally, in New Jersey -- please call on us. We are serious about helping
Rutgers fulfill its mission of supporting this state.

I’'m going to give you an overview about early childhood education
from a very high level, and then Ellen is going to fill you in on specifics for
New Jersey. And so my remarks will actually be related to this PowerPoint
that’s New Jersey Investing in Pre-K 2008.

And so just quickly -- I'm sure you all are pretty familiar with the
benefits of preschool education. But I think it is important to understand just
how large those benefits are. So we see, not just in New Jersey but from
research all across the nation and indeed in other countries, that preschool
education increases achievement test scores, reduces grade repetition and
special education, increases high school graduation rates. It also has positive
affects on children’s social behavior. So it reduces behavior problems,
delinquency, and crime. All of these things together, when children-- I've
been doing one study. We’re now working on getting the age 50 follow-up
funded. So we really do have long-term data that says, “Yes, even in true
experiments, one group got it, one group didn’t.” We see that when they’re
adults, there’s a difference in employment earnings; aAlso things we’re now
finding related to smoking, drug use, and depression.

All of these things are important for the citizens of our state, but
they’re also important to State government. Because if you think about the
things that drive up costs in the long run, it’s rising schooling costs, it’s rising
social services costs, rising costs of crime; the costs of incarceration have just
gone crazy in this country, and health-care costs. So you need to think about

preschool education as an investment in the long-term that brings down these
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costs to State government. So you’re investing in something that’s going to
have big returns later on in terms of reducing the cost of State government.

It’s also important when you think about this to understand --
and I think you have, because of the questions I've heard you ask this morning
-- that childcare and preschool policy have to be made together. These two
things happen together. And so while there are all these long-term benefits,
there are also short-term benefits of putting people to work because of
childcare. And that has a substantial payoff. But you have to coordinate your
policy and planning about childcare and preschool education together, rather
than thinking about them as separate.

Most of the focus has been on children in poverty. Most of the
focus in research has been on children in poverty. But increasingly, people are
in -- are changing that focus to a concern with pre-K for all kids. And I want to
talle just a little bit this morning about why that is. And the three primary
reasons are: It’s very difficult to reach all disadvantaged children if you don’t
have universal programs, partly because if you focus on income, you're
shooting at a moving target; partly because some folks don’t want to send their
kids to programs that are just for poor kids; partly because this moving target
moves very rapidly. So very few children, for example, would be poor three
years in a row.

The second reason: If we're really trying to get at these big social
problems, including school failure, they’re not just problems of low-income
kids. Most school failure is, in fact, accounted for by the middle class. And
finally, it turns out that all children benefit from preschool education.

Now, we’ve been talking about kids who are already in places. So
70 percent of our preschoolers are already in some kind of center. The issue

really is the educational quality and raising that up.
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That’s the major issue. There are about 30 percent of kids -- next
slide please -- that are not in facilities. And one of the things to understand is,
it’s not equally distributed. A lot more 4-year-olds are in centers than 3-year-
olds. And also, it varies considerably. So, for example, Hispanic kids have
very low rates of participation. That seems to be not because they don’t want
their kids to attend their programs, but because their communities tend to
have less access.

Now, I'm going to switch here. This is data on children at
Kindergarten entry. I know that slide is hard to see. But basically that upward
sloping line tells you the relationship between family income and cognitive
abilities at school entry. The kids on the far left -- those are kids in poverty.
They’re pretty far behind, as Senator Rice noted this morning, at Kindergarten
entry. But kids in the middle, kids at median income, are as far behind kids in
the top 20 percent as children in poverty are behind them. So when we think
about learning gaps at school entry, yes, they are very large gaps for children in
poverty. But there are also pretty large gaps for kids who aren’t in poverty.
And we see the same kind of relationship for social skills.

Now, if we move forward to the other end of the education
pipeline, this looks at grade retention rates -- kids who fail a grade and are held
back, kids who drop out of school -- two of our biggest -- these are big markers
of education failure. And you can see, kids in the lowest quintile -- bottom 20
percent -- for income have pretty high rates. Twelve percent are going to fail a
grade and be held back, almost 20 percent of them will drop out of school.
But if we look at the middle 60 percent -- that’s the middle class -- their grade
retention rate is still almost one in 10. Their drop-out rate is still almost one
in 10. That means most of the school drop-out rate, most of the school failure

problem is middle-class kids. And so while we have bigger problems on a
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percentage basis for children in poverty, for the low-income kids, these
problems are sufficiently big for the middle class. And if we neglect middle-
class kids, we will not solve the problems of school failure.

So it really is the case that the problems of school failure are not
the problems of somebody else’s kids, or those kids, or kids in poverty. They
are problems of all of our kids. And we need to start thinking about it that
way if we’re really going to really, seriously make the full dent that we need to
malke in this problem of school failure.

Now, we’re only now getting to the point where we have good
data on -- so what can preschool do about that problem for not just poor kids,
but middle-class kids? One place to look at that is Oklahoma. Oklahoma is
the only state in the country right now where 90-plus percent of all 4-year-olds
go to public preschool, the state pre-K program. School starts at 4 in
Oklahoma.

There’s a very strong study -- 3,000 kids in Tulsa, Oklahoma.
They looked at: So what difference does preschool education make for these
kids? They found strong gains in literacy and math, they found that the gains
were larger for minority children, larger for children in poverty, but still very
large for the rest of the kids. So basically a preschool program for all kids in
Oklahoma is lifting all kids up at school entry and closing more of the
achievement gap for minority and low-income kids.

Now, we thought that was such an important study, we’ve
actually now replicated the same kind of study in other states. What I'm
trying to do with this chart is give you some idea of just how big an impact
high-quality pre-K can make and why it’s important for all kids. So on the
very left there, these are the percentages of the achievement gap that a

preschool program could close in one year. The Perry Preschool Program that
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most of you have heard of -- it’s a model. It provides a lot of that long-term
evidence. One year of the Perry Preschool program closed about 75 percent of
the achievement gap between rich and poor. Across eight states we found, on
the same kinds of measures, one year of state pre-K is closing about a quarter
of the achievement gap; when you move to language and literacy, larger parts
of those achievement gaps.

So I think it’s important that New Jersey is thinking about two
years. I think it’s also important that we’re looking at intensive programs. If
you look at Head Start as it’s normally funded -- not Head Start as we
supplement it in New Jersey or even Head Start as they supplement it in
Oklahoma, where it works hand in glove with the public school system --
you're only closing about between a third and 8 percent of the achievement
gap. So this supplementation, this improvement of these programs -- it’s a big
deal in terms of what we’re doing for kids at Kindergarten entry.

Next, please.

Now, to do this, we have to do the kinds of things that we’ve been
doing in New Jersey with the Abbott program and that we’re talking about
doing with expansion. You have to have high-quality programs because, as I
said, mostly what you’re doing is moving kids into higher quality, not moving
them into necessarily different spaces. That means well-educated, adequately
paid teachers, good curriculum, professional development, small classes, strong
supervision, monitoring and review, high standards, and accountability. I
think what you’ve heard this morning is that’s exactly the State’s plan to
implement just those things that are going to produce the results that we
talked about.

Next.
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So stepping back a little bit to look at the big picture: There are
about a million children across the nation in state pre-K programs today.
That’s a big increase, and it indicates that there is rapid growth across the
country. There are seven states now that have committed to serving all
children in pre-K, including our neighbors in New York. There are three states
-- Oklahoma, Florida, and Georgia -- that already enroll most of their 4-year-
olds. Texas, Vermont, and West Virginia are getting very close to 50 percent.
The other states have been able to rapidly increase their enrollment in state
pre-K and do it successfully. Oklahoma is the shining star in doing this so far,
but there are plenty of other states. Illinois is committed to serving all 3- and
4-year-olds.

New Jersey is near the top when it comes to the resources and the
standards we put behind this. But we do have a long way to go when it comes
to enrollment in preschool. About 45,000 kids now -- you heard this morning
-- expansion is another 30,000. We have 225,000 3- and 4-year-olds. So the
expansion is a great thing. It’s actually pretty modest. I know a lot of people
are talking about the obstacles. Let me tell you, other states have knocked off
increases of that size pretty easily. They do it the same way we're talking
about doing it in New Jersey, by the way, by these public/private partnerships.
And it’s important to understand these public/private partnerships -- it’s
important to use the private providers to bring them up to speed, to work with
Head Start. But that’s not where it -- it can go beyond that. So for example,
in Oklahoma, where did they get all those facilities? Well, some of them were
private providers that already existed. But the private foundations, the
community foundations, the Tulsa Community Foundation, the Oklahoma
City Foundation-- Those foundations stepped up to the plate and provided a

lot of the dollars that helped the public schools construct those new facilities.
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I think that’s certainly worth New Jersey looking into what extent we could get
the private sector involved in helping to support the development of these new
facilities in a public/private partnership.

So, in conclusion, pre-K can be a high-quality program that has a
high investment. Ellen is going to talk about exactly how that worked in New
Jersey. And I think we do have the potential in New Jersey to be first in the
nation when it comes to preschool education.

Thank you.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you very much.

I must say, I don’t quite know if we can-- We're so different from
Oklahoma, so it’s a little hard.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN VOSS: That’s what we’re all talking about.
(laughter)

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: It’s a little difficult when you say
Oklahoma is the shining star.

DR. BARNETT: How about New York and Illinois?

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Well, we’re getting closer. But
Oklahoma -- I think we’re going to have to come up with something a little bit
more closer to home.

Thank you very much.

Does anyone--

I’'m sorry, go ahead.

DR. FREDE: I can wait.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: No, go ahead.

DR. FREDE: Thank you so much for having me today. I'm Ellen
Frede. I'm Co-Director for the National Institute for Early Education

Research. I'm also a developmental psychologist and former teacher/educator.
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I just gave up tenure at the College of New Jersey in July -- and then the
economy tanked, so that was a really smart decision.

But I'm also the former assistant to the Commissioner for Early
Childhood Education at the Department of Education and oversaw the Abbott
Preschool Program from 2002 to 2005. But currently, the reason I'm here is
to talk to you about some research that we're doing at NIEER on preschool in
New Jersey.

I want to start-- There are three studies I want to tell you about.
One is the APPLES Study, the Abbott Preschool Program Longitudinal Effects
Study. We actually have two versions of that that I will be telling you about.
And then another is the Partnering for Preschool Study. It was a telephone
survey with childcare center directors throughout the Abbott districts that was
partially funded by NIEER, and also by the Schumann Fund for New Jersey,
but conducted by researchers at Berkley University. And then finally the
Preschool Expansion Assessment Research Study, or PEARS. We have a little
theme going here in case you hadn’t noticed that. I've trying really hard to
work on BANANAS for this bilingual acquisition study I'm doing, but I
haven’t gotten some of the letters figured out yet.

We can skip this one because Ellen already covered it.

I will be very brief because Ellen and Jacqueline have said a lot of
the things that I had on mine.

But the APPLES study has been a study of the Abbott Preschool
Program and it’s longitudinal affects. Some of the results have already been
alluded to. But first of all, we have-- The mixed delivery system has been used
here in New Jersey, where 60 percent of the children being served in childcare
centers at the same quality as the public schools results in the same high

quality across all settings. It also results in a more diverse workforce than
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other-- The workforce within the childcare centers and Head Start is more
diverse than the workforce within the public schools. And so it’s a model that
needs to be continued when we think about expansion.

We also-- These results are not out yet, so all I can do is give you
preliminary ones. But we are finding meaningful affects through the end of
second grade on children’s vocabulary and math skills as a result of going to
the Abbott Preschool Program. So we’re really excited to see that that’s
continuing into the early grades. And so the Abbott Preschool Program has
clearly been the first link in a chain that can produce long-term school success
and economic benefits. And we are finding also that two years of public pre-K
is twice as effective as one. So the model for expansion is very important --
that it is a two-year model.

I just wanted to say one other thing about that. One of the things
that’s been challenging for us about measuring the affects of the preschool
program in the context of the Abbott school districts is the K-3 education in
the Abbott school districts is also improving. It is also effective for children.
And I think that’s a very important message for people to be hearing, because I
think they will get little bits of information. But the truth is that the Abbott
intervention has been important not just at the preschool level.

The other study that I wanted to quickly highlight was this
interview with childcare center directors in the Abbott Preschool Program.
Senator Rice alluded to some of the issues that went on early in the Abbott
program. And I've got scars to prove it. (laughter) But it was very exciting to
see the results of this study. Basically, the center directors said this was a lot, a
lot, a lot of hard work, but it was worth it. And they see that they have access
to more and better services for children. They now have a stable and sufficient

funding base for their materials and for their operations. They can offer the
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kinds of services families will need, which they weren’t really able to do when
they were just receiving tuition from parents or subsidy from the childcare
subsidy. And they also were very excited about their teachers getting certified,
and getting their bachelor’s degree, and now becoming a part of the profession
in a more substantial way. And I think the results of this study are very
interesting. And you can find them on the Web site that’s -- on our NIEER
Web site, I'm sorry.

And so the authors conclude that the New Jersey Abbott
Preschool Program represents a public policy achievement that is worthy of
emulation by other states and communities. I want you to know that when we
go to Oklahoma, we talk about how good New Jersey is. (laughter)

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: They must have the same concern
that I did.

DR. FREDE: And Steve’s about to take a flight to New
Hampshire to tell them how great we are in New Jersey.

But I think it is important to understand that, because as we move
forward in the expansion, we can’t let go of what’s worked. And I think that’s
really critical.

And now to tell you about-- We are-- NIEER has been -- has a
memorandum of understanding with the Department of Education to conduct
the preschool needs assessment for the expansion. And the three main
questions that we’re trying to answer through this are: How many 3- and 4-
year-olds can be offered preschool in existing programs? And we’re looking at
public school childcare and Head Start classrooms.

What is the basic space and quality of these classrooms? And
here we’re looking mostly at facility, but we’re also looking somewhat at the

interactions that the teachers are providing. We know, from Abbott, that we
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can fix all those things. We did. And so we’re not so concerned in gathering
this information to have a really strong understanding of exactly what’s going
on in the centers or in the public school classrooms that currently exist,
because we know that with the right resources and the right attention, the
quality of that can be improved. But it is important to know if the facility is
really inadequate for what we need.

And then we’re also looking at the credentials and experience
levels of the current workforce. And here we’re not just talking about the
teachers, although that’s certainly critical to know whether they -- how many
of them are going to need to work toward a bachelor’s degree. We’re also
asking about center director credentials and principal credentials, as well as
whoever is in charge of early childhood education in that school district.
Because one of the things we found very challenging in the Abbott program
was the fact that the level of knowledge of early childhood education was poor
across the board. It was poor in higher education, it was poor in the public
schools, and it was poor in the childcare centers. And now it’s really great, and
we're really excited about the possibility of expanding it and seeding out into
these other districts.

The way we’re collecting this data is via interview and direct site
observation. But we’re doing it in chunks. So we’ve completed the first Tier,
the first 38 districts. That data collection period ended in June of 2008. And
you can see on this map that it’s a lot of districts that we’re going into. Tier II
districts -- 110. We’re also visiting them. The Tier I and Tier II districts are
the ones that will -- that have the -- that are either universal or will have large
numbers of targeted children. Then Tier III: We’re only surveying them via
telephone. And that data collection period is just about to begin. And we are

taking lots of drugs to make it through this data collection, because that’s a lot
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of data. We’re going into every childcare center, calling all of these -- and all of
these classrooms. And one of our data collectors is in the audience. She can
tell you how time-consuming it is.

So some of the things we’re hearing -- because we're also asking
the school districts, “What do you see as some of the barriers to this?” And,
obviously, “We don’t have the space.” Well, I just want to say that through
partnering, having a mixed delivery system, through school construction and
through converting self-contained classrooms to inclusion classrooms, we now
know that over 80 percent of the Abbott preschool children are being served.
So, again, it is doable if you give it some time.

The other thing I wanted to point out-- You were talking about
how beautiful this center is. There are beautiful childcare centers out there
too, and there are beautiful Head Start centers out there. And many of them
figured out ways to get the funding on their own because they knew that they
had a stable funding base with the Abbott funding. And it’s not just public
school facilities that can be as wonderful as this one. And I hope you’ll go visit
some, because they really are spectacular.

Another barrier that some of the districts are saying is, we don’t
have qualified teachers -- meaning enough that have the early childhood
certification or the teachers in the childcare centers are not qualified. But
again, we know through Abbott that with time and scholarship dollars they got
there. And we are, again-- People are calling us all the time to say, “How did
you do that in New Jersey,” in other states. And, in fact, a delegation is going
to be coming from California to learn how we did it. And they’ll be asking to
meet with you, as a matter of fact. And legislators from California are going to

be coming here.
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No additional funding-- We’re not going to get additional
funding for serving preschool special education children. Serving children with
IEPs in general education classrooms is actually less expensive than serving
them in self-contained. And by having a universal preschool, or larger numbers
of children without disabilities being served, you can serve children in inclusive
settings -- the children with IEPs in inclusive settings. It’s better for the
children, and it’s less expensive. So again, that issue is a nonissue from my
perspective.

And then the question also is, we don’t know that we’re going to
get enough money. Well, we know from eight years of funding experience with
the Abbott Preschool Program that it is adequate. And that’s a concern that
districts don’t need to have. Again, I think they need to work with the
Department.

So, I want to end with my little favorite set of pictures. Get on
the horn, make some deals, develop a plan, and get this show on the road,
because we can build a better future for children.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you so much.

And I love those pictures at the end.

DR. FREDE: (indiscernible) (speaking from audience) (laughter)

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Does anyone have any questions
on the Committee?

No questions? (no response)

Okay. Thank you so much for that presentation.

I hope you make your plane to New Hampshire.

DR. BARNETT: I will be fine, thank you. I appreciate you
moving it up.

DR. FREDE: Thank you so much.
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SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you.

Now we have Jeanette Page-Hawkins and Beverly Wellons.
They're from the Department of Human Services, Division of Family
Development.

Good afternoon.

JEANETTE PAGE-HAWKINS: Good afternoon.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: I'm glad that you’re here.

MS. PAGE-HAWKINS: Beverly Wellons is the State Child Care
Administrator, and I am the Division Director for the Department of Human
Services’ Division of Family Development.

And before I start, I’d just like to acknowledge Senator Rice and
Assemblywoman Voss as Co-Chairs of the full Joint Committee, and to thank
the Abbott Subcommittee for hosting this meeting today.

Senator Cunningham -- and Assemblywoman Handlin is not here
-- but thank you for this opportunity.

For the sake of time, I want to go as swiftly as possible, but to give
an overview of the Division. The Division of Family Development is
responsible for the WorkFirst New Jersey Program. That is the State’s--

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Is your microphone working?

Can the people in the back hear.

MS. SCHULZ: They’re recording.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Would you feel more comfortable
speaking from here? (referring to podium)

MS. PAGE-HAWKINS: Okay. I'll start once again.

The Division of Family Development is responsible for the
WorkFirst New Jersey Program. That’s the State’s public welfare program.

That’s the financial assistance and support services for low-income families and
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individuals to promote work and self-sufficiency. The WorkFirst New Jersey
Program consists of the TANF program, Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families, as well as the General Assistance population, which are the single
adults or couples without children. This Division also administers the Food
Stamp, Child Support programs. And DFD is also responsible for the
oversight of the childcare services. Those funds include the Federal Child Care
and Development Fund, known as CCDF, and Federal TANF dollars. Services
are defined by the CCDF State plan. They may include the provision of
childcare subsidy assistance to income-eligible families through vouchers or
contracts. Voucher subsidy services for the New Jersey Cares for Kids and the
WorkFirst New Jersey programs are administered locally through contracts and
community-based childcare resource referral agencies, commonly known as
CCR&Rs.  These agencies also offer parent education regarding childcare
options; as well as training, and technical assistance, and resource development
for childcare providers and counties.

Additionally, subsidy services are provided through contracts with
community-based centers and Abbott, as well as non-Abbott, communities.
These childcare centers are used for infants, toddlers, and preschool, as well as
school-age children, before- and after-school, and may be provided at childcare
centers or may be provided through family and home-based care.

Services from our Division are frequently the safety net for the
poor and the working poor. As of June, 2008, we were providing TANF --
welfare assistance clients -- which total to be approximately 38,000 families
with children. We were providing them with that service. And we perceive in
the upcoming months, given the uncertain economic downturn that we’re all

facing, that we're going to be challenged even further in providing services.
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And therefore, we're looking for strategic thinking toward our commitment to
young children.

As described by my colleagues from the Department of Education,
we wholeheartedly embrace the early preschool program initiative, and we look
forward to implementation. Research demonstrates that investments in these
high-quality early childhood development programs consistently generate life-
long benefits. And for the sake of time, I will not go into all the benefits,
because I think we all know the benefits of that investment. But I will go on
to say that I know, today, the Subcommittee’s focus is on the preschool
expansion initiative. However, we at the Department of Human Services are
also concerned about ensuring that school-aged children, infants, and toddlers
are receiving childcare subsidy services and that they have access to programs
that offer high-quality services.

Unfortunately, our resources are limited and our Federal
allocations are targeted to specific populations. As of September 2008, over
15,000 children received TANF or post-TANF childcare. Post-TANF is when a
person leaves TANF, and they go to work, and they still continue to receive
childcare. The Abbott wraparound served more than 30,000 children. And
wraparound is before- and after-school care, as well as Summer programming.

Currently, we have close to 42,000 children in subsidized
childcare slots, at an annual cost of $190.5 million. We also provide childcare
subsidies for about 700 children in our Kinship program. Those are children
being cared for by relatives, most commonly the grandmother, or a great aunt,
or someone like that. We have a waiting list of slightly over 4,500 children at
the present time who require subsidized childcare. The waiting list includes
infants, toddlers, preschool, school-aged, and children who do not reside in

communities where the school district offers preschool services.
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We understand that this Subcommittee wants to know the
Department of Human Services’ role in the implementation of the preschool
expansion initiative and its impact on services. DHS and DOE have been in
discussion regarding the implementation of the same since the initiative was
announced. Our issues relate to expectations regarding wraparound services,
scholarships, and our capacity to continue to meet Federal requirements within
all available resources.

The most critical concerns are: expectations that DHS has the
capacity to expand wraparound services to families that need it or simply wish
to use it in these new districts. However, due to limited State funding, families
needing to access wraparound childcare services in the expansion districts will
be required to meet the regular income, which is 200 percent of the Federal
Poverty Index, and work or school eligibility requirements for the NJKIDS
voucher program. In most cases, a waiting lists exists for these services.

As a point of information, DHS currently administers a $2.5
million program which offers scholarships to teachers employed in community-
based childcare centers that offer full-time, full-year services. The program
prioritizes tuition payments for teachers in Abbott and DFD community-based
childcare centers. Teachers may apply for and receive up to $5,000 in
scholarships and a $50 book stipend per semester. The scholarship funds are
awarded on a promissory note to the institution of higher learning, which
guarantees payment before the end of the semester. Income-eligible teachers --
those individuals who are at or below 200 percent of the Federal Poverty level,
-- in non-Abbott school centers -- they’re able to apply for the tuition
reimbursement program after satisfactorily completing a semester with a GPA
of 2.75. Teachers in childcare programs in the expansion district communities

are currently eligible for this program.
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The last concern I would express is the expectation that DHS can
expand the scholarship program to all teachers in preschool expansion districts.
DFD cannot commit to offering scholarships to all teachers in these districts
due to funding limitations, the uncertainty of which centers will be contracted
with their local districts once the program moves from the planning to the
implementation stage, and the uncertainty surrounding the centers’ willingness
to offer wraparound childcare.

All childcare funding allocations are derived from the Federal
Child Care Development Fund, which is targeted to programs that offer full-
day, full-year childcare services.

In summary, the Department of Human Services fully, as I
indicated before, supports the preschool expansion initiative, as it will provide
the young children of today with the skills and services that they will need to
become productive adults. And our concerns are limited to the constraints of
available funding and our ability to maintain the compliance of Federal and
State mandates.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN JASEY: Senator, can I ask her a quick
question?

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Go ahead.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN JASEY: Just a quick question, since you
mentioned that-- The wraparound funding issue is one of my concerns because
funds were cut during the last budget round. And I wonder if you have any
information on the impact of that in districts -- or childcare centers where
wraparound services were being provided to everyone involved but then, under
the new guidelines, they’re being limited -- they’re being-- If a family income

doesn’t meet the income requirement of -- I think it’s the 200 percent of
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poverty -- then that family now has to pay for those services. And my last
information was that it was pretty considerable. It was -- I can’t remember if it
was $8,000 or $10,000 for a family to pay for those services. My question is:
How many-- Do you have any idea how many families we have lost or who are
no longer sending their kids to preschool because they lost the wraparound
services?

MS. PAGE-HAWKINS: Actually, wraparound services’ funding
was not cut. There was a new configuration in terms of funding fee, and that
has been the impact.

We do have some figures, but I did not come prepared for that,
because that was really childcare funding issues.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN JASEY: Okay. If you have that

information, I would appreciate getting it. Because I would like to try to
understand the impact in terms of-- If we’re serving a certain group of
children, and their families opt out of the programs because they don’t qualify
for the wraparound services that were being provided to them before this
change in the funding-- I would appreciate that.
BEVERLY WELLONS: That has not been our experience statewide.
We do have little areas of the state, small areas in Abbott districts, where the
enrollment did decrease. But overall we don’t see the evidence. Much of what
we’ve heard has been anecdotal about families not participating.

Overall, our numbers increased over the last year -- the last school
year. And essentially, we have not seen a major decline as of September 1.
But this is the new year. So as of this year, families need to meet 250 percent
of the Federal poverty level in order to be eligible for wraparound. So we may

find somewhat of a fallout with the new changes as of September.
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN JASEY: Thank you. I appreciate that
clarification.

And do you know if directors or supervisors are paying attention
to this to see if there is falloff over the course?

MS. PAGE-HAWKINS: Yes, they are.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN JASEY: Okay. Great. Thank you.

MS. WELLONS: Also, we contract with childcare resource and
referral agencies throughout the state who administer the Abbott wraparound
voucher subsidy program, and they are also monitoring. We can also look at
their numbers to monitor any change in trends. And we’re able to report on
those.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN JASEY: Thank you. I appreciate that.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: And whatever numbers you have,
would you please get them to Melanie?

MS. PAGE-HAWKINS: Yes.

MS. WELLONS: Yes.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: I just have one question. Did
you-- Because of this new funding, is there going to be a problem with getting
teachers certified? Is the money going to be available for that?

MS. PAGE-HAWKINS: At this particular point in time, there’s
still the needs assessment that’s going on by DOE. We don’t know. As I said
earlier in the testimony, we don’t know who is going to actually come forth to
offer the services in the new areas. Right now, we have many people not
actually taking advantage of the scholarship program. So we can’t anticipate,
yet, a shortfall. We just know that we have no additional new dollars to

accommodate them.
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SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Do you have more questions? (no
response)

Any more questions? (no response)

Thank you very much for your presentation, and thank you for
being patient.

Ellen Boylan.

ELLEN M. BOYLAN, ESQ.: Good afternoon, members of the
Committee. It’s a pleasure to be here.

My name is Ellen Boylan. I'm an attorney at the Education Law
Center where I've been involved in Abbott work for a number of years. And I
must say at the outset, when I walked into this building I was really overcome
with a feeling of incredible excitement and joy to see the fruition of all the
work. Because this is such a spectacular space. It’s the kind of space that all
children in New Jersey should have available to them. And it’s a credit to all
branches of the government -- the court for having the vision, and the
Governor, and the Commissioner, and the Legislature for stepping up and
making this happen.

And it’s also really exciting to know that we’re now on the road to
expanding out this great program for other children in the state who also need
high-quality preschool. And I think you’ve heard enough today about the
benefits of preschool. And I'm not going to repeat any of it.

I would just point out and urge, at this point in time, when there
are such dire State fiscal constraints and concerns, there are going to be a lot of
tough choices to be made. And I would urge you to put expansion of preschool
at the top of your list and to consider not only that it’s the right thing to do

for children, but also, as Dr. Barnett pointed out, in the long run, it’s a really
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smart economic investment, and the State stands to reap considerable gains
from going forward with preschool.

We've identified basically four key components to make preschool
expansion work in New Jersey. The first is a sustained commitment by the
Legislature to full State funding of the program. The second is development of
a qualified teacher workforce. Third, capacity within the Department of
Education, Division of Early Childhood Education, to offer knowledgeable and
skilled technical assistance and support to school districts who are going to
need a lot of help at this time. And that’s going to require new funding as well.
And then finally, safe and adequate preschool facilities. And that’s what I'm
going to address briefly. All four of these, I think, are important. But I'm
going to highlight the preschool issues.

Now, we’ve provided tables with our testimony that show the
estimated need, the number of new preschool seats that are going to be needed
in each district required to provide pre-K in the state, both universal and
targeted districts. And the need is substantial. In the universal districts, we’ve
estimated 17,316 new children must be offered the opportunity to participate.
And in the targeted districts, it’s 14,536 new seats that are required.

Now, some of the districts have limited capacity, but for most of
these districts, the existing programs are part-day. They serve only 4-year-olds,
and they lack the space to accommodate all the children who are now entitled
to participate under SFRA.

In the absence of additional facilities, even assuming partnering
with community provider programs, it’s likely that school districts are going to
be very challenged to meet SFRA’s requirement for a full-day program for 90

percent of all 3- and 4-year-olds who are eligible under the Act.
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There are different concerns -- facility concerns for school districts
versus community programs and Head Start, and I'm briefly going to address
those. But I want to point out that in the Abbott districts, we know that 65
percent of children served are in community settings or Head Start. So it’s
extremely important to pay attention to facility needs in those settings as well.

First off, I'll explain some of the issues that come up under SFRA.
The Educational Facilities Act, the amendments that were made, allocates $1
billion to the non-Abbott -- or the regular operating districts, as they’re known.
And for the first round of funding, the Commissioner has developed a plan
under which $200 million is going to go out to these districts. Many -- well,
virtually all of the expansion districts are within these regular operating
districts.

Now, it’s a great start. It’s a laudable start, the $200 million. But
it’s not going to be nearly enough. And we anticipate that the $1 billion isn’t
going to be enough to meet all of the facilities’ needs that are out there in the
state. And I'm just referring, at this point, to non-Abbott districts, because we
know there are separate concerns for Abbott districts.

Now, the universal expansion districts, under the Commissioner’s
plan, have been given Level 1 priority to apply for new preschool and full-day
Kindergarten facilities. However, these universal districts are going to be
competing for funding under Level 1 with many other top-priority facilities’
needs, including emergent projects and essential building system upgrades.
Additionally, only projects that are 100 percent dedicated to early childhood
facilities are going to receive funding under Level 1, which means that districts
may forego early childhood projects because there are other, more pressing
needs in the district, and they can’t devote 100 percent to an early childhood

facility.
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Additionally, you have to take into account that unlike the Abbott
districts, these preschool expansion districts aren’t going to get 100 percent
State aid for early childhood facilities. They're going to be dependent on the
will of the local taxpayers to provide funding to meet the district’s share of
what’s required. And many of these districts are low-wealth districts that are
experiencing extreme tax burden.

And finally I'll add, under the amendments to the Facilities Act,
the districts that are required to provide targeted preschool are not eligible at
this point for this $200 million that the district has allocated -- I mean that the
Commissioner has allocated. And many of these districts -- the targeted
districts -- have great needs, are required to serve 200 kids, 150 kids. It varies
by district. And they are going to be hard-pressed to come up with spaces,
even assuming partnering with community programs to serve all of the kids
they’re required to serve in five years.

And finally, I want to touch on some of the needs of the
community providers and Head Start, because they are going to be serving,
inevitably, the majority of children. And they play a very important role --
they will play a very important role in expansion.

Under the School Facilities Act, they are not eligible for any State
funding for construction or renovation of early childhood facilities. And this
has been a major ongoing problem in the Abbott districts that has not been
addressed, and the problem is going to be replicated in the expansion districts.
Unfortunately, what’s happened, I believe, is that the State has created, or
allowed to develop, a two-tiered system where children who are in Abbott
districts that were able to secure funding are in beautiful facilities such as this
that meet the State’s preschool facilities standards. Similarly sophisticated

providers, the larger providers that are within community development

71



corporations, have been able to secure their own funding. They’ve been able to
go into the market and to foundations and get their own funding.

But children who are in the smaller community provider programs
are served in facilities that are only required to meet DHS childcare standards.
And just to give you an example of the difference, under the pre-K facilities
standards that New Jersey has adopted, an early childhood classroom is
required to be 950 square feet. Under DHS standards, children are served in a
much smaller space of 450 square feet. So we have a real inequity in the
existing Abbott program, and that inequity, I'm afraid, is going to be carried
over into the expansion districts unless the State comes up with a mechanism
to fund these community providers and Head Start providers.

So that leads me to my recommendations. The first one, which I
did not put in my comments and I thought of it as I was sitting here, is that all
of these expansion districts should be required to update their long-range
facilities plans to account for the preschool facilities they’re going to need in
order to carry out SFRA requirements.

The second is that I think what’s needed right now -- because
these concerns really are critical -- is for the Legislature to establish a task force
to study preschool facilities issues in the Abbott districts and in the expansion
districts. As Steve Barnett pointed out, there are a lot of resources in New
Jersey. We have great early childhood experts. And the State should be
tapping into those experts to come up with some creative, concrete,
comprehensive plans for preschool facilities.

So that’s where I'll leave it.

Thank you very much.

If you have any questions, I'd be happy to answer them.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you very much.
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Does anyone have any questions?

ASSEMBLYWOMAN VOSS: I just want to comment that I
agree with you that we should spend a great portion of the money that we have
for education in the preschools. I think that if we start at the 3- and 4-year-
olds, and teach them to love learning and to get involved, it will just build, and
build, and build. And what I think we’ve been doing as a State is, we're
throwing a lot of money at the upper end and forgetting that the lower end is
the foundation, and that’s where -- and I will speak with my colleagues to say
that this is where I think we should really focus our attention. Because they
are the building blocks for the future. And so I think that’s the most
educationally sound program that we could follow.

MS. BOYLAN: Thank you.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you so much.

SENATOR RICE: For the record, we don’t need a task force. We
are the task force. (laughter)

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: We’ll do it.

SENATOR RICE: As a recommendation for the record, because
we’re being recorded, if I can get the Co-Chair to agree--

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Yes.

SENATOR RICE: I'd just like, on the record, to have this
Committee that Senator Cunningham is chairing -- this Subcommittee to be
the task force, and ask her to work with staff and proceed to work with those
individuals interested in the task force as to exactly what direction we should
be going in with it, informationwise, and report back to the full Joint
Committee, if that’s okay with you, Chair.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Okay. Thank you.

Barbara DeMarco.
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SENATOR RICE: Also, while she’s coming up, Senator, if there’s
resources necessary, in terms of the State departments, we’ll set up a meeting
with the Governor to make sure it’s available.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Okay. Thank you. Very good.

Thank you so much for being patient.

And everyone, thank you so much for being patient. This went on
a little bit longer than we anticipated, but we’re almost through. And we’re
going to have another one to carry on where this one left off.

BARBARA DeMARCO: Good afternoon.

I’'m pleased to present testimony on the impact of the preschool
expansion on the community-based preschool providers. The universe of
preschool providers I'm talking about are the tax-paying providers or the for-
profits, the not-for-profits, as well as religiously and culturally affiliated
preschool programs.

A recent Asbury Park Press editorial dated September 29 -- which
I've attached -- urged the Department of Education to slow down the
implementation of preschool by at least a year, because school district officials
needed more time to develop a practical, affordable, and equitable plan.
Community-based providers could not agree more that things need to be
slowed down, because they’re finding it difficult to establish relationships with
school districts and make the necessary modifications, whether it’s to their
facilities or their staffs, to meet these deadlines.

Here are some of the concerns that community-based providers
have. Community providers must enter into separate contracts with each
individual school district. As a result, owners and operators who want to
partner with more than one school district must meet with each individual

school district to see if partnership is an option. Some superintendents do not
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want to work with community-based preschool providers and would rather
build or renovate classrooms to accommodate the eligible preschoolers. The
community-based providers have no recourse to make partnering occur.

Community-based preschool providers who are allowed to
participate need to utilize their existing buildings. Therefore, they’re going to
have to look toward waivers so that they can use their existing space. The
buildings are out there.

Now, this is a hard one. Privately owned, taxpaying, community-
based providers, or the for-profits, are only allowed a 2.5 margin of profit. The
privately owned preschools cannot provide their private investors, such as
banks, an incentive to invest in their preschool program and the building of
new facilities or the renovation of current facilities unless they can offer those
investors a legitimate profit margin. If privately owned preschools cannot
make the economics work, then they can’t participate. And I will tell you this,
my providers can build a place like this for about a fifth of the cost the State
can. But how are they going to get the funding to build a place from the bank
if they’re not offering the people who are investing into the center some sort of
profit margin? So it becomes an issue of economics.

How do you transport preschoolers to school, and how are you
going to pay for this? Preschoolers should never be transported long distances
on a bus, and they should never be on a bus with their older peers. Many are
not potty trained or geographically oriented.

The Legislature is looking for consolidation of school districts.
Would it not make more sense to set up preschool programming on the county
level, under the county superintendents, with parents being able to choose
from a list of countywide preschool providers, including the public schools?

Think about the administrative costs that could be avoided through
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consolidation and structuring the program right from the beginning. Think
how much easier it would be for community providers to forge one contract
with a county superintendent as opposed to each individual school district.
And think about how pleased parents would be to have a menu of options as
opposed to just one or two to choose from. Preschool parents now have
choice. Why wouldn’t you want them to continue to have choice?

One thing I don’t understand is why the DOE passed the
regulations this Summer under emergency. It didn’t provide impacted parties
an opportunity to comment. That would have been very, very helpful to us.
The Legislature did give them six years for the implementation. And when you
rush a process it just makes it harder, because you're dealing with a lot of
different entities that need to partner.

And this is the economics again. The preschool industry -- and by
that I mean the childcare industry, for-profit, not-for-profit, etc. -- generates
$2.55 billion annually in gross receipts and provides 65,300 full-time jobs,
mostly held by women. These are statistics from a 2005 study done by
Thomas Edison State College. Given our current economic climate, do we
really want to replace a $2.55 billion industry with one paid for by taxpayers?

Let’s be smart about this. Let’s think about public and private
partnerships. And if we have to take more time, let’s take more time.

And there’s something else I'd like to add. There are three
impacted parties here. You have the taxpayer -- someone has to fund all of
this. You have the provider: This could be the school district, or this could be
the private provider in the community; in this case, it’s mostly women-owned
businesses. And then the third are the parents and the children together.
Now, think about it from a parent or child perspective. The State is offering a

six-hour program. Most parents -- especially of kids eligible for free Iunch or
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reduced lunch -- need a full day. They need holidays, they need just
everything to make the workday work for them. Public schools have a hard
time providing that wraparound care to go with it, where a community-based
provider -- it makes it a whole lot easier. Parents have choice from a variety of
qualified providers. And when I say qualified providers, I'm talking about people
who meet -- the centers that meet DOE standards. Again, I always think it’s
better when you give parents choices. They might want to be closer to their
work, closer to a grandparent who is picking them up, or closer to their home.

Steve Barnett talked about 60 percent of kids in Abbott districts
being served at community-based centers. Think about that. All the studies
that we have seen have included that 60 percent that’s in Abbott centers. And
they’re showing that elevation of success. So to say that you have a different
quality being offered-- The study showed, because it included the community
providers, that they too were providing that level of success.

So these are some of the things that I would like you to think
about when you’re doing this. The public-private partnership model, from
everything I've been told, has been something that the Legislature has
embraced because of the cost of this program. And in this economic climate, I
strongly urge you to look at that as, I want to say, the best alternative in
making sure this gets done.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM:  Thank you so much, Ms.
DeMarco. Certainly the points that you've brought out are very, very good,
very interesting. And you do come with a different perspective. And we really
appreciate that.

Does anyone have any questions for her?

SENATOR RICE: I don’t have any questions, Senator.
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For the record, I'd like to ask the staff to work with OLS and take
a look, through your Committee, as you put together this intent of “task
force,” at the-- I need a cost-benefit analysis on this prospect of--

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: You need a what?

SENATOR RICE: Cost-benefit analysis -- a true one though.
(laughter) The State doesn’t do a true cost-benefit analysis (laughter) -- they
leave out variables -- but of this county superintendent suggestion to see just
what that looks like. And then hopefully the Committee, as you start to have
hearings or work through this thing -- administration and with whatever other
participants -- would be able to give us -- meaning the total Joint Committee
now, the Legislature -- the pros and cons of this, because there may be a
downside depending on what is being suggested: the role of the county versus
the role of someone local that kind of touches these kids personally many
times, and their family members, and stuff like that.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Okay.

Yes.

ASSEMBLYWOMAN VOSS: [ just want to say, I agree with so
many things that you said. And I think one of my big things is that we need
competition, and we need choice. And when we have that, the quality goes up,
and up, and up. I don’t like a one-size-fits-all approach to education. And
some of the points you made were just really right on-target. And so I know
that we are very much in agreement with much of what you said.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you very much.

I know that Cynthia Rice wants to be last.

We do have the Ringwood School District Superintendent,

Patrick Martin.
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In the interest of time, we’re going to ask you to be brief, but
please come forward.

SUPERINTENDENT PATRICK W. MARTIN, Ed.D.:
Good afternoon.

The New Jersey State Department of Education is mandating
that, beginning next September, public school districts provide free, full-day
preschool classes for qualified 3- and 4-year-old children. This seems like a
good idea, getting young people off to an early education start, and it is. But
taxpayers of New Jersey should be cautioned to hold onto their wallets.

In my district, Ringwood, the children invited to join these classes
will be children who qualify for free or reduced-price lunch; in other words,
youngsters from low-income families. The State has pledged to forward to our
district up to $11,800 for every child included in this initiative. This is a
reasonable amount and should pay for most of the resulting costs, although
many public schools are already packed to the rafters with the students they
already have, and do not know where they will find additional classrooms for
preschool classes.

Even if classrooms can be found, however, serious problems begin
to surface when one considers the ripple effect of this program. First, across
the state, tens of thousands of special education children who are 3 or 4 years
old currently receive free preschool classes. In many school districts, these
classes take place for two-and-a-quarter hours each school day. When the low-
income 3- and 4-year-olds begin to receive a full day of classes, six hours, the
families of the special education preschool students will demand similar
services, and I believe they will receive them. Not only do I support this, but
State Education Department regulations -- Administrative Code 6A:14-4.1 --

ensures equal services for these children. The difficulty is that no additional

79



funding is scheduled to come from the State to support the expansion of the
preschool special education classes.

In Ringwood, we educate three sections of preschool special
education students daily. If each of these two-and-a-quarter hour sessions is
given its own equipped classroom along with a full-time teacher and
paraprofessional, the additional yearly cost would exceed $100,000. If, as
another option, our school district enrolls these students in an existing
preschool for part of their day, the tuition, transportation expenses, and
related special education costs will also exceed $100,000. From where is this
money to come? Not from the State. I know, because I have asked repeatedly
and loudly.

The $100,000 has to come from either raising taxes or reducing
services to the other children who are already being served by our school
district.  Our school district, for example, could solve this problem by
reassigning an existing teacher to teach the preschool class. We could then add
her former students to other existing classes, thus increasing the class sizes
throughout the school. The drawbacks to this, of course, are that with
enlarged classes, the attention given to the individual pupils decreases, student
achievement declines, and behavioral problems advance. Would you want
your child or your grandchild to be part of such an enlarged class?

The second ripple has to do with half-day Kindergarten. Again,
many New Jersey school districts offer half-day Kindergarten. Ringwood does.
And one of the most frequently cited reasons why districts have remained with
half-day Kindergarten is that they simply cannot afford a full-day Kindergarten
program. Logically, moving from half-day to full-day Kindergarten entails
doubling the number of classrooms and teachers involved. Hundreds of

thousands of dollars each year would be required to support such a move.
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But if 3- and 4-year-old children are being given a full-day
educational experience, how do school districts now justify a half-day
experience for 5-year-olds in Kindergarten? The State, however, includes no
provision for financial assistance to districts for Kindergarten expansion.
Again, children could be squeezed into existing classes, and teachers could be
reassigned to additional Kindergarten sections. Art and music programs could
go on the cart, and their classrooms could be used for Kindergartens. Other
classes could take place on the auditorium stage or in the cafeteria.

Ironically, when these undesirable actions take place, and parents
rightfully complain, it is usually the State that will appear and reprimand the
school district for poor planning and oversight.

To do it right, more teachers will need to be hired, more
classrooms will need to be built, and boards of education will eventually,
reluctantly, look to local property taxes to foot the bill. But frankly, this is not
fair to the residents of Ringwood. I have requested a formal hearing before the
State Board of Education, where I will detail the educational and financial
impact of the ripple effect of their preschool edict on Ringwood and other
school districts. I plan to request the financial assistance necessary to
appropriately carry out their proposal.

Full-day preschool and Kindergarten classes are desirable, but they
are not free. I urge our legislators and State Education Department officials to
study the projected financial ramifications of programs prior to enacting them.
Meaningful pedagogical advancement requires forethought, and the taxpayers’
purse is not bottomless.

Just as a quick afterthought: You know that school districts
operate under a 4 percent cap. We can only increase our budget each year 4

percent and no more. So even if the answer is to go back to the taxpayers and
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say, “Well, we need more money, because we have to hire teachers for these
expansions,” I'm not even sure I can do it legally, because I can’t get past the 4
percent cap. So I'm really put in a corner.

I'm all for preschool, but the two ripple effects are very serious.
One, by law -- by State law -- I have to provide then a full-day experience for
preschool handicapped children -- the special education children who are 3 and
4 years old. They may not be low-income. As a matter of fact, we have no
low-income 3- or 4-year-olds in our preschool handicap program. But they all
have to get full-day, full-blown programs by State law. But I'm not given any
way of paying for that. And so I will have to then go to my existing classes and
increase class size. And I'm very passionate about this as a Superintendent,
because as much as I care for my 3- and 4-year-old youngsters in my
community, I also care for my second graders, and my fifth graders, and my
eight graders who will be forced into larger and larger classes so I can find the
money to fund this mandate. And that’s not fair to those children.

That’s my statement.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you very much for your
remarks.

Now we're going to wrap this up. Cynthia Rice, Association for
Children in New Jersey.

We didn’t give you a lot of time. But thank you anyway for being
here and being patient.
CYNTHIA RICE, ESQ.: Ithink everyone needs a stretch.

Good afternoon and thank you for having us to discuss this
important piece of the School Funding Reform Act.

Like so many other New Jerseyans, ACNJ views the State’s

preschool expansion initiative as a wonderful opportunity for every low-income
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3- and 4-year-old, regardless of zip code, to obtain a quality early childhood
education that currently is only enjoyed by the Abbott preschoolers.

Since the Formula became law, ACNJ has really been working very
hard to provide information and support for planning and implementation of
the expanded preschool program for all early childhood stakeholders. So we’ve
been talking to school districts, we’ve been talking to private providers and
Head Start, we’ve been talking to our colleagues in other educational
associations, and we’ve been talking to parents. Since February, ACN]J has
presented approximately 70 presentations all throughout the state -- I have the
mileage to prove it -- talking, for example, with all of the resource, and the
childcare resource, and referral agencies -- talking to them just this weekend.

Assemblywoman Voss, I was at the Office for Children at Bergen
Community College. I've been at the Urban League and Programs for Parents,
talking about what this law means and what it means for implementation. So
we’ve done over 70 presentations and have, frankly, hundreds of phone calls
and e-mails about this expansion initiative. So we kind of have a unique
perspective because we’ve talked to a lot of the stakeholders.

And we’ve been hearing some things from all different
stakeholders. And this is what I thought may be good to talk about today.
First of all, what is it that we’re hearing and seeing? One of the things is that,
overall, there really has been a positive shift towards embracing this initiative.
This is a wonderful thing, and most people are coming along.

I have to tell you, in the first few presentations I did in February,
there was a lot of skepticism, and angst, and apprehension. Private providers
frankly said, “Oh, my gosh, we’re going to go out of business.” And school
districts, which very much know history is cyclical, very much like the Abbott

districts, said initially -- was like, “Where are we going to put all these kids?”
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And I have to tell you, initially, it was very surprising that so
many non-Abbott districts knew very, very little about the nationally
recognized mixed delivery system that we have in those districts and public
preschool classrooms, private provider and Head Start programs.

And private providers, at the beginning, really didn’t have a sense
of where they fit in, in all of this. But fortunately, as time has passed and as
information began to get out, that has changed and there’s far more great --
not that everyone -- every presentation they understood this is the right thing
for young children. It’s just, how do you it, and how do we work together? A
lot of that angst has dissipated.

Really, from an incredible effort on the part of the Department of
Education to try to get information out to the districts -- that has really been
evident. And private providers, through working with the childcare resources
and referrals-- For example, one of the questions was: How are they finding
out? Well, early on, almost every resource and referral agency sent a letter to
every school district saying, “We’re here to help you. Here are the providers in
your community,” so that districts had the information to move forward.

But even with that, there really -- as Dr. Jones talked about --
there really is a significant learning curve on what districts know about early
childhood. And that may affect program implementation. Those districts that
already had some kind of program -- for example, early childhood program aid
districts, which Bayonne is one, for example -- they are a little ahead of the
curve, because they’re already implementing something. Certainly it’s not on
the same level as this program -- as the expansion, but they have some
information. For many districts that is not -- this may be their first foray into

preschool. So that is-- So the learning curve is pretty significant.
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And there’s a lot to be done in a very short period of time. For
those districts that are universal, their initial plan -- the date is November 14,
when that plan is due. December 15 is the date for targeted -- districts who
will implement targeted programs.

I think the main thing -- and I've heard it many times, and again -
- to hear it again today -- is that, this is kind of -- these plans are a work in
progress. One of the things that we are -- two things that we’re seeing is that
there are still a lot of very basic questions yet as to how this is going to move
forward. And you can really see that learning curve -- what districts know
about early childhood. And the other thing is that those critical connections
that may have to be made between the school district, and private providers,
and Head Start may not be at the point yet for -- that’s so important in
planning. So it’s great to hear that the Department is -- this is just the
beginning, and the Department is going to work with the districts as these
plans evolve. Because those types of connections are critical.

For example, if you look at Bayonne, there are 1,300 kids who are
going to be eligible. That’s a lot of classrooms. So in all likelihood, the mixed
delivery system is an option that Bayonne will have to move forward. So if
those connections aren’t made, it will be tough to put that plan together in just
a few weeks.

Also, I wanted to talk a little bit about the teacher certification.
One of the success stories of Abbott preschool was that, in 2000, the Supreme
Court required that all teachers had to have their degree in specialized training
by 2004. Today, in every one of those classrooms, there is a teacher who has a
bachelor’s degree in specialized training in early childhood. And the success of
that program is largely due to the collaboration between the Department of

Education and the Department of Human Services.
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ACN]J has a report coming out very, very -- within the next month,
looking at this scholarship and the impact that it’s had. And I can tell you that
part of that piece will be interviews with teachers who did not have their
degrees at the time -- in 2000 -- and got their degrees, and are currently
working in programs and in private providers. I can only tell you that they
described it as a life-altering experience. So this was money well spent. And
the teachers who never perceived that they would return to college and get
their degrees, and begin to make comparable salaries as their colleagues in the
public schools and comparable benefits -- this has changed their lives and the
lives of their families. So this is an unintended byproduct of Abbott preschool.
And it really is successful.

So now we know that we have 30,000 more children who are
going to be in this program. And we’re not quite sure how many teachers and
private providers are going to return to school. Now, there’s the needs
assessment that we heard about. Most of all we have more information from
the plans -- we’ll have a better idea. But I can tell you that the regulations say
that these teachers have to have their degrees by 2012. And that’s the same
amount of -- time period. The problem is the access to funding for this
scholarship.

One of the things that was critical for the Abbott teachers was
that they didn’t have to put the money upfront. Our private -- our provider
teachers are very low paid, and so they didn’t have the money for tuition
reimbursement. And so this -- the middleman was taken away. They were the
middleman. And so the scholarships went directly to universities, and they
never had to deal with-- They dealt with staying in school and getting their

degrees. We’re worried about that. Once we have more data, it will be clear as
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to how worried we should be. But we want to make sure that in 2012 there is
an adequate supply of a qualified workforce. We’re not sure right now.

The other thing is, we talked about the wraparound. Meeting the
needs of families is really linked with ensuring as many eligible children as
possible are enrolled. That was one of the great successes of Abbott, because it
met the needs of more working families. Now, this has nothing to do with the
importance of the six-hour day, and the quality of that day, and how
important it is to get children in the program. But we’re worried that it may
have an impact on enrollment because you're talking about low-income
children, as we heard before, and low-income families needing to be at work.
And so we’re hoping that enrollment isn’t affected.

And the last thing I just wanted to mention is that every single
presentation that I did or we did at ACN]J, the full-day Kindergarten issue has
come up. And although the preschool expansion will require about 450 school
districts to provide full-day preschool, it’s only the universal districts who have
to plan for providing full-day Kindergarten by 2013-2014. We’ve got about
184 districts who still have half-day Kindergarten. It doesn’t make sense to
have full-day programs for eligible 3- and 4-year-olds, and then they’re going to
go to a half-day program. So what we need to do is, in this planning, think
more globally. How is it-- Is this the right thing to do to ensure that we get
the outcomes that we heard about from Dr. Barnett and Dr. Frede -- that we
continue those important outcomes.

SENATOR CUNNINGHAM: Thank you, Cynthia. That was--
You brought up some very, very good points.

This has been a wonderful discussion. Hopefully we will be

having another discussion similar to this.
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I want to thank everyone -- all of the presenters, for giving us the
kind of information and continuing on with this dialogue.

I want to thank all of our Committee members for coming.

I have to acknowledge Assemblyman Smith could not come, but
he did send his aide who is here with us today.

Thank you so much.

I do have to thank Melanie and her wonderful staff over here,
Sharon.

Thank you, Sharon.

And, of course, this school is run by a wonderful woman, Michelle
West. And as you can see, she is doing a great job.

Thank you, all of you, who stayed with us through this. I
appreciate it.

Thank you so much.

We can all go now. (laughter)

(MEETING CONCLUDED)
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How is the program doing?
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Teacher Qualifications

» All teachers have a bachelor’s degree (BA) and
appropriate certification.

» As of December 2007, the Praxis for the
Preschool Through Third Grade Certificate

was required.

Classroom Quality
The Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-Revised (Harms,

Clifford and Cryer)

1= Inadequate

3= Minimal
5= Good
7= Excellent

Classroom Quality

The Early Childhood Environment Rating Scale-Revised
(Harms, Clifford and Cryer)

In 2000, the average the preschool program
was 3.86

in 2008, the average for the preschool program
was 5.20
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Space & Furnishings designed for access (5.03)

Personal Care Routines to support independence and
learning (4.29)
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Ample time with developmentally appropriate materials
and Activities (4.85)

Warm, responsive Interactions support social skills (6.44)
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Opportunities for Parent Involvement & Staff Development
(5.59)

How are the children doing?

» Children who attended the program
performed statistically significantly better on
language and math measures than those who

did not.
» At the end of kindergarten these differences
were still observed.

» On measures of language the gains of children
who attended preschool were twice that of
those who did not attend.

NJ Preschool Expansion
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Preschool Expansion

v All at-risk 3- and 4-year-olds to attend
high-quality preschool programs.

» Universal preschool programs for 3- and 4-
year-olds in “A” and “B” districts and “CD"
districts with an at-risk concentration of at
least 40%.

» Targeted preschool programs in all other
districts for all at-risk three- and four-
year-olds.

Preschool Expansion

» Universe calculations:
= Universal preschool programs = 15t grade times
two
- Targeted preschool programs = 1% grade times
two times % of free and reduced (k-12)

Goal

» Fully implemented by 2013-2014:

» 30,000 more children, bringing preschoo!
enrollment to 70,000 children.

- Reach at least 90% of the eligible population
in all districts within six years.
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Expansion estimates

» Universal programs
o 117 districts, 57,000 enrollment

» Targeted programs
- 366 districts, 16,000 enrollment

Expansion estimates by county
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Program Elements (NJ.A.C. 6A:13A)

» Full day, 6 hours, school calendar

» Mixed delivery system/local agreements

» For 3's and 4’s

» One certified teacher and teacher assistant for
every 15 children (max)

» A comprehensive curriculum and assessment

» Classroom observation tools to drive
improvement

» Transition activities from entry through grade
three

» An annual self-assessment of the preschool

program
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Costs
» Per pupil amounts:

o Detailed line item budget and expenditure
data
« Teacher Salaries
- Classroom Materials and Supplies
- Recruitment and Outreach
. Professional Development
- District support

Costs
» Per pupil amounts:

s Adjustments for geographic cost differences

o Costs for district-wide administration of these
programs is included in the per pupil amounts

Costs

» Three statewide costs for 2009-2010:
» Provider-based programs: $13,366,
o In-district programs: $11,890,

- Head Start programs: $7,385

To be adjusted by CPlin 2010-201]
Educational Adequacy Report every three years
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Preschool Expansion

» 2008-2009 is a planning year for almost all

districts.

» Districts must submit a five year plan for
implementation of full day preschool for all
eligible 3- and 4-year-olds.

» Annual updates of the plan.

What We’re Doing to Help

» Statewide Preschool Needs Assessment

» Curriculum Showcase and Classroom Visits

» TA sessions on Administrative Code,

preschool implementation guidance and 5-
year plans

» District “office hours” for completing plans

» Web site updates, Q & A

.

Role of the County Offices

» County office meetings and round tables

» Five-year preschool plan reviews

» Waiver reviews

» Ongoing TA coordination

» Communication with school districts

V72"
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Where to go to learn more
about expansion:

Our website:

www.nj.gov/education/ece

B

What you will find on the web

» Overview of preschool expansion

» List of School Districts and the Estimated Universe of
Eligible Preschool Students

» Preschooi Expansion Questions and Answers

» September Technical Assistance Meetings

» Five Year Preschool Program Plan and One Year
Enroliment Projections

On the web

» SFRA of 2008
» Research

» Preschool Teaching and Learning Expectations:
Standards of Quality

» Preschool Program Implementation Guidelines

» New Jersey Administrative Code (6A:13A)

19
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New Jersey Investing in Pre-K 2008

Presentation to the Legislature
Jersey City, NJ
October 14, 2008

W. Steven Barnett, Ph.D.
Board of Governors Professor
National Institute for Early Education Research, Rutgers University
Wwww.nieer.org
sharnettidnicer.org

NIEER

Why Pre-K for All ?
To reach all disadvantaged children

Most school failure is middle class

All children benefit

Suurce: Napnen (2004), Alasimizing roturs fram pre-kindergarien cducation. Federu] Rescrve Bunk of
Clevelund Reseurch Conterence.
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Impacts of Quality Early Education
Increased Educational Success and Adult Productivity
= Achievement test scotes
= Special education and grade repetition
= High school graduation
= Behavior problems, delinquency, and crime
= Employment, eamings, and welfare dependency
= Smoking, drug use, depression
Decreased Costs to Government
= Schooling costs
= Social services costs
= Crime costs
*  Health care costs (teen pregnancy and smoking)
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School Failure and the Middle Class

Middle class children have fairly high rates of failure.
Reducing these problems could generate large benefits.

Income Retention (2004) Dropout (2005)
Lowest 20% 12% 18%
20-80% 8% 9%
Highest 20% 4% 2%

_ NIEER

Oklahoma’s Pre-K for All

= 3,000 children in Tulsa public schools
= Rigorous RD design
= Gains for all SES & ethnic groups
= Literacy and Math gains
» Smaller than Perry and Abecedarian
= Similar to CPC
= Larger gains for minority and poor children

= Larger gains in pre-K for all than in Head Start
with equal teacher qualifications

Achievement Gains fromvPre_-K

Perry Tulsa 8 States HdSt

Cog/Lang .75 NA 23 08
Math NA .36 )| .15
Print NA .86 .79 36

= Effect sizes in standard deviations (Bamei, 2008 nicer.org)

S NIEER
~ Pre-K in NJ and the Nation

« States enroll over 1 million children

+ Most use public-private model

« UPK: OK, FL, GA, WV, NY, IL, IA

» OK, FL, GA enroli most at 4

« TX, VT, WV nearly 50%

+ NI near top for resources and standards

» NJ enrolls 45,000 at 3 & 4 (25% of 4s)
— 30,000 planned expansion; 225,000 total 3 &4’s
« NJ public-private partners highly effective

Source: Gormley st al. (2008). CROCUS/Georgetown University

~ NIEER

High Quallty Preséhool Prbgrams
Needed to Produce Benefits

= Well-educated. adequately paid teachers

» Good curriculum and professional development
=Small classes and reasonable teacher:child ratios
=Strong supervision, monitoring, and review

»High standards and accountability

~ Conclusions
= Pre-K can be a high payoff investment

» Full-day pre-K increases employment

= Quality Pre-K raises tests scores, lowers
costs

s To make NJ # 1 in Pre-K:

Expand enrollment in public-private
partnership while maintaining quality

Sy



Current Research in NJ’s
Preschool Programs

Ellen Frede, PhD
Co-Director
National Institute for Early Education Research

NIEER.ORG

*The Abbott Preschool Program
Longitudinal Effects Study (APPLES)

sPartnering for Preschool: A Study of
Center Directors in New Jersey’s Mixed-

Delivery Abbott Program

*The Preschool Expansion Assessment

Research Study (PEARS)
NJ ABBOTT PRESCHOOL
PROGRAM DESCRIPTION
Class size 15
Hours 6 school day
Ratio 1 ECE certified teacher and
1 assistant

» Funding comparable to K-12

* Teaching and Learning Standards

* Program Standards

» Mixed delivery with public school, child care and
Head Start

Frede nieer.org 10-14
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APPLES Conclusions

Mixed delivery with equal funding and same high
standards results in:

- High quality across all settings

~ More diverse work-force

Meaningful effects through the end of second grade
on children’s vocabulary and math skills.

First link in a chain that can produce long-term
school success and economic benefits

Two years of pre-k produce twice the gains in math
and vocabulary

Partnering for Preschool:
A Study of Center Directors in New Jersey’s

Mixed-Delivery Abbott Program
(Whitebook, Ryan, Kipnis, and Sakai, 2008)

» Access to more and better services for children
« Stable and sufficient funding for materials and

operations
Resources to offer comprehensive services
Teachers motivated to pursue further education

Authors’ Conclusion

“The New Jersey Abbott Preschool Program
represents a public policy achievement that
is worthy of emulation by other states and
communities”

www.irle.berkeley.edu/cscce

Frede nieer.org 10-14
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The Preschool Expansion Assessment

Research Study

» How many 3- and 4-yr-olds can be offered
preschool in existing public schools, private
child care centers and Head Start classrooms?

« What is the basic space and quality of these

classrooms?

» What are the credentials and experience levels
of the current workforce?

« Tier I districts (38)
Data collection period: April — June, 2008

« Tier 11 districts (110)
Data collection period: September —
November

« Tier HI districts (> 400)
Data collection period: November —
December

Issue

Resolution

“We don’t have the
space”

Thru partnering, school construction and
converting self-contained to inclusion -
Over 80% in Abbott pre-k now served

“We don’t have
qualified teachers”

Time and scholarship $

“No additional
funding for serving
pre-k special
education children.”

Serving children with IEPs in general
education classrooms is less expensive than
self-contained.

“Will we get enough
money?”

Funding based on 8 years of Abbott
experience.

Frede nieer.org 10-14
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TESTIMONY—by Jeanette Page-Hawkins, Director, Division of Family
Development, NJ Department of Human Services (DHS)

Before the Joint Committee on the Public Schools,
Tuesday, October 14, 2008

Glenn Cunningham Early Childhood Center
Jersey City, NJ

Good morning everyone.... | appreciate the opportunity to speak to you today on behalf
of the Department of Human Services and Commissioner Jennifer Velez. First, | would
like to acknowledge Senator Rice and Assemblywoman Voss, co-chairs of the full Joint
Committee, and to thank Abbott Subcommittee Chair, Senator Cunningham and
Assemblywoman Amy Handlin, the Vice Chair, and your distinguished colleagues for
the invitation to come before you today.

My name is Jeanette Page-Hawkins and | am the Director of the Division of Family
Development (DFD) within the Department of Human Services. As an introduction, the
Division of Family Development is responsible for the WorkFirstNJ Program; the state’s
public welfare program of financial assistance and support services to low income
individuals to promote work and self sufficiency. The WFNJ Program consists of
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) for individuals and families with
children and General Assistance (GA) for single adults or couples without children. This
Division also administers the Food Stamp and Child Support programs. DFD is also
responsible for the administration and oversight of publicly funded child care services.
Those funds include the federal Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) and federal
TANF dollars. Services are defined by the CCDF State Plan. They may include the
provision of child care subsidy assistance to income eligible families through vouchers

and contracts. Voucher subsidy services for the New Jersey Cares for Kids (NJCK) and
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Work First New Jersey (WFNJ) programs are administered locally through contracts
with community based Child Care Resource and Referral (CCR&R) agencies. These
agencies also offer parent education regarding child care options, as well as, training,
technical assistance and resource development services for child care providers.
Additional subsidy services are provided through contracts with community based
centers in Abbott as well as non-Abbott communities. These child care services are
used for infants, toddlers, preschool and school aged children before/after school and

may be provided at a child care center or through family/home-based care.

Services from my division are frequently the safety net for the poor and the working
poor. As of June 2008, we were providing TANF (welfare assistance) to 37,521
families with children. And, in the coming months, | fully expect that these uncertain
economic times will challenge us further—which is why we need to be strategic in our
both our thinking and in our commitment to young children. As the Department which
has the ongoing responsibility for welfare reform...the Department of Human Services
wholeheartedly supports the expansion services just described by my coiieague from
the Department of Education.

The problems for children and society that result from childhood poverty cry out for
effective policy solutions. Poor children often have inadequate food, safety, shelter, and
health care. In school, poor children too often fall far short of achieving their academic
potential, making them more likely to enter adulthood lacking the skills to compete in the
global labor market. As adults, they are more likely to suffer from poor health and

participate in crime and other antisocial behavior; these children are also less likely to
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grow up to be gainfully employed and contributing to economic growth and community

well-being.

There is a strong consensus among the experts who have studied high-quality early
childhood development (ECD) programs that these programs have substantial payoffs.
We recognize that the expanded preschool model will offer wide-ranging education
services as well as Community Parent Involvement Specialists and Family Workers to
ensure that families have access to other health and social services. Research
demonstrates that investments in high-quality early childhood development programs
consistently generate benefit-cost ratios exceeding 3-to-1or more than a $3 return for

every $1 invested...well above the 1-to-1 ratio needed to justify such investments..

Follow-up studies of poor children who have participated in these programs have found
solid evidence of markedly better academic performance, decreased rates of criminal

conduct, and higher adult earnings than among their non-participating peers.

Today, the subcommittee’s focus is on the impact of the Preschool Expansion Initiative,
however we are also concerned about ensuring that the families of infants, toddlers and
school aged children that are receiving child care subsidy services have access to

programs that offer higher quality services.

Unfortunately our resources are limited and our federal allocations are targeted to
specific populations. As of September 2008, over 15,000 children received TANF and
Post-TANF child care. The Abbott wraparound served more than 30,000 children.
(Wraparound is before and after school care and summer programming; 4 hours

beyond the 6-hour day, 180 days per year required by the Dépar‘[ment of Education.)
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Currently, we have 41,473 children in subsidized child care slots at an annual cost of
$190.5 million. We also provide child care subsidies to about 700 children in our
Kinship program. We have a waiting list of slightly over 4,500 children at the present
time who require subsidized child care. The waiting list includes infants, toddlers,
preschool, school aged and children who do not reside in communities where the school

district offers preschool services.

We understand that this subcommittee wants to know the Department of Human
Services’ role in the implementation of the Preschool Expansion Initiative and its impact
on services. DHS and DOE have been in discussion regarding the implementation of
same since the initiative was announced.
Our issues relate to expectations regarding wraparound services, scholarships and our
capacity to continue to meet federal requirements within all available resources. The
most critical concerns are:
¢ Expectations that DHS has the capacity to expand wraparound services to families
that need it or simply wish to use it in these new districts. However, due to limited
State funding, families needing to access wraparound child care services in the
expansion districts will be required to meet the regular income (under 200% of the
Federal Poverty Index) and work/school eligibility requirements for the New Jersey
Cares for Kids (NJCK) voucher program. In most cases, a waiting list exists for

these services.

e Continuation of funding to support the Family Outreach Programs all year, the

Family Development Credential Certification and Family Worker salaries during the
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summer months. While the DOE regulations continue to include the Family Worker
positions in community based child care centers, the regulations cite the provision
of services for only 6 hours per day for 180 days per year. DHS funds the Family
Workers’ salaries and benefits during the months of July and August; funds the
Family Outreach Programs which provide training, technical assistance and support
the Family Workers; and contracts with Rutgers University to administer the Family
Development Credential. These ancillary support services are currently funded by
DHS because they support the full-day, full-year Abbott model which includes the

delivery of services for 10 hours a day and 245 days per year.

As a point of information, DHS currently administers a $2.5 million program which
offers scholarships to teachers employed in community based child care centers
that offer full-day full-year services. The program prioritizes tuition payments for
teachers in Abbott and DFD Community Based Child Care centers. Teachers may
apply for and receive up to $5,000 in scholarship and a $50 book stipend per
semester. The scholarship funds are awarded with a promissory note to the
institution of higher learning that guarantees payment before the end of the
semester. Income eligible teachers (at or below 200% of the Federal Poverty
Index) in non-Abbott child centers may apply for the tuition reimbursement program
after satisfactorily completing a semester with a GPA of 2.75. Teachers in child

care programs in the expansion district communities are currently eligible for this

program.
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o The last concern | would like to express is the expectation that DHS can expand its
scholarship program to all teachers in preschool expansion districts. DFD cannot
commit to offering scholarships to all teachers in these districts due to:

o funding limitations,

o the uncertainty of which centers will be contracted with their local districts
once the program moves from the planning to the implementation stage,
and,

o the uncertainty surrounding the centers’ willingness to offer wraparound
child care.

e All scholarship funding allocations are derived from the federal Child Care
Development Fund, which is targeted to programs that offer full-day, full-year child

care services.

In summary, the Department of Human Services fully supports the Preschool Expansion
Initiative as it will provide the young children of today with the skills and services they
need to become the productive adult citizens of tomorrow. Our concerns are limited to
the constraints of available funding and our ability to maintain compliance with federal

and state mandates.
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Education Law Center
Standing Up for Public School Children

TESTIMONY OF ELLEN BOYLAN, ESQ.
PRESCHOOL EXPANSION UNDER SFRA
JOINT COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC SCHOOLS
OCTOBER 14, 2008

The School Funding Reform Act (SFRA) of 2008 marked an historic commitment by the State of
New Jersey to ensure all low-income children in the state the opportunity to begin kindergarten
with the skills and knowledge necessary to succeed in school. In requiring every school district
with high concentrations of pover’ty1 to offer a high quality preschool program to all three- and
four-year-olds residing within the district, and all other school districts to offer such a program to
all at-risk preschoolers, New Jersey has taken an essential and commendable step toward closing
academic achievement gaps. Research shows that educational prospects are bleak for children
who, due to poverty, begin school lacking basic literacy, numeracy, and social skills. Studies
also demonstrates that high quality preschool can help close early learning gaps and enable low-
income children to enter school on equal footing with their more advantaged peers. In New
Jersey, studies of the highly successful Abbott preschool program, mandated in 1998 by the New
Jersey Supreme Court for the thirty-one, low-income school districts covered by the Abbott v.
Burke case, show that children who participate in the program experience significant early
learning gains through kindergarten and into the first grade. National preschool studies indicate
that these early gains are likely to continue, and preschool program participants will experience
greater academic success and less need for costly academic interventions. Research also shows
that the benefits of high quality preschool carry over into adulthood, with program participants
more likely to attend college, earn higher wages, and own a home, and less likely to be involved
in the criminal justice and welfare systems. High quality preschool programs have proven to be
an excellent investment, with the fiscal return far exceeding the initial investment. New Jersey
should not falter in its commitment to closing achievement gaps through preschool expansion,
not only because it is the right thing to do for our children, but also because early investments in
preschool education will yield long-term fiscal gains for the state’s taxpayers. In these hard
economic times, the monetary benefits reaped from preschool expansion should be a primary

goal for the state.

We have identified four key components to a successful preschool expansion plan in New Jersey:
(1) a sustained commitment to full state funding of the program; (2) development of a qualified
teacher workforce; (3) capacity within the Division of Early Childhood Education to offer
knowledgeable and skilled technical assistance and support to school districts; and (4) safe and
adequate preschool facilities. I will address my comments to the facilities issue, although all of
these elements are essential.

! SFRA requires all DFG A and B districts and CD districts with an at-risk concentration of 40% or more to offer
universal preschool to all three- and four-year olds.

60 PARK PLACE - SUITE 300 - NEWARK, NEW JERSEY - 07102
PHONE: 973.624.1815 - FAX:973.624.7339 - TTY:973.624.4618 - WWW.EDLAWCENTER.ORG
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Facilities Needs

We have provided tables showing the estimated number of new preschool seats that must be
developed under SFRA in both the universal and targeted districts. The need is substantial. In
universal districts, an estimated 17, 316 new children must be offered the opportunity to
participate; in targeted districts, potential new preschoolers number 14,536. As the tables
indicate, most universal districts and some targeted districts have some capacity to offer
preschool, but existing programs are mostly part-day programs, serve only four-year-olds, and
lack the space to accommodate all the children who must now be served. In the absence of
additional facilities, it is likely that school districts will be challenged to meet SFRA’s
requirement for a full-day program for three- and four-year-olds.

Facilities issues for school districts will differ from facilities issues for community providers and
Head Start agencies that participate in preschool expansion. In the Abbott preschool program,
now in its tenth year of implementation, approximately 65% of the 40,000 children who
participate are served in community provider and Head Start programs that contract with the
Abbott school districts. It is anticipated that expansion districts will adopt a similar mixed
delivery system. For preschool expansion to succeed, therefore, it is critically important that the
state ensure safe and adequate facilities for both district programs and community and Head Start

programs.

Expansion District Funding Concerns

Pursuant to amendments to the Educational Facilities Construction and Financing Act (EFCFA),
the Commissioner has developed a priority process for an initial allocation of $200 million of the
$1 billion authorized for facilities projects in the Regular Operating Districts (ROD). This is a
laudable start, but it does not go far enough to fund the preschool facilities needed for preschool
expansion under SFRA.

Universal expansion districts have been given Level 1 priority to apply for new preschool and
full-day kindergarten facilities. However, universal districts must compete for early childhood
facilities funding among a list of ten other top priority facilities needs, including emergent
projects and essential building system upgrades. Additionally, only projects that are 100%
dedicated to early childhood facilities will be approved for funding, a requirement that may
cause districts to forego early childhood construction or expansion in order to address other
pressing facilities needs. Moreover, unlike the Abbott districts, which receive 100% state
funding for new facilities, expansion districts must depend on the willingness of local taxpayers
to raise the district’s share of facilities funding. Because many of the expansion districts face
severe property tax burdens, they may not succeed in securing voter approval. Furthermore,
targeted preschool expansion districts are not eligible for any facilities funding under the
Commissioner’s grant plan, even though 18 districts need an additional 200 preschool seats and
38 districts must serve more than 100 additional children. School districts have five years to
comply with SFRA’s requirement for enrollment of 90% of the estimated preschool universe, but
they will have difficulty meeting this statutory benchmark unless these pressing facilities funding
concerns are resolved.

60 PARK PLACE - SUITE 300 - NEWARK, NEW JERSEY - 07102 2
PHONE: 973.624.1815 » FAX:973.624.7339 - TTY:973.624.4618 - WWW.EDLAWCENTER.ORG
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Community Provider and Head Start Facilities Concerns

Community provider and Head Start programs will play a major role in preschool expansion, yet
EFCFA does not provide funding for construction or renovation of non-district preschool
facilities. This has been a major, ongoing problem in the Abbott districts. Essentially, the state
has allowed a two-tier, unequal preschool program: children served in school district programs
that are able to secure state funding and those served in programs operated by large community
organizations that are able to raise capital, have the benefit of newly constructed or renovated
facilities that meet the state’s stringent preschool facilities standards; children served in smaller
community programs attend preschool in facilities that are only required to meet the far inferior
DHS childcare licensing standards. Unless the state undertakes a concerted funding initiative for
community and Head Start programs, this inequality will be replicated in the expansion districts.

Recommendation

To address the facilities concerns in the expansion districts, and ongoing concerns in the Abbott
districts, Education Law Center urges that the Legislature to create a Task Force to study what
other states have done to facilitate development of preschool facilities and to devise a creative,
concrete and comprehensive plan to solve New Jersey’s preschool facilities needs. New Jersey
is fortunate to have many highly qualified early education experts. The Legislature should tap
this expertise to create a Preschool Facilities Task Force that will help move preschool expansion

forward.

60 PARK PLACE - SUITE 300 - NEWARK, NEW JERSEY - 07102 3
PHONE: 973.624.1815 - FAX: 973.624.7339 - TTY:973.624.4618 - WWW.EDLAWCENTER.ORG
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Table 1. Districts Required to Offer Universal Preschool by County
ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY  UNMET

COUNTY DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
ATLANTIC Atlantic City A 1,038 184 854
Buena Regional A 278 0 278"
Egg Harbor City A 118 22 96
Hammonton Town B 328 0 328*
Mullica Twp B 152 0 152*
Ventnor City B 162 0 162"
Weymouth Twp B 46 13 33
BERGEN Fairview Boro A 226 0 226"
Cliffside Park Boro B 298 127 171
Lodi Borough B 444 0 444*
Moonachie Boro B 48 0 48*
Wallington Boro B 178 0 178
Hackensack City CD 670 163 507
BURLINGTON Washington Twp A 14 0 14
Beverly City B 40 17 23*
Mount Holly Twp B 172 67 105
New Hanover Twp B 30 13 17
Riverside Twp B 176 0 176*
Pemberton Borough CD 14 5 9
CAMDEN Chesilhurst A 24 11 13
Bellmawr Boro B 202 0 202"
Brooklawn Boro B 54 12 42
Clementon Boro B 108 0 108*
Lawnside Boro B 50 12 38
Lindenwold Boro B 330 58 272
Pine Hill Boro B 234 0 234*
Runnemede Boro B 152 2 150*
Woodlynne Boro B 98 0 98*
Pennsauken Twp CD 716 0 716*
CAPE MAY North Wildwood City A 56 20 36
Wildwood City A 116 45 71
Woodbine Boro A 50 18 32
Lower Twp B 390 0 390*
Middle Twp B 336 0 336"
Sea Isle City B 18 6 12
Wildwood Crest Boro B 36 0 36"
Cape May City CD 34 0 34*
CUMBERLAND Commercial Twp A 126 - 50 76
Downe Twp A 22 0 22
Fairfield Twp A 104 38 66
Lawrence Twp A 84 26 58
Deerfield Twp B 76 0 76*
Maurice River Twp B 64 0 64"
Shiloh Boro B 6 0 6
Upper Deerfield Twp B 198 0 198*

Prepared by Education Law Center, October 14, 2008
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ESTIMATED
UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY  UNMET

COUNTY DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
GLOUCESTER Paulsboro Boro A 194 69 125
Elk Twp B 76 0 76*
Glassboro B 308 1 307*
National Park Boro B 66 0 66*
Westville Boro B 78 19 59*
Woodbury City B 192 0 192*
HUDSON East Newark Boro A 56 18 38
Guttenberg Town B 164 0 164"
Kearny Town B 728 0 728*
North Bergen Twp B 968 0 968"
Weehawken Twp CD 166 72 94
Bayonne City CD 1,312 59 1253*
MIDDLESEX Carteret Boro B 526 0 526*
MONMOQUTH  Freehold Boro B 296 0 296"
Red Bank Boro CD 222 100 122
Keyport Boro CD 150 0 150*
MORRIS Dover Town A 444 0 444~
OCEAN Seaside Heights Boro A 52 0 52*
Berkeley Twp B 494 0] 494*
Eagleswood Twp B 30 17 13*
Lakehurst Boro B 80 0 80*
Little Egg Harbor Twp B 430 0 430"
Manchester Twp B 380 0 380
Ocean Gate Boro B 26 19 7
PASSAIC Haledon Boro B 174 0 174*
Prospect Park Boro B 146 34 112
SALEM Penns Grv-Carney's Pt Reg A 312 0 312+
Quinton Twp A 72 22 50
SOMERSET Bound Brook Boro B 240 0 240*
South Bound Brook B 72 0 72*
SUSSEX Montague Twp B 88 0 88
UNION Linden City B 746 0 746*
Roselle Boro B 424 58 366
Winfield Twp B 20 10 10
Hillside Twp CD 450 125 325
Rahway City CD 488 0 488*
WARREN Alpha Boro B 62 0 62
TOTAL 18,848 1,532 17,316

* District has some existing half-day preschool seats.
SOURCE: NJ DOE http://www.state.nj.us/education/ece/expansion/universe.pdf

Prepared by Education Law Center, October 14, 2008
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Table 2. Districts Required to Offer Universal Preschool by Unmet Need

ESTIMATED
UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Bayonne City CD 1,312 59 1253*
North Bergen Twp B 968 0 968*
Atlantic City A 1,038 184 854
Linden City B 746 0 746*
Kearny Town B 728 0 728"
Pennsauken Twp CD 716 0 716*
Carteret Boro B 526 0 526*
Hackensack City CcD 670 163 507
Berkeley Twp B 494 0] 494*
Rahway City CD 488 0 488*
Lodi Borough B 444 0 444>
Dover Town A 444 0 444*
Little Egg Harbor Twp B 430 0 430"
Lower Twp B 390 0 390"
Manchester Twp B 380 0 380
Roselle Boro B 424 58 366
Middle Twp B 336 0 336"
Hammonton Town B 328 0 328>
Hillside Twp CcD 450 125 325
Penns Grv-Carney'S Pt Reg A 312 0 312*
Glassboro B 308 1 307
Freehold Boro B 296 0 296"
Buena Regional A 278 0 278"
Lindenwold Boro B 330 58 272
Bound Brook Boro B 240 0 240"
Pine Hill Boro B 234 0 234*
Fairview Boro A 226 0 226"
Bellmawr Boro B 202 0 202"
Upper Deerfield Twp B 198 0 198*
Woodbury City B 192 0 192*
Wallington Boro B 178 0 178
Riverside Twp B 176 0 176*
Haledon Boro B 174 0 174>
Cliffside Park Boro B 298 127 171
Guttenberg Town B 164 0 164*
Ventnor City B 162 0 162*
Mullica Twp B 152 0 152*
Runnemede Boro B 152 2 150*
Keyport Boro CD 150 0 150*
Paulsboro Boro A 194 69 125
Red Bank Boro CD 222 100 122
Prospect Park Boro B 146 34 112
Clementon Boro B 108 0 108*
Mount Holly Twp B 172 67 105
Woodlynne Boro B 98 0 98"
Egg Harbor City A 118 22 96
Weehawken Twp CD 166 72 94

Prepared by Education Law Center, October 14, 2008
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ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED

Montague Twp B 88 0 88
Lakehurst Boro B 80 0 80*
Commercial Twp A 126 50 76
Deerfield Twp B 76 0 76*
Elk Twp B 76 0 76"
South Bound Brook B 72 0 72*
Wildwood City A 116 45 71
Fairfield Twp A 104 38 66
National Park Boro B 66 0 66*
Maurice River Twp B 64 0 64"
Alpha Boro B 62 0 62
Westville Boro B 78 19 59~
Lawrence Twp A 84 26 58
Seaside Heights Boro A 52 0 52*
Quinton Twp A 72 22 50
Moonachie Boro B 48 0 48*
Brooklawn Boro B 54 12 42
Lawnside Boro B 50 12 38
East Newark Boro A 56 18 38
North Wildwood City A 56 20 36
Wildwood Crest Boro B 36 0 36
Cape May City CD 34 0 34*
Weymouth Twp B 46 13 33
Woodbine Boro A 50 18 32
Beverly City B 40 17 23
Downe Twp A 22 0 22*
New Hanover Twp B 30 13 17
Washington Twp A 14 0 14
Chesilhurst A 24 11 13
Eagleswood Twp B 30 17 13*
Sea Isle City B 18 6 12
Winfield Twp B 20 10 10
Pemberton Borough CD 14 5 9
Ocean Gate Boro B 26 19 7
Shiloh Boro B 6 0 6
TOTAL 18,848 1,532 17,316

* District has some existing half-day preschool seats.
SOURCE: NJ DOE http://www.state.nj.us/education/ece/expansion/universe.pdf
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Table 3. Districts Required to Offer Targeted Preschool for Low-Income Children by County

ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
COUNTY DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
ATLANTIC Absecon City CD 39 0 39
Brigantine City CD 35 0 35
Egg Harbor Twp CD 335 0 335*
Estell Manor City DE 3 0 3
Folsom Boro CcD 21 0 21"
Galloway Twp CD 193 0 193*
Hamilton Twp CcD 216 0 216*
Linwood City GH 6 0 6*
Margate City DE 8 0 8*
Northfield City DE 25 0 25
Port Republic City FG 5 0 5
Somers Point City CD 75 67 8
BERGEN Allendale Boro | 2 0 2
Alpine Boro I 0 0 0
Bergenfield Boro FG 89 0 89
Bogota Boro DE 51 0 51
Carlstadt Boro DE 15 0 15*
Closter Boro i 3 0 3
Cresskill Boro | 1 0 1
Demarest Boro | 0 0 0
Dumont Boro FG 27 0 27*
East Rutherford Boro CD 24 0 24*
Edgewater Boro DE 12 0 12*
Elmwood Park CD 61 0] 61
Emerson Boro GH 4 0 4*
Englewood City DE 190 116 74
Englewood Cliffs Boro I 0 0 0"
Fair Lawn Boro GH 45 0 45
Fort Lee Boro FG 58 0 58
Franklin Lakes Boro | 0 0 o
Glen Rock Boro J 3 0 3
Harrington Park Boro | 0 0 0
Hasbrouck Heights Boro FG 8 0 8
Haworth Boro ] 0 0 0
Hillsdale Boro GH 13 0 13*
Ho Ho Kus Boro J 0 0 0
Leonia Boro GH 23 10 13
Littte Ferry Boro CD 25 0 25*
Lyndhurst Twp DE 37 0 37"
Mahwah Twp { 28 0 28*
Maywood Boro FG 27 0 27
Midland Park Boro GH 4 0 4
Montvale Boro | 0 0 o*
New Milford Boro FG 27 0 27
North Arlington Boro DE 37 0 37*
Northvale Boro FG 0 0 0
Norwood Boro | 0] 0 0
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ESTIMATED
UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET

COUNTY DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Oakland Boro | 13 0 13
Old Tappan Boro | 1 0 1
Oradell Boro | 0 0 0
Palisades Park CD 49 0 49
Paramus Boro GH 13 0 13
Park Ridge Boro [ 2 16 -14
Ramsey Boro | 9 0 9*
Ridgefield Boro DE 32 0 32
Ridgefield Park Twp DE 60 0 60
Ridgewood Village J 8 0 8
River Edge Boro | 4 0 4
River Vale Twp | 0 0 o*
Rochelle Park Twp FG 7 0 7*
Rutherford Boro GH 11 0 11
Saddle Brook Twp DE 24 0 24
Saddle River Boro J 0 0 o*
South Hackensack Twp CD 5 0 5*
Teaneck Twp GH 115 30 85
Tenafly Boro | 3 0 3
Upper Saddle River Boro J 0 0 0
Waldwick Boro GH 2 0 2*
Westwood Regional GH 21 0 21
Wood Ridge Boro FG 22 0 22
Woodcliff Lake Boro J 2 0 2*
Wyckoff Twp I 2 0 2x

BURLINGTON Bass River Twp CD 8 0 8
Bordentown Regional FG 55 0 55
Burlington Twp FG 70 0 70*
Chesterfield Twp GH 7 0 7
Cinnaminson Twp FG 24 0 24
Delanco Twp CD 9 0 9
Delran Twp FG 49 0 49*
Eastampton Twp FG 17 0 17
Edgewater Park Twp DE 51 0 51*
Evesham Twp | 44 0 44
Florence Twp DE 66 0 66
Hainesport Twp FG 20 0 20"
Lumberton Twp FG 35 0 35
Mansfield Twp DE 12 0 12
Maple Shade Twp CcD 59 0 59
Medford Lakes Boro | 1 0 1*
Medford Twp ! 19 0 19*
Moorestown Twp | 32 0 32
Mount Laurel Twp | 89 38 51
North Hanover Twp CD 92 0 92*
Palmyra Boro DE 45 22 23
Riverton GH 5 0 5*
Shamong Twp GH 7 0 7
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ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
COUNTY DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Southampton Twp DE 15 0 15
Springfield Twp FG 7 0 7
Tabernacle Twp GH 12 17 -5
Westampton GH 16 0 16
Willingboro Twp DE 291 262 29
Woodland Twp DE 3 0 3*
CAMDEN Audubon Boro DE 16 0 16*
Barrington Boro FG 14 0 14
Berlin Boro DE 21 0 21*
Berlin Twp CcD 31 0 31*
Cherry Hill Twp GH 190 0 190*
Collingswood Boro FG 54 0 54*
Gibbsboro Boro FG 7 0 7*
Gloucester Twp DE 393 0 393"
Haddon Heights Boro GH 5 0 5
Haddon Twp FG 33 0 33*
Haddonfield Boro J 5 0 5*
Laurel Springs Boro DE 4 0 4
Magnolia Boro CD 32 0 32"
Merchantville Boro DE 20 0 20"
Mount Ephraim Boro CD 12 0 12*
Qaklyn Boro CD 9 0 9
Somerdale Boro CcD 37 0 37
Stratford Boro DE 21 0 21*
Voorhees Twp | 47 0 47*
Waterford Twp DE 39 1 38*
Winslow Twp CD 331 40 291*
CAPE MAY Avalon Boro FG 1 0 1
Dennis Twp CD 22 0 22
Ocean City DE 24 0 24
Stone Harbor Boro FG 0 0 0
Upper Twp FG 19 0 19
West Cape May Boro DE 2 0 2*
CUMBERLAND Greenwich Twp CD 2 0 2*
Hopewell Twp CD 22 0 22
Stow Creek Twp CD 4 0 4
ESSEX Belleville Town CD 206 0 206"
Bloomfield Twp DE 251 0 251*
Caldwell-West Caldwell | 6 0 6
Cedar Grove Twp | 1 0 1
Essex Fells Boro J 0 0 o*
Fairfield Twp GH 0 0 0*
Glen Ridge Boro ! 0 0 o*
Livingston Twp i 6 0 6*
Millburn Twp J 5 46 -41
Montclair Town | 174 0 174
North Caldwell Boro J 0 0 o*
Nutley Town FG 24 0 24
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ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
COUNTY DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Roseland Boro I 0 0 0
South Orange-Maplewood | 161 0 161*
Verona Boro i 2 7 -5*
West Orange Town GH 231 0 231"
GLOUCESTER Clayton Boro CD 76 0 76*
Deptford Twp CD 192 0 192*
East Greenwich Twp FG 13 1 12
Frankiin Twp CcD 72 0 72*
Greenwich Twp DE 22 0 22
Harrison Twp GH 24 0] 24
Logan Twp FG 20 0 20*
Mantua Twp FG 34 0 34
Monroe Twp CD 213 0 213*
Pitman Boro FG 24 0 24*
South Harrison Twp FG 5 0 5
Swedesboro-Woolwich DE 35 0 35
Washington Twp FG 131 0 131
Wenonah Boro | 3 0 3
West Deptford Twp DE 66 0 66
Woodbury Heights Boro FG 6 0 6
HUDSON Secaucus Town DE 69 0 69*
HUNTERDON Alexandria Twp GH 5 0 5
Bethlehem Twp | 3 0 3
Bloomsbury Boro GH 4 0 4*
Califon Boro | 0 0 0
Clinton Town I 12 0 12
Clinton Twp | 8 0 8"
Delaware Twp GH 3 0] 3
East Amwell Twp | 2 0 2
Flemington-Raritan Reg i 51 0 51*
Franklin Twp | 2 0 2
Frenchtown Boro FG 3 0 3
Hampton Boro DE 6 0 6*
High Bridge Boro GH 6 0 6*
Holland Twp FG 9 0] 9
Kingwood Twp FG 2 0 2
Lambertville City GH 4 0 4
Lebanon Boro ! 0 0 0
Lebanon Twp i 5 0 5*
Milford Boro FG 1 0 1
Readington Twp i 8 0 8
Stockton Boro FG 0 0 0
Tewksbury Twp J 1 0] 1*
Union Twp GH 1 0 1*
West Amwell Twp GH 2 0 2
MERCER East Windsor Regional GH 166 0 166
Ewing Twp DE 134 0] 134>
Hamilton Twp FG 371 0 371
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ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
COUNTY DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K  PRE-K NEED
Hopewell Valley Regional | 9 0 9*
Lawrence Twp GH 75 25 50*
Princeton Regional I 39 0 39~
W Windsor-Plainsboro Reg J 44 0 44
Washington Twp | 11 0 11*
MIDDLESEX Cranbury Twp J 1 8 -7
Dunellen Boro FG 44 0 44
East Brunswick Twp I 87 0 87"
Edison Twp GH 238 0 238*
Highland Park Boro GH 67 0 67*
Jamesburg Boro DE 33 0] 33"
Metuchen Boro I 17 0 17
Middlesex Boro FG 44 0 44
Milltown Boro FG 10 0 10*
Monroe Twp FG 28 0 28
North Brunswick Twp FG 206 0] 206
Old Bridge Twp FG 184 0 184
Piscataway Twp GH 202 65 137
Sayreville Boro DE 183 0 183
South Amboy City CD 48 0] 48*
South Brunswick Twp | 70 0 70
South Plainfield Boro FG 74 0] 74*
South River Boro CD 106 0 106*
Spotswood Boro DE 19 1 18*
Woodbridge Twp DE 413 0 413
MONMOUTH Atlantic Highlands Boro GH 6 0 6
Avon Boro | 1 0 1
Belmar Boro CD 19 0 19*
Bradley Beach Boro CD 14 0 14~
Brielle Boro GH 3 12 -9
Colts Neck Twp | 3 0 3*
Deal Boro 0 0 0
Eatontown Boro FG 78 0 78*
Fair Haven Boro | 3 0 3
Farmingdale Boro DE 3 0 3*
Freehold Twp GH 47 0 47*
Hazlet Twp DE 28 0 28
Highlands Boro CD 18 0 18*
Holmdel Twp | 5 0 5
Howell Twp FG 132 0 132*
Little Silver Boro J 1 0 1*
Manalapan-Englishtown Reg GH 46 0 46
Manasquan Boro GH 9 0 9
Mariboro Twp ! 22 0 22
Matawan-Aberdeen Regional FG 116 0 116~
Middletown Twp GH 139 0 139
Millstone Twp I 5 0 5
Monmouth Beach Boro ! 0 3 -3*
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ESTIMATED
UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET

COUNTY DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Neptune City CD 14 0 14
Ocean Twp FG 64 0 64*
Oceanport Boro GH 5 0 5*
Roosevelt Boro GH 0 13 -13
Rumson Boro J 0 0 o*
Sea Girt Boro | 0 0 0
Shrewsbury Boro | 0] 0 0
Spring Lake Boro | 0 0 o*
Spring Lake Heights Boro FG 5 0 5
Tinton Falls GH 41 0 41
Union Beach CcD 25 0 25"
Upper Freehold Regional GH 10 0 10*
Wall Twp GH 36 0 36
West Long Branch Boro FG 7 0 7"

MORRIS Boonton Town FG 41 0 41
Boonton Twp i 1 0 1
Butler Boro DE 23 0 23
Chester Twp ’ J 5 0 5
Denville Twp I 6 0 6
East Hanover Twp GH 0 0 0
Florham Park Boro | 2 0 2
Hanover Twp ! 2 0 2
Harding Township J 3 0 3
Jefferson Twp GH 33 0 33
Kinnelon Boro | 3 0] 3
Lincoln Park Boro FG 16 0 16*
Long Hill Twp | 2 0 2*
Madison Boro | 21 0] 21
Mendham Boro J 2 0 2
Mendham Twp J 0 0 0
Mine Hill Twp FG 16 0 16*
Montville Twp | 5 0 5
Morris Plains Boro i 2 0 2
Morris School District GH 177 51 126
Mount Arlington Boro GH 5 0 5
Mount Olive Twp GH 69 0 69
Mountain Lakes Boro J 0 0 0
Netcong Boro DE 16 0 16*
Parsippany-Troy Hills Twp GH 86 0 86
Pequannock Twp GH 6 0] 6
Randolph Twp | 31 0 31"
Riverdale Boro FG 1 0 1*
Rockaway Boro FG 24 0 24
Rockaway Twp | 40 0 40
Roxbury Twp GH 37 0 37
Sch Dist Of The Chathams J 4 0 4
Washington Twp | 9 0 9
Wharton Boro DE 38 21 17*
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ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
COUNTY DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
OCEAN Barnegat Twp CD 82 0 82
Bay Head Boro | 0 0 0
Beach Haven Boro FG 0 3 -3
Brick Twp DE 188 0 188
Island Heights Boro GH 3 0] 3
Jackson Twp DE 125 0 125
Lacey Twp DE 105 0 105
Lakewood Twp 582 261 321*
Lavallette Boro DE 2 0 2
Long Beach Isiand FG 13 0 13*
Ocean Twp CD 29 0 29*
Plumsted Twp DE 27 0 27
Point Pleasant Beach Boro FG 10 0 10
Point Pleasant Boro FG 20 0 20
Seaside Park Boro DE 5 3 2
Stafford Twp DE 87 0 87
Toms River Regional DE 348 0 348
Tuckerton Boro CD 24 0 24*
PASSAIC Bloomingdale Boro FG 4 0 4*
Clifton City CD 386 0 386
Hawthorne Boro DE 39 0 39
Little Falls Twp FG 13 0 13*
North Haledon Boro FG 9 0 9
Pompton Lakes Boro FG 21 0 21
Ringwood Boro GH 16 0 16
Totowa Boro CD 20 0 20
Wanaque Boro DE 36 0 . 36
Wayne Twp GH 56 0 56
West Milford Twp FG 36 0 36
West Paterson Boro DE 38 0 38
SALEM Alloway Twp DE 5 0 5*
Elmer Boro CcD 0 0 0*
Elsinboro Twp DE 4 0 4
Lower Alloways Creek CD 7 0 7*
Mannington Twp CD 5 13 -8*
Oldmans Twp CcD 10 0] 10
Pennsville CD 41 0 41*
Pittsgrove Twp CD 52 0 52*
Upper Pittsgrove Twp CcD 8 0 8*
Woodstown-Pilesgrove Reg FG 23 0 23
SOMERSET Bedminster Twp | 4 0 4>
Bernards Twp J 6 0 6
Branchburg Twp ] 6 0 6
Bridgewater-Raritan Reg | 67 0 67
Franklin Twp GH 332 0 332
Green Brook Twp GH 6 0 6
Hillsborough Twp | 39 0 39
Manville Boro CD 50 0 50
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ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
COUNTY DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Montgomery Twp J 11 0 11
North Plainfield Boro DE 199 0 199*
Somerset Hills Regional | 10 0 10*
Somerville Boro FG 96 0 96*
Warren Twp I 3 0 3
Watchung Boro i 1 0 1
SUSSEX Andover Reg FG 3 0] 3
Byram Twp | 8 0 8*
Frankford Twp FG 10 0 10*
Franklin Boro CD 16 0 16
Fredon Twp GH 6 0 6
Green Twp | 3 0 3
Hamburg Boro DE 10 0] 10
Hampton Twp GH 9 0 9
Hardyston Twp FG 10 1 9
Hopatcong FG 48 0 48
Lafayette Twp GH 2 0 2
Newton Town CDh 36 0] 36
Ogdensburg Boro FG 10 0 10
Sandyston-Walpack Twp FG 2 0 2
Sparta Twp | 12 0 12
Stanhope Boro GH 6 0 6
Stillwater Twp FG 10 0 10
Sussex-Wantage Regional DE 54 0 54
Vernon Twp FG 53 0 53
UNION Berkeley Heights Twp | 5 0 5*
Clark Twp FG 12 0 12*
Cranford Twp | 18 0 18*
Garwood Boro DE 8 0 8*
Kenilworth Boro DE 29 0 29
Mountainside Boro ! 1 4 -3
New Providence Boro | 6 0 6
Roselle Park Boro DE 69 0 69
Scotch Plains-Fanwood Reg | 19 0 19*
Springfield Twp GH 14 0 14*
Summit City | 71 0 71
Union Twp DE 298 219 79
Westfield Town ! 15 0 15
WARREN Allamuchy Twp | 6 0 6
Belvidere Town DE 10 0 10
Blairstown Twp FG 11 0 11
Franklin Twp DE 3 0 3*
Frelinghuysen Twp GH 1 0 1*
Great Meadows Regional GH 13 0 13
Greenwich Twp | 7 0 7
Hackettstown DE 36 0 36
Harmony Twp DE 3 0] 3
Hope Twp FG 2 0 2
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ESTIMATED
UNIVERSE EXISTING ESTIMATED
OF ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET

COUNTY DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Knowlton Twp FG 8 0 8
Lopatcong Twp DE 11 0 11*
Mansfield Twp FG 35 0 35
Oxford Twp DE 6 0 6
Pohatcong Twp DE 8 0 8
Washington Boro DE 33 0 33
Washington Twp GH 11 0 11"
White Twp DE -5 0 5
TOTAL 15,912 1,376 14,536

* District has some existing half-day preschool seats.
SOURCE: NJ DOE http://www.state.nj.us/education/ece/expansion/universe.pdf
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Table 4. Districts Required to Offer Targeted Preschool for Low-Income Children by Unmet Need

ESTIMATED
UNIVERSE OF EXISTING  ESTIMATED
ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET

DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Woodbridge Twp DE 413 0 413
Gloucester Twp DE 393 0 393*
Clifton City CD 386 0 386
Hamilton Twp FG 371 0 371*
Toms River Regional DE 348 0 348
Egg Harbor Twp CD 335 0 335"
Franklin Twp GH 332 0 332"
Lakewood Twp 582 261 321*
Winslow Twp CD 331 40 291
Bloomfield Twp DE 251 0 251*
Edison Twp GH 238 0 238"
West Orange Town GH 231 0 231
Hamilton Twp CcD 216 0 216
Monroe Twp CD 213 0 213
Belleville Town CD 206 0 206*
North Brunswick Twp FG 206 0 206
North Plainfield Boro DE 199 0 199*
Galloway Twp CD 193 0 193"
Deptford Twp CD 192 0 192*
Cherry Hill Twp GH 190 0 190*
Brick Twp DE 188 0 188
Old Bridge Twp FG 184 0 184
Sayreville Boro DE 183 0 183
Montclair Town | 174 0 174
East Windsor Regional GH 166 0 166
South Orange-Maplewood | 161 0 161*
Middletown Twp GH 139 0 139
Piscataway Twp GH 202 65 137
Ewing Twp DE 134 0 134*
Howell Twp FG 132 0 132*
Washington Twp FG 131 0 131*
Morris School District GH 177 51 126
Jackson Twp DE 125 0 125
Matawan-Aberdeen Regional FG 116 0 116*
South River Boro CD 106 0 106*
Lacey Twp DE 105 0 105
Somerville Boro FG 96 0 96*
North Hanover Twp CcD 92 0 92
Bergenfield Boro FG 89 0 89
East Brunswick Twp i 87 0 87"
Stafford Twp DE 87 0] 87
Parsippany-Troy Hills Twp GH 86 0 86
Teaneck Twp GH 115 30 85
Barnegat Twp CD 82 0 82
Union Twp DE 298 219 79
Eatontown Boro FG 78 0 78
Clayton Boro CD 76 0 76*
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ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE OF EXISTING ESTIMATED
ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Englewood City DE 190 116 74
South Plainfield Boro FG 74 0 74*
Franklin Twp CD 72 0 72
Summit City ! 71 0 71*
Burlington Twp FG 70 0 70*
South Brunswick Twp | 70 0 70
Mount Olive Twp GH 69 0 69
Roselle Park Boro DE 69 0 69
Secaucus Town DE 69 0 69*
Bridgewater-Raritan Reg | 67 0 67
Highland Park Boro GH 67 0 67*
Florence Twp DE 66 0 66
West Deptford Twp DE 66 0 66*
Ocean Twp FG 64 0 64*
Elmwood Park CcD 61 0 61
Ridgefield Park Twp DE 60 0 60
Maple Shade Twp CD 59 0 59
Fort Lee Boro FG 58 0 58
Wayne Twp GH 56 0 56
Bordentown Regional FG 55 0 55
Collingswood Boro FG 54 0 54*
Sussex-Wantage Regional DE 54 0 54
Vernon Twp FG 53 0 53"
Pittsgrove Twp cD 52 0 52*
Bogota Boro DE 51 0 51
Edgewater Park Twp DE 51 0 51*
Flemington-Raritan Reg | 51 0 51*
Mount Laurel Twp | 89 38 51
Lawrence Twp GH 75 25 50*
Manville Boro CD 50 0 50
Delran Twp FG 49 0 49*
Palisades Park CD 49 0 49
Hopatcong FG 48 0 48
South Amboy City CD 48 0 48*
Freehold Twp GH 47 0 47*
Voorhees Twp l 47 0 47
Manalapan-Englishtown Reg GH 46 0 46
Fair Lawn Boro GH 45 0 45
Dunellen Boro FG 44 0 44
Evesham Twp | 44 0 44
Middlesex Boro FG 44 0 44
W Windsor-Plainsboro Reg J 44 0 44
Boonton Town FG 41 0 41
Pennsville cD 41 0 41*
Tinton Falls GH 41 0 41
Rockaway Twp i 40 0 40
Absecon City CD 39 0 39
Hawthorne Boro DE 39 0 39
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ESTIMATED
UNIVERSE OF EXISTING  ESTIMATED
ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET

DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Hillsborough Twp | 39 0 39
Princeton Regional ! 39 0 39*
Waterford Twp DE 39 1 38
West Paterson Boro DE 38 0 38
Lyndhurst Twp DE 37 0 37
North Arlington Boro DE 37 0 37
Roxbury Twp GH 37 0 37
Somerdale Boro CcD 37 0 37*
Hackettstown DE 36 0 36
Newton Town CD 36 0 36
Wall Twp GH 36 0 36
Wanaque Boro DE 36 0 36
West Milford Twp FG 36 0 36"
Brigantine City CD 35 0 35
Lumberton Twp FG 35 0 35
Mansfield Twp FG 35 0 35
Swedesboro-Woolwich DE 35 0 35*
Mantua Twp FG 34 0 34
Haddon Twp FG 33 0 33*
Jamesburg Boro DE 33 0 33*
Jefferson Twp GH 33 0 33
Washington Boro DE 33 0 33
Magnolia Boro CcD 32 0 32
Moorestown Twp | 32 0 32
Ridgefield Boro DE 32 0 32
Berlin Twp CD 31 0 31
Randolph Twp | 31 0 31*
Kenilworth Boro DE 29 0 29*
Ocean Twp CD 29 0 29*
Willingboro Twp DE 291 262 29"
Hazlet Twp DE 28 0 28
Mahwah Twp | 28 0] 28*
Monroe Twp FG 28 0 28
Dumont Boro FG 27 0 27
Maywood Boro FG 27 0 27
New Milford Boro FG 27 0 27
Plumsted Twp DE 27 0 27
Little Ferry Boro CD 25 0 25
Northfield City DE 25 0 25
Union Beach CD 25 0 25"
Cinnaminson Twp FG 24 0 24
East Rutherford Boro CD 24 0 24*
Harrison Twp GH 24 0 24
Nutley Town FG 24 0] 24
Ocean City DE 24 0 24
Pitman Boro FG 24 0 24*
Rockaway Boro FG 24 0 24
Saddle Brook Twp DE 24 0 24
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ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE OF EXISTING ESTIMATED
ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Tuckerton Boro CD 24 0 24"
Butler Boro DE 23 0 23
Palmyra Boro DE 45 22 23
Woodstown-Pilesgrove Reg FG 23 0 23*
Dennis Twp CD 22 0 22
Greenwich Twp DE 22 0 22"
Hopewell Twp CD 22 0 22
Martboro Twp | 22 0 22
Wood Ridge Boro FG 22 0 22
Berlin Boro DE 21 0 21*
Folsom Boro CD 21 0 21*
Madison Boro | 21 0 21
Pompton Lakes Boro FG 21 0 21
Stratford Boro DE 21 0 21*
Westwood Regional GH 21 0 21*
Hainesport Twp FG 20 0] 20"
Logan Twp FG 20 0 20*
Merchantville Boro DE 20 0 20"
Point Pleasant Boro FG 20 0 20
Totowa Boro CD 20 0 20*
Belmar Boro CcD 19 0 19*
Medford Twp I 19 0 19*
Scotch Plains-Fanwood Reg | 19 0 19*
Upper Twp FG 19 0 19
Cranford Twp | 18 0 18*
Highlands Boro CcD 18 0 18*
Spotswood Boro DE 19 1 18*
Eastampton Twp FG 17 0 17
Metuchen Boro l 17 0 17
Wharton Boro DE 38 21 17
Audubon Boro DE 16 0 16*
Franklin Boro CD 16 0 16
Lincoln Park Boro FG 16 0 16*
Mine Hill Twp FG 16 0 16*
Netcong Boro DE 16 0 16*
Ringwood Boro GH 16 0 16
Westampton GH 16 0 16
Carlstadt Boro DE 15 0 15"
Southampton Twp DE 15 0 15
Westfield Town l 15 0 15
Barrington Boro FG 14 0 14
Bradley Beach Boro CD 14 0 14*
Neptune City CcD 14 0 14
Springfield Twp GH 14 0 14
Great Meadows Regional GH 13 0] 13
Hillsdale Boro GH 13 0 13*
Leonia Boro GH 23 10 13
Little Falls Twp FG 13 0 13*
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ESTIMATED
UNIVERSE OF EXISTING  ESTIMATED
ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET

DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Long Beach Island FG 13 0 13*
Oakland Boro | 13 0 13
Paramus Boro GH 13 0 13
Clark Twp FG 12 0 12*
Clinton Town | 12 0 12
East Greenwich Twp FG 13 1 12
Edgewater Boro DE 12 0 12~
Manstield Twp DE 12 0 12
Mount Ephraim Boro CD 12 0 12*
Sparta Twp | 12 0 12
Blairstown Twp FG 11 0 11
Lopatcong Twp DE 11 0 11*
Montgomery Twp J 11 0 11
Rutherford Boro GH 11 0 11
Washington Twp GH 11 0 11
Washington Twp | 11 0 11*
Belvidere Town DE 10 0 10
Frankford Twp FG 10 0 10*
Hamburg Boro DE 10 0 10
Milltown Boro FG 10 0 10*
Ogdensburg Boro FG 10 0 10
Oldmans Twp CD 10 0 10
Point Pleasant Beach Boro FG 10 0 10
Somerset Hills Regional I 10 0 10*
Stillwater Twp FG 10 0 10
Upper Freehold Regional GH 10 0 10*
Delanco Twp cD 9 0 9
Hampton Twp GH 9 0 9
Hardyston Twp FG 10 1 9
Holland Twp FG 9 0 9
Hopewell Valley Regional | 9 0 9*
Manasquan Boro GH 9 0 9
North Haledon Boro FG 9 0] 9
Oaklyn Boro CD 9 0 9
Ramsey Boro I 9 0 9*
Washington Twp i 9 0 9
Bass River Twp CD 8 6] 8
Byram Twp | 8 0 8*
Clinton Twp | 8 0 8*
Garwood Boro DE 8 0 8*
Hasbrouck Heights Boro FG 8 0 8
Knowlton Twp FG 8 0 8
Margate City DE 8 0 8"
Pohatcong Twp DE 8 0 8
Readington Twp | 8 0 8
Ridgewood Village J 8 0 8
Somers Point City CD 75 67 8
Upper Pittsgrove Twp CD 8 0 8
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ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE OF EXISTING ESTIMATED
ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Chesterfield Twp GH 7 0 7
Gibbsboro Boro FG 7 0 7"
Greenwich Twp | 7 0 7
Lower Alloways Creek CD 7 0 7
Rochelle Park Twp FG 7 0 7*
Shamong Twp GH 7 0 7
Springfield Twp FG 7 0 7*
West Long Branch Boro FG 7 0 7
Allamuchy Twp I 6 0 6
Atlantic Highlands Boro GH 6 0 6
Bernards Twp J 6 0 6
Branchburg Twp | 6 0 6
Caldwell-West Caldwell | 6 0 6
Denville Twp ! 6 0 6
Fredon Twp GH 6 0] 6
Green Brook Twp GH 6 0 6
Hampton Boro DE 6 0 6*
High Bridge Boro GH 6 0 6*
Linwood City GH 6 0 6”
Livingston Twp | 6 0 6*
New Providence Boro | 6 0 6
Oxford Twp DE 6 0 6
Peguannock Twp GH 6 0 6
Stanhope Boro GH 6 0 6
Woodbury Heights Boro FG 6 0 6"
Alexandria Twp GH 5 0 5
Alloway Twp DE 5 0 5*
Berkeley Heights Twp | 5 0 5*
Chester Twp J 5 0 5
Haddon Heights Boro GH 5 0 5
Haddonfield Boro J 5 0 5*
Holmdel Twp | 5 0 5
Lebanon Twp | 5 0 5*
Millstone Twp | 5 0 5
Montville Twp | 5 0 5
Mount Arlington Boro GH 5 0 5
Oceanport Boro GH 5 0 5*
Port Republic City FG 5 0 5
Riverton GH 5 0 5*
South Hackensack Twp CD 5 0 5*
South Harrison Twp FG 5 0 5
Spring Lake Heights Boro FG 5 0] 5
White Twp DE 5 0 5
Bedminster Twp | 4 0 4
Bloomingdale Boro FG 4 0 4*
Bloomsbury Boro GH 4 0 4*
Elsinboro Twp DE 4 0 4
Emerson Boro GH 4 0 4*

ps . av
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ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE OF EXISTING ESTIMATED
ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Lambertville City GH 4 0 4
Laurel Springs Boro DE 4 0 4
Midland Park Boro GH 4 0 4
River Edge Boro | 4 0 4
Sch Dist Of The Chathams J 4 0 4
Stow Creek Twp CD 4 0 4
Andover Reg FG 3 0 3
Bethlehem Twp | 3 0 3
Closter Boro | 3 0 3
Colts Neck Twp | 3 0 3*
Delaware Twp GH 3 0 3
Estell Manor City DE 3 0 3
Fair Haven Boro | 3 0 3
Farmingdale Boro DE 3 0 3*
Franklin Twp DE 3 0 3"
Frenchtown Boro FG 3 0 3
Glen Rock Boro J 3 0 3
Green Twp | 3 0 3
Harding Township J 3 0 3
Harmony Twp DE 3 0 3
Island Heights Boro GH 3 0 3
Kinnelon Boro | 3 0 3
Tenafly Boro | 3 0 3
Warren Twp | 3 0 3
Wenonah Boro ! 3 0 3
Woodland Twp DE 3 0 3*
Allendale Boro | 2 0 2
East Amwell Twp | 2 0 2
Florham Park Boro ! 2 0 2
Franklin Twp I 2 0 2*
Greenwich Twp CD 2 0 2
Hanover Twp | 2 0 2
Hope Twp FG 2 0 2
Kingwood Twp FG 2 0 2
Lafayette Twp GH 2 0 2
Lavallette Boro DE 2 0 2
Long Hill Twp | 2 0 2"
Mendham Boro J 2 0 2
Morris Plains Boro | 2 0 2
Sandyston-Walpack Twp FG 2 0 2
Seaside Park Boro DE 5 3 2
Waldwick Boro GH 2 0 2
West Amwell Twp GH 2 0 2*
West Cape May Boro DE 2 0 2
Woodcliff Lake Boro J 2 0 2"
Wyckoff Twp i 2 0 2
Avalon Boro FG 1 0 1
Avon Boro | 1 0 1

Prepared by Education Law Center, October 14, 2008
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ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE OF EXISTING ESTIMATED
ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED

Boonton Twp | 1 0 1
Cedar Grove Twp | 1 0 1
Cresskill Boro i 1 0 1
Frelinghuysen Twp GH 1 0 1"
Little Silver Boro J 1 0 1*
Medford Lakes Boro | 1 0 1*
Milford Boro FG 1 0 1
Old Tappan Boro | 1 0 1
Riverdale Boro FG 1 0] 1*
Tewksbury Twp J 1 0 1*
Union Twp GH 1 0 1*
Watchung Boro | 1 0 1*
Alpine Boro ! 0 0 0
Bay Head Boro | 0 0 0
Califon Boro | 0 0 0
Deal Boro 0 0 0
Demarest Boro | 0 0 0
East Hanover Twp GH 0 0 0
Elmer Boro CD 0 0 o*
Englewood Cliffs Boro I 0 0 0
Essex Fells Boro J 0 0 o*
Fairfield Twp GH 0 0 o*
Franklin Lakes Boro I 0 0 o*
Glen Ridge Boro | 0 0 o*
Harrington Park Boro | 0 0 0
Haworth Boro | 0 0 0
Ho Ho Kus Boro J 0] 0 0
Lebanon Boro | 0 0 0
Mendham Twp J 0 0] 0
Montvale Boro | 0 0 o*
Mountain Lakes Boro J 0 0 0
North Caldwell Boro J 0 0 0~
Northvale Boro FG 0 0 0
Norwood Boro | 0 0 0
Oradell Boro | 0 0 0
River Vale Twp | 0 0 o
Roseland Boro | 0] 0 0
Rumson Boro J 0 0 o
Saddle River Boro J 0 0 0*
Sea Girt Boro | 0 0 0]
Shrewsbury Boro | 0 0 0
Spring Lake Boro | 0 0 o*
Stockton Boro FG 0 0 0
Stone Harbor Boro FG 0 0 0
Upper Saddle River Boro J 0 0 0
Beach Haven Boro FG 0 3 -3*
Monmouth Beach Boro | 0 3 -3*

| 1 4 -3

Mountainside Boro
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ESTIMATED

UNIVERSE OF EXISTING ESTIMATED
ELIGIBLE FULL-DAY UNMET
DISTRICT DFG CHILDREN PRE-K PRE-K NEED
Tabernacle Twp GH 12 17 -5
Verona Boro | 2 7 -5*
Cranbury Twp J 1 8 -7
Mannington Twp CD 5 13 -8*
Brielle Boro GH 3 12 -9
Roosevelt Boro GH 0 13 -13
Park Ridge Boro | 2 16 -14
Millburn Twp J 5 46 -41
Total 15,912 1,376 14,536

* District has some existing half-day preschool seats.
SOURCE: NJ DOE http://www.state.nj.us/education/ece/expansion/universe.pdf

Prepared by Education Law Center, October 14, 2008

S



New Jersey Child Care Association P.O. Box 187
Colonia, N.J. 07067

732-396-0111
ﬁ www.njccainc.org

Testimony
Joint Committee on the Public Schools
Preschool
October 14, 2008

Good Morning/Afternoon. I am pleased to present testimony on the impact on community
based preschool providers of expanding full-day preschool to all three and four year olds
who qualify for free or reduced lunch by September 2009. The universe of community
based preschool providers includes: taxpaying providers or for profits, not for profits, as
well as religious and culturally affiliated preschool programs.

A recent Asbury Park Press Editorial dated September 29, 2008 (attached) urged the
Department of Education to slow down the implementation of preschool by at least a year
because school district officials needed more time to develop a “practical, affordable and
equitable plan.” Community based providers could not agree more because they too are
finding it difficult to establish relationships with school districts and make the necessary
modifications to their facilities and their staff by the September 2009 deadline.

Here are some of the concerns that community based preschool providers face as they try
to partner with school districts:

e Community providers must enter into separate contracts with each individual
school district. As a result, owners and operators who want to partner with more
than one school district must meet with each individual school district to see if
partnership is an option.

¢ Some superintendents do not want to work with community based preschool
providers and would rather build or renovation classrooms to accommodate the
eligible preschoolers. The community based providers have no recourse to make
partnering occur.

e Community based preschool providers who are allowed to participate need to
utilize existing buildings. Therefore, waivers might need to be granted to allow for

the use of existing space.

e Privately owned taxpaying community based preschools are only allowed a 2.5%
profit margin. A privately owned preschool cannot provide private investors such
as banks an incentive to invest in their preschool program unless there is a
legitimate profit margin. If privately owned preschools cannot make the economics
work, they will not participate in the program resulting in the need for more
taxpayer funded classrooms.

...excellence, access, and growth in New Jersey’s Child Care Industry
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e How do you transport preschoolers to school? Preschoolers should NEVER be
transported long distances on a bus and they should never be on a bus with their
older peers. Many preschoolers are not potty trained or geographically oriented.

o The Legislature is looking for consolidation of school districts. Would it not make
more sense to set-up preschool programming on the county level under the county
superintendent with parents being able to choose from a list of countywide
preschool providers including public schools? Think about the administrative costs
that can be avoided through consolidation and structuring the program right from
the beginning! Think about how much easier it would be for a community based
provider to forge one contract with a county superintendent’s office as opposed to
each individual school district in their area! Think about how pleased parents would
be to have a menu of options as opposed to one or possibly two to choose from!

The DOE should not be rushing the process. There was no reason that the regulations
governing preschool were passed by emergency this summer with no comment from
impacted parties. The Legislature has given the Department of Education six years for
implementation. Rushing the process makes it harder for school districts to partner with

private entities.

The preschool industry generates $2.55 billion annually in gross receipts and provides
65,300 full time jobs held mostly by women. Given our current economic climate do we
really want to replace a $2.55 billion industry with one paid for by the taxpayers?

Let’s be smart about this if we are going to do it. Make public and private partnering a
priority. If it cannot be done by September 2009, then postpone it a year and do it right.

Thank you.



“To: Members, Joint Committee on the Public Schools
From: Cynthia Rice, Esq., Senior Policy Analyst
Association for Children of New Jersey
" 'Date: October 14, 2008
Re: Status of New Jersey’s Preschool Expansion Initiative

The Association for Children of New Jersey (ACNJ), the largest multi-
issue child advocacy group in the state, has been working on New
Jersey’s preschool issues since 1998 and was a strong supporter of the
preschool expansion component of the new school funding formula. Like
so many other New Jerseyans ACNJ views the state’s preschool
expansion initiative as a wonderful opportunity for every low-income 3-
and 4- year old, regardless of zip code, to obtain a quality early childhood
education, currently enjoyed by the preschoolers in our Abbott districts.
The Abbott preschool program is held out as a national model for its high
quality standards, which include low class size, the implementation of
researched based curricula and teachers with Bachelor's degrees and
specialized training in early childhood education. From the data that
supports the positive gains being made by Abbott children who have
participated in the preschool program, it is clear that such an expansion is
a wise state investment.

Since the formula became law, ACNJ has been providing information and
support for the planning and implementation of the expanded preschool
programs for all early childhood education stakeholders throughout the
state including school districts, private provider programs, Head Start,
educational associations and parents. Since February, ACNJ staff has
made over 70 presentations on the preschool expansion to many of these
groups.

Moreover, in the last few months, ACNJ has received hundreds of phone
calls and emails from district administrators, providers and parents
describing how specific issues regarding the expansion are developing in
their districts.

From this diverse group of early childhood stakeholders, many of whom
will play a role in the expansion implementation, ACNJ has had the unique
opportunity to hear their questions and issues regarding how these
preschool plans are developing and issues that will impact how the district

Association for  programs will unfold as program implementation proceeds.
Children of

3’;’in 7 e;seyf The following are both ACNJ’s impressions of the process thus far, and
alsey Sireet potential issues that may need to be addressed as implementation moves
Newark, NJ 07102 forward:

973.643.3876
Fax 973.643.9153
www.acnj.org
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Overall, there has been a positive shift towards embracing the initiative.
When ACNJ began making presentations on the initiative, it was clear that while
all of the stakeholders recognized the positive impact that high quality early
childhood education could have on low-income children, there was a great deal
of skepticism and apprehension. Private providers feared that the initiative would
put them out of business and districts were concerned about “where were they
going to put these kids?” Initially, it was surprising that, non-Abbott districts knew
very little about New Jersey’s national preschool model for a mixed delivery
system of public preschool, private provider and Head Start classrooms, while
some private providers did not have a sense of their potential role in the initiative.
Fortunately, as time has passed, many of the concerns have diminished.
Through a Herculean effort on the part of the staff of the Division of Early
Childhood Education (DECE), districts now have a better understanding of the
program itself and the steps each district must take to plan and implement that
program. Moreover, providers have a better understanding of the program and
many have become stronger advocates to ensure that their programs have a role
in the initiative.

There remains a learning curve on what districts know about early
childhood education which may affect the development of district plans.
Expansion districts that have had some form of state-supported preschool (ECPA
and/or ELLI districts) have a benefit, as they already have program
implementation experience, as well as staff who are knowledgeable about early
childhood education, For many other expansion districts, however, the initiative
may be their first experience with implementing preschool. While the DECE has
made every effort to both provide information and support the districts, districts
have a great deal to accomplish in a very short period of time. For those districts
that are required to implement universal programs, their plans are due on
November 14, 2008. Districts implementing targeted programs have until
December 15, 2008. Through presentations, phone calls and emails, ACNJ has
seen two themes in recent weeks: stakeholders continue to have basic questions
regarding program implementation and many of the critical “connections”
between districts and community programs have yet to be made.

Most of the county Resource and Referral Agencies have contacted districts with
information on programs in their communities, and some districts have begun to
make these critical community connections. However, depending on the number
of eligible children and facilities limitations, other districts that may need to work
with the community, have not begun that process—all of which will affect plan
development.

DECE has assured districts that as long as they have made a good-faith effort in
their plan development, DECE staff will work with them to improve the plan.
While this is very positive, the plans themselves ask for very specific information,
including:

¢ OUTREACH/PROGRAM DELIVERY
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ADMINISTRATIVE OVERSIGHT
MASTER TEACHERS/COACHING
INTERVENTION AND SUPPORT SERVICES: Special Education and
Inclusion
e INTERVENTION AND SUPPORT SERVICES: Preschool Intervention
and Referral Team (PIRT)
HEALTH AND NUTRITION
FAMILY AND COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT
CURRICULUM AND ASSESSMENT
PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT
SUPPORTING ENGLISH LANGUAGE LEARNERS
TRANSITION
PROGRAM EVALUATION
DISTRICT STATEMENT OF ASSURANCES
BUDGET PLANNING WORKBOOK

New Jersey Department of Education, Division of Early Childhood
Education, Five-Year Preschool Program Plan and Instructions,
http://lwww.nj.gov/education/ece/expansion/plan/preschool5yearplan.doc

As long as DECE remains open to the plans being “works in progress,” none of these
planning issues are insurmountable.

Supports for teachers required to meet the Degree and Certification
Deadline remain in question.

One of the many success stories of the Abbott preschool initiative has been the
successful completion of Bachelor's degrees and specialized training in early
childhood education for all teachers in private provider and Head Start programs
who wished to teach in Abbott preschool classrooms. Today, in every one of
those classrooms, the teacher has met the Supreme Court’s requirement to be
well-educated and have the skills necessary to address the educational needs of
children between preschool and 3rd grade.

This success took place because of a collaboration between the Departments of
Human Services (DHS) and Education (DOE). In the 2000 Abbott VI decision,
the Court required all Abbott preschool teachers to have their Bachelor's degrees
but acknowledged that many preschool teachers in community-based settings
had not attained those degrees, a critical component to high-quality preschool
programs. The Court gave these teachers four years, until September 2004, to
obtain those degrees and Preschool — 3 Grade (P-3) certificates.

Teachers would never have been able to take advantage of this opportunity had
it not been for scholarship dollars that were made available to them by the DHS.
Historically, teachers in community-based and Head Start programs have
received low wages and thus would not be able to pay for their return to college,
particularly under the four-year time constraint mandated by the Court. Through
the scholarship funds, teachers were able to access up to $5000 per year to
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obtain their degrees by the 2004 deadline. Moreover, the scholarship dollars
were paid directly to the universities, thus not requiring low-paid teachers to pay
tuition and then be reimbursed.

The DOE'’s regulations outlining the Elements of High Quality Preschool
Programs require all teachers who do not hold the appropriate degree and
certification to work towards completing them by September 2012. N.J.A.C.
6A:13A. While Abbott teachers also had a mandated deadline for obtaining their
degrees and certification, they also had financial supports through scholarship
dollars to meet that end. In many cases, this small state investment made the
difference for many teachers who may never have had the opportunity to return
to school and obtain their degree. Currently, there appears that similar funding
may not be available to private provider and Head Start teachers in expansion
districts and may be a significant barrier for these teachers to meet the regulatory
deadline.

Until the district plans have been analyzed, we will not know how many private
provider and Head Start teachers in expansion districts will be required to return
to school to meet the 2012 deadline. Regardless of the ultimate number, this
issue must be addressed in order to ensure that in September 2012, there is an
adequate supply of qualified preschool teachers.

The Abbott Wraparound Program is not part of the expansion initiative.
While not part of the Supreme Court mandate, the Abbott wraparound program
has added to the overall success of the Abbott preschool program, as it provides
an additional four hours of care to most Abbott preschoolers’ six-hour educational
day. While the standards are different for this four hour period, when combined
with the six hour educational day, the needs of working poor families are better
met.

Meeting the needs of these families is linked with ensuring that as many eligible
children as possible are enrolled in the program. It may be a problem for some
families who choose not to enroll their preschoolers in this voluntary program
because the later morning drop-off and earlier afternoon pick-up may be at odds
with their work schedules. This scheduling tension may impact districts’ ability to
serve at least 90% of the universe of eligible preschool children by the 2013-
2014 school year. N.J.A.C. 6A:13-2.3(b)

This issue does not negate the importance of the six-hour educational day for the
30,000 3- and 4- year olds who will benefit from such a high quality preschool
program that the expansion will provide. This program will provide our most
vulnerable preschoolers with the tools necessary to be successful in school.
ACNJ wants to make sure that every eligible child is able to take advantage of
that opportunity.

Existing Half-Day Kindergarten programs remain an issue.
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Although the preschool expansion initiative will require approximately 450 school
districts to provide full-day preschool to all of their low-income 3- and 4- year
olds, it only requires those districts mandated to implement universal preschool
programs, to plan for providing full-day kindergarten by 2013-2014, if the
program does not currently exist in their district. N.J.A.C. 6A:13A-3.1(d)5.
Approximately 184 (approximately 31%) school districts continue to offer only
half-day kindergarten programs.

At nearly every presentation made, the half-day kindergarten issue has been a
question. While the development of high quality preschool programs is critical,
building them in isolation without connecting them with children’s future learning
experiences may be a missed opportunity.

Conclusion
As the preschool expansion initiative moves forward, it is clear that there remains

much work to be done. Yet, neither Rome nor Abbott preschool was built in a
day. In looking back on the impact that our state’s nationally recognized
preschool program has had on thousands of preschoolers, it remains clear that
the work yet to be done on the preschool expansion initiative will be well worth it.
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ADDITIONAL APPENDIX MATERIAL

SUBMITTED TO THE

JOINT COMMITTEE ON THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS
ABBOTT SUBCOMMITTEE
for the
OCTOBER 14, 2008 MEETING

Submitted by Barbara DeMar co, New Jersey Child Care Association:
Editorial, “Preschool plan needs time out,” Asbury Park Press, September 29, 2008.
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