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Preface

The Big Lift™ (Big Lift) is a preschool-third-grade collective impact initiative in San Mateo
County, California. The initiative is a partnership of the County of San Mateo, San Mateo
County Office of Education, and the Silicon Valley Community Foundation. Launched in 2012,
the initiative aims to boost children’s reading proficiency by third grade through four
coordinated strategies, called pillars: (1) High-Quality Preschool; (2) Summer Learning;

(3) Attendance; and (4) Family Engagement. To date, the initiative involves seven school
districts in San Mateo County that began implementing Big Lift services in the 2015-2016 or the
2016-2017 school year.

The RAND Corporation is conducting a multiphase evaluation of the initiative, including an
implementation study of the four pillars that underlie Big Lift—The Big Lift Implementation
Study: Final Report (Faxon-Mills et al., 2018)—and a series of annual descriptive analyses
focused on the outcomes of children who received Big Lift services. The three reports—Big Lift
Participation and School Entry Indicators: Findings for the 2016—2017 Kindergarten Class
(Gomez, Cannon, and Whitaker, 2017), The Big Lift Descriptive Analyses: Kindergarten
Readiness and Elementary School Reading Outcomes for the 2016—2017 and 2017-2018
Kindergarten Classes, and The Big Lift Descriptive Analyses: Progress Across Three
Kindergarten Classes—focused on the early education and summer learning experiences of the
2016-2017,2017-2018, and 2018-2019 kindergarten classes. In the third report, we also focused
on pooling data across kindergarten classes to understand how Big Lift children compare with
their peers among all children eligible for services to date. This Technical Appendix
accompanies the third report in this series of outcome studies.

This study was undertaken by RAND Education and Labor, a division of the RAND
Corporation that conducts research on early childhood through postsecondary education
programs, workforce development, and programs and policies affecting workers,
entrepreneurship, and financial literacy and decisionmaking. This study was commissioned by
Big Lift with generous funding from the County of San Mateo. This appendix and the related
reports should be of interest to Big Lift stakeholders, including San Mateo County policymakers,
educators, parents, and community members. Practitioners, policymakers, advocates, and
researchers in other parts of the United States might find the information on this initiative useful
for work related to the planning, implementation, or evaluation of other initiatives extending
from early childhood through third grade.

More information about RAND can be found at www.rand.org. Questions about this
technical appendix should be directed to cgomez@rand.org, and questions about RAND
Education and Labor should be directed to educationandlabor@rand.org.
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Technical Appendix

This appendix provides additional details on the underlying data, statistical models, and
results presented in the third report. We first describe how we created each control and outcome
variable and its source (e.g., parent report), followed by an overview of the regression models we
employed. We then provide a full set of results, including all models presented in the full report
and supplemental analyses. Text from this appendix draws heavily from the appendix that
accompanies the second report in this series, The Big Lift Descriptive Analyses: Kindergarten
Readiness and Elementary School Reading Outcomes for the 2016—2017 and 2017-2018
Kindergarten Classes (Gomez et al., 2018).

Control Variables

We use control variables measured at three different time points: the falls of 2016, 2017, and
2018. Controls for the preschool analyses (using outcomes from both the Brigance Early
Childhood Screen III and the Fountas and Pennell Benchmark Assessment System [F&P]) were
measured at kindergarten entry. The controls for the Big Lift Inspiring Summers program (BLIS)
analyses were measured in the fall following the summer of interest. We explain the nature of
each variable in the following subsections. Descriptive statistics for the control variables are
presented in Table A.1 in the full report for the main analytic samples, as well as in Tables TA.3,
TA.5, TA.12, and TA.20 for other subsamples.

One limitation of all of the variables collected from the kindergarten, first-grade, and second-
grade entry forms is that the parent self-reports might not accurately capture preschool or
summer program enrollment, reading practices, or family demographic information. Parents
might feel pressured to answer a certain way, or they might forget or misremember program
participation information. However, we have no evidence to suggest that data from the forms are
not valid.

Child Variables

Child age was calculated from information on child birthdate, reported by the parent on the
kindergarten and first-grade entry forms, and the date of assessment (assessor recorded on the
Brigance and F&P assessment forms).

Child gender was reported by parents on the kindergarten and first-grade entry forms. We
created a binary variable coded such that a value of 1 indicates a female child.

Child race/ethnicity was reported by parents on the kindergarten entry form and recorded in
district data. Parents were asked to report on whether their children were Hispanic and on their
children’s race. There were five race categories: Alaska Native/American Indian; Asian;



Black/African-American; Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander; and White/Caucasian. Parents
could check all that applied. From this information, we created a single race/ethnicity variable
specified as a vector of mutually exclusive binary indicators (reported in Table A.1 of the main
report) that mirror the U.S. Census Bureau’s reporting on race/ethnicity. Children coded in our
data set as Hispanic were marked as Hispanic on the kindergarten form and could be that and any
other race on the form. For example, children marked as Hispanic and Black/African-American
or Hispanic and White/Caucasian on the kindergarten entry form were coded as Hispanic for this
study. Children marked as non-Hispanic and Black on the kindergarten entry form were coded as
Black/African-American non-Hispanic. Children marked as non-Hispanic and either Asian or
Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander on the kindergarten entry form were coded as Asian
/Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander non-Hispanic. Children marked as non-Hispanic and
White on the kindergarten entry form were coded as White/Caucasian non-Hispanic. Children
marked non-Hispanic and Alaska Native/American Indian, or non-Hispanic and two or more
race categories on the kindergarten entry form (i.e., multiracial) were coded as Other for this
study.

The first- and second-grade entry form did not include a question on child race. Thus, for the
children included in the BLIS analysis (research question 3), we drew race data from the school
district data. The race data from the school districts were recorded and coded identically to the
parent-reported data.

Home language was gathered from the school district data. Twenty-eight unique languages
were recorded. From these data, we created a binary variable where a value of 1 indicates that a
child spoke a language other than English in the home.

Assessment language was reported by assessors on the Brigance assessment form. We
created two binary indicators from this variable. The first, “Assessed in Spanish,” was coded
such that a value of 1 indicates that the child was assessed with the Spanish version of the
Brigance. The second variable, “Not Assessed in Spanish or English,” was coded such that a
value of 1 indicates that a translator assessed the child in a language other than Spanish or
English. Given that the Brigance has not been validated or officially translated for languages
other than Spanish and English, the results for these children might vary from those of the rest of
the sample.

The F&P assessment was conducted only in English, so this variable applies only to the
Brigance.

Assessment date was reported by the assessor on the Brigance and F&P assessment forms.

Time between F&P assessments was determined by calculating the number of days between
two assessment points. The analyses for research question 3 make use of children’s F&P
assessments from two different data collection points—a pretest collected in the spring of one
year and an outcome measure collected in the fall of the following year. To create the time
between F&P assessments variables, we subtracted the assessment date in the spring of
kindergarten from the assessment date in the fall of first grade for the pooled rising first-grade



BLIS sample. For the rising second-grade BLIS sample, we subtracted the assessment date in the
spring of first grade from the assessment date in the fall of second grade.

Parent Variables

Parent country of birth was reported by parents on the kindergarten entry form. We created a
binary variable where a value of 1 indicates that at least one parent reported being born in a
country other than the United States. If data were missing for one parent but present for another,
we recorded the information on the parent for which there was information (n = 103). If there
were no data on either parent, the variable was marked as missing.

This variable was collected only on the kindergarten entry form in the 2016—-2017 school
year.

Mother age at child birth was created from the mother’s date of birth and the child’s date of
birth (reported by parents on the kindergarten, first-grade, and second-grade entry forms). We
created a binary variable where a value of 1 indicates that a mother was younger than 20 years
old at the birth of her child.

Number of parents in the home was created from information reported by parents on the
kindergarten, first-grade, and second-grade entry forms. Parents reported on the marital status of
each parent (options were married, living with partner, separated, divorced, single—never
married, and widowed) and whether each parent was living with the child. We created a binary
variable, labeled “two-parent home,” where a value of 1 indicates that the child lived with a
parent who was either married or living with a partner.

Parent education was created from information reported by parents on the kindergarten, first-
grade, and second-grade entry forms. When data were reported on both parents, we recorded the
information on the parent with the highest level of education. There were six categories on the
entry forms: less than high school diploma, high school diploma/GED (General Educational
Development), associate’s degree (associate of arts/associate of science), bachelor’s degree,
master’s degree, and doctorate/Ph.D./M.D. We created a vector of four binary indicators by
maintaining the first three categories and combining the last three into a bachelor’s degree (or
higher) category.

Family income was created from information reported by parents on the kindergarten, first-
grade, and second-grade entry forms. The categories reported in Table A.1 of the third report—
The Big Lift Descriptive Analyses: Progress Across Three Kindergarten Classes—and Tables
TA.3, TA.5, TA.12, and TA.20 of this appendix exactly mirror those reported on the
kindergarten entry form.

Missing Data

In an effort to include all children with outcome data in our analyses, we employed a missing
data indicator strategy and created such an indicator for all of the controls. That is, we created a
binary indicator for each control variable in which a value of 1 indicates a missing value on the



control variable, and a value of 0 indicates that the control variable was observed. Note that only
one indicator was created for each categorical variable that is represented by a vector of binary
indicators (e.g., income). All of our control variables with missing data are binary (e.g., gender)
or categorical (i.e., race/ethnicity). For all instances of missing data, we imputed a 0 for the
control variable, creating a data set in which all observations had non-missing values of each
variable. All the missing-data indicators and the control variables with imputed Os were included
in the models. Essentially, the missing data indicators allow us to treat the fact that the
observations are missing data on some variables as useful information that could explain
variation in the outcome. Given that we had only a limited number of controls available, we
chose this missing-data technique over other options—specifically, multiple imputation—that
rely on having a large number of control variables, and over analytic assumptions that our data
did not meet (Little and Rubin, 2002). The rates of missingness for the samples used to address
each research question are presented in Table A.1 in the full report and in Tables TA.3, TA.S,
TA.12, and TA.20 in this appendix.

Outcomes

Brigance Early Childhood Screen Il

The Brigance tool consists of 13 items that measure three domains: (1) academic/cognitive
development, (2) language development, and (3) physical development. Because of the interest
of The Big Lift™ (hereafter referred to as Big Lift) in overall school readiness, we focus our
analysis on the total score, a weighted average of all three domains. The tool is normed against a
national sample of young children, and the total score is scaled for research purposes. Big Lift
districts administered the Brigance to all entering kindergartners in the first three to six weeks of
school in the fall of 2016, 2017, and 2018 for the children included in the report. Teachers and
other school staff assessed students from mid-August through the beginning of October.
Although teachers administered the assessment early in the year, some variation exists in when
the assessment was completed across classrooms, schools, and districts. The variation likely does
not influence the results, but it is important to note because children could have been in different
developmental places when the assessment was administered.! Additionally, because the
Brigance is administered by classroom teachers, slight variation in assessment procedures could
have occurred, potentially creating bias in the results. However, all kindergarten teachers or
assessors receive standardized Brigance training by the national Brigance trainer, minimizing
any potential bias. Any error introduced by variation in test administration is likely to be random

! To address this issue, we controlled for assessment date in all group comparisons.



because there was no evidence to suggest systematically different testing procedures across
groups of children who received different services.

The Brigance total score ranged from 63 to 131, with a mean of 90.4 and a standard
deviation of 15.8 in the pooled kindergarten sample. In the primary model specifications, the
outcome was continuous. We also conducted additional analyses in which we used a binary
version of the outcome variable, coded such that a value of 1 indicates that the child scored a 90
or above. In this sample, 51.1 percent of children scored a 90 or above.

The Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark Assessment System

The F&P reading assessment measures decoding, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension
skills for students in elementary and middle school. The distinctive feature of the assessment is a
series of “little books,” or Benchmark Assessment books—both fiction and nonfiction—that
students read and interact with while being assessed. The assessment books (which were
designed and written specifically for the tool), are assigned an A—Z categorization, with A-level
books at the lowest level of difficulty for novice readers. The book levels become increasingly
difficult at each letter level, with text characteristics aligned to children’s growing reading skills
(Fountas and Pinnell, 2014). Students are assigned an independent level—or the text level at
which a student can read independently with minimal supports—based on their performance on
the assessment. These levels serve as the outcome for some of the analyses in this report. The
scores range from AA to Z; AA is assigned to students who are unable to read the A-level book.?
Psychometric properties of the assessment, including reliability and validity statistics, can be
found in a publisher-conducted study (Fountas and Pinnell, 2012) and meet standards in the field
with acceptable test-retest reliability and convergent validity with other measures of reading
ability. However, the assessment is designed as a formative assessment meant to inform
instruction; it is not intended to be used for research purposes.

The assessment was administered by classroom teachers and other school staff to the 2016
and 2017 kindergarten (K) classes at four possible points in time: the start of kindergarten, the
start of first grade, the end of first grade, and the start of second grade. Children in the 2016 K
class were assessed at all four time points, while children in the 2017 K class were tested at the
first two time points only—the end of kindergarten and the start of first grade—because these
children had not yet aged into the later time points when data for this study were collected. The
end-of-year, or spring, F&P administrations took place from April to June. Notably, there was a
wider range of testing dates in the beginning-of-year, or fall, test administration. Most children
(approximately 75 percent across both kindergarten classes) were tested between August and
October; however, some children were tested as late as November or December. For all of our

2 The F&P assessment has two different systems: System 1 is for kindergarten through second grade, and System 2
is for third through eighth grades and higher. Although the full range of scores is AA to Z, System 1 scores typically
range from AA to N.



comparative analyses, we control for the test administration date, thus accounting for variation in
the time of the school year that children were assessed. Yet, even with this adjustment, the later
fall testing dates (i.e., November and December) have implications for our analyses of the BLIS
program. Specifically, the BLIS analyses are meant to address summer learning and capture
differences in children’s abilities at the start of the school year. Test scores from November and
December reflect a substantial amount of time in the classroom during the school year. Thus, for
the BLIS analyses, we focus only on children whose testing dates were proximate to their
summer experiences (i.e., test dates in October or earlier).’

In this sample, the independent reading levels range from AA to V. We converted the reading
levels into numeric equivalents—AA to V became 0 to 21—and treated the outcome as
continuous. We note that by treating the outcome as continuous, we are assuming that the
measure has the properties of an interval scale—or that the distances between the units are the
same at every point in the scale. That is, we must assume that the difference in skill that is
required between scoring a B and a C is the same as the distance between scoring an F and a G.
Unfortunately, there is no way to directly test this assumption.

Book Reading

The number of times per week children were read to was reported by parents on the
kindergarten entry form. Parents were asked to select one of five responses: “not at all,” “1 to 2
days,” “3 to 4 days,” “5 to 6 days,” or “every day.” Following the reading recommendation of
the American Academy of Pediatrics (High and Klass, 2014), we created a binary variable in
which a value of 1 indicates that children were read to every day.

Samples and Regression Models

The comparisons between the preschool groups and between children who had different
summer experiences were estimated from a set of regression models. In this section, we detail
the sample used for each question and describe the specific modeling techniques.

Research Question 1: Preschool Group Compatrisons in Three Kindergarten Classes

The analytic sample for this analysis consists of children from three kindergarten classes—
2016, 2017, and 2018 (n = 6,802). In Table TA.1, we present the distribution of the preschool
groups in the full sample and by kindergarten class. In Table TA.2, we present descriptive
statistics for the Brigance outcome and the book reading outcome for the full sample. In
Table TA.3, we present descriptive statistics for the control variables for the full kindergarten
class sample and disaggregated by each K class. In Table TA.4, we present descriptive statistics
for the Brigance outcome and the book reading outcome for the 2018 K class only (similar

3 We explain this choice in more detail in Gomez et al., 2018.



descriptive statistics for the 2017 and 2016 K classes can be found in Gomez et al., 2018, and
Gomez et al., 2017, respectively).

For the comparisons of preschool groups, we used ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to
model the continuous version of the Brigance outcome. We modeled the outcome as a function
of a vector of binary indicators describing children’s preschool experiences: Big Lift preschool,
non-Big Lift preschool, no preschool, and preschool unknown. In all models, Big Lift preschool
is the reference category. The unadjusted models include only the preschool enrollment
variables. The adjusted models include the preschool enrollment variables and the control
variables already listed. We used all demographic controls listed except for the immigrant parent
control because this variable was only collected for the 2016 K class. All controls were measured
at the start of children’s kindergarten year. As a secondary model, we used logistic regression to
model the binary version of the Brigance outcome. The coefficients are presented as odds ratios.

Odds are an alternative way of expressing the probability p and are defined as 1L. An odds ratio

is a way of expressing an association between a predictor and the probability that a binary
outcome will occur. Odds ratio refers to the odds that an outcome will occur versus the odds that
it will not, in relation to the predictor of interest. All odds ratios have a lower bound of 0. Odds
ratios that are less than 1 indicate a negative relationship between the predictor and the
probability that the outcome will occur; odds ratios greater than 1 indicate a positive relationship
between the predictor and the probability that the outcome will occur.

We also conducted supplementary analyses within a lower-income subgroup of children in
the sample. Specifically, we included only children whose families reported an income of
$50,000 or less; the subgroup comprised 2,943 children, or 43.3 percent of the sample. We only
present adjusted models for this subgroup (both OLS and logistic regression).

With the exception of the lower-income subgroup, we present models with and without
controls for both the OLS and logistic regression analyses. In addition, we present results for the
pooled kindergarten class sample and for the 2018 K class only (analogous results for the 2017
and 2016 K classes are presented in the previous two reports). The pooled kindergarten class
models include kindergarten class fixed effects. The OLS results are presented in Table TA.6 and
the logistic regression results are presented in Table TA.7.

In Table TA.8, we present results from the preschool group comparisons for the reading
frequency outcome, using a logistic regression model. We present adjusted and unadjusted
models, and coefficients are presented as odds ratios.

Research Question 1a: One Versus Two Years of Big Lift Preschool

To address research question la, we used OLS and logistic regression to model the Brigance
and reading frequency outcomes as a function of a binary variable indicating whether children
attended Big Lift preschool for two years or one year. The results of these models (with and
without demographic controls) are presented in Tables TA.9 and TA.10 for the pooled 2017 and



2018 K class sample, and for the 2018 K class only (analogous results for the 2017 K class are
presented in the previous report).

Summary of 2018 K Class Results

Because Big Lift stakeholders are interested in tracking the progress of individual
kindergarten classes, we summarize the results of the models for the 2018 K class only
(analogous results for the 2016 and 2017 K classes can be found in the first and second reports in
this series). The results of the models for the 2018 K class are as follows:

e Big Lift preschoolers scored 7.6 points higher on the Brigance than children who did not
attend preschool, a statistically significant difference, and were 27 percentage points
more likely to be kindergarten ready.

e Big Lift preschoolers scored two points lower on the Brigance than non—Big Lift
preschoolers, a statistically significant difference, and were 7 percentage points less
likely to be kindergarten ready.

e There were statistically significant differences between the preschool groups on the
reading outcome. Big Lift preschoolers were 6 percentage points less likely to be read to
daily than children who went to non—Big Lift preschool. Big Lift preschoolers were as
likely to be read to daily as children who did not go to preschool.

e Big Lift preschoolers who attended two years of Big Lift preschool scored 4.1 points
higher than children who attended only one year of Big Lift preschool, a statistically
significant difference, and were 14 percentage points more likely to be kindergarten
ready.

Research Question 2: Follow-Up Preschool Group Comparisons in the 2016 and 2017
K Classes

The analytic sample for this analysis consists of children from the 2016 and 2017
kindergarten classes who were included in the Brigance analyses and assessed on all the F&P
time points of interest. We conducted our analyses in two parts with two different samples: a
pooled sample of the 2016 and 2017 K class and a sample of the 2016 K class only.

Follow-Up Sample for the Pooled 2016 and 2017 K Classes

First, we included a pooled sample of the 2016 and 2017 K classes, addressing children’s
outcomes at the end of kindergarten and the start of first grade. As displayed in Table TA.11,
retention in our sample from kindergarten to first grade was similar among the preschool groups
(8081 percent) and lowest among children whose preschool experiences were unknown
(73 percent). Retention was higher in the 2016 K class (about 85 percent) than in the 2017 K
class (78 percent). In Table TA.12, we present descriptive statistics on the control variables both
for the pooled sample and disaggregated by preschool group. The pattern of the demographic
variables mirrors those from the pooled K class sample in research question 1; specifically,
children who attended Big Lift preschool were more disadvantaged than their peers.



In Table TA.13 and Table TA.14, we present descriptive statistics for the F&P outcome at
the end of kindergarten and the start of first grade, respectively, for the pooled 2016 and 2017 K
class sample. In Table TA.15 and Table TA.16, we present descriptive statistics for the F&P
outcome at the end of kindergarten and start of first grade, respectively, for the 2017 K class
sample only (analogous results for the 2016 K class can be found in Gomez et al., 2018).

For the comparisons of preschool groups, we used OLS to model the F&P outcome as a function
of a vector of binary indicators describing children’s preschool experiences: Big Lift preschool, non—
Big Lift preschool, no preschool, and preschool unknown. In all models, Big Lift preschool is the
reference category. The unadjusted models include only the preschool enrollment variables. The
adjusted models include the preschool enrollment variables and the control variables we have
already listed. We used all controls already listed, and all were measured at the start of children’s
kindergarten year (apart from the assessment dates, which were measured at the time of each
assessment). The models in the pooled sample include a fixed effect for the 2016 K class. We also
conducted supplementary analyses within a lower-income subgroup of children in the sample.
Specifically, we included only children whose families reported an income of $50,000 or less; the
subgroup consisted of 1,519 children, or 44.8 percent of the sample. We present adjusted models
only for this subgroup.

The results of these models (with and without demographic controls and for the lower-income
subgroup) are presented in Table TA.17, with raw, unstandardized coefficients for the pooled
sample.

Finally, we conducted sensitivity analyses in which we ran our primary comparative model for
the fall-of-first-grade scores with a sample of the early testers only—those children whose
assessments were conducted between August and October. The subgroup consisted of 2,552 children
total, or 75.1 percent of the full sample. We excluded the late testers to explore whether the pattern
of results observed in the full sample was influenced by the high percentage of children (24 percent)
whose fall scores were collected in November and December and thus likely reflect learning that
occurred during the first grade. The results of this model are presented in the last column of
Table TA.17.

Summary of 2017 K Class Results

The results for the 2017 K class alone are presented in Table TA.18 (analogous results for the
2016 K class are presented in Gomez et al., 2018). The results for the 2017 K class were similar to
those in the pooled sample, with some differences (analogous results for the 2016 K class are
represented in the first report in this series and referenced in the full report text).

e At the end of kindergarten, we found no difference between the preschool groups
(although the difference between Big Lift preschoolers and children who did not go to
preschool approached significance [p < 0.10], favoring children who went to Big Lift
preschool).



e At the start of first grade, children who went to Big Lift preschool scored on par with
children who did not go preschool, and they scored significantly lower than children who
attended other preschools—by 0.49 F&P reading levels.

2016 K Class Follow-Up Sample

In the second set of analyses, within a sample of children from only the 2016 K class, we
compared the preschool groups at all four F&P time points. As displayed in Table TA.19, this
group represents approximately 75 percent of the original 2016 K class present in the Brigance
sample (with the sample retention rates ranging from about 70 percent among children whose
preschool experiences were unknown to 80 percent among Big Lift preschoolers). The
distribution of children across the preschool groups is similar to that in the original 2016 K class
and the pooled samples. In Table TA.20, we present descriptive statistics on the controls for the
2016 K class follow-up sample, disaggregated by preschool group. The pattern of demographic
controls mirrors that of the pooled K class sample in research question 1. In Table TA.21—
Table TA.24, we present descriptive statistics for the F&P outcome at the end of kindergarten to
the start of second grade for the 2016 K class sample only.

In Table TA.25, we present the results of the comparative models (with and without
demographic controls) for the 2016 K class follow-up sample. We used all controls already
listed, and all were measured at the start of children’s kindergarten year (apart from the
assessment dates, which were measured at the time of each assessment).

Research Question 3: Summer Experiences Group Comparisons in the 2016-2017
Kindergarten Class

The analytic sample for this analysis consists of children in the 2016 and 2017 K classes who
attended South San Francisco Unified School District (SSFUSD) and Jefferson Elementary
School District (JESD)—the only two districts that collected the first- and second-grade entry
forms and thus have information on the summer experiences of children who did not attend
BLIS. We conducted our analyses in two parts. First, we compared children in these districts
who were eligible for BLIS as rising first-graders in the summer of 2017 (for the 2016 K class)
and summer of 2018 (for the 2017 K class); we refer to this sample as the pooled rising first-
grade BLIS sample. Second, we compared children in these districts who were eligible for BLIS
as rising second-graders in the summer of 2018 in the 2016 K class only; we refer to this sample
as the rising second-grade BLIS sample. For both sets of analyses, we include children who were
tested in the spring preceding the summer of interest and in the fall following the summer of
interest.

As explained in the report, we exclude 275 children from SSFUSD in the 2016 K class who
were tested in November and December of 2017 (as first-graders).* We made this choice because

4 There were no children from either district in the 2017 K class with November and December test dates.
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these analyses are intended to explore the relationship between summer program participation
and child outcomes at the start of the school year as a way of understanding summer learning.
Including the November and December test dates does not allow us to address summer learning
because these scores might represent substantial learning during the school year. See the
Technical Appendix associated with the second report in this series (Gomez et al., 2018) for a
more detailed discussion of this choice.

For the comparisons of children with different summer experiences, we used OLS regression
to model the F&P outcome measured in the fall of first and second grades as a function of a
vector of binary indicators describing children’s summer experiences: enrolled in BLIS, enrolled
in a non-BLIS summer program, not enrolled in any summer program, and summer program
unknown. In addition, we controlled for children’s F&P scores at the end of the school year
before children were eligible for BLIS, or a pretest, in all models. For the pooled rising first-
grade BLIS sample, the pretest was measured at the end of kindergarten; for the rising second-
grade BLIS sample, the pretest was measured at the end of first grade. The unadjusted models
include only the variables indicating children’s summer experiences and the children’s pretest
scores. The adjusted models include the summer experiences variables, the children’s pretest
scores, and the control variables. We used all controls listed previously except for the immigrant
parent control because this variable was not collected on the first- and second-grade entry forms.
All controls were measured at the start of the school year following the summer of interest. The
models for the pooled rising first grade sample account for kindergarten class by controlling for
an indicator for children in the 2017 K class.

We also conducted supplementary analyses within a lower-income subgroup of children in
each sample. Specifically, we only included children whose families reported an income of
$100,000 or less. For the rising first-grade BLIS sample, the subgroup consisted of 1,102
children, or 71.4 percent of the full sample. For the rising second-grade BLIS sample, the lower-
income subgroup consisted of 677 children, or 69.1 percent of the full sample. We only ran
adjusted models on the lower-income subgroups, including all the controls mentioned above.
Full model results are presented in Table TA.26, with unstandardized coefficients.

5 Unlike the preschool group analyses that used a pooled sample from multiple kindergarten classes, we do not
present results disaggregated by kindergarten class for the rising first-grade BLIS sample. Big Lift stakeholders are
interested in tracking entire kindergarten classes as they move through elementary school; therefore, it is useful to
have the preschool results disaggregated by class. However, given that we do not have data on summer experiences
for all children in a given kindergarten class, it is not possible to take the same approach with the BLIS analyses.
Thus, when possible, we focus on the pooled analyses only.
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Table TA.1. Distribution of Preschool Groups for the Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample and by Each Kindergarten Class

2018-2019 2017-2018 2016-2017
Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample Kindergarten Class Sample Kindergarten Class Sample Kindergarten Class Sample
% % Among % % Among % % Among % % Among
Number of ofthe Comparison Numberof ofthe Comparison Number of ofthe Comparison Numberof ofthe Comparison
Children Sample Group Children Sample Group Children Sample Group Children Sample Group
Big Lift preschool 1895  27.9 — 771 29.6 — 774 28.7 — 350 23.4 —
One year 1336 196 396 15.2 590 22.0 350 234
Two years
559 8.2 375 14.4 184 6.8 — — —
No Big Lift preschool
(comparison group) 4,907 721 100.0 1,834 70.4 100 1,927 71.3 100 1,146 76.6 100.0
Non-Big Lift
preschool 3,390 49.8 69.1 1,254 48.1 68 1,331 49.3 69 805 53.8 70.2
No preschool
924 13.6 18.8 356 13.7 19 333 12.3 17 235 15.7 20.5
Non-Big Lift
preschool
unknown 593 8.7 121 224 8.6 12 263 9.7 14 106 71 9.2
Total 6,802 100.0 — 2,605 100.0 — 2,701 100.0 — 1,496 100.0 —

SOURCE: San Mateo County Office of Education (SMCOE) database; kindergarten entry forms.
NOTES: The sample consists of children from the 2016, 2017, and 2018 kindergarten classes in the Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 districts. Disaggregated figures do not
always sum exactly to the associated total because of rounding.
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Table TA.2. Brigance and Reading Outcome Descriptive Statistics for the Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample

Brigance Reading Frequency
Not at All 1-2 Days 3—4 Days 5-6 Days Every Day
% Scoring Number of o Number of o Number of o Number of o Number of o

Mean 90 or Above Children ° Children ° Children ° Children ° Children °
Big Lift
preschool 85.6 375 35 2.2 445 27.5 605 37.4 244 15.1 287 17.7
Non-Big Lift
preschool 96.4 67.5 45 14 524 16.3 876 27.2 553 17.2 1,221 37.9
No preschool

82.2 29.5 40 4.4 274 29.9 316 345 119 13.0 166 18.1
Total

90.4 51.1 122 2.1 1,261 21.8 1,870 31.2 919 15.9 1,678 29.0

SOURCE: SMCOE database; kindergarten entry forms.

NOTES: The sample consists of children from the 2016—2018 kindergarten classes in the Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 districts. The total N for the Brigance sample is
6,802 and the total N for the reading outcome sample is 5,787. The totals and percentages include the 593 children whose preschool experiences are not known.
Disaggregated figures do not always sum exactly to the associated total because of rounding.
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Table TA.3. Demographic Characteristics for the 2016, 2017, and 2018 Kindergarten Classes

Kindergarten Class

Characteristic 2018 K Class 2017 K Class 2016 K Class
Child age (years)* 5.6 5.6 5.5
Child gender
Female 49.5 491 431
Male 50.5 50.9 46.7
Missing 0.0 0.0 10.2
Race/ethnicity®*
Hispanic 51.2 51.1 401
Black/African-American 1.0 1.3 1.1
White/Caucasian 16.7 16.1 9.2
Asian 23.6 26.0 30.6
Other 6.5 4.6 4.9
Missing 1.0 1.0 14.2
Home language
English 50.2 47.7 49.6
Not English 49.8 52.3 49.7
Missing 0.0 0.1 0.7
Parent country of birth®
United States 22.7
Outside United States 54.1
Missing 23.2
Mother age at child birth*
Younger than 20 (teen mom) 4.6 4.7 3.3
Older than 20 81.0 78.2 82.5
Missing 14.5 17.0 14.2
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Kindergarten Class

Characteristic 2018 K Class 2017 K Class 2016 K Class
Parents in the home
Two-parent home 69.0 69.0 69.1
Single-parent home 17.2 16.8 17.5
Missing 13.9 14.3 134
Parent education*
Less than high school degree 9.6 1.1 9.5
High school diploma/GED 33.0 31.7 30.2
Associate’s degree 10.7 11.4 13.5
Bachelor's degree (or higher) 34.6 34.0 344
Missing 12.0 11.8 124

Family income*

Less than $10,000 7.3 8.2 6.8
$10,001-$25,000 13.4 15.9 15.0
$25,001-$50,000 20.0 20.3 24.0
$50,001-$100,000 16.5 16.2 11.2
$100,001-$150,000 9.4 9.8 10.4
More than $150,000 16.0 13.3 8.6
Missing 17.3 16.4 23.9
Number of children 2,605 2,701 1,496

SOURCE: SMCOE database; kindergarten entry forms.
NOTES: Disaggregated figures do not always sum exactly to the associated total because of rounding.

a .. . . .
The race/ethnicity variables are mutually exclusive categories.

® Parent country of birth was only collected for the 2016 K class.
* Indicates a statistically significant difference between the K classes, based on a Pearson’s chi-squared test at an alpha level of p < 0.05 for the categorical
variables and OLS regression at an alpha level of p < 0.05 for the continuous variables.
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Table TA.4. Brigance and Reading Outcome Descriptive Statistics for the 2018 Kindergarten Class

Reading Frequency Outcome

Brigance (Number of Days Children Were Read to)
Not at All 1-2 Days 3-4 Days 5-6 Days Every Day
% Scoring Number Number Number Number Number
90 or of of of of of
Mean Above Children % Children % Children % Children % Children %
Big Lift preschool 85.9 37.7 19 25 212 27.5 241 31.3 93 12.1 107 13.9
Non-Big Lift preschool  gg.9 69.1 19 15 191 15.2 316 25.2 203 16.2 479 38.2
No preschool 81.7 25.8 17 4.8 127 35.7 107 30.1 41 1.5 62 17.4
Total 90.6 51.1 56 25 534 23.8 670 28.9 338 15.0 648 28.9

SOURCE: SMCOE database; kindergarten entry forms.

NOTES: The sample consists of children from the 2018 kindergarten classes in the Cohort 1 and Cohort 2 districts. The total N for the Brigance sample is 2,605
and the total N for the reading outcome sample is 2,246. The totals and percentages include the 224 children whose preschool experiences are not known.
Disaggregated figures do not always sum exactly to the associated total because of rounding.
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Table TA.5. Demographic Characteristics for the 2018 Kindergarten Class

Characteristic 2018 K Class Big Lift Preschool = Non-Big Lift Preschool No Preschool
Child age (years) 5.6 5.5 5.6 5.5
Child gender
Female 49.5 48.4 50.6 48.0
Male 50.5 51.6 494 52.0
Missing 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Race/ethnicity?

Hispanic 51.2 80.8 31.9 55.9
Black/African-American non-Hispanic 1.0 0.6 0.7 1.1

White/Caucasian 16.7 3.6 27.5 6.7

Asian/Native Hawaiian/other Pacific 23.6 12.1 29.3 28.7
Islander non-Hispanic

Other race 6.5 2.3 9.3 7.0

Missing 1.0 0.5 1.2 0.6

Home language

English 50.2 254 64.9 47.8
Not English 49.8 74.6 35.1 52.2
Missing 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Mother age at child birth

Younger than 20 (teen mom) 4.6 6.4 3.3 7.0
Older than 20 81.0 88.8 88.7 84.8
Missing 14.5 4.8 8.1 8.1
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Characteristic 2018 K Class Big Lift Preschool = Non-Big Lift Preschool No Preschool

Parents in the home

Two-parent home 69.0 67.7 81.1 69.4
Single-parent home 17.2 24.5 13.6 23.6
Missing 13.9 7.8 5.3 7.0

Parent education

Less than high school degree 9.6 201 41 12.1
High school diploma/GED 33.0 53.4 21.8 47.5
Associate’s degree 10.7 10.8 11.0 16.0
Bachelor's degree (or higher) 34.6 11.5 58.5 21.1
Missing 12.0 42 46 34

Family income

Less than $10,000 7.3 12.8 43 10.7
$10,001-$25,000 13.4 257 6.9 16.9
$25,001-$50,000 20.0 34.6 11.9 28.9
$50,001-$100,000 16.5 15.4 17.9 23.9
$100,001-$150,000 9.4 1.6 16.0 8.1
More than $150,000 16.0 0.4 32.3 2.8
Missing 17.3 9.5 10.7 8.7
Number of children 2,605 771 1,254 356

SOURCE: SMCOE database; kindergarten entry forms.
NOTES: Disaggregated figures do not always sum exactly to the associated total because of rounding.

a . . . . .
The race/ethnicity variables are mutually exclusive categories.
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Table TA.6. Unadjusted and Adjusted OLS Models Predicting Children's Brigance Scores by Children’s Preschool Experiences for the
Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample and the 2018 Kindergarten Class

Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample 2018 K Class
Lower-Income
Subgroup,
Unadjusted Adjusted with Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls
Preschool experience [reference is Big Lift preschool]
Non-Big Lift preschool 10.76*** 3.04*** 2.65*** 10.99*** 2.03*
(0.42) (0.46) (0.57) (0.67) (0.74)
No preschool —3.41*** —6.90*** —7.34*** —4.21%* —7.56***
(0.59) (0.54) (0.67) (0.94) (0.86)
Preschool unknown —-0.81 -3.08** -5.37* —-0.61 —4.83**
(0.69) (0.97) (2.43) (1.11) (1.67)
Child age (months) -0.26*** -0.21** -0.22**
(0.04) (0.07) (0.07)
Child gender [reference is male]
Female 2.29*** 1.72%* 1.48**
(0.32) (0.46) (0.51)
Missing 3.73* 0.42 na
(1.58) (4.49)
Home language [reference is English]
Language other than English -3.70*** —4.37** —3.44**
(0.39) (0.59) (0.62)
Missing -3.20 —4.72 na
(3.78) (6.36)
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Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample

2018 K Class

Lower-Income

Subgroup,
Unadjusted Adjusted with Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls
Assessed in Spanish —4.41*** -3.72*** -5.08***
(0.62) (0.73) (1.07)
Not assessed in Spanish or English -2.55 -2.44 -5.89
(2.16) (3.29) (3.61)
Race/ethnicity [reference is White/Caucasian non-Hispanic]
Hispanic —-1.40* -0.75 —3.35***
(0.57) (1.11) (0.90)
Black/African-American non-Hispanic 1.65 3.45 —2.12
(1.57) (2.27) (2.61)
Asian/Native Hawaiian/other Pacific 4.68*** 5.21* 3.54**
Islander non-Hispanic
(0.58) (1.17) (0.92)
Other race 4.46** 6.19*** 5.29***
(0.83) (1.77) (1.23)
Missing -1.87 -0.60 —4.77~
(1.24) (1.98) (2.64)
Family income [reference is $10,000 or less]
$10,001-$25,000 1.62* 1.88** 1.17
(0.71) (0.69) (1.17)
$25,001-$50,000 3.1 3.62*** 1.89~
(0.69) (0.68) (1.12)
$50,001-$100,000 4.22%** na 5.71***

(0.77)
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Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample 2018 K Class

Lower-Income

Subgroup,
Unadjusted Adjusted with Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls
$100,001-$150,000 5.44*** na 5.51***
(0.88) (1.43)
More than $150,000 8.85*** na 8.54***
(0.88) (1.41)
Missing 4.70** na 3.49*
(0.80) (1.31)
Mother age at child birth [reference is mother age > 20]
Teen mom -3.30*** -2.85%* -3.89**
(0.80) (0.86) (1.26)
Missing -1.27~ -1.02 -1.15
(0.68) (0.95) (1.13)
Parents in the home [reference is single-parent home]
Two-parent home -0.25 —-0.90 -0.44
(0.46) (0.55) (0.74)
Missing 0.84 -0.49 1.84
(0.84) (1.02) (1.29)
Parent education [reference is less than high school diploma]
High school diploma/GED 1.06~ 0.88 0.28
(0.59) (0.65) (0.96)
Associate’s degree 2.23* 2.79* -0.29
(0.74) (0.91) (1.22)
Bachelor's degree (or higher) 5.26*** 2.64* 3.96***
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Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample 2018 K Class

Lower-Income

Subgroup,
Adjusted with  Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with
Predictor Controls Controls Model Controls
(0.71) (0.93) (1.16)
Missing 0.37 -1.68 0.46
(1.07) (1.51) (1.65)
Kindergarten class [reference is 2016 K class]
2017 K class -11.94 5.21 na
(8.72) (12.72)
2018 K class —24.55 8.62 na
(17.23) (25.12)
District [reference is CUSD]
JESD 2.71** 2.86** 2.43*
(0.67) (1.02) (1.15)
LHPUSD 8.05*** 7.26** 4.01
(1.65) (2.30) (2.98)
SSFUSD 1.29~ 0.40 2.37*
(0.67) (1.06) (1.18)
RCSD 2.69*** 3.15** 3.85%**
(0.66) (1.02) (1.06)
RVCSD —3.54%* -2.02 —2.55~
(0.91) (1.27) (1.41)
SBPSD 2.12** 0.87 3.92**
(0.80) (1.12) (1.26)
Assessment date 0.03 -0.01 0.06
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Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample

2018 K Class

Lower-Income

Subgroup,
Unadjusted Adjusted with Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls
(0.02) (0.03) (0.04)
Constant 85.61** —607.41 357.02 85.92** -1,217.84
(0.34) (487.71) (711.06) (0.53) (859.87)
Observations 6,802 6,802 2,943 2,605 2,605

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of Big Lift data.

NOTES: CUSD = Cabirillo Unified School District; LHPUSD = La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District; RCSD = Redwood City School District; RVCSD =
Ravenswood City School District; SBPSD = San Bruno Park School District. The lower-income subgroup consists of children from families with an annual income
of $50,000 or less.na = Variable excluded due to change in missingness from dropped observations, or it was not needed in the analysis because of subsample
used. ~p<0.1,*p<0.05 * p<0.01, ™ p <0.001. For the OLS models, the coefficients are raw, unstandardized point estimates with standard errors in
parentheses. For the logistic regression and ordered logistic regression, the coefficients are presented as odds ratios with standard errors in parentheses.
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Table TA.7. Unadjusted and Adjusted Logistic Regression Models Predicting the Likelihood That Children Would Score Average or
Above on the Brigance by Children’s Preschool Experiences for the Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample and the 2018 Kindergarten
Class

Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample 2018 K Class

Lower-Income

Subgroup,
Unadjusted Adjusted with  Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls
Preschool experience [reference is Big Lift preschool]
Non-Big Lift preschool 3.46*** 1.38** 1.32* 3.70** 1.35%
(0.21) (0.11) (0.13) (0.36) (0.17)
No preschool 0.70*** 0.38*** 0.32%** 0.57*** 0.31***
(0.06) (0.04) (0.04) (0.08) (0.05)
Preschool unknown 0.87 0.52*** 0.38~ 0.92 0.46*
(0.09) (0.09) (0.22) (0.14) (0.14)
Child age (months) 0.97*** 0.97* 0.98~
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Child gender [reference is male]
Female 1.33%* 1.19* 1.23*
(0.08) (0.10) (0.11)
Missing 1.82¢ 0.75 na
(0.49) (0.66)
Home language [reference is English]
Language other than English 0.58*** 0.57*** 0.55***
(0.04) (0.06) (0.06)
Missing 0.72 0.84 na
(0.44) (0.87)
Assessed in Spanish 0.48*** 0.54*** 0.61*
(0.06) (0.08) (0.13)
Not assessed in Spanish or English 0.96 1.05 0.60
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Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample

2018 K Class

Lower-Income

25

Subgroup,
Unadjusted Adjusted with  Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls
(0.35) (0.63) (0.40)
Race/ethnicity [reference is White/Caucasian non-Hispanic]
Hispanic 0.75** 0.95 0.57***
(0.08) (0.18) (0.09)
Black/African-American non- 1.34 1.71 1.02
Hispanic
(0.35) (0.66) (0.45)
Asian/Native Hawaiian/other 1.83** 2.57 1.56*
Pacific Islander non-Hispanic
(0.19) (0.52) (0.27)
Other race 1.74%* 2.28* 1.91*
(0.27) (0.70) (0.47)
Missing 0.64* 0.70 0.70
(0.14) (0.26) (0.32)
Family income [reference is $10,000 or less]
$10,001-$25,000 1.36* 1.38* 1.30
(0.18) (0.18) (0.28)
$25,001-$50,000 1.71%* 1.79*** 1.38
(0.22) (0.23) (0.28)
$50,001-$100,000 1.96** na 2.34%**
(0.27) (0.52)
$100,001-$150,000 2.39** na 2.04**
(0.38) (0.53)
More than $150,000 3.99%* na 3.26%**
(0.67) (0.87)
Missing 1.91% na 1.66*



Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample

2018 K Class

Lower-Income

Subgroup,
Unadjusted Adjusted with  Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls
(0.28) (0.40)
Mother age at child birth [reference is mother age > 20]
Teen mom 0.59*** 0.62** 0.53*
(0.09) (0.11) (0.14)
Missing 0.83 0.80 0.79
(0.10) (0.14) (0.16)
Parents in the home [reference is single-parent home]
Two-parent home 0.92 0.83~ 0.87
(0.07) (0.08) (0.12)
Missing 1.11 0.93 1.12
(0.17) (0.17) (0.26)
Parent education [reference is less than high school diploma]
High school diploma/GED 1.12 1.10 1.00
(0.12) (0.14) (0.18)
Associate’s degree 1.30* 1.30 0.73
(0.17) (0.21) (0.16)
Bachelor's degree (or higher) 1.89*** 1.37~ 1.54*
(0.24) (0.23) (0.32)
Missing 1.29 0.99 1.23
(0.25) (0.30) (0.37)
Kindergarten class [reference is 2016 K class]
2017 K class 1.20 18.23 na
(1.86) (41.86)
2018 K class 1.16 224.95 na
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Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample

2018 K Class

Lower-Income

Subgroup,
Unadjusted Adjusted with  Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls
(3.55) (1,020.02)
District [reference is CUSD]
JESD 1.35* 1.48* 1.30
(0.16) (0.29) (0.28)
LHPUSD 2.78*** 2.46* 1.79
(0.81) (0.96) (0.96)
SSFUSD 1.03 1.05 1.15
(0.13) (0.21) (0.25)
RCSD 1.41** 1.59* 1.53*
(0.17) (0.31) (0.30)
RVCSD 0.54*** 0.78 0.49*
(0.10) (0.20) (0.14)
SBPSD 1.26 1.38 1.63*
(0.18) (0.34) (0.38)
Assessment Date 1.00 0.99 1.01
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01)
Observations 6,802 6,802 2,943 2,605 2,605

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of Big Lift data.

NOTES: CUSD = Cabirillo Unified School District; LHPUSD = La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District; RCSD = Redwood City School District; RVCSD =
Ravenswood City School District; SBPSD = San Bruno Park School District. na = Variable excluded due to change in missingness from dropped observations, or it
was not needed in the analysis because of subsample used. The lower-income subgroup consists of children from families with an annual income of $50,000 or
less. ~p<0.1,*p<0.05 ** p<0.01, ** p <0.001. For the OLS models, the coefficients are raw, unstandardized point estimates with standard errors in
parentheses. For the logistic regression and ordered logistic regression, the coefficients are presented as odds ratios with standard errors in parentheses.
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Table TA.8. Unadjusted and Adjusted Logistic Regression Models Predicting Being Read to Every Day by Children’s Preschool
Experiences for the Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample and the 2018 Kindergarten Class

Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample 2018 K Class
Lower-Income
Subgroup,
Adjusted with
Adjusted with Demographic Adjusted with
Predictor Unadjusted Model Controls Controls Unadjusted Model Controls
Preschool experience [reference is Big Lift preschool]
Non-Big Lift preschool 2.83* 117 1.1 3.47% 1.43*
(0.21) (0.11) (0.14) (0.42) (0.23)
No preschool 1.03 0.82~ 0.91 1.12 0.96
(0.11) (0.10) (0.14) (0.20) (0.18)
Preschool unknown 0.56 0.61 0.94 na@ na@
(0.30) (0.34) (0.72)
Child age (months) 0.97** 0.97* 0.97*
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Child gender [reference is male]
Female 1.03 1.04 0.91
(0.07) (0.11) (0.10)
Missing 1.31 1.64 na
(1.07) (1.39)
Home language [reference is English]
Language other than 0.58*** 0.63*** 0.60***
English
(0.05) (0.08) (0.08)
Missing na na na
Assessed in Spanish 0.68* 0.81 0.57~
(0.11) (0.15) (0.18)
Not assessed in Spanish 1.17 1.03 1.22
or English
(0.53) (0.69) (0.83)
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Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample 2018 K Class
Lower-Income
Subgroup,
Adjusted with
Adjusted with Demographic Adjusted with
Predictor Unadjusted Model Controls Controls Unadjusted Model Controls
Race/ethnicity [reference is White/Caucasian non-Hispanic]
Hispanic 0.66*** 1.16 0.63**
(0.07) (0.28) (0.11)
Black/African-American 0.57~ 115 0.88
non-Hispanic
(0.19) (0.55) (0.49)
Asian/Native
Hawaiian/other Pacific 0.49*** 1.15 0.42%**
Islander non-Hispanic
(0.05) (0.29) (0.07)
Other race 0.69* 1.15 0.48**
(0.10) (0.42) (0.11)
Missing 0.90 1.48 1.11
(0.21) (0.59) (0.56)
Family income [reference is $10,000 or less]
$10,001-$25,000 0.86 0.86 0.92
(0.13) (0.13) (0.24)
$25,001-$50,000 0.82 0.83 0.75
(0.12) (0.12) (0.18)
$50,001-$100,000 0.85 na 0.91
(0.13) na (0.23)
$100,001-$150,000 1.03 na 1.02
(0.18) (0.29)
More than $150,000 1.52% na 1.50
(0.26) (0.42)
Missing 1.16 na 1.31
(0.20) (0.37)
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Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample 2018 K Class

Lower-Income

Subgroup,
Adjusted with
Adjusted with Demographic Adjusted with
Predictor Unadjusted Model Controls Controls Unadjusted Model Controls
Mother age at child birth [reference is mother age > 20]
Teen mom 1.03 1.04 0.88
(0.18) (0.21) (0.26)
Missing 1.36* 1.59* 1.09
(0.18) (0.31) (0.25)
Parents in the home [reference is single-parent home]
Two-parent home 117~ 1.10 0.93
(0.11) (0.13) (0.15)
Missing 1.11 1.05 0.89
(0.21) (0.25) (0.27)
Parent education [reference is less than high school diploma]
High school diploma/GED 1.33~ 1.47* 1.25
(0.20) (0.25) (0.31)
Associate’s degree 1.48* 1.84** 1.29
(0.26) (0.39) (0.37)
Bachelor's degree (or 3 Q3% 2 54*+* 2.79%**
higher) : . .
(0.50) (0.54) (0.76)
Missing 1.71* 0.86 1.42
(0.46) (0.37) (0.63)
Kindergarten class [reference is 2016 K class]
2017 K class 2.80 5.88 na
(4.97) (16.44)
2018 K class 6.71 30.51 na
(23.54) (168.59)
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Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample

2018 K Class

Lower-Income

Subgroup,
Adjusted with
Adjusted with Demographic Adjusted with
Predictor Unadjusted Model Controls Controls Unadjusted Model Controls
District [reference is CUSD]
JESD 0.61*** 0.89 0.73
(0.08) (0.22) (0.16)
LHPUSD 1.40 1.81 1.51
(0.42) (0.86) (0.81)
SSFUSD 0.65** 1.09 0.72
(0.09) (0.27) (0.17)
RCSD 0.93 1.47 1.04
(0.12) (0.36) (0.21)
RVCSD 0.56* 0.82 0.48~
(0.13) (0.26) (0.18)
SBPSD 0.80 0.97 0.97
(0.12) (0.31) (0.23)
Assessment date 1.00 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.01) (0.01)
Observations 5,787 5,785 2,703 2,234 2,234

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of Big Lift data.
NOTES: CUSD = Cabirillo Unified School District; LHPUSD = La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District; RCSD = Redwood City School District; RVCSD =
Ravenswood City School District; SBPSD = San Bruno Park School District. na = Variable excluded due to change in missingness from dropped observations, or it
was not needed in the analysis because of subsample used. The lower-income subgroup consists of children from families with an annual income of $50,000 or
less. ~p<0.1, p<0.05 ** p<0.01, ** p <0.001. For the OLS models, the coefficients are raw, unstandardized point estimates with standard errors in
parentheses. For the logistic regression and ordered logistic regression, the coefficients are presented as odds ratios with standard errors in parentheses.

a All 12 children in the “Preschool unknown” group have the same outcome (not read to daily) and were dropped from the model because of collinearity.

b Two observations were dropped because of collinearity between the outcome and covariates.
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Table TA.9. Unadjusted and Adjusted OLS and Logistic Regression Models Predicting Children’s Brigance Outcomes by Number of
Years of Big Lift Preschool for the Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample and the 2018 Kindergarten Class (Big Lift Preschool Participants

Only)
Pooled 2017 and 2018 Kindergarten Class Sample 2018 K Class
oLs Logistic Regression oLs Logistic Regression
Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls
Preschool experience [reference is attended one year of Big Lift preschool]
Attended two years of 3.60** 3.92* 1.60" 1.92 3.20 4,12 1.53* 1.90*
Big Lift preschool
(0.78) (0.77) (0.20) (0.28) (1.09) (1.03) (0.26) (0.37)
Child age (months) —0.56*** 0.92*** —0.44** 0.93*
(0.12) (0.02) (0.16) (0.03)
Child gender [reference is male]
Female 0.46 0.89 0.03 0.83
(0.72) (0.12) (1.01) (0.15)
Missing na na na na
Home language [reference is English]
Language other than —2.84* 0.59** 277" 0.61*
English
(0.95) (0.10) (1.29) (0.14)
Missing na na na na
Assessed in Spanish -3.63** 0.52** —4.09** 0.74
(1.11) (0.13) (1.57) (0.22)
Not assessed in Spanish _3.06 na _129 na
or English
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Pooled 2017 and 2018 Kindergarten Class Sample

2018 K Class

oLs Logistic Regression oLs Logistic Regression
Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls
(8.70) (12.47)
Race/ethnicity [reference is White/Caucasian non-Hispanic]
Hispanic -3.23~ 0.68 -3.56 0.49
(1.83) (0.22) (2.89) (0.25)
Ec';‘ka/ggg’r?iZ'Ame”ca” 5.05 0.90 025 0.52
(4.44) (0.69) (6.91) (0.67)
Asian/Native
Hawaiian/other Pacific 3.86~ 2.01* 3.68 1.30
Islander non-Hispanic
(1.98) (0.69) (3.13) (0.72)
Other race 6.91* 2.74~ 13.10** 3.90
(3.04) (1.54) (4.55) (3.35)
Missing -6.87~ 0.15~ -15.37* na
(3.97) (0.17) (7.79)
Family income [reference is $10,000 or less]
$10,001-$25,000 1.02 1.05 0.46 1.09
(1.21) (0.25) (1.68) (0.35)
$25,001-$50,000 2.81* 1.17 1.01 1.15
(1.21) (0.28) (1.67) (0.36)
$50,001-$100,000 4.08* 1.38 5.25* 2.07~
(1.49) (0.39) (2.04) (0.78)
$100,001-$150,000 2.58 1.41 4.82 1.66
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Pooled 2017 and 2018 Kindergarten Class Sample

2018 K Class

oLs Logistic Regression oLs Logistic Regression
Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls
(2.98) (0.76) (4.50) (1.30)
More than $150,000 9.73 0.48 12.48 0.74
(7.22) (0.65) (9.16) (1.14)
Missing 2.68 1.07 2.38 1.46
(1.67) (0.35) (2.18) (0.59)
Mother age at child birth [reference is mother age > 20]
Teen mom -3.88** 0.63 —2.96 1.09
(1.44) (0.18) (2.08) (0.41)
Missing -1.12 0.68 -2.39 0.67
(1.49) (0.20) (2.34) (0.30)
Parents in the home [reference is single-parent home]
Two-parent home -1.12 0.88 -0.78 0.85
(0.89) (0.14) (1.23) (0.19)
Missing 0.33 0.97 2.04 0.97
(1.59) (0.29) (2.18) (0.39)
Parent education [reference is less than high school diploma]
;gg;‘;?g‘l’z'lj 1.02 1.31 0.61 113
(0.95) (0.25) (1.31) (0.28)
Associate’s degree 1.06 1.26 0.91 0.78
(1.42) (0.33) (2.01) (0.29)
Bachelor's degree (or 4.18** 2.11** 3.42 1.89~
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Pooled 2017 and 2018 Kindergarten Class Sample 2018 K Class
oLs Logistic Regression oLs Logistic Regression
Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls
higher)
(1.52) (0.60) (2.15) (0.72)
Missing -1.12 1.42 -0.07 1.39
(2.45) (0.64) (2.78) (0.69)
Kindergarten class [reference is 2016 K class]
2017 K class -16.95 0.03 na na
(18.76) (0.12)
District [reference is CUSD]
JESD 4.68** 1.83~ 4.46~ 1.58
(1.72) (0.65) (2.54) (0.81)
LHPUSD 9.66** 3.82* 7.79 3.03
(3.27) (2.26) (5.24) (2.81)
SSFUSD 2.35 1.20 0.93 1.04
(1.77) (0.43) (2.64) (0.55)
RCSD 4.91* 2.05* 5.25* 2.30~
(1.58) (0.69) (2.30) (1.09)
RVCSD 0.95 1.36 0.46 0.99
(2.23) (0.63) (3.03) (0.63)
SBPSD 2.98 1.66 3.50 1.74
(1.94) (0.65) (2.85) (0.98)
Assessment Date —-0.05 0.99 0.00 1.00
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Pooled 2017 and 2018 Kindergarten Class Sample

2018 K Class

oLs Logistic Regression oLs Logistic Regression
Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls
(0.05) (0.01) (0.08) (0.01)
Constant 83.04*** 1,122.92 na na 83.39"** 1,11.34
(0.54) (1,111.21) (0.84) (1,736.61)
Observations 1,174 1,174 1,174 1,172 631 631 631 627°

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of Big Lift data.

NOTES: CUSD = Cabirillo Unified School District; LHPUSD = La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District; RCSD = Redwood City School District; RVCSD =
Ravenswood City School District; SBPSD = San Bruno Park School District. na = Variable excluded due to change in missingness from dropped observations, or it
was not needed in the analysis because of subsample used. ~p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. For the OLS models, the coefficients are raw,
unstandardized point estimates with standard errors in parentheses. For the logistic regression and ordered logistic regression, the coefficients are presented as

odds ratios with standard errors in parentheses.
@ Two observations were dropped due to collinearity between the outcome and covariates.
b Four observations were dropped due to collinearity between the outcome and covariates.
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Table TA.10. Unadjusted and Adjusted Logistic Regression Models Predicting Being Read to Every Day by Number of Years of Big Lift
Preschool for the Pooled Kindergarten Class Sample and the 2018 Kindergarten Class (Big Lift Preschool Participants Only)

Pooled Kindergarten Class

Sample 2018 K Class
Unadjusted Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Model Controls

Preschool experience [reference is attended one year of Big Lift preschool]

Attended two years of Big Lift

preschool 0.90 0.99 0.97 0.97
(0.16) (0.19) (0.23) (0.26)
Child age (months) 0.98 1.00
(0.03) (0.04)
Child gender [reference is male]
Female 0.84 0.94
(0.15) (0.24)
Missing na na
Home language [reference is English]
Language other than English 0.64* 0.47*
(0.14) (0.15)
Missing na na
Assessed in Spanish 0.48* 0.62
(0.17) (0.31)
Not assessed in Spanish or English na na

Race/ethnicity [reference is White/Caucasian non-Hispanic]

Hispanic 1.91 2.33
(0.88) (1.53)
Black/African-American non-Hispanic 1.06 3.75
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Pooled Kindergarten Class

Sample 2018 K Class
Unadjusted Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Model Controls
(1.36) (5.43)
Asian/Native H?waiign/other Pacific 1.40 0.64
Islander non-Hispanic
(0.68) (0.47)
Other race 2.95~ 1.32
(1.92) (1.27)
Missing 1.73 24 .54~
(1.68) (42.74)
Family income [reference is $10,000 or less]
$10,001-$25,000 0.83 0.77
(0.25) (0.33)
$25,001-$50,000 0.85 0.53
(0.21) (0.23)
$50,001-$100,000 0.85 0.91
(0.31) (0.45)
$100,001-$150,000 0.52 0.58
(0.35) (0.59)
More than $150,000 1.14 1.84
(1.57) (2.88)
Missing 1.09 0.94
(0.49) (0.52)
Mother age at child birth [reference is mother age > 20]
Teen mom 1.51 0.92
(0.52) (0.48)
Missing 1.88~ 2.04
(0.66) (1.16)

Parents in the home [reference is single-parent home]
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Pooled Kindergarten Class

Sample 2018 K Class
Unadjusted Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Model Controls
Two-parent home 1.22 1.00
(0.28) (0.31)
Missing 0.54 0.57
(0.28) (0.36)
Parent education [reference is less than high school diploma]
High school diploma/GED 0.64~ 0.49"
(0.17) (0.17)
Associate’s degree 1.28 1.39
(0.45) (0.65)
Bachelor's degree (or higher) 2.52* 2.73"
(0.88) (1.32)
Missing 0.73 0.40
(0.50) (0.33)
Kindergarten class [reference is 2016 K class]
2017 K class 0.01 na
(0.04)
District [reference is CUSD]
JESD 1.37 11.92*
(0.70) (14.36)
LHPUSD 1.87 28.12*
(1.42) (41.50)
SSFUSD 1.20 7.08
(0.62) (8.68)
RCSD 1.83 8.07~
(0.89) (9.63)
RVCSD 1.39 5.44
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Pooled Kindergarten Class

Sample 2018 K Class
Unadjusted Adjusted with Unadjusted Adjusted with

Predictor Model Controls Model Controls
(0.97) (7.70)
SBPSD 1.37 5.53
(0.78) (6.88)
Assessment date 0.99 0.98
(0.01) (0.02)
Observations 961 960 542 5412

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of Big Lift data.

NOTES: CUSD = Cabirillo Unified School District; LHPUSD = La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District; RCSD = Redwood City School District; RVCSD =
Ravenswood City School District; SBPSD = San Bruno Park School District. na = Variable excluded due to change in missingness from dropped observations, or it
was not needed in the analysis because of subsample used. ~p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001. For the OLS models, the coefficients are raw,
unstandardized point estimates with standard errors in parentheses. For the logistic regression and ordered logistic regression, the coefficients are presented as
odds ratios with standard errors in parentheses.

@ One observation was dropped because of collinearity between the outcome and covariates.
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Table TA.11. Distribution of the Preschool Groups in the Pooled 2016 and 2017 Kindergarten Class Follow-Up Sample, and by
Kindergarten Class

Pooled 2016 and 2017 K Class Follow-

Up Sample 2017 K Class Follow-Up Sample 2016 K Class Follow-Up Sample
Percentage of Percentage of Percentage of
the Original K the Original the Original
Number of % ofthe Classes That Number of % ofthe 2017 K Class Number of % ofthe 2016 K Class
Children Sample Remains Children Sample  That Remains Children Sample  That Remains
Big Lift preschool 922 27.2 84.2 604 28.6 78.0 318 24.8 90.9
No Big Lift preschool 2,472 72.8 804 1,517 71.8 78.7 964 75.2 84.1
Non-Big Lift 1,741 51.3 815 1,055 50.0 79.3 686 53.5 85.2
preschool
No preschool 461 13.6 81.2 264 12.5 79.3 197 15.4 83.8
Non-Big Lift 270 7.9 73.1 189 8.9 71.9 81 6.3 76.4
preschool unknown
Total 3,394 100.0 80.1 2,112 100.0 78.2 1,282 100.0 85.7

SOURCE: SMCOE database; kindergarten entry forms.
NOTE: The sample consists of children from the 2016 and 2017 K classes in the Cohorts 1 and 2 districts. Disaggregated figures do not always sum exactly to the
associated total because of rounding.
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Table TA.12. Demographic Characteristics for the Pooled 2016 and 2017 Kindergarten Class
Follow-Up Sample

Pooled 2016 and Non-Big
2017 K Class Big Lift Lift
Characteristic Follow-Up Sample Preschool Preschool No Preschool
Child age (years) 5.6 55 5.6 55
Child gender
Female 47.7 47.9 47.4 53.4
Male 48.6 51.6 49.9 46.2
Missing 3.7 0.4 26 0.4
Race/ethnicity?
Hispanic 46.4 75.4 31.8 46.6
Black/African-American non-Hispanic 1.2 1.1 1.4 0.4
White/Caucasian non-Hispanic 13.6 4.8 20.9 6.5
g?;ré/gar:g/ﬁ_:ia;v;:gfcn/other Pacific 28.6 16.2 343 375
Other 4.8 1.6 6.9 4.6
Missing 54 1.0 4.6 43
Home language
English 47.9 231 61.5 43.2
Not English 51.9 76.7 38.4 56.8
Missing 0.3 0.2 0.1 0.0
Mother age at child birth
Younger than 20 (teen mom) 3.9 6.9 24 4.8
Older than 20 80.9 87.0 86.0 90.0
Missing 15.3 6.1 11.5 5.2
Parents in the home
Two-parent home 70.0 69.6 781 76.1
Single-parent home 16.9 24.8 14.2 19.5
Missing 13.1 55 7.7 43
Parent education
Less than high school degree 10.7 21.5 5.2 13.9
High school diploma/GED 30.6 51.4 20.8 41.2
Associate’s degree 12.8 12.5 13.5 17.4
Bachelor's degree (or higher) 34.9 13.4 54.0 24.5
Missing 11.0 1.2 6.5 3.0
Family income
Less than $10,000 7.3 12.7 4.5 10.4
$10,001-$25,000 15.4 31.7 8.6 16.1
$25,001-$50,000 221 37.5 15.7 26.7
$50,001-$100,000 14.6 10.2 17.3 19.5
$100,001-$150,000 10.0 1.3 16.1 10.2
More than $150,000 12.1 0.4 22.4 3.3
Missing 18.5 6.2 15.3 13.9
Number of children 3,394 922 1,741 461

SOURCE: SMCOE database; kindergarten entry forms.
NOTES: Disaggregated figures do not always sum exactly to the associated total because of rounding.

a . . . . .
The race/ethnicity variables are mutually exclusive categories.
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Table TA.13. Distribution of F&P Reading Scores at the End of Kindergarten for the Pooled 2016
and 2017 and Kindergarten Class Follow-Up Sample

Non-Big Lift
Full Sample Big Lift Preschool Preschool No Preschool
Number Number Number Number
of of of of

Level Children % Children % Children % Children %
AA 334 9.8 122 13.2 102 5.9 72 15.6
A 444 131 131 14.2 188 10.8 81 17.6
B 717 211 231 251 320 18.4 112 243
Cc 610 18.0 165 17.9 311 17.9 75 16.3
D 610 18.0 131 14.2 382 21.9 61 13.2
E 193 5.7 36 3.9 124 71 20 4.3
F 130 3.8 42 4.6 71 4.1 9 2.0
G 92 2.7 23 25 56 3.2 7 1.5
H 52 1.5 7 0.8 39 22 4 0.9
I 60 1.8 8 0.9 43 25 6 1.3
J 34 1.0 8 0.9 22 1.3 2 04
K 24 0.7 5 0.5 16 0.9 2 0.4
L 26 0.8 5 0.5 15 0.9 4 0.9
M 17 0.5 1 0.1 12 0.7 3 0.7
N 48 1.4 6 0.7 38 22 3 0.7
) 2 0.1 0 0.0 2 0.1 0 0.0
P 1 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total 3,394 100.0 922 100.0 1,741 100.0 461 100.0

SOURCE: SMCOE database.
NOTE: The sample consists of children from the 2016 and 2017 K classes in the Cohort 1 and 2 districts. Included in

the full sample numbers are 270 children with unknown preschool experiences. Disaggregated figures do not always
sum exactly to the associated total because of rounding.
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Table TA.14. Distribution of F&P Reading Scores at the Start of First Grade for the Pooled 2016
and 2017 Kindergarten Class Follow-Up Sample

Full Sample Big Lift Preschool Non-Big Lift Preschool No Preschool
Number of Number of Number of Number of

Level Children % Children % Children % Children %
AA 458 13.5 178 19.3 144 8.3 99 21.5
A 369 10.9 131 14.2 137 7.9 58 12.6
B 551 16.2 179 19.4 229 13.2 82 17.8
Cc 418 12.3 119 12.9 205 11.8 66 14.3
D 365 10.8 79 8.6 222 12.8 34 7.4
E 310 9.1 81 8.8 178 10.2 33 7.2
F 252 7.4 58 6.3 145 8.3 30 6.5
G 177 5.2 36 3.9 110 6.3 16 35
H 159 4.7 28 3.0 114 6.5 13 2.8
I 109 3.2 11 1.2 83 4.8 8 1.7
J 77 23 7 0.8 62 3.6 7 1.5
K 49 1.4 3 0.3 39 22 4 0.9
L 36 1.1 5 0.5 24 1.4 4 0.9
M 33 1.0 1 0.1 25 1.4 6 1.3
N 23 0.7 4 0.4 18 1.0 1 0.2
O 6 0.2 2 0.2 4 0.2 0 0.0
P 2 0.1 0 0.0 2 0.1 0 0.0
Total 3,394 100.0 922 100.0 1,741 100.0 461 100.0

SOURCE: SMCOE database.
NOTE: The sample consists of children from the 2016 and 2017 K classes in the Cohort 1 and 2 districts. Included in

the full sample numbers are 270 children with unknown preschool experiences. Disaggregated figures do not always
sum exactly to the associated total because of rounding.
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Table TA.15. Distribution of F&P Reading Scores at the End of Kindergarten for the 2017

Kindergarten Class Follow-Up Sample

Non-Big Lift
Full Sample Big Lift Preschool Preschool No Preschool

Number of % Number of % Number of % Number of %
Level Children Children Children Children
AA 182 8.6 72 11.9 54 5.1 27 10.2
A 232 11.0 76 12.6 88 8.3 41 15.5
B 417 19.7 137 22.7 175 16.6 71 26.9
Cc 398 18.8 116 19.2 193 18.3 44 16.7
D 419 19.8 89 14.7 266 25.2 40 15.2
E 139 6.6 30 5.0 88 8.3 12 45
F 87 4.1 29 4.8 44 42 8 3.0
G 67 3.2 19 31 37 3.5 5 1.9
H 29 1.4 6 1.0 18 1.7 3 1.1
I 36 1.7 5 0.8 24 2.3 6 23
J 29 1.4 7 1.2 18 1.7 2 0.8
K 18 0.9 5 0.8 12 1.1 0 0.0
L 15 0.7 5 0.8 6 0.6 2 0.8
M 16 0.8 1 0.2 12 1.1 2 0.8
N 26 1.2 6 1.0 19 1.8 1 0.4
) 1 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0
P 1 0.0 1 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0
Total 2,112 100 604 100 1,055 100 264 100

SOURCE: SMCOE database.

NOTE: The sample consists of children from 2017 K class in the Cohort 1 and 2 districts. Included in the full sample
numbers are 189 children with unknown preschool experiences. Disaggregated figures do not always sum exactly to
the associated total because of rounding.
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Table TA.16. Distribution of F&P Reading Scores at the Start of First for the 2017 Kindergarten

Class Follow-Up Sample

Non-Big Lift
Full Sample _Big Lift Preschool Preschool No Preschool
Number Number Number Number

of of of of
Level Children % Children % Children % Children %
AA 260 12.3 108 17.9 77 7.3 47 17.8
A 203 9.6 76 12.6 68 6.4 32 121
B 363 17.2 121 20.0 141 13.4 58 22.0
Cc 265 12.5 78 12.9 128 12.1 40 15.2
D 227 10.7 48 7.9 141 13.4 20 7.6
E 208 9.8 59 9.8 119 11.3 16 6.1
F 174 8.2 44 7.3 99 9.4 17 6.4
G 111 5.3 24 4.0 65 6.2 10 3.8
H 103 4.9 18 3.0 75 7.1 7 2.7
I 63 3.0 10 1.7 43 4.1 5 1.9
J 46 22 5 0.8 35 3.3 5 1.9
K 27 1.3 2 0.3 20 1.9 2 0.8
L 27 1.3 5 0.8 18 1.7 3 1.1
M 20 0.9 1 0.2 16 1.5 2 0.8
N 8 0.4 3 0.5 5 0.5 0 0.0
) 6 0.3 2 0.3 4 0.4 0 0.0
P 1 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.1 0 0.0
Total 2,112 100 604 100 1,055 100 264 100

SOURCE: SMCOE database.
NOTE: The sample consists of children from the 2017 K class in the Cohort 1 and 2 districts. Included in the full

sample numbers are 189 children with unknown preschool experiences. Disaggregated figures do not always sum
exactly to the associated total because of rounding.
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Table TA.17. Unadjusted and Adjusted OLS Models Predicting Children’s F&P Scores at the End of Kindergarten and the Start of First
Grade by Children’s Preschool Experiences for the Pooled 2016 and 2017 Follow-Up Sample

End of Kindergarten

Start of First Grade

Lower- Lower- Early
Income Income Testers
Subgroup, Subgroup, Only,
Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted Adjusted with with Unadjusted Adjusted with with with
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls Controls Controls
Preschool experience [reference is Big Lift preschool]
Non-Big Lift preschool 1.00%** 0.1 0.21 1.78*** 0.45** 0.45** 0.40*
(0.11) (0.13) (0.14) (0.13) (0.14) (0.16) (0.16)
No preschool -0.19 -0.45** -0.42* 0.15 -0.27 -0.33~ -0.43*
(0.15) (0.16) (0.17) (0.18) (0.17) (0.20) (0.19)
Preschool unknown -0.08 -0.51~ -0.52 0.22 0.17 -0.15 0.11
(0.19) (0.27) (0.56) (0.21) (0.30) (0.64) (0.33)
Child age (months) 1.33*** 1.21%** 1.40%** 1.37*** 1.43***
(0.15) (0.20) (0.17) (0.23) (0.19)
Child gender [reference is male]
Female 0.18* -0.11 0.22* 0.07 -0.05
(0.09) (0.12) (0.10) (0.12) (0.13)
Missing 0.58 0.25 0.31 0.02 -0.08
(0.40) (0.93) (0.43) (1.03) (1.06)
Home language [reference is English]
Language other than English -0.06 0.01 -0.21~ -0.24 -0.43**
(0.11) (0.15) (0.12) (0.15) (0.17)
Missing 0.83 3.43* 0.30 3.11* 2.85~
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End of Kindergarten

Start of First Grade

Lower- Lower- Early
Income Income Testers
Subgroup, Subgroup, Only,
Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted Adjusted with with Unadjusted Adjusted with with with
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls Controls Controls
(0.88) (1.32) (0.96) (1.58) (1.51)
Race/ethnicity [reference is White/Caucasian non-Hispanic]
Hispanic -0.17 -0.22 -0.33~ -0.50* -0.32
(0.16) (0.27) (0.18) (0.25) (0.31)
Black/African-American non- -0.00 -0.17 -0.10 -0.39 -0.07
Hispanic
(0.44) (0.51) (0.48) (0.55) (0.58)
Asian/Native Hawaiian/other 0.56*** 0.56~ 0.74*** 0.43~ 0.79*
Pacific Islander non-Hispanic
(0.17) (0.28) (0.18) (0.26) (0.32)
Other race 0.03 0.04 0.31 -0.07 0.21
(0.25) (0.47) (0.27) (0.39) (0.54)
Missing -0.03 0.11 —-0.01 -0.14 0.13
(0.34) (0.45) (0.37) (0.48) (0.52)
Family income [reference is $10,000 or less]
$10,001-$25,000 0.23 0.24 0.45* 0.46* 0.54*
(0.20) (0.18) (0.22) (0.20) (0.25)
$25,001-$50,000 0.34~ 0.40* 0.69** 0.74** 0.68**
(0.20) (0.18) (0.22) (0.20) (0.24)
$50,001-$100,000 0.64** na 0.92*** na 1.02%*
(0.22) (0.25) (0.28)
$100,001-$150,000 0.56* na 1.05%** na 1.31%
(0.25) (0.27) (0.31)
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End of Kindergarten

Start of First Grade

Lower- Lower- Early
Income Income Testers
Subgroup, Subgroup, Only,
Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted Adjusted with with Adjusted with with with
Predictor Model Controls Controls Controls Controls Controls
More than $150,000 1.12% na 1.70%* na 1.76**
(0.26) (0.28) (0.32)
Missing 1.07** na 1.27*%** na 1.36***
(0.23) (0.25) (0.28)
Mother age at child birth [reference is mother age > 20]
Teen mom -0.27 —-0.38~ -0.33 —0.44~ -0.47~
(0.24) (0.23) (0.26) (0.26) (0.29)
Missing 0.01 -0.34 -0.09 -0.56* 0.11
(0.19) (0.23) (0.21) (0.26) (0.23)
Parents in the home [reference is single-parent home]
Two-parent home 0.10 -0.03 0.16 -0.05 0.1
(0.13) (0.14) (0.14) (0.16) (0.16)
Missing 0.19 —-0.04 0.08 -0.17 -0.00
(0.25) (0.26) (0.27) (0.30) (0.31)
Parent education [reference is less than high school diploma]
High school diploma/GED 0.34* 0.32* 0.38* 0.30 0.29
(0.17) (0.16) (0.18) (0.18) (0.20)
Associate’s degree 0.27 0.44* 0.47* 0.35 0.46~
(0.20) (0.22) (0.22) (0.26) (0.25)
Bachelor's degree (or higher) 0.86*** 0.31 1.00%** 0.54* 0.85***
(0.20) (0.23) (0.22) (0.26) (0.24)
Missing -0.31 -0.62 -0.28 -1.11* -0.48
(0.31) (0.41) (0.34) (0.46) (0.38)
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End of Kindergarten

Start of First Grade

Lower- Lower- Early
Income Income Testers
Subgroup, Subgroup, Only,
Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted Adjusted with with Unadjusted Adjusted with with with
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls Controls Controls
Kindergarten class [reference is 2017 K class]
2016 K class 3.27* 1.61 5.81%** 5.99*** 0.37
(1.48) (1.67) (0.91) (1.37) (1.67)
District [reference is CUSD]
JESD -0.08 -0.41~ 0.27 0.09 0.20
(0.18) (0.24) (0.19) (0.24) (0.19)
LHPUSD 1.47%* 1.80*** 2.84*** 2.86*** 2.66***
(0.44) (0.49) (0.48) (0.53) (0.47)
SSFUSD 0.21 0.26 0.54** 0.31 0.38~
(0.18) (0.25) (0.19) (0.24) (0.20)
RCSD 0.52** 0.52* 0.57* 0.04 0.81*
(0.19) (0.25) (0.25) (0.32) (0.34)
RVCSD 0.01 0.12 -0.61* —0.54 -0.69*
(0.27) (0.34) (0.30) (0.36) (0.30)
SBPSD 0.11 -0.85* 0.13 —1.12** 0.42
(0.26) -0.41~ (0.30) (0.41) (0.36)
Assessment Date 0.01* 0.01 0.02*** 0.02*** 0.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Constant 2.86*** —217.20* -128.27 2.98*** —-370.08*** —394.17** -51.18
(0.09) (84.89) (96.63) (0.10) (56.34) (83.08) (99.30)
Observations 3,394 3,394 1,519 3,394 3,394 1,519 2,552

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of Big Lift data.

NOTES: CUSD = Cabirillo Unified School District; LHPUSD = La Honda-Pescadero Unified School District; RCSD = Redwood City School District; RVCSD =
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Ravenswood City School District; SBPSD = San Bruno Park School District. The lower-income subgroup consists of children from families with an annual income
of $50,000 or less. na = Variable excluded due to change in missingness from dropped observations, or it was not needed in the analysis. ~p < 0.1, * p < 0.05,
**p<0.01, *** p <0.001. For the OLS models, the coefficients are raw, unstandardized point estimates with standard errors in parentheses.
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Table TA.18. Unadjusted and Adjusted OLS Models Predicting Children’s F&P Scores at the End of Kindergarten and the Start of First
Grade by Children’s Preschool Experiences for the 2017 Kindergarten Class Only Follow-Up Sample

End of Kindergarten Start of First Grade
Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted
Predictor Model with Controls Model with Controls
Preschool experience [reference is Big Lift preschool]
Non-Big Lift preschool 0.86*** 0.04 1.62%* 0.49**
(0.14) (0.17) (0.15) (0.18)
No preschool -0.19 —0.35~ -0.02 -0.12
(0.20) (0.20) (0.22) (0.22)
Preschool unknown -0.28 -0.40 0.08 0.45
(0.23) (0.36) (0.25) (0.38)
Child age (months) 1.16*** 1.23**
(0.20) (0.21)
Child gender [reference is male]
Female 0.19~ 0.12
(0.12) (0.12)
Missing 0.20 0.93
(2.66) (2.83)
Home language [reference is English]
Language other than English -0.12 -0.25~
(0.14) (0.15)
Missing -2.49 -3.88
(2.67) (2.84)
Race/ethnicity [reference is White/Caucasian non-Hispanic]
Hispanic -0.19 —-0.36~
(0.20) (0.22)
Black/African-American non-Hispanic -0.08 0.01
(0.53) (0.56)
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End of Kindergarten Start of First Grade

Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted
Predictor Model with Controls Model with Controls
Asian/Native Hawaiian/other Pacific 0.45* 0.67**
Islander non-Hispanic
(0.21) (0.22)
Other race -0.03 0.18
(0.31) (0.33)
Missing 0.20 1.43
(0.91) (0.97)
Family income [reference is $10,000 or less]
$10,001-$25,000 0.33 0.53*
(0.25) (0.27)
$25,001-$50,000 0.42~ 0.83**
(0.25) (0.26)
$50,001-$100,000 0.78** 0.87**
(0.28) (0.30)
$100,001-$150,000 0.49 0.80*
(0.32) (0.34)
More than $150,000 1.18*** 1.71%**
(0.32) (0.34)
Missing 0.91* 1.15%
(0.31) (0.33)
Mother age at child birth [reference is mother age>20]
Teen mom -0.08 -0.39
(0.29) (0.31)
Missing —-0.04 -0.24
(0.22) (0.24)

Parents in the home [reference is single-parent home]

Two-parent home 0.26 0.36*
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End of Kindergarten

Start of First Grade

Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted
Predictor Model with Controls Model with Controls
(0.17) (0.18)
Missing 0.20 0.28
(0.31) (0.33)
Parent education [reference is less than high school diploma]
High school diploma/GED 0.37~ 0.31
(0.21) (0.22)
Associate’s degree 0.06 0.26
(0.27) (0.28)
Bachelor's degree (or higher) 0.75** 0.95%**
(0.26) (0.28)
Missing -0.08 -0.28
(0.41) (0.43)
District [reference is CUSD]
JESD 0.06 0.14
(0.26) (0.27)
LHPUSD 1.83** 2.92%*
(0.64) (0.68)
SSFUSD 0.37 0.32
(0.27) (0.27)
RCSD 0.65** 0.93*
(0.24) (0.39)
RVCSD 0.13 -0.80*
(0.32) (0.34)
SBPSD 0.31 0.34
(0.31) (0.39)
Assessment date 0.00 0.01
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End of Kindergarten Start of First Grade

Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjusted
Predictor Model with Controls Model with Controls
(0.00) (0.00)
Constant 3.15%** —49.45 3.18*** -131.43
(0.11) (102.96) (0.12) (103.73)
Observations 2,112 2,112 2,112 2,112

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of Big Lift data.
NOTES: na = Variable excluded due to change in missingness from dropped observations, or it was not needed in the analysis because of subsample used.
~p<0.1,*p<0.05 **p<0.01, ** p<0.001. For the OLS models, the coefficients are raw, unstandardized point estimates with standard errors in parentheses.
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Table TA.19. Distribution of the Preschool Groups in the 2016 Kindergarten Class Follow-Up

Sample
% of the Original
Number of 2016 Class That
Children % of the Sample Remains
Big Lift preschool 286 25.2 81.7
No Big Lift preschool 847 74.8 73.9
Non-Big Lift preschool 606 53.5 75.3
No preschool 167 14.7 711
Non-Big Lift preschool 74 6.5 69.8
unknown
Total 1,133 100.0 75.7

SOURCE: SMCOE database.
NOTE: The sample consists of children from the 2016 K class in the Cohort 1 districts. Disaggregated figures do not
always sum exactly to the associated total because of rounding.
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Table TA.20. Demographic Characteristics for the 2016 Kindergarten Class Follow-Up Sample

2016 K Class Follow- Non-Big Lift

Characteristic Up Sample Big Lift Preschool Preschool No Preschool
Child age (years) 5.5 5.4 5.6 5.5
Child gender

Female 449 47.6 46.2 53.9

Male 455 51.0 47.2 46.1

Missing 9.6 14 6.6 0.0
Race/ethnicity?

Hispanic 40.5 73.8 29.5 38.3

Black/African-American non- 10 14 1.2 0.0

Hispanic ' ' ' '

White/Caucasian non-Hispanic 9.3 3.5 13.9 6.0

Asian/Native Hawaiian/other 30.9 18.2 37.3 419

Pacific Islander non-Hispanic ’ ' ) '

Other 47 1.4 6.8 4.8

Missing 13.7 1.7 11.4 9.0
Home language

English 48.7 24.8 59.9 45.5

Not English 50.6 74.5 39.9 54.5

Missing 0.7 0.7 0.2 0.0
Parent country of birth

United States 222 13.3 29.4 21.0

Outside United States 55.2 58.7 56.4 66.5

Missing 22.6 28.0 14.2 12.6
Mother age at child birth

Teen mom 2.8 8.4 0.8 1.8

Older than 20 83.3 88.1 86.6 95.2

Missing 13.9 35 12.5 3.0
Parents in the home

Two-parent home 705 68.5 76.7 78.4

Single-parent home 16.7 26.6 13.2 19.8

Missing 12.8 4.9 10.1 1.8
Parent education

Less than high school degree 10.1 227 5.3 9.6

High school diploma/GED 205 49.7 21.1 36.5

Associate’s degree 13.7 10.8 15.0 19.8

Bachelor's degree (or higher) 34.9 15.4 49.0 31.1

Missing 11.9 1.4 9.6 3.0
Family income

Less than $10,000 57 11.2 35 7.2
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2016 K Class Follow- Non-Big Lift

Characteristic Up Sample Big Lift Preschool Preschool No Preschool
$10,001-$25,000 14.8 31.8 8.3 15.0
$25,001-$50,000 253 43.4 19.0 28.7
$50,001-$100,000 11.5 5.9 14.2 14.4
$100,001-$150,000 10.7 0.3 17.0 9.6
More than $150,000 8.3 0.0 14.5 3.0
Missing 23.7 7.3 23.6 22.2

Number of children 1133 286 606 167

SOURCE: SMCOE database; kindergarten entry forms.

* The race/ethnicity variables are mutually exclusive categories. Disaggregated figures do not always sum exactly to
the associated total because of rounding.

58



Table TA.21. Distribution of F&P Reading Scores at the End of Kindergarten for the 2016
Kindergarten Class Follow-Up Sample

Full Sample Big Lift Preschool Non-Big Lift Preschool No Preschool
Number of Number of Number of Number of
Level Children % Children % Children % Children %
AA 119 10.5 43 15.0 32 5.3 36 216
A 184 16.2 47 16.4 91 15.0 32 19.2
B 271 23.9 86 30.1 128 21.1 37 22.2
C 197 17.4 45 15.7 111 18.3 27 16.2
D 169 14.9 39 13.6 102 16.8 19 11.4
E 47 4.2 6 2.1 31 5.1 6 36
F 40 35 12 4.2 25 4.1 1 0.6
G 25 2.2 4 14 19 3.1 2 1.2
H 19 1.7 1 0.4 17 2.8 1 0.6
' 20 1.8 2 0.7 16 26 0 0.0
J 0.4 1 0.4 4 0.7 0 0.0
K 0.4 0 0.0 3 0.5 2 1.2
L 10 0.9 0 0.0 8 1.3 2 1.2
M 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0
N 21 1.9 0 0.0 18 3.0 2 1.2
0 1 0.1 0 0.0 1 0.2 0 0.0
Total 1,133 100.0 286 100.0 606 100.0 167 100.0

SOURCE: SMCOE database.

NOTE: The sample consists of children from the 2016 K classes in the Cohort 1 districts. Included in the full sample
numbers are 74 children with unknown preschool experiences. Disaggregated figures do not always sum exactly to
the associated total because of rounding.
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Table TA.22. Distribution of F&P Reading Scores at the Start of First Grade for the 2016
Kindergarten Class Follow-Up Sample

Full Sample Big Lift Preschool Non-Big Lift Preschool No Preschool
Number of Number of Number of Number of

Level Children % Children % Children % Children %
AA 165 14.56 63 22.03 53 8.75 41 24.55
A 139 12.27 48 16.78 57 9.41 22 13.17
B 170 15.00 53 18.53 79 13.04 20 11.98
C 141 12.44 39 13.64 70 11.55 23 13.77
D 119 10.50 24 8.39 71 11.72 12 7.19
E 92 8.12 21 7.34 51 8.42 17 10.18
F 69 6.09 13 4.55 43 7.10 9 5.39
G 62 5.47 11 3.85 43 7.10 5 2.99
H 53 4.68 10 3.50 36 5.94 6 3.59
' 40 3.53 1 0.35 34 5.61 3 1.80
J 29 2.56 2 0.70 25 413 2 1.20
K 22 1.94 1 0.35 19 3.14 2 1.20
L 9 0.79 0 0.00 6 0.99 1 0.60
M 10 0.88 0 0.00 6 0.99 4 240
N 12 1.06 0 0.00 12 1.98 0 0.00
0 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0.00
P 1 0.09 0 0.00 1 0.17 0 0.00
Total 1,133 100.00 286 100.00 606 100.00 167 100.00

SOURCE: SMCOE database.
NOTE: The sample consists of children from the 2016 K classes in the Cohort 1 districts. Included in the full sample

numbers are 74 children with unknown preschool experiences. Disaggregated figures do not always sum exactly to
the associated total because of rounding.
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Table TA.23. Distribution of F&P Reading Scores at the End of First Grade for the 2016
Kindergarten Class Follow-Up Sample

Full Sample Big Lift Preschool Non-Big Lift Preschool No Preschool
Number of Number of Number of Number of

Level Children % Children % Children % Children %
AA 10 0.9 6 2.1 2 0.3 2 1.2
A 29 26 8 2.8 15 25 5 3.0
B 46 4.1 16 5.6 16 26 10 6.0
Cc 88 7.8 31 10.8 39 6.4 11 6.6
D 52 4.6 22 7.7 17 2.8 9 54
E 59 5.2 20 7.0 23 3.8 12 7.2
F 83 7.3 22 7.7 39 6.4 14 8.4
G 103 9.1 26 9.1 55 9.1 15 9.0
H 112 9.9 21 7.3 63 10.4 16 9.6
I 143 12.6 35 12.2 79 13.0 22 13.2
J 90 7.9 22 7.7 49 8.1 13 7.8
K 80 71 13 4.5 55 9.1 9 54
L 62 5.5 15 5.2 40 6.6 6 3.6
M 68 6.0 14 4.9 39 6.4 12 7.2
N 52 4.6 11 3.8 32 5.3 6 3.6
O 20 1.8 1 0.3 16 2.6 2 1.2
P 16 1.4 2 0.7 9 1.5 3 1.8
Q 10 0.9 1 0.3 9 1.5 0 0.0
R 9 0.8 0 0.0 8 1.3 0 0.0

1 0.1 0 0.0 1 0.2 0 0.0
Total 1,133 100.0 286 100.0 606 100.0 167 100.0

SOURCE: SMCOE database.

NOTE: The sample consists of children from the 2016 K classes in the Cohort 1 districts. Included in the full sample
numbers are 74 children with unknown preschool experiences. Disaggregated figures do not always sum exactly to
the associated total because of rounding.
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Table TA.24. Distribution of F&P Reading Scores at the Start of Second Grade for the 2016
Kindergarten Class Follow-Up Sample

Full Sample Big Lift Preschool Non-Big Lift Preschool No Preschool
Number of Number of Number of Number of
Level Children % Children % Children % Children %
AA 8 0.7 4 1.4 2 0.3 1 0.6
A 16 1.4 6 21 6 1.0 3 1.8
B 32 2.8 16 5.6 6 1.0 5 3.0
Cc 28 25 9 3.1 10 1.7 6 3.6
D 43 3.8 18 6.3 13 21 8 4.8
E 58 5.1 21 7.3 25 4.1 8 4.8
F 62 5.5 19 6.6 24 4.0 12 7.2
G 91 8.0 26 9.1 46 7.6 14 8.4
H 98 8.6 22 7.7 45 7.4 22 13.2
I 138 12.2 37 12.9 73 12.0 17 10.2
J 116 10.2 30 10.5 68 11.2 16 9.6
K 134 11.8 27 9.4 83 13.7 13 7.8
L 115 10.2 23 8.0 76 12.5 13 7.8
M 78 6.9 12 4.2 49 8.1 13 7.8
N 51 4.5 9 3.1 32 5.3 9 54
o 28 25 4 1.4 18 3.0 4 24
P 11 1.0 2 0.7 8 1.3 1 0.6
Q 16 1.4 1 0.3 5 0.8 0 0.0
R 13 1.1 0 0.0 10 1.7 2 1.2
S 2 0.2 0 0.0 2 0.3 0 0.0
T 3 0.3 0 0.0 3 0.5 0 0.0
u 1 0.1 0 0.0 1 0.2 0 0.0
\ 1 0.1 0 0.0 1 0.2 0 0.0
Total 1,133 100.0 286 100.0 606 100.0 167 100.0

SOURCE: SMCOE database.

NOTE: The sample consists of children from the 2016 K classes in the Cohort 1 districts. Included in the full sample
numbers are 74 children with unknown preschool experiences. Disaggregated figures do not always sum exactly to
the associated total because of rounding.

62



Table TA.25. Unadjusted and Adjusted OLS Models Predicting Children’s F&P Scores at the End of Kindergarten, Start of First Grade,
End of First Grade, and Start of Second Grade by Children’s Preschool Experiences for the 2016 Kindergarten Class Only Follow-Up

Sample

End of Kindergarten

Start of First Grade

End of First Grade

Start of Second Grade

Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls
Preschool experience [reference is Big Lift preschool]
Non-Big Lift preschool 1.34%* 0.19 2.19%** 0.22 1.72%* -0.17 1.99*** 0.40
(0.19) (0.23) (0.23) (0.26) (0.28) (0.32) (0.26) (0.30)
No preschool 0.00 -0.59* 0.59~ —-0.56~ 0.51 —-1.06** 0.71* —-0.60~
(0.26) (0.27) (0.31) (0.30) (0.37) (0.37) (0.35) (0.35)
Preschool unknown 0.29 -0.59 0.54 -0.10 0.54 -1.14~ -0.04 -0.28
(0.35) (0.48) (0.41) (0.55) (0.50) (0.68) (0.46) (0.64)
Child age (months) 1.73%* 1.78*** 1.07** 1.24%**
(0.26) (0.30) (0.37) (0.35)
Child gender [reference is male]
Female 0.11 0.37* 0.12 0.40~
(0.16) (0.18) (0.22) (0.21)
Missing 0.65 0.80 1.24 1.17
(0.61) (0.69) (0.85) (0.80)
Home language [reference is English]
Language other than English -0.02 -0.10 0.15 —0.09
(0.19) (0.22) (0.27) (0.25)
Missing 1.33 0.93 1.13 2.26~
(0.91) (1.03) (1.28) (1.21)
Race/ethnicity [reference is White/Caucasian non-Hispanic]
Hispanic -0.25 -0.36 —-0.66 -0.31
(0.32) (0.36) (0.45) (0.42)
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End of Kindergarten Start of First Grade End of First Grade Start of Second Grade

Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls
Elizgg/rﬁl‘;rlcan—Amerlcan non- 006 —0.40 033 0.23
(0.83) (0.94) (1.16) (1.10)
Asian/Native Hawaiian/other . .
Pacific Islander non-Hispanic 0.52 0.74 045 1.03
(0.33) (0.37) (0.46) (0.44)
Other race -0.19 0.25 0.19 1.30*
(0.45) (0.50) (0.63) (0.59)
Missing -0.14 -0.44 0.07 0.05
(0.45) (0.51) (0.64) (0.60)
Family income [reference is $10,000 or less]
$10,001-$25,000 0.23 0.54 0.85 0.69
(0.37) (0.42) (0.52) (0.49)
$25,001-$50,000 0.25 0.45 0.94~ 0.87~
(0.36) (0.41) (0.50) (0.47)
$50,001—$100,000 0.68 1.27* 2.46*** 1.47*
(0.42) (0.48) (0.59) (0.56)
$100,001—$150,000 1.00* 1.55** 2.39** 1.48*
(0.44) (0.50) (0.62) (0.58)
More than $150,000 1.23** 1.60** 2.23*** 2.05**
(0.47) (0.54) (0.67) (0.63)
Missing 1.22** 1.39** 2.03*** 1.52**
(0.40) (0.45) (0.56) (0.53)
Parent county of birth [reference is parent born in United States]
Immigrant parent 0.30 0.27 —0.03 0.38
(0.22) (0.25) (0.31) (0.30)
Missing -0.11 -0.38 -0.88* -0.69~
(0.30) (0.34) (0.42) (0.40)
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End of Kindergarten Start of First Grade End of First Grade Start of Second Grade

Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls
Mother age at child birth [reference is mother age > 20]
Teen mom -0.47 -0.16 -0.41 -0.25
(0.47) (0.53) (0.65) (0.62)
Missing 0.28 0.57 -0.09 -0.39
(0.39) (0.44) (0.54) (0.52)
Parents in the home [reference is single-parent home]
Two-parent home —-0.46* —-0.54* —0.55~ -0.11
(0.22) (0.25) (0.31) (0.30)
Missing -0.12 -0.63 0.12 -0.03
(0.47) (0.53) (0.66) (0.62)
Parent education [reference is less than high school diploma]
High school diploma/GED 0.20 0.34 0.64 0.62
(0.29) (0.33) (0.41) (0.39)
Associate’s degree 0.54 0.87* 0.93~ 0.88~
(0.35) (0.40) (0.49) (0.47)
Bachelor's degree (or higher) 0.94** 1.06** 1.33** 1.26**
(0.33) (0.38) (0.47) (0.44)
Missing -0.67 -0.24 —-0.36 —-0.05
(0.54) (0.62) (0.76) (0.72)
District [reference is CUSD]
JESD -0.21 0.66* 0.69~ 0.83*
(0.26) (0.30) (0.36) (0.35)
LHPUSD 0.98 2.94** 0.49 0.40
(0.62) (0.70) (0.87) (0.82)
SSFUSD 0.26 0.80** —2.27** 0.55~
(0.27) (0.29) (0.38) (0.33)

65



End of Kindergarten

Start of First Grade

End of First Grade

Start of Second Grade

Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted Adjusted
Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with Unadjusted with
Predictor Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls Model Controls
Assessment date 0.04*** 0.02*** —0.04*** 0.04***
(0.01) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)
Constant 2.36*** —772.96*** 2.61*** —488.00*** 7.21%** 823.47*** 8.08*** —-821.03**
(0.16) (162.55) (0.19) (82.43) (0.23) (169.20) (0.21) (194.96)
Observations 1,133 1,133 1,133 1,133 1,133 1,133 1,133 1,133

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of Big Lift data.

NOTES: na = Variable excluded due to change in missingness from dropped observations, or it was not needed in the analysis because of subsample used.
~p<0.1,*p<0.05 **p<0.01, ** p<0.001. For the OLS models, the coefficients are raw, unstandardized point estimates with standard errors in parentheses.
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Table TA.26. Unadjusted and Adjusted OLS Models Predicting Children’s F&P Scores at the Start of First and Second Grades by
Children’s Summer Experiences for the BLIS Samples

Pooled Rising First-Grade BLIS Sample

Rising Second-Grade BLIS Sample

Lower- Lower-
Income Income
Subgroup: Subgroup:
Unadjusted Adjusted with Adjusted with Unadjusted  Adjusted with Adjusted
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls with Controls
Preschool experience [reference BLIS program]
Non-BLIS program 0.64*** 0.04 —-0.06 1.22%* 0.72** 0.61~
(0.16) (0.17) (0.20) (0.25) (0.26) (0.32)
No summer program -0.02 -0.24~ -0.31* 0.30 0.10 0.08
(0.13) (0.13) (0.13) (0.21) (0.21) (0.23)
Unknown summer program -1.07** -0.87* -1.05** -1.50~ -1.18 —-0.61
(0.34) (0.34) (0.40) (0.86) (0.82) (0.99)
Pretest score 0.78*** 0.74** 0.77** 0.60*** 0.59*** 0.65***
(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.03)
Child age 0.59*** 0.60** 0.81** 0.79**
(0.17) (0.19) (0.25) (0.30)
Child gender [reference is male]
Female -0.02 0.1 0.27~ 0.37~
(0.10) (0.12) (0.16) (0.20)
Missing -0.30 0.20 na na
(0.42) (0.49) na na
Home language [reference is English]
Language other than English -0.16 -0.19 -0.04 -0.19
(0.12) (0.14) (0.19) (0.22)
Missing na na na na
Race/ethnicity [reference is White non-Hispanic]
Hispanic -0.09 0.16 0.39 1.01*
(0.20) (0.24) (0.35) (0.43)
Black/African-American non-Hispanic 0.01 0.09 0.52 1.57~
(0.48) (0.52) (0.73) (0.86)
,ll-\sian/Native H?waiign/other Pacific 0.43* 073 1,354+ 1.88%*
slander non-Hispanic
(0.20) (0.24) (0.34) (0.43)
Other race 0.55~ 0.69~ 1.64* 2.05*
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Pooled Rising First-Grade BLIS Sample

Rising Second-Grade BLIS Sample

Lower- Lower-
Income Income
Subgroup: Subgroup:
Unadjusted Adjusted with Adjusted with Unadjusted  Adjusted with Adjusted
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls with Controls
(0.29) (0.38) (0.58) (0.78)
Missing 0.12 0.53 0.67 245
(1.03) (1.14) (1.50) (1.85)
Family income [reference is $10,000 or less]
$10,001-$25,000 0.10 0.10 0.30 0.33
(0.24) (0.23) (0.38) (0.38)
$25,001-$50,000 0.38~ 0.39~ 0.00 -0.02
(0.23) (0.22) (0.35) (0.36)
$50,001-$100,000 0.52* 0.54* 0.30 0.12
(0.25) (0.24) (0.38) (0.39)
$100,001-$150,000 0.53~ na 0.40 na
(0.28) (0.42)
More than $150,000 0.75* na 0.65 na
(0.30) (0.46)
Missing 0.51~ na -0.28 na
(0.29) (0.45)
Mother age at child birth [reference is mother age > 20]
Teen mom -0.11 -0.11 -0.11 -0.25
(0.28) (0.29) (0.42) (0.45)
Missing -0.20 -0.09 -0.39 —-0.28
(0.21) (0.24) (0.31) (0.39)
Parents in the home [reference is single-parent home]
Two-parent home 0.1 0.05 0.21 0.30
(0.14) (0.15) (0.22) (0.24)
Missing —-0.64* -0.79* -0.14 0.18
(0.29) (0.31) (0.46) (0.52)
Parent education [reference is less than high school diploma]
High school diploma/GED 0.17 0.09 -0.26 -0.18
(0.22) (0.22) (0.33) (0.36)
Associate’s degree 0.41~ 0.25 -0.10 -0.20
(0.25) (0.26) (0.38) (0.42)
Bachelor's degree (or higher) 0.47~ 0.31 0.00 -0.04
(0.24) (0.26) (0.37) (0.41)
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Pooled Rising First-Grade BLIS Sample

Rising Second-Grade BLIS Sample

Lower- Lower-
Income Income
Subgroup: Subgroup:
Unadjusted Adjusted with Adjusted with Unadjusted  Adjusted with Adjusted
Predictor Model Controls Controls Model Controls with Controls
Missing 0.65~ 0.52 -0.14 -1.10
(0.37) (0.42) (0.59) (0.72)
District [reference is JESD]
SSFUSD -0.17 -0.28* 1.47*** 1.43**
(0.12) (0.14) (0.20) (0.24)
Assessment date 0.03*** 0.03*** 0.05*** 0.04***
(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Days between F&P assessments 0.00 0.00 —0.04*** -0.02**
(0.00) (0.00) (0.01) (0.01)
Kindergarten class [reference is 2016 K class]
2017 K class —11.64*** -11.80*** na na
(2.12) (2.47)
Constant 0.98*** —680.75** —691.42%* 4.22%* —1,023.89*** —948.61***
(0.12) (122.05) (142.40) (0.24) (184.86) (230.70)
Observations 1,544 1,544 1,102 980 980 677

SOURCE: Authors’ analysis of Big Lift data.

NOTES: na = Variable excluded due to change in missingness from dropped observations, or it was not needed in the analysis because of subsample used.
~p<0.1,*p<0.05 *p<0.01, *** p <0.001. For the OLS models, the coefficients are raw unstandardized point estimates with standard errors in parentheses.
For the logistic regression and ordered logistic regression, the coefficients are presented odds ratios with standard errors in parentheses.
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