Office of the Superintendent of Schools
MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Rockville, Maryland

October 1, 2002

MEMORANDUM

To: Members of the Board of Education

From: Jerry D. Weast, Superintendent of Schools

Subject: Improvements in Student Reading in Kindergarten and First Grade

Significantly more students—especially those who are most heavily affected by poverty and
English language development—are acquiring foundational reading skills in kindergarten and
text reading skills in Grade 1 as a result of teachers and principals using a more rigorous
curriculum, enhanced program implementation, and ongoing professional development. The
gains in foundational reading skills in kindergarten, which are being achieved to various degrees
among al racial and ethnic groups, are being sustained in Grade 1 as more students keep pacein
achieving higher-level skillsin reading text

These are the mgor findings of two ongoing studies that are part of an effort to chronicle the
academic development of nearly 16,000 students who were part of the first group of children to
benefit from the kindergarten reforms implemented two years ago (2000-2001) and the second
group of students who completed kindergarten last year (2001-2002), including those who were
enrolled in full-day kindergarten. The first group of children are now in second grade this year,
and their experience last year as first graders provides emerging trend data that underscore the
potential for long-term advancements in student academic performance, especially in the schools
most heavily affected by poverty.

The growing impact of poverty is an important factor in the development and implementation of
the kindergarten reforms and the expansion of full-day kindergarten. The attendance areas of the
56 schools that now have full-day kindergarten also have 81 percent of all elementary school
participation in the federal meals program systemwide and 71 percent of the county’s English
language learners. The heaviest concentrations of the poor among all racial and ethnic groups
also are located in these schools.

There is much more to be done. One immediate step is the implementation this fall of a phonics
supplement in kindergarten through Grade 2 in the 18 federally funded Title | schools for
students who need extra foundational skill development, especially those learning English as a
second language. Other efforts will concentrate on improvements in oral language instruction
for English language learners and increased focus on underperforming students, including those
in specia education. In the meantime, there is much that already has been accomplished. The
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hard work by teachers, instructional assistants, reading teachers, principals, and early childhood
program staff is clearly showing significant dividends in the pursuit of higher, more rigorous
standards for what students are expected to know and be able to do in reading by the end of
kindergarten and first grade in the Montgomery County Public Schools.

In fact, the findings from an initial, landmark kindergarten study released a year ago were
confirmed by a second evaluation review that focused on previous Head Start students and made
like-group comparisons with other schools for the first time. The review compared the
performance of Head Start students in the origina 17 full-day kindergarten schools in the
2000-2001 school year with the performance that year of other Head Start students from two
groups of schools with half-day kindergarten. The findings show that the Head Start students in
the full-day program significantly outperformed their peers in the other two school groups. For
example, 50 percent of Hispanic students in Head Start in the original group achieved the
benchmark in all four foundational reading skills, compared to just 32 percent in the first group
of schools and 10 percent in the second group. Similar gains also were noted for al racial and
ethnic groups. The second review findings are important because the lower-performing schools
in the comparison are those that received the second and third phase of the full-day kindergarten
expansion, underscoring the necessity of continuing to expand the program into schools with
high levels of poverty and underachievement.

Overall, the two studies looked at three major areas. the second-year implementation of the
kindergarten initiative, the effects of the enhanced full-day kindergarten program in targeted
schools, and the sustained reading benefit in Grade 1.

The studies produced seven key findings:

e The acquisition of foundational reading skills improved in the second year of the
kindergarten initiative, with better-prepared teachers producing better-prepared
kindergarten students. The gain was significant for al groups of students. For example,
62 percent of African American students in the second year achieved the foundational
reading skill benchmark, compared to 49 percent in the first year.

e The gain in acquiring the highest reading level in kindergarten (text reading) was
significant. The percentage of students systemwide at or above the foundational skill
level (i.e., reading text) improved from just 11 percent in the fall to 61 percent in the
spring. All racial and ethnic groups made such gains, with African American and
Hispanic students gaining the most during the year and helping to narrow the gap with
Asian American and white students.

e The benefit of attaining foundational reading skills in kindergarten was sustained and
enhanced in Grade 1, with 84 percent of the first-year kindergarten students achieving
“early fluency” or “fluency” in reading skills by the end of Grade 1 and 60 percent of the
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students attaining the more rigorous Grade 1 requirement of the text reading benchmark
that includes a measure for reading comprehension.

e The sustained benefit of the first full-day kindergarten program helped African American
and Hispanic students attain the text reading benchmark in Grade 1 at or above the
average for al African American and Hispanic students in Grade 1 systemwide. For
example, 51 percent of African American students from the first full-day kindergarten
class achieved the Grade 1 benchmark, compared to 49 percent of al African American
students in first grade systemwide. Similarly, 48 percent of students participating in the
Free and Reduced-price Medls System (FARMS) from the first full-day kindergarten
attained the Grade 1 benchmark, compared to 45 percent of FARMS students
systemwide in Grade 1.

e Overdll, the attainment of the text reading benchmark in Grade 1 was lower for the first
full-day kindergarten students, as a group, compared to all first grade students because of
the significant impact of oral language deficiencies among students in the English for
Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) program and their heavier concentration in the first
full-day kindergarten class.

e The ora language deficiencies among ESOL students were most evident in the second
year of the full-day kindergarten implementation, when the assessment was expanded to
include oral language skill levels as part of the foundational reading measurement.

e The second year of full-day kindergarten confirmed the earlier finding that the greatest
rate of improvement during the year for students in FARMS and ESOL occurred in full-
day kindergarten, compared to the half-day program, underscoring the value of the
extended learning opportunities for students impacted by poverty and/or learning English.

The foundational reading skills are those that prepare students for text reading, and they include
letter identification, print concepts, hearing and recording sounds, and word recognition. The
text reading skills include oral reading and fluency, as well as comprehension, in a manner that
also can be described as “reading proficiency.” The process of determining these skill levels
involves individual assessments for each student by the teacher. This past year, the assessments
in kindergarten were broadened to include determination of skills in phonemic awareness and
oral language, as part of the continued strengthening of the kindergarten curriculum.

Montgomery County’s kindergarten initiative is a multiyear plan that contains two distinct parts.
First, both the kindergarten curriculum and the teacher-training program were substantially
strengthened beginning in the spring of 2000. Second, a phased-in expansion of full-day
kindergarten was initiated, featuring a substantially reduced class size with a student to teacher
ratio of 15:1. Thisinitiative began with 17 schools in the 2000-2001 school year, expanded to 34
schools last year, and now involves 56 schools with the highest level of poverty. These same 56
schools also have class sizeratios of 17:1 in Grades 1 and 2.
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Initsthird year of implementation, the full-day kindergarten program includes extended time for
balanced literacy instruction, within a nurturing environment appropriate for the age group. The
instructional program includes reading, mathematics, social studies, art, music, and physical
education. Kindergarten teachers and elementary school principals are part of an ongoing
training program that reinforces the focus on accelerated reading and mathematics instruction.
(An ongoing study of student acquisition of mathematics skills in kindergarten is under way.)
The strengthened kindergarten curriculum features a written framework and schedule that
allocates specific blocks of time for sustained high-quality teaching. The kindergarten initiative,
in fact, provided the model for the ongoing improvements now under way to improve the
curriculum for al grade levels and the professional development program for al teachers and
principals.

The emerging results are impressive. The long-term advantage of this kind of achievement is
important in reaching the school system’s goal of reading proficiency by third grade and opening
the door to success in all other subject areas, particularly in writing and mathematics. For
example, the new opportunities for accelerated mathematics instruction in elementary school are
highly dependent on students reaching the reading proficiency levels that will give them the
chance to comprehend more advanced classroom instruction, books, and other materials. Such
reading proficiency will prepare them for even more success as they advance toward high school
in our county.

| will continue to keep you informed.
JDW:kmy

Attachments

Copy to:

Executive Staff
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EVALUATION OF THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
ASSESSMENT PROGRAM: KINDERGARTEN AND
GRADE 1 READING REPORT

Evduators  Jennifer Nielsen, Elizabeth Cooper-Martin, John Larson, Jocie Cogen,
Caral Dutil

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

During the 2000-01 school year, Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) launched
its Kindergarten Initigtive. This initiative served as a multifaceted drategy that expanded
ful-day kindergarten and reduced class Sze programs in kindergarten classrooms across
the county, revised the exising kindergarten curriculum, provided ongoing professond
development through the summer and the school year, and increased communication
between parents of kindergarten sudents and schools in an atempt to hdp sudents
acquire reading <kills. The desgn of the Kindergarten Initiative incdluded an evauative
component that is guided by the MCPS Assessment Program. This program uses system:
wide implementation of a locd, research-based assessment program in reading, to direct
future changes in the curriculum and professona development.

The following report detals four mgor findings  the continued progress of the
acquistion of reading skills of both year 1 and year 2 Kindergarten Initiative sudents, the
ful-day kindergarten benefit, the progress of year 1 Kindergarten Initiative sudents into
Grade 1, and evidence of an experience effect, better implementation in year 2 of the

program.

MCPS students continue to make progress in the acquigtion of reading skills in year 2 of
the Kindergarten Initiative. By the end of the year, 69 percent of Kindergarten Initiative
students were achieving benchmark performance levels in four Foundationd Skill Aress'.
In year 1 of the Initiative, 58 percent of students met this same benchmark, demongtrating
a nine percentage point increase in the number of students who achieved benchmark
performance leves in the foundational skill aress between year 1 and year 2. High-risk
students, who received Free and Reduced-price Meds (FARMS) only made the greatest
gains, with much work dill needing to be done for those students receiving English as a
Second Language (ESOL) and FARMS and only ESOL services.

The Kindergarten Initigtive has produced a full-day kindergarten benefit in both year 1
and 2 of the program. The full-day kindergarten benefit appears for both Head Start and
non-Head Stat dudents, with al racid/ethnic groups bendfiting smilarly from the full-
day kindergarten benefit. Partid evidence that the full-day kindergarten benefit is greater
for students mogt in need, as defined by risk group (ESOL/FARMYS) is found in non
Head students only.

! In year one of the Kindergarten Initiative, students were assessed on four Foundational Skill Areas. In
year two, studentswere assessed on six Foundational Skill Areas. For comparative purposes, only the four
Foundational Skill Areas common to both years one and two of the Initiative are discussed in this report.
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At the end of Grade 1, 84 percent of students were reading a the early fluent or fluent
levd and met the Grade 1 reading proficiency benchmark. Agan, while the mgority of
dudents across al risk levels were reading a the early fluent or fluent leved, only 51
percent of children in the ESOL and FARMS risk group were able to read text at these
leves. In tracking year on€'s kindergarteners into Grade 1, we found that success in
Grade 1 is clearly related to reading achievement in kindergarten. Seventy-Six percent of
sudents who achieved benchmark performance levels on dl four foundationd skill aress
in kindergarten were able to meet the reading proficiency benchmark in Grade 1.

Evidence of an experience effect has been found that shows that progress made in the
year 2 of the Initiative was even greater than the progress made in year 1. Year 2
Kindergarten Initiative teechers have the advantage of having more time to acquant
themsdves to the curriculum and the accompanying assessments, and experiencing an
additiond year of professonad development. As a result we can hope to see even greater
program successesin year 3 of this program.

Kindergarten Initiative students in both cohorts 1 and 2 have made progress while
atending kindergarten in Montgomery County Public Schools.  Prdiminary evidence of
sustained effects can be seen in Grade 1 progress. The children in cohorts 1 and 2 must
continue to be followed through subsequent years in the MCPS so that program
effectiveness can be examined and student successes can be shared with other counties
across the country.
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INTRODUCTION

Children who ae impoverished, culturd minorities, and learning English as a
second language are a a greater risk of academic failure than those students who do not
have these risk factors (Gordon & Yowel, 1994; Natridlo, McDill, & Pdlas, 1990;
Smith & O'Day, 1991). These children tend to have dgnificantly weeker literacy skills
upon entering kindergarten than students who do not have these risk factors (J.D. Weas,
personal communication, March 7, 2001). Bridges-Cline documented the prevaence of
this achievement gap in kindergarten classooms across Montgomery County during the
2000-01 school year (2001, March).

The Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) has pledged to narrow this gap
in student achievement by providing effective ingructiond programs ddivered by highly
traned and dedicated daff within a supportive learning community, both indde and
around our schools (MCPS, 1999). The introduction of Public Law 107-110, the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001, which demands that every student, regardless of race,
ethnicity, or povety levd, meet academic dandards in reading, math, and science
intengfied our countywide misson to narrow this gap in achievement and ensure success

for al MCPS students.

The Montgomey County Kindergarten Initiative

In soring 2000, MCPS curricula were examined in an atempt to find a solution
for narowing the gap. What we found was that the kindergarten curriculum lacked the
comprehensveness needed to accelerate the performance of al dudents in literacy and

mathemdatics. It gppeared that the weekly time dlocations for reading and mathematics in
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kindergarten programs across the county were insufficient in ddivering a consgent
rigorous curriculum to our sudents. At that time, it was dso very difficult for schools to
communicate with parents regarding ther children's peformance and grade-leve
expectations.

In response to these identified concerns, during the 2000-01 school year, MCPS
launched its Kindergarten Initigtive. This initiative served as a multifaceted Srategy that
revised the exiding kindergarten reading and mathematics curricula, introduced a
consistent assessment program, expanded full-day and reduced-class Sze programs in
kindergarten classsooms across the county, provided ongoing professond development
through the summer and the school year, and increased communicetion between parents
of kindergarten students and schools.

The redesgned kindergarten curriculum, based on a review of the literature,
included more time for baanced literacy indruction and emphasized sustained high-
quality teaching during the language arts time block. The revised curriculum equipped
each kindergarten classroom in the county with consstent core materials and assessments
that would be adminigtered during the fdl and spring. These assessments would make it
possble for teachers to monitor student progress closdy and to direct ther ingtructiond
efforts effectively toward the students with the greatest needs and weakest <ill areas. A
new reporting tool was developed and implemented to facilitate effective communication
regarding these assessments between schools and parents.  In addition, comprehensive
daff development was developed so that dl kindergarten teachers would receive training
to ensure that the revised curriculum, and the accompanying assessments, would be

ddivered consgently to our students county-wide. This training involved more than 400
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teachers and provided up to 100 hours of dtaff development per teacher, with a mgor
portion of this traning devoted to procedures for adminigering and scoring the
assessments.

During year one of the Kindergaten Initiative, full-day kindergarten programs
were offered in 17 dementay schools in Montgomery County, while the remaining
dementary schools offered haf-day kindergaten programs.  In the full-day kindergarten
classsooms, the student-tescher ratio was 15:1. In the haf-day kindergarten classrooms,
the average student-teacher ratios were 22:1 (White, 2002). The 17 elementary schools
that offered full-day kindergarten programs during year one of the Kindergarten Initiative
were those schools with the highest concentration of students who were academicaly
disadvantaged and economicaly deprived. Currently, 56 MCPS dementary schools offer
ful-day kindergarten programs, the initid 17 schools from year one, an additiona 17
schools that offered full-day kindergaten during year two of the Initigtive, and an
additiond 22 schools that are offering full-day kindergarten for the firgt time this school
year (year three). Agan, these schools were sdected to offer full-day kindergarten
programs because they had the highest concentration of students who were academicaly
disadvantaged and economicaly deprived (the origind 17 schools from year one), the
second highest concentration of sudents who were academicdly disadvantaged and
economicaly deprived (the next 17 added in year two) and the third highest
concentration of dudents who were academically disadvantaged and economicaly

deprived (the 22 schools added this school year, year three of the Kindergarten Initiative).
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MCPS Assessment Program

Kindergarten Assessments A primary god of the kindergarten reading curriculum is to
support dudents  acquistion of the beginning, foundationd reading skills that will ensure
rgpid trangtion into successful text reading as sudents progress into Grade 1. These
foundetional skills are letter knowledge, print concepts, ord language, phonemic
awareness, phonics, and word knowledge. Letter knowledge, the ability to identify
aphabet letters, is assessed based on students ability to name upper and lowercase letters
with the Letter Identification Assessment Tool. Print concepts, the ability to demongrate
book handling skills and print awareness concepts, is assessed based on students
understanding of how printed language works in books (eg., directiond movement, one
to one matching, book conventions such as the front and back of the book, etc.) with the
Concepts About Print Assessment Tool. Ord language, the ability to spesk clearly and
use a wide variety of words to convey idess effectively, is assessed based on students
control of ora language and grammaticad dructures, with the Record of Ord Language
Assessment Tool. Phonemic awareness, the ability to hear the digtinct sounds in spoken
words, is assessed based on students ability to separately articulate and manipulate the
sounds of a spoken word (eg., beginning sounds, rhyming, etc.) with the Phonemic
Awareness Assessment Tool.  Phonics, the ability to use knowledge of letter/sound
relationships to decode and write words, is assessed based on Sudents ability to
asociate and write letters for sounds heard in words in a dictated sentence with the
Hearing and Recording Sounds Assessment Tool.  Findly, word knowledge, the ability to
identify high frequency words in print and decode unknown words, is assessed based on

sudents' ability to read basic sght words by the Word Recognition Assessment Tool.

Office of Shared Accountability Page 6



For the purposes of evduating kindergarten students progress toward successful
reading, score ranges of “subgantid proficiency” were empiricaly esablished and
defined as benchmarks (Bridges-Cline, 2001, August). A summary of these foundationd
kills, their assessment scade range, and ther accompanying benchmark performance
levelsisdiglayed in Teble 1.

Table 1.
Foundationd Skills Area Assessments Scae Ranges and Benchmark Performance Levels

Assessment Scde Range | Benchmark Performance
Leveds

Year One Year Two Year One | Year Two
2000-01 2001-02 2000-01 2001-02

Earliest Reading Skill Aress

L etter Identification 0-54 0-54 45 + 45 +
Concepts About Print 0-16 0-16 13+ 13+
Ord Language Skill Aress
Record of Ord Language* -- 0-21 -- 13 +
Phonemic Awareness* -- 0-24 -- 14 +
More Advanced Reading Skill Areas
Hearing and Recording Sounds 0-14 0-15 8+ 9+
Word Recognition 0-22 0-25 8+ 11 +

* These <kill area assessments were added in 2001-02 and were not administered in
2000-01.

The second dep in the devdopmenta continuum is ealy text reading. Ord
reading/fluency, the ability to read text doud fluently and accurately, is assessed though
sudent’s ord reading accuracy and fluency by the Running Record Assessment Tool.
The Running Record Assessment Tool is administered individualy to esch dudent in the
class. The teacher first sdects a book from one of the various levds of difficulty and
then asks the student to read it doud. Errors in word recognition are recorded as the
student reads. If at least 90 percent of the words in the text are read correctly, the reading
dage that corresponds with that particular text is recorded. Each of the textbooks

correspond to one of four reading stages. Huent, Early Fuent, Upper Emergent, or Early
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Emergent. A detalled description of these reading levels can be found in Appendix 1. If
word recognition accuracy were less than 90 percent, the teacher would sdect a lower
leve text and repeated the process until the 90 percent criterion was met.

In kindergarten, there are five books listed on the Running Record that are part of
the kindergarten curriculum. These books levels one through five, one being the eases,
five being the mog difficult, provide text reading experiences for kindergarten students.
The running record alows teachers to monitor the progress of students as they approach
Grade 1 reading readiness. Some sudents may move beyond the kindergarten texts,
book level 5, and begin reading grade one texts. Based on findings presented by the
Office of Shared Accountability (OSA) (Bridges-Cline, 2001, August) and a review of
research based early childhood literacy programs, the Divison of Ealy Childhood
Programs and Services (DECPS) established the benchmark for kindergarten text reading
proficiency as students reading the level 3 book with an accuracy rate of 90 percent or

above.

Grade One Assessments Foundationd reading skill assessments were used in Grade 1 to
check on the skills that a student needs in order to become a strong, fluent reader and to
provide guidance for ingruction. For some of the tedts, a Grade 1 (G1) verson was
developed and used, in addition to the kindergarten (K) verson. For the assessment in
soring 2002, teachers were ingructed to give the following foundationa tests to students
a or bdow the Early Emergent stage. Record of Ord Language (G1), Concepts about
Print (G1), Letter Identification (G1), Hearing & Recording Sounds (K), and Phonemic

Awareness (K). For students at the Upper Emergent stage, teachers were ingdructed to
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give the following foundationa tests Record of Ord Language (Gl), Hearing &
Recording Sounds (G1), Phonemic Awareness (G1), and Word Recognition (G1).

The text reading levd was determined by the running record assessment for
Gradel. In giving this assessment individudly to each student in the dass, the teacher
first sedlected a book a 1 of 14 levels of difficulty and then asked the student to reed it
adoud. Errors in word recognition were recorded as the student read. If a least 90
percent of the words were read correctly, the student’s text level was one of four reading
stages associaed with that text: Fluent, Early Huent, Upper Emergent, or Early Emergent
(see Appendix 1). By convention in reporting these data, only the stage is reported, not
the levd of the book within a stage. If word recognition accuracy was less than 90
percent, the teacher sdected a lower levd text and repeated the procedure until the 90
percent criterion was met (White, 2002).

In the MCPS Assessment Program, reading comprehension is assessed by means
of both ord and written responses dicited from the student. In 2001-02, ord
comprehenson scores were obtained for students who read a text a the Early Emergent,
Upper Emergent and Early FHuent stages, the teacher asked the student three to six
questions (depending on the book) immediatdy after the student read the text. Ord
scores were optiond for students a the Fluent stage and were collected after completion
of the written comprehenson task, if the teacher fdt the written score was weak. The
written score was determined as follows. Following ord reading of a text, the teacher
provided the student with a response booklet containing two to five questions or prompts
to draw and write about the story or informationa text read. The student was allowed

aufficient time to complete the task. At the spring 2002 assessment, the written
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comprehenson score was obtained only for students who read a text a the Early Fluent
or Huent levedl. The Grade 1 proficiency benchmark for 2001-02 was reading Wibble-
Wobble, or a higher text level with an accuracy rate of 90 percent or higher, dong with a
score of 2 or 3 (i.e, with partial or essentid comprehension) on the written response. The
target text has a Reading Recovery leve of 14 and at the Early Huent levd.

In early June 2002, the Office of Curriculum and Ingructiona Programs (OCIP)
held a series of scoring sessons of the written responses for al Grade 1 teachers a a
centrd location. In each scoring sesson, groups of teachers were assgned to a specific
title, and each group received scoring training that was specific to that book. The OCIP
trainers firgd reviewed the content of the book and the comprehenson questions and
prompts. Then they reviewed and discussed modd papers illugtrating each of the score
points. There were four score points as follows 3, representing “essentid”
underdanding; 2, representing “patid”  understanding; 1, representing  “minima”
understanding; and O, representing “no” understanding or no response.  Scoring was
holistic, meaning that the student's responses to al of the questions and prompts were
taken into account. Finally, each student’s paper was scored by a least two teachers.
Generaly the first scorer was a teacher from the school that the student attended. If the
first two teachers disagreed on a paper, a third teacher scored it. Each score was recorded
on a daa reporting form.  All scores for each paper that recelved three scores were
entered into a database accessible by staff in the Office of Shared Accountability.

Rdiability of the written comprehension scores was andyzed and found to be
more than adequate for analyss a a sysem-wide level. Across the eight book titles a

the Ealy Huent or Huent levd (i.e, the only titles for which written comprehension
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scores were avalable in spring 2002), there was from 69 to 78 percent exact agreement
on the firg two scores. More than 99 percent of the first two scores were within one

score point of each other.
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THE ACQUISITION OF READING SKILLS FOR MCPS
KINDERGARTEN INITIATIVE STUDENTS

MCPS Kindergarten Initiative Students and their Acquisition of Reading Skills
A longitudind sudy was conceptudized during the deveopment of the Kindergarten
Initigtive to monitor the trends in academic progress of three successve cohorts of
kindergarten students as they advance through the primary grades. The Kindergarten
Initictive was launched during the 2000-01 school year. The students who were in
kindergarten during year one of this initiative, the 2000-01 school year, are referred to as
cohort 1. In year two of the initiative, the 2001-02 school year, the members of cohort 1
entered into Grade 1. The incoming kindergarten students for the 2001-02 school year
are referred to as cohort 2. In year three of three of the initiative, the 2002-03 <chool
year, the members of cohort 1 entered into Grade 2. The members of cohort 2 entered
into Grade 1. The incoming kindergarten students for the 2002-03 school year are
referred to as cohort 3. A summary of the members of each cohort, their grade level, and

their corresponding school year isin presented in Table 2.

Table 2.
Cohort Members Grade Levels and School Y ears

2000 - 2001 | 2001 - 2002 | 2002 - 2003 | 2003 - 2004 | 2004 - 2005
Cohort 1 K 1 2
Cohort 2 K 1 2
Cohort 3 K 1 2
Cohort Demographics

Cohort 1 Kindergarteners: Cohort 1 kindergarteners were enrolled in kindergarten

during the 2000-01 school year. In kindergarten, students in cohort 1 (n=8748) were

predominantly five year olds. Sightly more than a quarter of the students in cohort 1
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were four year olds. Almogt haf of the students in cohort 1 were White (48%), with the
remaining haf congging of African American (20%), Hispanic (19%), Adan American
(13%), and American Indian (<1%) students.

As presented in Table 3, dmost one quarter of the students in cohort 1 received
Free and Reduced-price Meds (FARMS). Fifteen percent of the students in cohort 1
received English as a Second Language (ESOL) sarvices. Thirty percent of the students
in cohort 1 are conddered to be high risk students, those students receiving ESOL
sarvices, FARMS, or both ESOL and FARMS. Fifteen percent of those students received
only FARMS, 7 percent of those students received only ESOL services, and 8 percent of
those students received both ESOL and FARMS services. The 8 percent of cohort 1

sudents in thisrisk group are considered to be the highest risk group.

Cohort 2 Kindergarteners. Cohort 2 kindergarteners were enrolled in kindergarten
during the 2001-02 school year. In kindergarten, studentsin cohort 2 (n=8827) were aso
predominantly five year olds. Again, dightly more than aquarter of the sudentsin
cohort 2 were four year olds. Almogt half of the sudentsin cohort 2 were White (45%),
and the remainder were African American (20%), Hispanic (21%), Asan American
(14%), and American Indian (<1%) students.

Twenty-five percent of the students in cohort 2 received Free and Reduced-price
Meds (FARMS). Tweve percent of the students in cohort 2 receved English as a
Second Language (ESOL) services. Again, thirty percent of students in cohort 2 were

consdered to be high risk students.  Eighteen percent of those students received only
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FARMS, 5 percent of those students received only ESOL services, and 7 percent of those

students received both ESOL and FARMS services.

Table 3.
A Comparison of the Demographic Characteristics of Cohort 1 and 2 Studentsin
Kindergarten
Cohort 1 Cohort 2
K in 2000-01 K in 2001-02
(N=8748) (N=8827)
Gender
Mde 51% 52%
Femde 49% 48%
Age a Entry to Kindergarten
4 years 27% 27%
5years 72% 71%
6+ years 1% 2%
Race/Ethnicity
American Indian <1% <1%
African American 20% 20%
Asan American 13% 14%
Hispanic 19% 21%
White 48% 45%
ESOL and FARMS Servicesin
Kindergarten
FARMS 23% 25%
ESOL 15% 12%
Not ESOL or FARMS 70% 70%
FARMS Only 15% 18%
ESOL Only 7% 5%
ESOL and FARMS 8% 7%
Specia Education Services (with IEP) 7% 6%

The longitudind sudy that was conceptudized during the development of the
Kindergarten Initictive set out to monitor the trends in academic progress of three
successive cohorts of kindergarten students as they advanced through the primary grades
usng the MCPS Assessment Program. These assessments, developed localy based on
the literature, were desgned with this sole purpose in mind. However the longitudina

sudy/program evauation will use this assessment information in two ways. Primaily,
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the assessments will provide the data needed to monitor the trends in academic progress
of the Kindergarten Initiative.  Secondly, the assessment information provides an
opportunity for program dedgners to use evaudion findings to fine-tune the
Kindergarten Initiative so that it can be more effective in hdping MCPS kindergartners
learn reading and math skills

This initigive is a multifacsted, multi-year effort to continuoudy expand and
drengthen the early learning opportunities and ingructional environments offered to our
youngest students to ensure that they acquire strong academic foundations upon which to
build as they move through the primary grades. The accompanying program evauation
is adso multifaceted, incorporating formeative and summative findings, and capable of
providing recommendations that will inform <akeholders how to better develop,

implement, and expand the Kindergarten Initiative,
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MAJOR EVALUATION QUESTIONS AND FINDINGS

1. Are MCPS kindergarten students making progressin their acquisition of
reading skills?

A Recap of Year 1 Kindergarten Initiative Findings  Foundationa Skill Aress

Fdl-to-spring gains for the firg cohort of MCPS Kindergarten Initiative students
were andyzed in August 2001, (Bridges-Cline, 2001, August). This cohort conssted of
al dudents who had both fdl and spring letter identification and concepts about print
foundational skill area assessment scores, and students who missed less than one month
of school. These gans were examined by risk group, kindergarten program, and
participation in Head Start. Those students considered to be a lowest risk were members
of the cohort who did not receive FARMS or ESOL services. Those students considered
to be at high risk were members of the cohort who recelved FARMS or ESOL services,
or both ESOL and FARMS services.

Kindergarten Initiative students could be in one of two kindergarten programs.
hdf-day or full-day kindergarten. In year one of this program there were 17 dementary
schoals offering the full-day program. In year two, the 2001-02 school year, the number
of schools offering full-day kindergarten grew to 34. In year three, the 2002-03 school
year, the number of schools offering full-day kindergarten will grow to 56. During this
school year cohort 3 students will be entering kindergarten.

MCPS offers a Head Start program for income-dligible three- and four-year olds.
This year, more than 1,600 children are enrolled in the program. The Head Start program
provides educetion; parent involvement; and hedth, disabilities, nutrition, and socid
savicess. The Head Stat Web dte ligs a variety of educatiiond opportunities that

program paticipants will experience including, taking, ligening and conversng with
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others, ligening and dramatizing dories, recognizing names, colors, shgpes, numbers,
and letters, solving problems;, painting, drawing, and cregting; and measuring, counting,
and dassfying. These adtivities are desgned to nurture the participaing children’'s
socid, emotiond, intellectud, linguidtic, and physica development.

At the beginning of the 2000-01 school year, the percentage of students achieving
benchmark performance leves in dl four of the foundationd skill areas ranged from 12
to 41percent. By spring, the percentage of students achieving benchmark performance in
these kill areas ranged from 82 to 90 percent. Increases in the percentage of students
achieving these foundationd skills were observed in dl four aress, with the greatest
increase (73%) observed in the percentage of students acquiring word recognition skills.
A summary of these fdl-to-gpring gains can be found below in Table 4.

Table 4.

Percentage of MCPS Kindergarten Initiative Students in Cohort 1 Achieving Benchmark
Performance Levelsin the Four Foundationa Skill Areas

N = 7849 Fall 2000 Spring 2001
Letter ID 41% 90%
Print Concepts 20% 82%
Hearing & Recording Sounds 26% 82%
Word Recognition 12% 85%
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Presentation of Y ear 2 Kindergarten Initiative Findings: Foundationa Skill Areas and
Text Reading

Fdl-to-sgoring gains for the second cohort of MCPS Kindergaten Initiative
dudents were andyzed in August 2002, (Bridges-Cline, 2002). This cohort conssted of
al sudents who had fal and soring letter identification, concepts about print, and record
of ord language foundationd skill area assessment scores, and students who missed less
than one month of school. These gains dso were examined by risk group, kindergarten
program, and participation in Head Start.

At the beginning of the year, the percentage of Students achieving benchmark
performance leves in dl sx of the foundational skill areas ranged from 16 to 68 percent.
By suring, the percentage of students achieving benchmark performance in these kil
aress ranged from 77 to 93 percent. Increases in the percentage of students achieving
these foundationd sKills were observed in dl Sx aress, with the greatest increases (54%)
obsarved in the percentage of students acquiring print concept and hearing and recording
sound skills. A summary of these fdl-to-spring gains can be found in Table 5.

Table5.

Percentage of MCPS Kindergarten Initiative Students in Cohort 2 Achieving Benchmark
Performance Levesin the Six Foundationd Skill Areas

N = 8005 Fdl 2001 | Spring 2002
Letter ID 51% 93%
Print Concepts 28% 86%
Ord Language 68% 87%
Phonemic Awareness 45% 88%
Hearing & Recording Sounds 23% 7%
Word Recognition 16% 82%
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During the second year of professond development associated with the
Kindergarten Initictive, teachers were informed of the importance of assessng their
sudents  text reading skills in addition to ther foundationd reading skills. In year one of
the Kindergarten Initiative, text reading skills were not condgently assessed for Al
students in Cohort 1, and therefore are not presented in this report. Cohort 2 kindergarten
dudents made excelent progress during year two of the Kindergarten Initiative with
regard to text reading. Upon entry into kindergarten, an astounding 11 percent of cohort
2 dudents were dready reading above the kindergarten text reading benchmark (Figure
1). By the end of the year, 61 percent of cohort 2 students were reading above the
kindergarten text reading benchmark.

Figure 1.
Kindergarten Text Reading Levels of Cohort 2 Students

100%

OAbove

80% 1 Benchmark

60% 1 OAt Benchmark
40% A

B Reading
Ready

0% T @ Not Yet on
Fall 2001 Spring Text
2002

20% 1

Those students who are classified as reading ready were reading alevel one or two text
(Appendix 1), those students who were reading at benchmark were reading alevel three
text with an accuracy rate of 90 percent or above. Students reading aleve four text or

above were classfied as above benchmark
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2. Arehigh risk kindergarten students making progressin their acquisition of
reading skills?

A Recap of Year 1 Kindergarten Initiative Findings: Foundationa Skill Aress by Risk

Group

At the beginning of the 2000-01 school year, very few high risk students were
achieving benchmark peformance levels on the four foundationd <kill arees.  One
percent of FARMS only students, 1 percent of ESOL only students, and less than one
percent of ESOL and FARMS dsudents were successful in achieving benchmark
performance levels on the four foundationad skill arees. By soring, 47 percent of the
FARMS only students were able to achieve benchmark performance in four of the four
foundational skill aress, an increase of 46 percentage points. This increase adso was
observed in ESOL only students, a 38 percent increase, and in ESOL and FARMS
sudents, a 32 percent increase.  For the low risk group, those students recelving neither
FARMS nor ESOL services, a 61 percent increase was observed. These fal-to-spring
gains are presented below in Table 6.
Table 6.

Percentage of MCPS Kindergarten Initiative Students in Cohort 1 Achieving Benchmark
Performance Levesin the Four Foundational Skill Areas By Risk Group

Fall 2000 Spring 2001
Non- ESOL / Non-FARMS (n = 5534) 4% 65%
FARMS Only (n = 1219) 1% 47%
ESOL Only (n = 468) 1% 39%
ESOL & FARMS (n = 628) <1% 32%
Totd (n=7849) 2% 58%
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Presentation of Y ear 2 Kindergarten Initiative Findings: Foundational Skill Areas by

Risk Group

At the beginning of the 2001-02 school year, agan, very few high risk students
were achieving benchmark performance levels on the four foundationd <kill arees. Four
percent of FARMS only sudents, 4 percent of ESOL only students, and less than 1
percent of ESOL and FARMS dudents were successful in achieving benchmark
performance levels on five or sx of the foundationa skill areas. By spring, 60 percent of
the FARMS only students were able to achieve benchmark performance on the four
foundationd <kill areas, an increase of 56 percentage points. This increase was aso
observed in ESOL only students, a 33 percent increase, and in ESOL and FARMS
sudents, a 36 percent increase.  For the low risk group, those students recelving neither
FARMS nor ESOL services, a 65 percent increase was observed. These fdl-to-spring
gains are presented in Table 7.
Table 7.

Percentage of MCPS Kindergarten Initiative Students in Cohort 2 Achieving Benchmark
Performance Levelsin Four Foundationa Skill Areas By Risk Group

Fall 2001 Spring 2002
Non- ESOL / Non-FARMS (n = 5594) 12% 7%
FARMS Only (n=1532) 4% 60%
ESOL Only (n = 369) 4% 37%
ESOL & FARMS (n=510) <1% 36%
Tota (n = 8005) 10% 70%

ESOL only dudents, dong with ESOL & FARMS dudents, are consstently
peforming a substantidly lower levels than ther English spesking pears in each
foundationd <kill area that pertains to ord language. This finding, consstent to both

Cohort 1 and 2 ESOL students suggests that the services that ESOL only students are
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receving ae not adequately preparing our second language learning sStudents for

ataning benchmark performance levels.

To illugrate this, a compaison of the

percentage of students from Cohort 2 who met benchmark performance levels on the six

foundationa skill areas assessed in 2001-02 is presented in Table 8, by ESOL service

status.

Table 8.

Percentage of Cohort 2 Students Attaining Benchmark Performance Levels on the Six
Foundational Skill Area Assessments by ESOL Service Status

Cohort 2 (n = 8005)

Non ESOL ESOL
(n=7126) (n=879)
Letter ID 95% 81%
Print Concepts 90% 57%
Ord Language 92% 46%
Phonemic Awareness 91% 57%
Hearing & Recording Sounds 81% 49%
Word Recognition 85% 60%
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3. Isthereafull day K benefit? / Are students enrolled in different kindergarten
programs making different progressin the acquisition of reading skills?

The Kindergarten Initigtive involved a variety of improvements, and so it is

gppropriate to evauate its impact on academic performance. As described earlier, this

Initigtive included a revised curriculum, new assessments, and professona development.

All kindergarten children in 2000-01 and in 2001-02 received these three components of

the Initiative, as shown in Table 9.

Because these changes were implemented in dl

schools, it is not possble to evauae the Kindergaten Initiative by comparing schools

with these changes to schools without these changes.

Furthermore, because new

asessments were a pat of the Initiative, there is not the same assessment data for the

kindergarten group that preceded cohort 1 and <0 it is not possible to use an earlier group

of kindergarten students for comparison.

Table 9.

Rall Out Plan of Full-day Kindergarten Programs for Three Groups of MCPS
Kindergarten Initiative Elementary Schools

Y ear of
Kindergarten
Initictive

One
(2000-01)

Two
(2001-02)

Three
(2002-03)

Cohort 1

K

1

Cohort 2

K

Cohort 3

AN

School
Group

17

+17

+22

17

+17

+22

17

+17 +22

Revised
Curriculum

New
Assessments

Professond
Deve opment

Full Day K
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However, as illudrated in Table 9, the one component of the Kindergarten
Initiative that differed across schools was the roll out of a full-day kindergarten program
coupled with reduced class szes Spedficdly, the full-day component was rolled out
fird to the most academicdly impoverished schools in our county. Previous research
findings, which suggested that providing the mogt intensve sarvices to the students with
the mog intendve needs helps increase academic performance, supported this roll out
plan. In year one of the Kindergaten Initigtive, 17 schools offered a full-day
kindergarten program, with an additiond 17 schools offering a full-day program in year
two (2001-02), giving MCPS a totd of 34 schools with full-day kindergarten programs
and 85 schools with haf-day programs. In year three of the Initiative, 2002-03, 22 more
schools began offering a full-day kindergarten program bringing the tota number of
schools with a full-day kindergarten program to 56. These differences in kindergarten
program create the opportunity to evauate the effectiveness of the Kindergarten Initiative
by comparing reading performance for dudents in schools with full-day kindergarten
programs to students in schools with haf-day kindergarten programs to see if there is a
full-day kindergarten benefit.

In generd, when making comparisons between schools that received a new
program (full-day kindergarten) and schools without the new program (haf-day
kindergarten), it is most appropriate to compare the most smilar schools. Using the most
appropriate comparison groups helps us to be sure that we compare schools with
comparable demographics, students, and circumgtance. Given tha the firs schools to
recave the full-day kindergarten program faced incredible chalenges (serving high

percentages of second language learners, students affected by poverty, and mobility), it
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was hot appropriate to compare them to every school within the system receiving a hdf-
day kindergarten program. The groups of schools that will provide the most appropriate
comparisons ae those groups of schools dated to roll out the full-day kindergarten
program within the fird three years of the Initiative.

Additiondly, in order to separate the impact of full-day kindergarten from other
factors that have been shown to affect reading, the analyses take into account three
factors Head Stat participation, racid/ethnic groups, and risk groups as defined by
ESOL/FARMS gatus.  The first factor, participation in the Head Start program has been
shown to affect kindergarten reading performance (Bridges-Cling, 2001, August). To
take these findings into account, it was important to examine student achievement with
regard to their participation in the Head Start program. The second and third factors,
differences between racid/ethnic groups, and differences between risk  groups
(ESOL/FARMS groups) need to be consdered because of the historicad differences in
performance between these groups both in Montgomery County and across the nation.

By including these three factors in the andyses we can test if the full-day
kindergaten program is beneficid for dl groups of dudents, or if there are pecific
groups of students who benefit more from the program. To incorporate the factors of
racid/ethnic groups and risk groups into the andyses, the datistica gpproach of multiple
andyss of variance was used. Specific contrasts were formulated that alowed us to
examine each of these two factors independently and collectively. We conducted
separate analyses for each Head Start group, which prevents us from making statements
about dl students, regardiess of participation in Head Start. Additionally, the Head Start

and non-Head Start groups were never directly compared in any of the anayses.
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The results from our andysis are presented below in two ways. Firdt, a discussion
of differences between groups of students will be presented. This discusson reflects the
datigicdly sgnificant results found in the andyses, presented in a manner tha is clear
and concise. Second, a more datisticaly oriented approach will be presented using the
tables that will be contained in the appendix of this report. The datistica results of the
multipe analyss of vaiance (MANOVA) procedures, adong with syntax and

commentary, will be presented in Appendix 2.
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Reaults for Kindergarten Reading Performance, Cohort 1, Kindergarten Initiative Year 1

The fird st of results that will be presented are based on kindergarten
asessments from cohort 1. Specificdly, the andyds examined the percentage of
sudents who met benchmark on four out of four foundationd reading skills (i.e, Letter
Identification, Concepts about Print, Word Recognition, Hearing and Recording Sounds)
by the end of Kindergarten. In year one, 17 schools had full-day kindergarten; the results
from this group (FDK 17 — School Group 17 in Table 9) were compared to two groups of
schools with hdf-day kindergarten in 2000-01: HDK +17, the 17 schools with full-day
kindergarten in 2001-02 (School Group +17 in Table 9), and HDK +22, the 22 schools
with full-day kindergarten in 2002-03 (School Group +22 in Table 9). For al subsequent
analyses, these school groups (17, +17, and +22) will be referred to as ether FDK (if the
schools had full-day programs in the indicated year), or HDK (if the schools had haf-day
kindergarten in the indicated year) and the number 17, +17, or +22, that indicates the
school group being compared.

Performance benchmarks broken down by racid/ethnic groups and risk groups
(ESOL/FARMS groups) are presented in Figures 2 and 3. (There are too few ESOL only
children in the full-day kindergarten group and too few American Indian students overal

to give rdiable results)
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FIGURE 2.

Average Full-day Kindergarten Benefit for Cohort 1 Students by Racia/Ethnic Groups

and Participation in Head Start
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Figure 3.
Average Full-day Kindergarten Benefit for Cohort 1 Students by Risk Groups and
Participation in Head Start
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In Figures 2 and 3, the horizonta axis for each smdl bar chart represents the
percentage of children who met benchmark on four of four foundationd skills. For
example, for the group of Head Start students who are Asan American, 69 percent of this
group in FDK 17 schools met four of four benchmarks, 64 percent of this group of
Sudents in HDK +17 schools met al four benchmarks, and 43 percent of this group of
sudentsin HDK +22 schools met dl four benchmarks.

In Figures 2 and 3, there are numbers with a plus sgn to the right of the three bars
in each smdl bar chat. Each of these numbers represents the difference in percentage of
sudents a benchmark between the group of schools with full-day kindergarten (FDK 17)
and a group of schools with haf-day kindergarten. The top number equas the difference
in percentage of students at benchmark between FDK 17 and HDK +17. In Figure 2, for
Head Start students who are Asian American, this difference is +5. It means that, anong
Asan American sudents who attended Head Start, 5 percent more in FDK 17 schoals,
than in HDK +17 schools, met the benchmark. This posgtive difference indicates a full-
day kindergarten benefit. The bottom number in the benefit column equds the difference
in percentage of students at benchmark between FDK 17 schools and HDK +22 schools.
For Head Start students who are Asan American, this difference is +26, indicating that
26 percent more of these students in FDK 17 schools, than in HDK +17 schools, met the
four benchmarks. Again, this postive number represents afull-day kindergarten benefit.

A review of Figure 2 shows a postive full-day kindergarten benefit for each racid
group among nonHead Start and among Head Start children, and for comparisons
between the full-day kindergarten group, FDK 17, and each set of schools with haf-day

kindergarten.  Although the sze of the full-day kindergarten benefit varies across recid
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groups, these differences are not datidticdly significant. In other words, for both Head
Start and nonrHead Start children, a full day-K benefit exists for every racid/ethnic
group, and there is no datistica evidence tha this benefit hdps any one racid/ethnic
group more than another. For nontHead Start students, the average benefit across the
four racid/ethnic groups and dl comparisons of full-day versus hdf-day is 9 percent and
for Head Stat students the average benefit is 24 percent. In other words, for al
racid/ethnic groups, more sudents in full-day kindergarten met the benchmark than their
peersin hdf-day kindergarten.

Assenin Figure 3, thereisafull-day kindergarten benefit for each of the three
ESOL/FARMSrrisk groups. Although the magnitude of the full-day kindergarten benefit
does vary across risk groups, this variation is not satisticaly sgnificant. In other words,
for both Head Start and non-Head Start children, afull day-K benefit exists for every
ESOL/FARMS risk group, and thereis no Satistical evidence that this benefit helps any
one risk group more than another. Across the three ESOL/FARMS groups, for Non-
Head Start students, the average benefit is 15 percent and for Head Start studentsis 25
percent. In other words, for each ESOL/FARMS risk group, more studentsin full-day
kindergarten met the benchmark than their peersin haf-day kindergarten.

More detall on the percentages of students who met benchmark on four of four
foundationd skills by various demographic groups is in gopendix Table A-1 for children
with Head Start and in appendix Table A-2 for children who did not attend Head Start.
These overdl percentages are not weighted. The percentages of children who met
benchmark on four of four in Figures 2 and 3 are taken from Tables A-1 and A-2 in

Appendix 3.
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There are sevard ways to examine the full-day kindergarten benefit. Figures 2
and 3 ae paticulaly hdpful in illuminaing the benefit to nonHead Start students,
because of the heterogeneous nature of this group; to truly see the full-day kindergarten
effect, it is necessary to examine the benefit broken down by racid/ethnic and risk
groups. Table A-2 in Appendix 3 presents another way to examine the full-day
kindergarten benefit. This table contains unweighted percentages of kindergarteners that
met the benchmark on four of four foundationd skills From this table, the benefit of
ful-day kindergarten for dl students when compared to HDK +17 appears to be 2 percent
(obtained by subtracting 56% from 58%) and 3 percent (58%-55%) when compared to
HDK +22. However, referring back to Figures 2 and 3, evay ful-day kindergarten
benefit is a least 3 percent and the average full-day kindergarten benefit across groups
ranges from 9 percent to 19 percent. When differences in the mix of racia/ethnic groups
and in ESOL/FARMS groups across schools are accounted for in the multiple analyss of
vaiance, the true datidicd full-day kindergarten benefit for Head Start sudents is
obtained. The full-day kindergarten benefit is 19 percent when compared to HDK +17
schools and 32 percent when compared to HDK +22. For non-Head Start students, the
datidicd full-day kindergarten benefit is 13 percent when compared to HDK +17 and 13
percent when compared to HDK +22 (see Table A1 in Appendix 3). In short, in year
one of the kindergaten initiative, more <udents in ful-day kindergaten met the

benchmark than their peersin half-day kindergarten.
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Reaults for Kindergarten Reading Performance, Cohort 2, Kindergarten Initiative Y ear 2

The findings presented in the previous section of this report found a full-day
kindergarten benefit, for a variety of students, in year one of the Kindergarten initiative.
This section will examine whether there was a full day kindergarten benefit for the
dudents in kindergarten in year two of the initigive. This andyds agan examined the
percentage of kindergarten students who met benchmark on four out of four foundationd
reading <ills In year two, there ae two comparisons that examine the full-day
kindergarten benefit: 1) schools with full-day kindergarten in 2000-01 and agan in
2001-02 (FDK 17) versus the 22 schools with haf-day kindergarten in 2001-02 (HDK
+22) and 2) schools with full-day kindergarten for the first time in 2001-02 (FDK +17)
ver sus the 22 schools with haf-day kindergarten in 2001-02 (HDK +22).

Performance  benchmarks broken down by racid/ethnic  groups and
ESOL/FARMS risk groups are presented in Figures 4 and 5. As in Figures 2 and 3, the
horizonta axis for each smal bar chart in Figures 4 and 5 represents the percentage of
children who met benchmark on four of four foundationa skills. For example, in Figure
4, for the group of non-Head Start students who are Asan American, 68 percent of this
group in FDK 17 schools met four of four benchmarks, 87 percent of this group of
sudents in FDK +17 schools met dl four benchmarks, and 71 percent of this group of
Sudentsin HDK +22 schools met dl four benchmarks.

In Figures 4 and 5, there are numbers with a plus sgn to the right of the three bars
in each smal bar chart. Each of these numbers represents the difference in percentage of
sudents a benchmark between a group of schools with full-day kindergarten and the

group of schoolswith half-day kindergarten.
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FIGUREA4.

Average Full-day Kindergarten Benefit for Cohort 2 Students by Racia/Ethnic Groups

and Participation in Head Start
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Figure 5.
Average Full-day Kindergarten Benefit for Cohort 2 Students by Risk Groups and
Participation in Head Start
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The top number equds the difference in percentage of students at benchmark between
FDK 17 and HDK +22. In Figure 4, for non-Head Start students who are Asian
American, this difference is -3. It means that, anong Adan American sudents who
attended Head Start, 3 percent less in FDK 17 schools, than in HDK +22 schools, met the
benchmark. This negative difference indicates a negaive full-day kindergarten benefit.
The bottom number in the benefit column equas the difference in percentage of students
at benchmark between FDK +17 schools and HDK +22 schools.  For non-Head Start
dudents who are Asan American, this difference is +16, indicating that 16 percent more
of these students in FDK 17 schools, than in HDK +22 schools, met the four benchmarks.
Agan, this postive number represents a full-day kindergarten benefit. Except for the first
comparison noted, al other comparisons in Figure 4 indicade a podtive full-day
kindergarten benefit.  There is a full-day kindergarten benefit for each racid group
among both non-Head Start and Head Start students, and for comparisons between each
st of schools with ful-day kindergaten and the sat of schools with  haf-day
kindergarten.

Figure 5 shows differences in percentages of students meeting the benchmark on
four of four foundationa skills broken down by ESOL/FARMS risk groups. For each of
the three risk groups, for both students with and without Head Start, there is a full-day
kindergarten benefit (asindicated by a pogtive difference).

More detail on the percentages of students who met benchmark on four of four
foundationa skills by the various demographic groups in Cohort 2 is presented in Table
A-3 for children with Head Start and in gppendix Table A-4 for children who did not

attend Head Start. These overdl percentages are not weighted. The percentages of
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children who met benchmark on four of four in Figures 4 and 5 are taken from Tables A
3 and A-4, which are presented in Appendix 3.

Although the Sze of the full-day kindergarten benefit varies across racid groups
(see Figure 4) and across ESOL/FARMS groups (see Figure 5), these differences are not
datigicaly dgnificant. This means that a full day-K benefit exists for every racid/ethnic
group, and every ESOL/FARMS groups and that there is no statistica evidence that this
benefit helps any one racid/ethnic group more than another or any ore ESOL/FARMS
group more than another. For nonHead Start students, the average benefit across the
four racid/ethnic groups and al comparisons of full-day versus hdf-day is 12 percent
and for Head Start students the average benefit is 9 percent (see Figure 4). For non-Head
Stat sudents, the average benefit across the three ESOL/FARMS groups and dl
compaisons of full-day versus hdf-day is 19 percent and for Head Start students the
average benefit is 17 percent (see Figure 5).

In summary, for dl racid/ethnic groups and for dl ESOL/FARMS groups in year
two of the kindergaten initistive, more dudents in full-day kindergaten met the
benchmark than their peers in hdf-day kindergarten. For Head Start students, the
datidicd full-day kindergarten benefit is 18 percent for sudents in schools in their
second year of full-day kindergarten (FDK 17) and 22 percent for students in schools in
ther fird year of full-day kindergarten (FDK +17). For NonHead Start students, the
datistica benefit is 19 percent for students in schools in their second year of full-day
kindergarten (FDK 17) and 18 percent for students in schools in their first year of full-

day kindergarten (FDK +17) (see Table A-2 in Appendix 3).
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Reaults for Grade 1 Reading Performance, Cohort 1 Kindergarten | nitiative Students

The previous two sections of this report presented evidence of a full-day
kindergarten benefit, for a variety of students, in both year one and year two of the
Kindergarten initistive.  These results were based on benchmark performance on
kindergarten foundational skills. ~ This section will examine whether the full-day
kindergarten benefit continues into Grade 1. Specificdly, the andyds examined the
percentage of students who met the Grade 1 proficiency benchmark (this benchmark for
text reading and comprehension is explained in detall in the firsg section of the report).
This andyss indudes only students who were in kindergarten in the fird year of the
initiative and had a vaid reading assessment a the end d Grade 1, which was in soring
2002.

For Grade 1 reallts, there are two comparisons that examine the full-day
kindergarten benefit. The firg is the 17 schools with full-day kindergarten in 2000-01
(FDK 17) versus 17 schools with haf-day kindergarten in 2000-01 (HDK +17) and full-
day kindergarten in 2001-02 (FDK +17). The second comparison is the 17 schools with
ful-day kindergarten in 2000-01 (FDK 17) versus the 22 schools with hdf-day
kindergarten in 2000-01 (HDK +22) and haf-day kindergarten again in 2001-02 (HDK
+22).

The percent of students achieving benchmark performance levels broken down by
racia/ethnic groups and ESOL/FARMS risk groups are presented in Figures 6 and 7.
(There were too few white students in Head Start to include in Figure 6.) The horizontd
axis for each smdl bar chart in Figures 6 and 7 represents the percentage of children who

met the Grade 1 reading proficiency benchmark.
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FIGUREG.

Average Full-day Kindergarten Benefit for Cohort 1 Progressing into Grade 1 by

Raciad/Ethnic Groups and Participation in Head Start
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Figure 7.

Average Full-day Kindergarten Benefit for Cohort 1 Progressing into Grade 1 by Risk

Groups and Participation in Head Start
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For example, in Figure 6, for the group of nonHead Start students who are Asian
American, 63 percent of this group in FDK 17 schools met the Grade 1 benchmark, 66
percent of this group of students in HDK +17 schools met the Grade 1 benchmark, and 68
percent of this group of studentsin HDK +22 schools met the Grade 1 benchmark.

In Figures 6 and 7, there are numbers with a plus sgn to the right of the three bars
in each smdl bar chart. Each of these numbers represents the difference in percentage of
students a benchmark between the group of schools with full-day kindergarten and one
of the group of schools with half-day kindergarten. The top number equds the difference
in percentage of students at benchmark between FDK 17 and HDK +17. In Figure 6, for
non-Head Start students who are Asan American, this difference is -3. It neans that,
among Asan American students who attended Head Start, 3 percent fewer in FDK 17
schools, than in HDK +17 schools, met the benchmark. This negative number represents
the lack of a full-day kindergarten benefit. Three of the 12 comparisons show a smdl
negaive full-day kindergarten benefit. The bottom number in the benefit column equas
the difference in percentage of students at benchmark between FDK 17 schools and HDK
+22 schools. For non-Head Start students who are Asan American, this difference is -1,
indicating that 1 percent fewer of these students in FDK 17 schools, than in HDK +22
schools, met the Grade 1 benchmark.

Among the Head Start students, there is a full-day kindergarten benefit for each
racia group and for comparisons between the st of schools with full-day kindergarten
and eech st of schools with hdf-day kindergarten (see Figure 6). However, for nort
Head Start students there is a full day kindergarten benefit only for comparisons between

FDK 17 schools and HDK +17 schools. For non-Head Start students, there is no
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datidicdly dgnificant difference in the percentage that reach Grade 1 benchmark
between studentsin FDK 17 and studentsin HDK +22.

Figure 7 shows differences in percentages of sudents meeting the Grade 1
benchmark broken down by ESOL/FARMS risk groups. As in the comparisons across
the four racid/ethnic groups, among the Head Stat <udents, there is a full-day
kindergarten benefit for each racia group and for comparisons between the set of schools
with full-day kindergarten and each st of schools with haf-day kindergarten. However,
for nonHead Start students there is a full day kindergarten benefit only for comparisons
between FDK 17 schools and HDK +17 schools. For non-Head Start students, there is ro
getidicaly ggnificat difference in the percentage that reach Grade 1 benchmark
between students in FDK 17 and studentsin HDK +22.

More detall on the percentages of students who met benchmark on four of four
foundationa <kills by various demogrephic groups can be found in Table A-5 for
children with Head Start and in Table A-6 for children who did not attend Head Start.
These overdl percentages are not weighted. The percentages of children who met
benchmark on four of four in Figures 6 and 7 are taken from appendix Tables A5 and A
6 which can be found in Appendix 3.

For Head Start students, the average benefit across the four raciad/ethnic groups
and dl comparisons of full-day versus hdf-day is 3 percent and for nonHead Start
dudents the average bendfit of 4 percent is ddtidicaly sgnificant only in comparison to
HDK +17. For Head Start students, the average benefit across the three ESOL/FARMS

groups and al comparisons of full-day versus hdf-day is 9 percent and for non-Head
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Stat dudents the average bendfit of 6 percent is only datidicdly dgnificant in
comparison to HDK +17.

For Head Start students, the dtatisticad full-day kindergarten benefit is 18 percent
for sudents in schools in their second year of full-day kindergarten (FDK 17) and 22
percent for sudents in schools in their first year of full-day kindergarten (FDK +17). For
Non-Head Start dtudents, the datistical benefit is 19 percent for students in schools in
ther second year of full-day kindergarten (FDK 17) and 18 percent for sudents in
schoals in ther firs year of full-day kindergarten (FDK +17) (see Table A-3in Appendix
3).

In summary, Head-Stat dudents from full-day K outperform their hdf-day K
peers in Grade 1 reading benchmark performance. For non-Head Start students, the full-
day kindergarten students perform as well as or better than their haf-day peers by the end

of Grade 1 on the reading benchmark.

Overdl Reading Performance of Grade 1 Students

The initid sample, cohort 1 of the Kindergarten Initiative, conssted of 7088
Grade 1 students who (&) had a data record for the spring 2002 administration of the
MCPS assessments and (b) were included in the kindergarten andytic sample for 2000
01 that was used in the report by Bridges-Cline (2001, March). Out of the initid sample,
106 students had no scores and 158 had incomplete or invalid data, making it impossible
to establish a reading leve. Students classfied as having incomplete data had no book
title or word reading accuracy score reported. Students classfied as having invdid daa

had an Upper Emergent level or higher reported with word reading accuracy of less than
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90 percent or an ora comprehenson score that was out of range for that specific title.
Thus, the find sample, referred to as cohort 1 in the following andyss, conssted of 6824
Students.

For cohort 1, success in meeting the Grade 1 reading benchmarks was clearly
related to their reading achievement in kindergarten. As seen in Table 10, the mgority of
sudents (76%) who achieved benchmark peformance on the four foundationd reading
skills messured in kindergarten met the Grade 1 reading proficiency benchmark. Again,
the Grade 1 proficiency benchmark for 2001-02 was reading Wibble-Wobble or a higher
text level with an accuracy rate of 90 percent or higher, dong with a score of 2 or 3 (i.e,
with patid or essentid comprehension) on the written response.  The target text has a

Reading Recovery level of 14. (see Appendix 1)

Table 10.
Performance of MCPS Cohort 1 Kindergarten Initiative Students at the End of Grade One
by Kindergarten Benchmark Performance Leve

Achieved Benchmark Performance on Met Grade 1 Number of
Foundationd Reading Skills in Kindergarten Reading Students
Proficiency
Benchmark
All 4 foundational skill assessments (n=4316) 76% 3280
3 of 4 foundationa skill assessments (n = 967) 41% 396
2 of 4 foundationa skill assessments (n = 971) 22% 214
O or 1 of 4 foundational skill assessments (n = 253) 8% 20

In the spring of 2002, at the end of Grade 1, the mgority (84%) of students from
cohort 1 were reading text a the Ealy Fluent (35%) or Huent level (49%). Only 2
percent were not yet on text, 3 percent were at the Early Emergent level, and 11 percent

were a the Upper Emergent levd. A summary of these end of Grade 1 reading levels are

Office of Shared Accountability Page 44




presented below in Table 10 and a detailed description of the Early Emergent through
Fluent reading levels can be found in Appendix 1.

By examining Table 11, Grade 1 reading leves by risk group, we find tha the
percentage of cohort 1 Kindergarten Initiative students reading at the Early Fluent or
Fluent level varies across risk group. Ninety-one percent of the Non-ESOL/Non-FARMS
gudents from Cohort 1 were reading a the Early Huent or Huent levd by the end of
Grade 1. Only 76 percent of FARMS only students, 63 percent of ESOL only students,

and a meager S51percent of ESOL and FARMS students were reading at these levels.

Table 11.
End of Grade One Reading Levelsfor MCPS Cohort 1 Kindergarten Initiative Students
by Risk Group

Not Yet Ealy Upper Ealy Huent | Ator
onText | Emegent | Emegent | Huent Above
Ealy
Huent
Non-ESOL Nor+ 1% 1% 7% 33% 58% 91%
FARMS
FARMS Only 4% 5% 15% 41% 35% 76%
ESOL Only 6% 8% 23% 40% 23% 63%
ESOL & FARMS 12% 12% 25% 40% 11% 51%
All Cohort 1 2% 3% 11% 35% 49% 84%
Students
Number of 148 197 721 2397 3361 3361
Students

We see a dgmilar phenomenon when we look & the percentage of cohort 1
sudents that achieved the reading proficiency benchmark by the end of Grade 1. Across
al cohort 1 students, 60 percent were able to meet the Grade 1 reading proficiency

benchmark by spring 2002. When examined by risk group, as seen in Table 12, 68
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percent of Non-ESOL/Non-FARMS dgudents from cohort 1 met the proficiency
benchmark by the end of Grade 1. Only 45 percent of FARMS only students, 42 percent
of ESOL only students, and a scant 28 percent of ESOL and FARMS students were able

to meet the reading proficiency benchmark by the end of Grade 1.

Table 12.
Percentage of MCPS Cohort 1 Kindergarten Initiative Students Achieving Reading
Benchmarks by the End of Grade One by Risk Group

Tota % Number Achieving Proficiency The 17 Full-Day All Schools
Benchmark (Total Number of Students) Kindergarten including the 17
Schools FDK Schools
Race/Ethnicity
Asan American 60%(94) 71%(880)
African American 51%(296) 49%(1334)
White 69%(183) 70%(3272)
Hispanic 38%(521) 38%(1314)
Gender
Femde 51%(506) 63%(3403)
Mde 47%(561) 57%(3421)
Risk Group
Non-ESOL / Non-FARMS 66%0(372) 68%0(4840)
FARMS Only 51%(423) 45%(1053)
ESOL Only 33%(45) 42%(390)
ESOL & FARMS 20%(227) 28%(540)
Kindergarten Program
No Head Start/Half-day Kindergarten 66%6(4927)
No Head Start/Full-day Kindergarten 53%(678) 53%(759)
Head Start/Half-day Kindergarten 39%(703)
Head Start/Full-day Kindergarten 41%(389) 40%(436)
Specia Education
No 50%(1007) 61%(6388)
Yes (with IEP) 27%(60) 37%(436)
Total
All Cohort 1 Students | 49%(1067) | 609%(6824)

Column one of Table 12 presents this same information for the cohort 1 students

who paticipaed in full-day kindergarten. These 17 schools were the first schools to
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receive the full-day kindergarten program, as they were the most impacted schools in the
county. When examined by risk group, 66 percent of NornESOL/Non-FARMS students
from cohort 1 met the proficiency benchmark by the end of Grade 1. Only 51 percent of
FARMS only students, 33 percent of ESOL only students, and a scant 20 percent of
ESOL and FARMS students were able to meet the reading proficiency benchmark by the

end of Grade 1.
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4. Did Cohorts 1 and 2 students make comparable gains during year one and year
two of the Kindergarten Initiative?

A Comparison of Cohorts 1 and 2 of the MCPS Kindergarten Initiative

Cohort 1 and cohort 2 Kindergarten Initiative sudents made sgnificant progress
in the acquidition of reading skills in both year one and year two of the program. Sixty-
two percent of cohort 1 students had achieved benchmark performance levels on the letter
identification, concepts about print, word recognition, and hearing and recording sounds
foundationd skill area assessments. In cohort 2, the percentage of students who achieved
benchmark performance levels on these four functiond <kill areas increased to 73
percent, an increase of dmost 10 percent.

The percentage of students from both cohorts 1 and 2 achieving benchmark
performance in each of the four foundationa skill aress in spring of both years of the
program were relatively amilar, as presented in Table 13. Both record of ord language
and phonemic awareness <kill area assessments were not consgently administered to
cohort 1 students, and therefore do not gppear in Table 13 for andlyss. Also, during year
one of this program, the year that cohort 1 students were enrolled in kindergarten, fewer
dudents were assessed in the word recognition and hearing and recording sounds
foundational skill areas due to the Structure of the Kindergarten Decison Tree (Appendix
4). The Kindergaten Decison Tree, essentidly a flow chat that assds teachers in
making decisons regarding which assessments to adminiser to which sudents, alowed
for a smdl number of more advanced students to be assessed in these areas. In year two
of the program (the year that cohort 2 was enrolled in kindergarten) the Decison Tree

was modified based on collaboration between DECPS and OSA to include teacher
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feedback into year two program planning. As a result, more students in cohort 2 were
asessed on these two foundationd sKkill areas, and the percentage of Sudents achieving
benchmark performance levels on word recognition and hearing and recording sounds
showed a dight decline from year one to year two.

Table 13.

Percentage of MCPS Kindergarten Initiative Students Achieving Benchmark
Performance Levelsin the Sx Foundationa Skill Areas

Cohort 1 (n = 7849) Cohort 2 (n = 8005)
Fall 2000 Spring Fall 2001 | Spring 2002
2001
Letter ID 41% 90% 51% 93%
Print Concepts 20% 82% 28% 86%
Ord Language N/A N/A 68% 87%
Phonemic Awareness N/A N/A 45% 88%
Hearing & Recording Sounds 26% 82% 23% 77%
Word Recognition 12% 85% 16% 82%

When examining the achievement of benchmark peformance levels in the
foundationa skill areas by risk group, it should be noted that the students who are at risk
ae dill lagging behind those students with no risk factors present. Upon primary
inspection of descriptive datistics across risk groups, it gppears that for ESOL only
sudents and ESOL and FARMS students from both cohorts 1 and 2, the gap between
their performance and the performance of their peers with no risk factors present is dill
great. It does appear tha this gap is narrowing for the FARMS only sudents. The
percentage of FARMS only cohort 2 sudents that achieved benchmark performance
levels on the four functiond skill areas is dmost equd to the percentage of students that
achieved this performance level in cohort 1, in the Non-ESOL/Non-FARMS risk group.
The percentages of cohort 1 and 2 students who achieved benchmark performance on al

four foundationa skill areas by risk group are presented below in Table 14.
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Table 14.
Percentage of MCPS Kindergarten Imitative Students Achieving Benchmark
Performance Levels on All Four of the Foundationd Skill Areas By Risk Group

Cohort 1 Cohort 2

(n=7849) (n=8005)
Non ESOL / Non FARMS 65% 7%
FARMS Only 47% 60%
ESOL Only 39% 37%
ESOL & FARMS 32% 36%
Total 58% 70%

To recap, the Kindergarten Initiative was desgned to help adl MCPS sudents
acquire reading skills.  The curriculum and assessments that were developed for this
Initiative were done so to get every eementary school across the county one the same
page, in hope that consstent progress could be made across the county. However, since
there is an achievement gap with regad to racelethnicity, and risk group, the
Kindergarten Initiative desgn incduded a plan for ddivering maximum sarvices (i.e full
day kindergarten) to those schools with the most need fird. The 17 schools dated to
recaive full-day kindergarten during year one of the Initigtive were those schools that had
the highest concentration of students who were the most academicaly disadvantaged and
economicaly deprived.

In Table A-1, in the last row, we present the totad number of cohort 1 students
who attan benchmark peformance levels on dl four foundationd sills by the end of
kindergarten. These percentages, 53 percent in the full day kindergarten schools, 38
percent in the firg group of hdf day schools (schools dated to receive full-day
kindergarten during the 2001-02 school year), and 25 percent in the second group of half-
day schools (schools dated to receive full-day kindergarten during the 2002-03 school

year). Agan these phases correspond with the level of need in the schools. In the last
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row of Table A-3 we present the tota number of cohort 2 sudents who attained
benchmark performance levels on dl four foundationd skills by the end of kindergarten.
These percentages are 60 percent, 66 percent, and 44 percent, respectively.

As, schools dated to offer full-day kindergarten programs in 2001-02 “switched
teams’ between year one and two of the kindergarten initiative (they received haf-day
kindergarten during year one and full-day kindergarten during year two), we cannot
directly compare the change from year one to year two. However between year one and
two of the Kindergaten Initiative, the full-day kindergarten schools demonstrated a 7
percentage point increase in the percentage of students meeting benchmark by the end of
the school year. A 19 point increase was observed in the percentage of students meeting
benchmark by the end of the school year in the hdf-day schools dated to receive full-day
kindergarten during the 2002-03 school year. By doing the same cdculations for the no
Head Start students portrayed in Tables A-2 and A4, we find ten point increases in the
percentage of dudents meeting benchmark in both full- and hdf-day kindergarten. A
summary of the percentage of students meeting benchmark performance levels on dl four
foundationd <kill area assessments across school groups and cohorts by Head Start

participation is presented in Table 15.
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Table 15.

Percentage of Students Meeting Benchmark Performance Levelson al Four
Foundationa Skill Area Assessments Across School Groups and Cohorts by Head Start

Participation

Head Start Non-Head Start
School 17 +17 +22 17 +17 +22
Group Phase A Phase B Phase C Phase A Phase B Phase C
Cohort 1 53% 38% 25% 58% 56% 55%
Cohort 2 60% 66% 44% 68% 76% 65%
Increasein
Percentage
of Students 7% 28% 19% 10% 10% 10%
Mesting
Benchmark

As seen in Table 15, both cohort 1 and cohort 2 students made gains during both
years of the kindergarten initiative.  Thus providing evidence of an “experience effect” in
year two of the program. With the additional year of professona development that was
provided to our teachers between year one and year two of the initiative, increased
familiarity with the revised curriculum and the accompanying assessments, and
reassurance from findings presented in the year one report that our students were making
great progress in the acquisition of reading skills, our cohort 2 students out performed our

cohort 1 dudents. Future reports will attempt to provide additional evidence of this

experience effect in subsequent years of the Kindergarten Inititive.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. It isrecommended that funding for the Kindergarten Initiative continue into the
2003-04 school year and beyond. Results from the year one and year two reports on the
Kindergarten Initigtive show gans in sudent achievement each year from fdl to oring
as wdl as from year one to year two of the program. Students in Cohort 2, during year
two of the program, made greater gains than those made by Cohort 1 students during year
one of the program. These increases in performance can most likely be attributed to the
experience effect as teachers received an additiond year of professona development and
ganed increesed familiarity with the revised curriculum and accompanying assessments.
Continuing the Kindergarten Initistive and tracking cohorts of sudents through the
program will tremendoudy benefit our sudents. Daa from the longitudind study would
assig us in underdanding student achievement as well as guiding the adjusment of our
curriculum and our assessments to best serve our students' educationa needs.

2. Individual student performance must be closely monitored to identify strengths
and weaknesses, thus allowing the opportunity to provide appropriate instructional
and developmental interventions to maximize achievement. If we do not use the
findings of this report, and the reports that follow, this program will not provide the
maximum benefit to our students, and our community. To ensure the perpetuation of a
quality ingructiona program, we should look to student performance to help us learn
where to better gpply our resources and energy in an atempt to hep every sudent
succeed.

As a reault of the findings presented in this report, it is cear that we must examine
the ESOL services that we are currently providing to our second language-learning
dudents. Services must be refined so that we can hep this group of students achieve at
the same levels as ther pears. As seen in Table 27, the foundationa skill areas where
ESOL only gudents consgtently under perform ther English spesking peers dl center
aound ora language. These finding suggedts that the services that ESOL only students
ae receving ae not adequatdy assdting these sudents to meet our performance
benchmarks.

An evduation of the ESOL program should be conducted to examine the type of
services provided, the consstency of those services across the county, and the type of
professond devdopment ESOL daff are receiving. Additiondly, little system-wide data
ae gahered regarding those sudents who spesk English as a second language, but
receive no services from MCPS.

3. To enaure that the Kindergarten Initiative continues to benefit additional cohorts
of kindergarten students who enter MCPS in the 2003-04 school year and beyond, it
is imperative to continue offering professional development to our teachers. Rdlling
out full-day kindergarten programs in 13 additiond schools each year from now until
2007 will mean the addition of many new teachers who have not recaved any training
directly reating to the revised kindergaten curriculum and the accompanying
asessments.  To continue to see the experience effect that we have detected in this
report, it is criticd for al new teachers to understand the curiculum, the benchmarks,
and student need as wdl as those teachers who have been with us since 2000-01. We
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must continue to offer professona development to our seasoned professonds as well as
the new recruits to let strategies and best practices be exchanged between the people who
know best — our teachers. Findings from the reports detalling the progress of our
kindergarteners in the acquistion of reading skills should inform the type of professond
development offered. Teachers experienced in ddivaing ful-day kindergarten program
ingruction should assst those teachers in subsequent years so that the best uses of the
entire day for kindergaten students can be shared. In the schools that are not
demondrating benefits condgtent with other schools across the county, additiond
implementation training could be offered during professond development sessons to
establish continued success for al MCPS kindergarten students.

4. Additional funding for quality preschool programs, such as Head Sart, should
be sought to continue helping our youngest and most high risk students. It is clear
that our students with risk characterisics are in greater need than their peers without
these factors present. The high risk students who made the greatest gains received the
maximum “dosg’ of services that our county provided. Those high risk students who
paticipated in both Head Stat and full-day kindergarten had the greatest gains
throughout the school year in both years one and two of this program. It is essentid thet
we secure additiona funding and resources to help those in the grestest need so that they
can meet the high standards that we have set for al our students.

5. This report should be presented to various stakeholders involved both directly
and indirectly with the Kindergarten Initiative. Various community partners and
stakeholders should be made aware of the merits of this program, and the progress that
our students are demonsgtrating. This report should be presented to every member of our
community who has a stake in the children that we are educating, from the School Board
to the parents of our students.

This report, and the findings presented therein, should serve as a cadys for
collaboration between various dakeholders and offices within MCPS.  Any cross
functiond team that deds with issues surrounding early childhood education, narrowing
the gap, ESOL, Title I, specid education, or other related issues presented in this report,
should use the findings to influence and guide their work. ESOL program personnel
should have the opportunity to examine these findings and begin creating ways for our
sudents learning English as a second language to make reading progress compargble to
that of their MCPS peers.

6. It is recommended that MCPS continue conducting research that monitors the
acquigtion of reading skills in Kindergarten and Grade 1. The findings presented in
this report explored the full day kindergarten benefit for both Head Start and non-Head
Start students. The datidicd andyss presented herein did not test for any difference in
the full day Kindergarten benefit that may exis between Head Start and non-Head Start
students These data should be explored further with aternate models that will continue to
inform us on the progress our students are making in kindergarten and beyond.

This report spent consderable amounts of time discussng school groups, recid
ethnic groups, and risk groups, paying little attention to soecid education classfication,
gender, and other demographic variables. Future research should include examination of
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the reading peformance of our specid education sSudents by different  disability
classfications.  Additiond datistical andyses that compare differences between specid
education sudents and those without IEPs including anadlyss of progress during the
school year and of foundationd reading skills that were given to sdected Grade 1
sudents, should be conducted in future studies. The current analyses do dlow for some
descriptive datements, which are summarized in Appendix 3 following Tables A-1
through A-10.

Additiond topics, such as the reading performance of cohort 1 students as they
enter into grade two, should aso be explored in subsequent research.

Office of Shared Accountability Page 55



References

Bridges-Cline, F. (2001, August). Kindergarten sudent progress. Acquistion of
reading skills year 1 of the MCPS kindergarten initiative 2000-2001. Rockville, MD:
Montgomery County Public Schools, Office of Shared Accountability.

Bridges-Cline, F. (2001, March). Ealy reading skills of kindergarten children in
the _montgomery county public schools.  Rockvillee MD:  Montgomery County Public
Schools, Office of Shared Accountability.

Bridges-Cline, F. (2002). Draft report on MCPS assessment PK-2 reading.
Rockville, MD: Montgomery County Public Schoals, Office of Shared Accountability.

Entwide, D.R., Alexander, K.L., Cadigan, D., & Pdlas, AM. (1987).
Kindergaten experience:  Cognitive effects or socidization?  American Educaiond
Research Journd, 24, 337-364.

Gordon, EW., & Yowdl, C. (1994). Educationd reforms for students at risk:
Cultural dissonance as a risk factor in the deveopment of students. In RJ. Ross(Ed.),
Educationa reforms and sudents a risk. New York: Teachers College Press.

Montgomery County Public Schools. (1999, November). Rasng the bar and
cdosing the gap because Al children matter. Rockville, MD: Board of Education.

Montgomery Co. Public Schools Head Sat Information  Brochure
http://Amww.mcps.k12.md.us/departments/earl ychi/Head%20Start%20Brochure. html
11:43 am 9-12-02

Natridlo, G., McDill, EL., & Pdlas A.M. (1990). Schooling disadvantaged
children: Racing againg catastrophe. New York: Teachers College Press.

No Child Left Behind Act of 2001, 170th Cong., 1st Sess. (January 3, 2001)

Smith, M.S,, & O'Day, J. (1991). Educationa equaity: 1966 and now. In D.A.
Veadegen & JG. Wad (Eds), Spheres of judice in education: The 1990 american
education finance association yearbook. New York: Harper Business.

White, T.G. (2002). First grade reading achievement of students who experienced
ful-day or half-day kindergarten: Year 1. Rockvillee MD: Montgomery County Public
Schoals, Office of Shared Accountability.

Office of Shared Accountability Page 56



APPENDICES







Appendix 1. Reading/Language Arts GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Foundational Reading Skills

Oral Language

the ability to speak clearly
and use a wide variety of
words to convey ideas
effectively

Letter Knowledge
the ability to identify
alphabet letters

Print Concepts

the ability to demonstrate
book handling skillsand
print awareness concepts

Phonemic Awar eness
the ability to hear the distinct
sounds in spoken words

Phonics

the ability to use knowledge
of letter/sound relationships
to decode and write words

Word Knowledge

the ability to identify high
frequency wordsin print and
decode unknown words

(Pre-K — Grade 2)

Assessment Tool: Record of Oral Language
Measures a student’s control of ord language and
grammatica sructures

Assessment Tool : Letter |dentification

Assesses a student’s ability to name upper and lower
case letters

Assessment Tool: Concepts About Print

Assesses a sudent’'s understanding of how printed
language works in books (i.e, directiond
movement, one to one matching, book conventions,
such as front and back of the book, etc.)

Assessment Tool: Phonemic Awar eness

Measures a sudent's ability to separately articulate
and manipulate the sounds of a spoken word (i.e,

beginning sounds, rhyming)

Assessment Tool: Hearing and Recording
Sounds
Assesses a sudent’s ability to associate and write
letters for sounds heard in words in a dictated
sentence

Assessment Tool: Word Recognition
Assesses a student’s ability to read basic sght words
(e.g., is, the, look, here)
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Text Reading
Reading proficiency is determined by assessng one's ord reading accuracy, fluency, and

comprehension of benchmark leved texts.

Oral Reading/Fluency _
the ability to fluently and Assessment Tool: Running Records

accurately read text aloud Assesses a student’ s ora reading accuracy and fluency by
the teacher checking and recording each word as a student

reads a book or passage
Comprehension Assessment Tool: Oral Retell
the ability to gain meaning Assesses a student’ s ability to recdl and tell the details of
from reading text text read doud

Assessment Tool: Oral Comprehension Questions
Assesses a sudent’ s ability to oraly expressan
undergtanding of explicit and implicit details from text reed
Assessment Tool: Written Responseto Reading
Assesses a student’ s ability to demongtrate in writing an
understanding of explicit and implicit details from text read

Benchmark L evels

~target reading levels at the end of Kindergarten, Grade 1, and Grade 2

READING READY TEXT

Book L evels 1-2 Reading Ready Texts typicdly have large print and spacing,
repetition of very smple one or two sentence paterns, familiar content that
children can reate to, and smple pictures that support the text. Children use
pictures and memory for language to repesat the book pattern, point word by
word, and move from left to right across print.

KINDERGARTEN BENCHMARK

Book Level 3 Early Emergent Texts typicdly have large print and spacing, a smple
dory line with familiar content, introduction of didogue, and supportive
illugrations.  Children learn to read high frequency sght words, while reading
smple soriesfor meaning.

GRADE 1 BENCHMARK

Book Level 16 Early Fluent Texts are dgnificantly longer, and sentence patterns
are more complex. Themes are varied and illudtrations are less helpful. More
informationa text is introduced. Children have an ever-expanding sght word
vocabulary, are able to decode unknown words, and are able to comprehend
more sophisticated stories.

GRADE 2 BENCHMARK

Book L evel M Fluent Texts have more print per page, few illugrations, and may teke
sverd days or more to complete.  Language dtructure is far more
sophisticated and vocabulary is more chdlenging. Automatic recognition of a
larger number of words, beyond basic sght words, is needed. Children read a
greater variety of genre, usudly slently, with more varied plots and complex
ideas and topics.
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Primary Reading Stages and L evels

The numerica levels that are indicated represent Reading Recovery levels, 1-20. These
levels are appropriate for kindergarten through Grade 2. The dphabeticd leveing
correlates to the Fountas and Pinnell book leveling found on page 26 of Matching Texts
to Readers. Therefore, the levels in kindergaten through Grade 2 receive dud
representation of both numerals and aphabet |etters.

Grade Reading Stage Reading L evel
_ Early Levels1-2 Reading Ready
Kindergarten Emer gent (A,B)
Level 3 *Benchmark
(C) (Level 3)
Upper Levels4-9
Grade 1 Emergent (D,EF)
Early Fluent | Levels10-16 *Benchmark
(GH.I) (Level 16)
Grade 2 Fluent Levels17-20 + *Benchmark
J,K,L,M) (Level M)

* End of Year Grade Level Benchmark Target
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Appendix 2.M ANOVA SPSS Ouput

Manova - Cohort 1 Kindergarten - Head Start Only

manova skils4 by fdk_hs1(1,3) race(2,5) kesolfrmO, 2)

/ CONTRAST(fdk_hs1)=SI MPLE(1)/ contrast(race) = sinple(3) /

cont rast (KESOLFRM = sinple(1)

/ print= param(est EFSIZE ) signif(brief efsize)
/anal ysi s=skil s4 /| des=constant fdk_hsl RACE kesolfrm.

The default error termin MANOVA has been changed from WTH N CELLS to
W THI N+RESI DUAL. Note that these are the same for all full factoria
desi gns.
*kxx x * Apnpal ysis o f Vari ance?®*** *x x x
1106 cases accepted.
0 cases rejected because of out-of-range factor val ues.
17225 cases rejected because of m ssing data.
35 non-enpty cells.

1 design will be processed.

*kxx x * Apnpal ysis o f Vari ance-- design 1 * * =

* x %

Order of Variables for Analysis
Vari at es
SKI LS4 "% of Students with all 4 Foundational Skills'

1 Dependent Vari abl e
0 Covari ates
| NDEPENDENT VARI ABLES:
(A) fdk_hsl '"Contrast FDK with 2 HDK Groups’
(B) Race "Contrast White with Asian; African Am Hispanic'
(C) kesolfrm ' Contrast NonESOL/ NonFARMS with Farns-only; ESOL + FARMS

*kxx x * Apnpal ysis o f Vari ance-- design 1 * * =
Tests of Significance for SKILS4 using UNI QUE sunms of squares
Source of Variation SS DF M5 F Sig of F
W THI N+RESI DUAL 2436283. 93 1098 2218. 84
CONSTANT 885950. 82 1 885950. 82 399. 29 . 000
FDK_HS1 150555. 38 2 75277.69 33.93 . 000
RACE 49718. 04 3 16572.68 7.47 . 000
KESOLFRM 51048. 90 2 25524.45 11. 50 . 000
(Corrected Mdel) 230922. 22 7 32988.89 14. 87 . 000
(Corrected Total) 2667206. 15 1105 2413.76
R- Squar ed = . 087
Adj usted R-Squared = .081
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Ef fect Size Measures

Parti al
Source of Variation ETA Sqd
FDK_HS1 . 058
RACE . 020
KESOLFRM . 021

Esti mates for SKI LS4
--- Individual univariate .9500 confidence intervals

CONSTANT
Par anmet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
1 41.7144290 2.08759 19. 98214 . 00000 37.61832
45. 81054 . 26667
FDK_HS1
Par anmet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
(HDK17- FDK17) 2 -18. 233067 3. 44547 -5.29190 . 00000 -24.99351
-11. 47262 . 02487
(HDK22- FDK17) 3 -29. 150644 3.69012 -7.89964 . 00000 -36.39113
-21.91015 . 05378
RACE
Par anmet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
(Asian -Wht.)4 19. 4410476 7.31815 2. 65655 . 00801 5.08191
33. 80019 . 00639
(Af. Am -Wht.)5 -4.6851967 5. 73087 -.81754 .41380 -15.92988
6. 55949 . 00061
(Hisp. -Wht.)6 -5.7956668 5.77182 -1.00413 . 31554 -17.12071
5.52938 . 00092
KESOLFRM
Par anmet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
( FARMS- None) 7 -1.4412622 3.97869 -.36225 . 71724 -9. 24795
6. 36543 . 00012
(ESOL/ FARMS- 8 -18. 254557 4.78031 -3.81869 . 00014 -27.63414
-8.87497 . 01311
None)
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Manova Cohort 1 Kindergarten - NonHead Start Group
manova skils4 by fdk_nhs1(1,3) race(2,5) kesolfrm(0, 2)

/| CONTRAST(fdk_nhsl)=SI MPLE(1)/ contrast(race) = sinple(3) /
contrast (KESOLFRM = si nple(1)

/ print= param(est EFSIZE ) signif(brief efsize)

/anal ysi s=skil s4 /| des=constant fdk_nhsl race kesolfrm

[ anal ysi s=skil s4 /| des=constant fdk_nhsl race kesolfrm fdk_nhsl by
kesol frm

The default error termin MANOVA has been changed from WTH N CELLS to
W THI N+RESI DUAL. Note that these are the sane for all full factoria
desi gns.

* ko x x x x Anpal ysis o f Variance?®*** * % %
3177 cases accept ed.
0 cases rejected because of out-of-range factor val ues.
15154 cases rejected because of m ssing data.
36 non-enpty cells.

2 designs will be processed.

** * Anal ysi s o f Var i ance-- design 1 * * *

* X% 0
* X% 0
* X% 0

SKI LS4 "% of Students with all 4 Foundational Skills'

1 Dependent Vari able
0 Covari ates
| NDEPENDENT VARI ABLES:
(A) fdk_nhsl' Contrast FDK with 2 HDK G oups'
(B) Race "Contrast White with Asian; African Am Hispanic'
(C) kesol frm ' Contrast NonESOL/ NonFARMS with Farns-only; ESOL + FARMS

*kxx x * Apnpal ysis o f Vari ance-- design 1 * * =

* x %

Tests of Significance for SKILS4 using UNI QUE sums of squares

Source of Variation SS DF VS F Sig of F
W THI N+RESI DUAL 7383810. 03 3169 2330.01

CONSTANT 3075538. 94 1 3075538.9 1319. 97 . 000
FDK_NHS1 66308. 90 2 33154. 45 14. 23 . 000
RACE 118133. 88 3 39377.96 16. 90 . 000
KESOLFRM 166526. 52 2 83263.26 35.74 . 000
(Corrected Model) 520949. 18 7 74421.31 31.94 . 000
(Corrected Total) 7904759. 21 3176 2488. 90

R- Squared = . 066

Adj usted R-Squared = .064
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- Ef fect Size Measures

Parti al
Source of Variation ETA Sqd
FDK_NHS1 . 009
RACE . 016
KESOLFRM . 022

Esti mates for SKI LS4
--- Individual univariate .9500 confidence intervals

CONSTANT
Par anet er Coeff. Std. Err. t-Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
1 46. 2687548 1.27352 36. 33135 . 00000 43. 77174
48. 76577 . 29405
FDK_NHS1
Par amet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
(HDK17- FDK17) 2 -9.5627274 2.28293 -4.18879 . 00003 -
14. 03890 -5. 08655 . 00551
(HDK22- FDK17) 3 -11. 169062 2.19880 -5.07962 . 00000 -
15. 48027 -6.85785 . 00808
RACE
Par anet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
(Asi an- Wht) 4 . 661989099 2.87860 . 22997 . 81813 -
4.98213 6. 30610 . 00002
(Af.Am -Wht) 5 -11. 276706 2.23866 -5.03726 . 00000 -
15. 66607 -6.88734 . 00794
(Hi sp-Wht) 6 -16. 075192 2.72332 -5.90278 . 00000 -
21.41485 -10.73554 . 01088
KESOLFRM
Par anmet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
(FARMS- None) 7 -13.100442 2.44121 -5. 36637 . 00000 -
17. 88696 -8.31393 . 00901
(ESOL/ FARMS- 8 -26.168920 3.32561 -7.86891 . 00000 -
32.68948 -19.64836 . 01916
None)
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Manova Cohort 2 Kindergarten - Head Start Groups Only
manova skils4 by fdkhs2(1,3) race(2,5) kesolfrm(O, 2)
/| CONTRAST(fdkhs2)=SI MPLE(3)/ contrast(race) = sinple(3)
/ contrast ( KESOLFRM = sinple(1)
/ print= param(est EFSIZE ) signif(brief efsize)
/anal ysi s=skil s4 / des=constant fdkhs2 race kesolfrm.

The default error termin MANOVA has been changed from WTH N CELLS to
W THI N+RESI DUAL. Note that these are the sane for all full factoria
desi gns.

¥k ke k x * Anal ysi s of Vari ance?®*?*** x %
1164 cases accepted.
0 cases rejected because of out-of-range factor val ues.
17167 cases rejected because of m ssing data.
34 non-enpty cells.

1 design will be processed.

*xox o x o x x Anal ysis o f Var i ance-- design 1 * * =
SKI LS4 "% of Students with all 4 Foundational Skills'

1 Dependent Vari abl e
0 Covari ates
| NDEPENDENT VARI ABLES:
(A) fdkhs2 'Contrast 2 FDK groups with 1 HDK Group'
(B) Race "Contrast White with Asian; African Am Hi spanic’
(O kesolfrm ' Contrast NonESOL/ NonFARMS with Farms-only; ESOL + FARMS

* ko x ox x x Anal ysis o f Var i ance-- design 1 * * *
Tests of Significance for SKILS4 using UNIQUE sunms of squares
Source of Variation SS DF VS F Sig of F
W THI N+RESI DUAL 2665122. 60 1156 2305. 47
CONSTANT 1603023. 84 1 1603023.8 695. 31 . 000
FDKHS2 72546. 57 2 36273.29 15.73 . 000
RACE 24683. 46 3 8227. 82 3.57 .014
KESCLFRM 94874. 65 2 47437.33 20. 58 . 000
(Corrected Model) 173734.79 7 24819. 26 10. 77 . 000
(Corrected Total) 2838857. 39 1163 2440. 98
R- Squared = . 061
Adj usted R-Squared = .056

Ef fect Size Measures

Parti al
Source of Variation ETA Sqd
FDKHS2 . 026
RACE . 009
KESCOLFRM . 034
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Esti mates for SKI LS4
--- Individual univariate .9500 confidence intervals

CONSTANT
Par anmet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
1 56. 8092236 2.15441 26. 36880 . 00000 52. 58223
61. 03622 . 37558
FDKHS2
Par anmet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
(FDK17a- HDK22) 2 17. 5397652 3.68329 4.76199 . 00000
10. 31309 24. 76644 . 01924
(FDK17b- HDK22) 3 20. 5544172 3.91607 5.24873 . 00000
12.87101 28. 23782 . 02328
RACE
Par anmet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
(Asi an- Wht) 4 6. 44110595 7.14866 . 90102 . 36776 -
7.58470 20. 46691 . 00070
(Af. Am -Wht) 5 -9.6833939 5.89031 -1.64395 . 10046 -
21. 24029 1.87350 . 00233
(Hi sp-Wht) 6 -3.4979429 5.88132 -.59475 . 55212 -
15. 03720 8.04132 . 00031
KESOLFRM
Par anmet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
(FARMS- None) 7 -4.8530702 3. 94649 -1.22972 . 21905 -
12. 59616 2.89002 . 00131
(ESOL/ FARMS- 8 -28.087424 4.97163 -5.64954 . 00000 -
37.84185 -18.33300 . 02687
None)
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Manova Cohort 2 Kindergarten - Non-Head Start Groups
manova skils4 by fdknhs2(1,3) race(2,5) kesolfrn(0, 2)
/ CONTRAST(fdknhs2) =SI MPLE(3)/ contrast(race) = sinple(3)
/ contrast ( KESOLFRM = sinple(1)
/ print= param(est EFSIZE ) signif(brief efsize)

/anal ysi s=skil s4 /| des=constant fdknhs2 race kesolfrm
The default error termin MANOVA has been changed from WTH N CELLS to
W THI N+RESI DUAL. Note that these are the same for all full factoria
desi gns.

¥k ke k x * Anal ysi s of Vari ance?®*?*** x %
2057 cases accept ed.
0 cases rejected because of out-of-range factor val ues.
16274 cases rejected because of m ssing data.
35 non-enpty cells.

1 design will be processed.

¥k ke k x * Anal ysi s of Vari ance-- design 1+ * =

* *x %

Order of Variables for Analysis
SKI LS4 "% of Students with all 4 Foundational Skills'

1 Dependent Vari abl e
0 Covari ates
| NDEPENDENT VARI ABLES:
(A) fdknhs2 ' Contrast 2 FDK groups with 1 HDK Group’
(B) Race "Contrast White with Asian; African Am Hispanic'
(C) kesolfrm ' Contrast NonESOL/ NonFARMS with Farns-only; ESOL + FARMS

*rx 2k x Anal ysis of Var i ance-- design 1+ * =

* x %

Tests of Significance for SKILS4 using UNI QUE sunms of squares

Source of Variation SS DF MS F Sig of F
W THI N+RESI DUAL 4384312.71 2049 2139.73

CONSTANT 3748409. 17 1 3748409. 2 1751. 81 . 000
FDKNHS2 74314.51 2 37157.25 17. 37 . 000
RACE 62449. 04 3 20816. 35 9.73 . 000
KESOLFRM 227819. 21 2 113909. 60 53.24 . 000
(Corrected Model) 402473. 87 7 57496. 27 26. 87 . 000
(Corrected Total) 4786786. 58 2056 2328. 20

R- Squared = . 084

Adj usted R-Squared = .081

Ef fect Size Measures
Parti al
Source of Variation ETA Sqd
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FDKNHS2 . 017
RACE . 014
KESOLFRM . 049

Esti mates for SKILS4

--- Individual univariate .9500 confidence intervals
CONSTANT
Par amet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
1 60. 6425490 1. 44888 41. 85465 . 00000 57.80111
63. 48399 . 46090
FDKNHS2
Par amet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
(FDK17a- HDK22) 2 16. 1643363 3.16178 5.11242 . 00000
9. 96370 22. 36498 . 01260
(FDK17b- HDK22) 3 17. 6562227 3.42094 5.16122 . 00000
10. 94734 24. 36511 . 01283
RACE
Par amet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
(Asi an- Wht) 4 2.25801491 3. 60317 . 62667 . 53094 -
4.80824 9. 32427 . 00019
(Af. Am - Wht) 5 -13.131944 2.97656 -4.41179 . 00001 -
18. 96934 -7.29455 . 00941
(Hi sp-Wht) 6 -10. 892348 3.28441 -3.31638 . 00093 -
17.33348 -4.45122 . 00534
KESOLFRM
Par anmet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper ETA Sq.
( FARMS- None) 7 -14.898040 3. 09667 -4.81099 . 00000 -
20. 97099 - 8. 82509 . 01117
( ESOL/ FARMS- 8 -41. 068418 3.98982 -10.29329 . 00000 -
48. 89295 -33.24389 . 04917
None)
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Grade 1 Performance, Includes only Students in Kindergarten
2000-2001, Non-Head Start

manova gdlbench by fulloldl(1,3) race(2,5) kesolfrm (O,2)
/ CONTRAST(full ol dl)=SI MPLE(1)/ contrast(race) = sinple(3) /
contrast (kesol frm
= sinple(l)
/| print= cell (means)paran(est EFSIZE ) signif(brief efsize)
/ anal ysi s=gdlbench/ des=constant fulloldl race kesolfrm
The default error termin MANOVA has been changed from WTH N CELLS to
W THI N+RESI DUAL. Note that these are the same for all full factoria
desi gns.
*kxx x * Apnpal ysis o f Vari ance?®***x
2054 cases accept ed.
0 cases rejected because of out-of-range factor val ues.
0 cases rejected because of mi ssing data.
35 non-enpty cells.

1 designs will be processed.

* *x *x K* *x %

Anal ysi s of Var i ance-- design 1 % * x % =
Order of Variables for Analysis

Vari at es Covari at es
GD1BENCH "% of Students at/above Text Readi ng Benchmark'
1 Dependent Vari abl e

0 Covari ates
| NDEPENDENT VARI ABLES:

(A)fulloldl "Contrast FDK with 2 HDK G oups'
(B) Race "Contrast White with Asian; African Am Hi spanic’
(C) KESOCLFRM " Contrast NonESOL/ NonFARMS with Farms-only; & ESOL +
FARMS
*kx x x x Anpal ysis o f Vari ance-- design 1 * * *
Tests of Significance for GDLBENCH usi ng UNI QUE sums of squares
Source of Variation SS DF M5 F Sig of F
W THI N+RESI DUAL 4459786. 08 2046 2179.76
CONSTANT 2264791. 85 1 2264791.8 1039. 01 . 000
FULLOLD1 21806. 32 2 10903. 16 5. 00 . 007
RACE 134773. 86 3 44924.62 20.61 . 000
KESOLFRM 118834. 74 2 59417. 37 27. 26 . 000
(Corrected Model) 493865. 34 7 70552.19 32.37 . 000
(Corrected Total) 4953651. 41 2053 2412. 88
R- Squar ed = . 100
Adj usted R-Squared = .097

Ef f ect Size Measures
Parti al
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Source of Variation ETA Sqd

FULLOLD1 . 005
RACE . 029
KESOLFRM . 026

Esti mates for GD1BENCH

--- Individual univariate .9500 confidence int
CONSTANT
Par anet er Coef f. Std. Err. t - Val ue
Upper

1 51.4711235 1.59681 32. 23368
54. 60267

Par anet er ETA Sq.

1 . 33679
FULLOLD1
Par anet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue

Upper

(HDK17- FDK17) 2 -8.5963134 2.79493 -3.07568
-3.11511
(HDK22- FDK17) 3 -3.2182045 2.69626 -1.19358
2.06950

Par anet er ETA Sq.
(HDK17- FDK17) 2 . 00460
(HDK22- FDK17) 3 . 00070

¥k x o x x x Anpal ysis o f Vari an
Estimates for GDLBENCH (Cont.)

RACE
Par anet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue
Upper
(Asian-Wht) 4 2.90622742 3. 46586 . 83853
9.70321

(Af.Am -Wht)5 -14.289782 2.69393 -5.30443
9. 00664
(Hi sp-Wht) 6 -21.029922 3.28055 -6.41049
14. 59636

Par anet er ETA Sq.
(Asi an- Wht) 4 . 00034
(Af. Am -Wht) 5 . 01357
(Hi sp-Wht) 6 . 01969
KESOLFRM

erval s

Sig. t

. 00000

Sig. t

. 0021

. 2327

ce--d

Sig. t

. 40183
. 00000

. 00000

Lower

-95%

48. 33958

Lower

-95%

CL-

CL-

3 -14.07751

8 -8.50591

esi gn

Lower

-3.

-19.

-27.

1 *

-95%

89075

57292

46348

* %

CL-
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Par amet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper

(FARMS- None) 7 -7.3691590 3.08167 -2.39129 . 01688 -13.41270
-1.32562

(ESOL/ FARMS- 8 - 30. 365749 4.11593 -7.37762 . 00000 -38.43760 -
22. 29390

None)
Par amet er ETA Sq.
( FARMS- None) 7 . 00279
( ESOL/ FARMS- 8 . 02591
None)
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Grade 1 Performance, Includes only Students in Kindergarten
2000-2001, Head Start

manova gdlbench by fulloldl(1,3) race(2,5) kesolfrm (O,2)
/ CONTRAST(full ol dl)=SI MPLE(1)/ contrast(race) = sinple(3) /
contrast (kesol frm
= sinple(l)
/| print= cell (means)paran(est EFSIZE ) signif(brief efsize)
/ anal ysi s=gdlbench/ des=constant fulloldl race kesolfrm
* ko x ox x x Anal ysis o f Vari ance?®*?®*?** * ¥
808 cases accept ed.
0 cases rejected because of out-of-range factor val ues.
0 cases rejected because of nissing data.
34 non-enpty cells.

1 designs will be processed.
* ko x ox x x Anal ysis o f Var i ance-- design 1* * =
Order of Variables for Analysis
Vari ates Covari at es
GD1BENCH "% of Students at/above Text Readi ng Benchmark
1 Dependent Vari abl e

0 Covari ates
| NDEPENDENT VARI ABLES:

(A)fulloldl "Contrast FDK with 2 HDK Groups'
(B) Race "Contrast White with Asian; African Am Hispanic'
( C) KESOLFRM " Contrast NonESOL/ NonFARMS wi th Farnms-only; & ESCOL +
FARMS
*xxx x * Apnpal ysis o f Vari ance-- design 1 * * =
Tests of Significance for GDIBENCH usi ng UNI QUE suns of squares
Source of Variation SS DF VS F Sig of F
W THI N+RESI DUAL 1835636. 19 800 2294.55
CONSTANT 656622. 16 1 656622. 16 286. 17 . 000
FULLOLD1 14988. 64 2 7494. 32 3.27 . 039
RACE 37107. 34 3 12369.11 5.39 . 001
KESOLFRM 39140. 06 2 19570.03 8. 53 . 000
(Corrected Model) 86331. 63 7 12333.09 5.37 . 000
(Corrected Total) 1921967. 82 807 2381.62
R- Squared = . 045
Adj usted R-Squared = .037

Ef fect Size Measures

Parti al
Source of Variation ETA Sqd
FULLOLD1 . 008
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RACE . 020
KESOLFRM . 021

Esti mates for GD1BENCH
--- Individual univariate .9500 confidence intervals

CONSTANT
Par amet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper
1 41. 7976976 2.47083 16. 91646 . 00000 36.94762
46. 64777
Par anet er ETA Sq.
1 . 26346
FULLOLD1
Par anet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper
(HDK17- FDK17) 2 - 8.9543446 4.13093 -2.16764 . 03048 -17.06308
-. 84561
(HDK22- FDK17) 3 -9. 2429510 4.38917 -2.10585 . 03553 -17.85860
-.62730
Par amet er ETA Sq.
(HDK17- FDK17) 2 . 00584
(HDK22- FDK17) 3 . 00551
*kx x x x Anpal ysis o f Vari ance-- design 1 * * *
Estimates for GDIBENCH (Cont.)
RACE
Par amet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper
(Asian-Wt) 4 24.9584240 8. 65566 2.88348 . 00404 7.96793
41. 94892
(Af. Am -Wht )5 1. 01811750 6.92210 . 14708 . 88310 -12.56950
14. 60574
(Hi sp-Wt) 6 . 309573083 6.97976 . 04435 . 96463 -13.39124
14. 01039
Par anet er ETA Sq.
(Asi an- Wt ) 4 . 01029
(Af. Am - Wht) 5 . 00003
(Hi sp-Wht) 6 . 00000
KESOLFRM
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Par amet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t Lower -95% CL-
Upper

( FARMS- None) 7 -4.9144532 4.75279 -1.03401 .30144 -14.24386
4. 41496
(ESOL/ FARMS- 8 -20. 883580 5.69907 -3.66439 . 00026 -32.07047
-9. 69669

None)

Par anet er ETA Sq.

( FARMS- None) 7 . 00133
( ESOL/ FARMS- 8 . 01651
None)
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Manova Year 1 to Year 2 Comparison of Kndg Performance

HEAD START GROUP
manova skils4 by pracths(0,1) cohort(1, 2)
/ CONTRAST( pract hs)=SI MPLE(1)/ contrast(cohort) = sinple(l)
[/ print=cell (means) param(est EFSIZE ) signif(brief efsize)
/anal ysi s=skil s4 / des=constant pracths cohort w thin pracths

¥k k x x * Anpal ysi s of Vari ance?®*?** * x %
1678 cases accepted.
504 cases rejected because of out-of-range factor val ues.
18159 cases rejected because of m ssing data.
4 non-enmpty cells.

Cell Means and Standard Devi ati ons

Variable .. SKILS4 4 of 4 Skills
FACTOR CODE Mean Std. Dev. N
PRACTHS FDK/ hs(1
COHORT Cohort 1 51. 028 50. 036 535
COHORT Cohort 2 59. 239 49. 184 552
PRACTHS HDK/ hs( 2
COHORT Cohort 1 25. 087 43. 427 287
COHORT Cohort 2 43. 750 49. 690 304
For entire sanple 47.974 49. 974 1678

SKI LS4 "% of Students with all 4 Foundational Skills'
| NDEPENDENT VARI ABLES:

(A) PRACTHS ' Contrast FDK group(17 schools) with HDK Group (22 school s)
(B) COHORT "Contrast Year 2 - Year 1

Tests of Significance for SKILS4 using UNI QUE sums of squares

Source of Variation SS DF VS F Sig of F
W THI N+RESI DUAL 3957312. 84 1674 2363. 99

CONSTANT 3068362. 56 1 3068362. 6 1297. 96 . 000
PRACTHS 164182. 13 1 164182.13 69. 45 . 000
COHORT W THI N PRACTH  69736. 73 2 34868. 36 14.75 . 000
S

(Corrected Model) 230798. 01 3 76932.67 32.54 . 000
(Corrected Total) 4188110. 85 1677 2497. 38

R- Squared = . 055

Adj usted R-Squared = .053

Ef fect Size Measures

Parti al
Source of Variation ETA Sqd
PRACTHS . 040
COHORT W THI N PRACTHS . 017
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Esti mates for SKILS4
--- Individual univariate .9500 confidence intervals

CONSTANT
Par anet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t
1 44. 7760690 1.24284 36. 02723 . 00000 42. 33839
PRACTHS
Par anet er Coeff. Std. Err. t-Val ue Sig. t
(FDK - HDK) 2 -20. 715030 2.48568 - 8. 33375 . 00000

COHORT W THI N PRACTHS

Par anmet er Coeff. Std. Err. t-Val ue Sig. t
(Yr.2 - Yr.1)FDK 3 8.21109305 2.94979 2.78362 . 00544
(Yr.2 - Yr.1)HDK 4 18. 6628920 4.00164 4.66381 . 00000
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Manova Year 1to Year 2 Comparison of Kindergarten Performance

non-Head Start Group
manova skils4 by practnhs(0,1) cohort(1,2)
/ CONTRAST( pract nhs)=SI MPLE(1)/ contrast(cohort) = sinple(l)
[ print=cell (means) param(est EFSIZE ) signif(brief efsize)
/anal ysi s=skil s4 /| des=constant practnhs cohort within practnhs

4612 cases accepted
1055 cases rejected because of out-of-range factor val ues.
14674 cases rejected because of m ssing data.

4 non-enpty cells.

Cell Means and Standard Devi ati ons

Variable .. SKILS4 4 of 4 Skills
FACTOR CODE Mean Std. Dev. N
PRACTNHS FDK/ nhs(
COHORT Cohort 1 52. 317 49. 969 1122
COHORT Cohort 2 61. 430 48. 705 853
PRACTNHS HDK/ nhs(
COHORT Cohort 1 51.192 50. 004 1342
COHORT Cohort 2 60. 927 48. 810 1295
For entire sanple 56. 093 49. 633 4612

SKI LS4 "% of Students with all 4 Foundational Skills'
| NDEPENDENT VARI ABLES

(A) PRACTHS ' Contrast FDK group(17 schools) with HDK Group (22 school s)
(B) COHORT 'Contrast Year 2 - Year 1

Tests of Significance for SKILS4 using UNI QUE sunms of squares

Source of Variation SS DF M5 F Sig of F
W THI N+RESI DUAL 11256010. 57 4608 2442.71

CONSTANT 14246376. 17 1 14246376 5832. 20 . 000
PRACTNHS 740.72 1 740.72 .30 . 582
COHORT W THI N PRACTN 102692. 88 2 51346. 44 21.02 . 000
HS

(Corrected Mdel) 102781. 71 3 34260.57 14. 03 . 000
(Corrected Total) 11358792. 28 4611 2463. 41

R- Squared = . 009

Adj usted R-Squared = .008

Ef fect Size Measures

Parti al
Source of Variation ETA Sqd
PRACTNHS . 000
COHORT W THI N PRACTNHS . 009
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Esti mates for SKI LS4
--- Individual univariate .9500 confidence intervals

CONSTANT

Par anet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t
1 56. 4666070 . 73939 76.36884 . 00000

PRACTNHS

ar anet er Coeff. Std. Err. t - Val ue Sig. t
(FDK - HDK) 2 -.81432272 1.47879 -. 55067 . 58189

COHORT W THI N PRACTNHS

Par anmet er Coeff. Std. Err. t-Val ue Sig.
(Yr.2 - Yr.1)FDK 3 9. 11295564 2.24517 4.05892 . 00005
(Yr.2 - Yr.1)HDK 4 9. 73439055 1.92522 5. 05625 . 00000
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Appendix 3.
Tables A-1 through A-10

TABLE A-1
Percentage of Kindergarten Students Attaining Benchmark on All 4 Foundational Skills
By the End of Kindergarten, Spring 2001
Head Start Students Only

School Group TOTAL
FDK (17) HDK (17) HDK (22)
4 of 4 Skills 4 of 4 Skills 4 of 4 Skills
% n % n % n % n
Racial/Ethnic Asian American 69% 42 64% 28 43% 23 61% 93
Group African American 51% 125 40% 116 31% 124 | 41% 365
White 63% 38 33% 18 32% 22 47% 78
Hispanic 50% 281 32% 138 10% 87 38% 506
Gender Female 53% 234 41% 150 32% 128 44% 512
Male 52% 252 35% 150 19% 128 39% 530
ESOL / FARMS Not ESOL or FARMS 62% 42 38% 64 34% 70 42% 176
Groups FARMS Only 60% 239 43% 164 28% 126 47% 529
ESOL & FARMS 42% 192 25% 52 9% 46 33% 290
Head Start/Kndg HS/Half Day K . 38% 300 25% 256 32% 556
Groups HS/Full Day K 53% 486 . . 53% 486
Special Education No 54% 456 39% 292 26% 239 43% 987
Yes (With IEP) 30% 30 13% 8 12% 17 22% 55
TOTAL 53% 486 38% 300 25% 256 42% 1042
TABLE A-2
Percentage of Kindergarten Students Attaining Benchmark on All 4 Foundational Skills
By the End of Kindergarten, Spring 2001
NON-Head Start Students Only
School Group TOTAL
FDK (17) HDK (17) HDK (22)
4 of 4 Skills 4 of 4 Skills 4 of 4 Skills
% n % n % n % n

Racial/Ethnic Asian American 69% 90 66% 124 62% 158 65% 372

Group African American 63% 245 48% 245 50% 284 53% 774

White 69% 202 65% 309 66% 506 66% 1017

Hispanic 47% 378 42% 170 27% 168 41% 716

Gender Female 65% 433 59% 406 59% 545 61% 1384

Male 52% 482 53% 442 53% 571 53% 1495

ESOL / FARMS Not ESOL or FARMS 69% 407 60% 610 62% 898 63% 1915

Groups FARMS Only 60% 234 45% 113 41% 98 52% 445

ESOL & FARMS 39% 195 30% 47 11% 46 33% 288

Head Start/Kndg No HS/Half Day K . 56% 848 55% 1116 56% 1964

Groups No HS/Full Day K 58% 915 ) . 58% 915

Special Education | No 59% 882 56% 815 56% 1053 57% 2750

Yes (With IEP) 33% 33 45% 33 40% 63 40% 129

TOTAL 58% 915 56% 848 55% 1116 56% 2879
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TABLE A-3

Percentage of Kindergarten Students Attaining Benchmark on All 4 Foundational Skills
By the End of Kindergarten, Spring 2002

Head Start Students Only

School Groups TOTAL
FDK (01&02) FDK (02) HDK (02)
4 of 4 Skills 4 of 4 Skills 4 of 4 Skills
% n % n % n % n
Racial/Ethnic Asian American 76% 49 67% 24 50% 30 66% 103
Group African American 59% 137 68% 144 45% 116 58% 397
White 63% 30 78% 23 55% 22 65% 75
Hispanic 57% 287 62% 132 40% 102 55% 521
Gender Female 63% 239 68% 149 52% 129 62% 517
Male 57% 264 65% 174 38% 141 55% 579
ESOL / FARMS Not ESOL or FARMS 65% 52 7% 53 55% 76 65% 181
Groups FARMS Only 65% 313 70% 219 45% 147 62% 679
ESOL & FARMS 47% 129 40% 45 31% 29 43% 203
Head Start/ Kndg HS/Half Day K . . 44% 270 44% 270
Groups HS/Full Day K 60% 503 66% 323 . 62% 826
Special Education No 61% 477 68% 308 45% 248 59% 1033
Yes (With IEP) 38% 26 40% 15 41% 22 40% 63
TOTAL 60% 503 66% 323 44% 270 58% 1096
TABLE A-4
Percentage of Kindergarten Students Attaining Benchmark on All 4 Foundational Skills
By the End of Kindergarten, Spring 2002
NON-Head Start Students Only
School Group TOTAL
FDK (01&02) FDK (02) HDK (02)
4 of 4 Skills 4 of 4 Skills 4 of 4 Skills
% n % n % n % n
Racial/Ethnic Asian American 68% 107 87% 178 71% 172 77% 457
Group African American 66% 217 76% 278 61% 257 68% 752
White 81% 207 82% 327 75% 488 78% 1022
Hispanic 63% 416 59% 219 38% 186 56% 821
Gender Female 72% 448 78% 485 68% 542 73% 1475
Male 64% 499 74% 517 61% 561 67% 1577
ESOL / FARMS Not ESOL or FARMS 77% 473 86% 664 73% 856 78% 1993
Groups FARMS Only 70% 273 65% 201 48% 123 64% 597
ESOL & FARMS 41% 151 36% 61 10% 48 34% 260
Head Start/Kndg No HS/Half Day K . . 65% 1103 65% 1103
Groups No HS/Full Day K 68% 947 76% 1002 . 72% 1949
Special Education | No 70% 883 78% 923 65% 1026 71% 2832
Yes (With IEP) 36% 64 56% 79 56% 77 50% 220
TOTAL 68% 947 76% 1002 65% 1103 69% 3052
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TABLE A-5

Percentage of Students Reading At or Above the Grade 1 Text Level Benchmark
HEAD START ONLY
By the End of Grade 1, Spring 2002

School Groups
FDK (17) HDK (17) HDK (22)
% n % n % n

Racial/Ethnic Asian American 54% 35 65% 23 53% 17
Group African American 41% 96 42% 95 37% 100

White 52% 27 13% 15 44% 18

Hispanic 38% 231 29% 115 30% 76
Gender Female 43% 190 40% 131 39% 109

Male 39% 199 32% 117 34% 102
ESOL / FARMS Not ESOL or FARMS 54% 50 50% 42 40% 42
Groups FARMS only 48% 213 38% 170 41% 124

ESOL & FARMS 23% 112 12% 34 17% 36
Head Start/ Kndg | HS with HDK . 36% 248 36% 211
Groups HS with FDK 41% 389 . :
Special Education | No 42% 361 37% 238 38% 197

Yes (with IEP) 21% 28 10% 10 21% 14
TOTAL 41% 389 36% 248 36% 211

Includes only Spring 2002 Grade 1 students who remained in the same school group from Kindergarten 20(

TABLE A-6
Percentage of Students Reading At or Above the Grade 1 Text Level Benchmark
NON-HEAD START ONLY
By the End of Grade 1, Spring 2002

School Groups
FDK (17) HDK (17) HDK (22)
% n % n % n
Racial/Ethnic Asian American 63% 59 66% 105 68% 132
Group African American 57% 173 49% 176 58% 224
White 72% 156 68% 245 71% 396
Hispanic 39% 290 32% 138 40% 129
Gender Female 56% 316 59% 324 65% 446
Male 51% 362 52% 340 61% 435
ESOL / FARMS Not ESOL or FARMS 68% 322 65% 449 70% 684
Groups FARMS only 54% 210 44% 153 47% 130
ESOL & FARMS 17% 115 13% 39 15% 34
Head Start / Kndg No HS with HDK . 55% 664 63% 881
Groups No HS with FDK 53% 678 . .
Special Education No 54% 646 57% 631 65% 815
Yes (with IEP) 31% 32 30% 33 38% 66
TOTAL 53% 678 55% 664 63% 881
Includes only Spring 2002 Grade 1 students who remained in the same school group from Kindergarten 2001
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TABLE A-7

Percentage of Students Attaining Benchmark On 4 out of 4 Foundational Reading Skills
By the End of Kindergarten
For Students Enrolled in K in MCPS in 2000-2001 and in K in MCPS in 2001-2002

Kindergarten Kindergarten
2000-2001 2001-2002
Spring Spring
% n % n
Race/Ethnic American Indian 48% 29 64% 22
Group Asian American 69% 983 76% 1162
African American 49% 1560 62% 1555
White 67% 3772 78% 3616
Hispanic 40% 1505 53% 1650
Gender Female 63% 3846 73% 3882
Male 54% 4003 66% 4123
ESOL / FARMS Not ESOL or FARMS 65% 5534 77% 5594
Groups in K FARMS Only 47% 1219 60% 1532
ESOL & FARMS 32% 628 36% 510
ESOL Only 39% 468 37% 369
Head Start/ No HS/Half Day K 62% 5644 73% 4696
Kindergarten No HS/Full Day K 58% 918 72% 1957
Groups HS/Half Day K 34% 798 43% 522
HS/Full Day K 53% 489 62% 830
Special Education | No 59% 7441 71% 7460
Yes (With IEP) 41% 408 50% 545
TOTAL 58% 7849 69% 8005

Only includes students who missed less than one month of kindergarten

and had Fall & Spring assessments in K
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TABLE A-8
Percentage of Students Attaining Benchmark On 4 out of 4 Foundational Reading Skills
In Fall of Kindergarten
For Students Enrolled in K in MCPS in 2000-2001 and in K in MCPS in 2001-2002

Kindergarten Kindergarten
2000-2001 2001-2002
Fall Fall
% n % n
Race/Ethnic American Indian 0% 29 5% 22
Group Asian American 4% 983 14% 1162
African American 1% 1560 6% 1555
White 4% 3772 13% 3616
Hispanic 0% 1505 2% 1650
Gender Female 3% 3846 10% 3882
Male 2% 4003 9% 4123
ESOL / FARMS Not ESOL or FARMS 3% 5534 13% 5594
Groups in K FARMS Only 1% 1219 3% 1532
ESOL & FARMS 0% 628 0% 510
ESOL Only 1% 468 0% 369
Head Start/ No HS/Half Day K 3% 5644 12% 4696
Kindergarten No HS/Full Day K 1% 918 7% 1957
Groups HS/Half Day K 1% 798 3% 522
HS/Full Day K 1% 489 3% 830
Special Education | No 3% 7441 10% 7460
Yes (With IEP) 1% 408 6% 545
TOTAL 3% 7849 10% 8005

Only includes students who missed less than one month of kindergarten

and had Fall & Spring assessments in K

N.B. Students received assessments in 2001-2002 after 6 weeks more of school than
students in 2000-2001
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TABLE A-9
Percentage of Students Reading At or Above Benchmark by End of Year
On Grade 1 Text Reading Benchmark
For Students Enrolled in Grade 1 in MCPS in 2001-2002

Enrolled in MCPS for K
2000-2001* & for G1 All in Grade 1
2001-2002** 2001-2002**
% n % n
Racial/Ethnic American Indian 63% 24 66% 35
Group Asian American 71% 880 68% 1343
African American 49% 1334 49% 1936
White 70% 3272 70% 4375
Hispanic 38% 1314 36% 1849
Gender Female 63% 3403 63% 4687
Male 57% 3421 55% 4851
ESOL / FARMS Not ESOL or FARMS 68% 4840 67% 5417
Groups in K FARMS Only 45% 1053 43% 1251
ESOL & FARMS 28% 540 27% 633
ESOL Only 42% 390 41% 516
Head Start/ No HS/Half Day K 66% 4926 64% 5654
Kindergarten No HS/Full Day K 53% 759 52% 901
Groups HS/Half Day K 39% 703 38% 787
HS/Full Day K 40% 436 39% 476
Special education No 61% 6388 61% 8835
Yes (with IEP) 37% 436 31% 703
TOTAL 60% 6824 58% 7818
*Only includes students who missed less than one month of kindergarten and had Fall &
Spring assessments in K .
**Only includes students with valid Grade 1 spring assessment.
TABLE A-10
Percentage of Students At or Above Reading Benchmarks by End of Year
For Kindergarten and Grade 1
For Students Enrolled in K in MCPS in 2000-2001 and also in Grade 1 in MCPS in 2001-2002
4 of 4 Skills in K Grade 1 Text Reading
% n % n
Race/Ethnic American Indian 54% 26 58% 26
Group Asian American 69% 884 71% 884
African American 51% 1330 49% 1330
White 68% 3272 70% 3272
Hispanic 42% 1312 38% 1312
Gender Female 64% 3411 63% 3411
Male 56% 3413 57% 3413
ESOL / FARMS Not ESOL or FARMS 67% 4840 68% 4840
Groups in K FARMS Only 48% 1053 45% 1053
ESOL & FARMS 35% 540 28% 540
ESOL Only 40% 390 42% 390
Head Start/ No HS/Half Day K 63% 4926 66% 4926
Kindergarten No HS/Full Day K 62% 759 53% 759
Groups HS/Half Day K 36% 703 39% 703
HS/Full Day K 54% 436 40% 436
Special education No 61% 6388 61% 6388
Yes (with IEP) 41% 436 37% 436
TOTAL 60% 6824 60% 6824
Only includes students who missed less than one month of kindergarten
and had Fall & Spring assessments in K and had valid Grade 1 spring assessment
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Reading Performance of Special Education Students

Stating with kindergarten reading performance, less than haf (41%) of specid
education students met benchmark on four of four foundationa reading skills by the end
of kindergarten for cohort 1. For cohort 2, the comparable figure is 50%. For both
cohorts, these percentages are lower than those for students without 1EPs (see Table A9
in this Appendix). However, like the sudents without IEPs, more gpecid education
students attained the kindergarten benchmarks in cohort 2, compared to cohort 1.

For cohort 1, there is information on meeting the Grade 1 reading proficiency
benchmark. By the end of Grade 1, 37% of the specid education students who were
enrolled in MCPS kindergarten in 2000-2001 attained the Grade 1 reading proficiency
benchmark (see Table A-10 in this Appendix). This percentage is smilar to the
percentage of speciad education students (41%) who met the kindergarten benchmarks on

four of four foundationd skills.
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Contrasts between Full Day Kindergarten and Half Day Kinder garten based on Multiple Analysis of Variance on Per centage

FigureA-1

of Studentsthat met Kindergarten Benchmark By the End of Kindergarten, Spring 2001

FDK17 - HDK+

FDK17-HDK

FDK 17 = 17 Schools with Full Day
Kindergarten in 2000-2001

Head Start Students
17 19%
22 | 2%
T T !
0% 10% 20% 30%

Differencein Percentage that Met Benchmark *

4% HDK+17 = 17 Schools with Half Day
Kindergarten in 2000-2001 (Full Day

Kindergarten initiated in 2001-2002)

FDK17 - HDK+:

FDK17 - HDK22 13%
T

Non Heed Sart Sudents

HDK 22 = 22 Schools with Half Day
Kindergarten in 2000-2001 (Full Day

17 13%

Kindergarten initiated in 20022003)

% 10% 20% 30%

Difference in Percentage thet Met Benchmark *

*Read as follows: 19% more students in FDK 17 schools compared to HDK+17 schools met the benchmark on 4 of 4
foundational skills in kindergarten.

Contrasts between Full Day Kinder garten and Half Day Kindergarten based on Multiple Analysis of Variance on Percentage

FigureA-2

of Studentsthat met Kinder garten Benchmark By the End of Kindergarten, Spring 2002

Head Start Students

FDK+17 -

FDK17 -
HDK 22 [L8%

HDK22

|22%

FDK 17 = 17 Schools with Full Day

0%

10% 20% 30%
Difference in Percentage that Met Benchmark*

Kindergarten in 2000-2001 and 2001-
40% 2002

FDK+17 = 17 Schools with Full Day

Kindergarten initiated in 2001-2002

FDK17 - HDK22

FDK+17 -
HDK22

Non Head Start Students

HDK 22 = 22 Schools with Half Day

1 8%

Kindergarten in 2001-2002 (Full Day
Kindergarten initiated in 2002-2003)

T

0% 10% 20% 30%

Difference in Percentage that Met Benchmark*

40%

*Read as follows: 18% more students in FDK 17 schools compared to HDK 22 schools met the benchmark on 4 of 4
foundational skills in kindergarten.
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FigureA-3
Contrasts between Full Day Kindergarten and Half Day Kinder garten based on Multiple Analysis of Variance on Per centage
of Studentsat or above Grade 1 Proficiency Benchmark By the End of Grade 1, Spring 2002

Heed Start Sudents
FDK17 - HDK+17 o>
FDK17 - HDK22 Do+
FDK 17 = 17 Schools with Full Day
1 Kindergarten in 2000-2001
0% 1% % £yl 4% HDK+17 = 17 Schools with Half Day
Difference in Percentage thet Met Benchmark * Kindergarten in 2000-2001 (Full Day
Kindergarten initiated in 2001-2002)
Non Heed Sat Qudats HDK 22 = 22 Schools with Half Day
Kindergarten in 2000-2001 (Full Day
Kindergarten initiated in 20022003)
FDK17-HDK+17 Po**
FDK17-HDK22 o
% D6 Do I D
** Significant contrast (p<= .05)
Differencein Percentagethat Met Benchmark *

*Read as follows: 9% more students in FDK17 schools compared to HDK+17 schools met the Grade 1 proficiency benchmark.
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Appendix 4. Kindergarten Decision Tree (2002-03)
Primary Assessment Decision Tree

Adminigter to all:
Record of Oral Language Letter Identification Concepts About Print
(ROL) (Letter ID) (CAP)

T

If student scores are: If student scores are: If student scores are: If student scores are:
0-6 on ROL 7-12 on ROL 13-18 on ROL 19-21 on ROL
0-14 on Letter ID 15-27 on Letter ID 28-44 on Letter ID 45-54 on Letter ID
0-3 on CAP 4-8 on CAP 9-12 on CAP 13-16 on CAP
then then then then

Administer
Administer - Phonemic Awareness

- Hearing and Recording

Sounds
- Word Recognition

- Phonemic Awareness

Follow the Decision Tree to identify assessments If student scores are: If student scores are:
for each child. For students who score across 14-19 on PA 20-24 on PA
color bands on different assessments, use 9-12 on H&R Sounds 13-15 on H&R Sounds
professional judgment to determine the path that 11_1t8h on WR 19'2t5h°” WR

best meets the needs of individual students. To Administer en Administer en
Secureha morte m(;de_pt_fS]tstudc(jeg_t t'p ro;;le, teachers " Level 1/2 Running Record ~ Appropriate
may choose to administer addition Running Record

assessments.
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