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FOREWORD

January 1, 1976
To the. Governor and General Assembly: ‘

This report is the second to. be respectfully submitted
in compliance with the Maryland Educational Accountability Act, .
Section 28A, Article 77 of the Annotated Code of Maryland (1969
Replacement Volume). Although this report for School Year
1974-75 strongly resembles the first report for School Year
1973-74 in format and content, a number of activities are under
way which will expand and improve the Maryland Accountability
Program (MAP). - Subsequent reports should reflect these changes
as resources for their implementation are made available. 1In
fact, a supplemental report will be published in February on
the results of the Fall 1975 assessment of seventh and eleventh
grades in which the Maryland Basic Skills Reading Mastery Test
was used. This assessment is part of the Action Plan for the
Assessment Component of the Maryland Accountability Program
whichyvas reviewed by all advisors and subsequently approved by
the Maryland State Board of Education last July. Cooperative
activities are under way in the Process Evaluation Component
and in the Program Cost Component of the MAP as well. These
activities and their outcomqg§for decisignmaking will be fully
reported in January 1977. _ '

This year's report provides new information concerned
with Special Education and Pupil Services programs at State
apd school system levels.. Definitive information regarding pro-
gress toward/agreed-on gepals and objectives will be reported i
these and other program areas in future years. . '

) : . .
As I iéunseled in my transmittal letter of last year, I
should like to emphasize again -- readers should exercise ap-

propriate cautipn in forming judgments about the public schools
of the state based solely on the data in this report. We are
neither ready nor able to make far-reaching policy decisions re-
garding the allocation and application of resources (staff,
facilities, equipment, and materials) on the basis of descrip-
tive demographic information and assessment data from a very ,
limited portion of the total edpcational program of our schools.
As the MAP continues to unfold, it will be possible to make
better and nonintuitive decisions in the management of the public

edqcatiogﬁi';nterprise.

The development and operation of the MAP and the publica-
tion of this report would have been difficult or impossible with-
out the extensive efforts contributed by our advisors, consultants,
and state and local educator participants -- only a few of whom
have been identified in the precedind pages. To all concerned,
especially teachers and other school level staff, we extend our-
thanks. -

SENSENBAUGH
Jtate Superintendent of "Schools,

|
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’ REPORT SUMMARY
i I. Introduction
This report provides descriptive information for public i
- officials and the general public about4§aryland's public schools. ‘ ]
It is the second reéort required by the Marylénd Educational ’
Accountability Act. (The first was published in January 1975.)
" This second report contains information about:
o The implementation of the Maryland Accountability
Program on the state and local school system
levels -- present achievement and future plans;
r ‘ ° Demographic data for tlre state, local school sys-
- . tems, and schools;
o Assessment data on ability and achievement summa-
rized at the state and school system levels; and |
° Assessment data on ability and achievement for . %
each Maryland public school with Grades 3, 5, 7, i
and 9. j
“ |
) , |
‘ . |
. |
II. Overview i
- i
- The report begins with a general discussion of educa- 3
tional accountability and the natmre of the accountability effort. i
in Maryland. Then, it moves on to a more detailed presentation §
of accountability .objectiyes and achievements on both the state - !
and local school system lgvels. - A brief outline of the entire §
document appears below: ' ©
K
/7ﬁ~ Chapter 1 EdUcational Accountability L \ l\§ : .
Sl - : N |
f. . |

This chabter defines educdtional accountability and 1
introduces the reader to the Maryland Accountability Program --

~ - o

past, present and future. )
- - | viii - .
ERIC |

-
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Chapter 2 Maryland State Department of Education: Accomplish-
;

ments and Objectives . . /

/

/

‘, . This chapter provides a detailed description of %he
agency objectives in education that were set by the Maryland
State Department of Education (MSDE). It also lists some major
accomplishments for Fiscal Year 1975 and plans for Fiscal Year
1976 in each of the Department of Education's functional areas
of activity, i.e., educational programs, public library programs,
vocational rehabilitation programs, general management and pro- A

gram support services.

-

-

Chapter 3 How to Use the Maryland Accountability Program Report

The purpose of this chapter is to assist the reader in -
understanding and using the tables in this report. Samples of
Tables 1, 2, 2A, 3, and 4 are given, along with definitions of y
the terms used in each-table and guidelines for interpreting the
data.

’

~

Chapter 4 Maryland Accountability Assessment Information

This chapter feports bn'thevstatus of the staﬁp ahd ¢~
local'sghgsl‘system‘accoantability proqrqms. Each of tﬁese_fe-
ports is followed by the tables described below whicn give de-
tailed information on deﬁographic backéround and test results
for that level- . ’ "

) Table 1. Community and Public School Resources
Profile =- Provides background information on the
state and local levels (e.g., total population,
median family incomes, school enrollment, and
per pupil instructional costs). There are se-

parate tables numbered "1" for the state level

;///%? and each local system. N »

i1




e Table.2. Nonverbal Ability in Average Standard

Age Scores and Academic Achievement in Average
Grade Equivalent Scores, by Skill Area and by

- . Grade -+ Gives an overview of the performance

. of the state and school systems in each of thd

basic skill areas tested. There are separate
tables numbered "2" for the state level and
each local system. ‘

» e Table 2A. Comparison of Yegr)I (1973-74) with
Year II (1974-75) Data in Average Standard -Age

) Scores -- Compares the test results from Year I
- - and Year II of the‘adgpuntability program. AS
' explained in Chapter 3, however, differences in 8

test scores should be viewed in the light of
differences in other variables, e.g., Standard
Age Scores (SAS). There are separate tables
numbered "2A" for the state level and each local

system.. . -

° Table 3. School Level -- Community and Public
School Resources Profile -- Gives background in-
formation (e.g., total school enrollment, pupil/

staff ration) for each school in the individual
school syst@nuq-

[ Table 4. School Level -- School Average Grade
Equivalent Scores, by Skill Area, Compared with
Maryland Norms Based on School Average Standard
Age Scores =-- SHows the'test results of children

. in a particular school %gi' pared to the state
norm. Test results are displayed by grade and
by skill area.

Chapter 5  Program Cost Component

This chépter describes the efforts of state and local
officials to achieve a statewide uniform reporting system, in
~ the spirit“ofvaccountabiliEy, through improved financial report-

’

ing procedures.

-
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Special Education Component

’

Qe‘ B .

This chapter desfrlbes the spec1al educatlon program e

-currently prov1ded for handlcapped chlldren in Maryland- Eublr RN

schools.

"It also Outllnes plans to ensure tth all chlldren

needlng spe01al educatlon wil}t be 1dent1f1ed and that approprlate

programs wrll be avallable to them.

- "“, ,,’
Pupil Services Component

L

L]

. Thls chapter detalls the efforts

of state aﬁd“local

pupll services staff to develop a, plannlng model for pupll ser-

Vlces.

to .aid students in learning effectlve skllls for personal ‘and’

The emphas1s is on preventatlve—developmental’act1v1t1es

s001al development ‘and to enable them to enjoy and benefit from

the school experlence.
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CuapTER 1 . EDUCATIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY )
1 {k\ 7

oy ) M 4
“

Q.1 Introduction to the'haryland Aocodgtability Program
' Report, School Year 1974-1975 ;

£ <
' -

K
s

) This report was developed as tﬁe‘main instrument for
' disciospre of informatﬂe;‘about goals in public education and

progress'toward those goals. It is dlrected to the Governor
and”“ the General Assemﬁly as. requ1red by the Maryland Account-
ability Act. Chaptér 1 explalns the concept of educational
accouhtability.. The 1nformatlon 1n this chapter is d1v1ded 1nto
. the follow1ng sections: (1) the defIﬁIt&on\\f accountablllty,

(2) xhe Maryland .Educational Accountablllty Act - (3)—the_Maryland

Accountablllty Program; (4) accountablllty and decisionmaking in -
education; and {5) Maryland's’ future ‘in accountablllty The
'<re1atlonsh1p of thls document to ‘the state s overall respbnslbll-

ity for educatlonal accountablllty should be clear to the
interested citizen and educator after reading this chapter.

1.2 - The Definition of Accountability

> !

- 51mply stated educational accountabjlity is an attempt

to d1sclose and explaln results achieved by public school programs.
Its purposes are: (1). to promote an understanding of the relation-
shlps among the quality of educatlon,ithe characteristics of educa-
tional programs, the processes of education, and needed and avail-
able human and material resourcesﬁ and (2) on the basisfof that
understanding, to make improvements in the educatioﬁal system.

\\ More spec1f1cally, the Maryland Accountablllty Program
can be said to have’ s1x baslc characterlstlcs. First is 1ts positive
emphasls. Accountablf&ty will help identify exemplary programs,

- .29
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ana determine which are more effective than others. Recognition and -

dissemination of the more successful programs:will be emphasized.
and formal plans will be written for the thorough study of exemplary
program characteristics so that they may be emilated.

The second characteristic of the aécountability program

1ncludes goal- settlng, assessment, analysis, and reporting. The .

sett1ng of educational goals and objectives is an 1mportant element'
of any accountability program. It is important to note that assess-
ment results should.be 1nterpreted ultimately more in terms of local
objectlves than 1n terms of . natlonal or state norms. Assessment
‘ helps measure progress toward goals and provides, through analysis,
.1nformatlon for program 1mprovement'and forgreportlng purposes.
'Gradual and deliberate movement into an accountability b
program is the third characteristic of the Maryland system.’ Rather
than attempting to develop.a complete and exemplary p&og:?mkquickli,
Maryland's'gbal is to progress carefufly from the basic elements to

@

a complete program.

The fourth characteristic of the program is of special
interest to teachers. Accountablllty is program-oriented and not

directed toward teacher evaluatlon. . In fact, 'there is a legal

precedent for the 1nva11q1ty of evaluating teachers on the basis
of student achievement scores. It has long been’ recognized that
. many other variables, e.g., student, family, and community char-
) acteristics, have a powerful influence on'student'performance. ‘

e

(See Figure 1l.)

4
.

The fifth characteristic of‘the'Maryland Accountability -
Program is the demand for an accounting by all personnel, not just
by teachers. Teachers can be more effectlve when supplled with
adequate and appropriate resources, pleasant and suitable working .

conditiomrs, and effective and'supportlve school administrators.
Accountablllty for providing teachers. w1th these resources, condi-
tlons, and support falls upon personnel at all levels of the school
system outside the classyroom.. v

s G0
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Figure 1. Student Growth Depehds on Many Factors L
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It is also necessary to recognize that education is a
shared responsibility.: Parents and members of the various com-
munities in the state, including public officials, hawvesan enor-
mous opportunity for influence and impact upon the work,of the
schools. Soclal processes, including learning, cannot be con-
ducted by the schools without active support from parents and the
community.

-

q

Sixth, accountability should be concerned with progress
in the a:eas(of éttitudes, interests, and self-concepts, as well
as understanding, knowledge, skills, and abilities. Development
of self-esteem, concern for others, and other personally and soc1ally

p051t1ve attitudes are as important goals in the eyes of the general
public as is co%pltlve training. Although it is difficult at present
to assess attitudes, workable methods of observation and measure-
ment, will eventually be formulated and generally ;vailable, and

‘the Maryland Accountability Program must be'prepazed to expand into

this area. ) 3 1 .

K]
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1.3 The Maryland Educational Accountability Act

\

At the time of this writingy agg@oximately 30 states
have enacted accountability legislation. Most of the regginihg
states have drafted plans for accountability legislation; or have
initiated procedures at.the state level that will preclude the
need for:legislative mandates. » )

ﬁhring the .1972 session of the Maryland Géneral Assembly,
Article 77, Section,28a, the Annotated Code of Maryland and 1973
Cumulative Supblement was passed. The law has come to be commonly
called the "Maryland Educational'Accountabilitggﬁ;t"_(seé Appendix A)-.

The, overall purpose of the Act ig tol ;6v1dé for the
establishment of a program- of statewide educaglonal accountability.
This program should assure that educational programs lead to the
attainment of established educational objectives, provide informa-
tion for‘én analysis of thHe differential effectiveness of instruc-
tional programs, and provide information for accurate analysis of
costs of instructional progrdms. N -—é‘

The Maryland Educational Accountability Aé%tiﬁposes
several requlrements for statewide accountablllgy,fwwhese 1nclude:
(1) the establlshment of goals and objectives in, but not limited
to, readlng,.wrltlng, anqahgthematlcs at all levels =-- gtate,
school sYstem,)and individual school; (2) a school-by-school sur-
vey of the cufrent,status of student achievement in relation to es-
tablished objectives, and the development of programs by each school
for  meeting its own needs; and (3) the establishment of 2valuation
procedures for determining the effectiveness of these proorams.
Regular réevaluation of programs, ggals, and objectives is, like-

wise, a stipulation of the act.

@
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A The Maryland Educational Accountability Act also requires
that a yearly report be submitted by the State Superlntendent of -
Schools to the Governor and thé General Assembly beginning 1n
January 1975. This reéport must 1nclude, but is not necessarily
limited to, the progress made by the Maryland btate Department of
Education, by loc&l school systems,‘andlby individual schools toward
the achievement of their respective goals and objectives. The
report should also include recommEndations for legislation'deemed

necessary to improve the Quality of education in Maryland.

"

1.4 ” The Maryland Accountability Program

1.4.1 Administration of the Maryland Accountability Program

. L]
- .

In response to the accountability legislation enacted
\by the Maryland General Assembly and in accord with the six char-
acterlstlcs of the state's accountability program, the Maryland

State Board of Education determined that the initial efforts of
accountability should concentrate on the basic learning skills of
reading, writing, and mathematics. The' Board resolQed that, fol-
low1ng the specification of de51rea educational goals 1n each of
these three areas, student achievement relative to each goal should
be measured, and an analysis of the achievement results relating )
to other variables, such as student ability and socioeconomic
status, should be conducted. .
. Four major components of the Maryland Accountability
Program (MAP) were established following these directives:
(1) goals and objectives setting; (2) assessment; (3) process

evaluation; and (4) program cost. <

~ ) ’




To assist in accomplishing these tasks, tﬁe State Board ’
.. of Education‘appointed a State Advisory Committee on Accounta-
bility, drawing its members from a broad cross section of the

gtate's p0pulat1bn. It also designated the chairman of this com-
mittee. A member of the Maryland State Depdrtment of Educathn
{MSDE) was assigned as full-time executive secretary to the com+-
mittee in order t6 make available, as detailed accountablllty'
procedures were deﬁeloPed, technical services from the‘S?éte

Department of Educatlon to the committee and to the loc&i ‘school
system. ‘ ' e

TwO additional task forces were constituted. At the <
state level, the MSDE Accountability Team was formed, drewing
together departmental personnel who.could provide assistance,in
the development and implementation of tﬁe various’compcnents of
the MAP. On the local school system level, each superintendent ' .
appointed a local coordinator to supervise all system leVel-
activities. Responsible to the superintendent, the local coordin-
ator serves as system representative in the planhing and implementf

ation of accountability program activities.

>

Staff responsibility for the administration of the
accountability program is now delegated by the State Superintend-' -
ent of Schools to the Assistant State Superintendent, .Division of
Research, Evaluation, and Information Systems-(REIS). An . : .
accountability section in REIS oversees MAP's operation at "
the state, system, and school levels, coordinates developmental
act1v1t1es, and ensures the v1ab111ty of the MAP dec1s1onmak1ng :

process (see Figure 2). .
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Figure 2.

Maryland Accountability Progfam Decisionmaking Process#*
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.- ' In 1973, the State Board of: Education adopted a plan

1,4.2 Implementation of the Maryland Accountability Program

.

that called for the development and dissemination of statewide
goals in reading, writing, and' mathematlcs (see Appendix B). In‘
subsequent phases, each of the 24 school systems was gequlred to’

" establish local goals and objectives in conformlty with those

established at the state level.
. The state 1mplementatlon plan further specified that

by’ September 1, 1974, school :system goals would be reviewed and

,that by Aprll 1, 1975, each school would have establiphed its own

='*ob3ect1ves, consistent with its unique needs, and in keeping with

.
s

. school system goals. September 1, 1975 was designated as the dead-

line for school systems to evaluate the _objectives submitted by
1ndiv1dual schools and to submit a narratlve report to the Maryland
State Department of Education on the establishment of school'objec-
tives.! (See'Chapter 4.1.1, Sections A and Blfor'more details.)

. _

The state's implementation plan required‘the'establish-
ment of a comprehensive and uniform statewide testing program. The .
Iowa Tests of Basig Skills (ITBS) and the Cognitive Abilities Test
(CAT) were selected as the statewide assessment instruments. Begin-
ning in thé spring of 1974, all pupils (excluding certain categories

.+0f handicapped students) in Grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 were tested.: The

plan also called for the establishment of procedures for collecting
"data on student;, home, community, and school characteristics. The '
implementation plan required the establishment of procedures by which
school systems would report test results and other information to

the Maryland State Department ‘0f Education. (A description of these
data can be found in Section 1;5.2.)~ « '

2

lchapter 2 of this report describes, in summary fashion, the accom-
plishments- and objectives of the Maryland State Department of °
Educatlon.

; ST o .
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The relationship between eduqationalogoals and'objectives‘
‘established in Méryland and the assessment of current status is,
however, by .no means ideal. Only a.small sample of skills'(those
covered by ITBS) has been agsessed and reported on.ﬁor the pur-
poses of°accountability. S?ﬁ%ewide assessment has not been under-
taken in various other skill and subject matter area*uch as social
studies, science, vocational educatisn, and the arts; Nor has infor-
mation been‘coilected on student ‘attitudes, interests and values --
the so-called affective domain of learning objectives. 1In addition,
there is no information available regarding the psychomotor aspects
of student learning, e.g., eye-hand coordination, manual dexterity,
and response orientation and integration.

These three domains of learning, which make up the total
potential of student growth, are représenﬁed pictorially in Figure l
3, which al§o listq major objectives for each domain. The shaded
area highlights-<the limited sector of cognitive skills that is
measured in Maryland's'present accountability effort. (See Sections
1:5.3, 1.5.4, and‘l.5ﬂ5 for a discussion of the instruments useaq,
streﬁgths and limitations of the Assessment Component, Maryland

“Accountability Prdgram.)

Stgdént achievement is a composite of many developed

. skills, underétandings, and attitudes, and there arg, understand-
ably, many factors that influence student coénitive,—éffective;
and psychomotor growth. These factors, as indicateé‘earlier in
Figure 1, include school effects, community resources, socioeconomic
factors, student métivétion, and student ability. The Maryland
Accountability Assessment Program provides a measure of the six
factors shown in Figure 4. ’
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« Figure 3. Achievement Measured in Relation to the Entire Do?nain‘
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A major assqution qnde}lying Maryland's aécihntability
~legislation is that the analysis and interpretation of pertinent
test data and othér information must lead to beneficial changes
and modifications in instructional programs. Tie Maryland Account-
ability Program (MAP) should be viewed as a support system essential
te sound management for "improvement of public educational programs.
‘It is not an artlflclal superimposed program developed simply to "
comply with the Accountablllty Act, that is, the generatlon of
information solely for repertlﬁg purposes. On the contrary, -all R
information generated for MAP is to be analyzed and utilized in an
effort to improve system and school programs througgout the state,
‘ However, it is not s:?kicient to assume that the school's
1nstruct10nal programs ‘become more effective and efficient only
because the state has an assessment program. In keeping with the
‘Maryland Educational Accountabllity Act, evaluation programs must
* be developed and installed in order to determine the effect that
modifications of the instructional programs have upon goal attain-
ment. Adequate evaluatlon of 1nstruct10nal programs requires the
us tr‘\bf more than just nofm—referenced tests such as the Iowa Tests
of Basic Skills (18BS)| and the Cognltlve Ablllties Test (CAT). .
Crlterion-referenced sts in reading, writing, "and mathematics
must be developed or adapted for use in Maryland's public schools.
The state's accountabflity program must also be extended to domains
other than the cognitive one. Cuﬁrent efforts in these areas are

outlined in the nekt section.
‘ %

-

1.4.3 Action'Plan for the Assegsment Component,ﬂﬁmd
Accountability Program o . :

ta
L)

* | on July 30, 1975, the Maryland State Board "of Education
approved the Action Plan for the Assessment Component, - .Maryland
Accountability Program. les flve-year conceptual framework was

. ug .
: _ . A
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developed during the spring by the Maryland State Department of
Edqcatlon Accountability Team, the Local Coordinators for Account—

ablllty, and the State Advisory Committee for Accountablllty Some
of the major features include:

1 Continuation of the use of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
(ITBS) and Cognitive Abilities Test (CAT), Nonverbal
Battery, in Grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 through Year III,
1975-76 (see Section 1.5.3 for more details);

- administering the ITBS and CAT only to Grades 3
and 7 beginning in Year IV, 1976-77.

° Initiation of the use of the.Maryland Basic Skills
" Reading Mastery Test in Grades 7 and 1l in the fall
of Year III, 1975-76 (see Section 1.5.3 for more de-’
tails):

- requesting funds for Fiscal Year 1976 to beglg
the two-year development of mastery tests
mathematics and writing for Grade 11, witH<~im-
plementatlon pro;ected for Year v, 1977 78. /

° Expansion of 1nstrumentatlon to assess spec1al education
programs/services, beginning in Year III, 1975-76 {see
Chapter 6 for mQ;g,detq}lp). . X

e Beginning exploration fdr, ot“development of, assess-

ment measures for selected aspects in the affective
domain, such as student attitudes and interests, with

3 X implementation projected for Year IV, 1976-77 (see

Vol d ) Chapter 7 for complementary acE1V1t1es under Pupil

K S , SerV1ces Component) .

e Requesting in Fiscal Year 1977 and in Fiscal Year 1978
budgets funds for the development of additional or re-
placement assessment instruments for agreed upon ITBS

, : elements in Grades 3 and 7, with 1mplementatlon projected

Ty for Year v, 1977-78. .

[

&
_Z.S . Accountabiﬁity and Decisionmaking igt Education

are best undersfood in the context of models for evaluation of
educational prefgrams. Educational programs may be considfred at

. the state 1ev7f he school system level, and at the indikidual : .
school level, and are discussed in the concept of any ongo ng : .
ﬂ() 12 '

~ .
| / .
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educatlonal acghv1ty des1gned to produce spec1f1ed changes ‘in the

behav1or of the 1nd1v1duals whq are exposed to 1t ' A succinet re- - e

view of evaluatlon models is prov1ded by Aust1n and Panos in Educa-

. ®

tlonal Measurement

.;gv_},': ‘
Ideally, an evaluative study 1n¥olves the’ COllectlon and

analy51s of information regardlng inputs;~outputs, . and Operatlons
of educational programs, which comprise the ree conceptually distinct

)

components of any educatlon program. "inputs" refers to. the tal-
ents, skllls, asp1ratlons, and other pdtentials for growth and
learning that the student brings with him into the educatlonal pro-
gram. In addltlon, the characteristics of the student's family

and the culture in whlch he lives are 1mportant 1&5uts._

* ¥ b J

"dhtputsh_refers to the studentls achievements, knowledge, . E
skills, aptitude for future learning, values, persconality, inter-
! personal relations, and other behaviors that are llkely ‘to be' influ-
'enied by the educatlonal program. . .
- "Operations referSwto those character1st1cs of the edu-.
cational program that are. capable of affecting relevant student
outputs. Included in operatlons are environmental experiences,
educatlonal interventions, iearnlng experlences, learning strate-
. gies, curr1cula, teacher style and 1nstructlonal technlques. - _: <
Educational operdtions comprlse the entire array of env1ronmental‘
o variables that characterize a partlcular educational program -~ the

means to achieve the educatlonal~ends, i.e., go?ls of the program

v 3 prev1ously establlshed v » ST
a , . ’ ‘ ! — .
v - L - o s . . o
2Phorndike, Robert L. (ed.).. Educational Measurement, Second Edi- «

tion. Astin, Alexander W. and Panos, Robert J., "The Evaluation - T
of Educational Programs." Wash., D.C.: .American.Council on Educa- ’
tion, 1971, pp. 733-751. . * :
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l.5.2° Maryland's Approachi

~ - E ..

. The accountability effort in Maryland‘isiguided‘by an
evaluation model which takes into abdouhtvinput; output, and’edu-
cational process (operations) information as follows:

i . . N » e )
a. Analysis of Inputs _
RS wh o s

' These include descriptions of communlty
characteristics such-as population size, med-
*  ian family income, percent of-disadvantaged
‘schooi age Ghildren, and an estimated level .
. of parent education; school :characteristics
such as enrollment, average experience
and salary of teachers and-administrators
education 0f teachers and staff, pupil/staff
ratio, and daily attendapce rates; financial

V' o - characteristics such as the cost of instruc-
, tion and adm;nlstratlon, and finally, the °
- level of student ability, as expressed in

Standard Age Scores (SAS) and measured by the
Nonverhal Section of the Cognltlve Abilities
Test (CAT) .

The measurements of all these character-
istics are reported in Tables 1 and 2 of the
state''and local education agency portions of
this rgport, and in Table 3 of the school-by-
school portions. (See Chapter 4.)

b. Analy51s of Outputs

The primary output measures,are the grade
equivalent .scores (GE) obtained by students in
"Grades 3, 5, 7, and 9 on the eight subtests of
‘the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS). Aver-
ages of these scores are®shown in Table 2 of
the state and local education agency portions
of this report, and in ‘rable 4 ot the school-
by—school portlons.

’
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Last year, ITBS scores. formed the major'
~ measures of achievement coltected and publlshed 3
- This year, additional scores a

which will be pu llshed in a- spec1al report ~—
under separate cover.i For subsequent years, addI>\4\
tional mastery tests are planned in writing and
. mathematics for the eleventh grade, along with some
specitalized testing procedures for students 1n
5sgec1al education programs. L

—

c. Analysis of Education Process

In the context of the evaluation model,
the word "process" refers to everything which
intervenes between the input's and outputs: from
curriculum goals and gbjectives to how teachers ,
conduct  their classes; from the nature of a prin-
cipal' S leadershlp style to the students' class-=t
room peHavidor. 1In short, process evaluation con-
s1deﬁ%&the entire educational enterprise in action.
of th,?three, the process evaluation component- is
by far the most difficult to design and implement.
Given the immense scope and complexity, any plans
. and procedures are likely to be either wholly in-
' adequate or else hopelessly -expensive, 'intrusive
and time consuming.

o

In order to provide &:ddance and leadership
in this area, a State Process Evaluation Team has
been formed which includes local representatives
with the assignment to study appropriate approaches.
A report on the current ‘status of the team's efforts
is given in -Section 1.5.6 following.

The three elements of Maryland's evaluation model, dis-
cussed above, are by no means separate and independent. Close links
© exist among the various measurements and observations which result
from each of them. For this reason, the Maryland accountabiiitf
effort goes beyond the mere listing of various numbers and scores.

v

3pappendices C and D provide two additional output measures that
reflect on the quality of Maryland Public Schools: Scholastic oo
 Aptitute Test and Achievement Tests (Appendix C) and the

Maryland High School Graduate Follow—up Study (Appendix D).

. 43 o
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One of these links is the re1ationship between the
-+ Standard Age Scores (an input referred to as-SAS), and the grade
equivalent scores (an output referred to as GE). 'In order- to

o

;learn the strength of this link a regress1on analys1s was performed

',on the data.* Based on this analysis, an ind1v1dual schbol's aver- .

age GE is compared to a Maryland norm for that 'school, which takes
into account the average SAS for that school and the relationship
between SAS and GE found in the Maryland data. (See Chapter 4, )
School Level - Accountability Assessment Information: ’Table/4).

In Table 4 the actual obtained average GE's for the
schools are listed in the column headed "average GE", and by a
simple subtraction of this Eggber from the Maryland .norm for that
school ("Maryland Norm" column) the numbers listed in the "differ-
ence" column can Be ohtained. Of course, these differences can .
be negative, zero, or positive,.depending on whether the obtained
GE was higher, the same as, or lower than the Maryland norm. Such
differences must be carefully interpreted.

The amount of difference (residual), positive or neg- .
ative, shpuld not be interpreted as a direct measure of the school's
effectiveness or ineffectiveness. By the very nature of the analysis,
half the schools will have. positive residuals and ‘the other half will
have negative residuals. 'In fact, the- average residual of the state
is 0.00 on all subtests. If we took the residual as a direct measure
of effectiveness, then the state as a whole would -have zero effect:

At best, the residual may be viewed as a hazardous, relative indica-
tor, highly subject to error. The closer to zero, the more the
residual loses its meaning with respect to being a "negative" or
"poSitive" 1ndicator For this reason, the Maryland Accountability
Program Report has adopﬁed'the practice of placing asterisks by
those schools whose residuals are»extreme.

.0

5ee Appendix E for an explanation of the use of regression
"analysis in the Maryland Accountability Program.

44 |

& - 16 A

“




L3
e

7 7 - | . . . o
j' RN . ‘ S . .

The top 2.5 percent of the schools ‘having positive resid-
udls were asterisked. Similarly, the bottom 2.5 percent of schools
with negative residuals were.asterisked. Thus, in total; 5 percent
of all schools received asterisks and thereby form the two extreme
ends of~the residual d1str1butlon. At'this point, the most import-
ant caution of all must be exerc1sed. No one knows, as yet, how
‘and why these, schools scored as they did. First of all, there is
nothing in the analysis which guarantees that a school's perform- -
ance is admirable beoause it obtained a positive;'asteriSked resi-
dual. Conversely, rt cannot be clalmed that there is necessarlly
anything "wrong" just because a school received a negatlve aster-
isked' residual. However, it is appropriate to interpret these as-
terisked residuals as extrenie, "if only by definition. As such, o

B ' they function as promising indicators of -where the process evalua-
tion might best begln. This complete circle of interrelation-
'shlps between the three elements of Maryland's evaluation model --

assessment measures ‘dre regressed agalnst anuts, and the results

5
used as road signs towaidﬂprocess evaluation., .

- . L]

| 1.5.3 Instruments “hsed to Measure Academic Ability and thievement#_

Readihg, language arts, mathematics, and academic ability
were assessed by norm-referenced tests (Iowa Tests of Baslc Skills -
and the,Cognitive Abilities Test -éponverbal Battery) in the th1rd,

S

fifth, “Seventh and ninth grades. ee Appendix F for a detailed
dlscusslon of assessment measurements used.) In addition, funct?onal
reading w1ll be assessed in the seventh and eleventh grades by an
objectlve-based test developed at the state level beg1nn1ng ;n the
fall o 1975 and results will be reported in a separate volume.

" The di ferences in the kinds of 1nformatlon provided by the two types
of measurements should be consldered when 1nterpret1ng the test : '

results.

v \

.

Ssee Chapter 3, "How To Use the Maryland Accountablllty Programwi
.Report," pp. 74 75, for an illustration of th1s procedure.:

a |

! - ° 3 : .- 1
. «

F 2 . |

Q - . ’




* . student performance in

”

Saeoe \

. Norm-referenced achievement . tests, such as the IOwa'
Tests of Bas1c Skllls, are deslgned to. prov1dea1nformatlon about
Hioad academic areas in relation to the
performance of other students who are selected as representatlve
- of the nation as a whole, The’ subJect matter content of the tests :
is not precisely related to the instructional content of any >
partlcular school system or any 19dividual teacher. .The tests
are designed to describe studenﬁ_performances in relation to the
'average score made by a national sample- of their peers.
Norm~referenced ability tests,'sucn asﬁthe Cognitive-'b
Abilit}es Test, are designed to provide information about student
performance of other students who are selected as being representaf
tive of the nation. This test was uSed‘as a means of assessing
.the ability for academic achievement that the student brought to

3

the learning situation.

Criterion-referehced, or objective-based tests, aré;gé- s
veloped for a purpose different from that of norm-referenced
tests. Criterion-referenced tests are developed to assess the
extent. to wh1ch students have learned or mastered objectives
specifically related to an 1nstructional program. The performance
of students on such tests is compared with the objectiVes of a

program rather than with the performance of other students.

. . .

In 1970, the Marylan§ State BoarJ of Education adopted
the improvement of reading as one of its“priorities. ‘As one ap-
proach to the problem of improvement, Maryland educators looked
at reading from a practical point of view. They wanted to .know
what basic minimum reading skills pupils would need in order to

function and survive during the 1970's.




L

K P Theireading specialists in the Maryland State Depa}tment
’ of Education (MSDE) , with the help of local.educators and civic and
business groups, defined functional reading skill objectives at both
" the elementary and secondary level. Reading programs were then'
developed;and initiéted to teach these skills. 1In 1972, reading
specialists from MSDE.and local school systems,’ with the help of an
outside consultant, developed the Maryland Basic Skills Reading
© Mastery Test to assess these functional reading skills. -

N -

1.5/4 Strengths of the Assessment Component o

9

v

‘ No educational assessment program can be justified édlely
on the basis of gathering important information. The ultimate
'justification of assessment is 'that teachers, principals, specialists,

superintendents, and other involved persons will be able to look at
assessment results carefully and make some decision or take some
action that is related to insights gained from the information.
Assessment prdgfams should be'used'to improve educational deciéion—
making. ‘

If test results are to be used properly for decision-
making purposes, three impértant conditions must be met: (1) the
most appropriate achievement test must be used; (2) the tests '
must be properly admiﬁisfered; and (3) the appropfiaté type of

. test result information must be available at thé several levels
involved in educational decisionmaking. p
' . [

To satisfy the first condition, within the coqstraints
imposed by limited time and financial resources, the Maryland
Accountability,Assessment Program was designed to use the Iowa
Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) instrument, which 18 of the 24 local

{, school systems had sélected previously as the best instrument for
evaluating their own educationallprograms. Unlike other states

where legislated programs Have imposed an assessment program on

"3? o : ' .
Q , ) | ’
EMC . '» ’ ) 19




[X

local gchool systems primarily for the purpose of collecting data
for a state report, the result was that Maryland could build on
the-testing programs already functioning 'in ‘the majority of the
local school systems. .

To satisfy the second condition, i.e., proper adminis-
tration of the test, the Maryland Handbook on the Accountability

Assessment Program was developed with the consultative aid of the

Cehter for Educational ‘Research and Evaluation, Research Triangle
Institute. The purpose of this handbooﬁ was to ensure statewide
collection of ‘uniform data so that the results of the testing
would be reliable and valid. Inservice orientation and training
sessions were held in each school regarding the procedures out-
lined in this handbook. These sessions, along with actual testing

* sessions, were monltored by state and local central office staff.

{ N .

To satisfy the third condition,‘ife;, that the type of
information needed“for different levels of decisionmaking be
available, the Maryland program used a hierarchical model. . Per-
sons at different decisiommaking levels make different kinds of
d32151ggs. For example, legislators and chief state officers
make evaluatlve ‘decisions based on the broad overall effects of
the state's educational program. 1Individual school systems make
evaluative decisions concerning the effects of different programs
in their system while teachers, puplls, and parents make instruc-

tional decisions. Central administrative staffs seldom néed'scores

for individual pupils, whereas 1nd1v1dual student scores are essen-
tial for teachers. S . ,

-

In order to prov1de uniform statewide data for use at the

hlghest hierarchical level, .the constraints imposed by the program

were: (1) that all systems use eight subtests of the ITBS and the

48
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nonverbal‘subtest of the CAT{ (2) "that Grades 3, 5, 5,’and 9, be

, tested; and (3) that all tests be administered in the spring of

the year -- March through May.. The state receives only the mean
{(average) score and standard deviation (estimate of the dlsperslon

of kcores around the mean) for each school in a partlcular system

. in the elght required subtests of the ITBS and in the Nonverbal

subtest of the CAT. The state report is based on these data. . The

‘state receives no data on individual pupll or teacher assessment.

At the local system level, eachisystem provides for its
own gcoring and data analysis as it has in the past. The system
is free to administer other subtests of the ITBS and CAT, to test
other graqes, and to use additional tests if it so desires.' Each
system collects whatever other data it needs for its OWn‘essess--‘

ment purposes. v

’
[

a ]

At the teacher and pupil level, teachers receive analyses
of the performance of their class, and pupils receive their own
individual test.scores and, in most systems, pupil scores are also.
sent home to their parents. Indlvldual teachers may receive
analyses Qf the performance of their students on each test ques?
tion on the ITBs;’ The ITBS is primarily a survey instrument de-
signed to give an otexall view of student performance in broad
basic skill areas. One of its strengths, however, is that all
test questions are referenced to a specific skill area such as
reading to note details, capltallzlng days of the week, use of
verbs, reading, spacing and writing decimals. Analyses of pupll,
class, school, and system-performance on the items in the skill
areas may be used by the local school systems as they desire.

~

Marylénd s hierarchical model is most efficient. From
one testing program, requiring approxlmately four and one-half
hours of test administratio tlme, data are prov1ded not only for



summary state accountablllty purposes ‘but also for 1nd1v1dual pupll
1
teacher, school and system 1evel 1nstructlonal purposes.

. ) A
Lo .
# - - N
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1.5.5 L1m1tat10ns ‘of the Instruments used in Assessing

Attalnment of Maryland's Educatlonal Goals

L.
. - ) .

<

No standardized test covers all the subjects a school is
trying to teach. With regard to the entire domain of learnlng, which
includes the cognltlve, affectlve, and psychomotor areas, only a

small portion of the cognitive domain was measured by the ITBS, i.e.,

" the basic skills in reading, mathematics, and writing. S

- Statewide assessment has not been undertaken for various

other skill and subject-matter areas such as sogial studies,

science, vocatlonal education, and the arts, nor has information.
been collected on student attltudes, 1nterests, and values -- the
so-~called affective domains of learning. There is also no information

~available regarding the psychomotor aspects of learning, e.gq., .

eye-hand coordination, manual dexterity.

3 _
In addition, the educational goals apd objectives estab-
lished in Maryland for the areas of reading, mathematics, and
wr1t1ng are more comprehensive than for those measured by the ITBS,
so that the m&tch even.in these areas is not ideal.

i
*

In tlie reading area, the ITRS addresses only the goals

of us1ng a word redognltlon system and comprehending various read-
1ng materlals. The goals of utilizing a variety of reading materials,

meetlng the reading demands for functioning in sqglety, and select1ng

reading as a personal activity are not addressed.’ .
In the writing area, the ITBS assesses-the individﬁal's
knowledge of the accepted conventions of punctuation, capitalization,

r
N : . O
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language usage, etc. However, it does not assess the individual's
ability to use the writing process to communicate personal feelings

and ideas, or to respond to the demands and obllgatlons of society.

‘.

In the nathematics area, the ITBS addresses the étudent's
ability to recognize mathematical facts and symbols, to perform
-mathematical manipulations, and éo solve mathematical problems.

It doqs'not assess the individual's ability to use mathematical . /
reasoning and processes to meet personal and societal needs, or 3

g to appreciate and use mathematics. ¢
N u -

9

fn order to obtain a better relationship between

Maryland's goals and objectives, the objectives assessed, and
to obtain a more comprehensive picture of the gducational pro-
duct in Maryland funds need to be provided fo the development of
“more precise assessment techniques. The D1v1s¢on of Instruction,

Maryland State Department of Education, has madeia start in this

direction by developing the Basic Skills dlng*Mastery Test.

This test spec1f1cally addresses the goalg of M£et1ng the reading
demands for functioning in society, and Selecting reading as a
| personal activity. Statewide asseéssment using nhe test in the
seventh and eleventh grades began in the fall of 1975. Results

will appear in ‘a separate report.
)

1.5. 6 Summary of Process Evaluation Concerns

. Soon after the accountability data for school year
1973-1977 (Yearfﬁ) had been published, a teamgof local repre-
sentatiz:; was organized at the state level. Its purpose was to
plan for educational process evaluation, as indicated in Section
1.5.2 of this report, and the team was charged with the responsi-
bility to provide guidanae'and leadership in this area. Given
the immense scope and complexity of the task, and the fact that
process evaluation is as yet very undeveloped, the team has worked
hard to prepare plans and procedures. AS of this writing, actual

field studies are in_preparation for possible implementation dur-
ing the 1975-1976 school year. An outline of the plans follows,
and serves as a summary of process evaluation concerns.

\(o Ol o
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What is.to be evaluated? ‘in‘Section 1.5.2,'“progess“

" was defined as:
_ v " IS
"...everything which intervenes between 'inputs and
outputs: from curriculum goals and objectives to S
how teachers conduct their classes; from the nature’
of a principal’s leadership style to the students'
‘classroom behavior. In short, process evaluation
considers the entire educational enterprise in :
action." ‘ . .
- hs far aéuit goes, this definitidn is useful. However, it does
not specify what will be measured, and how.

There are three types of variabfes to be studied in the
process ‘evaluation. These are: .

° School-Related Variables - . §
8 rces

Included in this catego}y are school re

related to students, e.g., total cost per pupil,
or number of library books per pupil. These
factors strongly affect the learning environment
and the educational programs implemented.

o Classroom-Centered Variables

Included in this category are variables such as
teacher style and instructional techniques.
Some instrumentation has already been developed

{ in this type of evaluation and is being used by
individual counties.

° Other SChooL Variables:

Included here are a multitude of diverse variables
ranging from the school leadership hierarchy to
the availability and quantity ofg instructional
materials and media. -

=]




These varlables will be dlscussed in greater detall

in ‘Appendix G. . !
.o -

An important strétegy associhied with the intended pro-
cess evaluation is to tie in its results with the ITBS residuals
obtained under the assessment component of the accountability
model. This strategy provides for the 1mplementatlon of the
process evaluation beginning in those schools which fall in the
extreme ends of the ITBS residual score distributions. In this
manner, it is hoped that exemplary prog}ams will be identifieq,

. . . ?
. as well as areas in which special resources are needed. %
- . . ..,’
«'" D ' ‘ e
1.6 '~ Maryland's Future in Accountabili;yA
A - ’ . .
w . e,
_ . 1.6.1 What Do the Results of the Maryland Accountability
) ' - T ke Assessment Program Show? ‘ ) : ﬁ?}\

In the 1974-75 school year,vﬁaryland's average perform-
ance in most of the achievement Skill'éreas was slightly below ‘
the national average. On the other hgnd,-Ma;yland's average perfor-
mance in the ability area showed a prbgressive increase through the
gradés (see Chapter 4, Tables 2 and 2A, pP. 86-89).

The &éate average scores ih yocabulary, reading com-
prehen61on, language total, and mathematical total over the
four grades tested were within one*standard deviation above the
mean and one standard deviation below the mean, or where 68% of the
national norm grdup scores were distributed. 1In GradeS 3 and 5,
Maryland's pekformance closely approximates the national per formance.
There is a tendency, however, for Maryland's scores to depart from
the national norms in the higher grades. In the 7th and 9th '
grades the averade scores are about one-half of a standard

ad
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‘The drop from the 5th to
- The fact 'that scores drop as

deviation below the national norm.
7%& grades is most'noticeable.
we go up the grades is not upique to Maryland. There is a
trend in the same direction nationwide. It is reflected also
in the continuing drop of SAT scores.in Maryland and nationwide
(see Appendix Cc). . .

While several years, at least five, of data
need to be collected before upward or downward fluctuations can
be meaningfully interpreted, the «decline observed in Year I data
at the state level regarding student performance in the basic

7

skill areas of reading, mathematics, and language arta, as measured

by the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, is once again demonstrated
in Year II results. Moreover,-when an analysis of covariance
was performed on the state level data, which took the shifts

in nonverbal ability ‘into accoun
repofted in Table 2A, disappeare

I

the positive differences,

This means that the SH-
served increases in the Year II data were nat as large a

might have been expected on the basis of the increase in non-
verbal ability. kSee Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1, Table 2A.)
Opposite Table 2A, there is a discussieg and analysis of the
Year II results‘in a "question and answer" format.

Discussion of the MAP results at the system and
school levels is provided in the narrative reports that
precede the Local School System Level -- Acc tability
Assessment Information. (See Ghapter 4, Section 4.2.) This

material was‘prepared and submitted for publication in the .

MAP Report by each Local Education Agency (LEA).

On the basis of this assessment information and the
identification in other tables of schools which are scoring

well above or below the norm for Maryland schools serving

S~




. students similar in ability test scores, ho 1nformed broad ’,

o

" authorities. for educational program modlficatlonp. Additional
? . information must be assembled, analyzed andJlnterpreted;’ At

£

least two types of add;tlonal 1nformatlon are needed: Ty
. R

.

o o ® Results from a process evaluation of the, opera-
. ‘ \j tions of educational programs identified as
. *attended by grades scoring extremely high or
.low. (Operations are characterlstlcs of proaram
that seem capable of affecting student outcomes,
which include educational interventions, learnr
ing experlences, curricula, teacher style, and
. . ' 1nstructlonal technlques ) ) .
. e Results from ‘tests des1gned expressly to assess
, . : . the attainment of additional. 1nstructlonal ob-
.o ‘ : s jectlves in Mary%and schools.

>4

o
.

~ )

-decisions can be made by governmental ent1t1es or educatlonal;

S .

-

HOpefully, as adequate resources
these two types of information will become

are madé available,

increasingly avail-

able for ube by decrgibnmakers at all 1levéls.

-
(PR}

. ' ' In the meantlme, one can only speculate as to ‘the

-

reasons for'the stamdlng of. Maryland schools among the schools

of the natlonal normlnq sample and among themselyes. Only
detalled study of 1nd1v1aual schools and their programs and -an -
expanded approach to assessment can contribute to better under-

‘;;;pélng of the quallty of the work of Maryland scnools.

. o "Accordingly, it 1s prOposed that public educatlon take

. ) "a more penetratlng'look at 1ts goals, programs, educatlonal out-
‘comes, and evaluatlon procedures.. However, it is also proposed
that far-re%chlng decisions related to: program modification and

. . resource allocatlon await 1nformatlon that w1ll perﬁi@'such

) d601i10ns to be informed rather than intuitive ones.
M 1 « . - - - ) . . o

L] - »
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1.6.2 ’ Further‘Developments'in Accountability

It is appropriate to ask at this point: What is re-
quired for the future program of accountablllty in the state and

~ what needs to be achieved beyond th1s reportlng of accountablllty o

assessment results to the Governor and the General Assembly?

Accountablllty can be said to ex1st when thQE:ollowing
conditions have been met: (1) the state goals of education re-

flect the educational needs and interests of the: populatlon, (2)

current student sta%us, recent progress, and needed 1mprovement

in each goal ana@fare matters of public record and specific ob—
-jectlves for 1mprov1ng the current status have been adopted; (3)
programs to achieve specific objectlves have been implemented;

and (4) the cost of programs, i.e., 'the cost of ach1ev1ng goals

and objectlves, is a matter of publlc record.

i The emphas1s of the MaAP dur1ng the first two years has
focused on the setting of goals and objectives at all. three levels

of public education -- state, school system, * and 1nd1v1dual school -

~and on 1mplement1ng a uniform assessment program. However, two

.equally important components of the MAP . that have recelved less

~public attentlon are the Process Evaluatlon and Program Cost Com-

ponents. During the 1974-75 school year, research proposals have

'been devT;oped by S#ate Education Agency (SEA) and kocal\Educatlon
' Agency (LEA) staff members working togethe; to explore the effects :

of educatlonal process var1ables,'such as program organization, -
methods of 1nstructlon, and student-peer-teacher interactlons on
achievement. (See Appendlx G for more detalls ) 'Similarly,. co-
operative activities by state and local off1c1als are under way
to introduce new f1nancial report1ng procedures. The proposed

revisions appear in the Maryland F1nanc1al Reportlng.Manual and

are ‘described in detall in Chapter 5.. They are viewed as a neces-

'sary first step in the development of a cost—effectlveness model

for Maryland public school programs. \ v

ob 28
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~ This year's MAP, Report also provides the Maryland
public With an introduction to accountability activities in two

% new areasy Special Fducation and Pupil -Services. While Special
Ed&Fation scﬁools dolﬁot participate in @he Maryland Acépunt-
la_tbili.ty Assessment Program, state and local officials ﬁ%ve _ S

) recognized the need for development of appropriate assessment
measures and for special education programs and sérviges. In
Chapter 6, SEA® and'LEA Special'eaﬁcation program activities
are reviewed, as are present plans by the state departmenf.énd
seiected local-education systems, to dévelpp evaluation studies
of educational pyograms for handicapped children. At the same
,time, Chapter 7 provides an introduction to state and local .

' efforts towards the development ofma comprehéhsive pupil ser-
vices accountability-planning system. .

The'ratfonale for accbuntability and éésignment of
functions should strengthen and ﬁaintain.state-local relation-
ships in the model system of public education that was estab-
lishéd‘in»Maryland in the past. For man&‘years, Maryland has |
enjoyed a healthy balance of state and local responsibility for
education. Local initiative, aloﬁg'witq financifi equalization

ania and other state services, has been fruitful for public edu-
cation in Maryland. This balance betWeen_sféEé and ‘local
responsibility should not be destroyed, but rather valued and

fostered as the accountability program progresses.

State reSponSibility will need, initially, to ‘focus on
~objectives pertaining to performanée f@ the skill areas specified
in'€he state law, and local school syétéms should be éncouraged
to esféblish objectives ana,evaluatibn procedures patterned to
lpcai‘needs.and concerns in publi¢ education. ‘

¢ state Education Agency is synonymous with the Maryland State
" Department of Education. '

. .




‘During the 1974-75 school year, a major innojation :

under the Maryland Accountability Program involved the initia-
.tion of the Maryland Alternative Ac¢ountability’Pilot’Projécf.
Under joint sponsorship of the Maryland State Department.of )
- Education, the Maryland State Teachers Association and the ‘
National Education Association,.six schools in three‘Maryland
school systems® have been developing alternative assessment/ '
accountability techniQues for use at the school level in lieu -
of the state mandated assessment-program. The'pilot prbject -
will continué throdgh June 1976, when an independent evaluation

will be conducted to review the outcomes of the efforts of

the six pilot schools, and to determine whether  the project

merits an extension and expansion under Naﬁional‘Institute of

Educatibn'support.
| S

o Implicit in the coﬁCept oflacéodntability is ' the need

for disclosure of all available info;mation about the educational!'

enterprise, communicated in such a way as to enable the general

public to develop informed opinions abouf)thqlpuplic schools and

recommendations for‘legiélation with regard to the improvement

of the quality of education in Maryland.9 It is in the spirit

ofédisclosure that this report is offereq. //‘ '

| - ,‘

-

’See Mar land Alternative Accountability Pilot Project Réport:
Phase I, Maryland State Department of E ucation, *Division o
Research, Evaluation and Information Systems, Accountability
Section, No¥ember 1975. , N -

Y L
' 8Por additional information on the participating schools, sge -
- local school system narrative reports, Section 4.2.2 Apn€ ¥

. Arundel County, 4.2.4 Baltimore County, and 4.2.17 Prihce
George's County. : ’

3To assist the reader in the use and understanding of the Map
assessment data and tables, a new chapter has been added to

this year's report. Definition of terms, sources of data,
explanation of special eleitents and symbols, such as the s
asterisk (*), and instructions for interpreting the tables

are provided in Chapter 3, Pp. 60-75. ’ :

) @ . ‘
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CHAPTER 2 " MARYLAND STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION:
ACCOMPLISHMENTS AND OBJECTIVES

+

.
.

N *x!

2.1 Introduction _ _ . !

-

The purpose of fhis chapter is to describe in summary fash-
ion the degree to which the Maryland State Department of Education
(MSPE) achieved its major objectives in Fiscal Year 1975, and to lay
out ‘the principal objectives for Fiscal Year®1976. o

v,
1

The key term is "summary. Only those objectives which -
are believed to be of general lnterest have been selecéﬁh for dis-
(cussion. For a more detailed examination of accomplishments in
- 1975, the reader is referred to the FY 1975 Program Evaluatlon Re-

port. The opjectives for 1976 are contained in the State Depart-
mént of Education's Short- Rarnge and Long-Range Plans for FY 1976 -

FY 1985. These tWwo documents are prepared annually for transmittal #
to the State Departments, of Planning, and Budget and Fiscal Services
and are available at the Maryland State Débartment of Education,
Office of Planning Services. The material that follows was® ab-

stracted from these documents.

This 'section of thelreport_ig presented in five parts
which répresent the five functional areas of ‘actiWity .of the - P
Maryland State Department of Education, They are:

2

.

Educational Pregfams;
Public Library Programs;

Vocational Rehabilitation Programs;

" General Management, and

Program Support Serv1ces
, (\‘,‘; ‘ . .
Each part lists some of the actual accomplishments in that
functional‘area for Fiscal Year 1975 and the ebjectives for Fiscal
Year 1976. _ g - | .
r~

l)g_ . ) 5
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2,2 State Department's Major Functional Activities

2.2.1 - Edqcationathrograms

x

A. Early'Childedd Education

Lo

Actual Program Pérformance

1. Provided technical gssistance in planning and
implementing early childhood education programs
through the services of two early childhood
education specialists and one coordinator.

2. Conducted a four-day Maryland State Department
of Education Early Childhood Education Summer
Institute entitled "Articulation Between Pre- A ‘&
kindergarten, Kindergarten and First Grade"
involving supervisors, asgistant superintend-
ents, principals, teachers and supportive ser-
vice personnel from 23 local educatibtn agencies
(LEA) .

3. Increased parent involvement in the total early
childhood education program, particularly in
the classroom, and participation in developing
reinforcement packages for "take-home" pur-
poses.,

FY 1976 Objectives

l. Assist LEA's in diagnosing and prescribing the
basic skills,negded‘for educational development
(o§~young children in prekindergarten programs.’

2. Provide the opporttinity for early childhood
education progrdms to followup on the:Early
Childhood Education -Summer Institute, en-
titled "Articulation Betwéen Prekindergarten,

> Kindergarten and First Grade,;" in individual
counties and on a rEgionii/bésis. .

: 3. Aid in the .development and refineément of early
o .+ childhood educatien curricula materials in the
numerous centers located throughout the state.
These curricula materials are needed for
initiating new early childhood education
centers, refining established programs:and :
responding to réquests. ~ :

.60
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B. Elementar§ and Secondary Education == Regular Ser-
. vices (t® students of all ages and characterlstlcs)

. Actual Pr*gram Performance !

1. Instructed an additional 500 teachers’ in the
' use of the néew health education ‘curriculum.

¢ ¢

2. Developed eight media support packages to ac-
~ . ‘ company the health education curriculum for
use in classroom 1nstruct10n and inservice
tralnlng. :
) ) . 3. Trained 100 teachers to increase students'x”

. ' : knowledge of political processes and serviées .
‘of local governments. )

4. Published and dlsgrlbuted a resource guide of
appropriate activities to assist the public
and nonpublic schools in Maryland in their
-plans for celebration -of the National Bi-
centennial. Thls publication won a national
award.

-

5.- Completed and secured approval for the State *
" Plan for Metrication. . .

co 6. Publiéhed and "distributed. the interdisciplinary
’ ' curriculum framework for environmental educa-
tion for use by local school systems.
7. Completed revisions to criterion-referenced
, tests for basic skills in reading. The tests .

v ‘ ‘ ‘were given in pilot school systems. oo
¥ 4
L 8. Compléted the four fllmstrips and manuals for
e . teachers of ba51c skills in functional reading.

9., Completed. 1n1t1atlon»of programs for early
identification of arning problems in 17
school systems. , ‘ : N

10. Completed the preparation of guldellnes by
which individual schools may measure the ef-
fectiveness of their total reading program.

11. Tralned 450 superv1sors ar principals to im-.
prove their skill in functi onal reading pro-
grammlng \

1




12. Trained 150 trainers of reading volunteers.

FY 1976 Objectives

l. Develop and approve a set of statewide'goals.
and ohjectives K-12 in four subject areas.

2. Develop and disseminate basic policy and
guidelines for instructional programs in four
subject matter areas. ,

3. Develop and fleld test an instrument that can
be used to evaluate a total school program in
reading.

4. Cause to be' developed and implemented, in 14
counties and Baltimore City, a program whereby
each student entering his first year in any
kindergarten or first grade is evaluated for
the purpose of identifying learning disabilities.

5. Develop a model training program for teachers
using the filmstrips, tapes, and teacher's re-
_source manual for functional reading.

6. Develop teaching-learning péckages for students
and teachers to use in the study of natural or
urban areas in environmental education.

7. Develop and implement inservice programs to
train kindergarten and first grade teachers
in 15 school systems to screen and dlagnose

. learning problems of children.

8. Develop and implement inservice programs to
train kindergarten and first grade teachers in
15 school systems to modify or develop:inter-
vention programs to meet. the needs of pupils
with learning problems. ¢ L

9. Develop and implement an inservice program to b
train the metric coordinators designated by
. “the local superintendents of schools.

' 10." Develop and implement programs for the highly
- able readers at all levels,

11. Develop programs for the étudentS'with severe
e reading problems.

43
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12. Plan and conduct bilingual and bicultural
" training programs for teachers and admini-
strators in Regions I and II. . ' \

13. ‘Plan and implement an awareness program for

teachers, and administrators, parents, and

the public to present the latest knowledge,
_ trends, and curricular programs for the gifted
L and talented. ) :

14. Develop a plan to completely revise the program
of social studies for Grades K-12.

15. Develop a five-year schedule for planning state
and regional conferences and seminars in the
various curricular areas.

16. Hold a fall conference for directors of schogl- ,
community centers programs. '

C. Elementary and Secondary Education -- Pupil Ser-
Vices

Actual Progran Performance

1. Published and disseminated the Career Education
Resource notebook and the Foreign Language/ ,
Career Education brochure.

2.. Proposed bylaws on pupil records and suspension/
expulsion to the State Board of Education.

3. Revised and publishéd the Curriculum for Stu--
dent Development. .

4. Held a state conference on open educational
settings and fokwarded recommendations to MSDE.

v | , . . ) .
5. Completed the Annapolis Guidance Project 'Re-
port.

6.+ Completed a first draft of the PupilaSerVices
Accountability.dogpment. ‘

7. Completed and published a joint report on
high school-college articulation with the .
Maryland Council on Higher Education. :

8. Appointed a Student Needs Assessment Task
Force which has completed its dq%p gathering

phase.
C3
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FY 1976 ObJectlves

1.

Develop and conduct cooperatively Wlth the
Maryland Association of Student Counc11s two
statewide student conventions.

Cémplete evaluations of status of local student
responsibility and rights documents.

Provide (with Maryland’Leadership Workshop)
training in leadership skills for 240 students.

Complete training of 150 educators in organiza-
tion, planning, and curriculum development re-
lated to needs of special: population: i.e.,
girls and women, minorities and the handicapped.

™

Elementary apd‘Secondary Education -- Handicapped

-Actual Program Rerformance

1.

Improved and expanded the Special Services
Information System for data»on the handi-
capped.’

Trained 1,264 regular-teechers in concepts of
special education. '

'Organlzed one more parent-infant project for.
hearing impaired, for a current total of four.

Improved skills of 20 teachers of severely and
profoundly handicapped children under a
Federal program which‘will be further expanded.

1976 ‘Objectives

" Evaluate 100 percent of the educational pro-

grams in state institutions through the
utilization of an 1nteragency team of pro-
fessionals.

Perform a Maryland State Department of Educa-
tion evaluation by professional staff in 50
percent of the out-of-state facilities which
enroll Maryland students.

G4
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3. Train 80 teachers to work with severely and
profoundly handicapped children iff public
education programs. .

4. Train 1000 elementaryueducators to work in

the regular classroom with children having
mild to moderate handicapping conditions.

E. Elementary and Secondary Education == Handicapped}
. Vocational

Actual Program Per formance

, 1. Developed a booklet entitled Maryland's Handi-

s <. capped. This booklet is presently being dis-

' ’ ggggﬁféd throughout Maryland and other states
on request.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Provide consultant services for the inservice
training of 25 personnel concerned with the
instruction of disadvantaged persons in coopera-
tive vocational education programs and special
vocational education programs.

2. Develop and‘disseminate information and
materials connected with inservice training”
programs for personnel providing vocational
education for disadvantaged persons.

A

3. Review and approve program proposals submitted
in terms of instructional staff, course content,
physical facilities, and equipment to determine

' conformance with program goals and priorities
and compliance with the state plan.

4. Assist participating LEA's in the development
of curriculum, determination of institutional
methods, and selection of ‘educational aids to
effectively serve the vocational needs of per-
sons with special needs.

15. Include in the development of the state plan

: ) ! particular emphasis on programs, services, and
activities for persons with special needs.

~ .
1 ) \ .
‘ -
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+ 6. Monitor and evaluate five percent of the dis-
advantaged and handicapped programs in opera-
tion to determine whether student needs are
be1ng met.

7. Provide work experiences for young persons
from low income families in order to enhance
their future employability and provide, in
part, financial means for them to contlnue
their education.

F. Elementary and Secondary Education =-=- Disadvantaged

Actuai Program Performance

v 1. ©Undertook the initial steps to develop the
, _ . needs assessment handbook, 1nclud1ng holding
: a statewide meeting of Tltle I, Elementary
and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), staff and
N local Title I coordinators. Liaison was esta-
blished with other divisions and agencies in
order to obtain informatiof® relevant to the
needs assessment handbook.

2. Developed procedures for maintaining compar-
ability through the updating and dissemination
of guidelines and regulations as well as

) through monitoring visits. Comparability has
been maintained in all LEA's. .

3. 1Increased the involvemént of parents in the.
Title I program iQ all LEA's through regional
meetings, dissemi ation,. and 1ntercounty
visitations.

4. The division has adopted a very simple system
which has reduced the time required to perform
services.

Ay

: . e
FY 1976 Objectives

1. Develop a needs assessment handbook for use
by the LEA's. :

. 2. Develop a procedure for ma1nta1n1ng compar-
ability through the updating of guidelines,
‘ ) dissemination 9f guidelines to LEA'sg, and
) monitoring comparability through reports
and visits to LEA's.

N i
4
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3. Implement the consolidation of Title III,
Elementary and Secondary Education Act
(ESEA) under Public Law 93-380.

4. Develop supplementary centers and services so
that these supplementary centers and serviceg
relate directly to the critical educational
needs in Maryland that have been designated
priority areas by the Maryland State Board
of Education.

5. Help the staff of LEA's to determine critical
educational needs and to develop proposals to
provide solutions to these needs. Al

L}

<

G. Elementary and Secondary Education -- Disadvantaged,
Vocational

Actual Program Performance

1. Utilized funds from Part H of the Vocationql
Education Act for vocational students who had
an economic need. Funds were allocated so
that these students could continue their
educations. .

2. Implemented seven new programs to serve
vocational education needs of disadvantaged
students in trades and industry, business and
office, cooperative education and health.

FY 1976 Objectives ] o

(See E. above) .. ' .

e . H. Elementary and Secondary Education -- Gifted and
Talented ‘

Actual Program Performance

~.

: 1. Assisted Howard, Montgomery, Anne Arundel,

- , : Baltimore City, and Prince George's Counties

‘ in developing programs for gifted and talented
students. ' -

2. Extended program offerings in the Maryland

Center for the Arts to include creative writipg
and gymnastics.

4
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» 3. 'Held first State Conference for the Gifted .\
. & and Talented in November 1974. Three hurldred
pasegnts, students, teachers, and administrators
attended. ' : '

~FY 1976 Objectives

!

l. Complete a 'seminar for supervisors of reading
in the 24 local school systems.

2. Hold state and redional conferences.

3. Offer programs for the gifted and talented in
, six local school systems.

I. Elementary and Secondary Educatlon - Vocatlonal-
Technical
> . 1%
Actual Program Performance

l. .Provided funds to assist local education
agenciesg in maintenance, expansion, and
"initiation of new occupational programs as
identified 'in local plans. More than 183,893
- secondary students were served in vocatlonal
education programs.

2. Developed a booklet entitled "Maryland's
Hapdicapped," in conjunction with Special
- Education. 4

3: Planned and funded a new maritime program for
implementation 'at the Maryland Training School.

4. Established a vocational evaluation (assess-
ment) program at the Maryland Children's
Center.

5. Implementedml4 cooperative education programs
~ with an average enrollment of 35 students.
All programs started are to continue into
Fiscal Year 1975 °with increased enrollment
in each program area. .

A 6. Held conferences and workshops threughout
’ the state for approximately 750 administrators
and teachers concerned'wlth vocational educa- .
tion.

08 : }
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.FY. 1976 Objectives , o » Ve

1. Develonr the Maryland State Plen for Voca- v 3
tlonal -Technical Educatlon. L

2. Help to plan and ass;st LEA's to.conduct
< applicable.inservice training programs for
vocatlonal technlcal personnel.-

3. Coordlnate act1v1t1es for vocatlonal teacher
.evaluatlon programs ‘in the state in the
various’ vocatlonal program areas as 1nd1cated
in the’ state plan. " , .

B

4, Part¢c1pate ‘in the.coordln#te currlculum
development activities and ‘programs in the
LEA's 'in the various vocational program areas
as indicated in local long range and annual

pﬁans" : -

o

5. A551st new and expanding industries w1th;h

0

J.

the state by pr001d1ng training programs for
newvemployees. : e
6. Implement a program of consumer educatlon

for students. : y
/
’ ‘ /'/ )

Elementary and Secondary Educatlon —r Supplementary

Services . /. \
' i / e

Actual Program Performance

32

‘1. Performed duties: at the state level 1n con-

nection with four Title III projects in human
relatlons, six in early chlldhood education,
three in .career education, ong in 1mproved
teacher training apd certlflcatlon, four in
education of the handlcapped, and two in .
guidance .and qounsellng

%

FY 1976 Objectlves

.

1. Impl%ment and consolidated Tltle III under
“ public Law 93-380. Co T ‘
2. Develop supplementary centers and® serv1ces
within the legislative-context 1nd1cated in
Section la so that these supplementary centers
and services relate directly to the critical
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educatlonal needs. in Maryland that have been
designated prlorlty areas by MSDE. . - .=

v ‘ : . - .

3. Help the staff of LEA's to determine. critical
educatlonal needs and to developJproposals
to prov1de salutions to these needs.

7

K. Adult Educat%on'—w General Adult Educatiqp . f- : ' .

Actual Program Performance

l. Increased the number of participants from
59,278 in 1974 to annestrmated 72, 000 par-
ticipants in 1975.-

- 2. ‘Offered credit courses at seven institutions:

‘ ‘Coppln State College5 ‘Frostburg State College,
Johns Hopkins University, Morgan State

, , . University, Towson State, Sallsbury State,

. o and University of Maryland.

3., Increased by 20 percent the number of in- |

: dustrial sites-or agéncies which co-sponsor

" adult cont1nu1ng education programs for
employees. g _ .

"4, Increased.the number of adults enrolled in e—
S Adult Basic Education from 16,051 in 1974 to

18,756 in 1975. This. represents.a 16 percent

1ncrease 1n enrollment. '

FY 1976 Ohjectlves

1. -Evalgate* the effectlveness of the: Adult Bas1c
. 'Educ 1on/Instruct1onal Television teacher
tralnlng series within the state and nationally.

2. .Revise the state Adult Basic Education Plan- /
to meet current Federal program regulations
as determined and approved by the Maryland
State Board of Education and the U. S. Com-
‘ mlssloner of Education. o

3. Increase by 10 percent the number of workshops,
seminars, and conferences designed to 1mprbve
local administrative competencies in .adult
educatlon administratién, curriculum develop—
ment, and’ emergency preparedness.

D 4
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4. Assist 51x'hlgher.education 1nSt1tutlons in B /Q'(
Maryland in establlshlng a core ‘of Adult
Education ‘courses. .

°

L. Adult Educatlon - General Educatlonal Development
(Testlng Program)

Actual Program Performance .

1. Exceeded the goal of expanding from 16 test
centers to 18. The procram was eventually
expanded to 21 test centers. .

2. Provided testlng serv1ces for 15,323 examinees.
" . This was 3,323 more than;/nt1c1pated

' FY 1976 Obj'ectives : .

- 1. Contlnue to provide General Eduqatlonal
Development (GEP) testing ‘services to gquali-
fied Marylarnd residents as mandated by :
statute.

2. ,Provide GED testing services of all military
" personnel stationed in Maryland per the request
. o of United States Department of Defense (DOD).

M. Adult Education -- Vocational-Technical

Actual Program Performance

1. Provide more than 300 additional students with
postsecondary occupational education and ap-_
proximately 25 new associate degree and/or
certificate occupational programs.

2. Allocated more than $200,000 to 16 local educa-
tion agencies for approved adult vocatlonal .
education courses and programs.

G

3. Allocated funds for more than $1,790,000 for ?
.postsecondary education to:-the 16 community
colleges as compared with approximately , e
$1, 500 000 in the preceding fiscal year.

4. Developed and lmplemented two - new adult bu51-
ness education programs to provide employment
training for the inmates of the DlVlSlon of
Correctlons.

%
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FY'1976 Objectives

1.

Provide leadershlp, management, and special
services tp expedite the effective operation
of the state occupational education system

by allocating resources to maintain- ‘the.
operation of state level-services necessary
for the planning, operation, and reporting

in compliance with all applicable laws, rules,
regulations, and State Board of Education
prlorltles N

Maintain and operate a management 1nformatlon
system, including 16 subsystems.

Develop and implement the Maryland State Plan
for Vocational-Technical Education for the
coming fiscal year.

Assist each local educational agency to develop -

"and implement both anawgproved long range and
an annual plan for vocational~technical educa-
tion for the coming fiscal year.

Monitor five percent of the vocational- -techni-
cal programs in the state in order to deter-
-mine the future direction of ex1st1ng programs.

. Malntaln, update, and disseminate manpower

information by occupation based on current
population and labor market information . for v
use in program planning and evaluation.

Review and approve for allocation vocational
pPrograms in Appalachia within the budget
avallable under the Appalachla Act.

Community Schools

Actual Program Per formance

Funded 588 school—communlty cenyers in the
24 local’ school systems
\

*

FY 1976 Objectives ' v

1.

Provide consultative service to all school-
community centers as requested.

e S
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i 2. ‘Hold a state conference for the educatlonal
and recreational 'directors of school-com-
munlty center programs

;Public Library Programs |

" Public Library Services

Actual Program Performance’

@

1. Presented the potentlal of Information and
Referral Services to all 24 public library .
systems in the state. Twenty- of the systems
indicated a desire to inaugurate an Informa-
tion and Referral Center in their system.

Six library systems, with the assistance of
the division's staff specialist, formulated .
plans for developing these services and re-
ceived funding under the Library Services and
Construction Act for implementation of the
plans. . ' T

2. Filled 76 percent of film requests, and 55 per-

_ cent of requests for prlnted materials through

i the State lerary Resource Center.

3;1~Developed, published, and distributed a Master -

Plan for Libraries which was approved -by the
Governor and the Advisory Council on Libraries.
THis plan will serve as a guide for the develop-
ment of library services durlng ‘the neg; five
years.

FY 1976 Objectives ) ' é

‘1. Formulate and conduct a field test of a plan-
ning model in three public library systems.

2. Complete the activities of the committee for
- formulating public library standards.

3. Collect and analyze information and data on
public llbrary programs.

-4, Evaluate Federal and state funded pllOt pro--
'jects for service to the disadvantaged.

5. Formulate guldellnes and plans for llbrary
service to the aging.

"3
Lt
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6. jDeslgn.an outline for developing a file of

' services available for each county government.

7. 'Develop and implement a plan for serving the
library needs of blind and phys1cally handi-
capped college students.

8. ' Increase the number of readers -who are -eligible
_ to use the Library of the Physically Handl—
> ‘Capped._.

2.2.3 - Vocational Rehabilitag}on Programs

A. Placement, Guidance and Case Services

Actual Program Performance : e

1. Served 42,999 -disabled (10 percent of goal),
and rehabilitated 8,416 persons (101 percent
of goal) under the Rehabilitation Act of 1973.

’ i . 2. Served 3,016 (112 percent of goal), and re-
v habilitated 285 persons (95 percent of goal):
: under the Beneficiary Rehabilitation-Program.

; ‘ " 3. served 1,975 (21 percent of goal), and re-

, habllltated 168 persons (168 percent Qf goal)

" under the Supplemental Security Income Pro-
gram. o

4. Served 2, 962 persons (95 percent of goal), -
~and rehab111tated*537 persons (107 percent
. of goal) under other programs.

FR . 5. Served 14,514 severely dlsabled citizens (66
percent of goal) and rehabllltated 3,536 (104
percent of goal).

X 6. Served 10,000 PublicfASSistance recipients
‘ : ‘ . (94 -percent of goal), and rehabilitated 1,788
e (94 percent of goal).

> - FY 1976 Objectives

1. For the traditional 16 major disability cate-
gories in which the division has prime concern,
the number to be served and rehabilitated are

. shown on the following page:

R S :
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To Be Served To Be Rehabilitated,
, : /

!

1976 29,400 9,500 /
2. For the.severely disabled as follows: /
I
To Be Served To Be Rehabilitated”
1976 16,500 ' 3,800 /
Disability Determination //// </

Actual Program Performapnce /

1. Exceeded the goals established by adjudicating
51,207 disability determinations (122 percent
of goal), and referring 13,406 cases (168 pey-
cent of goal) to Vocational Rehabilit tion r
services. 1In addition, the Maryland Dis- :
ability Determination Program was ranked a
one of the top five in the nation in adju i-
cating claims per manyear.

\ /

2. Completed the full implementation of the
’ Supplemented Security Income Program, hich
became an integral part of the Disabi/lity
Determination Program. ’

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Adjudicate 58,500 claims and refeér 11,700 per-
sons to the Department of Vocational Reha-

bilitation.

2. -Add reconsideration interviews and due-pro-
cess interviews through field visits to the
local Social Security Offices.

Rehabilitation Center - ~

Actual Program Performance

1. Admitted 768 clients and provided services for
an additional 1,013 persons. :

2. Achieved an average ddfiy census of 269 clients.




2.2.4

A

3. Served 51 spinal cord injured clients and an
additional 98 severely disabled persons in
the Spinal Cord Program, -

i

4. Provided evaluation services to 563 clients.

5. provided training services to 550 clients.

FY 1976 Objectives

Provide services to 1,220 of those served;
place 1,100 in employment. .

~

General Management

A.

Departmental Planning

Actual Program Per formance

1. Gave training in planning skills to approxi=
mately 125 local school system and state
hospital personnel with responsibility for
special education. ’

2. Developed two short and long range plans
for the department.

3. 1Initiated a study of alternative ﬁutﬁres
for education in Maryland.

4. Provided technical planning assistance as
requested; provided service with respect to
specific projects to all 24 local school sys-
‘tems and all 10 MSDE Divisions.

5. Completed basic planning and evaluation system
guidelines - for Maryland public schools.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Coordinate planning at all levels to ensure
the development of comprehensive plans to
address identified needs. ’

2. Provide group and individualized staff de-
velopment programs in planning and evaluation
for MSDE and local school system administrative

and supervisory personnel.

70
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Assist six local school systems with the im-
plementation of systematic, comprehensive,
planning procedures with respect to a program
.or programs of local selection.

4. Design procedures for an annual assessment of
consultive services required with regard to
the local development or implementation of
school system management improvement projects.

Fiscal Plgnning and Distribution of Resources

Actual Program Performance

1. Developed and presented a computer model for
collecting costs for educational management
to the Cooperative Accountability Project
meeting in Miami and Denver. This model is
ready for the testing phase. '

2. Expanded the auditing functlon to include
"audits of Federal programs funded under ESEA
Title I, made an analysis of the local audit
reports"and submitted critiques to the appro-
priate county superintendents.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Initiate a study of five—year budget planning.

2. Change and improve the financial reporting.
system by achieving instant entry of financial
data into computer and instant retrieval of
information. '

+

Department Personnel Management

Actual Program Performance

l. Solicited employment transcripts from local
* educational agencies on all employees eligible
for the transfer of service credit for sick
and annual leave purposes.

2. Established and completed a source data card
system on race, sex, salary, job assignment,
and job location for all employees of the
Department.

Fedt P‘/
1
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FY 1976 Objectives

Improve services pertaining: to fair employment
practices and equal employment opportunity.
Attainment:*of this objective will be deter-
mined by the hiring and promotion of womén

and minorities to fill positions at the higher
"policy and decisionmaking levels and by re-
duced.incidence in the filing of grievances.,

D. staff Services: Publications

"Actual Program Performance S . ' : o
-3 ' ‘ ’ﬂa\'

v Produced all publications scheduled for pro-
duction during the fiscal year.

FY 1976 Objectives

o . . ~

- . Publish new edition of the Laws, the Directory
and Annual Report. Also, publish materials on
drugs, health, early childhood, and a history
of vocational rehabilitation. , .

2.2.5 Program Support Services

Y

A. Human Relations

Actual Program Performance (

l. Rendered assistance to all local school sys-
tems requesting it. (That act1v1ty increased
substantially over the previous year.)

2. Participated and assisted in summer workshop
to develop human relations curriculum.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Reduce confrontations, reduce tensions, and
improve group understanding. By the end of
1976, 90 percent of the schools will function
without any demonstrations or confrontations
due to the desegregation of schools.

laf @
-
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B.

cC.

) staff.

2. 'Organize a professional leadership conference B

_ Provide institutes in human relations skills
for SEA and LEA staffs. Six institutes and/
" or conferences will have been provided for

Human Relations staffs throughout the state.

“ : S Y

Field Services ' . g .

Actual Program Performance -

1. Conducted 36 reglonal.meetlngs, eight regional
conferences, and a statew1de leadership con-

ference. _ ) N A
2. Collected, analyzed and organized input- from

participants in regional conferences on gradu-
ation requirements and submitted data to MSDE

3. Developed and disseminated blcentennlal re-
sources publication for Maryland teachers.

FY 1976 Objectives

1. Deliver consultative and liaison services re-
quested and required. ,

_gfor‘school administrators.

°

School Media Services

Actual Program Performance

1. Conducted educational agency inservice train-
ing, i.e., Fredergjck County, production;
Calvert County, ﬂ?anning media programs;
Garrett County, media services in open
schools; and Baltimore City, media workshop.

2. Conducted two regional ethnic and cultural
workshops. ‘

3. Conducted statewide facility workshop to pro-
vide guidance for local agencies in degign of

media facilities.

%




 FY 1976 Objectives

!

Conducted statewide educational technology

~ fair.

Condutted three-day seminar for media apd

reading supervisors pn reading programs for
the gifted and taleﬁﬁed. ‘

N

Complete research study on the state of‘hewer
media hardware utilization. ~.,
2. ‘Complete report on long range planning for
media technology in Maryland.
g
‘3. Assist all local school systems, nonpublic

schools, and colleges and universities with
information needed to develop sound media
programs.

Instructional Television

Actual Program .Performance

1.

© e

Provided 213 cassetted lessons of 17 sefies
and the allied- manuals (Western Maryland and
Southern Maryland ITV Project).

Published a schedule booklet for the teachers
of Maryland and aired 55 series via telecast.

Included three art series in the Channel 28
area schedule. Attquant,manuals were Ssup-
plied for these series.

Published and distributed 30,000 copies of
the teacherg' ITV schedule book.

Produced 10 lessons in Reading I and seven
lessons in Reading II and nine lessons in.
Reading III after pilots were developed and
evaluated and each of the three reading series.
These lessons and the attendant manual
materials were evaluated for revision and
continuing production of other lessons.

Conducted seven three-day workshops for
utilization of the 55 series for seven of
the LEA's.

20 3
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1976 Objectives o

Complete the content for.the four reading .
series. '
RV ) ,
Publish and eopyright the manual for the
Afro-American Perspective series and the

Basic Education: Teaching the Adult series.

Complete the production and pilot broadcast
of 60 lessons in the Reading I, II, III
series; complete the production and pilot
broadcast of seven lessons:of Reading IV.

Research and Evaluation

Actual Program Performance

Prepared, published and disseminated the
Maryland Accountability Program Report to .
the Governor and General Assembly by January 29,

Refined the Maryland Accountability Assessment
Program on the basis of Spring 1974 assessment
experience through the publication of a re-

vised manual of assessment procedures require-

L]
Supported further developmental activities on
the part of state/local goals and objectives
committees in matnematics, reading, and writing.

Secured approval of the developmental action
plarn, for the Assessment Component of the
Maryland Accountability Program.

Piloted three evaluation systems with a view
to general use across the state in vocational/

1976 Objectives {

1.
1975. o
2.
ments.
3.
4.
5.
technical education.
FY
1.

‘Conduct the Assessment Component of the
Maryland Accountability Program.

)

ci
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. Publish and disseminate an issue of Review of

Educational Research

4
Coordinate vocational education research in
Maryland. N
Provide consultative servi¥®es to LEA's in the
ared of research and evaluation in vocational
education. Attainment will be signaled by a
comparison between requests for service and
the delivery of agreed upon services.

Provide internal consultative services to the
MSDE in the area of research and evaluation.

Information Services

Actual Program Performance

1.

i

Completed the programming required to produce
the State Aid Reports on May 27, 1975.

Completed the programming to produce two re-r

_ports:

(a) Professional staff by certificate,
: by experience and by degree status.

(b) Distribution of salary by.selected
professional positions.

Redesigned and reprogrammed the old High
Schodl Equivalence System.

Processed 67 new and revised forms.
’ ] .
Implemented the following projects:

fa) To ddvelop a records retention
policy and plan of action.

(b) 'To consolidate MSDE forms with
assistance from LEA representa-
tives.

Issued releases on enrollment, staff, finan-
cial and salary schedule information as near
as possible to desired scheduyles. A new

;s iﬂq‘&".’.‘
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.- . - - - .

o - , | | stat1st1cal publlcatlon 8n pupil transportation
: ! was also released. Factors affectl the main-
tenance of.schedules at “local and‘ state levels

§3 S g were the increasing number and complexity of : '
Ct o &@ﬁ _ information regquests, the availability of -+ e \\\;\~—//
’ P qualified staffs, and the computerization of ° - i 4
o, -data -- both in programmlng and retrieval. : :

7. Prepared reports on graduate plans and graHu— .
. ate followup and distributed data to LEA's. .

-
- . §

rqEY 1976 Objectlves B

' L1, 'Develop and implement management information
: L systemfplans for an integrated local- state—
/ 2, Fedéral information network, incorporating
. the improvement of dissemination of research
AU and management information and the” reduction
of unnecessary burdens on data sources.
- A
' 2. Manage the upll membershlp, certificated -
© staff, and inancial data systems.

‘o ¢ y 3. Revmew, evaluate,ﬂand revise MSDE data sys-.
%Pu “  <&ems in llght of revisions published. by

o ' U.S. Office of Educatlon in the Handbook
o ' S Series. T .

°

4. Conduct thegﬂlgh &chool Graduate Followup

R X Study. , .
. u" . ‘ ‘ tal )
' » 5. Prov1de management support for the, trans-. )
od ' ’ », portation aid program. X :
1 o i .
G. Accredltatlon of Schools and Programs
- &
: N ey ~ DR
, Actual Program Performance - Ty %g"
o l.g Provided” consultatlve services prior to api .
‘ S ' .proval and/or accreditation for 476 schools -

and programs. N

‘ Ci: Conducted approximately 500 onsitetevalua-

jon visits prior to approval. to determine
ompliance ‘wixth applicable statutes, stand—
ards, rules, and i




.§ . ) 2 . " ) \ . / a

y- 3. Conducted approximately 1,160 reevaluation - .

i ' . visits after approval to determine continued - . .
compliance with applicable statutes, stand- BN

. ards, rules, and regulatlbns ’ 3 o f’: ~{ .

- 4., Prov1ded consultative serv1ces for the improve-

. ment of schools and programs for approxlmately
> . 565 schools and programs .

FY 1976 Objectlves e

l. vaaluate alil teacher educatlon programs
B v, (approximately 50) scheduled for revisit
’ durlng this - flscal‘year

- S 2. Develop standards for the approval of com-
= . . '
‘ . . petency based teacher educatlon programs.

‘_’ '-\\ 3._'Determ1ne the. ellglblllty for approval of all
L a ‘nonpublic schdols in Maryland which are sub-
- ject to regulations by the Maryland State

' Department of Education.

“ . H. %eacher Certification

Actual Program Performance
Issued 20, 000 certificates either as renewal,
R ) initial, or advanced professipgnal certrflcates

FY 1976 0b1ect1ves

"l. Evaluate the credentials received from appli-
P / cants and make appropriate determinations of
o certification status for all applicants for
the”Maryland Teachind Certificate.

- : 2. Complete a study of needed modificatiqd of
‘ the present record keeping system.

.
.

I. ‘Transportation

Actual Program Performarice

, - Developed two school bus driver training
. ‘ packages namely, "Pre-Trip School Vehicle
B ' ' .Check" and "Driving Fundamentals.". Also,




. . / s ’ ‘
) completed guidelines to assure compliance
with the Maryland Occupational Safety, and’ .
. .Health Act, organized workshops for implement-..
" ing Safety Instructional Systems in about
one-half of the local school'systems, and
stored data for each child enrolled.in driver
e@ucation for research and evaluation purposes.

FY 1576 Objectives

Provide all students with adeqtate learning
experiences in the area’ of safety so that
they are able to.cope with their environ-
nent. Attainment of this objective will

be determined by instructing teachers and
students about the hazards connected with
laboratory and playground activities and

by periodic reviews of facilities to assuyre
that potential hazards hgve been reduced.

J. Food Service

Actual Program Performance

1. Increased participation in the following pro-

. Programs ' "FY%. 1972  FY 1975
Non—Proéram Schools . 58 .72

Meals served to children —3213,279 338,566

Children in preschool ’
centers e 5,865 18,201

Meals served to elderly ‘
citizens : ) 0 874

2. Expanded the HealIth Education Workshops on
’ Nutrition to elementary school teachers in
‘ the four regions to bring about a greater
awareness of the need:for good nutrition
amdng school c¢hildren and its importance to
the learning climate of the student.




-

FY 1976 Objectives R .

L%

1.
2.,

3.

ing cQoperativgly with other agencies.-

Provide meals without cost to children in
public and nonpublic schools. .

Provide food service for the elderly by work-

. Work with Federal and state legislators for the .
‘adoption of permanent legislation.

~
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: Chépter 4, The Maryland Accountability Assessment Information.

CHAPTER 3 ~ HOW TO USE THE MARYLAND
ACCOUNTABILITY PROGRAM REPORT

3.1 Introduction . . ' -
‘ . f < e . - ’

The, purpose of this chapter'is to facilitate a clear
understanding of the content and procedures used in the MAP
Report without the necessity of referring to,;he'technical
explanations provided in Appendix E. Télaileﬁiate some of

the confusion that arose following the publication of the

~initial report, this'chapter contains all the tools, guidelines

‘and information that are needed to interpret the data found in -,

-

-
9

The format used[here mirrors the structure of
Chapter 4, with Tables 1, 2, 2A, 3 and 4 being illustrated —
successively on the left hand pages. Each table is accompanied
by explanatory material on the page directly opposite. The
data cited here in Tables 2 and 2A have been taken from the
MAP Report, 1974-75, State Level Tables 2 and 2A. Howévef,
the data used in the School Level Tables 3 and 4 are fictitioué
and are provided only for illustrative purposes.

3,2 Explanation of Tables g

The following tables are discussed in this_ chapter:

e Table l. State Levell-- Community and Public School
Resources Profile (pp. 60-65)

e Table 2. State Levell -~ Nonverbal Ability in Average
standard Age Scores and Academic Achievement .. -
s . in Average Grade Equivalent Scorgs, by Skill i
Area and by Grade (pp. 66-69) :

e Table 2A. State Levell -~ Comparison of Year I .(1973-1‘3741_, ) .
with Year II (1974-1975) Data in Average DN

standard Age Scores and Average Grade

Equivalent Scores (pp. 70-71)

e Table 3. School Level -- Community and Public School
Resources Profile (pp. 72-73)

e Table 4. S5chool Level -- School ‘Average Grade Equivalent
: Scores, by Skill Area, Compared with Maryland
Norms Based on School Average standard Age
Scores (pp. ‘74=75)

ot

iThe table format for the state level and system level is
identical. For illustrative putposes, state level iklom-
tion is ussd for discusaica in Chapter 3.

: | .59 8'9\
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TABLE 1. STATE LEVEL —— COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES
PROFILE* i '

(SAME AS: TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL
RESOURCES PROFILE#)

o ’ - .
A. M HARACTER]ST -
“ /—\ ) A -
(1) - ’ , (i) (3)
MEDIAN PERCENT .
rowﬁEI?%au FAMILY DISADVANTAGED
R o INCOME SRHOOL AGE CHILIREN
'Y \\\\' ‘4///
s s—

AGE OR
IAN SCHOOL YEfRS) ({MEXTAN 'SCHOGL YE .,
. ?
" 3. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF.SEPTEMBER, 1974) ‘ -
(e n () (9) . (20
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE SALARY - AVERACE AVERASE .
SCHOOL TEACHER | OF SCHOOL LEVEL | . EAS ADMINTSTRATOR '
ENROLLMENT SALARY ADMINISTRATORS | TERCHING DM IN LS TRAT! : , v
- . b
« i .
' (11) (22) ST am '
bad ~
PERCENT STAFF PUPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE
MASTER'S DEGREE RATIO RATE 1
OR ABOVE ’ % N
. L3
C. [EINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR] .
© ) (15) (16) (a7 _
' ‘ TOTAL PER PUPIL PERCENT PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES FOR FORO:ETESAL R
EXPEND I TURES FOR INSTRUCTION \
INSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION
¢ ‘
(18) (19) (20)
PER PUPIL '
PERCENT EXPENDITURES
o FOR CENTRAL OFFICE EXPENDI TURES PERCE:;REg:sTf’TURES
ADHINISTRATION SERVICES SERVICES
- ,
LR =

* SEE ‘CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-6S, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SQURCES OF. DATA PROVIDED
IN THIS TABLE.

[Ala
§U, ( ’ 'kﬂ C () !
Q 60 ) .
ERIC L o
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EXPLANATION -~ TABLE 1

In presenting state level and local school system level accountability data, it is necessary to
describe first the Communi and Public School Resources Profile. This table summarizes for the State of
Maryland and for each Iocaf school system (23 countics and the City of Baltimore) resource characteristics
which provide information on basic background factors intimately related to student performance on ability
and achievement tests, Placed first, these three categories of Profile data can be used by the reader as

a reference source of essential background information which is aeféned on pages 61, 63, and 65, when
examining the succeeding tables on nonverbal ability and academic achievement tast results.

ERIC
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(1)

(2

LJ‘

(%)

A. COMMUNITY CUARACTERISTICS

DEFINITIONS
TOTAL POPULATION

Comprises all persons whose usual place of residence is the
gtaté of Maryland (in the table deajing solely with state
information) or for particular local-units (in each of the
county tables.) This figure is a 1973 estimate by the Bureau
of the Census. (Usual place of residence is generally con-
strued to mean the place where that person eats and sleeps
most of the time.)

MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME

Refers to the amount which divides the distribution of total
number of families in two equsl groups, one having incomes
above the midpoint and the other having incomes below the
midpoint. This figure is from a 1973 estimate by the De-
partment of Economic Developmenty State of Maryland.

PERCENT DISADVANTAGED SCHOOL~AGE CHILDREN

Refers to anyone living in a family with an income of |
$5,050 or less (for an urban, nonfarm family of four),
based on the 1970 Census, Fourth Count.

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL MALES 25 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER (MEDIAN
SCHOOL YEARS) .

Refers to educational data on all males 25 years of age or ‘
older in the total population being discussed. The median
number of school years completed is definétd as the value

which divides the population group into two equal parts --
one-half having completed more schooling and one-half com-—
pleted less schooling than the midpoint. This figure is

from the 1970 Census?

' EDUCATIONAL LEVEL FEMALES 25 YEARS OF AGE OR OLDER (MEDIAN
SCHOOL YEARS) v

Refers to educational data on all females 25 .years of age or
'older in the total population being discussed. The median
number of school years completed is defined as the .value
which divides the population gr°2ﬁ into two equal parts ==
one-half having completed more schooling and ocne-half having
completed less schooling than the midpoint. This figure is
from the 1970 Census.

.

c2
-
St/

]

’

'
ILLUSTRATION

Next to student ability, the
most extensive litersture on
achievement-related variables

eals with measures of socio-
economic status. Studies listed
in Appendix E-3 present strong
evidence that variance in school
parformance is associsted with
differences in socioceconomic back-
ground of the students.

, This statistic provides an
astimate of the additional efforts
,required by stste and local school
systems to provide special programs
and other support services for
children of school age who are
living under conditions described
as disadvantaged., The Federsl
Government has recognized the need
for financial assistance in this
area through programs, such as
Title I, Elementary and Secondary
Education Act, 1965 snd Amendments.
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TABLE 1.
PROFILE#
(SAME AS: TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL
RESOURCES PROFILE #)
A. comM HARACTER
(1) (2)
ToTAL - : MEDIAN
POPULATION prosd

STATE LEVEL‘-- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES

—=- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL

(3)

PERCENT
DISADVANTAGED -
SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

(4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

MALES 25 YEARS

OF AGE OR OLDER
(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

(s5)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

FEMALES 25 YEARS

OF YAGE OR OLDER
(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)
(6) (1)
TOTAL AVERAGE
SCHoOL TEACHER
ENROLLMENT SALARY

N

(9) (30)
AVERAGE AVERAGE
YEARS YEARS
TEACHING ADMINISTRATOR
EXPERIENCE EXPERIENCE

(13)

(12) //"(z3)<“\\

’ PERCENT STAFF PUPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE
5 MASTER'S DEGREE . RATIO RATE
OR ABOVE - -
€. PFINANC]AL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)
(14) (15) (26) (a7
TOTAL PER PUPIL PERCENT PER :g:'zES¥EfED'TURES
PER PUPIL *EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES “FOR orENTR
EXPENDITURES EOR INSTRUCTION INSTRUCTION ADMINTSToE T ION
{ (18) ¢ (19) (20)
PER PUPIL .
PERCENT EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE E
ADMINISTRATION FOR PUPIL +FOR PUPIL
SERVICES SERVICES \
~al ﬁ *I"‘

{ » SEE CHAPTER 3y PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINIﬁ%QN OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED
Ik

B

IN THIS TABLE.
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(6)

(7

(s)

(H)]

(10}

(11)

(12)

(13)

EXPLANATION -- TABLE 1 (Continued)

¢

DI B. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER 1974) '

-

* DEFINITIONS
TOTAL SCHOOL ENROLLMENT:

The numbaer of pupils on the current roll of
a school system (or for the total state) as
of September 30, 1974. (However, the figure
for Baltimore City was determined as of
October 30, 1974.) Lo

N

AVERAGE TEACHER SALARY :

Total annual salaries of, school lavel profes-
sional staff, excluding school level admini-
strators, divided by total number of school-
level professional staff, excluding school
level administrators, expressed in full-time
equivalents. (School leval professional
staff, excluding school administrators, in-
cludes teachers, department heads, . guidince
counselors, librarians, and therapists.)

AVERAGE SALARY OF SCHOOL LEVEL ADMINISTRATORS:

Total annual salaries of school lavel ad-
ministrators divided by total number of
school level administrators, expressed in
full-time equivalents. (School level ad-
ministrators include principals, vice- |
principals, and administrative assistants.)

AVERAGE YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE!

Total years of teaching experience of school-
level.professiorfal staff, excluding school-
level administrators, divided by total num-
ber of school level professional staff, ex-
cluding school level administrators.

AVERAGE YEARS ADMINISTRATOR EXPERIENCE:

Total years of administrative and/or teaching
experience, of school level administrators,
divided by total number of school level ad-
ministrators.

PERCENT STAXr MASTER’S DEGREE OR ABOVE:
Wumbér of professional staff with Master's
Degres or above divided by total number of
professional staff, expressed as & percent.
PUPIL/STAFF RATIO: N
Mymber of pupils anrolled (9/30/74) divided

Dy number of school lsvel profassional staff.
{8chool lavel professional staff includes

school level administrators, teachers, guidance

counselors, libr,rinn-, and therapists.)
ATTENDANCE RATE

Total number of days of pupil attendance
divided by total number of days of pupil
membership, expressed as a percent. (Pupil
membership is defined as the nurber of days
a pupil was enrclled during the regtlar
school session.)

€

. ‘ ?

ILLUSTRATIONS

L 4

Over the last decadd; the
school-age population has been
gtndunlly declining. The trend

s presently most noticeable at
the elementary level.

This. figure alludes to the
number of professional staff mem-
bers available at the school lavel
to provide instructional service .
to children. .

In many school systems, profes=-
sional staff are assisted by para-
professionals, aides and voluntears
who are not counted in computing
this ratio.

ki

Where the attendance dips be-
low %0 percent (as a reasonable
standard) , the quaestion of whether
the lack of student attandance is
indicative of an attitude towards
school in general, and whether .this
attitude and the concomitant re-
duction in the time a student is
exposed to school instruction is re-
flected in test scores, needs fur-
ther investigation.

g




TABLE 1. STATE LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES
PROFILE#

(SAME AS: TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL
RESOURCES PROFILE#) ' ‘

' -

Ae COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS

(2) -2 (3)
' TOTAL MEDIAN * PERCENT
POPULATION FAMILY DISADVANTAGED -
, INCOME SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
'
(%) (5)
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL- EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER OF AGE OR OLDER
(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS) {MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)
B. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)
1Y) (1 Y () (10}
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE SALARY ‘352:25 AVE::gE ‘
scHOOL TEACHER OF SCHOOL LEVEL TENCHING ‘D"IJISTR‘TOR
ENROLLMENT SALARY  ADHINISTRATORS ExBERTENCE AL L
o
Y (12) (23)
PERCENT STAFF PUPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE
MASTER'S DEGREE RATIO RATE
OR ABOVE '
o T ) ‘
€. FINANCIAL CHARKETERTSTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR) ' "
(14) (15) ) (16) . , {an
TOTAL PER PUPIL PERCENT PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES XPENDITURES FO Fﬂlngﬁ?ggAL
P F
EXPENDI TURES OR® INSTRUCT ION INSTRUCTION ADHIN TS TRETION
| ,
K \\\ 4/’( \\\; ‘/’,
v ———
o g — -
(18) (19) ' {20)
PER- PUPIL
T EXPENDIT
P AP ENDITARE S EXPENDITURES PYRCENT EXPENDINRES
’ L ADMINISTRATIO FOR PUPIL. FOR PUPIL
\ . SERVICES SERVICES
* SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED

'* IN THIS TABLE.
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EXPLANATION -- TABLE 1 (Continued) : ' n

C. ?INAQCIAL,CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-74 SCHOOL YEAR)

DEFINITIONS ILLUSTRATIONS
(14) TOTAL PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES: ) o

Computed by dividing current empenditures for instruction,
edministration, pupil services, health services, pupil
transportation, operation and maintenance of plant, and
fixed charges, excluding state's share of Teachers' Re-

’
tirement and Social Security, by Average RNumber of Pupils This figure represents
Belonging (ANB). (ANB is defined as agqregate days of . the average total dollars”
membership of pupils during the school year divided by the for current expenditures N
number of days schools were in session.) - that a school syatem spent
for the education of each
(15) PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR INSTRUCTION: child during the 1973-74

echool Year.
Computed by dividing thé total instructional expenditures,

including salaries of gchool level professional staff, . ‘

other instructional school staff, and central office in- . ! ‘
structional staff, as well as expenditures for contractual '
services, supplies and materials, and other instructional \ '

expenditures, by Average Number of Pupils Belonging (ANB). .

rs

It should be noted that \

(16) PERCENT EXPENDITURES FOR INSTRUCTION: A
total per pupil expenditure

ity for cost data.
of Pupils Belonging (ANB). .

Computed by dividing total current expenditures for in- (Column 14) includes other
etruction (see Item 15) by total current expenditures expenditures besides those
(see Item 14), expressed as a percent. L listed here, such as health

. . services and pupil transporta- .

{(17) PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR CENTRAL OFFICE ADMINISTRATION: ., tion, etc. (See definition (14)).
a A3

Computed by dividing salaries of central office administra- in future years, beginning
tors, and other administrative staff (excluding the central . in Piscal Year 1978, new state
office instructional and pupil services staff), expendi- guidelines for financial report-
turee for contractual services, supplies and materials, i inz will ensure greater compar-
and other administrative expenditures, by Average Number abil

n .
(18) PERCENT EXPENDITURES FOR CENTRAL OFFICE ADMINISTRATION: Lo

Computed by dividing total current expenditures for central .
office administration (see Item 17) by total current expendi-
tures (see Item 14), expressed as a percent.

(19) PEXPUPIL EXPENDITURES FOR PUPIL SERVICES:
1

Computed by dividing the total expenditures for pupil ser-
vices including-salaries of pupil services staff (i.e., )/\
counselors, pupil personnel workers, visiting teachers, .
. school social workers supervisors and directors of pupil
services), expenditures for contractual services, supplies B
e and materials, and other pupil personnel expenditures, by
Average Number of Pupils Belonging (ANB).

(20) PERCENT EXPENDITURES FOR PUPIL SERVICES:

Computed by dividing total current expenditures for pupil

services (see Item 19) by total current expenditurss (see .
Item 14), expressed as & percent. .
4
t
- N
Q0
-~ ot
e
- 65 \ .
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STATE OF MARYLAND /

TABLE 2. STATE LEVEL -— NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE g@uNDARD
AGE SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE
EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE #

(SAME AS: TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVER-
' 'AGE STANDARD AGE SCORES AND ACADEMIC  ACHIEVEMENT IN
AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY

GRADE #)

()

(2)

(3)

(&)

(5)

(6}

16.71

17)

{8)

s:venacs AVERAGE
ANDARD GRADE
NUMBER OF | PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE ST
SKILL  * STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOO IaTioN HOstones EVIATION
. LS SCORE DEVIA
AREAS rRADF FNROL I FD TFSTRD TESTED {5y Y;DIKON ?5??55 DEY:QIION
12) 64055 45.82 879 100. 3.56 1.19

J

; 3 64085 95,90 879 100.5 16.71

READING : '

o 5 71712 96.77 862 101.5 16.58 5,29 1.54
HENSIOH 7 72980 90.02 240 16.68 6.87 1.8

SPELLING

CAPITAL-

IZATION

-
PUNCTUATION




Teste of Basic S$kills (ITBS), and the

Grades
March through May.

The ITBS akill areaa which are
described in detail in Appendix F of thie report.

Column (1) == To comply with the requirement of
the Maryland Educational Accountability Act (see
Appendix A) that each school be asseased, Grades
3, 5, 7, and 9 are presently being teated (ex-
cluding special education claases), and Grade 11
will be added in school year 1973-76.

Column (2) ==~ Thia column reports the number of
pupila on the current rolla of schools as of
Septexber 30, 1974. For nongradad achools, re-
eulta were grouped and reported by nominal grade
level, depending upon pupils’ birthdates or yeara
of previoue schooling, excluding kindergarten.

Column (3) -~ Thia column gives the number of atu~
denta teated -in the apring of 1975, divided by the

percentage. All systems, except Frederick County,
teated all their children at the four grade levels.
Prederick County utilized a sampling technigue in
G:adol 7 and 9, instead of population teating pro-
cedurea.

Column (4) == Schoole are included only if they
have a Crade 3, %, 7, or 9.

Column (3) == Standard Age score (SAS) is derived
'Yom the Cognitive Abilities Test, Nonverbal
Battery, Form 1, 1971 edition. Thia sariea of
teata Weaaurea abstract reasoning. Meaaurea of
scholaetic aptitude are valuable in evaluating
student achievement. Thé mean for the national
norm group for Grades 3, 5, 7, and 9.is 100}
Mational Standard Deviation (SD) ia 16; and
soorea for individuals vary from 50 to 150.

%ﬁluﬂn {6) -- The SD. providea an indication of
e apread or variability of the scores in the

dietribution. The distance betwaen one SD be-

low the mean and one SD above the mean includee
68 percent of the casaa in a normal distribution;
while the diatance batween two standard davia-
tiona below and two above the méan enconpaatea
.pgroxilatoly 95 percent.

ERI
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3, 5, 7, and 9 be teated; and (3) that all testa

number of atudents enrolled 9/30/75, expreaaed aa a

EXPLANATION -~ TABLE 2

To provide comparable statewide asaeesmant data,
cludes a uniform testing program which requirea: (1) that

Nonverbal Battery of the Cognitive
be adminiatered in the spring of the
DEFINITIONS

listed vertically on Tablea 2, e.g9., vocabulary through puncéu.-
tion on the opposite page, as wall aa, language usage through mathematical total on the following page, are

~ typical pupil makea thia-raw acore.

~

achievement meaaures. ]

‘muat be known in which grade Joe wae

the Hl:yllnd‘Accountnbility Program (MAP) in-
all achool systema use eight aubtasts,of the Iowa
Abilities Test (CAT}: (2) that
Sar =

\

Column (7) =~ Grade Equivalent (GE) scoras are
erived from the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills,
Form' 5, 1971 edition. Thé GE of a given raw score

on any teat indicates the grade level at which the

There is a hidh.grobnbilicy that atudents who score
100 or mére on ility measures, auch as, the CAT,
can be expected to score on grade norm on the ITBS

ITRS -
NATIONAL NORMS

Grade 3 3.7
Grade 5 5.7
( Grade % 7.7
Grade 9 9.4 .

The GE acales vary between sybtests. Do not assume
that aimilar scores can be equated directly. >
lar GE acores on reading and mathematical 8
do not indicate the safe level of perfo
example, consider Jos Dos, who obtain
4.3 on the vocabulary subtest.

aay that his vocabulary has deve
third ronth of the fourth grade
not. Befora Joe's score can be int

the teat and in which monthk of the school year the -
teat waa given. If Joe was a third.grades. and it "
he waa tpeted in the spring.we can®iay that Joe .
did better than average,£». compared wg% fe_ghird .
gradera in the natio o “sapplé, Wince iW this
group the madian or.. c;:g&g;y is 3.7 i.e,,
half of the norm % scd; 3.7 or better). Is
it correct to at in thia case Joe is ten “
fh lass and ahould skip a‘'grada
n vocabulary)? Again, the answar is no.
nowa how fourth grade students would have
ormed on this third grade teat and there is
way tO cOmpare or equate Joe'a vocabulary to
that of fourth graders. What ia more, although
GE'a look like standard acores, they are npt.
nce, euch interprstation aa “ten monthe ahead”
uite incoprect. For inatance, becjuse the
erformance on vocabulary“is so much .
mathematica, let us aay,'a
subtest would represent a much

is
. v ion of
4. —"greater than that on
GE of 4.7 on a math
"higher standard by national norms (which for math
is aleo 3.7) than the same acore on vocabulary.

Column (8) -- Standyrd Deviation, aee diacuaaion
ve, Column (6). .

kl . % e




" STATE OF MARYLAND

TABLE 2. STATE LEVEL —- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD.
_AGE SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE
'EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE # v
(CONTINUED) ) .

” (SAME AS{ TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVER-
/ .* AGE_STANDARD AGE SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN

/ AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY

©+ GRADE # . (CONTINUED)) ‘ ,

(1) T 4) 7”150 () Ty
. AVERAGE .
. v STANDARD
g NUMBER OF ERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD STANDARD
"SKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOOLS SCORE DEVIATION DEVIATION
AREAS - GRADE ENROLLED TESTED TESTED 1SAS) (sD) (sD)
Y 3 . o
LANGuaGeE 5 ,
USAGE :
? 12m; 89,03 240 . 1014 16.48 697 2.30 -
’
R 3 64085 ,/’/;;ﬁ;\\\\ 879 ///’;;E\\\ 16,71 ’/’;;:\\\\ 1.24
o d nm/ 9%.34 \W / 101,5 \m%/ 553, | \1.5y
7 g0\ | 8.8 | 20 \ wa | Jwes \ | s /1.86
, ’ *
9 72633 85,51 223 \ 102.1 / 16,97 ‘ 8,46 / 2,06
te) 3
MATHEMATICAL | 5
CONCEPTS
7
’ 72633 85.84 223 102,13 16,97 (1) 2,01
- - ” 3 p
T - : ) .
HATHEMAT ICAL s )
PROBLENS i
T ' T _
’ 72633 8,77 223 102.3 26.97 m . 198

¢ SEE GHAPTER 3, PAGES 48-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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EXPLANATION -- TABLE 2 (Continued) .

.. DEFINITIONS
Tﬁe ITBS skill areas which are listed vertically oneTables 2, i.&., language usage through mathe-
matical total on the opposite page, as well as, vocabulary through punctuation on the previous page, are

described in.detail in Appendix F of this report.

Terms used in Columns (1) through (8) are defined on page 67. .

(s *

v ' ILLUSTRATIONS ~

The vocabulary ahd reading comprehension data (shown on page 66) and the languagp total and mathe-
matical total data (on the opposite page) have been printed in bold type because these categories of data
are used in subsequent analysis +in Tables,2A and 4.

language arts skill area, the average Maryland

It should be noted that language total and third grader has developed at the first month of
mathematical total are not ITBS subtests as sudh, the fourth grade (4.01) as measured by the ITBS
but they are the "averages of.a set of subtests. - subtests, while the national norm group of third

- For example: At the Grade 9 level, the mathemati- graders was at the seventh month of the third
. cal total scorg of 8.60 is the aver- grade (3.7) as measured on the same instruments.
_age of the Grade Equivalent (GE) Thus, Maryland children are performing about
tT . scores listed in Column 7 in Table 2, three months (+.31) ahead of the national sample
‘ that is 8.74 in mathematical concepts group of third graders in language arts skill
= and 8,41 in mathematical problems. area. However, in the uppegy grades Maryland's
Similarly, at the Grade 7 level, the. performarice in language arts falls below that of
language total score of 6.98 is the sum the national sample group, as indicated on the
of the language usage (6.97), plus the .following table:
three scores from the previous page ., . LANGUAGE TOTAL
8.60 spelling (6.99), capitalization (7.02) T
j and punctuation (6.86), divided by four. RMARYLAND : i |
. . |OBSERVED ITBS -
SCORES NATIONAL NORMS DIFFERENCE
-~ Grade 3 3.7 Plus three .|
> oot months
Note the appreciable decline in t  Grade 5 5.7 Minus two
* "percent of Students Tested" (Col- . months
. umn 3). Does the percent tested re- Grade 7 7.7 Minus seven |
. flect the true attendance rate for months
the school system? What are the Grade 9 9.4 Minus one
implications of the problem of attend- ¥ + Year 7
ance at the secondary levels? Does =
a student's attitude toward school I
x What does this gap indicate? What are the
This area has ge:ii:e :Zg:i:hefgimgdt§§2tii:e:c2g°1? instructional implications of this downward
studies gh p 4 g r trend in performance? Are the tests a better
v . measure of our elementary curriculun than they
! " ‘" are of our secondary or middle school curricula?
Do we need to develop better assessment meagures
s that more accurately reflect our curriculum
emphases? The development of improved assessment
: : techniques is part of the Action Plan for the
| moke that whe shiliey lovel of Marylurd students | aseradent Component of the, Marylind ecou
° ) ability Program. (See Section 1.4:3 for more
group mean of 100: . . details.
s Grade 3 ;/ . . N
Grade 5 K . i
Grade 7 .
Grade 9 .
' . »
’
T
»
f u
»
| L)
\)‘ N ! ‘ . .
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- _ »  Observe the widening gap between Maryland's
performance and the national norm group's as we
- move up the grade ladder. For example, in the




STATE OF MARYLAND : ' ' b

' TABLE 2A,

v

(SAME_AS:

STATE LEVEL - CDMPARISDN OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE *STANDARD AGE SCORES -
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES . #

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL -- CDMPARISQN OF YEAR 1 (l§73~

1974) WITH YEAR Il (1974-1975) DATA

IN AVERAGE STANDARD

.
RSN

AGE SCORES AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES ¥)

2, <
’ SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR
’ GRADE
_—— - 1973 - l:;i 1974 ~ 1975
(99.6 | 100.5),
¢ ' NONVERBAL . 1008 101.5

ABILITY T0L4 ;

.3 i :
) VOCABULARY 5 5,25 5,25
7 1 |
9 ' 8.60 . 8,48 !
R 3 3,57 3.63 //
READé:g 5 N :
- ~ COMPREHENSTON 7 \ N -
0 g F ) s
. ’
3 3,93 4,01 - /.
- LANGUAGE G ‘
TOTAL N 7 ,
kel .. g .
}
3 Y
MATHEMAT [CAL 5 )
. TOTAL, 7 I

9 8.72 8.60

{d

4

\ .
* SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71., FOR DEFINITION OF JERMS AND SPEGTAL INSTRUCTIONS

FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE.

1T SHbULD BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR II ARE FROM

DI FFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

c- __‘
o

~3
o
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NON-
VERBAL
ABILITY

./

-

EXPLANATION =- TABLE 2A

This table provides a comparigon of the performance of

school sygtem) on a set of subtests in Year I (1973~74) with its
Year II (1974-75). The five categories of data that appear here
this year's report and-from Tables 2 of the MAP Report, 1974-~75.

the -State of Maryland (or of a local
performance on the same .subtests in
were drawn from preceding Tables 2 of

DEFINITIONS »

, .
;" A detailed description of the
instruments used to measure non-
verbal ability and academic achiesve-
nt is contained in Appendix F of
this report: .
=
e Nonverbal ability, ox
Standard Age Score (SAS),
is derived from the
Cognitive Abilities
Test (CAT), Nonverbal
Battery, Form 1, 1971
edition.

e Vocabulary, reading com-
prehension, language total
and mathematical total are
derived from the lowa Tests
of Basic Skills (ITBSTTQ’
Form 5, 1971 edition, and
they are reported in terms
of Grade Equivalent (GE)
scores. (See page 67,
Column (7) for more details
on GE.)

. 3
. -

ILLUSTRATIONS

Three cautions need to be raised at the outset of this die-
cussion of Table 2A data: first, it is important to note that
the scores reported for Year I and Year II are from different
student populations; second, simple positive or negative diffex-
ences in themselves may not be significant; and third, inter-
pretations of Tables 2A should be made with reference to Sec—
tion 4.1.1, State Level Table 2A.

H

NONVERBAL GRADE 3 " 99.6 to 100.5 +.9
ABILITY C
(SAS) GRADE 9 102.2 to 102.1 -1

As the accompanying sample of state level data illusetrates,
ability level, or SAS, has changed over the two years. Most
notably, at the Grade 3 level, there has been an increass of
nine-tenths of a point, and at the Grade 9 level, eres has
been a_decrease of one-tenth of a point.

These changes in the ability level of the Year I] popula-
tion raises several interesting questions as we consider achieve-
ment changes in the four ITBS skill areas:

(a) Was there a "real” 'decline at the Grade 9 level
in mathematical total and yocabulary? '

(b) Similarly, was there a "real” increase at the
Grade 3 level in reading compréehension and
language total?

(c) How should we interpret the stable performance in
vocabulary, in Grade 5 over the two years?

: Prom an analysil of the state level data, which is p}oviand
if Chapter 4, Section 4.l.1, opposite Table 2A, it can bas re-
’

. ported:

)

e

—

The observed decreases in mathematical _.total and
vocabulary, at the Grade 9 level are significant
decreases, even when the drop in SAS at the Grade 9
level is taken into account; t

{a)

It is easy to conclude that the cbserved increases
in reading comprehension (plus .6 br little over
half a month) and language total (plus .8, or almost
a month) at the Grade 3 level are significant; how-
ever, because of the.doncomitant rise in SAS for
Grade 3, these positive difference values are
owalhnd out?}

(b)

(c) After adjusting Grade 5 on the basis of the incresase
in SAS, the 5.25 GE score in vocabulary becomes less

than the previous year's maan score.

While the data mdy suggest many relationships, it is im-
portant to emphasize that several years, at least five, of
data need to be collected before upward or downward fluctua-
tions can be meaningful interpreted. The present data (Year I
and Year 1I), constitute only a single obgervation of differ-
ence, It will be necessary to care%ully monitor these fiucta~
tlons and begin to systematically investigate the areas of
continuous discrepancy -- whether they be of a positive or of
a negative nature. (See discussion of state level Table 2A in
Section 4.1.1 for more detail).

9
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SAMPLE COUNTY (SCHOOL A-SCHOOL H) \ ) ‘

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL:-- COMMUNITY A‘i PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

3

W

) I . SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN ¥
PERCENT y PERCENT - —=
, TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF | PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDIAN
. : GRADE - | scHooL | PupIL/| DAILW TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S] DISAD- | EDUCA- | £AMILY
ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATIEN- — DEGREE VAN- | T OF [ 1 E
° ZATION HENT |RATIO NC TEACHER | ADMINJ JEACHER[ADMIN. ABDYE] GED OTHE $)
5CHOOL NAME ‘ {1) t2) (3) ta4) t5) t6) t7) t8) (9) (10) (11 t12)
— < \4 N/ N’
r P - - B .
. )
SCHOOL A K-6 214 22.5 $7.0 8.5 1.0 18.1 23.5 68.4 3.4 15.2 29,967
0 . - »

SCHoOOL ¥ K-6 306 . 19.2 95.5  15.0 » 1,0 14.2 '18.0 54.%8 2.1 14.5 20,419

- 5CHOOL C ©oP-s 687 19.6 89.0 33.0 2.0. 8.1 21.6 7.1 36.4 8.2 6,612

. g ';
5CHOOL D K-6 574 23.0 94.2 24.0 1.0 9.5 31.0 24.0, 17.5 10.8 8,475
- -—-—--—-- s R - m - - FICTICIOUS DATA = = = = - - = = -/o o o0 oo - ----
SCHOOL E . K-6 752 21.5 94.9 33.0 2.0 10.4  34.0 1l.4 2.6 3.7 11,153
) SCHOGL F K-6 589 6.4  90.9 . 35.0 1.0 10.2/ 31.8 22.2 47.2 9.0 3,796
. -
?/‘ -&‘ .
5CHOOL G K-6 422 21.3 94.5 18.8 1.0 b 26.0 20.2 5,4 12.5 14,261
- s
SCHOOL H K-6 574 20.3 95.9 27.3 1.0 8.2 1l.6 20.% 4.5 12.4 12,976

‘s

&
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EXPLANATION -~ TABLE

. . Community and Public School Resources Profile information precedes the tables on ability and achieve-
ment test Tesults on the individual school level 95 did the otate and school system levels Profile information.
4 In this way, community and school factors car be taken into account by the reader as the tables on ability and -
achievement tcst data are examined. -

This table summarizes having basic school community charscteristics as of Scptember 1974 for cach
eligible school (having Grade 3 and/or’ 5 and/qr 7 and/or 9) in o locsl ochool system. Schqol characteristics
data (Columns (1)-(9)) are oupplied from Maryland Statc Department of kducation publications. Community
characteristics data for School Age Children (Columns (10)-(11)-(12)) are supplied by Applied Urbahetics, Tnc.,
wpich_updutcd ESEA Title I statistics from the 1970 Censug data. . - e

: 1]

Tables on individual school level -- Tables 3 and 4 ~- should be trcated as -a sot of intact data for
each individual school, Each sot of tables is indexed with the schools covered in.that oet of tables, e¢.9.,
Allegany County (Barton -~ Mount Royal). All ochools are arranged alphabetically within three major divisions:

-

elementary, middle combined and secondary. : \ ®
DEFINITIONS - ILLUSTRATIONS
Column (1) GRADE ORGANIZATION: . Attention 'is invited to the inter-

rolationshipo between the resource data,
provided in Table 3, which indivpdually
and collectively, have bten shown to in-.

The grsde span for an individual ochool.

Column (2)  TOTAL SCHOOL ENROLLMENT:

- . fluence student achievement. For example:
The number Of pupils on the current roll of a school 83 of
September 30, 1974. ' .
" " < Column (3) PUPIL/STAFF RATIO: State analysis ohd recearch studies

in the literature demonstrate that there

Number of pupils enrolled (9/30/74) divided by number of school- is a strong relationship between Socio-

level profesoional staff (ochool level professional staff in- . s a
ludes’school 1ovol administrators, teachers, doporemont heads, + CHOlOMAI’NA seholaseic apeituds and
guidance counsclors, libraries, and therapists.) ability toudo school work $horc!oro

; . ’

when there i5 a high incidence of dis-

Column (4) PERCENT AVERAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE: advantaged or low moasurecs of family

The sum of the days prescnt of all students when achool is actu- woalth ‘and/or education, aptitude snd

ally in session divided by the number of doays school is in scs~ achievement of the studonts can be pre-

sion, expressed as a percent. dicted to be low. .

Column (5) TOTAL NUMBER TEACHERS: 24 Notice that the resource levels vary
- substantially among individual ochoolo °

Total number of school level professional otoff, excluding
school. lovel administrators, expressed in full-time equi-
valents, (School level administrators include principals, vice
principals and administrative assistants.)

within the same oysotem, ¢.q., from

2.1 porccht to 47.2 percent disadvantaged,
from 8.2 ycars tc 15.2 ycars cducation

of mother, from 55,796 to $29,967 medisn
Column (6) TOTAL NUMBER ADMINISTRATORS: family incomo.
Number of school 'level professional staff who are primarily

engaged in activities which have as their purpose the general

regulation, direction, and control of the affairs of a school,

expresged in full-time equivalento. Thesv are measures of the character-
~ . istics of school level profesgsional staff:
Column (7) AVERAGE YEARS TEACHING EXPERIENCE: the length of expertience (Column 7)., has

possible implications for program cost

Total yesrs of teaching experience of school level professional analysio, as well as for impact on the

staff, excluding school,level adminigtrators, divided by total instruc
tional program: and the academic
number of school .Jdevel professional staff, excluding gochool credential (Column 9) 15 a.proxy measure

~ level administrators, for an individual's knowledge of his field
» Column (8) AVERAGE YEARS ADMINISTRATOR EXPERIENCE! or subject mattor.
&=

Total ycars of ddminlltrut1$o and/or teaching experience, of
school lgve! administrators, divided by total number of school B

level admirMistrators. . Where the attendance dipo below 90

- - ‘percent (as a reasonable standard), the

Column (9) FPERCENT GTAFF MASTER'G DEGREE OR ABOVE: question of whother the lack of student

Number ©f school level professional staff with Master's Degreec :::::gg"zghégl1fg‘c“txv°1°'u:3 a:tt;udo

° above 'divided by total number of achool level professional genorat, whother
oF !¢°V° g this attitude and thec concomitant reduc-
staff, expresscd as a percent. tion in the time a student is oxposed to

: S echool inotruction ioc reflected in test
Column (10) PERCENT DISADVANTAGED: scores, (sce Table 4), necds further in-

Refers to the percent of children shown to be from poor families, vestigation.

using the Orshansky Index of poverty. The Orshansky ‘Index is
based’ on size of family, farm or nonfarm residence, sex of family
heed, and family income. This figure is from the 1970 Census,
Yourth Count.

“

Column (11) MEDIAN EDUCATION OF MOTHER:

i.!irn to median education level of females who are 25 years of
age or older. “. -

L]
Column (12) MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME (§):

Refers to the amount which divides the distribution of total
number of families in two cqual groups, one having incomes above
the midpoint and the other having incomes below the midpoint.

e 01
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TABLE 4.,

~

SCHOOL NAME  ° GRAOE AVERA&E“‘NARVy QIFFER— AVEPAGE MARY- OIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY= ' OTFFER=-
) 3 . LAND ENCE LANO ENCE . ‘LANO ENCE
NORM GE + NORM o +-GE NORM .

SCHOOL A _ .
SCHOOL B
SCHOOL ¢

scHaoL »

SCHOOL E
. SCHOOL ¢ °

SCHOOL 6

SCHOOL H

SAMPLE COUNTY StHOOL SYSTEM {SCHOOL A;SCHOOL H)

v

SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY -
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHooL . .,
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SGORES#

5

e ’ 1 .. < . .
. - ) .
* . . SKILL AREAS
S 12 IrYx) .....Q.Q.............................'....................Q._.......................‘
REAO!NG COMPREHENS IQN LANGUAGE TOTAL uATKENATlCAI” TOTAL -

. N . R
” ’ 4.70 4,62 .08 4.90 5.00 -.10 4.30 4.50 ~.20 -
338.3 7.00 6.70 .30 7.00 6.92 +.08 6.60 6.099 ~.23 .
- i . ‘
4.89 4.44 365 4.90 4.8 +.09 4.50 4.34 4, 26
6 =40 5.95

*+.45 «6.30 5.96 34 6.20 6.39 +.03 6.60 6.13 +.47
' ° b . )
3 90.5 2.25 2.92 ' 2.46 2.96 .52 2.76 3.35 -.59
5 89.8 3.94 4.22 “.28 4,02 4.30 .28 4.33 4.55 -.24
3 9%.3 3.76 2.97 2.74 3.0% .27 3.63 3.40 +.23%
5 94.1 4.87. 4.60 . " 4.63 #-6“7 N .04 5.40 4.92 +.49
-------------- FICTICIOUS DATA — = — = = = = = = = = = = = = =
3 103.4 3.40 3.7 =.35 3.38 3.83% 43 3.54 ‘4,23 -.67
5 105.3 5.5 5.59 -.08- . 5.63 5.6 .02 5.42 5.85 -.43
3 58.4 2.26 2.79 =.53, 2.50 2.82 24 2.87 3.2% -.34
5 87.5 3.35 4.04 -.69 3.98 4.23 13 3.59 4.39 -.80
3 94.9 3.62 3.3 +.46 3.64 3.24 .40 3.82 3.62 +.20
5 100.4 4.70 4.95 -.25 4.92 5.2 .20 4.90
3 '100-7 3.48 3.57 +.33 3.72 3.66 .06 4.30 4.04 3.64 +.40
5 106.4 5.79 5.50 - +.29 6.25 5.65 .60 * 6.53 6.42 5.80 .62 *

. - ~
® SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (%) ACCOMPANYING "DIFPERENCE"™ SCORES,
AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE “DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIG TABLE.

)

ERIC
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ILLUSTRATION OF REGRESSION ANALYSBIS PROCEDURE USED IN GENERATING
THE MARYLAND NORM
GE G®
'( SCHOOL A ' T SCHOOL B i

Predicted GE Ecore =--=w=--
Obeerved GE Bcore
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EXPLANATION -~ TABLE 4 '

. This table presents a statistical comparison between a specific school's dchievement in four skill
areas of ITBS and the achievement of other schools in Maryland where grades have the same average tested
level of nonverbal ability. Data are presented for: (1) the local school system, for which results from
individual schools within the system having Grades 3, S, 7, and 9 (excluding special education schools) are
aggregated; and (2) each such individual school within the system. The nonverbal ahility and academic achieve-
ment data presented in the tables of this report are based on the average score made by a grade in a school.

No data on individual students or individual classrooms were collected gy the state. Each loca
tem collected its own data on individual students and classrooms in relationship to its own needs for program
or pupil appraisal and reported by grade for each school for the MAP Report.

DEFINITIONS b ILLUSTRATIONS
One of the activities of the Maryland Accountability Pro-
gram (MAP) is to investigate the relationship beatween the
Standard Age Scores (an input referred to as SAS), and the
GE scores (an output). In order to learn the strength of this
link a regressiIon analysis was performed on the data. (See
Appendix E for description of this statistical procedure.)

A detailed description of the ind
strument used to measure nonverbal
ability and academic achievement is
contained in Appendix F of thiltreport:

® Vocabulary, reading com-

prehension, language total
and mathematical total are
derived from the Iowa Tests

. of Basic Skills, Form S,
1971 edition, and they are t
reporting in terms of Grade
Equivalent (GE) scores.
(See page 67, Column (7},
for more details on GE.) °

Table 4, an individual school's average GE is compared to
a Maryland norm for that achool. The actual obtained average
GE's for the schools are listed in the Column headed "Average L&
GE", and by a simple subtraction of this number from the Mary-
land norm for that school (Column "Maryland Norm") the numbers
listed in the "difference" column can be obtained. O0Of course,
these differences can be positive, zero, or negative, depend-
ing on whether the obtained GE was higher, the same as, or
lower than the Maryland norm.

.
b d
.v.\.
. N -

How is the Maryland norm derived? Taking two. achoola at
Grade 3 level that have a respective average SAS scores of
115.3 (School A) and 112.5 ASchool B), the regression ¥
equation permits the computation of a predicted score value
in a specific skill area, such as vocabulary; 4.52 for
School A and 4.34 for School B, based on their respective
SAS scores and the relationship betyeen the $SAS and wvocabul- .
ary GE scores found in the Maryland data. By subtracting
the observed GE of each school (4.30, School A) (4.70,

School B) from the expected GE score, a difference score re-
sults -- for School A, -.22 and for School B +.36. (See p. 74.)

o

-

® Nonverbal ability, or
Standard Age Score (S5AS),
is derived from the Cogni-
tive Abilities Test, Non-
verbal Battery, Porm 1,

" 1971 .edition. Average
SAS is computed by grade
for the individual school.

e GE scores are derived
from the Iowa Tests of
Basic 6kills, Form S, “«
1971 edition. The GE
of a given raw score on
any test indicates the
grade level at which
the typical pupil makes
this raw score.

1 school sys~. .

Average GE is the aver-

'age GE score computed

for a skill area, auch
as vocabulary or read-
ing comprehension, by
grade for the individual®
school. 76 for

The amount of difference (residual), positive or negative,
should not be [nterpreted as _a dlrect measure of the ochonl's
effectivencss or ineffectivencoo. By the vory nature of the
analysis, half the schools will have positive residuals and
the other half will have negative residuals. In fact, the
average residual of the state is .00 on all subtests. (See
Chapter 1, Section 1.5.2 for more details.)

ERI!

{(See p.
the School Grade Equiva-
lent Averages in the

ITBS national norm group:)

What dooa the asterisk (*) mean in Table 47? The MAP Re-
port has adopted the practice of placing a risks by those
schools whose residuals are extreme. To be more precise, the
top 2.5 percent of the schools having positive residuals were
asterisked. Similarly, the bottom 2.5 percent of schools with
negative residuals wore asterisked. Thus, in total, 5.0 per-
cent of all Maryland schools received asterisks and thereby
form the two extreme ends of the residual distribution.

® Maryland norm {s the pre-
dicted GE for a school,
taking into account the
average SAS for that
school end the relation-
ship between SA3 and GE
found in the Maryland .

data. '||=l .
-

2
.87 . 4 .19t B

ol.80 g
-

- o250

b

e Difference is the result
of eubtracting an obser-
ved average GE score
from the Maryland norm.

DISTRIBUTION OF RESIDUALS FOR VOCABULARY GE'S, GRADE 3

&

.

It is appropriate to interpret these astérisked residuals as
extreme, if only by definition. As such they function as
romising indicators of wheore procoss evaluation m t best
. eqin. ote the intorrelatlionships between the three ele- )
’ Wments of Maryland's evaluation model-discussed in Jection 1.5.2.

B ) ¢ Assessment gutput measures are regressed egainst inputs, and
. the reeults artc used as road signs toward process evaluatipn.

1 \'3 ..
A\ R
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", EXPLANATION -- TABLE 4 (Continued)

. SCHOOL GRADE EQUIVALENT AVERAGES IN THE ITBS
v ‘ NATIONAB NORM GROUP

.
a

The chart below provides more precise information about-

the medians by grade and skill area, for school averages in the

. - {
national norm grcup:

Range for Medians of School Grade Equivalent
Averages in the National Norm Group (ITBS)#

Reading » Mathe~
. : * + Vocab~- Compre- Language matical
ulary hension Total Total
3rd grade 3.7 - 3.8 3.8 - 3.9 3.9 3.7 - 3.8
. 5th grade 5.7 - 5.8 | 5.8~ 5.9] 5.8~ 5.9| 5.7~ 5.8
. - 7th grade 7.6 - 7.7+ 7.7 - 7.8| 7.7 -7.8| 7.7 - 7.8
9th grade 9.3 - 9.4 [ 9.3 -9.4| 9.4 9.4 -~ 9.5
s . . * s
% - “ -
. ¥ Schools below &+he range would rank with the lower 50 percent
: ~ of schools nationally, and schools above ,the range would rank
” . .o w1th theé upper 30 percent. of schools natlonally.
3 . o™ ' ': o ' ° . ) ' T
s The following chart is designed to assist the reader to

-
1dent1fy the general location of a partlcular school's achieve-

ment in relation to the? natlonal dlstrlbutlon of school averages

by grade and Skll area. . * . ° s -
. .
- L ¢ « ' M ‘ ' & .
. Range of School Kverage GE's Which Would Include ‘
B -~ Approximately the Middle 40 Percent of the Nationai
. o » Distributjon of School Averages (ITBS)## _ .
L : . .
‘ : “  Reading ' Mathe-
S . . . ! Vécab- . Compre- +, Language - matical . N
. : < » ulary : hension - Total Total - v
’ ’ c//”srd grade 3.5~ 4.0 3.6 - 4.1 | 3.6 - 4.2 3.5 - 4.0 |
a . ¥ 2 I
| stit grage 5.4 - 6.1 | 5.5 - 6.2 5.4 -~ 6.2 | 5.4 - 6.1 s
o ) |7th gragce | 7.3 -8 7.4 -8.2] 7.3- 8.2 |. 7.4 « 8.1
) 9th grade | 8.9 - 9.8 | 9.0 - 9.8 8.9 -9.9| 9.1 - 9.8
[ L, - = y - — P
s e,f## ‘Schools below the range would rank with the lower 30 percent
. .Wp, of schools nationally and schools above ‘the tange would rank
i w1th the upper 30 percent of 'schools nationally.
ol ! \

« - ‘
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- Introduction

CHAPTER 4 MARYLAND ACCOUNTABILITY
' ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

- 3

Presented in this chapter is information related to
results of the Assessment Component, Maryland Accountability
Program (MAP), for school year 1974-75. The statewide assess-
ment program is organized so that accountability information is
provided for the three levels of public education in Maryland:

staté level, system level, and school level.

' The first section’'of Chapter 4 focuses on a
discussion and presentation of State Level --
Accountability Assessment Information.

-  state of Maryland Narrative Report!

A. Development of School Level Objectives:
School Year 1974-75

B. Accountability Assessment Results at
’ the State level

//(§ - ( State of Maryland Assessment Results A

| Table 1. -State Level -- Community and
- Public School Resources Profile

¢ Table 2. State Level -- Nonverbal Ability
in Average Standard Age Scores and Academic. -
Achievement in Average Grade Equivalent
Scores, by Skill Area and by Grade Scores

Table 2A. Staté Level -- Comparison of
Year I (1973-74) with Year II (1974-75)
Data in Average Standard Age Scores and

e "4 Average Standard Grade Equivalent Scores .

° The second section of this chapter is subdivided
into twenty-four parts, one for each Local Educa-
tion Agency, and contains Local School System

’ Level -- Accountability Assessment Infarmation.

1phis material was prepared and submitted for publication in the
_ MAP Report; 1974-75, by the Accountability Section, Division of

‘Researtch, Evaluation, and Information Systems, Maryland State
Departme?} of Education, November 1975.
. \

By 105 17 . .




- School System Narrative Reports?

(O * A. Present Status of Accountability Program .
B. Logal Assessment Activities

. .C. Comments on Accountability Assessment
Results

D. Program Modification Activities

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit
Improvement of Program Services _ °

F. 'Local Education Agency General Comments \\\\\\
(Optional) .

- School System Assessment Results

Table 1. System Level ~-- Community and
Public School Resources Profile

Table 2. System Level -~ Nonverbal Ability
in Average Standard Age Scores and Academic v
Achievement in Average Grade Equivalent

. Scores, by Skill Area and by Grade Scores

Table 2A. System Level -- Comparison of

Year I (1973-74) with Year II (1974-75)

Data in Average Standard Age 8cores and

Average Standard Grade Equivalent Scores .

- Individual School Assessment Results

Table 3, School Level -- Community and
Public School Resources Profile

Table 4. School Level -- School Average

Grade Equivalent Scores, by Skill area,
™y Compared with Maryland Norms, Based on

School Average Standard Age Scores

P ?
To aqsiét the reader in the use and understanding of !

the MAP aésesSment data and tables, a new chapter entitled "How

to Use the Maryland Accountablllty {rogram Report" has been

added to this year's report. Definition of terms, sources of ("\ .
" data, explanatfgn of special elements and symbols, such as

the asterisk (*), and instructions for interpretiny ‘the tables w

are provided in Chapter 3, pp. 60-75.
o

‘
)

2This material was prepared and submitted for publication in the

) ¥855Report 1974-75, by each Local Educatzon Agency, September

El{llc ’ 1(;“ 28
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4.1 STATE LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.1.1 State of Maryland ’
MARYLAND ' .

"

GARRETT
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Introduction o . ¢

This narrative section focuses on two activities.
The first part provides a status report on one component of the
. Maryland Accountability Program, .the development of objectives
at the school level. Thisg important educational task comprised
the major _accountabil}ity activity other than testing during
school year 1974-75, and was the culmination of a process that .
had been initiated in school year 1972-73 in compliance with the
Maryland Educational Accountability Act. (See Appendix A.) The
second part contains an analysis of the state level results of
the Maryland Accountability Assessment Program, 1974-75.
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A.. ' Development of School Level Objectives: School Year

1974-75 .. 4

Background ]

: ‘For many years previous to the accountability movement,
the goals of education were implied but seldom specified. Obvi-
ously, mastery of the basic skills for literacy has always been

.a goal, but many other areas of concern to citizens and educators’

have not consistently had goals which were clearly identified.
gge,Maryland Educational Accountability Act calls for goals and
objectives to be specified on the state school level, the local

Y.school level, and the individual scheol level. Before measure- g,
- able objectives can be written, the more general goals of educa-

tion must be determined.

The State Plan for Educational Accountability, adopted
by the State Board of Education, called for the State Advisory
Committee on Accountability to recommend-state goals in education
by June 1973.., Previously, a statewide needs assessment study had

" been conducted to determine what general goals the public at

large had for public education in Maryland. The State Advisory
Committee for Accountability worked intensively with three goals -
committees. These state/local goals committees were composed of
curriculum specialists in the three basic skill areas: reading,
writing', and mathematics. Teogether they drafted, redrafted, and
finglly.agreed upon the .Statewide Goals in Reading, Writing, and
MathHematics, which were recommended to and approved by the State
Board of Education on June 20, 1973. ( Appendix B.)
*v
During the 1973-74 school year, the inauqural year of
@ Maryland Accountability Program (MAP), - each Local Education
1iSiancy (LEA) was required to develop system goals in the three
basic skill areas which-conformed to the framework of,statewide
goals. The outcome of this activity was described in the nar- ¢
rative reports preceding each system's assessment data in Chapter
‘4 of the first Maryland“Accountability Program Report, School
Year, 1973-74,

- . Development of School Level Objectivesg

e

. As of September 1975, all regular Maryland schools
- have established school level objectives in the basic skill
. areas. The Maryland Educational Accountability Law, as indi-
cated by comments of the Local Coordinators of Accountability
{ICA), such as the examples below, has had a very definite and
potentially positive influence on activities related to the
establishment of goals and objec¢tives.

]
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e Beginning efforts to implement the law have .
* had an influence on the following: (1) Goals

"and objectives at the system level and at the
: school level have become less general in nature.
- When goals and objectives have_beeh'staced in
. * more recent years,'there has' 'been a degree of
“spec1f1c1ty inherent that heretofore was not
evident. “ (2) Goals and objectives have become
more student oriented, the most 1mportant out-
come of a course or a program. being what
. , students obtain from.their course involve-
T : ment. (3) The formal evaluation of goals and
.  objectives’ has been re-emphasized. The evalu-.
ative dimension of the process. of course
. ‘ development as well as implementation and re-
v ~ : finement is being emphas1zed and requlred to
an extent not ev1dent in the past. "

e This process met the intent of the Superln—
, *  tendent of Schaools to give major emphas1s.to
. B establishing school objectives in.view.of

: ‘thelr fundamental importance in giving di-
rection to the deve10pment of instructional
programs . 2

- )

LA Dumang the past year, each LEA established a mechanism
to review the school-developed objectives. These procedures !
‘ varied among LEA's from the assignment of one professlonal in a
- ‘ system to the establishment of skill area task forces in the
. three basic areas.. Description and commentary on the specific
s procedures utilized by the 24 individual systems -is provided '
in the Narrative Reports on School level Goals and Objectives,
which was sprepared by each accountability coordinator this past
L September. A volume. that includes these local narratives, as
ENGE well as complementary materials relating to the formulation ‘of
‘ school level objectives, has been assembled ‘at the Maryland -
State Department of Education, Division of Research, Evaluatlon
and Information Systems, Accountablllty Sectlon.

Over the past two years, a large percent of the inser-
§ vice and professional days for staff furnished by the various :
LEA's has been devoted to Ehe»task of developing objectlves at .

» ! Narrative Reports on Settlng School- Level Ogjectlves, School
Year 1974-75, .Maryland State Department of - Fducation, Division
of Research, Evaluation and Information Systems, September o

1975.
2 Ipid.
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the school level. Administrative and supervisory sta#f have
arranged numerous workshops directly related to the formulation qup
and construction.of behavioral objectives. The Narrative Re-

ports indicate that the quality of the output from the individual

- schools varies:within a system, from school to school, and across
. systems. Similarly, it was noted that some LEA's utilized sys-

tematic or centralized approaches, e.g.: critical path manage-

ment networks, management by objectives, and programs of studies,

while other systems allowed for a more decentralized and indi-
vidualized approach, with each school addressing the task in - .

i own fashion. Several systems empowered a formal committee ..
hich had the responsibility for organizing system policies re-

lating to accountability activities identified in one system as

"

the Central Accountability Committee. , v . . v /

’ L\
. The activity.of developing school level objectives
is only the beginning of an ongoing process whereby schools A
will regularly review and update their objectives based on
feedback from many types of evaluation procedures, including
standardized testing, i.e., the Iowa Teésts of Basic Skills, and
individually designed techniques, i.e., teacher-made assessment

' procedures. However, the following was indicated in one system's

narrative report:

® Viewed from the standpoint of the work to be
accomplished, we have only begun the process
of preparing collections of assessment mea-
"sures useful to teachers for evaluating stu- - o
dent progress and tests useful for 'school and
systemwide program evaluation. Our experience,
thus far, shows the task is large and requires
a significant commitment in staff and resources.
The goal is a worthy one because those who sug-
gest priorities for the gifted, disadvantaged,
minorities, the junior high school, or indi--
vidualization of instruction usually see the
preparation of improved collections and uses .
of objectives and imgroved evaluation proce-
dures as requisites. :

-

i * One system has initiated the process of developing a
frequency count of school levél objectives. Based on this
analysis, they will determine what percentage of objectives the
present systemwide assessment program measures, and in what areas
they need to develop additional assessment techniques and mea-
sures.. A local coordinator stressed that this followup activity,

3 1hid.
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. analyzing school-level objectives, was crucial to reinforcing .
. the importance of matching assessment to the content of the
%nstructional program. - . ‘ - I .

It.should also be noted that most of the time-consuming
tasks of developing school level objectives were accomplished by
Maryland teachers and administrators in addition to the perform-

. ance of their everyday instructional responsibilities. The re- ,
sponsiveness and dedicatjon of all Maryland school professionals R
in fulfilling this mandate of the accountability law is worthy of :
high pratse. AS one coordinator for accountability noted, "the

. involvement of all teachers in the development of school level
objectives has been crucial in the successful implementation of
the goals of accountability and in the strengthening of the total
instrumental program."" -

.a ' . a

" B. Accountability Assessment Results at the State Level

In the 1974-75 school year, Marylan&'s average perform-
ance in most of the achievement/skill areas was slightly below
the national average. On the other hand, Maryland's average per-
formance in the ability area showed a progressive increase through
the grades (see Chapter 4, Tables 2 and 2A, pp. 86-89). '

¢ The state average scores in vocabulary, reading com=- -
prehension, language total, and mathematical total over the four
grades tested were within one standard deviation above the mean and
one standard deviation below the mean, or‘where 68% of. the national’
norm group scores were distributed. In Grades~3 and 5, Maryland's
performance closely approximates the national performance. There
is a tendency, however, for Maryland's scores to depart from the
national norms as we go up the grades. In the 7th and 9ths :
grades the average scores are about one-half ofy a standard
deviation below the na#&ional norm. -The drop frém°'the 5th to
7th grades is most noticeable. The fact that scores drop as
we go up the grades is not unique to Maryland. There is a -
trend in the same direction nationwide. It is reflected also
in. thé continuing drop of SAT scores in Maryland ang\nationwide.
(see Appendix C). ' :

" While several years, at least five, of data .
. need to be collected before upward or downward fluctuations can
be meaningfully interpreted, the decline observed in Year I data
at the state level in student performance in the basic skill
areas of reading, mathematics, and language arts, as measured -
by the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills, is ‘once again demonstrated
in Year II results. Moreover, when an analysis of covariance

~

o
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.
was p

-rformed on the. 'state level data, which took the shifts

in fonverbal aﬁlllty into account, the positive differences,

~ported in Tdble 2A disappeared.. This means that the ob-
served 1ncreases in the Year II data were not as large as
mlght have been expected on the basis of the increase in non-
verbal abplity. Opposite Table 2A, there is- a discussion and ™.~ .
analysis of the Year II results in a Questlon and Answer for-
mat (see Table 2A, pp. 88 and 89).

i . .

p D1scuss1on of the MAP results at the system
and school levels is provided in the narrative reports ,
that- precede the Local School System Level -- Accountability g
Assessment Information. (See Chapter 4, Segtion 4.2.,) This
material was, prepared and submitted for pub ication in the
MAP Repoﬁt by each LEA.
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, STATE OF MARYLAND

PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*

v ]

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS oo
(1) ' 2y (3} -
MEDIAN - PERCENT
POPLE:?%ON FAMILY ' DISADVANTAGED -
INCOME SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN ,
4,073,938 ) 12,907 11.24
t4) {5)
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER OF AGE OR 'DLDER_ !
{MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS) {(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS) '
12.1 ) 12.1
. 7 .
3. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974} .
t6) (7) (o) . e (9) {10)
TOTAL - AVERAGE AVERAGE SALARY ‘¥§}age ‘¥§ﬁ:ge
scHooL TEACHER ' | OF scHOQL LEVEL .
‘ TEACHING ADMINISTRATOR
ENROLLMENT SALARY ADMI:XSTKATDRS EXPERTENCE ExPERIENCE »
894,314 $12,352 420,837 9.9 20.1
— .
T Kl
(1) t2f 3 (13)
L] Noia N
PERCENT STAFF PUPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE 5,
MASTER'S DEGREE RATIO RATE .
‘ OR ABOVE
26.6% 18.8 ' 52.01
- b — ;

C. FlNANtXAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1.974 SCHOOL YEAR)
B -

R L s
(24) (151 126) (in
1 3 rotaL PER PUPIL PERCENT PER :g:’éE:¥P§"D’T”RES
-'PER PUPIL EXPEND I TURES EXPEND!TURES FOR oFFxcz L
P TRUCT 1ON
EXPEND I TURES FOR INSTRUCT! INSTRUC T 10N P e S,
$1,083.95 $799.27 73.78 $28.61
.
[<3
(18) (19) (20)
PER PUPIL .
nggegénszzing;:?2§§ EXPEND1TURES PERCENT EXPENDITURES
DR NISTRATION FOR PUPIL FOR PUPIL
SERVICES SERVICES
° 2.6% $10.94 . 1.0%

.
¥ ~

& SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINTTION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE. .
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'STATE OF/MARYLAND | f :

STATE LEVEL —- NONVERBAL ABILITY I'N AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMI¢/ ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT
SCORES, BY SKILL 'AREA AND BY GRADE #

TABLE

;
(2
.

13 -

' 1) 12 . A3 (4) (5) 16 (7 t8)
' - - AVERAGE - AVERAGE
- . STANDARD GRADE
NUMBER OF HERCENT OF NUMBLR OF - AGE STANDARD ' EQUIVALENT STANDARD
STUDENTS TUDENTS SCHOOLS |- SCORES DEVIATION - SCORES nsvunou
rypmyon T eter A («n) {ory {
e o i 2 z».wmﬁm m»m«mwm .wwm .
RRTVES) Bl 54y 100.5 16,71 5.56 1.19 4
5 71712 //96.73 [ 862 101.5 16,58 5.25 . 1.61 %
VOCABULARY N — s ke
7 72980 Z 89.97° 240 101.4 - 16,68 6.85 1,97 g
~+ 0 e -
9 v 72633 87.1 8,48 2.12
T r 3 Sl T
(21 3 64085 - [, 95.90 3.63 1,27 |
=
READING 5 71712 / . 96,77 5.29 1.54¢
COMPRE~ — }
HENSION 7 72980 ([ | 90.02 6.87 I1.81
T
9 8.42 2.00
AW o e SRR {
(31 3 64085 95.50 879 100.5 16.71 4.13 1.4
J SPELLING 5 uui 86.55 862 101.5 26.58 5.58 1.81
\ I
2 72980 . 89.95 240 101.4 16.68 6.99 2.15
9 72633 86.84 223 102.1 . 16.97 8.47 i 2.34
14 ",
' 3 64085 95.55 879 . 100.5 16,71 3.96 1.35
L .
5 71712 96.54 862 103.5 16.58 5.55 1.72
CAPITAL- .
1ZATION ' .
2 72980 ‘89.95 240 101.4 16.68 7.02 2.11
i B
9 12633 86.86 223 102.1 16.97 8.57 2.33
i5) 3 /fél.oss 95.50 879 200.5 16.71 4.11 . 1.46
I .
5 /73732 96.53 ‘862 101.5 26,58 5.53 1.67
PUNCTUATION a .
' g
7 ,/ 72980 89.88 240 101.4 16.68 6.86 2.09
+ )
9 72633 86.79 223 102.3 16.97 8.36 2,30
. * "“‘t LY L.
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 64-67, FOR DEFINITION OF TEARMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE. Y
B
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. o STATE OF MARYLAND
. TABLE 2. STATE LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
: SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA-AND BY GRADE# (CONTINUED)

/ ~
\ (1) (2) 03 ta) (s) ) (7 18)
' o AVERAGE . AVERAGE .
: STANDARD GRADE
NUMBER OF | PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT STANDARD-
SKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS . SCHOOL S SCORE DEVIATION SCORES DEVIATION
AREAS GRADE ENROLLED TESTED TESTED (SAS) (5D} (GE) (SD)
\ 61 3 64085 95.53 879 100.5 16.71 3.80 1.40
LANGUAGE 5 z 96. 86 ' 101.5 16.58 5.43 1.75
i 7171 , 96.60 2 )
7 " 12980 89.01 240 101.4 L16.68 6.97 2.10
9 72633 86.76 223 102.1 16.97 Ea.ae 2.32
o 3 64085 . 95,28 879 100.5 16.71 4,01 1.24
LANGUAGE 5 71712 86.34 862 101.5 16,58 -~ 5.53 1.54
TOTAL :
7 ' 72980 88.88 240 101.4 16.68 6.98 1.36

25 6,97
S i AN St ¢ L i) e o
a1l 3 64085 95.061 879 i 100.5 16.73 3.65 1.10
MATHEMATICAL 5 71712 96.62 862 101.5 16.58 5.58 1.58
CONCEPTS
7 72980 89.78 240 101.4 16.68 7.25 1.79
i 9 72633 86.84 © 223 102.1 16.97 8.74 2.01
o] 19) . 3 64085 95.72 . 879 100.5 16.71 L 3.58 1.11
"‘;:wgu 5 71712 96.61 862 101.5 16.58 5.44 |o  2.29
¢ 7 72980 89.79 240 101.4 16.68 - 6.96 1.75
9 72633 , 86.77 223 20201 | . 16.97 8.41 1.98
(o) 3 64085 95.68 879 100.5 16.71 3.63 - |. 02
MIHETICAL | 5 7712 96.57 862 1015 | 1658 5.50 137
7 72980 89.46 240 101.4 16.68 7.12 1.67 °

o

® SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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STATE OF MARYLAND

TABLE 2A. STATE LEVEL ~- COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR IT (1974-2975) BATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES #

...

SCHOOL YEAR | SCHOOL YEAR )
' DIFFERENCE #¢ |

2973 - 1974 | 1974 - 1975
. 99,6 100,5 .

NONVERBAL 100,8 101,5
ABILITY F T 10L1° 101.4
b 102.2 102,1
R
1 3.2

5,25
6,91
8.60

COMPREHENS TON

N i N

LANGUAGE
TOTAL

PATHEMATLCAL
TOTAL

¢ SEE CMAPTER 3, PAGES TO-71, FOR PEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING ThiS TABLE. -

44 17 SHOULD BE NOTED THAT THé SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR.I AND YEAR II ARE FROH
DIFFERENT STUDE%T,POPULATXONS- ]

)
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SOME QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS ABOUT TABLE 2A
STATE LEVEL DATA :

-

Is it possible that the average grade equivalent scores for
the two years are really the same and that the observed dif-
ferences are merely chance errors?

Yes, suchuchance errors are always possible. However, sta-
tistical tests have shown that the odds are a thousand to one
against the differences not being real, except in the case of
the fifth grade reading comprehension difference score where
the difference could be due to chance error.

Could the observed differences in nonverbal ability between

the different student populations for the two years account

for the significant differences in the average grade equivalent
scores? ‘ , SN

Not likely. When an analysis of covariance was performed,
taking the shifts in nonverbal ability into account, the posi-
tive differences in GE scores disappeared. This means that
the observed increases were not ‘as large as might have been
expected on the basis of the increase in nonverbal ability.
only the ninth grade nonverbal ability scores show a decline.
However, even when this decline is taken into consideration,
the decreases in the ninth grade GE's were still significant.

What do all these figures mean in relation to what is happen-
ing with the state average grade equivalent scoréds as far as

identifying a trend is concerned? f

Nothing, yet. Suppose the observed difference of -.12 for the
ninth grade mathématics total were to be the first in a sequence
of such-differences over the next few years which looks like
this:

"-12’ +.10, +-08’ ~ +.15
Tﬁen, in retrospect, we would be able to say that the -.12 in
Table 2A.was of no great concern. But, suppose that sequence
turns out to be one like this: N

a

-.12; -.15, -.10, -.13

»
.

Then the -.12 would be the .first in a stries of warnings about
a steep decline in the grade ‘equivalent scores. |

Accordingly, data for several years must be assembled and
analyzed to tell us what trend is occurring®at the state level.®

)
. .

a

SRrefer to the narrative. reports of the local school systems
(Sections 4.2.1 through 4.2.24) for information regarding
system and school level efforts to improve instructional
programs. ] .89'
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4,2 LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- AéCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

? % : -
- . »

4.2.1 Allegany County

CE <
-
[} e
. -

A, = Present Status of the Accountabi®ty Program

The development of school system goals for Allegany

.County was completed .as a part of the first year's activities

for the Maryland Accountability Program. These goals were in-

‘cluded as a part of the 1973-74 report to the,Maryland State

Department of Education. .

. In September 1974, County Goal Development Committees
were established in the areas of writing, mathematics, and read-
ing. The teachers, principals, and supervisors named to the
committees then developed guidelines for writing school level
program objectives. These were distributed to all principals
and their Ffaculties early in the school year and were used by
the various school committees to develop their own individual
objectives for programs in reading, writing, and mathematics.




. ’

'All of the school committees have completed preliminary
development of individual school objectives. Thése objectives
were reviewed by the county committee, and returned teo the ,schools.
Members of the county committees and the supervisory. staff from -
the Board of Education office will be available to provide assist- %\\\
ance to each principal and his staff as they finalize their pro- -
gram objectives. ) o - :

<

.
.

B. Local Assessment Activities

During Year I of the program, several inservice dctivi-
ties, designed to assist staff members in the interprétat&' and
utilization of test results were implemented. Briefing programs . ,
were held with all school level coordinators, a comprehensive, ongoing °
Program «in this same area is being continued, with staff members, E
Principals, department chairmen, and classroom teachers as ° " ‘
participants. *

Eﬁphasis will continue to be placed on the review and
the development of methods and techiiiques used for the assessment
of goals and objectives that are not covered by the Iowa Tests of
Basic Skills and the State Reading Test. -

|

C. Comments on Accountability Asgsessment Results

. The results of the accountability testinggfor Year II
indicate that Allegany County has maintained an avérage grade
equivalent scores level in all areas tested which was similar to ¢
those achieved in the Year I program. Additionally, the county's
average grade equivalent scores aYe, once. again, consistently
higher than the state average grade equivalent scores. The one
exception to this comparison is in language usage where, at the
fifth grade level, the state average score 15 5.53, while .the
county average is 5.50. fThis variation is an insignificant dif-
ference since the variance:.can be equated to approximately seven
days in a school year. . . . -

&

: ‘ Some grade equivalent score diffeérerices, both positive

and negative, do exist at the individual school level. ,In the
case of those school scores where the difference is significant,
situations are being studied in order to determine which factors
may be influencing test results. For the purpose of this study,
* the item analysis printouts for both years of the accountability

- program are being utilized as input for curriculum analysis in

v e vocabulary, reading comprehension, language, and mathenatits.

- | 119 ' v
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D. Program Modification Activities .

The® results from Year I of the AccounfabilityfTesting

 Program reinforced plans to iriitiate a K-12 Composition Program.

This ongoing program was introduced systemwide last year as a
comprehensive inservice-activity with elementary and secondary
teachers, and is being continued in the current school Yyear.

‘ The mathematics workshops started in 1974 were continued
during the summer of 1975. The ultimate outcome of this inser-
vice program will be the development of a K-12 Mathematics- Con-
tinuum for the school system.

Allegany County has been granted approval for an ESEA,
Title III Project in two small elementary schools that will pro-
vide staff resources and programs designed to strengthen the
students' reading comprehension: -

Emphasis is being placed on the incorporation of read-

"ing, writing, and computation skills in the content areas of
health, social studies, and science. Better communication, con~

servation, and life effectiveness are correlated objectives in
this program development and extension.

An adfisory group for vocational education, -along with
a-newly created study group for the gifted and talented, will
also provide input for program revision and development in all
appropriate curriculum areas. v )

S

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Programs and Services

All of the skill objectives of the educational programsg
in mathematics, reading, and writing are not adequately covered
by existing assessment instruments. Therefore, to improve the
program of accountability, Allegany County educators whole-
heartedly support the effects by the Directors of the Maryland
Accountability Program and the staff members of the Maryland
State Department. of Education to secure funds for the develop-
ment of assessment instruments that will more appropriately
measure the goals and objectives of the schools of Maryland.

Funding should be made available to provide for the
assignment of a staff member in the county whose sole respon-
sibility would be the coordination and utilization of the ever-
increasing amount of assessment and accountability data asso-
ciated with the program. Additionally, provisions for increased
ingervice time for teachers will be essential if vital program
modification is to be accomplished in the coming years.

129 :
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N P A
F. General Comments Y ”

The educational programs in Allegany County place.;
emphasis upon attaining appropriate goals and objectives in
both the’ cognitive and affective domains of learning. 1In
addition to teaching the basic skills, educators are providing
an instruq§ional program that is concerned with the development
of concepts and processes with an awareness of values that wiill e
enable the sttdent to function effectively both as an individual -
and as a responsible contributing member of society.

Emphasis of accountability must not be placed on skills "
alone, and techniques of evaluating those aspects of the educa- '
tional program that measure the effectiveness of the total

school experience in terms of humanistic development must also
be found. o

' 5
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R ; ALLEGANY COUNTY

TABLE L. SYSTEM LEVEL -< COMMUNTITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

As  COMHUNITY CHARACTERISTICS . .

1) (2 13)

MEDIAN . PERCENT

rovﬂEI#%o~ ' - FAMILY ' DISADVANTAGED -
INCOME . LSCHOOL AGE CHILDAEN

83,681 9,343 13.3 .

e -

14) N . Ls) . '
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL DUCATIONAL LEVEL '
MALES 25 YEARS PEMALES 25 YEARS
. DF AGE OR OLDER OF AGE OR DLDER
‘(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS) : {MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

1176 11.9
s

. 3. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)
. a
{6} €7 " {9) (10
TOTAL - AVERAGE | AVERAGE SALARY AVERACE - AVERACE
SCHOOL TEACHER ,|°OF SCHOOL .LEVEL JEACHING ‘ ADMINISTRATOR
ENROLLHENT SALARY »xﬁ?"lNl::RAJPRS EXPERTENCE R ENC E
16,432 $11,401 " 516,800 12.1 _ o 22.8

¢ ' {13) . (12) : (13) ' /’//,f*\

PERCENT STAFF | suPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE
. MASTER'S DEGREE -~ RATIO © RATE - -
' OR ABOVE : . .

i 36.7% ‘ RS ' e ‘ §5.61
’ ll.’“i:““’ﬂ ) ) 2

€. FINANCJAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 scugOL YEAR] >

(34) : (151 116) 3%3)
TOTAL PER PUPIL PERCENT PER ﬁg”L E::END’T”“ES
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES FOR “OEE?CE‘L
TUR F NSTRUCTI1ON
EXPENDITURES OR INSTRUCTI INSTRUCT 10N ADHIN S TRET 1ON

$985 $702.56 73.3% $17.61

(18) (19) (20)
PER PUPIL
RCENT EXPENDJTUR
'§0.5E£~$RAL SéF,CES EXPENDITURES PERCENT EXPENDITURES
‘ i ADMINISTRATION FOR PUPIL FOR.PUPIL N
. ; _SERVICES SERVICES

1.8% . . $5.71 0.6%

13

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65,
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA

10y “ ; .

|
. b b v ";‘“

ERIC - -

Aruntoxt provided by Eic




ALLEGANY COUNTY -

SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVER

i

AGE STANDARD - AGE

 TABLE 2.
. ' SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE. EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY -SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE# :
. > -
b, (2) t3) " t4) (5} 16} STy (8)
. ? AVERAGE AVERAGE
° STANDARD -GRADE
- NUMBER OF PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE $TANDARD EQUIVALENT STANDARD
. STUDENTS STUDENTS - SCHOOLS SCORES DEVIATION SCORES DEVIATION
GRADE ENROLLED | TESTED TESTED. . {54S) sy T 1GE) 45D
SRR G LA RO PR o SR RN o0 S BB i kiR,

* gt Vo AR e i

.:_,

yb, 49 %6 10370 3,90 1.0
97.99- 28 104.2 1565 5,53 1,48
: — »-; . =
96.72 8 103,0 15.17 7.70 2,12
. s 8 | 101 14, 4 9,21 2,22
95,49 i 28 1. 163.0
. , g 1 -
READING 5. 1245 ) 97.99 ! 28 104,2 < 15,65 5.60 ©1.47 .
COMPRE- \ . — :
HENSION 7 1341 96.72 8 103.0 15,17 7.24 1,60 -
1430 93.01 8. 1,1 l‘l.fl‘l 8.55 1:75 -
25 R it ORI it AN 28 DI s
95,49 ;a,‘ 103.0 15.39 4,52 1.27
2245 97.99 28 104.2 15,65 5,93 1.69
1341 96.72 i 8 103.0 15,17 7.74 2.22
1430, 93,01 8 104.1 14,44 8.73 2.24
1132 95.49 28 103.0 " 15.39 _“ 4,59 1.24
v v ’ 3
CAPITAL 5 1245 97.99 28 104.2 15.65 6.14 1.66
1ZATION . I :
7. 1341 96.72 8 103.0 ©15.17 .19 2.13
] 9 © 1430 93.0:;1. 8 206,12 14,44 9.30 2.31
51 3 1132 95..:;9_ 28 103.0 15.39 4.78 1441
puncruAno& 5. 1245 97;99 28 104.2 15465 6.01 1):63 N
7 " 13417 96,72 8 203.0 15,17 1.70 2.9
' 9 1430 93.01 8 204, 14444 8.93 2.24

‘o

T

% SEE CHAPTER 3", P—.AGES 66-6T7, FOR leFiNlleN OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN TH!S TABLE.




. ALLEGANY COUNTY
TA'BLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL —-- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
) . SCORES AND A.CADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND .BY GRADE# (CONTINUED)
! . . N . . - 1
N | o ‘
) o (21 (31 T " 5) o . RTY
: . . AVERAGE AVERAGE .-
STANDARD GRADE
. NUMBER OF | PERCENT OF NUMDER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT |  STANDARD
SKILL : STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOOLS SCORE DEVIATION SCORES | DEVIATION °
AREAS GRADE ENROLLED ‘TESTED TESTED {SAS}, (5D} {GE) (sD)
/4 ‘ er 3 1132 95.49 28 103.0 , 15.39 403 . 1729
Ry chggécs .5 1245 - 97.99 28 . :.o:‘.kz 15.65 °* 5.50 1.72
7 1341 96.72 a ) 103.0 15.17 . 7.37 z.is
9 b 14'30 93.61' 8 © 1041 14,44 8.65 2.28
N7 3 13 . 95.49 28 103.0 | 15.39 4,48 - 1.15
LANGUAGE | * ¢ - : : - , ' ' -
TOTAL 5 |- a5 5 97.‘99 28 104,2 15.65 5.90 : 1.99
i 7 B 96.72 8’ 103.0 15.17 7275 1.94
A N 1430 93,01 8 1 m.1 Wk | 8.0 2.02
£ P! P 34 R R e e Sl e . ';7.“ Sk v, . &7 Rk TN
3l 3. 1132 95.49 28 103.0 | 15.39 3.90 .96
. .
JHUATHENATIAL | ® 1245 | 97.99 28 204.2 15.65 5.99 1.41
v 1341 96.72 s . 103.0 15.17 7.52 1.59 o
9 1430 1 o301 8 104.1 1444 s.82 1.81
t9) . 3 4 :;:.32' 95.49 28 1 103.0 - 15.39 3.75 1.03 .
H N
MA CRGpLENS 5 1245 97.99 28 104.2 15.65 5165 1.32
' : 7 1341 96.72 « 8- » 103.0 15.17 7.15 | 1.61
' < 9 1430 93.01. 8 4 104.1 14,44 8.45 1.79
oy 3 1132 ‘ 95.49 28 103.0 15.39 3.83 .93
s | WATHEMATIGAL 5 45 | 97.99 28 ~ 104.2 15,65 5.82 1.29
L. TOTAL i :
¥ . . \
7 1341, 96.72 8 103.0° |/ 1517 ALK 149,
g 1430 £ 93,01 8 108.1 . 8.63 1.68-
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION DF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

o 3 R4
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ALLEGANY COUNTY .

' &
‘TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMPARISON ‘OF YEAR 1 (1973-1974) WITH

YEAR 11 (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE- STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES#

-SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL. YEAR (\
GRADE
1973 ~ 1974 3974 - 3975 .
. | 3 lwe2 | k0 ; o
NONVERBAL 5 1055 - - 104.2 .
ABILITY 7 1054 - | 103.0 |
’ 9 1071 | 104.1
3 3.84 3.90
VOCABULARY > 5,59 5,53 |
, 7 7.74 7.70 o ,
9 9.21 : ’
+ SR0s " A 530
@ 3. 397 | .3.94 . '
READING 5 5.57 5.60
COMPREHENSION 7 718 7 28 .
9

871 | 855 - | - .

4,46 448 = | -

. 3
. LANGUAGE 5 583, | 59 ‘ -
TOTAL 7 78 | 775 '

9 8.95 8.90

- K %

390 3.83

PATHEMATICAL 5 578 | 5.8

TOTAL 7 7.38 7.3

s , v
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGESA 70-71%, FOR DEFINITION OF TER-MS AND SPEC]AL INSTRUCTIONS
_FOR INTERPRETING: THIS _TABLE. :

1T SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR 1 AND YEAR 11 ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS. L ° .

-




ALLEGANY COUNTY (BARTON — MOUNT ROYAL)

4

o

[

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL ~— COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#*

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[}

126

s

100

y

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES QF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

5
. & - sg:oon. AGE CHILDREN -
. /-——~ PERCENT s PERCENT -
o~ TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS | STAFF | PERCENT | MCDIAN | MEDIAN
. GRADE | scHoOL | pupiLs] DaILY TOTAL NO. | EXPERIENCE MASTER'S| DISAD- | EDUCA- | FAMILY
ORGANI- | ENROLL~| STAFF | ATTEN- — DEGREE | VAN~ | TION OF | INCOME
. ZATION | MENT |RATIO | DANCE | TCACHER|ADMINJ TEACHER|ADMIN.| OR ABOVE| TAGED | MOTHER | (1)
SCHOOL NAME (2) (2) 31 | (4 tsy | te) (1 | (8) 19) {100 | (1) t12) i
. BARTON K-6 232 23.2  96.7 9.0 1.0 4.4 16.0  40.0 0.5 1.2 7549 v
BELAIR K-6 455  26.8  96.8 16.0 1.0 6.3 21.0 35,3 8.7 NA NA
CENTRAL K-6-- 358  23.1 96.4 15.0 .5 10.3  38.0  22.6 2.5  13.3 7678
. o
COLUMBIA STREET -6 258 19.8  95.6 2.0 2.0 9.1 19.0  23.1 6.0 1.4 7651
2 , .
CORRIGANVILLE -6 120 24.0 97.2 4.0 2.0 2.3 6.5 40,0 11.8 12.0 ° 7145
. CRESAPTOWN K-6 495 24.7 9.3 9.0 1.0 6.2 39.0  35.0 12,13 12.2 9565
EAST SIDE 1-6 338 24,3 96,4  13.0 1.0 12.0 13.0  28.6 23,6  11.3 1746
.
ECKHART K-6  .241  24.1  95.3 9.0 1.0 3123 13.5  20.0 9.8  12.2 8844 .
. -
ELLERSLIE K~6 116 23.2  94.3 4.0 1.0 13.2 14,0  60.0 2.2 13.0 7174
FROST K-6 465  24.5 96,6 O 18.0 1.0 17.7  23.0  26.3 8.0 12.0 7989
GEPHART -6 259  21.4  96.1 1.0 2.0 18.9 12.0  50.0 17.6  12.0 8682
HILL STREET * . 6 199  22.13  97.6 5.0 1.0 11,2 25,0  44.4 9.9 12.0 8271
) _
JOHN HUMBIRD 1 k-6 323 21.4  95.5 4.0 2.0 6.2 22.0  40.0 23.7 N; NA
/ » - . -
. JOHNSON HEIGHTS 1-6 393 2444 9644 15.0 - 3.0 2.3 39.0  31.3 4.3 12.0 8297
LAVALE 1-6 210 223 96.9 ‘9.0 1.0 174  13.0  40.0 8.8  12.3 10,136
! -
HCCOOLE K-6 186 26,6 96,13 ° 6.0 1,0 0.0 24.% 4.3 5.3 1.6 7406
- v
KIDLAND 1-6 163 21.5 968 7.0 .5 12.3  38.0  20.0 9.5 1.2 7911
¢ - M ’
HOUNT ROYAL - 155  19.4  96.5 7.0 2.0 16.7 24,0 37.5 6.5  12.3 9735
. ' 2 ° hY
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: : ALLEGANY COUNTY (BARTON - MT ROYAL)
X TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORESy BY
' SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
scomy conty  AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# | : .
SCHOOL SYSIEM .
o
SKILL AREAS
........t‘..n..“‘t.O'.O.."...'.‘.'O...O..t....t.‘.‘.“‘tt.t......‘."...‘...‘.......‘t‘.......‘..
VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENS 10N LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHUOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY=  DIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY- OIFFER- AVERAGE MARY~  DIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY~  OIFFER-
LAND EHCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE . LAND EMCE
SAS GE NORM <« GE NORM . GE NORM GE NORM
~ - ’ .
BARTON 3 102.1 3.53 3,67 -.14 3.69 " 3.74 =05 4,12 4,12 +.00 3.83 3.73 4,10
. 5 97,6 5,14 4,91 4,23 4,83 4.90 -:13 4.78 5,20 - 42 5.14 " 5,19 =-,05
BELAIR ELEM 3 103,0 4,18 3.73 4,45 4,29 3.80 +.4q 4.43 4,18 +.25 3.75 3.79 -, 04
' - 5 111,5 6.15 6,14 +.01 6,33 6.14 +.19 6.33 6.36 -.03 6.32 6.30 +,02
g‘*"."- : . . 3 ’
I CENTRAL 3 95,4 3.53 3,24 4,29 3.28 3.29 -.01 4,22 3.68 +.54 3439 3.35 4,04
5 103,7 5,22 5.45 -.23 5.35 5.48 -.13 5481 5.71 +.10 5,85 5.68 +.17
. , .
COLUM31A STREET 3 100,8 3.27 3,59 -.32 3.20 3.65 -5 3,88 4,04 .16 3.38 3.66 -.28
5 103,5 5,05 43 -.38 4,98 5.46 -.48 5:55 5,70 “-.15 5.24 5,66 -2
e cbamumvuLE 3 96,4 3.71 3,30 4841 3,50 3.36 +e14 4,18 3.74 444 3.42 3.40 +,02
: 5 98,7 4,81 5,01 -.20 4,99 5.06 ~-e07 544 5,30 +.14 5.17 5,28 -,11
- CHESAPTOWN ELEM 3 106,84 4,02 3.95 4.07 4,03 4,03 +.00 4.69 4,41 +.28 3.74 3.98 -,24
- 5 104,2 5,82 5,49 4,33 5,87 5,52 4235 6.13 5.76 +.37 6406 | 5,72 4,34
. "
EAST SIDE 3 99,8 3.92 3,52 4,40 4,04 3.58 446 4.56 3.97 +.59 3.73 3.60 4,13
: 5 99,6 5,63 5,08 4.55 5,14 5,13 +.01 5.11 5437 “e26 , 5.24 5.35 - 11
i
© ECKHART 3 106,9 3.91 3.98 -.07 3.78 4,06 ~e28 © 4.39 4,44 -.05 3.87 4,01 -, 14
5 112,5 4,77 6.22 =1.45 ¢ 5,02 6,22 =1.20 % 5.78 6,45 -.67 5,54 6,38 -84 &
4
ELLERSLIE 3 111,8 4,32 u.:‘ +.02 3,89 . 4.39 =450 4,34 4,77 -, 43 3:82 4,30 -, 48 *
’ 5 111,.1 5.95 6,10 -.15 6,36 6.10 4.26 6,44 6.33 4,11 6.48 6.27 +,21
FROST 3 111,8 4,46 4,30 +.16 4,52 4,39 4413 5.31 4.77 +.54 4,41 4,30 4,11 -
5 105,3 5,64 5,59 4,05 5,93 S.61 +.32 6.77 5.85 +.92 6.18 5.81 +.37
GEPHART 3 107.1 4,17 3,99 4018 4,18 4,07 +e11 5. 14 4.45 +.69 ¢ 4,21 4,02 +.19
5 105.3 5,78 5,59 +.19 5.66 5,61 +.05 6.13 5,85 +.28 5.80 5,81 =.01
HILL STREET 3 106.7 4,09 ‘ 3.97 4.12 4,27 4,09 4.22  -4.97 4443 +.54 4,22 4,00 +.22
5 99,1 5.37 5,04 4,33 5,46 5,09 +.37 5.92 5,33° 4,59 5,A8 5,31 4,57
JOHN HUMBIRO 3 98,6 3.15 3.44 -.29 3,31 3.50 -:19 3.95 3.89 4,06 3.28 3,53 -425
. 5 99,9 5,08 5,11 -,03 5,20 5,16 +.04 5,01 5,40 -39 5,13 5.38 -.25
. - 3
JOHISON HE1GHTS 3 107.3 4.14 4,01 413 4,60 4,09 451 4,82 4,47 +.35 4,18 4,04 © 4,14
5 109,1 6.06 5,92 414 6,08 5.93 4.15 6,21 616 +.05 6.41 6.11 4,30
~ LAVALE 3 102.1 4,20 3.67 +.53 3,75 3. 74 4401 4.30 4,12 +.18 3.69 3,73 <,04
5 98,4 5,16 4,98 +.18 5,22 5.03 +.19 5.33 5,27 +.06 5,57 5.26 +.31
MCCQOLE 3 94,0 3,41 3,15 +.26 3,53 3.20 +.33 3,83 3.58 +.25 3,53 3,26 +,27
. 5 97,4 4.97 4,89 ‘4,08 5,54 4,95 459, " 6.21 5.19 41,02 5.54 5,18 4436
[y . .
MIDLAKD 3 ' 95,0 3.31 3,21 4410 3.37 3.26 411 3.40 3.65 ~-,25 3.35 3.32 4,03
N 5 100,7 5.18 5.18 =04 5,14 5,22 =08 ‘5.56 5,46 +.10 5,32 5,44 412
MOUNT ROYAL 3 105.9  4.24 3,92 4,32 3.9 3,99 <403 H4.AT7 4,37  +.50 4,18 3,95 4,23
. 5 *110,4 5.80 6.04 -4 6.04 6.04 +.00 6,14 6.27 ~-.13 5.93 6,21 -.28

& SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (%) ACCOMPANYING “DIFFERENCE SCORESs AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE “DIFFERENCE" SCORES P OVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

ERIC O 127 o .
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ALLEGANY COUNTY (NORTHEAST - WASHINGTON JR HIGH)

.
* 3
7

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND' PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE# }

! SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
* N\ PERCLNT A TPERCINT -
. TOTAL AVERAGL AVERAGE YEARS 1 STAFF | PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDAN
GRADE | scHootL | PupIL/] DAlLY TOTAL NO. FXPERIINCE MASTEKR'S| DISAD- | EDUCA- [ FaMILY
ORGANI= | ENROLL=-] STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE,| VAN- | T10N OF | INcUML
IATION MENT | RATIO | DANCE TEACHER | ADMINJ TEACHFR|ADMIN.| OR ABOVL] TAGED | MOTHER (s)
SCHOOL NAME (1) 12) £3) (4) 1Y) 16) (7 (8) 19) 110) (11) 112)
* ”
) &?‘_M -
NORTHEAST 16 167 19.0  96.9 7.8 1.0 11.6 22.0 43,2 16.8 1% 8994
A -
PARKSIDE -6 421 26.3 97.8 . 15.0 1.0 11.2  41.0 25,0 3.7 12. 104154
* »
, PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE -6 . 569 16.7 96,2 32,0 2.0 11.8 18.3 23,5 19.7 _ 10.3 7303
. . N ’ N P .
PINEY PLAINS -6, 17 25.7  97.5 2,0 1.0  13.0 10.0 66.7 13.7 10.3 6533
. . -
THOMAS G PULLEN ’ K-6 190 23.7 95,9 7.0 1.0 1.1 23.0 62.5 7.9 11.9 8145
- 54 .
- . . ) “ . .
WEST SIDE 1-6 269 19.8 96.3 12.6 3.0 12.5 23.0 26,5 15.% 12,3 8098
' . !
WESTERNPORT K-6 451 22.5  96.7 19.0 1.0 12.3  20.0 25.0 1.1 11.6 7406
. . \ [} . )
FLINTSTONE - K-12  S02 20.9 94,7 22.0 2.0 10.3  20.7 37.5 11.3 10.3 6579
‘ .
MT. SAVAGE ELEMENTARY K-12 067 19.7 95.8 42.0 2,0 10.0 31.5 4.7 . 2.2 *11.2 7252 )
. v N
OLDTONN ELEMENTARY K-12 467 16.7 96.8 27.0 1.0 8.1 17.5 28.6 7090 "o,
. - ’ . !
b Ad
ALLEGANY SR HIGH . 9-12 11344 - 19.8 94,1 co 3.0 11.8  22.0 41,2 10.6 12.1 8939
BEALL HIGH T-12 1,247 21.9  96.6 54.0 3,0 12.0 22,0 49.1 10.7 12.0 8153
BRADDOCK JR HIGH 7-8 720 18.5 95,0 37.0 - 2.0 12.0 18,5 - 46.4% 10.5 12.3 8942
BRUCE SR JR HIGH 7-12° 781 20.5 94,6 36.0 2.0 15.1 21,5 39.5 14.8 1.6 T447
FORT HILL SR HIGH 9-12 1,474 19.4 93.9 73.0 3.0 3.4 23.3 43.4 17.4 11.2 7001
_ .
VALLEY SR JR HIGH 712 721 20,0 95,2 34,0 2.0 12.4 25,0 50.0 1007 1.3 7744
i v . ‘
WASHINGTON JR HIGH 7-8 756 17.6  9%.2 41.0 2.0 12.7  21.0  48.8 ~17.3 11.2 7793

-

’

# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR»DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA P%‘VIDED IN T;-IIS TABLE.

J .
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v :‘ ALLEGANY .COUNTY (NORTHEAST - WASHINGTON JR HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
| SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
“wieomy comry  AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES#
SCHOOL SYSIEM A . . .

SKILL AREAS
- G000 ge00PP0000P 000 ¢90¢te0000000000,00¢008000000040000000000040000000000008000000,20000008080080800808

VOCADULARY READING COMPREHENSIUM ° _ LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY=  DIFFER~ AVERAGL MARY-  OIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY=  OIFFER- AVERAGE MARY~  DIFFER-
LANO LNCE ) LAKD eNCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE
SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM
. .
. ' \ ’ 5 - 5.08 4,96 4,12 4,15 847 =32
ORTHEAST 3 114,88 4,23 4,49 -,26 4,12 4,59 47
nonTHe 5 101,2 5,73 5,23 4,00 4,99 5,27 -s28 6.23 5,50 4,73 ¢ 5,49 5,48 +,01
: ) ‘ ' 0 4,33 4,15  +,18
[ 3 109,2 4,23 4,13 .10 . 4,33 4,22 ®.11 8,09 4,59 4 . .
PARKSI0 > 1004 6.17 5,05 2 6.1k 5.96 s 18 6.69 6.19 +.50 6.31 6.13 s 18
'o . - ; 2 +,21  3.89 3,73 +.16
ENNSYLVANIA AVENUE 3 102,0 3.1 3,66 +.05 3,68 3.73 =405 4,33 4,1 .
PLNNSY 5 106,7 5,95 5,71 24 5,93 5.73 +.20 6,04 5,96 +,08 6.09 5,92 17
’ 5 3,08 2,89 +,19
PLAINS 3 87,5 3.22 2,73 ¢, 49 3,17 2.76 ol 3,60 3.15 ,u
PINEY 5 99,1 4,39 5,04 =65 4,57 5.09 =+52 4,71 5,33 =-.62 4,71 5.3 -,60 &
9 .17 3.78 3,62 4,16
PULLEN 3 100,1 3.74 3,54 +,20 3,92 3.60 432 4,16 3,9
THOMAS G 5 3070 5.54 . 5,74  =.20 5,73 5.76  ~.03 6,40 _ 5,99  ,e.41  6.54 5.04 4,60 @
. .
. : L}
7 4,50 3,32 +1,18 o 4,55 3.38  ¢1.17 & 4,04 3,76 41,18 ¢ 3,87 3,42 ‘ol
VST SIOE H xgg:a 5,72 5,46 4,26 6,24 5,49 .75 & 6,00 5.72 41,08 ¢ 06.48 8469 479 ¢
WESTERNPORT 3 102,4 3.9 * 3.69 21 4,00 3,76 024 4,59 4,14 4,43 - 3,96 3.7% 4,21
5 103,8 5,79 5,46 .33 5,91 5,49 +o42 5,02 5.72 +.20 6.01 5,69 +,32
| [
FLINTSTONE ELEM 3 98,7 3577 3,45 4,12 4,00 3.51 T 8,35 3.90 +.45 3,57 3,54 +,03
. S 94,3 4,26 4,62 .36 4,22 4,68 - 46 4,47 4,93 L) 4,02 4,93 - 11
=1 91,8 9,65 6,49  +3.16 ¢ 6,40 6454 -.08 9,35 6,66 - 42,69 ¢ 6.A) 6.78 +,03 1
9 100,7 11.09 8,35 42,7u e 9,40 28429  41.11 o 10,41 6,33 42,06 ¢ 8,12 8,45 - ~,33
M1 SAVAGE ELEMENTARY 3 49,4 3.64 3,50 .14 3,44 3,56 12 3.49 3.94 -.05 3,36 3.58 ~-,22
5 02,2 5,15 5,31 - 16 5,10 5,35 ~-e17 5,31 1 5,59 -.20 5,25 5,56 -3
7 103,3 8.69 7.09  +1.60 ¢ 6,81 7.09 -.28 7,78 Y 7,18 4,60 6.9 7.34 -, 40
9 _102,6 9,48 8,57 4,91 ¢ 8,11 8.51 ~-o40 8.a3 8.52 +,31 8.20 8.6% - 45
OLDTOWN LLEMENTARY: 3 _101,7 3.4y 3,64 -.20 3.1 3.7 .00 3,77 4,10 -.33 3,66 3,71 -.05
5 100,1° 4,87 5,13 =.26 5.27,  5.17 o0 5.33 5,41  =-,08 5.35 5.39 -,04
7 92,2 6,65 5,89 .76’ 6,39 5.97 eou2 6.57 6.12 4,45 6,33 6,20 0,13
9 103,5 10.72 8,68 42,04 o 8.2} 8.62 ETL} 8.38  4a.61 -.23 8.47 8.78 ~-.,28
° .
ALLEGANY SR HIGH 9 105.,9 8.51 8,96 -.48 8,55 8.89 =¢34 8.87 8,85 4,02 8,84 ¢ 9,01 -.17
BLALL HIGH 7 104,0 7.10 7.17 -.07 7.32 7.16 +16 7.49 7.25 .24 7.47 7.41 4,06
9 104,8 8.63 5,83 -,20 8,90 8,77 +.13 8.95 8,74 .21 8.82 8,09 -,07"
«
BRADDOCK JR HIGH 7 305,2 7.47 7.30 .17 7.51 7.29 +.22 7.92 7.36 4,56 7.60 7.54 +,06
BRUCE SR JR HIGH 7 104.7 7.04 7.25 -,21 7.12 7.23 -1l 7.09 7.3 -.22 7.69 7T.48 +,21 .
9 103,2 8.43 8.64 -,21 8,50  a,58 -.08 8,27 8.58 -3 8.58 8.72 -, 14
FORT HILL SR HIGH 9 104,0 10,32 8,74 41,58 ¢ 8,41 8.67 =026 - 9,32 8,66 4,66 8,51 8,80 "Zﬁo\
A Y
VALLEY SR JR HIGH 7 98,5 10,74 6,57 44,17 ¢ B,40 6s61 41479 ¢ 9,34 6.72 +2.62_¢ 7,08 6,85 +,20
9 102,5 8.08 8,56 -,48 8,42 8,50 YL} 8.05 8,51 =46 8,75 8.64 11
/’
WASHINGTON JH HIGH 7 103,2 6.95 7.08 -.13 6,93 7.08 =019 7.27 7.17 v, 00 T7.31 7.33 -,02
\ . P .4

’

® SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK {#) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE® SCORES, AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THMIS TABLE. - -
k]
) ) ..l . ) . - e (
| - - *~J 103 | .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: - N
.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.2 Anne Arundel County

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

Goal and Objective Setting Activities Status. The Anne

Arundel County public schools, in accordance with legislative
mandate, has actively developgd‘and,implemented a program of
public accountability. Countywide goals and objectives in read-
. ing, writing, and mathematics have been completed, as have school
level goals and objectives in every school. These were develqped
by committees of teachers, administrators, coordinators, parents,
and students under the leadership of the appropriate program

' coordinator for the countywide goals and objectives, or by the
school principal for the school level goals and objectives. .

These' countywide and school level goals are also com-
patible with the overall "Goals for Instruction" of the local
Board of Education and the appropriate program goals adopted by
the State Board of Education.

-
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Objective Setting Activities. Specific measurable
countywide objectives under each program goal in reading, writing,
and mathematics were:prepared as countywide objectives for all
schools. These comprised the overall abjectives of the program
for "average" students, and have been divided for gach program,
into four levels: Kindergarten - Grade 2; Grades 3 - 5;
Grades 6 - 8; and Grades 9 - 12. "

.
. a

The exact procedures for establishing these objectives
can be found in the 1974 Anne Arundel County Accountability
Report (pp. 4-23 through 4-28). Since the county was one year
ahead of the state in implementing the required accountability
program, the objective setting procedures were completed last
year. . . .

By February 1975, each school had subrmiitted in writing
to the Associate Superintendent for Instruction a statement of
its adopted objectives by level .in reading, writing, and mathe-"
matics. The careful coordination of activities and personnel at
all levels of goal and objective writing were obvious when, in
February 1975, only one school was found to have its goals and
objettives returned for further refinement.

_ Two illustrations of the careful planning and coordina-
tion ofrschool level goal and objective setting in Anne Arundel
County are Oak Hill Elementary School and George Fox Junior High
School. The processes at these schools, though not identical,
emphasized in both cases: o

Examination of state and county goals.and county
program objectives; ‘ N

) Determiﬂing‘student abilities by use of state-,
county-, and teacher-made tests, teacher inter-
views, and other locally constructed instruments;

® Recognizing student needs by comparing student
abilities to the state and county goals and ob-
s jectives, and noting those student needs that =
* were not included in the state or county documents;

° Réhking needs by priority; @

e Writing goals and objectives using local school, .
area,. Citizens Advisory Council, and PTA per-
sonnel as consultants; and

- @ Evaluation of the current school program in light

of the school's goals and objectives. .

- A‘\
oS
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) . The completion of the school level goals-and objec~ .
tives has allowed the Anne Arundel County schools to move be-

' yond accountability activities legislated at the state lével.

Countywide general goals-and objectives have been- established

in all other program areas beyondlreading, writing, and mathe-
matics. These include goals for instructional programs such as
social studies and science, as ell*as goals for service programs
such as counseling. Further, sgecific measurable objectives for
all, of these program areas are scheduled for completion in
October 1975. |

B.. ~ Local Assessment Activities

: " - After both program and school objectives have been esta-
blished, the most important tasks faced by teachers and students
are to determine how to measure these objectives, and how to struc-
ture each child's instructional program based on those megsures.

To accomplish thege tasks, the Anne Arundel County Public Schools
developed a criterion-referenced testing program in reading and
mathematics that was not only instructionally important but also

instructie®nally unique within the State of Maryland. These tests,
administered to all students in Grades 3 ~ 8, provide the follow~

ing services: .

® A measure of program objectives and skills for i
. each child -- those mastered, those not mastered,
and those needing further improvement;

, ® A cross-referenced list of all instructional

v materials in the county on the objectives and

‘ ’ skills needed to be met by a particular child;
and .

. e A flexible grouping of the children within a
given teacher's classroom according to skill
. strengths and weaknesses, which should permit
a more efficient instructional program.

This testing program, now. in its second year, is unique
in Maryland. Hopefully, it will provide a continuing vehicle for
the practical implementation of an individualized curriculum for
each child.

It is often true that locg% school objectives go be-
yond program objectives and thcse, too, need assessment. Two
schools in Anne Arundel County are currently participating in a
"pjlot Accountability Program," which is directed at developing
assessment tools ‘gt the school level. This project, under
the joint sponsorship of the Maryland State Teachers Assd-

.

ciation, the National Education Association, and the Maryland

\
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StaLe Department of Education, is being cbnducted at Southern
Senior High School and Marley Glen Special School. Its task

is fundamentally that of carrying accountability to the smallest
local unit, which permits schools to directly meet and measure
their own stated objectives. %% .

L4

» ' ~

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Result

14
-

- A
‘ Now that the second year of testing is complefed, two
questions arise: )

| s 1. What do two years of test scores indicate? °

2, What eduéational steps can be taken to maintain
high performance and raise low performance?

The answer to the first question is that the two years
of test scores indicate stable performance by the children of
Anne Arundel County. Both years of ‘testing show that the educa-
tional programs utilized throughouyt the county have facilitated,

¢ in general, the performance of the children of Anne Arundel
County at,expected levels. There are small variations in the
two years of test, scores as one examinés various individual
schools. However, most of these variations are small (e.g., a
part of a month, or even' a ‘whole month) and could be and should
be attributed to mere chance and the error of the testing instru-
ment. Thus, one may temporarily conclude that the test scores
from last year to this year have shown stability in performance.

oo An examination of the second question is being con-

.. ducted by the Process Accountability Committee that represents
seven Maryland codinties including Anne Arundel. Under the di-
rection of the Maryland State bDepartment of Education, the commit-

‘tee is attempting to isolate those educational factors. and in-
gredients that can be altered at the school level‘®which will
improve- instruction. Concurrently, Anne Arundel County has con-
tinued to pursue similar studies begun in the past. Hopefully,
the local level and state level studies will produce definitive
results that indicate which educational factors should be changed
in our schools. s !

D. «-Progrém Modification Activities

The first year results of accountability led to an in-
creased priority placed on reading. Reading now is emphasized
on a K-12 scope with renewed interest placed in having a dual

<«
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focus program, i.e., a highly intensive development of‘readiﬁg
g%ills in the elementary years, and maintenance and remediatioh
of skills during the later years.

+ N e
% ) L

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
Program and Services. ’ -

Lest it be forgotten, the accountability programzis a
state-mandated program. Thus, the resources needed to implement
the program must ‘be provided by each local unit. The taxpayer .
must realize that these resources\mean money and the larger the A

" school system, the higher the billl. Last year, nearly 25,000 . ,
students participated in accountability testing in Anne -Arundel
County. Thid massive program’ requires support of thé following:
types of resources: test materials; class time including stu-
dent, teacher, and administrator; data processing services (e.g.,
system analysts, programmers, and computer time to process,.
score, and record eight subtests of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
(ITBS) on 25,000 students, or a total processing of 200,000 tests

and scores) and analyses of the results.

e

This program is expensive and since the school system's
budget is finite, an increasing price tag for accountability
often means decreases elsewhere.

. F. General Commenté N

The high cost of accountability demands that it become -
an integral functioning part of the instructional system. It .
must allow students and schools a viable assessment of their’ .
progress and provide a method of plotting their instructional
directions. This means that data must be accurate, quickly re-
turnable, and accepted for planning. It should be noted that
test data in Anne Arundel County is currently returned to : .
students, parents, and schools in less than one month. Strategies
for making instructional decisions, using the ITBS data as one, of
many resources, is also being studied (see Section ).

<
One area in which the Maryland State Department of
Education should receive positive.recognition is in the method
of data analysis -- multiple.regression. This selection has not’
been without controversy, for ‘although it is an analysis that is-
fair to all schools in Maryland and also permits school compari-
sons, it is abstruse to the layman. .

' Both the layman and thq press are often mbslead by the
abstrusiveness of the analysis technigue and .the complexities

of the test. Specifically; there are two major sources of error
. 2 .

~ . R
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in the data that often cause ' .de misunderstandings among the
,public. First, if one were to take any group of children and
administer a test (e.g., the ITBS) and then retest the same child-
ren with an equivalent version of the same test one or two days
later, one would find that the scores were not identical and
wvaried slightly. 1In fact, stores could vary from one fo six months,
depending on the age and grade of the child. This does not indi-
cate that children actually gained or lost knowledge miraculously,
but rather that current testing instruments just are not that /¢
accurate. (In fact, this phenomenon is so well known to test
makers, it is called Standard Error of Measurement.) Thus, a
score of 3.6 in vocabulary for a third-grade child could be
interpreted as a score in the range of 3.3 to 3.9, but a more
Accurate measure is not possible with one test. '

a,

, Thes second source of error occurs when all the student:
'scores are combined to find the school mean because, just as
each student score contributes to the mean, so does his Standard
Error of Measurement associated with that score. 1It,<therefore,
follows that it is absurd for thejzgtate .to report school scores
as' 3.61. If a child's score is 3. *3 months, a school score
cannot possibly be more .accurate. A few months' deviation in
scores is probably not too important, and only the foolhardy
consider a part of a month important. Those scores that do -
differ significantly from others beyond chance and beyond ‘the
Standard Error of Measurement have been marked with an asterisk.
Other scores should be contrasted with caution. :

%
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

-
TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC' SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#
A. COMMUN]TY CHARACTERISTICS
(1) {21 (3)
K 1 MEDIAN PERCENT
r09$21¢%0~ FAMILY DISADVANTAGED. -
INCOME SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
327,694 13,513 7.2 ! AJ
; (o) * (s
5 ‘ EDUCATIONAL LEVEL EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER OF AGE DR OLDER
(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS) {MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)
12.2 12.1
. i 3. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 3974)
) (6 (1 (8 A9 (10!
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE SALARY ‘:zﬁagE ‘¥:2;§E
SCHOOL TEACHER OF SCHODL LEVEL TEACHING ADHINTSTRATOR
ENROLLMENT SALARY ADHINISTRATORS ExsEnTENCE NS ErCE
77,951 $12.479 $19,448 8.9 18.7
’ (13). (12) (13
PERCENT STAFF PUPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE L
MASTER'S DEGREE RATIO AATE
OR ABOVE
23.3% 19.5 93.0% ‘
- -
i €. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)
(34) (15) (16) (7 N
T0TAL PER PUPIL PERCENT PER :g:’EE:¥:EfD’TURES
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES FOR DFFlCE‘
R
. EXPEND1TURES FOR INSTRUCTION INSTRUC T 10N ADMING S TRAT1ON
$1,002.13 $770.24 76.91% $28.59
(18) k\ (19) (20
PER PUPIL
. PERCENT EXPENDITURE .
FOR CENTRAL Dfl‘FlCES X EXPENDITURES PERCENT EXR@NDITURES
ADHINISTRATION FOR PUPIL FOR PUPIL
SERVICES SERVICES
2.9% 313,37 1.3
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TADLE.
N EANA)
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Al
Q 111
- ERIC , :
o / .

0

7

KS

oy



LS

[

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE ..
' SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-

LENT ‘SCQRES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE# N
(1 L2 (3) 14) (s) (6) (1) 18)
. AVERAGE AVERAGE
NUMBER OF .| PERCENT OF NUMBER OF vy STANDARD | EQUIVALENT STANDARD '
g . ND
SKILL STUDE ST ’ "
_AReAS | cmane ENROLLED | TesTen TESTED Rt R R S T A it
. el RO i S RS ¢ ch B o e R e :
(a) 3 5442 9/.15” /3 > lUl{ 15,67 ) 2,60 1,13
VOCA RY 6211 98.63 72 102.5 15,78 5.38‘ 1,55
7 6435 93.04 15 102.6 15,62 6,88 1,90
9 v 5910 9173 13 | 100 | 163 8.45 - . b 2.03
S RN AT R . W WU AR = S = e
) K 5482 - 97.2% 73 10,3 | 15,67 | 3.67 121
READING 5 Yy 1o " | | s
‘ COMPRE- 6211 98,62 ‘ 72 02.5 15.28’1 5.31 . |
HENSIOH 7, | o435 | 9319 15 | 1026 15,62 6.98 1.68 *
) ’. ] ‘ g
9. 5910° a6 13 102.0 16, 36 8,38 1,87 .
A3 BERRS o B o B IR IR e e T 2 g T i
(3) ] 3 o482 97435 . 73 B 101.3 15.6'.1 4412 1.38 .
SPELLING 5 ,‘ 6211 98. 71 72 102.5 15.78 5.55 ' 1.74
$ T 6435 92.63 15 - 1202.6 15.62 6.84 2.20
° 9 5910 91.93 13 102.0. 116.36 8.24 T 2,33
(4} T : ’ d ~
. . 3 5482 97.30 73 101.3 15.67 * 3.81 1.30
CAPITAL- 5 6211 98.68 72 2025 15.78 5.39 1.64
1ZATION
7 6435 92.76. 15 102.6 15.62 6.75, 1.99
9 5910 . 91.78 :.3/\ © 102.0 16.36 8.18 2.24
(s) N .
) 3 5482 97,30 73 '101.3 15.6% 3.92 1.42
pUNCTﬁJAT]DN . 5 6211 98.62 12 v 102.5 L M5B 5.40 1.57
7 6435 92.62 15 . 102.6_ 15.62 6.67 . 1.99
| i 5910 91.64 13 102.0 16.36 © o 8.13 .2.30

o

# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FC;R DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE: “
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o ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY

o«

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL —- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
- SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE# (CONTINUED)

&

: .o . r

/ . -
1 B EY) (2) 13) ’ 41+ §] 8y (7} (8) .
. Lo AVERAGE - . AVERAGE
- STANDARD. .|+ ‘GRADE
o0 NUMBER OF PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE‘ STANDARD EQUIVAEENT STANDARD
SKILL N STUDENTS STUDENTS v SCHOOLS - SCORE DEVIATION SCORES DEVIATION
. - AREAS GRADE ENROLLED TESTED TESTED (SAS)™ - . {SD) ({GE) (sD)
16 3 " 5482 96.95 73 " 101.3 15.67 3.77 . .37
LANGUAGE 5 6213 98.66 72 102.5 15,78 5.42 ’ 1.73
USAGE .
. 7 . 6435 92.32 15 [ 102.6 15.62 6.97 b 2.00
B o
9 5910 91.47 ! 13 ° 102.0 216436 8.29 2.22
(N \ ; ; : )
! 3 5482 Nl 96.66 73 101.3 15.67 3.90 1.19
~ | LANGUAGE S ‘ :
5 6211 98.26 - 72 102.5 - 15.78 5.45 1.45 .
TOTAL -
7 6435 90.75 - 15 102.6 15,62 6.82 1.74
' . ) "y aa
5210 IS PR & R N | L N . .

8} . 3 5482 97.08 13 201.3 15.67 3.65 .52

MATHEMATICAL s . 6211 .+ 98.42 . 72 202.5 15.78 5.53 2.69
CONCEPTS - _ =
7 6435 " 92,74 ‘ 15 102.6 25.62 7.23 2.77
7 9 5910 91.22 . 13 T 102.0, 16.36 . 8.62 1.94
9 3 - 5482 97.10 73 201.3 : 15.67 3.58 . .33
"‘;:g::;;g"- 5 Ce221 98.47 72 202.5 15.78 ] 5.38 3.30
. T 6435 93.19 15 102:6 35.62 . 6.99 .67
. ‘ 9 ‘5940 91.27 13 102.0 , 16.36 © 8.33 1.87
10) 3 5482 | .97.08 73 - 101.3 15.67 - 3.63 99
\ “3 " -
. | WATHEMATICAL 5 6211 * | 98.39 72 | 1025 15.78 5,45 1.27
TOTAL - : :
' 7 6435 " | 92.54 L 15 ] 102.6 15.62 7.0 | 1.57

9 " 5910 90,90 13 102.0 16336 8,47 177
AMARS , ok : - . -

* SEé CHAPTER '3, PAGES '68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND ' SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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. ANNE ARUNDEL *COUNTY - \
. ) & . ’ v
TABLE'ZA. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH :
g YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE -GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES# . -
s (
, . . SCAdOL YEAR A SCHOOL YEAR
GRADE 1 !
. / 2973 - 2974 | 2974 - 21975
) | 3 100.2 101.3
NONVERBAL 5 100.3 102.5 - . : ’
ABILITY 7 102.3 102.6 | : .
9 103.6 102.0 -
JENTTIRENN : :
3 3,57 3,60 -
VOCABULARY 5 5,40 5.38 )
, 7 6.96 6.88
T -
READING 5 5,36 5.31
COMPREHENSION 7 6.3 6.98
9
3 .
- LANGUAGE 5 5.40 5.45
TOTAL 7 6.87 6.8
9
iRl oo i BN o
3 : .
) MATHEMAT ICAL 5 5.48 5.45
- TOTAL 7 7.10 7.09
9 8.61 8.47
<L B AR g ol o - R
A '

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES TO-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOP. INTERPRETIMG TH1S TABLE.

1T SHOULD ALSO BE MOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR 1 AND YEAR 11 ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS. ) )
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"ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (ANNAPOLIS ELEMENTARY - FERNDALE). : )
. . Py
. . _ ) . ’ P
TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL —-- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC S@dOOL RESOURCES PROFILE# -~
N m <t "'N"t‘f‘
i ' ’ \
257
. ’ ' SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
i PERCENT N PERCENT
‘ TOTAL : AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF | PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDIAN
‘ GRADE | scHooL | pupiLs] palLy TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S] DISAD- | EDUCA- | FAMILY
; ORGANI- | ENROLL-]| STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- | TION OF | INCOME
ZATION | MENT |RATIO |DANCE | TEACHER{ADMINJ TEACHER|ADMIN.] OR ABOVE| TAGED |MOTHER (s)
$CHOOL NAME (3} t2) 13) (4} (5) t6) (1) () (9) (10) (22) (12)
ANNAPOLIS ELEMENTARY P-6 334  27.3  94.3 0.5 3.0  12.9 . 0.5 17.4 22,0 12.4 10,262
. . . L}
ARNOLD ELEMENTARY K-6 690  25.5 94.4 25.0 2.0 2.3 15.3 22,2 *+ 10.8  12.5 12,968
4
BELLE GROVE ELEMENTARY  1-6 266 2646 94,5 9.0 2.0  10.3 12.0  40.0 3.2 10.5 12,483
BELVEDER B ELEMENTARY 1-5 718 22.8  94.4 29.5 2.0 137 9.5  35.9 5.8 12,3 13,031
BENFIELD K-8 653® 24,7 95,6 25,4 1.0 12.2  30.6  26.3 3.3 12.4 14,927
renl
BODKIN ELEMENTARY k-6 887 . 26.2  94.2 31,8 2.0 9.5 30,0  20.7 3.3 12.3 12,377
BROCK BRIDGE k-6 589 25,1 95.4 21.5 2.0 4.6 199 10,6 1.5 12,4 12,282
.
BROOKLYN PARK ELEMENTARY K-6 648  20.3° 95.6 30.0 2.0 - 13,3 20.5 32.3 "9.0  120.2 _ 10,920
CAPE ST CLAIR K-5 928  24.7 93.3 35,5 2.0 9.2 21.5  29.3 6.0 12.4 12,495
[3
CARRIE R WEEDON K-6 266 25.5  94.4 5,5 1.0  15.3 22.3  15.4 4.3 12.0 10,837
4
CENTRAL K-6 729 234 95,7 32.0 2.0 9.4  23.8 4.2 4.8 12.3 12,922
CROFTON K-6 562 25.5  93.9 © 22,0 2.0 7.9 4.7 22,7 7.2 12.4 16,917
CROFTON WOODS K-6 050 26.8 94,0 30,0 2.0 7.5  16.0 15,6 3,4  12.8 17,602
! ‘
DAVIDSONVILLE - K-6 566 24,1 944 22,5 1.0  10.5 23.0 17.0 10.4.  22.0 13,462
DEALE K-6 200 23.5 94.4 9.5 2.0  10.5 11.0 1.8 4.8  12.1 10,421
EASTPORT ' . P-6 338 28.2 93.1 130 2.0 133 9.2 33.3 9.9  12.3 13,373
EDGEWATER K~6 630, 25.2 98.6 24.0 2.0 11,5 22.0  28.0 4.7 12.2 11,748
FERNDALE - K-6 324 23,8 96.9 12,6 1.0 9.9  26.0 29.4 6i5 1.4 11,597

# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PRQVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (ANNAPOLIS ELEMENTARY-FERNDALE)
TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL —- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY *
, SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BAS’ED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# ,

ANNE ARUNULL COUNTY

SCHOOL SYSIEM

N R L .
SKILL AREAS :

L T P L TN L P P Y T Y LT X P T A P N N T T LS AL S R R AL A A R R AN R LA P AT LT L

VOCABULARY READING COMPREMENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL uamsmncu TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY=-  DIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY~ DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY=  DIFFCR- AVERAGE va- DIFFER=
~ LAND EnCE LAND + ENCE LAND ENCE LAND EMCE
SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM
ANNAPULIS ELEMENTARY 3 106,1  3.78 3.93 -5 3,9 4,01 w05 3.91 4.39 -8 3,79 3,97 -.18
5 100,9 5.04 5,20 - 16 5,10 5,24 =14 " 5.26 .5.48 -.22 5,20 5.46 -.26
ARNOLY ELEMENTARY 3 98,3 3.91 3,43 4,48 3.93 J.u8 +.45 4,16 3.87 +.29 3,63 3,51 “+,12
. 5 104,5 5.80 5,52 +.28 5.78 5,55 +.23 5.67 5.78 -.11 5.98 5,74 +,24
'BELLE GHOVE ELEMENTA 3 105.5 3.70 3.89 -.19 3.97 3.97 +.00 4,70 4.35 +.35 3.92 3,93 -,01
5 102.1 5.49 5,31 i.xa 5.27 5,34 -.07 5.54 5.58 -.04 5,97 5,55 +.42
BELVEDERE ELEMENTARY 3 100,7 3.87 3.58 +429 4,04 3.65  +.39 4,13 4,03 +.10 3.83 3.65 4,18
. 5, 1048,6 ° 5,71 5,53 +.18 5.58 5455 +.03 5.55 5.79 -.24 5.76 5.75 +,01"
BENFIELD 3 112.1 4,50 4,31 +.19 4,88 4.41 +.47 5.03 4,79 +.24 4,58 °**4,3) +,27
5 109,2 6.47 5,93 +.54 6.35 5.94 +ai) 6.72 6417 +.55 6.61 6,12 +.%9
t N .
BODKIN ELEM 3 102,9 3.44 3,72 -.28 3.55 3.79 -.24 3,90 4,17 -.27 3.54 3,78 -.20
5 5 103,0 5.35 5.39 -.04 5.30 5.42 - 42 5.31 5.65 -3 5,67 5.62 +.05
BROCK BRIDGE 3 102.5 3.30 3,70 -840 3,44 3.77 -.33 3.86 4.15 -.29 3.47 3.76 -.29
108,2 5.70 5.84 _  -,14 5.56 5.86 <. 30 5.92 ° 6.09 -.17 5.59 6.04 -.45
BROOKLYN PARK ELEMCN®3 99,9 3.90 3.53 "F g3 13,95 3.59 +.36 4.18 3.98 +.20 3.97 3.61 +,36
5 96,6 5.47 4,82 +465 5,71 4,88 +.83 &« 5.58 5,12 +al6 5.68 5.11 +,57
CAPE ST CLAIR 3 99,7  3.65 3,52 4,13 3,79 3.58 +.21 3.92 . 3.96 -04 3,60 3.59 +,01
: 5 106,0 5.63 5.65 -.02 5,49 5.67 -.18 5.59 5,91 =32 5.59 5.86 =.27
}&«-— . v
CARKIE R WEEDON 3 98,4 3.75 3,43 %32 3.79 3,49 +.30 4,08 3.88 +.20 3.40 3,52 =312
‘ 5 107.7 5.17 5.80 ~.63 5.62 5.82 -.20 5,43 6.05 ~.62 5.25 6.00 -,75 *
CENTRAL - 3 102,7  3.65 371 -.06 = 3,63 3.78 -.15 3.83 4,16 -.33 3.56 3.77 -.21
"5 100,9 4,87 5,20 -.33 5,05 5.24 -.19 4,99 5,48 -.49 4,96 5.46  =.50
CROFTON ’ 3 100.8 3,89 3.59 +430 3,72 3.65 +.07 4,01 4,04 -.03 3.62 3.66 -.04
Y 103.3 5.45 Set1 4400 5.34 S.44s =410 5.57 5.68 -1 5,71 5.65 +,06
CROFTON w00DS 3 105,3 3.81 3.88 -.07 3,93 - -3.95 -402 3.86 0 4,33 ~-.49 3.79 3.92 -.13
5 109.6 6,18 . 5.97 +.21 6,10 5.98 +e12 6454 6.21 4,33 5.80 6.15 -,35
DAVIDSONVILLE 3 102.5 3.67 3,70 -.03 3,76 3.77 =01 3.67 4,15' =,48 3.51 3.76 -.25
5 98.6 5,39 5,00 +.39 5,02 5.05 .03 5.08 5.29 -.21 5.48 5.27 +.21
DEALE 3 95,3 3.93 3.23 4.70 % 4,07 3.28 479 9 4.07 3.67 4,40 3,80 3.34 +,50
5 101,0 _ 5.16 5,21 -.05 5,51 - 5.25 +e26 5.53, 5.49 +.08 . 5,37 5.46 -.09
A )
’  EASTPORT ) 3 i:.z 3.36 3,61 -2 3.58 3.08 -:10 3.n8 4,006 -.18 3,44 3.68 =24
. . 5 95,6 4.56 4,73 -1 4,61 1.79 ~a1p 5.n5 5.04 +,01 65,00 5,03 =03
("
EVGEWATER 3 94,9 3.36 3,21 4415 3.20 3.26 -.06 3042 3,64 =22 3.39 3,32 +,07
) ‘ 5 97,4 4,57 4,89 -.32 4,70 4,95, =25 4,84 5.19 =35 #.93 5.18 -.25
¥ .
FERNDALE © 3 10,0 3.3 ' 3,79 -5 3,217 3,87 =66 ¢ 3.75 ‘4,28 -.50 3.46 - 3,84 -,38
5 105,2 5.55 5,58 -, 03 5,34 5,60 -e26 5.45 - 4,84 -,39 5.26 5,80 =,54

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74=T5, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION DF ASTERISK (%) ACCDMPANYING "DIFFERENCE® $CDRES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRCTING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (FOLGER MCKINSEY — LAKE SHORE) .
) ( , - o | R
TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#
" N '.. )
i
. toe N o : 5CHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT " PERCENT -
_d orora AVERAGE ¢ |AVERAGE YEARS | STAFF™ | PERCENT | MEDIAN | meDIaN
* | orap€ ]scuoor |pupiLs| DalLy TOTAL NO» EXPERIENCE MASTER'S| DISAD- | EDUCA- | FAM[LY
. | orRGANT~ | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE [ VAN~ | TION OF | INCUML
ZATION | MENT |RATIO | DANCE . [ TEACHER|ADMIN.| TEACHER(ADMIN.| OR ABOVE| TAGED |mo¥HER | (3) N
5CHOOL NAME (ar (2 (3) (4) (5) (6) (1 (8) A9) 20) [ (11 112)
FOLGER MCKINSEY K-6 625 24,0 94.9 24,0 2.0 9.6 13.5  23.1 1.0 12,5 14,660
FORT SMALLWOOD K-6 3712 22.5 92.8 ‘15.5 3.0 6.2 18.0  24.2 8.6  10.5 10,684
FOUR SEASON K-6 743 24,8 96,7 - 29.0 1.0 8.2 24,9 " 10.0 5.3  12.3 12,728
t : .
FREETOWN P-6 440 24.4 93,2 317.0 1.0 7.9 31,1 10,446
GEORGE CROMWELL K-6 500  20.4 95.4 23.5 1.0 9.3 11.9 11,531
GEORGETOWN EAST K~6 L;&$~7aa 21.7 92,5 32.0 2.0 8.7 12.6 13,042
GERMANTOWN INTERMEDIATE 5-6 247 19.6 94.3 11.6 1,0 1.4 12.3 10,738 -
GERMANTOWN PRIMARY K~4 547  21.9 94,5 23,0 2.0 2.3 32,7  12.0 11.4  12.3 10,738
GLEN BURNIE PARK K-6 570 23.7  93.7 23,3 1.0  12.9 24,5 0.3 1.5 12.2 12,443
’ -
GLENDALE * K~6 797 22.8  92.8 33.0 2.0  13.3 19.9  14.3 5.5 11,9 11,066
. ">\
HARMAN K-6 502 - 19.7 95,1 24.5 1.0 7.5 .21.0  35.7 12.4 0.8 9635
. - - P
. .
HIGH POINT 1-6 355  22.2  93.9 15.0 1.0 8.5 35.0  12.5 9.7  10.6 11,045
HILLSMERE K~6 603 . 19.8 95,3 29.5 1.0 0.3 19.8 22,9 2.2 2.1 14,518
HILLTOP K~6 691 25.6 95{; . 25.0 2.0 7.5 14.0  37.0 5.5 1.4 11,604
JACOBSVILLE K=& 599  22.2 94.1  25.0 2.0 8.1 17.5  22.2 5.6 10,7 10,512
JESSUP . K-6 333 20.3 93,7 15.6 1.0 0.0 9.0 42,2  12.6 1.3 10,156
JONES : K-6 198 23.3  94.2 7.5 1.0 7.9 9.0 1T.6  11.6  12.8 15,851
LAKE SHORE K-8 73 22.8 93,9 27.5 2,0 1046  12.9 16,9 . 9.6  12.0 11,591

. > "

® SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERM5 AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THI5 TABLE.
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (FOLGER MCKINSEY - LAKE SHORE)
TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKIiL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON.SCHOOL *
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# ’ :
ANNE, ARUNDEL COUNTY , : !
SCHOOL SYSIEM < = .
SKILL AREAS . )
...t..t...t..t'.‘O..‘O..t.t".‘0t‘ttt....ttttt"t.'t't"‘.tt..‘Ot‘tttt‘ttttt.t.l‘.t.."'mt““‘
VOCARBULARY READING CQMPRENENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHUOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY=  DIFFER= AVFRAGE MARY=~ DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY=-  DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-  DTFFER=
LAND CNCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND FNcEs
SAS GE NORM GE NORM ~ 6E NORM . GE NORM
- Y
. .
FOLGER MCKINSEY 3 109.4%  4.29 408 4,15 4,31 4,23 +.0n  N.B8 4,61 4,23 4,5 416 4,40
- 5 110,8 6,61 6,07 +.54 6,20 6,08 +e12 6.56 6,31 +.25 6.51 6.25 4,26
r . . .
FORT SMALLKOOD 3 100,01 ° 3.3 3,54 -.17 3,72 3.60 +012 3.65 3.99 -, 34 3.53 3.62 - ~,09
5 99,0 5,18 5,03 4,15 5.14 5.08 +.06 5.06 5,32 -.26 5,36 5,31 +,05
FOUR SEASON 3 105.8 3,79 3,91 -.12 3,79 3.99 =20 4,20 4,37 -.17 3,68 3.95 ~.27
5 109,4 5.82 5.95 -.13 5,78 5,96 -.18 6,22 6419 +,03 5.63 6,13 ~,50
FREETOWN 3 96,7 3.15 3,32 =17 3.37 3.38 ~s01 3.66 3,76 =10 3.15 3,42 -,27
5 101,0 4.83 5,21 -.38 5,07 5.25 ~-.18 5,27 5,49 -, 22 5,22 5,46 -.24
GEORGE CHOMWELL 3 1os,1 3.74 3,80 -.06 3.55 3.87 -.32 3.94 4.25 -3 3.76 3.85 -,09
5 103,2 5,34 5,40 -,06 5,37 5,44 =407 5.35 5.67 - 32 5.61 5,64 =-.03
GLORGETOWN EAST 3 94,2 3.25 3,16 +,09 3,33 3.21 412 3.62 3.60 +,02 3.22 3.28 -.06
5 98,8 5.11 5,01 +.10 5,08 5,06 +.02 5.27 5,30 -,03 5,09 5,29  =,20
GLRMAKTOWN INTERM 5 99,3 4,95 5,06 =11 4,89 511 =422  4.99 5,35 =.36 5,23 5,33 -.10
sl -
< 1
GERMANTOWN PRIMARY 3 97,2 3,50 3,35 4,15 3.56 3.45 . 4415 3.69 3.80 =11 3,52 S.'us +,07
GLEN BURNIE PARK 3 100,3 3.70 3,55 4,15 - 3,63 3.62 +.01 3.96 4,00 -.04 3.55 3.63 -.08
5 104,90 5.5 S.47 +,09 5,24 5.50 ~e26 5.6} 5,74 =-.13 5.51 5,70 ~,19
GLENOALE 3 102,3 3.69 3.68 +,01 3,73 3.75 -.02 3.76 4,13 -e37 3.52 3.7% -.23
5 104,4 5.42 5,5} ~.09 5,30 554 -.24 5,34 5,77 -.43 5,42 5,74 -.32
HARMAN 3 97,7 3,49 3.39 4,10 3.48 3,44 +.04 3.77 3.83 .06 3,54 3,48 +,06
5 100,5 5,27 5,16 4,11 5,28 5,21 +.07 5.20 5,45 -.25 5,25 5,42 ~.17
"HIGH POINT 3 93,8 3.24 3.14 +.10 3. 28 3.18 4410 3.42 3.57 ~-o15 3.24 3,25 -,01
: 5 99,2 4,97 5,05 -.08 4,68 5,10 el 4.99 5,34 =.35 5,08 5.32 -, 24
Sy N
HILLSMERE 3 301.8 3.69 3.65 +.04 3.69 3.72 =03 4417 4,10 +,07 3.70 3.72 -,02
5 98,9 4,92 5,02 -.10 5,02 5,07 -.05 S48 5,31 .17 5,55 5.30  +,25
. L
HILLTOP 3 103.t 3,60 3.73 ~.13 3.63 3.81 ~.18 4.29 4.19 +.10 4,06 3.79 4,27
5 107,0 5.35 5,74 -.39 5,08 5.76 ‘-e60 s 5.31 5.99 -.68 5,72 ? 5,94 -,22
JACOBSVILLE 3 101.9 3.40 3.66 -.26 3.41 3.73 =32 3.1 a1 -0 347 3.72 -.28
5 98,2 4.94 4,96 =02 4,78 5.01 ~e23 4.82 5.25 -, 43 4,82 5.24 -, 42
) .
JESSUP Y 99,8 3,27 3,52 -,25 3,41 3.58  -.17  3.53 3.97  -.uk 3,24 3.60  =,36
5 98,8 4.98 5,01 -,03 5,01 5.06 =05 5.08 5.30 , =,22 5.08 5,29 ~.21
JONES .3 hizwe ey 4,33 ~,22 4,27 443 =16 8.95 481 4,14 o 4,32 4,33 -,01
. 5 100,3  5.79 5.15 4,64 5,54 5.19  4.35 . 5.80 5.43 4,37 5,66 ° 5,41 4,25
LAKE SHORE 3 100,3 3.25 3,55 -.30 3.41 3.62 =21 " 391 4,00 -.09 3.55 3.63 -.08
5 99,9 5.4 5.11 +,03 5,13 5,16 -.03 5.29 5,40 .11 5,05 5.38 -.33
7 , .
" & SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74~75, FOR DEFINITION OF.TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (%) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND .

{ SPECIAL INSTQUCTIDNS FOR INTERPRETING YHE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TAJMLE. .
B & n s B
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (LINTHICUM - POINT PLEASANT)
. L]
"TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#
‘
N » = - -
SCHOOL AGE CMILDREN
PERCENTY PERCENTY
TOTAL AVERAGE JAVERAGE YEARS STAFF ‘PERCENT | MEDI AN MEDIAN
GRADE SCHOUL | PUPIL/] DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPER]ENCE MASTER'S] DISAD- | EDUCA- FAMILY
- ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN~ DEGREE VAN- TION OF | INCOME
x LATION MENT RATIO ( DANCE TEACHER| ADMIN.| TEACHER{ADMIN.| OR ABOVE] TAGED MOTHER (¢
SCUOUL NAME (1) (2) (3} (4) (s5) (6} (7} (8} (9) (30) (13} 112)
you
LINTHICUM K~6 540 22.5 95.4 23.0 1.0 8.9 22.0 6.7 1.5 2.0 13,240
- o, N . .
LOTHIAN Pp-3 442 23.2 92.3 18.0 2.0 6.0 18.0 10.5 2.9 12.0 10,072
. B " .
3"‘"0! VIEW K—6 856 27.2 95.5 " 29.5 2.0 1.7 17.8 22.2 6.2 2.4 7487 ’
MARLEY ’ K=6 488 19.5 93.1 2440 2.0 7.5 .2401 16.0 7.5 1.6 10,501
‘ . s
MARYLAND CITY K=6 572 23.0 45,8 23.9 1.0 T.2 26.0 12.0 6.6 12.3 12,258
HAYOD K=& 396 2447 95.6 14.0 2.0 9.7 31.9 18.7 . 2.6 12.4 224213
,' )
. “HEADE HEIGHTS K=6 . 3084 28.4 95.4 2.5 1.0 9.3 23.0 14.8 5.7 2.3 7699
MILLERSVILLE K=6 o1 22.8 94.1 30.0 2.0 9.7 7.7 18.7 8.3 12.3. 12,826
. - N [
NORTH GLEN K~6 435 20.7 93.0 20.0 1.0 1.0 39.0 ,28.6 7.9 1.9 11,407
. . ‘ v
DAK HILL K=-6 705 27.6 94.6 23.5 2.0 7.7 29.0 25.5 10.7 12.5 15,317 '
OAKWOOD ~K=6 376 15.7 92.7 23.0 1.0 8.4 20.0 20.8 3.3 2.0 101974
ODENTON K=6 507 22.0 95.4 © 2240 2.0 8.4 20.) 13.0Q 5.6 2.3 11,988
OVERLOOK K-6 - 438 20.9 94.8 20.0 1.0 10.2 15.9 19.0 4.8 1.3 12,532
PARK ELEMENTARY K=6 599 23.0 94.8 24.0 2.0 6.5 13.5 19.2 2.7 1044 10,296
PAROLE K-6 613 23.7 95.7 23.9 2.0/ 7.8 27.5 19.3 10.08 2.3 11,876 .
. N . .
PASADENA Co K=-6 521 2.7 93.6 , 23.0 1.0 11.3 12.0 25.0 1.7 ]:2.0 12,52 2
¢
PERSHING HILL ° K=6 543 2.7 95.8 24.0 1.0 12.7 17.4 20.0 5.? 12.4 7487
M o
'OlNT"LEASANf K~6 1,138 24.2 93.4 45,0 2.0 Ted 22.0 19,3 3.2 1.6 11,518
- /

¢ SEE CHAPYER 3, PAGES 72~73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (LINTHICUM - POINT PLEASANT)
TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT'SCORES, BY
. SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
‘ AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SEQRES#*
ANNE ARUNDLL COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM B
) ) SKILL AREAS
’ .‘....‘.‘..00..‘.‘..'...“..'O..“o.“‘ttto‘00‘0,........,"‘..!..‘“._‘it‘....‘......““‘..0"“'.
VOCABULARY READING COMPREMENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME "GRAOE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY~  OIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY= DIFFER= AVERAGE MARY= OIFFER= AVERAGE MARY= .QVFFER=
N » LANO ENCF. . LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND  .ENCE
SAS 6E NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM
b ’ ' ' ~ .
‘LINTHICUM 3 104,6  4.05 3.83 4,22 4,30 3.91 +:39 8.66 4,29 .37 4.2} 3,88 4,35
5 107,2 6.26 5,76 +.50 5,74 5.77 -.03 5,65 6.01 1.36 5.7 5.96 -.21
LOTHIAN 3 97.8 3.27 3.39 ~e12 3.38 3,45 -.07 3.67 3.84 -7 3,30 3.u8 -.18
MANGR VIEW 3 102,6 3,41 3,70 -.29 3,56 3.77 -.21 368 4,18 -.51 3.49 3.76 -, 27
. : 5 101,7 5,27 5,27 +.00 5,48 5.31 4017 5.56 5.55 +,01 5,34 5,52 -.18 .
MARLEY 3 96,0 3.36 3,28 +.08 3.26 3.33 -.07 5.33 3.72 -.39 3,01 3.38 - -,37
§ 5 99,4 4,81 5,07 -.26 4,73 5.11 -.38 “,78 5,35  =,57 8,79 . 5,34 -,55
MARYLAND CITY 3 93,8 3.23 3.12 +.11 3,44 3.16 +.28 3.63 3,55 - +¢.08 3.21 3.24 -,03
N . 5 103,8 5.47 5,46 4,01 5,22 5.49 -.27 5.u4 5.72 , =.28 5.49 5.69 -,20
, .
- P - !
MAYO ‘ 3 101,9 3.96 3,66 +.30 4,16 3.73 .03 8,39 4,11 +.28 5,08 3.72 +,36
5 j104,2 6.07 5.49 +.58 5,76 5,52 +.24 6.03 5,76 +.27 6,43 5,72 +,71
4t
MEADE HEIGHTS 3 102,0 3.77 3.66 41l 3.81 3.73 +.08 4430 4,12 4,18 4.1% 3.73 +ou2
. . S 104,7 5.53 5,54 -,08 5,36 556 -.20 5.63 5,80 =17 6.08 5,76 +, 32
MILLERSVILLE ELEM 3 102.0  3.66 3.66 +,06 3,73 3.73 400 3,73 4.12 =39 3.73 3,73 +Jo0
5 100,9 5.32 5,20 +.12 5,21 8,24 =03 5.42 5.48 -.0p 5.85 5,46 +.39
. NORTH GLEN 3 98,0 3.23 3.41 -.18 3,32 3,46 -1l 3.52 3.85 -.33 3.16 3,50 -, 34
‘% 101,4 5,03 H,24 -, 21 5.07 5.28 -421 5.22. 5.52 -430 5430 5,50 -,20
§ .
OAK HILL 3 108,6 3.70 4,09 -39 3.95 4,18 =23 3.85 4,55 =70 ¢ 3,85 Hell ' =~,26
¢ : 5 107.4 , 5.7 5,77 -.06 5.69 5.79 =10 5.0 6.02 -.22 5.86 5,97 =1t
' i
0AKY090 3 91,7 3.65 3.39 4,26 3.68 3.6 ¥e24 4410 3.83 4,27 3.72 3,48 +,24
5 98,6 5.07 5,00 *07 4,92 5,05 »e13 5.08 5,29 -.21 5,36 5,27 +,09
ODENTON 3 102,3 3.72 3.68 +.04 3,73 3,75 =402 3.80 4,13 =33 3,54 3.78 -,21
5 106,8 5.19 5,72 -,53 5,38 5,74 -:36 5,24 5.97 73 ¢ 5,30 : 5,93 -,63 s
OVERLOOK 3 103.8 3.83 3.78 4,08 3.59 3.85 =26 3.62 4,23 =461 3.66 3,83 -7
) ! 5 104.7 5,65 5,54 +, 11 5,53 5.56 -.03 5,64 5,80 -,16 5,49 - 5,76 -, 27
1 . .
PFARK ELEMENTARY 3 95,7 3.25 3,26 -,01- 3,27 3.31'  =.08 3.08 3,70 -.22 3.38 3.36 -, 05
. 5 100,9° 4,93 5.20 .27 5,02 5.24 =22 5410 5,48 -.38 4,99 5,46 =47
v N .
PAROLE 3. 99,6 3.15 3.%1 -.36 3,34 3.57 -.23 3.ub 3.96 =52 3,28 3,59 -,31
5 99,1 4.97 5,04 -,07 5,01 5.09 -.08 5.17 5,33 .16 5435 5,31 +,04
_ PASADENA 3 100,8 3.64 3.59 +.05 3.51 3.65 =il 30t 4,04 =423 3.63 3466 -,03
5 102,2 5.80 5,31 ( 4,49 5,44 5.3% 4409 8.72 - 5,59 13 5.73 5,56 4,17
PERSHING HILL 3 106,5 4.10 3495 +.15 4,0 4,03 +.26 440 4,41 +.07 4,06 . 3.99 +,07 A
8 107.5 5457 5.70 -e21 5,77 5400 -.03 5.86 6,03 -a17 5.78 5.98 -, 20
POINT PLEASANT 3 103.1. 3.60 3.73 .13 3.61 3.8 =420 3.85 Uel9 . =34 3465 3,79 -.28
5 102,¢r 5.52 . 5,31 ee21 5,36 534 4,02 3.30 5,58 -.20 5,42 5,55 .13
¢ SEE CMAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (%) ACCOMPANYING "DlFFElENCE” SCORES, AND ' .

SPECIAL INSTAUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORCS PROVIDED N THIS TABLE. ,
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"ANNE ARUNDEL'COUNTY‘(QUARTERFIELD = WEST ANNAPOLIS) : : )

'TABLE 3. . SCHOOL LEVEL =- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFiLE*

.

T

S;HUOL AGE" CHILDREN

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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PERCENT PERCENT [
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF | PERCENT | MEDIAN | yepran
GRADE | sCHooL | PupPIL/] DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S] DISAD~ | EDUCA- | ramiLy
ORGANI~ | ENROLL-] STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- [ TION OF | INCunK
' .- L4TION MENT | RATIO | DANCE TEACHER|ADMIN. TEACHCR[ADHIN,] OR ABOVE[ TAGED | MOTHER (s
SCHOOL NAME (39) (2) (3) (4) {5) 16) (7) (8) (9) (20} (31} 112)
B
QUARTERFIELD K=6 680 23,6 94,3 29.5 2.0 7.0 20.5 15.9 12.3 12.0 13,669
RICHARD HENRY LEE K-6 559 21,5 95.1 24.0 2.0 10.9 6.0 23,1 9.2 12.0 11,174
¢
RIDGEWAY K=6 543 2.7  95.7 24,0 1.0 11,3 14.0 28,0 6.3 2.0 10,516
RIPPLING wWOODS K-6 841 30.0 94.4 26,0 2.0 6.7 19.5 25.0 4.8 12,1 12,695
- A
RIVIERA BEACH K-6 548 24.9 .93.0 21.0 1.0 8.5 27.0 9.1 2.2 10.6 11,045
ROLLING KNOLLS K-6 528 19.5 95,1 26.0 1.0 8.9 2.0 22,2 10,6 12.3 12,286
U3
SEVERN K-6 310 23.8 94,2 12.0 1.0 13.6 28.0 23.1 5.0 12.0 104353
SEVERNA PARK K-6 368 23.0  94.4 15.0 1.0 1.1 23.5 31,3 4.6 12.7 161606
SHADE SIDE ELEMENTARY K=6 668 22.9 94.4 28.0 2.0 8.6 25.2 20.0 9.5 12,0 10,373
. v
SOLLEY K=6 198 23.3 93,3 7.5 1.0 5,2  15.4 11.8 « 4.3 10.1 10,509
SOUTH SHORE K=-6 290 23,4  93.4 11.4 1.0 5.3 13.5 11.3 17.6 10.5 12,801
. /
SOUTHGATE K=6 646 24,8 94,7 24.0 2.0 0.1  14.9 17.3 4ok 12,1 12,462
) &
SUMSET K=6  ° 648 24.0 ~ 92.5 25.0 2.0 4.8 10.5 22.2 5.7 10. 4 10+ 822
! A
L
TRACEYS - ¢ x5 394 17.9 96.3 21.0 1.0 0.5 28.0 36.4 17.9 11.7 9582
TYLER HEIGHTS “ K-6 © 614 18,6 94,3 31.0 2.0 8.1 9.0 21.2 13.7 12,1 9913
VAN BOLCKELEN K=-6 8353 23.2 %2.3 35.8 , 1.0 8.5 18,0 23.9 4,0 12,0 93731
. .
WAUGH CHAPEL . K=6 50 25,7 95.2 24,8 2.0 7.3 12.0 27.6 10.9 12.3 12,168
ok ‘
WEST ANNAPOLILS K-6 316 21.8  96.6 13,5 1.0 9.5 15,2 34,5 13.2 12,4 10,767

”

“

- @ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES\72-73, FOR nen;unbn OF TERMS AND s'qunces OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (QUARTERFIELD - WEST ANNAPOLIS)
t ' . ' ‘ A
TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
w SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
annc anuott conry AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES#
SCHOOL SYSIEM T AN . .
<
. . SKILL AREAS
"‘Q...“.“."Q0..‘......““."‘l'...'.“..l.‘.'.".......Q‘...‘.'l..‘....."'l‘.“.....‘.........
L e .
VOCAUULARY " READING COUMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL ® MATHEMATJICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY=  DIFFER- AVERAGE _MARY=  OIFFEfi- AVERAGE MARY~ DIFFER= AVERAGE MARY=-  DIFFER=-
: L.AND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE
. SAS GE NORM GE NORM ¢E NORM 6E NORM
oy .
GUARTERFIELD 3 102.8 4,08 3,72 +.36 4,21 3.79 .42 n. 14 %.17 -,03 3.71 3.7 -,06
5 1v2,9 5,85 5,38 .67 5,55 5.41 +aly 5.80 5.68  .4.15 5.71 5,62 +,09
o ' RICHARD HENRY LEE 3 103,2* 3.51 3,74 -,23 3.62 3.81 f-e19 3.68 4.19 =51 3.68 3,80 =,12
5 97,7 . b.22 4,92 s 4,30. 5.13 4,97 . 4416 5,01 5.21 - 20 . 4.85 5,20 =-.35
i . :
RIDGEnAY 3 108,7 " 3.40 3.04 -olit 3.28 3.91% 63 8 3,63 8,29 ~eb6 3,60 3.88 -,28
5 102,3 5.32 5,32 +.00 5,27 5.36 =09 _5.35 5.60 =-.25 5.56 5,57 =-,01
RIPPLING W00OS 3 107.1 411 3.99 +.12 4,26 4.07 +.19 %.80 . 4,45 +,35 8.6 4,02 4. 14
5 103,7 5.77 5,45 4432 5,50 5,48 +.02 5,56 ¢ 5,71 =15 5,35 5,68 -.33
R1VIERA BEACH 3 100,5 3.90 3,57 +.33 3,97 3463 +34 5.17 402 41,185 ¢ #,36 3,64 +.72 o
5 107.5 5.85 5,78 +.07 5.82 5,80 402 6.43 6.03 +.40 5,97 ' 5.98 -,01
ROLLING KNOLLS 3 100,.6 3,43 3,57 - 10 3,44 3,64 =20 3.58 4,02 -, uh 3.54 3,65 =11
5 97.4 | S.24 h.n 435 5.27 4,95 +.32 5.39 5.19 +.20 5.17 S.18 -=,01
SEVERN 3 100,2 3.42 3,55 -.13 3,41 3.61 =20 3.91 4,00 -.09 3.43 3,62 ¢ =19
5 104,7 5766 5,54 .12 5,45 5.% =11 6403 5.80 +.21 5.78 8,76 +,02
SEVERNA PARK 3 110,% 4,08 4,21 -17 4,09 4,30 .21 432 4,67 -.38 4,18 8,21 -,07
5 111,84 6.62 6.13 4,49 6,44 6.13 431 6.89 6436 4.5 6.38 6429 4,09
- »
SHADY SIDE ELEM 3 92,u 2.82 3,05 -,23 2.87 3.09 ~022°  3.29 3.48 -.19 5.13 3.17 -, 04
99,1 4.58 S, 04 -, 46 4.53 5.09 -86 4.80 5.33 53 4,94 5,31 -.37
4
SOLLEY 3 101.4 3.22 3.63 -1 3.50 3,69  ~.19 3.36 4,08 72 ¢ 3,36 3.69° =, 3%
5 101,8 4.84 5,24 I Y 4,78 5,28 450 %.90 5,52 - 62 4496 5.50 0 ~,54 o
' —ney
SOUTH SHORE . 3 103.9 3.85 3.79 +,06 3.63 3.86 -.23 ", 11 4,24 .13 3.76 384 =-,08
5 107.7 5.57 5,80 -.23 5.53 5.82 -.29 5.81 6.05 -, 24 5.86 6.00 -, 14
SOUTHGATE 3 101.2 3.8l 3.61 4.20 3.80 3.68 +.12 3.98 4.06 -.08 3.6 3,68 -, 08 -
, 5 105,4 5.78 5.60 410 5,71 5.62 +.09 5.91 , 586 4,08 5.63 5,82 -.19 .,
SUNSET 3 96,0  ° 3.08 3,28 -, 20 3.2% 3.33 “.0n 3.15 3.72 .57 3.18 3.3 =,20
5 97,2 8.66 4,87 -.21 4,6 %.93 .27 4.65 5.17 =-.82 4.99 5.16 -.17
., TRACEYS 3 100,0 3.77 3.54 423 3.01 3.60 +31 8,56 3.98 +.58 3.87 3,61 +.26
5 100,8 5.08 5.19 =11 5,42 5.23 419 8.75 5,47 +.28 $.50 5,48 +,08
~
YYLER HEIGHTS 3 95,3 2.98 3.23 .25 3.17 3.28 =11 3,34 3.67 -.33 3.18 3.34 =.16
5 94,7 8.49 .65 -, 16 4,60 4,72 - 08 8,66 4,96 =430 4,69 8,% =,27
VAN BOLCKELEN 3 95.8 3.34 3.26 +.08 3.07 3.32 .25 3.11 3.70 ~.59 3.3 3.37 =-.04
5 94,2 427 4e61 %1 8,34 4.67 -.33 8.27 4,92 -.65 4,54 8,92 -,38
WAUGH CHAPEL 3 103,3 3.66 3,78 -,09 3,54 3.82 =28 3.73 4,20 =7 3.01 3.80 +,01
$ 103.5 5.70 8,43 +.27 5.39 5e46 =07 5.83 5.70 -.17 5,58 5,66 -,08
. ' k1 -
WEST ANNAPOL1S 3 97.6 344 e.sa +.06 3.52 3,44 1.0A 3.80 3.82 -,02 2.92 3.47 =58 »
t 5 97,0 5,75 «86 4.89 ¢ 5,64 4,91 473 8 Ben7 5.19 +.32 5,26 8,15 4,11

# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (%) ACCOMPANYING WDIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE® SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY (WEST MEADE - SOUTHERN SR HIGH)

~

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL —- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

e

. . [}

‘e
. SCHOOL 'AGE CHILDREN
T PERCENT . : - | percent

) . TOTAL AVERAGE . AVERAGE YEARS STAFF | PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDIAN
| GRADE | scHooL | PuPiLs| patLy TOTAL NO. EXPER IENCE MASTER'S| DIsab- | Epuca- | FamiLy
L ORGANI- | ENROLL-[ STAFF | ATTEN- DEGRE® | VAN- | TION OF | InCUME

ZATION | MENT |RATIO | DANCE TEACHER| ADMIN.] TEACHER|ADMIN.| OR ADOVE] TAGED | MOTHER (s}

SCHOOL NAME (1) t2) (3) {4) t5) t6) (7 8) 9) 110} {11) (12)

/
¢
WEST MEADE k-6 486 21.6  95.1 21.5 1.0 8.7 17.0 26.7 5.6 12.4 © 7487
. N . " R

WOODS I DE K6 600  24.5 ' 93.7 23.5 1.0 24.8 12.2 5.9 12.0 10,974

f [ o
MAGOTHY RIVER MIDDLE 6-8 1,008  19.8 95.3 48.0 3.0 7.1 21.3 33.3 5.1 12.5 13,478
SOUTHERN JR HIGH 6-8 776 * 18.9 94.4 38.0 3.0 7.5  20.6 34.1 13.3 12.0 10,152
ANNAPOLIS JR HIGH 7-9 2,397 17.6  93.3  130.9 5.0 8.6 3.0 25.7 8.0 12.3 11,747
ARUNDEL JR HIGH #1 7-9 2,342  18.0 92.8 123.0 7.0 6:3 4.6 23.1 8.2 12.2 13,049
ARUNDEL JR HIGH 82 " 1-9 2,342 18.0 92.8 123.0 7.0 6.3 146 23.1 s.2 12.2 13,049
BATES Jn . 7-9 1,117 18.3 9.8 58.0 3.0 7.1 11.5 26,2 14.2 12.4 10,951

(=] .

PROOKLYN PARK HIGH 7-12° 1,634 18.1  ss.s 86.0° 4.0 10.7  16.2 34.4 5.3 10.3 10,775
CORKRAN JR HIGH . 1-9 1,769 18.4  92.6 92.0 4.0 7.6 19.0  21.9 5.6 12.0 11,324
GEORGE FOX JR HIGH 7-9 1,161 16.8  92.0 66.0 3.0 7.7 10.2 30.4 6.7 11.0 11,116

LAKESHORE JR HIGH 7-9 11120 21.1 90.2 50.0 3.0 5.0 11.5 24.5 NA NA NA

’ A 1]
LINDALE JR HIGH 7-9 1,738 18.9  92.9 88.0 4.0 6.9  14.9 27.2 4ed 1.7 12,004
MACARTHUR JR H1GH 7-9 1,969 17.7  94.9 105.0 6.0 6.2 15,7 24.3 7.1 12.2 9331
MARLEY JR HIGH 1-9 1,229 18.6 91.2 63.0 3.0 8.1 7.1 15.1 4.7 1.0 111165
. 4
SEVERN RIVER JR 7-9 1,008 18.6 94.0 51.0 3.0 6.9 14.3 20.4 NaA NA NA
- A}

SEVERNA PARK JR HIGH 7-9 1,512 19.0 94.7 76.6 3.0 8.2  11.2 26.4 5.2 12.3 13,931
SOUTHERN SR HIGH 9-12 1,977 18.7  89.3 100.6 5.0 9.1 24.2 26.5 11.1 12.1 10+ 769

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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ANNE* ARUNDEL COUNTY (WEST MEADE - SOUTHERN SR. HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL —— SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
, SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# ’

AWNE ARUNUEL COUNTY , .
SCHOQL SYSIEM s - v '
/ SKILL ARLAS :
...t.00.00000000‘00ontooOOOOOOCOOQMotooosoovoooootooOo‘.u.tootto.ottoooooooOno.oo.o'oo.oo..ooott 1
~ . -
. VOCABULARY READING' COMPREMENSTOR LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL WAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY-  OI1FFFR-, AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER= AVERAGL MARY=  DIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER~
LAND EHCE = LAHD ENCE : « LAND ENCE LAND * EMCE
N . SAS - GE NORM GE NORM s GE NORM GE NORH
- v ' '
WEST MEADE 3 103,.4 3.40 3,75 -.35 3,38 3.83 -e45 3.54 N, 21 .67 3,51 3.081 -,30
» 5 105,3 5,51 5,59 -,08 5,63 5.61 +.02 5,42 5,89 -3 5,34 B.81 -7
. [
° N .
WOoO0pSIDE 3 99,2 3,65 3,40 .17 3,57 3.54 +.03 3.66 3.93 ~,27 3.45 3,57 -,12
5 104,6 5,38 5,53 -,15 5,31 » 5,55 Ery-1 5,36 5,79 -3 5,10 5.75 =, 65 @
MAGOTHY RIVER MIDOLE 7 107,8 7.64 7.58 4.06 7.3 7.55 -2k 7.39 7.61 .22 7.81 7.80 +,01
SOUTHERN JR H1 7 98,0 6.28 6,52 .20 6.55 6:56 ~-.01 6730 6.67 -e37 6.5 6,80 -.26
. . T : : .
ANNAPOLIS JR H1GH 7 100,7 6,54 6,81 -,27 6,77 6.83 “306 i 6e51 6,93 .42 6.87 7.07 -,20
- 9 97,5 8.14 7.98. 4.16 7,95 7.92 +.03 7:03 8.02 %19 8,00 8.10 .~-,10
* [}
AHUNDEL JR HI M} 7 104,06 6,97 7.23 .20 7,10 7.22 ~e12 - 6,91 * 7,30 -:39 7.02 T.47 - 45
9 103,3 8.61 8,65 -, 08 8,52 8.59 e 07 f.21 8,59 =.38 8,58 8.73 -.15
ARUNDEL JR H1 %2 7 104,8 7.13 7.26 -.13 7,29 7.24 4405 7.22 7.32 -.10 7.43 7.49 ~, 06
e 9 99,2 8.62 8,18 +oliti 8,63 8.12 4491 [ Be58 8.18 4,36 8.64 8.29 +,3%
. . . "
BATES JR 7 99,2 6,71 6,65 4,00 6,74 6,08 | ¢.06 6,62 6.79 =17 6.75 6,92 -.17?
9 102.9 8.20 8,61 -t 8,22 8.55 ~e33 . 18,25 8.55 -~+30 8.38 - 08,69 -3
. DHOOKLYN PARK HIGH 7  9u,8 6.4 6.17 .27 6,57 6424 4433 6.68 6,37 .31, 6,72 6,47 4,25
. 9 97,5 8.15 7,98 .17 8,33 7.92 LRL} 8,42 8.02 4,40 8.32 a.loﬁ 4,22
. , . -
CORKRAN JR HIGH 7 104,3 7.05 7.20 -,15 7,10 7.19 ~+09 7«00 7.28 -.20 7.23 I/ -.21
. 9 1o0l.1 8,41 8,40 4,01 8,24 8,34 -e10, 8.23 8,37 -, 14 8,40 49 -, 09
GEORGE FOX JR HIGH 7 101,8 6,41 6,93 -.52 6,48 6.94 “olip © K%2 7.04 -.72 6,73 7.19 -ou6
9 100,0 8,05 8.27 -.22 7.68 8.21 -e33 7.51 8.206 -.75 7.97 8,37 =-,40
LAKESHORE JR H1GH 7 103.2 6.82 7.08 -426 7.01 7.08 -7 6+69 7.17 -8 7.06 7.33 .27
' 9 1¢3,0 8.20 8.62 .42 8,17 8.56 -39 7.r3 8.56 -3 8.30 8.70 -, 40
LINDALE uR HI1GH 7 102,.8 6.00 7.04 - 24 6.90 7.04 -lb 6.85 7.13 - -.28 7.07 7.29 -,22
9,101,3 8438 A,u2 -, 04 8.29 836 - 07 f.08 8.39 =31 8.29 8,51 -,22
MACARTHUK JR HIGH 7 101,9 6.91 6.9% -,03 7.12 6.95 417 6,07 7.05 -.18 7.10 7.20 -, 10
9 105.% B.49 0,,90 AL 8,62 8.04 RaL:N 8.39 ' 8,80 -oll 8,64 6.9% -,31
MARLEY JR H1GH 7 3024 6.92 7.00 ~,00 6,02 7.00 ~-e10 6,72 7.09 37 690 7.2% -,35
9 99,9 8.16 0,26 ~o10 .05 8.20 =15 A.33 825 ~.12 8.13 8,36 -,23
v
SEVERN RIVER JR 7 109,7 7.37 7,35 .07 7.3% Te34 401 7.08 P01 -.33 7.49 7.59 ~-410
9 106,2 9,01 8,99 4,02 8,89 8.93 - 08 [ 3 8.80 -27 9,06 9,04 +,02
L -
SEVERNA PARK JRt H1GH 7 104,8 7.18 1.26 -.00 7.33 7,24 4,00 6.00 7.32 =34 7.86 7.49 ~.03
: 9 1o04,8 9.19 6.83 430 08.93 8.77 416 8.A1 8,74 1,07 9.14 8,89 +,25
. ’ ’ )
SDUTHERN SR HIGH THIS SCHODL 15 PARTICIPATING IN THE MARYLAND ALTERNATIVE ACCOUNTABILITY PILOT PRDJECT. (SEE- SECTION 4.2.02)

»

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DCFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (%) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE® SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTAUCTIONS FOR INTERPHETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES Pkﬂy' IN THIS TABLE.
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LocC SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

N

" 4.2.3 Baltimore City

N
T b,

+

A. Present 8tatus of the Accountability Program

. systemwide goals and objectives with an accompanying
“management and accountability scheme have been in focus in the
Baltimore City public schools for a period of two years. Sys-
temwide goals and objectives were developed by the Curriculum
Division and the Regional Instructional Teams after having sur-
veyed the accountability plans of the schools, and each region
engaged in intensive studies;of regional goals and objectives

based on normative data and school test results. ittees
composed of staff, parents, and students formulated specific
attainments in reference to specific educational school units.

The initial narrative report, as documented in the

Marvland Accountability Assessment Program Report for 1974-75,
Tists the goals and oE%ectIves Tor the Baltimore City public
schools. dded to this list is an eleventh objective, which
relates to facilitating the desegregation requirement.




o

v

B. Local Assessment Activities : '

The Center for Planning, Research, and Evaluation has
developed a needs' assessment instrument which each school will
use in a program of staff development. Findings will be studied
and used as a basis for school program evaluation, faculty in-
service programs and school program planning. -

¢

N

o In addition, and as the direct result of needs assess-
ment, the Sequential

List of Reading Skills documents a hierarchy

of:reading-skil}s
criterion performa

diagnostic tes
proficiency.

Ehrough which students should progress. The
ce assessment tests in reading represent

ts that can be used to assess levels of reading
Similar efforts for a mathematics diagnostic assess-=

ment are in the process of development in the school system.

v o

by approximately six months on the average, are consistently

C. Comments on Acgrountability Assessment Results .

‘It is essgential to'ﬁevelop'thefproper perspéctive re-

'garding*identificafion of* appropriate standardized achievement tests$

that are used in the manner that the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
are being used by the state. There are many strata of the pop-
ulation from which samples of pupils can be, selected for the .

development of a standardized test. Because of the diffe ent -

‘populations used for normimg—each test, certdin o0f the tests

may be more appropriate than others for use in individual school
systems. Standardized test users should be apprised. of limita-
tions and constraints imposed by the norm sampling since the “
indicated performance levels may be somewhat inappropriate for

- accurate comparigon. ! . -

L Given the fact that Baltimore City has performed:at a
level that-is discrepant from national norms -- as much as two
standard deviations for some grades =-- it is highly possible

that, in this case, the standardized achievement test used by °

the Maryla ccountability Assessment Program is an -inappropriate -
measursﬁﬁéﬁe:icurately assessing pupils attending the Baltimore ‘
City pu¥lic schools.

a

o

W . ) N !

A comparison of test performance levels was made of the
city schools for the years 1973-74 and 1974-75. This comparison
was based on pupil achievement and variability of performance.
The level of performance .difference is almost ' imperceptible when
grade equivalent scdres are observEd. The 1975 test scoresS_~
tholugh slightly lower than 1974, are more compact and less

¥

‘'variable th?zv1974.

Grade 3 results, though &iscrepant ‘from national ﬁo;ms
better when their djiscrepancy rates dre compared with the other.
grade levels' discrepancy rates for the national norms.

4
»

o - \ iDl g
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D. Program Modification Activities

~ The followlng program modlflcatlon activities have
been initiated:

e Staff development tnrough teacher student-manage-
ment of individualized instruction; '

o Teacher~stugy—development and use of learning . ,A
hierarchies in planning; :
e Teacher study-use of TBO in the classroom
‘(planning, pupil evaluation) ; -
yr &
@ More use of school tutors and volunteers, and

d ‘e Machire marking of criterion performance tests _ : "
 in reading ]

B Plans for a two—year, concentrated study in the afore-
mentioned areas should result in 1mproved classroom instruction
with implicit, grouping technlques. Attention will. be paid to
the selection of accompanying instructional materials such as

. currieulum packages and workbooks. Regional and centralized:
support services 'will relate to specific program modlflcatlons
as indicated. i .

e

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Improvement of
*. Program and Services .

September 1975 will mark the installation.of reading,
mathematics, and-writing labs in the secondary schools. Each
‘lab will be stocked with materials to meet the needs of students
~ who require additional hdlp in these areas. Thé reading labs
.'will be staffed with teschers. This endeavor represents a size- -
able item in the budget

e Substitute money,.to accompany release tlme for teacher
. training, is another. financial item. Even though the thrust is
' désegregation, the curriculum concerns relate to state accounta—
.bility and systemwide goals. o , -
Unmet needs still remain unsolved in-the area of per-
sonnel who can relate to students with diverse achlevement levels
and needs. * \

b
»

-
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F.o General Comments

<

, _ A The;accoum%abilit?~ﬁrogram is expedient and should
\Eever be considered a threat to teachers and.administrators since
‘Meagures of relative instguctional effectiveness are essential

and*shOul&>be~bontiﬁuously sought. Given the findings of the

- *Anchor Study and the statjstical concept of normalization, it

" is hoped that local systems will have latitude in determining

'whi¢h standardized test could be used in a state accountability

. Program. !

. Accountability should become comprehensive so as to

. include, . where expedient, the affective areas as well as the
cognitive areas. Educators should face the task of becoming
more skilled in presenting pupil growth increments in statistical
form, and also in educating legislators regarding what is educa-
tionally sound, comprehensive, and needed in an accountability

_program. ' ’

1
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‘ BALTIMORE.CITY.
TABLE 1. SYSTEM LEVEL —— COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#*
, , S,
. . 4 .
A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS
(1) . (2) 3)
MEDIAN PERCENT
PQPLEI#%ON FAMILY DISADVANTAGED -
: INCOME , SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
877,838 10,284 23.9
1
. (4) {s) .
) EDUCATIONAL LEVEL EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER OF AGE OR OLDER
(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS) (MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)
9.9 T 10.2 .
3. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)
(6} (T (8) T (9) (10}
TOTAL AVERAGE 'AVERAGE SALARY ‘¥Ei;§£ ‘¥E§;§E
SCHOOL TEACHER OF SCHOOL LEVEL TEAGHING ADMINISTRATOR
ENROLLMENT SALARY ADMINISTRATORS ExPERTENCE R TENCE
173,198 $11,645 $20,350 10.1 . 26,1
.i
< (11) . (12) (13)
PERCENT STAFF PUPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE
MASTER'S DEGREE RATIO RATE
OR ABOVE
a, 20.1% 19.4 85.2%
€. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-19T74 SCHOOL YEAR)
(14) (15) (36) (17 .
R TOTAL PER PUPIL PERCENT PER ig:'k55¥:isD'TURES
R PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES FOR oFF1eE
EXPENDITURES FOR INSTRUCTION. INSTRUCTION ADMIEEICE oN
$908.16 $662.86 73.0% $23.66
Y
(18) (19) (20)
PER PUPIL
PR N i oFrice. | . EXPENDITURES PERCENT ‘EXPENDITURES
- ADMINISTRATION FOR PUPIL FOR PUPIL
u : SERVICES SERVICES
, 2.6%° $12.85 1.4%
3 . . LY
- @ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES 0f DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
S o
Y] 'l -
O L .
1

E
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BALTIMORE CITY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE \\N/
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE# “

-

?\ y " .- : * . N

Y t2) 13) t4) {5) 16) {71 Coe)
o g AVERAGE AVERAGE
Wi STANDARD GRADE
SKILL 2%35272': psf;cgr;r oF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT STANDARD
. UDENTS SCHOOL S SCORES DEVIATION | SCORES EVIAT
AREAS GRADF FNROLLFD TFSYEp yre L “.FRE -D v! 10N

b Tt A STERN AR 1l MR o

13994 93,91 T 132 90.5 14,85 o b33 1.47

VOCABULARY

14450 7834 28 89.4 14,91 5.55 [ 175

e ——
@21 3 12958 93.86 134 9.3 | 14.29 2,82 1,04
READING 1, "5 | 13904 93.91 132 9.5 | 14,85 " 4,30 1.28
COMPRE- .

HENSION 7 14450 78.34 28 . 894 14,91 5.60 1,52+

9 oo 13212 79.76 37 9.4 14,76 7.05 1,86

NPT

12958 92.56 134 90.3 ‘14,29 3.46 i 1.34

. ‘ o
SPELLING 5 13994 93.14 132 90.5 © 14,85 4,82 1.77
T 14450 . 79.00 28 89.4 14,91 6.05 2.05
9 13212 78.29 37 91.4 14.76 7.69 2.39
(4) . C
3 12958 92.56 -~ 134 90.3 14.29 3.27 1.23
5 13994 93.14 132 90.5 14.85 - %, 80 . 1.58
CAPIYAL-
1ZAt1ON
7 14450 79.00 28 89.4 14,91 - 6.17 1.93
9 13212 78.29 37 9%.4 14.76 7.81 2.23
t5) : K )
. 3 12958 92,56 134 90.3 14,29 3.47 1.30
5 13994 93.14 132 90.5 14.85 4,74 1.53
LPUNCTUATION .

7 14450 79.00 28 89,4 14.91 6.05 1.86
2 13212 78.28 37 914 .| 14476 7.65 2.12

kY

® SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66~67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
& .
+
)
R
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BALTIMORE CITY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL —- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN’AVERAGE SIANISARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
+LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE# (CONTINUED) s

» .
(1) ) 2) (3) (4) (5) 16) (7 ts)
i AVERAGE . AVERAGE .
. STANDARD GRADE
: NUMBER OF PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT STANDARD
SKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOOLS SCORE DEVIATION SCORES DEVIATION
AREAS GRADE ENROLLED TESTED tESTED {SAS) {sp) - (GE) }'sn)
16) SR ER 12958 92.56 134 90.3 24.29 3.03 1,21
LANGUAGE 5 13994 93,14 132 : 90.5 24.85 4,42 2150
USAGE .
7 14450 79.00 28 89.4 24.92 5.80 .79 .
9 13212 n.'éa 37 9244 24.76 7.22 2.28
. ﬁ 12958 92,56 134 90,3 14,29 3.32 1.0§ -
LANGUAGE 5 13994 93,14 132 9.5 14.85 4,71 1.37
TOTAL - - -
) 7 . 14450 79.00 28 89.4 14,91 6.03 1.61
13212 78.28 37 9l.! 14.76 7.61 1.91
R Rl i R e

ta} 134 90.3 14.29 3.00 .90
"‘ggs:g;;git 5 13994 93,05 132 90.5 24.85 © 4458 © 1420
7 14450 78.82 28 8924 24.92 . 6.03 1436
9’ 13282 78.56 37 91.4 A 14.76 7.45 .72
9) 3 12958 93.77 134 90.3 | 34e29 - 2.94 .95
e <
. Rt 5 | 32994 93.05 32 90,5 | 14485 4.67 1.2
7 14450 78.82 28 " 594 _ 34.93 5.88 149
9 ' 13232 78456 37 K- 7 I 14.76 7.30 1.85
0! 3 12958 93.77 134 90.3 14,29 3,00 ,86
WATHEMATICAL ' 5 . 13994 93,05 13 90,5 14,85 4,65 1.10
TOAL s - : :
' 7- w0 | 78,82 28 . 894 | 1w.e1- |. 5.98 1.29
q 13212 78.56 3 . 9].4 14,76 7.40 1.63

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES &8-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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. BALTIMORE CITY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH
YEAR Il (1974-1975) DATA LN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES#* o

-

SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR

GRADE . .
1973 - 1974 1979 - 1975
) . 3 89,9 90,3
NONVERBAL 5 90.8 90,5
ABILITY 7 89.6 89,4
9 91.9 91,4
e DTN
B} 3
5
7
g +
3 .
READING : 5 . 42 4,30
LOMPREHENS1ON 7 5 72 5.60 ‘
, | 9 7.15 7.05
NrIRE T Ar o
: 3 3,36 3,32
__— LANGUAGE 5 4,89 71
‘ .TOTAL 7 6,24 6,03
9 7.78 7.61
' 3 3,08 3,00
HATHEMAT ICAL 5 4,82 © 4,65 7
TOTAL 7 6,15 5,98
9 7.65 7,40

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL IHSTRUC 10NS
FO®. INTERPRETIMG THIS TABLE. . :
1T SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR ‘1 AND YEAR 11 ARE

FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS. .

e
- 4

Q ‘ - 134
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» BALTIMOéE CIT¥ (ABBOTTSTON - BROOKLYN)

fABLE 3. .SCHOOL LEVEL —- COMMUNITY AN@ PUBLIC éCHOOL_RESOURCES PROFILE#

¥

T =3
SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT PERCENT
s ) TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF | PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDIAN
GRADE | SCHOOL | PUPIL/| DAILY TOTAL NO, EXPERIENCE MASTER'S] DISAD~ | EDUCA- | FAMILY
ORGANT- | CNROLL-] STAFF | ATTEN- DEGRIE VAN- | TION OF | 1NCOME
2ATION MENT | RATI10 | paNCE -TFACHFR|ADMIN.] TEACHER|ADMIN.] OR ABOVE TAGED | MOTHER (4)
SCHOOL NAME {3} t2) (3) (4) (s 16) t7) (e} (9} 110) (33) (x2)
ABBOTTSTON K=6 820 22.2 95.3 35.0 2.0 9.7 23.7 21.6 21.5 10.4 7920
ABRAHAM LINCOLN K=-6 643 23.8 89.2 26.0 1.0 2.7 4.9 18.% 35.5 8.9 6912
ALEXANDER HAMILTON K=6 720 22.3 91,7 31.6 1.0 4.0 15.0 . 24.5 26.8 10.0 7951
ARLINGTON "K=5 1,304 24.3 89,5 52.0 2.0 B4 2442 20.4 22.2 10.5 8809
ARMISTEAD K-6 335 23.9  90.7 13.0 1.0 7.3 28.5 Ted 15,3 8.5 8205
ARMISTEAD GARDENS PRE K-6 572 15.7 92.6 34.5 2.0 9k 2647 10.9 6.8 9.4 0994
ARUNDEL e k-6 768 2.5 92.5 33.8 2.0 12.8  24.0 13,2 40.5% 10.5 6420
-,
BARCLAY » K~6 674 7.3 93.3 36.4 3.0 9.7 26.8 20.3 30.3 13.5 7928
BARRISTER CHARLES CARROLL 2-3 552 25.3  89.3 23.0 1.0 10.5 18.0 9.3 30.0 8.1 6958
BAY BROOK PRE K-6 548 2.9 88,9 24.0 1.0 7.7 18.5 12.0 23.0 9.4 840
| BEECHFIELD . K-6 21170 23.9  93.4 47.0 2.0 10.3  23.5 16.3 3.6 L. 4 10,323
BELMONT K=-6 497 19.8  94.5 24.1 1.0 13.8 29,0 17.9 22.4 10.2 8932
BENJAMIN BANNEKER 2-6 160 4.5 82.3 10.0 1.0 10.6  38.4 9.3 43,6 10.8 6538
. -
BENTALOU ) K-3 614 16.6 86,4 35.0 2.0 9.8 24,0 21.6 28.3 9.6 7707 -
BETSY ROSS K~4 566 21.8 88.8 25.0 1.0 12.6  30.0 26.9 2644 8.8 7893
¢ BREHMS LANE . K=6 756 20.4 92.6 35.0 2.0 10,5  33,3- S.4 5.1 9.6 10,155
BROADHAY K-6 265 204 91,3 2.0 1.0 12.5 320 23.1 47.3 8.5 5638
BROOKLYN : K~6 478 19.1  9L,4 24.0 1.0 1k.4 16,5 12.0 169 9.5 8867

4 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS. AND SOURCES OF DA}/ PROVIDEDN IN THIS TABLE.

O _ _1{38 .
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BALTIMORE CITY (ABBOTTSTON - BROOKLYN)

€

. v ’ »
}ABLE‘é. ScHOOL LEVEL ---SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT-SCORESs BY
& SKILL AREA, CGMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SLHOOL .
“AVERAGE STANpARD AGE SCORRS# .
BALTIMOW Hv .
SCHOOL SY!
' SKILL ARLAS
0"':":000::".“010o:.oOQOO:0:::..-ct;ttto‘otﬁctotoyO'0.0Q.:O:Ovottvtctttttttnttttttttontocctcoot
VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY-  OIFFCRe AVERAGE MARY= QIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-  OIFFER=
LAND ENCE LAND  .ENCE LAND CNCE LAND ENCE
5AS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM
ABBOTTSTON 3 88,9 2,44 2,82 -, 38 2,68 2,85 .17 3.05 3.25 -.20 2,83 2,97 -, 14
5 92,8 4,27 48 -,21 4,29 4,56 .27 4,78 4,80 -, 02 4,52 4,84 -.29
ABRAHAM LINCOLN 3 90,8 2.56 2,94 -.38 2,51 2.98 -o47 3.2 3.37 -.25 3,04 3,08 -, 04
: 5 6,4 3,97 3,92 4,05 3,89 4,01 ~s12 4,12 4,27 .15 4,21 4,30 -,09
ALEXANDER HAMILTON 3 87,4 2,40 2,72 432 2,56 2,78 .19 3.06 3,15 -, 09 2,80 2,88 -,08
5 87,0 3,86 3,97 -, 11 4,13 4,07 4,06 4,27 4,32 -, 05 4,14 4,3% -, 21
ARLINGTON 3 86,2 2.68 2,65 +.03 2,61 2,67 =406 3,17 3,07 .50 2,78 2,8, -,03
5 89,1 4,16 4,16 +.00 4,19 4,24 =05 4,55 4,49 4,06 4.N3 4,52 ,09
ARMISTEAD 3 86,5 3,14 2,67 o447 3,00 2.69 4431 3,36 3,09 +,27 2,89 2,83 +,06
5 90,9 4,43 .32 el 4,28 4,40 -.12 4,50 4,64 -, 14 4,67 4,66 +,01
ARMISTEAD GARDENS 3 79,3 2,70 2,20 +.50 2,68 2.21 ‘el7 3,05 2461 44 2,89 2,41 ‘.48 0
5 93,0 4,71 4,50 .21 4,71 4,57 iy 4,80 4,82 -,02 4,99 4,83 4,16
-
AR\EN L 3 87,3 2,20 2,72 -.52 2,38 2475 =37 2,82 3,14 -.2? 2,%6 2,88 -, 32
5 88,2 3,59 4,08 -,49 3,76 4,17 ~oly 4,40 4,42 -,02 4,21 4,45 -, 24
14
BARCLAY 3 86,58 3.08 2,67 4.01 2,93 2.69 4024 3.46 3,09 +.37 2,94 2,83 11
5 88,9 3,74 .14 -o4n 3.83 4,23 BT 4,09 4,48 -, 43 4,29 4,50 -, 21
BARRISTER CHAS CARRO 3 87,7 2,62 7 2,74 .12 2,49 2,77 =28 2.95 3.17 -,22 2,73 2,90 -.17
5 90,6 4,30 4,29 4,01 4,35 4,37 -s02 4458 4,62 -,04 4,87 4,64 4,23
- .
BAY BROOK LLEMENTARY. 3 92,8, 2.64 3,07 Y. 2,73 3.12 -¢39 3,12 3,50 ~-.38 3,08 3.19 .11
- 5 90,9 4,32 4,32 4,00 4,39 4,40 -.01 4,59 4,64 -.05 4,68 4,66 +,02
BEECHFIELD 3 98,7 3,51 3,45 +.06 3,47 3.51 --bu 3.RA9 3,90 -,01 3,54 3,54 +,00
S 104,2 .56 5,49 4,07 5,33 5,52 =19 5,93 5,76 .17 5,70 5,72 .02
BELMONT 3 92,2 3.26 3,03 .23 3,38 3,07 +031 4,11 3,46 4,65 8,22 3.16 +,06
5 91,9 4,23 40 -e17 4,32 4,48 -s16 4,81 - 4,73 +,08 4,44 U, Ty -,30
. / . .
BENJAMIN BANNEKER 3 #5.6 2,29 2,61 413 1,95 2,63 -s6h & 2.32 3,03 me71 8 2,41 2,78 -, 37
. 5 83,4 \E}: 65 +.00 3,81 3,76 .05 4,19 4,02 4,13 4,25 4,06 4,19
BENTALOU 3 93,9 2,98 3,14 ~-:16 3,08 3,19 (-.h 3,66 3.58 +,08 3,39 3,26 4,13
BETSY ROSS 3 91,2 2,53 2,97 -."u«’ 2,64 3,01 =37 3,02 3,40 ° =,38 2,84 3,10 “.26
- ’ ’
BRENMS LANE 3 98,3 3,23 3,43 -, 20 3,89 3,48 .01 3,02 3.87 +,05 3,59 3,81 +,08
% 98,0 5,08 4,94 Y] 4,99 5,00 ~e01 5,49 5,24 4,25 5,41 5,23 4,18
BHOADWAY 3 92,9 2,96 3,08 012 3,0% 3,12 =407 3,08 3,51 -.43 2,92 3,20 -, 28
5 78,9 5,08 3,26 42,62 s 8,75 3,38 42,37 s 6.8 3,64 . 42,54 ¢ 5,34 3,70 +l1,64 ¢
BROOKLYN 3 100,4 3,13 3,56 -h3 3,29 3,62 =¢33 3,61 4,01 -, 40 3,47 3.64 -, 17
5 96,8 4,74 4,84 ~-s10 4,061 4,09 - 2R 4.A0 YR L] -, 34 5,10 5,13 -,03

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3,

PAGES T4-73,

L
* . : . . .

FOR DEFINITION OF TCRMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISH (o) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE"™ SCORES. AND

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE “"DIFFERENCE" SCORLS PROVIDED IN THIS TVABLE. . -

E
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BALTIMORE CITY (CALLAWAY - EDGECOMB CIRCLE)
TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL —- COMMUNJTY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

-

.t ] ) SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
e
PERCENT PERCENT
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT | MEDIAN MEDIAN
GRADE SCHOOL | PuPIL/| DAlILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S] DISAD~- | FDUCA- FAMILY
ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF | INCOME
ZATION MENT RATIO | DANCE TEACHER|{ADMIN.| TEACHER|ADMIN.| OR ABOVE| TAGED MOTHER (3)
SCHOOL NAME (1) (2} (3) (4} (5) (6) (8] (8) (9) (10) (31) (32)
CALLANWAY K-6 1,006 26.1 94.6 36.5 2,0 9.3 21.4 20.8 14.6 12.0 9715
. -
CARTER GODWIN WOODSON K~6 574 23,0 94,2 24,0 1.0 9.5 31,0 24,0 17.5 10.8 8475
CECIL K=-6 684 25.8 92.8 25.5 1.0 13.3° 25.8 2644 29.7 9.7 7429
»
CHARLES CARROLL , P-6 1,362 7.7 08.2 75.0 2,0 10.9 17.9 15.6 57.3 8.8 3742
'
CHERRY HILL P-6 025 .25.0 91.9 32.0 1.0 10.9 32.0 24,2 43.6 - 9.7 5373
C”'Y@NGS P~245-6 543 4.3 88.2 36.0 2.0 9.6 24,0 26.3 53.8 8.8 4027
. = -
cnchsmem PARK K-6 669 22,1 91.8 20.3 2.0 6.6 24,0 14.5 22.4 0.1 7566
. Y .
COLLINGTON SQUARE P-6 1,122 26.2 90.1 4.0 2.0 8.0 26.4 9.3 36.0 9.6 7355
COLUMBUS v\ K-6 725 24,2 9.1 28,0 2.0 10.5 22.0 16.7 28.1 9.8 7194
.
COMMODORE JOHN ROGERS P-6 1,245 24,6 93.3 44,5 2.0 8.9 12.5 15,1 4.7 8.4 6318
&
COPPIN K-6 608 25.3 89.7 23.0 1.0 9.3 27.0 12.5 39.0 9.0 6157
'
"
CROSS COUNTRY K-5 662 20,2 92.2 30,8 2.0  12.6 26,0 12,2 9.0 12.2 13,626
CURTIS BaY K-6 591 19,1 99.4 29.0 2,0 8.4 31.0 19.3 17.4 " 9.0 8738
- DAVID E WEGLEIN ( P-4 534 15.7 85.6 32.0 2.0 8.2 32.3 ,23.5 57.5 8.6 3483
DICKEY HILL K=6 495 22,5 93.3 21.0 3.0 9.4 27-0 22.7 8.1 12.3 10,298
DR BERNARD HARRIS . K~-6 589 16.4 90.9 35.0 3.0 10.2 37.8 22.2 47.2 9.0 5706
- DK HA'RTIN LUTHER KING JR 4-6 _‘1..1.50 24.6 080.9 45.0 * 2.0 T.2 20.5 21.3 28.5 9.9 7572
3 -
EDGECOMD CIRCLE K=6 1261 26.2 91.8 46.1 2.0 8.9 34,5 ‘ 22.9, 23.6 11.0 8470
/ 2 . N
N
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-713, FOR. DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS \'ABLE?"\
' \

O
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SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRE\TING THE "DJFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

o AR U5 B
ERIC . 139 |

PArurte . . . . . ‘
. - . A .

«

T BALTIMORE CITY (CALLAWAY - EDGECOMB CIRCLE)
TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL —-- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL *
BALTIMORE CIFY AVERAGE S1ANDARD AGE SCORES#
SCHOOL SY>TEM
A
SKILL AREAS
.t“.‘ntt““"o"“o0'.'“'.0‘,"0.10.On"'n".c‘t‘ttOOQO.OQQG'OQQQQQntoooqogntggvn...cncn....o.v.t
VOCABULARY ’ READING COMI'REMLNSION * LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GRAUE AVCRAGE AVERA ARY=  DIFFrR- AVERAGE MARY=  OIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- = OIFFCR~- AVERAGE MARY- ° DIFFER=
LANO ENCE LAND ENCE LAND . ENCE LAMD ENCE
SAS 6E NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM
CALLAWAY 3 89.5 2.80 2.86 -.06 2,95 2.89 +.06 3.50 3.29 +¢29 2,95 3.00 -,05
5 89,9 4,17 4,23 -.06 4,12 4.31 =19 4,72 4,56 +,16 4,34 4,58 - 28
CARTER GOUWIN wOSON 3 91,3 * 3,76 2,97 4,79 8 2,74 3.01 -e27 3.6l 3.40 4,21 2.96 3.11 -,15
94,1 4,87 4,50 .27 4,63 4,67 -.08 5,40 4,91 4,49 4,96 4,91 +,05
L ]
CECIL 3 90,9 3,00 2,95 4,05 3,08 2.99 +.09 3,54 3.38 4,16 3.11 3,08 +,03
5 91,3 . 4.13 4,35 -, 22 4,23 4ot =20 LY.L 4,68 +.16 4,49 4,69 -,20
N
CHARLE¥: CARROLL 3 86,7 __ 2,30 2,60 -.38 2.51 2,71 =420 2074 3,10 =-.36 2.64 2,84 -.,20
' 5 89,0 3.98 4,15 -.17 4,10 4,23 -e13 4447 4,49 -.02 4,63 4,51 4,12
CHERRY H1LL 3 88,1 2.67 2,77 -.10 2,73 2.80 -.07 3.37 3.19 .18 2.083 2.92 =-.09
] 87.5 4,10 4,02 ¢, 16 4,24 Hell 4013 4,91 4436 4,55 4,41 4,39 +,02
CITY SPRINGS 3 92,7 2,60 3,06 -~ 46 2,72 3.11 -.39 3.05 3.50 -.45 2.90 3.19 -,29
. 5 B4, 4ol4 3.73 YL} 4,10 3,84 4426 4,21 4,09 4,12 4.27 4,13 LI LI
/ - - — ’ -
COLOSTREAM PARK 3 93,1 2.88 3,09, =.24., 2,30 3.14 -eliy 3.06 3,52 -46 2,70 3.21 -.51 »
. + 5, 90w 4,35 4,27 +.08 3.81 4,35 -¢54 4433 4,60 -,27 R4 4,62 -, 38
o N o A
COLL1NGTON SQUARE 3 89,1 , 2,37 2,83 -6 2,64 2.87 -e23 2.94 3,26 -¢32 2.74 2.98 ~e24
. 5 07,5 3e77_ 402 -s25% - 3,96 4,11 . =15 4.58 4,36 4,22 4433 4,39 -.06
a - ¢
COLUMBUS 3 85,3 2.47 2,59 -12 2,58 2461 -e0% 2.4 3.01 -.17 2,64 2,76 .12
5 88,2 4,06 > 4,08 -, 02 4,01 4417 -e16 4oyl 'YLY ~,01 i34 4,45 -, 11 .
COMMOUORE JOHN ROGCR 3 82,7 2,77 2,42 .35 2,48 2,44 +.0u 2405 2.83 4,02 2.67 2.61 4,06
5 83,2 3.68 3.64 +.08 3,86 3.74 .12 3.99 4,00 ~-,01 4,08 4,05 4,03
v
COPPIN 3 84,5 2.48 2,54 -, 06 2,57 2,56 +.01 2,93 2,95 -.02 2.66 2.1 ,=+05
5 86,4 3.58 3.92 .1 3,78 4,01 -e23 4,08 4,27 -.19 4,02 4,30 -,28
CROSS COUNTRY 3 9u,4 3,53 3.17 1,36 3,39 3.22 ¢e17 4,12 3.61 4,51 3.%3 3,29 ., 24
97.8 6,12 4,93 ¢1,19 ¢ 5,37 4,98 4439 5,79 5,22 +.57 5,51 5,21 +,30
CURTIS BAY - 3 95,2 2,08 3,23 3% 2,86 3.28 =42 3.04 3.66 . -,22 3.17 3.33 =-.16
5. 97,2 4,04 4,87 -.03 4,69 4,93 -2 5,00 5,17 -.17 5,35 5,16 +,19
DAVIQ € wEGLEIN 3 e7.2  2.u2 2,71 -,20 2,38 2.7 . =.36 2,90 3,03 -.23 2.6 2,87 -,24
' .
DICKEY HILL 3 99,0 3.12 3.47 - -.3% 3,21 353 -+32 3.90 3.92 | =.02 3.%82 3.5% =,03 ]
5 97,2 4.9¢ 4,87 +.09 4,80 4,93 ~e13 5445 5,17 4,20 5,09 5,16 -,07 : i
) . . ’ o . -
DR BEKNARD HARRIS EL 3 88,4 2.26 2,79 -.53% 2,58 2,82 -4 2.07 3.21 -3 2.681 2,94 -,13 1
. 5 87,8 ° 3.35 4,04 -.69 »3498 4,13 ~e15 3.59 4439 -.80 » 3,78 4,41 =63 @ ;
i . f
DR MARTIN L, KING UR & 87,2 4,19 3.99 .20 4,32 4,08 .24 W37 4,34 4,03 §,42 4,37 ¢,05 1
’ i
EUGECUMY CIRCLE 3 89,1 2.48 2,83 -39 2,67 2.87 ~e20 3.13 3.26 -.13 2.79 2.98 ~-.19 i
5 89,7 3.80 421 P 3,90 4,29 =-+31 4e53 4454 -.04 4,38 4,56 -, 10 !
l":'/ 3
4 )
;
& SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74~75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK [#) ACCOMPANYING “DIFFERENCEY SCORES, AND i
j
]
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BALTIMORE CITY (EDGEWOOD -~ GEORGE WASHINGTON)

o -
TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL =-- COMMUNITY .AND PUBLIC SCHOOL “RESOURCES PROFILE#
¢
BALTIMORE CITY 3
‘ ) . SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
.'« PERCENT PERCENT - —
\ & TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF | PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDIAN
GRADE. | SCHOOL | PuPILZ| DaILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S| DISAD~ | EDUCA- | FAMILY
ORGANI~ | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- | TION OF | IncOME
ZATION MENT | RATIO | DANCE TCACHERJADMIN. TEACHER|ADMINJ] OR ABOVE| TAGED [ MOTHER (s)
SCHOOL NAME 1) t2) 3 (41 (s) t6) (7 (8) {9 (10) J {11) (12)
f; ' ‘
EDGEWOOD k-6 672 20,9  92.9 30,1 2.0 15.3 25.5  31.1 23,0 11.1 . 8868
ELEMENTARY #58 k=6 414 24,3 94,7 16.0 1.0 13.1 18.0 17.6 12.9 12,3 10,385
{ . i
ELEMENTARY #94 k-6 497 20,7  91.8 23,0 2.0 ~ 13.0 35.0 25.0 32,5 9.5 7073
e ’
ELEMENTARY #126 P-6 209 19.0 9.4 10.0 3.0 16.4 25.0 27.3 32,8 8.4 6510
J
. ELMER A HENDERSON k=6 830 23.1  89.3 34.0 2.0 7.8 23,0 16.7 47.9 8.8 sou
) - ‘
EUTAN P-6 939 19.2 89.9 47,0 ‘%'2.0 11.5 21,5  24.5 49,0 9.4 5553
. ' N
FANNIE L BARBOUR 26, 458 14.3 85,5 30.0 2.0 11.9 24,0 18,7 45.2 8.1 4977
FORT WORTHINGTON 2-6 14009 20.2 _ 93,0 48.0 2.0 9.6 32.4 22.4 10.1 9078
A NG )
’ J .
a FRANKFORD k-6 732 20,3 92.1 34,0 2.0 33.8 23.0 3.0 1l.4 9942
FRANKLIN D ROOSEVELT K-6 424 23.5  90.8 17.0 1.0 1245 24,0 25,2 10.7 8128
o ¥
FRANKLIN SQUARE 3-6 483 14.6 84,2 32.0 1.0 10,5 30,0 ///42.5 8.6 5822
FURLEY k-6 779« 21,9 93,2 33,5 2.0 7.0 31,7  22.5 3.6 10.4 10,312
FURMAN TEMPLETON P=6 //692 17.9° 87.1 31.0 2.0. 8.4 23,9  30.3 58.8 NA NA
. GARDENVILLE k=6 426 23.7 94,3 ©  17.0 1.0 12,3 ,30.0 27.8 5.0 10.2 10,601
S “ - 0 .
GARRETT HEIGHTS - k=6 511 23.8 93,3 20,5 1.0 13.8 33.0  18.6 - 4.5 11.0 10,788
’ ' v
CEORGE KELSON k-6 496 22,5  88.2 20,0 2.0 14.0 23,3 18.2 48.9 NA
. GEORGE STREET k=5 T2 20.4 89,2 31,0 2,0 11.7 35,0 18.2 58.2 8.5 3644
GEORGE WASHINGTON- P-6 =~ 687 19.6  90.0 33.0 2.0 8.3 21,6 17.1 3644 8.2 6612
& B
, > .
)“' -

B

ERI
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® SEE CMAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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TABLE 4.

BALTIMORE C1Ty
SCHOOL 5YSItM

SCHOOL HAME

EDGEWODOD

ELEMENTARY 058

ELEMENTARY 094

ELEMENTARY 126

ELMER A HEHDERSON

EUTAW

FANNIE L BARBOUR

FURT wORTHINGTON
———

FHRANKFORL

SCHOOL LEVEL

SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQU
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMY .BASED ON SCHOOL

BALTIMORE CITY (EDGEWOOD - GEORGE WASHN)

* AVERAGE STANDARD ?GE SCORES#

»

SKILL ARLQS

ALENT SCORES,

BY

““‘.'0.....‘.....O‘..QQ.'O.....O'.l‘....“."0..."'..........“"O‘l\.....O'..‘....".......“....
' ¢ :

VOCABULARY

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY-

5AS GE
3 89,4 2,75
5 Y 4,45
3 93,9 3.40
5 98,9 6,70

LowT

& i
3 85,4 2,75
5 88,1 3.88

3 89,2 2,33

L. .. % .830 381

3 84,1 2.26
5 - 85,4 J.52

3 87,4 2,63
b 88,7 4436
5 86,0 3.66

3 66,0 2,81
5 90,2 4.13

o w
-}
&
-
o
o
—

FHANKL SN D ROOSEVELT 3 83,6 2.80
. 5

FHANKLTIH S5QUARE

éﬁfﬁﬂLEY

87,5 4.27

5 85,9 3.98

3 94,2 + 3.39

-] 97.3 5.12

FURMAN TLNPLETQQ""*S 8644 2.58
LS

GARDENVILLE

GARRETT HLIGHTS

GLONGE  KELSON

GEORGE , STRLET

GLORGL WASHINGTONM

o«

5 8.4 3.04

101,2 37
101.1 5.31

(LR 7]

3 100,5 31
.5 102,7, S5.41

"3 Mbe,2 3,07
5 89,5 4,27

Ll
o
-3
.
o
~n
A
>
&

3 90,5 2.25
5

« & SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITIDN OF TERMS, EXPLANATION DF ASTERISK (#) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCDRES, AND

LAND
NORM

3.16
4,88

2,66
3.65

READING COMI"REMENSION

. : —
D{FFrR- AVCRAGE MARY~ . DIFFPR~ AVLRAGE -MARY=-

LnCE

-e10

19

432
41.68

telb
-.19

LB
+.19

-e2h
-3

=.09
d

-, 22

4,05
-o12

-el0
+ 47

432
+.25

+.11

423
424

=.0n
+.19

- 18

+.09

-e20
+.05

toli2
+.0R

+o0R
-o03

=eh7
-e?n

GE

LAND ENCE LAND
NORM G6E NORM
2.89 -e15 3. 38 3. 28
4o 34 =021 4e.73 4,59
3,19 -e37 3.51 3.58
-5.07 41,05 ¢ 7.20 5,81
2.02 4425 3.00 3,01
4,16 - H2 LI DY [TLRY
v
2.87 -e2R 2.73 3,27
3.73 4439 3.A1 _ 3,99
2453 -012 2.83 2,93
3,93 -e31 3.99 4,19
2.7% =012 2,96 3,15
4e21 =10 462 4oH6
3,98 =¢59 4,36 4e24
2.79 +.00 Jetits 3.19
held -e24 HeT4 4,59
3.38 11 3.8 3.76
4,71 +¢26 5.10 4,95
2.50 +.26 336 2.89
4e11 +.00 4,40 4,36
3.97 402 4e32 4,23
3.21 4. 02 d.A4 3,60
4,94 -e12 S.49 5.18
2,69  =e21 2463 3.08
3.76 te26 LRY:L 4,02

368 =¢0% 4,21
5.26 ~+08 5.72

3463 =026 . M1
5.39 =.08 5.68

2.067 LR 3.06
4.28 4429 4,70

2.79 +.0R 37 3.19

3.87 ~e29 we1? 413
2,96 -5 2,76 3.3%
4,30 -e2n el 4,55

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIPONS FOR INTERPRETING THC "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PRDVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

1€3 .

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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LANGUAGE TOTAL

MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

DIFFER~ AVERAGE MARY=-

« ENCE
+.10
.14

-.07
+1,89

~.01

0.q0

-.54
-.18

=.10
-.20

~.19
4,06

4,12

4,25
.15

412
+.15

.47
+,04

&0

4,24
4031

=45,
+,02

.24

LAND
GE — NORM
A Y

2,97 . 3.00
4oU5 4,61
.12 3.26
6,19 ¢ 54,30
2,78 2,77
4,27 4, by
2.89 2,99
4,21 4,03
2.57 2,69
4,07 4,22
2,82 2,88
%460 (LY.
4435 4,27
3.12 2.92
(T} 4,60
3.37 3,42
2.23 4,95
3,02 2.66
4456 4,39

4,26

5,15 5.47
2.62 2,82
4,41 4,06
3.82 3,68
5.47, 5,47
3,04 3,64
5,60 5,60
2.9% 2,81
#e03 4,55
2.81 2,92
3,97 4,17
2.63 3.06
Ho2 4,87

DYFFER~
ENCE

-,03
=.16

.14
+.89 ¢

4,01
-7

-, 10
+,18

~.12
-, 15

-,06
4,12

ﬂ.Ob

x;
§.20

-4

=+ 05
+,28

4,36
4,17

-.01

+,27
-,02
»

=20
4,35

4,14
4,00

-.11
-.20

-3
-15.

8




BALTIMORE CITY (GILMOR - HOWARD PARK) ';
TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL =-- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

. I . g (
‘
z -
A Y
N 3
SCHOOL AGE CH]LDREN
PERCENT PERCENT -
TOTAL ;} AVERAGE ) AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT | MEDIAN MEDIAN
- GRADE SCHOUL PILZ| Dally TOTAL NO. FXPERITNCE MASTICR!'S] DISAD- | [buCa~ FAMIL Y
. ORGANI- | ENROLL-| SYAFF [ ATTEN- DILGRFE VAN- TION OF | INCUME
ZATION MENT RATIO | DaNCE TCACHER| ADMIN,| TEAC ADMIN.| OR AROVE TAGED MOTHER (s}
SCHOOL NAME (Ll (21 3} (4) {5) (b)*\JC } i8) 19) (10) (1) L2}
, . _
L
GILMOA K=6 762 23.1 87.9 3.0 2.0 13,8 28.9 2.2 49.8 8.9 5295 . .
:
GLENMOUNT K-6 629 22.4 94.9 26.2 2.0 10.5 29.5 16.0 ) R 3.9 10.8 10,853
. *
GOVANS . - K=6 ~ 512 19.4 92.9 2%.4 1.0 11.5% 38.0 11.4 6.4 12.4 13,200
r
GRACELAND PARK ODONNEL Ml P-6 6087 19.9 817.2 32.5 2.0 7.9 19.3 29.0 40.5 8.8 7709
1]
GAOVE PARK K=6 699 22.5 93.9 29.0 2.0 9.9 2.0 22.06 6.9 12.0 1015006
o . &
GUILFORD K~6 753 24.2 91.6 29.0 2.0 9.2 28.17 19.3 14.3 12.1 10,812
. . ’ &
GUILFORD AVENUE P=6 520 16.3 91.9 30.0 2.0 1.4 21.5 18.7 4.6 10.2 6260
L}
GWYNNS FALLS K=-6 142 23.9 92.% 29.0 2.0 17.4 27.5 3%.5 21.3 11.0 9194 \/
, | ‘
HAMILTON K-6 533 20.6 94.1 25%.0 L.Oi 10.4% 18.0 15.4 2.3 1.1 10n215
HAMPDEN K=6 156 L2186 87.5% 33.0 2.0 11.8 20.0 25.7 16.9 9.5 8881
ﬁ‘ /\ a ’
HAMPSTEAD HILL K-6 . 412 22.9 91.3 7.0 1.0 7.0 30.0 5.5 14.5 8.2 8411 !
HARLEM PARK ) K=-6 8586 24.‘0 88.2 . 330 2.0 13 ) 27.7 21.3 ) 47.6 N 8.7 2360
/ 8 2 , : . .
1]
HAZELWOOD K=-6 649 20.3 92.1 ) 30.0 2.0 = 9.4 27.9 15.6 5.5 10.9 11,237
= o
v ) . ‘ .
MIGHLANDTOHN #2128 936 20.6 91.3 \28.0 1.0 8.5% 30.95 7.7 ) 8.6 8.5 9076
» C4 N e . v N
HIGHLANDTOWN #2237 . K=t 237 24.9 89.4 8.5 ) 3.0 6.5 2.0 42.%. 9.3 0.4 8709
0 ) : .
¢ © HILION K6 92% 25.7 94.6 34.0 .2.0 3.1 2%.0 13.9 14,8 11.9 10,305 ’
. Y
HOLADIARD K~&6 500 20. 8 91.2 23.0 1.0 10.17 30.0 4.2 . 3.2 ., 8.9 2637
A+
HOWARD PARK K-6 840 25.5 93.5 31.0 2.0 1.4 2%.3 ' 264.2 . 1.9 12.0 101456
* ¢ SEE C'NAP'IER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN TMIS TVABLE. ?
) ' N i
LS . - Y .
ERIC £t ‘
. .
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- o BALTIMORE CITY (GILMOR - HOWARD PARK)
1 . : T A
4 TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT sccREs, BY
» SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON scHooL . -
. , : AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# ‘ .
BALY IMORE CITY S -
SCHYOL SYSIEM . Y .
. , . , _ L . VY e

SKILL ARFAS

e o
» %3

f

SCHOOL NAME

. 9

"6RADE AVERAGE

SAS

, 82,0
81,5

99,3
103,6

97,7
100, 4

91,7
‘93,0

96,6
91,1

90,6
92,1

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

GILMOR . 3
5
GLENMOUNT  ~ 3
. s
g “
GOVANS . 3
b 5
GRACELAND PARK 3
s
'S GROVE PARK 3
5
GUILFORD S
N - s
GUILFORD AVENUE 3
A ) s
GKYMNS FALLS  ° 3
5
v HAMILTON : g
" HAMPDEN 3
" ~ S
HAMPSTEAD MILL 3
. 5
HARLEM PARK 3
: 5
HAZELWOOQD 3
5
HIGHLANDTOWN 215 3
: B s
3 HIGHLANDTOWN 237 3
i . ’ 5
iy
HILTON . 3
Wt S
R .

HOLABIRD : Vo3
¢ e

A ]
HOWARD PARK 3
5

[

' SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS

t‘#o.‘OQ‘tt‘t‘t.Ott"."ttotctttt‘.‘totgo‘tt‘o000tottttt‘.‘ttt‘tt‘ttto‘ttttttt

VOCABULARY
ERAGE MARY-
LAND £rct
GE NORM ,
2.56 2,68 * -,17
3,79 4,02 -.?3
Ay
. 7 .
4400 3,50 +450,
5477 4o 5.3 4043,

. B A
2,82 2,98 -Jxa&:;;
4,94 4,54 +ou0

.-
2.63 3,04 -1
Se11 67 +olit
4
3.45 3,18 1427
4,51 3 - 4457 .
¢ b

. E
2.1 2,72 .11
S:gh 4,15 ,’1:09 -

N :
4,63 3031 ve1,32%
4,93 4,37 4,86
3.12 2,83 4429
4.58 4,52 +406
0 N N ‘
3.11 3,52 -.41
5.46 5,39 4,07
3.58 3,10 +e8
« 5,27 4,69 .58

2,53 2,94 ol
443, 4,55 .12
2,43 +38 +.05
3.50 3,49 +,01
3,63 3,49 414
5,45 S.ub +.01
3.26 2,89 +.37
4,90 4,89 +.01
2.88 3439 - 51
4,82 S5.16 E.BQ
3.27 3,00 4427

«71 50 +.21
2,83 3,32 - lig
4,62 4,33 +.29
2,59 2,93 -34

.09 4442

DIFFIrR- AVERAGE

-.33

READING COMPREHENS}ON

GE

4,03
2,89

4,22

4,51

2,46

3457

3,45

5439

2,83
5.02

3,04
4,92

3.11

61
2,83
4,65

2,65
4,11

»

MARY=~
LAND
NORM

2.71
4,12,

3.56
S.38

3.02
4e0L

3.08
4.73

3423,
4,03

2.75
4 .‘23*“'

105 143

LANGUAGE TOTAL

DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY~

ENCE

- 34
=15

+eli1
4426

+.04
+.27

C-.17
-3

+.00
+e40

3

- 33
-e20

u
e li7
-e23

.

-e02
-.08

~:33
~e¢10

+e45
-e02

~18
-e30

+.07
+.04

-S4
+e24

.32
-439

GE

©

2,82
4.28

4,470,

6,10

3.66
Se15

3.05

5.01

3,93

4e74

3.29

.40
L]

13.91

494

3.29
4eR2

3.96
5.96

3

3.25

S5e24

.21

4.76

2671

“.lk
.

32

5496

" 3449

5.08

3.32

6456

3.86
5.35

3.43
4,65

3.08
4.63

b

«

LAND
NORM

3.11
4437
\
3.94
5461
1
3.41
4,85

3.47
4,98

‘l
362
4,29

3.14
4,49

3.75
4,69

3.26
4,84

3.97
5.66

3.54
5,00

3.37
4.86

2.79
3.86

3.94
5.70

3.32
5,19

3.83
Sebb

3.43
4,82

3.76
4.66

3.36
T4

.

‘8

. DIFFER= AVERAGE MARY=~

ENCE  * LAND

E  -NORM

%

&
-.29 2.57 2,85
-.09 414 4,40
+.76 ¢ 4,23 3,58
+.49 5.63 5,58
+,25 3,31 3.0
$.,300 5,21 4,86
42 2,84 3,17
+,03 4,95 4,98
+,31 3,41 3,29
+,45 4,87 4,32
5 2,78 2.88
.09 4,41 4,51
+6 3,75 3,41
+.25 Se12 4,71
4,03 3.046 , 2,98
-.02 4,62 4,84
, .
-, 01 3.63 3.60
.30 5,36 5.63
.29 3,27 3.22
+o24 Se17 4,99
-.16 3,00 3.08
~,10 5.19 4,87
-.08 2,57 2,57
+.25 4,14 3,91
, ,
+.38 3,86 3.57
+.26 5,78 5.67
. 1]

17 3.34 3,03
=11 5,08 .18
-.51 3,61 3,48
+1,12 % 5,38 ' 5,42
+.43 3,12 3,13
+.53 4,76 4,83
-.33 3,11, 3,41
-,01 4,80 4,68
-8 2,87 3,07
“11 4,58 4,76

# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74~-75, FOR DEFINITION DF TERMS, EXPLANATION DF ASTER]SK (*) ACCOMPANYING "DlFFERENCE" SCORES AND
FOR INTERPRETING THE "DlFFERENCE" SCDRES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

. .
serssasrfeisanyenes
v

MATHEMATICALY TOTAL’
i

DTFFER~
ENCE

-.28
-.26

[y

+,65 »

+,05

+,20
+,35

T, 33
-,03

.

+,12
+,55

-.10
-.1«0
+,34
BRLL2!

3

+,06
-.22

IS

* 4,03
-.27

-~ 4,05
4,18

-,08
+,32%

+,00
+,23

“wu
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. ‘?BALTIMORE CITY (IRVINGTON ~ MARGARET. BRENT)
¢ % ) . . .
. TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE »
» + . . . ‘. .
. ’ +
’ ! A / :
. . .
. ‘W £l
“ . 13
N " SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN -
PERCENT , PERCENT |—= -
5 TOTAL AVERAGE . JAVERAGE YEARS 4 STAFF | PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDIAN
"GRADE | SCHOOL | PUPIL/| DAILY TOTAL NO. | EXPERIENCE - | MASTER'S| DISAD- | EDUCA-" | FamILY
) ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN- : DEGREE VAN- [ T10N OF | INCOME
. ZATION | "MENT |RATIO | DANCE TEACHER| ADMIN.| TEACHER|ADMIN.| OR ABOVE[ TAGED |[MOTHER | ($)
SCHOOL NAME () (2} L (3) (4 (5} 16), (7 (8) 9) (20) (11) (12)
- . LT ;
IRVINGTON v K6, 494 18,3  93.6 26,0 2.0 8.3 36.8 22.2 11.7. 10.4 9050
- } : . -
. : : ) . ¢ v .
JACKIE ROBINSON’ 4-8 308 8.1  B4.1 16,0 1.0 9,2  35.0° 1.8 38.4 9.3 6898
. JAMES MC HENRY . p-3 557 19.9 88,7 27.0 1.0  13.4. 39,0 32,1 42.3 8.1 5551
i i . . - - ! - Ay
JAMES MONROE p-3 787 23.1  87.6° 32,0 2.0  11.0 _ 24,1 1L.8 34.5 8.4 6684
I . .
a " JAMES MOSHER P-6  ~T29 22,8 94.2 30.0 2.0 © 11.6 23.7  18.7 ,  36.5 10.8 8891
@ . .
JOHN EAGER HOWARD K-6 14177 23.3  87.8 48.6 2.0 9.0 21,0 13.0 30,7 10.0 .6395. .
o : . JE
- A - ] . -
JOHN RUHRAH b k-6 438 1 20.9 94.2 20,0 1.0 8.2 23.0 '19.0 9.7 8.6 9847
o ~ . . . Al
o . . [ .
. . N D- - " N
JOHNSTON SQUARE K-6 1,008 24,3  88.1 39,5 2.0 8.7  26.0 19.3 4626 8.0 5266
‘ 'l .
JOSEPH HARRISON LOCKERMAN' P-6 *  465. 18.9  91.3 23,6 - 2.0 9.2 31,0  16.3 8.5 5853
LAFAYETTE, - K~6 7697 22,0 93,5 33,0 2.0 13,8 20,0 25.7 % 10.2 8269, .
‘ . R ’ . R ‘ W A"-Ij
LAKEUAND K-6 765 21.3  91.1 34,0 2.0 5.5% 26,7 19.4 7.9 16.0 9014
. B h' * )
LEITH WALK K-5 863 22,9 35..1. 35,6« 230 1L.4 28.5  1t.s 3.6 12,2 114530
! i ~ —i o [ o
LEXINGTON TERRACE P~6 14236 . 21,9  89.4 49,0 2.0 11.4 33,7 19.6 54.6 8.5 3557
- o 0 - < v -
LIBERTY P-6' 987 L21e6  9L.T 43,6 210° . 8,0 28.0 13.1 Y 11.7 13.7 9965
LYNDHURST/ - TK-5 19332 24,2 93,5 44,0 2.0 9.9 27.0  '23.7 9.3 -11.0 9539
N ! 7= - ' Y *.’
MADISON SQUARE P-6 710 20.9  89.8 32,0 2,0 10.3 26.5 1T.6 48.3 8.8 5516
* N N .
MALCOLM X ELEMENTARY P4 549 22,0 89.9 24,0 1.0 8.5 19.0 4.0 20.8 10.5* 8605
T . . . ” ' N : . .-
MARGARET BRENT P=6 742 22.8 87.5 30.5' 2.0 9.4 29,5 18.5 29.4 9.9 7434 °
\ .
4 ) .
Fad
Pl .
#. SEE ‘cnﬁmua.gnces 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
16
: 1606

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . . -




TABLE 4.

BALTIMORL CITY
SCHOOL SYSILM.

. BALTTMORE CITY

-

(IRVINGTON — MARGARET BRENT)

SCHOOL LEVEL ==~ SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE .EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SGHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES#

*

. "SKILL AREAS - ]
‘.."‘..l.‘.““““Q“...‘.“y...‘..Q.‘.““..‘...‘“%‘.‘.,.......‘.l‘a......‘..Q‘...ﬂ(.‘...‘..‘.‘.‘.

: - VOCARULARY _READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY=  DIFFEP~ AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER= AVLRAGE ' MARY~  DIFFFR= AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER-
: LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE .+ - LAND EMCE
SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM . . GE NORM
-, . £
"IRVINGTON 3 92,9 3,01 3,08 -.07 2,89 3.12 -.é:’*“ 3.45 3.51 ~,06 3.01 ' 3,20 -.19
. 5 91,8 4,34 4,40 ~.06 4,25 4,47 -e22 ° 5.11 4,72 4,39 4,56 4,73 .17
. ’ ﬂ(

JACKIE ROBINSON 5 49,6 3,96 4,20 =24 4,09 4,29 -.20 4,40 4,54 - 14 4,39 4,56 -.17

JAMES MC HLENRY 3 86,8 3.13 2,68 4,45 3,13 2.71 +ol42 3.18 3.11 +,07 3.06 2.85 +,21

JAMES MONROE 3 84,7 2,42 . 2455 ~13 2,51 2,57 -.06 2.0 2.97 .37 245 2,73 - =,28

- 5 gy, 3.64 3.7 -.11 3,97 3.85 4012 J{Sa 4,11 +.,27 4,23 4,15 _ +,08 -
. ' 4 ’

JAMES MOSHER 3 94,7 2.78 3.19 -1 2,92 3.24 -+32 3,61 * 3.63 =02 3,13 3,30 .17
o ’ 5 94,2 4,49 4,61. ~,12 4,26 4,67 -oti) 4,98 4.92 +.06 4,54 4,92 -, 38
Sy b -

JUHN EAGER HOWARD 3 84,6 2.47 2,54 -.07 2,56 2456 +.00 2496 2,96 +,00 2.69 2.72 -.03

‘ - 5 88, 4.26- " 4,10 +.16 4,15 4.19 e 4,88 4,44 +.44 4,53 4,47 +,06
JOHN RUHRAH "3 92,1 2.69 3,03 ¢ -3¢ 2,91 3.07 16 3.74 3.46 +.28 3,25 3.15 +,10
. 5 90,9 4,43 4,32 +.11 4,52 4,40 412 4,93 4,64 +.29 4,83 4,66 +,17
. . .
JOHNSTON SGUARE 3 90,6 2.69 2,93 =24 2,50 2.97 LY 3.39 3,36 4,03 2.83 3,07 -.24
5 84,6 3,58 3,76 -.18 3.86 3.86 +.00 4.18 4,12 4,06 4,09 4,16 -, 07
. R ) . ’ . .
JOSEPH H,. LOCKERMAN 3 87,5 3,24 » 2,73 +.51 3,17 2,76 4+l 4,04 3.15 +.89 &« 3,01 2.89 +,12 - -
. 5 87,7 4,74 4,03 +.71 4,72 4,12 +460 Se64 4,38 41,26 ¢ 4,96 4,41 +,55 o
14 l
LAFAYETTE 3 90,0 2.83 2,89 -.06 2,60 2,93 ~e33 3,00 3,32 +,08 2.88 3,03 -.15
5 89,7 7 4.69 4,21 © +.u8 4,43 4,29 +o14 4,92 4,54 +.38 4,92 4,56 +,36
Ed N L N T
= LAKELANO . 3 104,0 2.93 3.79 ~86 % 2,76 3.87  ~1.11 & 3.09 4,25 ~e76 & 3,22 3.84 -.62 '
5 101.3 5.08 5,23 - 15 5,02 5,27 -.25 5.27 5,51 -.20 5.39 5,49 . =,10
LEITH WALK ° 3 99,6 3,74 3,51 4423 3,76 3.57 +.19 4445 3.96 4,49 3.85 3.59 +.26
5 101,6 5.63 5,26 4437, 5,49 5.30 +e19 5,94 5.54 +.40 5.72 5.51 +,21
LEXINGTON TERRACE 3 87,5 3,23 2,73 +.50 2,99 2,76 +.23 3450 3615 +.35 2.88 ~ 2,89 -,01
C 5 86,7 3.60 3.95 -.35 3.82° 4,04 -e22 4,04 4,29 -.25 4,11 4,33 -, 22
. ” ) ..
L1BERTY 3 91,3 2455 2,97 -2 2,61 3,01 -ol0 3.16 3,40 ~-.24 2,81 3.11 -.30
. 5 93 4,26 4,52 -.26 4,16° 4,59 o3 4.52 4,84 -.32 4,64 4,8y .20
g . N
LYNDHURST 3 86,9 2.57 2,69 .12 2,61 2.72 -e11 3,32 3.11 +.21 2,81 2.85 -.04
5 91,2 4,24 4,34 -.10 4,21 4,42  .-e21 4,92 4,67 +.25 4,49 4,68 .19
MADISUN SQUARE 3 as5,.4 2.40 2.59 -.10 2,40 2,02 ~e2? 2.82 3.01 ~.19 2,65 2,77 -,12
' .5 88,9 4,06 4,14 ~-,08 4,16 4,23 =+ 07 4494 4,48 +.46 7 4,46 4,50 -, 04
- ) R
> MALCOLM X LLEMENTARY 3 88,5 2.46 2,79 -.33 2,59 2.83 -e24 2.87 3,22 ~.35 2,74 2,95 -,21

) . . . -

MARGARET BRENY 3 89,5 2.74 2,86 =12 2,76 2.89 ~-e13 3.19 3,29 -.10 3,04 3,00 +,04

; 5 49,2 4,09 4,17 -.0R 3.90 4,25 -¢35 4,49 4,50 -,01 4,66 4,52 +,14

ld

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (%) ACCDMPANYING “DIFFERENCE™ SCORES, AND

SPECTAL INSTRUCTIDNS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABL{.
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BALTIMORE CITY (MARY E RODMAN - ROBERT FULTON) |
TABLE 3, SCHOOL LEVEL =-- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESQURCES PROFILE#

.,
@ '
"~ »

et 3 = +
. ‘ , | SCHOOL AGE CHILDRFN
PERCENT | / PERCENT |~
Shas TOTAL AVERA?‘ / AVERAGE YEARS STAFF | PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDIAN
GRADE | scHooL | purTL/| parry” TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S| DISAD- | EDUCA- | FAMILY
ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- | TION OF | INCOME
. ZATION MENT RATIO | DANCE TEACHER| ADMINJ TEACHER{ ADMIN.| OR ABOVE] TAGED MOTHER (3)
SCHOOL NAME 1) (2) 13) | (4) < (5) (6) (7) i8) 9) 110) (11) {12)
[
- ‘ . . ,
MARY E RODMAN K=6 34062 22,3 93.1 46,0 2.0 11.4 24,9  18.7 10.6 L0.8 9328 )
1 ) . . . “ .
MATTHEW A HENSON K-6 882 25.5 . 93.4 32.6 2,0 11.3 28.5  14.5 35,7 9.6  T220
MEDFIELD HEIGHTS K-6 * 386 16.1  93.8 23.0 1.0 8.8 37.0° 25,0 8.5 11.6 ‘11,017
. i . .
MONTEBELLO P-6 * 1,056 22.5 9L.6 . 45,0 2.0 6.8 24,3 19.1 “14.6 10.7 10:062
‘¢ - - .
MORDECAI GIST K-6 620 . 22,1 92.1 27.0 1.0 1le4 20,0  14.3 11.7 11.8 9726 -
MORRELL K-6 473 ‘18,5  91.7 24,5 1.0 8.0 33.0 1.8 11.4 9.1 9529
- “ .
MT ROYAL P-6 541 15.9  92.0 32.0 2,0 9.5 25.1 20.6 26.8 11.8 8079°
MT WASHINGTON K-6 415  21.4  94.2 18.4 1.0% 15.1  27.0 27.8 7.2 12.7 146612
MT WINANS K~6 283 20,2 90.0 13,0 1.0  13.2 28,0 T.1 - 59.6 9.3 3893
 NORTH BEAD ‘ P-6 801 22.3° 88.0 34.0 2.0 8,6 21.5 22.2 NA - NA NA
) .
NORTHWOOD K-6 993 23.6 93,3 40,0 2.0 8.9 24,0 1647 5.4 12.1 13.973
OLIVER CROMWELL K-6 727 22,0 92.2 31.0 2.0 9.2 22,5 18.2 33.1 9.2 6792
- . .
OLLVER H PERRY K46 384 20.2 90,7 18.0 1.0 7.3 24.5 15.8 23.6 8.3 1753
‘ ~
PATAPSCO P-6 680 25.2  89.2 25.0 2,0 12.6 15.5 29.6 47.9 9.4 4349
. /
PATRICK HENRY K-4 246 20.5  88.1 11.0 1.0 10.8 30.0 0.0 30.0 9.3 1843
PIKLICO K-6 1,832 26,8 90.4 6644 2.0 9.5 30,0  22.% 7.2 10.5 8385
* . 3
© 1
RAGNEL HEIGHTS ®-6 739 18.2  93.4 38.6 2.0 9.1 35.4 8.6 6.4 11.1 10,139
ROBERT FULTON K-5 433 22.8  88.1 18.0 1.0 13.9 26,0 15,8 33.5 9.0 6458
3
# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
- Te {\ 8 )
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BALTIMORE CITY (MARY E RODMAN - ROBERT FULTON)
- .9 -
. . LY .
TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
' SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND . NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL.
: , _ AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# .
BALYIMORE C3Ty
SULIOOL SYSIEM
' SKILL AREAS
--“0‘1000“.".“000'-.o‘tto&"‘toot.t.tt‘c""“otb.'-0.0..“.-ttt-0‘.00-0ot“tcttctt.tot-ottciv'
] VOCABULARY RCAD]NG‘CoHPllLNENSION - LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL -
SCHUOL NAME GHADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY=  O]FFrR= AVERAGE MARY- DIFFFR- AVERAGE .MARY~  DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER-
LAND Er:CE LAND ENCE LAND - ENCE LAHD ENCE
SAS GE - NORM GE NORM GE NORM ~ . GE NORM :
[ . |
/o . ¢ - .
b MARY E RUODMAN « 3 g4,5 2,39 2,54 ~ei5 2,59 2,56  4.03 3.30 2.95 +.,35 2.76 2471 - 4,05
. : .o 5 92,7 4,04 4,48 T 4,08 4,55 EY 4,90 4.79 +.11 4,48 4,80 -, 32
MATTHEW A-HENSON 3 88,2  2.69 2,78 -,fo 2,68 2.81 -e13 3.17 3.20 . ~,03 3,04 2,93 4,11
. . 5 90,1 4,10 4,25 -.15- 4,21 4,33 -2 5402 4,58,  4,u4 4,66 4,60 ° +,06
. MEDFIELD HEIGHTS 3 97,3 3.52 3,36 4.6 3,46 3,42 +s04 4,00 3.80 4,20 3.62 3. 46 4,16
¥ o ) 5 99,9 5.13 5,11 +,02 : 5,00 5,16 =16 5.36 5.\0 -.04 5,43 5.38 4,05
) MONTEUELLO © 3 90,7 2,63 2,94 31 2.60 2.97 =37 3.29 3.36 -.07 2.84 3.07 ' ~-,23
: 5 88,8° 3,83 4,13 -.30 3,92 4,22 ~e30 4,39 4,47 -.08 4,806 . 4,49 - =03
MORDECA1 GIST - 3 88,3 2,51 2,78 ~e27 2,57 2,81 - 24 3,20 3.21 -.01 2.82 12,93 - -,11
e 5 86,8 3,90 3,95 | -,08 4,16 4,05 +e11 4.28 4,30 «,02 4437 4,33 +,04 , .
" MORRELL 3 93,4 3,62 3.1 4451 3,30 3.16 +oly 3.92 3,54 4,38 3.52 3,23 +,29
. 5 94,2 4,73 4,61 1012 4,62 4,67 -4 05 4,89 4,92 -.03 5,07 4,92 +,15
: ! . : = .
v MT ROYAL 3 99,9 3,52 3,53 =01  3.69 3.59 4410 464 3.98 4,66 3,70 3.61 4,09
5 100.4 5,29 5,16 4,13 5,14 5:20 .06 5,64 5,84 +420 5.87 5,42 4,45
. [ :
M1 WASHINGTON 3 110,8 4,53 4,23 4,30 4,64 4,32 +e32 5.32 4,70  +.62 4,83 4,24 4.59 »
5 111,1 562 6,10 1452 6,26 6.10 4416 6.89 6.33 ' 4,56 6.71 6.27 4,44
.o R ”
MT WINANS 3 89,3 2.4 2,85 -, 11 2,78 2.88 -.10 2.87 3.27 -el0 2,69 2,99 -.30 °
5 86,3 3.56 3.91 -.35 3,93 4,01 -s08 4.23 4,26 -,03 4,15 4,29  ~,14
p - 3 N
. b e
NORTH -BEND 3 -83,.8 2.88 2,49 +.39 2,62 2,51 411 3.29 2.91 4,38 2.98 2.67 +,31
N 5 90,3 4,32 4,26 +.06 4,11 4,34 -.23 4,65 4,59 4406 4,88 4,61 .27
'NORTH400D 3 90,4 2.84 2,92. -,08 2,80 2.95 =15 3.50 3434 +.16 2,99 3,08 -.07
5 9u,u4 4oy 4,63 -.19 4,40 4,69 -¢29 4,65 4,94 -.29 4,74 4,94 -,20
’ \
OLIVER CROMWELL 3° 87,5 2.95 2,73 .22 2,80 2.76 4404 3.60 3415 +.54 3.27 2.89 +,38
. 5 au.1 3.32 3,72 -0 3,66 3,82 -e16 3.94 4,08 .14 4,19 4,12 +,07
OLIVER H PERRY 3 90,8 2,51 2,94 ~o43 2450 2.98 -olip 3.01 3.37 .36 2,67 3.08 IS
5 92,6 4,46 4,47 <01 4,37 454 -e17 477 4,79 -.02 5,05 4,80 +,2%
PATAPSCO 3 85,8 2.38 2,62 ~o24 2,46 2,65 =.19 3,02 3.04 -.02 2,61 2,79 -.18
5 86,7 3.u8 3,95 -ty 3,80 4,04 -2y .11 4,29 -.18 ° 4,2 4,33 -,09
PATRICK HENRY 3  85.8 2,21 2.62 —o 2,34 2.65 ~¢31 © 2.90 3,04 L 2,88 2.79 -3
. . o N
PIvLICO .3 8,9 2.37 2,56 .19 2,54 2,59 ~¢05 2.99 2.98 +,01 2.81 2.7 +,07
5 86,4 3.94 3,92 +.02 4,05 4,01 +e08 4,12 4,27 -.15 4,17 4,30 -.13
RAGNEL HEIGHTS 3 92,0 3.01 3,02 -,01 2,82 3.06 -2y 3.68 ° 3.45 +.23 3,06 - 3,18 -,09
g 89,5 4,05 * 4,19 ™ u, N 4,28 10 4,42 4,53 11 “,33 4,55 -, 22
RODERYT FULTON 3 91,6 2466 2,99 -e33 2,88 3,03 .15 3.03 3.42 -39 2.83 3,13 -,30
5 86,5 3.64 3,93 .29 3.70 4402 ~e32 4,13 4,28 .15 4,40 5,31 +,09

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, R DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (%) ACCOHPANYING ”DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND i
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE CITY (ROBERT W COLEMAN - WAVERLY) ' - -

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL .—~ COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC_SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

- _ SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT . - . | PERCENT

TOTAL | AVERAGE ’ AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT | MEDLAN | MEDIAN
GRADE | scHaoL [PupiL/[ patty .| ToTAL NO. - | ExpERIENCE MASTER'S DISAD- | EDUCA- | FAMILY
ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE vaN- | T10N OF | IncONE

ZATION | MeNT |RrATIO | DANCE TEACHER|ADMIN, TEACHER|ADMIN.{ OR ABOVE| TAGED | MOTHER (s)

SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 6y | (1 | 8} (9) (10) (23) (12)
ROPERT W COLEMAN K~6 471 8.1 88.6 25.0 1.0 12.2 23.5 2649 33.6 9.7 6936

4 :‘ ‘
ROSEMONT . P-6 686 20.2  90.5 32.0 2.0 9.8 21.7 8.8 22.0 9.7 8398
- Y
RUTLAND . k-6 789 18.8 - 91.6 40.0 \.o 8.1 25.0 14.3 38.0 9.3 6604
SAMUEL COLERIDGE TAYLOR P-6 637 14,8 . 90.4 40.5 2.5 13.8 25.2 8.1 56.3 8.4 4169
. ) . .
SAMUEL F B MORSE Ki4-6 654 16.8  86.9 37.0 2.0 10.5 31.0  20.5 26.0 8.2 7170
SARAH M ROACH k-6 548 23.8  94.3 22.0 1.0 11.6 30,0  21.7 NA NA NA
.
SINCLAIR LANE k-6 780 24.4  91.0 30.0 2.0 10.0 27.3 6.3 - 16.7 10.0 9751
SIR ROPERY EDEN | P-6 470 22.4  89.8 20.0 1.0 9.9  24.8 23.8 47.1 8.9 5896
SPRINGHILL p-3 708 20.8  90.6 32.0 2.0 9.1 18,7  14.7 25,1 10,1 8054
ST HELENA " k-6 55 18.3 51,0 3.0 0.0 10.3 0.0 0.0 46,4 8.9 6351
STEUART HILL P-3 849 23.4  83.4 34.3 2.0 10.2 26.5° 35.3 34.3 - 8.3 6201
TENCH TILGHMAN " Kk=6 734 22.9  89.0 30.0 2.0 " 5.9 24.0  12.5 25.9 8.3 6942
THOMAS G HAYES T k-6 678 17.8  89.2 36.0 2.0 10.0 22.5  15.8 51.9 8.8 3931
- 14 .
THOMAS JEFFERSON K-6 437 26,3 94,7 17.0 1.0 3.2 26.0 50.0 4.0 12.0 111684
S .
THOMAS JOHNSON k-6 034 22.5  88.1 35.0 2.0 9.5 24.9  21.6 4.9 8.5 8597
. A ’ ’

VICTORY r-6 420 17.5  88.2 23.0 1.0 4.5 24,0 12,5 48.5 9.7 2703
VIOLETVILLE K-6 422 19.3  94.1 20.8 1.0 10.0 15.8  17.4 5.6 9.4 101193
WAVERLY K-6 708 23.2  95.1 28.5 2.0 7.1 31.5  22.9 15.9 13,6 101154

@ SEE CHAPYER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALfIMORE CITY (ROBERT W ‘COLEMAN - WAVERLY)

. ~

SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# _ ‘

o TABLE 4.

BALTIMORL CITY
SLHOOL SYSTEM

- © 7. SKILL AREAS

00000 estt N 0N 00NN RPRstRRR et etinee .’..“.‘.J.'.....'.'...‘.‘_‘.'O..""..O....

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMAT ICAL TOTAL
. :
SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY-  D]FFFR= AVERAGE MARY-~  OIFFER- AVERAGE MARY~  OIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- DITFFR=
. LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND .  ENCE * LAND ENCE
SAS GE NORM (1 NORM GE NORM GE = NDRM
ROJERT W COLEMAN 3 8.7 2.77 2,81 ~o0y 2,50 2.84 .34 2,93 3.23 -430 2.92 2,96 - =~,04
, .S 87,3 3,99 4,00 -.01 3,93 4,09 -.16 4,21 434 =13 4,41 4,37 4,04
ROSEMUNT 3 89,3 2,82 2,85 -.03 2,61 . 2.88 -.07 3.72 3.27 4,45 3,02 2.99 +,03
5 87,7 3.94 4,03 -,09 3,94 4,12 -.18 4,27 4,38 =11 4434 bl =07
RUTLAND 3 Bal.4 2.18 2,34 . -,16 2,33 2.35 -.02 2.72 2.75 =03 2,60 _ 2,53 +.,07
, 5 73.8 4,01 2,817, +1.20 8 3,74 2,95 +.79 %419 3.22 4,97 ¢ 4,04 3,30 74
.. SAM COLERIOGE TAYLOR 3 87,3 2,66 2.72 -.06 2,80 2,75 4408 3,05 3,14 =09 2.73 .08 -, 15
5 89.6 3,93 4,20 -.27 4,13 4,29 -.16 4,20 4,54 .38 4,21 «56 -.35
SAMUEL F B MORSE 5 89,5 3.96 4,19 .23 3.96 4,28 -e32 4,33 4,53 =,20 4,58 4,5%" +,03
o
SARAH M ROACH 3 94,1 2,35 3.16 -.8] * 2,53 3,20 -e67 3412 3,59 -.47 2,95 3,27 ~.32
5 83.8 4,07 3,69 +.38 4,13 3.79 +e34 446 4,05 +oul 4,40 4,09 +,31
SINCLAIR LANE 3 94,1 2.94 3,16 -e22 3.17 3,20 -.03 3.59 3.59 +,00 3.28 3.27 +,01
5 89,8 4,59 4,22 4433 4,54 4,30 4. 20 4,91 4,55 +,36 4,90 4,57" +,33
SIR ROBERT EVEN 3 79,8 2,22 2,23 -.017 2,81 2.24 .17 2,77 2.64 +,13 2.60 2,44 #,16
5 88,3 3,50 4,09 -.59 3,75 4,18 -ok3 3,92 4,43 -.51 4,29 4,45 -, 16
SPRINGHILL .3 84,5 2.53 2,54 -,y 2,52 2.56 -0 3011 2,95 4,16 2.72 2,71 4,01
$T HELENA 3 92,3 4,85 3.,04: +3,81 ¢ 3,00 3,08 -.08 4,73 34T +1.26 0 4,12 3.17 4,95 »
5 103,1 7.43 5,39 42,04 o 7,32 5.43 +1.89 6.A5 5,66 41,19 + 6,00 5,63 4,37
STEUART HILL 3  87.6 2,44 2,74 =30 2.39 2.77 =38 2.71 3.16 -5 2.78 2.89 =11
TENCH TILGHMAN 3 86,5 2.20 2.67 -7 2,21 2.69 -olin 2.71 3.09 -.38 2,67 2,83 -.16
5 88,6 3.56 4,11 - «,5% 3,75 4,20 -eliS 4407 4445 -.38 4,25 4,48 -.23
THOMAS G HAYES 3 90,0 2.12 2.A1 3.32 ~.51 2.66 3,03 -.37
5 84,5 3,73 - 4.07 4.11 =404 4,06 4,15 -,09
THOMAS JEFFERSON 3 91,7 3.33 3,75 3.43 +.32 3.49 3.13 +,36
5 96, 4,74 5.106 5.11 +,05 4,87 5,11 -, 24
THOMAS JOHNSON 3 96,1 2,66 3.28 -.62'¢ 2,88 3,34 — b6 3,40 3.72 ~e32 3.23 3.39 -, 16
5 95, 4,93 4,76 4417 4,97 4,02 +.15 5.33 5,06 +.27 5,21 .06 +,15
V1CTORY 3 85,8 2.46 2,62 ~.16 2,55 2.65 -.10 2,78 3,04 =426 2.61 2,79 -.18
5 87,9 4,11 4,05 +.06 3,88 VAT -e26 4,38 4,39 -,01 4,30 4,42 -.12
VIOLETVILLEL E 100,11 3,24 3,54 -.30 3,28 3,60 -e32 3,90 3.99 -.09 3.40 3,62 -,22
5 99,2 5.29 5,09 +.24 §?07 5,10 “.03 559 5.3 +,25 5,46 5.32 4,14
,/ ’
: WAVERLY 3 97,3 2.88 3.36 Y} 2,84 342 -50 3054 3.00 =-.26 3,04 3. 46 -, 42
. S uh, 4,11 4,10 +.01, 4,18 419 -.04 403 'L 4,19 4,31 4,47 .16
7
¢ .
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (#) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE"™ SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE *DIFFERENCE™ SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE. . s
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’
BALTIMORE CITY (WESTSIDE - BALTIMORE CITY COLLEGE) ‘ ‘
TABLE 3, SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC -SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#*
: SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
. | PERCENT | PERCENT - -
TOTAL AVERAGE | - IAVERAGE YEARS STAFF | PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDIAN
GRADE | SCHOOL | PUPIL/] DAILY TOTAL NO. FXPER IENCE MASTER'S| DISAD- | £DUCA= | FAMILY
ORGANI- | ENROLL-|{ STAFF | ATTEN- T - DEGREE VAN- | TION OF | INCOML
" ] IATION | MENT ‘| RATIO | DaANCE TEACHER | ADMIN, TEACHER[{ADMIN.] OR ABOVE| - TAGED | MOTHER i$)
SCHOOL NAME- (1 | 2y (3) (4) (5} 169 n 8) 9) (20} (1) {12)
WESTSIDE - ‘ P-5 883 -23.3  90.9 35,8 Z307 3403 38,5 - 15.9 39.1 10.0 . 5862
WILLIAM FELL 5-6 354 26402 82,7 13.6 1.0 11.3 28.5 20,5 21.7 8.1 7368
WILLIAM M ALEXANDER P-6 439 19.1  90.0 22.0 1.0 16,1 38.0  26.1 49,0 8.7 5083
WILLIAM PACA K=6 14020 23,7 88.3 41,0 2.0 9.1 26.3 20,9 15.9 8.4 8713
. 2 ~ !
1
WINDSOR HILLS k-6 489 19,6 91,8 24,0 1.0 14.7 23.0  20.0 13.9 1.5 9920
HINSTON K=6 19110 24,1 92.6 44,0 2.0 10,7 28,5 10.9. 13,4 12.0 10,48}
WH PINDERHUGHES P-6 504 17.4  89.4 28.0 1.0 6.9 . 21.0 13.8 44,6 8.6 5284
WOODHOME T k-6 564 15.2 93,7 36.3 1.0 8.3 23.0 27.2 2.2 12,0 11,257
YORKWOOD K=-6 698 22.2 . 92.9 29,4 2.0 13.1 30,0 12,7 6.0 12.0 10.888
CANTON ELEM & JR HIGH K-9 24091 20,9 T19.6 9642 4.0 7.3 24,1 13.2 17.6 8.5 8808
CHINQUAPIN MIDDLE 6-8 1,120 14,5 84,9 75.5 2.0 8.5 18.7  16.1 NA NA NA .
FALLSTAFF 6-8 686 16.9  91.4 39.5 1.0 7.3 33,0  22.2 0.5 12.0 1.2.43'1
FRANCIS SCOTT KEY K-9 1,516 20,9 T2.5 69,5 3.0 9.0 22.2  19.3 21.5 8.4 7942
HOME AND HOSPITAL K-12 NO RESOURCE DATA AS OF 9/74
ROBERT POOLE K=9 11694 22:3  83.3 74,0 2.0 9.2 32,9  15.8 15.1 9.8 9060
ROLAND PK ELEM & JR HIGH K-9 1,284 19.3 87,0 63.5 3.0 9.0 27.2  19.5 8.0 12.4 13,203
O
WILLIAM S. BAEA K~12 NO RCSOURCE DATA AS OF 9/74 , ,
1

BALTIMORE CITY COLLEGE 9-32 11040 5.7 7645 64.0 2.0 13.) 16.3 424 29.7 10.5 8142

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-T73+» FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

Q ey 150
. { '
ERIC ) : i :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




) BALTIMORE CITY (WESTSIDE - BALTIMORE CITY COLL)
’ : : - P '
TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND 'NORMS BASED ON SCHODL
‘ AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# _ SKILL AKEAS .
UAL TIMORL ClTy 0000000800 4900 00 0ttt ttetotatositetrtttetotoetsttstod taredetite getottteeteteestetetotosssednsd
Stroue svsvm o
VOCARULARY READING COMPRLHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL fOTAL'
scuo(" NAML GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY=- OIFFFR= AVERAGE MAPY=  DIFFFER= AVEPRAGE MARY= DI?FER7 AVERAGE MARY- , DIFFER=-
<o LAND E}jCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE LAND EMNCE
SAS GE HORM GE NORM GE NORM © GE NOBM
WLSTSIOE 3 83,7 2,64 ‘2,49 .15 2,60 2.50 4,10 2,90 2.90 4,00 2,62 2,67 -,058
5 87,5 3,89 4,02 -,13 4,02 4e11 -.09 4,23 4436 .13 [P} 4,39 +,02
H-ILLIAM FLLL 5 83,4 4.10 3.65 o5 3,92 3476 4016 4,30 4,02 ¢, 28 4,64 4,06 +,58
WILLIAM M ALEXANDER 3. 88,3 2.40° 2,78 =430 2.5 2,81 =-e2A 2,98 3.21 -,23 2,73 2,93 -,20
5 91,2 4,92 4,34 'YL 4,62 4,42 4.20 4,94 4,67 +,27 5,0} 4,68 +,33
WiILL1AM PACA 3 92,5 2.64 3,05 -,h] 2,089 3.09 =-+20 3.08 3.48 =40 2,93 3,18 -.25
5 80,1 4,15 4,07 +,08 4,27 4416 411 N1} 4,41 +,03 4,77 (LT +.33
WIKDSOR HILLS 3 85,7 3.43 2,61 +.52 3,13 2.64 4.49 3069 3,03 4,62 3,06 2.70\\:.26
S5 90,6 4,97 4,29 +,68 4,67 4,37 +.30 4,92 4,62 4,30 4,60 4,64 ML
!
WINSTON h] 86,7 273 2,68 4,05 2,74 2.71 4,03 3,50 3,10 4,40 2,95 2.84 +,11
5 87,6 3,92 4,02 .10 4,25 4,12 4,13 4,481 4,37 4,44 4,49 4,40 +,09
WM PINDERHUGHES 3 87,3 2.51 2,72 -ell 2,50 2,75 -0 25 2.77 T L =, 37 2,82 2.88 -,06
5 83,5 4,03 3,66 .37 3,87 3.77 4010 3.99 4,03 -,08 4,11 4,07 . 04
WOODHOME 3 98,3 3.57 AR ] ‘el 3,27 3,48 -.2] 3.69 3.87 -,18 3,80 3,51 +.29
5 102,7 5,35 5,36 -,01 5,07 5,39 - 32 5,36 5,63 -, 27 5,47 5,60 13
YORKWO0D 3 99,3 3,75 3,49 .26 3,59 .58 +.04 4,79 3,94 .5 A AR 3,57 4,11
S5 97,4 5,30 4,89 YLD 11 4,95 416 5,74 5,19 4,55 5,58 5,18 ¢+, 40
CANTON ELLM ¢ UR H] 3 92,7 2,42 3,06 - 64 2,66 3,11 =45 3.21 3,50 -.29 3,07 3,19 -,12
5 47,2 4,13 3.99 .18 4,12 4,08 4,08 8,35 4o 34 +,01 4,66 4,37 +,29
7 89.6 5,48 5,68 -.12 5,74 5,71 4,03 5.,n8 5,87 4,0} 6,01 5,9% +,07
9 95,2 7.81 7.72 +.00 7.80 765 4015 7.89 7.79 4,10 7.97 7.86 11
CHINQUAPIN MIDCLE 7 94,7 6.16 6,16 +,00 6,13 6,23 =10 6.64 6,36 4,28 684 6,46 =-,02
FALLSTAFF 7 102,2 7.18 6,97 +,21 6,96 6.98 -e02 7,34 7.08 4,26 "7.9H 7.23 =19
FRANC1S SCOTT KEY 3 89,6 2,60 - 2487 -.27 2,93 2,90 4,03 2.94 3.29 -.35 2.92 3,01 =-,09
5 97,7 4037 4,92 -¢55 4,51 4497 = b6 + 90 5.21 =31 4,91 5.20 -.29
7 90,3 5,59 5,68 -.13 5,71 5,78 =.07 013 5,94 4,19 6,28 6,01 ., 27
% 99,9 8,39 8,26 13 8,55 8,20 +.35 8,69 8,25 Y 8,21 8,36 -.15
HOME AND HOSPITAL 3 08,1 2,81 2,77 +,04 2,97 2.00 417 J.07 3.19 -,12 2,63 2,92 =-.29
3 pl,m 4,16 3,74 t.82 J. 99 3. 49 ol 4,09 4,10 =-,01 5,02 (TR I +,88
7 85,6 5,28 5,17 4,11 5,60 5,31 4429 H.48 5.49 -.,0} 5,86 5,53 +,33
9 82,9 7.41 6,29 +1,12 6,86 6,22 +.64 7.25 6456 +,69 7.2% 6,53 ¢, 72 »
RODERY PQOLE 3 95,4 3. 22 3,24 -,02 3,08 3,29 -e21 3.75 3,68 4,07 3,45 3,3% 4,10
5 87,4 4+65 4,01 .60 4,60 10 4450 4,70 4,35 4,35 4,90 4,38 +,52
7 90,9 5.98 5,74 ¢e?4 6,09 5,04 4425 6,37 6,00 4,37 6,28 6,07 4,17
9 93,9 7.86 7.56 +.30 7.7 7.50 .26 7.90 7.66 ., 28 7,86 7.72 44
ROLAND PK ELEM ¢ UR 3 109,0 4,23 4,11 )2 4,50 4,20 +.30 4457 8,58 -,01 8,38 4,13 +,28
S 1113 6452 6,12 ¢80 6,60 6,12 tolip h6 635 4,31 6,47 6,28 4,19
7 94N 6.36 6,13 .23 6,35 he20 .15 6479 6,33 +.56 6,48 6,43 4,05
9 93,2 7.58 T.48 4,10 7.45 7.42 4.0 7.A2 7.59 4,23 7.3 T.64 -,33
WILLIAM & BAEK 7 86,5 5.26 5,27 -,01 S,14 5,40 =-.26 5,36 5.58 -,22 5.28 5,62 -, 38
9 92,1 7.99 7,36 (oh 7.70 7.29 =.09 7.01 7.88 +.33 7.77 -1 .25
BALTO C1TY COLLEGE 9 49,9 [ L] 6,064 -.1% 6,40 607 -e17 6.6) 6.86 -,23 7.04 6.85 4419

L S!! CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK () ACCOMPANYING “DIFFERENCE" SCORES. AND
‘PECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE"™ SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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_BALTIMORE CITY (BALTIMORE POLYTECH‘INST — HOUSTON WOODS)

l

+ TABLE 3. - SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE*'

»

. . SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT PERCENT
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDIAN
GRADE | SCHOOL | PUPIL/| DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S] DISAD-~ | EDUCA- | FAMILY
ORGANT- | ENROLL-{ STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE VAN= | TION OF | INCOME
) ZATION MONT | RATIO | DANCE TEACHER| ADMIN,| TCACHER|ADMIN.| OR ADOVE| TAGED | MOTHER (s}
SCHOOL NAME {1) (2) {3y (4} (5) t6) (1) (8} (9) (10} {11} (12)
BALTO POLYTECH INST! 9-12 2,215 22.3 94,0 96.5 3.0 15.7 25,2  41.2 10.0 11.4  10+662
BENJAMIN FRANKLIN 7-9 12391 20.5 T4.1 65.0 3,0 9.9 27.7  19.1 21.4 9.4 8578
BOOKER T WASHINGTON 7-9 1,397 21.7 71,3 63.4 1.0 12.6 34,0 19.3 Z 47.3 9.3 54064
. . hY
v CALVERTON -9  2.225 20.8 80.7 103.0 4.0 9.7 21.4  22.4 24.3 0.0 8051
CHERRY HILL 7-9 1,079 21.1  93.3 49,0 2.0 11.8 22.5 19.6 39,7 10.2 6682
CLIFTON PARK 7-8 1,314 18.9  70.8 66.5 3.0 10.4 24.8  19.4 34,0 © 9.5 6826
EASTERN 9-12 1,446 21.9  74.0 63,0 3.0 ¥0.1 18.6 28,8 32.2 10.3 7932
EDGAR ALLEN POE 7-12 370 16,1 52.8 21.0 2.0 11.1 16,7  21.7 37.1 9.5 7026
-
FAIRMOUNT HILL 8-12 863 14,5  66.2 57.5 2.0 8.9 22.8 16,8 44,3 8.9 6047
FOREST PARK 9-12 778 13.9  T4.1 53,0 3.0 12.5 18.4 33.9 26.3 10.8 8556
(1Y
GARRISON 7-9 1,475 19.8 74,1 71.5 3.0 10.9 27.5 18.8 18.3 11.3 9144
GREENSPRING - 1-9 2,471 19.9 85,2 120.0 4,0 7.8 24,1 15.3 21.9 11.0 8879
GHYNNS FALLS PARK 7-9 1,381 17.8 74,0 s 75.6 2.0 9.1 16.5 19.3 20.2 10.1 8478
HAMILTON 7-9  1.938 19.8 83,2 94.0 4,0 10.5 ,36.7 23.5 5.4 10.8 10,704
HAMPSTEAD HILL 7-9  2+194 19.4 72,2 108.0 5.0 11.1 24,5 22.1 24,0 8.5 8089
HARLEM PARK 1-9  2:427 22,3 74,2 106.0 3.0 10,0 33,3 22.9 43,7 8.8 5627
HERRING RUN 1-9 2,827 19.5 81.5 140,0 5.0 7.8 20,4  21.4 17.3 10.1 9478
i
HOUS TON-WOODS 7-12 1,162 15.4  66.9 73.6 2.0 12.0 33,0  15.9 44,1 9.3 5947

9 SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73,

O
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-l . BALTIMORE CITY (BALTIMORE POLYTECHNIC INST ./ HOUSTON-WOQODS) .
TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE. GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
’ R SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
_ AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# _ ) . R
BALTIMORL CITY s - - . ) !
SCHOOL SYSIEM . ) , s
) . ’ o
) SKILL AREAS .
- 08905080004 4090000800 0009ttt osttorecetet oot tadetestotsvtat dontietieegetettetetioeeetestosNivetsero?
-
) VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL, HAME * GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE A MARY-  DIFFFR=- AVERAGE MARY-»} DIFFER AVERAGE MARY= _DIFFER= AVERAGE MARY= - DYFFER~
LAND Et.CE LAND * ENCE LAND ENCE LAND  ENCE
SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM ) GE NORM
) s
BALTO POLYTECHNIC 9 114,0 10,51 9,90 ° 4,61 10,16 9,84 +.32 . 10.56 9,66  "4.90 ¢ 10.89 9,88 41,01 »
BENJAMIN FRANKLIN 7 89,5 5,57 5,59 -.02 5,87 - 5.70 4,17, 5.77 5,86 N9 6,13 5,93 +,20
95,3 7.85 7.73 4,12 7.61 ' 7.06 ~+05 7.91 7.80 4,11 8.06 7.87 +,19
BUOKER T WASHINGTON 7 85,7 - b5.08 5.18 ~.10 5,09 5,32 =23 5.39 5.50 ~.11 5,62 5454 4,08
. 9 84,6 6,67 6.49 4,08 6,37 6,42 =.05 7,03 ! 6,73 e.38 6,63 6.71 ~-.08
- - N . N - '
CALVERTON 7 86,7 5,44 5,29 .15 5,36 .42 =406 6406 5,60 +.46 5,76 5.64 +,12
9 86,7 0469 6,73 -, 04 6,32 6.66 - 34 7.23 6094 +.29 6.69 6,94 .25
CHERRY HILL 7 87.4 6,02 5,36 -,34 5,31 5.49 “¢1n 5,64 5.66 -, 02 5,66 5,7% -,05 :
9 89,1 6,38 7.01 -.63 6,41 6,94 ~e53 7.13 7.18 -.05 ®.70 7.20 -,50
CLIFTON PAHK 7 87,7 5.31 5,40 -,09 5,27 5,52 =25 5.75 5.69 +.06 5,73 5,74 -.01
EASTERN 9 85.4 - 6,51 6,58 -.07 6,03 6.51 -olin 7.25 6.81 .04 6.77 6,80 -,03
EUGAR ALLEN POE 7 87,0 4e24 5,32 -1,08 v 4,50 .45 “s95 ¢ 5.068 5,62 4,06 4,97 5,67 -,70 o
t . 9 84,0 6,03 6,42 -39 5,95 6435 =-el0 6.74 6.67 +.07 6.20 6,65 -, 45
i
FATHMOUNY HILL 9 82,0 5.56 6,18 -.6? 5,46 6,12 -s66 » 6.28 6e47 -.19 6410 6,43 -,33
FOREST PARK 9 80,0 0,27 5,95 4,32 6,46 5.89 +.57 6.83 6.27 4,56 6.84 6,22 j.ez .
GARRISON 7 87.3 5,24 ~— 5,35 =11 5,18 5.48 ~¢30 "5.08 5.65 +.33 5,73 5.70 4,03
9 81,1 7.00 6,08 .92 ¢ 6,62 6401 403 7.28 6438 4,90 & 7,16 6,34 4,820
GREENSPRING 7 91,4 5,57 5,80 -.23 5,33 5.89 =56 5.A8 6.04 =.16 5,78 6,32 -, 34
. ) 9 91,7 7.15 7,31 -6 6,77 7.24 ~oli? 7.45 744 4,01 7.15 7.48 ~-.33
OWYLNS FALLS PARK 7 89,9  5.55 5,64 ~.09 5,48 5,74 - 26 5.98 5,90 4,08 5.91 5.97 -.06
9 87.5 6,90 6,82 +.08 6,49 - 6476 -e27 . 7.23 7.02 4,21 6.72 7.03 ~-.31
HAMILION 7 93,0 5.87 5,97 -.10 5,96 ""'6,05 =409 6,42 6.20 4,22 6,44 6,29 4415
P """""}k 9 96,9 8.05 7.91 44 A,01 .7‘ +e16 Ben1 7.96 4,45 8,18 8,04 ¢, 14
HAMPSTEAD HILL 7 87.9 5.52 8,42 4,10 5,59 5,54 4405 6,03 5,71 4,32 6.02 5,76 4,26
9 92,5 7.47 7.40 .25 .25 7.34 =s09 7,43 7.52 =.09 7.53 7.56 -,03
HARLEM PARK 7 86,5 5.19 5,27 -.0n 5,21 5.40 =.19 5.66 5.58 +,08 ' 3.56 5.62 =406
9 86, 6.23 6,75 -.52 6,52 6.69 .17 7.02 6,90 4,06 6:69 6.96 -,27
HLRRING RUN 7 . 90,8 5,80 5,73 4407 5.81 5,83 .02 6.25 5,99 4,26 6.20 6.06 ’, 10
9 95,5 7.5% 7,75 -,20 7,49 7.69 ,74-e20 7.97 7.82 .15 7.95 7.89 4,06
Y
HOUS TON=NOODS - 7  83.8 4,04 4,97 .13 5,11 . 5.13 -.02 Ge42 5.32 4,10 5,36 5,34 +,02
9 84,9 5,92 6,52  ~,60 . 5,67 6,45 “.70 o 6.54 6.76 =22 6,33 6,75 -, 42
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION DF ASTERISK (%) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" - .
SPECIAL INSTRUCTINNS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE. ENCE™ SCORES. AND
¢~ N
o)
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BALTIMORE

CITY (JANE ADAMS - WOODROW WILSON) o \
TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL .-~ COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#* R
N +
. * o ) SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

c ' PERCENT PERCENT —
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF [ PERCENT | MEDIAN | mMEDTAN
GRADE | SCHOOL | PuPIL/| DAILY TOTAL NO, EXPERIENCE HASTER'S| DISAD- [ EDUCA- | FAmTILY
., ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE VAN~ TIGN OF INCOME

ZATION MENT | RATIO | DANCE TEACHER| ADMIN,] TEACHER[ADMIN.] OR ABOVE| TAGED | MOTHER ($)

SCHODL NAME {1 (2) 43) (4) 15) 16) (1) 1g) 9) (10) (13) 412)
JANE ADAMS 9-12 100 7ol - 7447 13.0 1.0 12.7 42,0 27.1 32.8 9.6 7580

7

JOSIAH DIGGS 7-8 533 19.0 78.4 26.0 2.0 8.5 27.1 7.1 « NA NA . NA
LAKE CLIFTON SR HIGH 9-12 24702 18.5  70.9 141.6 4.0 8.4 24.5 22.0 34.5 9.8 7335
LOMBARD JR HIGH T-9 1,449 19.1  65.2 72.5 3.5 8.3 33.5  24.3 50.6 8.9 5025
NORTHERN PKWY JR HIGH 7-9 2,383 22.9 83,1 101.0 3.0 9.5 15,7  24.0 7.7 11.8 11,046
NORTHHESTERN HIGH 9~12 2,500 19.8 - 81.0°  122.1 4.0 11.5 21.5  33.0 22.2 11.3 9623
PIMLICO 7-9 - 2,023 18.9  84.0 103.0 4.0 8.0 21,9 26.2 18.3 11.7  "10,117
ROCK GLEN T-9 2,392 20,1 79.4  116.0 3.0 10.6 23.9  16.8 11.9 10.3. 9549
SOUTHERN 9-12 2,305 22.5  75.3 99.6 3.0 13.3 24.7  33.7 24.6 s.8 8181
SOUTHWES TERN 9-12 3,577 19.2  70.6 79.0 3.0 10.7 20.2  25.6 22,7 9.6 8553
WALBROOK 9-12 2,056 19.6  71.1 101.0 4.0 11.0 26,6 24.8 208.4 10.5 . 8154
WESTERN . 9-12 2,735 21.4  89.7 124.0 4.0 11.5 29.0: ,37.5 25.9 11.4 10,182
NILLIAM LEMMEL 7-9 24108 20,6  79.0 98.0 4.0 11.0°  21.6  20.6 22.3 10.9 8660

WOODROW WILSON 9-12 323 10.3  82.6 11.0 1.0 14.6 40.0  41.7 2642 s.8

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES
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K] ’ .
BALTIMORE CITY (JANE ADAMS - WOODROW WILSON)

SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
| _ SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
. AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES% - .

BALTIMORL C1Ty ° ‘ ’ .
SCHOOL SYSIEM: R B ' _ ) \

SKILL AREAS
.“0..000"1.00.‘0.0.00.00....000.-oo.‘.“oo‘t‘....oc00.'.0...000"0000.00Q0.00.0QQOoo"ooto..o“‘o

TABLE 4.

VOCABULARY." ~ READING COMPREMENSTON LANGWAGE TOTAL MATHCMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAML GRADE “AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- ' DTF ' VERAGE  MARY-  OIFFfR= AVERAGE MAHY- DIFFER~ AVERAGE MARY- OYTFFER~
: LAND ErCE LANO ence” . LAHOD ENCE LAND ENCE
SAS GE NORM ~GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM

o

JANE ADAMS 9 72,1 6.15 5,04 41.11 ¢ 5,71 4.97 4274 o 6,55 5,49 +1,06 * 6,09 5,37 +.72 »
JUS1AH 01665 7 85,0 5.3 5,17 . +,16 5,55 5431 4e24 5.70 5.49 4.21 5,92 5,53 +,39
BAKE CL1FTON SR Hi 9 85,0 6432 6,53 =-.21 6,10 6.47 =37 6465 6.77 -ed2 6.61 6.76 -.15

LOPBARD 84,8 4,94 5,08 ~.18 5,05 5.23 -e18 5,45 5,681 +.08 5,58 5,45 4,13 K

8.03 6,75 +1.28 ¢+ 7,08 6.69 +.39 7.93 6,96 +.97 ¢ 7,03 6,96~ ¢,07

O~

92,2 5.79 5,89 -.10 5,06 5,97 -o11 6.22 6.12 4410 6.26 6.20 4,06,

NORTHERN PKWY JUR H1G
94,0 7.54 7.58 -.04 7.39 7.51 -.12 7.81 7.67 .14 7.66 7.73 -,07

O~

NURTHaESTERN 9 109.0 9.65 9.32 4433 9,45 9.25 4420 10.17 9.16 +1,01 ¢ 9,19 9,34 -.15

89,2 5.50 5,56 -.06 5,54 5.67 =13 6.02 5,83 +.19 5,79 5,90 =11

PivLICO
-.52 6,82 7.38 “,56 T.43 7.56 “e1d 6,99 7.61 -,62 ¢

&~
-~

-

£
w

ROCK GLEN 7 90,3 5,89 5.68 +.21 5.80 5.78 4402 6436 5,94 4,42 6,10 6,01 +,09
7.52 - 7.26 7.45 -el0 7.69 7.62 +.07 7.42 7.67 -, 25

SOUTHERN 9 92,5 6496, 7.40 - 44 6,75 T¢34 ~+59 7426 7.52 =.26 7.65 7.56 +,09
SUUTHWESTERN 9 81,9 626 6.17 +s19 £,3¢ Lell t.10 6.71 G646 4,25 (Al 6,47 4,32

wALpRoOK 9  88.4  6.91 6,93  -,02 6,47 6.86 -+39  7.26 7.11  ¢a% 7.0 7.12  -,02

-

WELSTERN 9 110,3 10,41 9.47 2,94 ¢ 10,23 9.41 4482 ¢ 10.95 9.29 41,66 * 10,15 9.48 4,67 ¢

84,4 4,92 5,04 -e12. 5.10 5,19 =09 5454 5.38 4.16 5,69 5,41 +.28

WILLIAM LEMMEL 7
9 89,3 753 7.03 4,50 - 6,69 6497 -e28 7465 7.20 449 7.36 7.22 LTRLIN

‘WOODRUN wILSOM 9 77,0 5,42 S0 w, 1A 5,59 , 5.54 405  5.70 5,97 -.27 6.50 5,89 4,61 »

.
a

& SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (®)} ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL lNSTRUCTlDNS FOR INTERPRETING THME "DIFFERENCE"™ SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABIﬂITY ASSESSMENT‘IﬁFORMATION

4.2.4 Baltimore County

Introduction ‘ .

) During the 1974-75 school year, two parallel activi-
ties had considerable influence on the second year of implement-
ing the Maryland Educational Accountability Act in Baltimore
County. The first of the-two activities, establishing goals and
objectives at the individual school level, was given .top priority

_and over the course of the school year the energies and resgsources
of many staff personnel were committed to the task. The ad-
ministration of «the state's Accountability Ascessment Program
or standardizeg 'testing program wag the second activity requiring
time and atteftlon.

. ;‘.%’ .' . ” .
A diﬁchsion of some of the djimensions of establishing
goals and objédﬁivad at the individual school level and the ad-
ministration of “the assessment program is contained in the fol-

F, lowing narrative. - .

i,
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_A. s Presehthtatus of. the Accountability Program

o B The goals and‘ob1§¢tives for B&ltimore’ County were esta- b

blished during the 1973-74 school year, and have been recorded in .
- the first Maryland Accountability Program Report, published 'in # \\\\\~_’
1973-74. . -

[

> - In Baltimore County,. the activities reguired by the
establishment of goals and objectives at both the system an

individual school levels are considered the most important di-
mension of the Maryland Educational Accountability Act. More
yhan standardized test scores and related matters, this dimension
of the law é&®nhtains the most potential for the improvement of
instruction and student learning. . : '

«

. . ]
. Establishind goals and objectives has been an ongoing -
proceéss. Activities in this area did not commence with the pas-' -
- sage of the Maryland gducational'Accountability;Act in the spring
of 1972. Rather, courses and instructional programs developed through-
out the history of t e 'school system were established with a purpose o
7 in mind -- attainment of general goals and more spécific objec~ :
tives. Over.the years, summe€r and in-school workshops, insérvice
ay programs, curricutum. development activities, and staff develdp-
ment programs attest/to that commitment. ’ ’

’

The Mary and Educational AccduntaQilityojit has had a_ R Sz\

very definite—ahd potentially positive fluence activities
rélatgd to the estahlishment of goals and “objectives for courses
and programs. Beginning.efforts® t implemen 1 law have had an
influence in the following areas. - First, goals and objectives
at the school system and individual schoo ~levels 'have.becoine
ﬁ%ss.generalfin nature. When goals and objectives ve been . s ’ ;
stajed, there is a degree of specificity apparen hereto- '
. fore, had not been evident. Second, goals and jectives have
.become mgre student-oriented. . The important outcome of a course. 4
Oor a program i%?what students obtain from their codrse involve- :
.ment. The input~variables’ and pProcess varigbles jare’ still con-
sidered important, but added fmgprt ce is directed to students'

" outcome -- the skills and knawledge’ they atquire from partici-
pating in a sourge or program. Third, thehfbrmal“evaluatiop/Ef
goals and objectlves has been reemphasized. Therevaluativdwdi-‘
mension .of the process of course develdp@ent, implementatiorn:,
and refinement is being emphasized afd reguired to an extent

not evident in the past. .o » _ 1

. , considerable resources - -, :
in the way of sta’ff time, .energy, nies were committed to ' -
the establishment of goals and objectjved.at. the i dividual v -
school level., .In Baltimore Cougyi, ere werg 106 ‘elementary . e
and 26 SecOndé;y schools involvgd in’ this phase;of the accounta- '
bility program. ‘In addition to the staff of schools involved,

During the'st974-75 school ye

* . ’. . . /’/‘,E.‘-’:f" : . * ’ 1‘ * . ‘ }
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) “

personnel from all levels of the administrative and supervisory
structure, most all of the subject areas, and the Office of = °

- Elementary Education have been involved in this activity to some .. .
degree.” . ’ . .

As of August 1975, ‘the goals and objectivésVin the .
areas. of read#ng, writing, and mathématics were established, re-~ Y
vised if needed, and approved for all 132 schools.

3 Other curriculum areas also were involved in esta-
blishing goals and objectives or relatéd accountability activi-

" ties. These areas include Physical Education, Business Educa-
tion, Guidance.Services, Health Services, and Art Education. A
companion doctment, Narrative Report on school Level Goails and

_ Objectives,! describes in greater detail the activities engaged
in,during the school year. ' )

, : . Two elementary schools in Baltimore County, Chapel Hill
and Westowne, are participating in the Maryland Alternative Ac-
countability Pilot Project. e project is a cooperative endeavor
sponsored by the Maryland State Department. of Education, Maryland
State Teachers Association, and the National Education Associa-

, tion, which focuses accountability activities at the-individual

school level., The pilot project is an alternative approach to

. the implementation of the Maryland Educational Accountability
‘Act, which de-emphasizes the use of standardized tests and esta-
blishes, as a primary goal, direct and meaningful communications
between the school and the coiffimunity. In the pilot, schools,
goals and objectives are established in concert with community
groups, and evaluative strategies are planned éollowing agreement

. on the school's goals and objectives. «

) " As aof Septemng/i975, ‘the goals and objectives of both
. pilot schools in Baltép re County had been established. During
v .the 1975-76 school yesdr, accountability activities will focus on
' planning and impi;péﬁting evaluative strategies. '
N . -] -~
&

A B. T bbcal-AsSessment Activities

e

Onice gqals and objectives have bgén established, it is offen
assumed that asqéssment of goals and objectives is the next step in the
evaluative procgss. However, this is an assumptiof that warrants further

i

consideration. / One must first ask: Will/ the curriculum program and the

teaching stratégies used for its impIé@g’tation lead to the attainment
; of the goals &nd obj i 2.. In the esthblishment of the goals and
(\:; *e g s ? ~__jeet%:vtes, 7 he g e e,

§ A . . M H
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‘ 6pjectives at both the school system and individual school levels,-

every effrt was made to ensure a direct correspondence between .
the curricdlum program and the stated goals and objectives.- There
is, however) an element of uncertainty that'suggests the need for
further verification. — ‘ : )

Verification of thé assumption will be studied and con-

sidered during the 1975-76 school year. - The Office of Mathematics
"has requested individual schools to study one or.two of the okjec-
tives in mathematics and respond to the questions: Can the pro-
gram accomplish the selécted objectiwe? * How can the pProgram
accomplish the selected objective? Readihg teachers at the sec-
ondary school level are being asked to engagde ‘in similar activi-
ties. As resource teachers, they are developing Strategies that
will assist (the school in relating programs to goals and objec-
tives. At the elementary school level, three staff-development
days are progvammed to assist schools in relating their programs
to their goals and objectives. ne :

- During Summer 1975, the Office of Guidance Services "
developed strategies for the attainment of their goals and
objectives at the elementary.school level. The amount .0f .corres-
pondence between the strategi nd the goals and objectives will
be verified and refined during the~%375-76 school year.

*During the 1975-76 school yeRyr, we anticipate that a
portion of our efforts, probably the laXger portion, will-be
directed toward checking the amount of rrespondence between pro-
grams and goals and objectives.. ' “ '

Other activities related to assedsment will also consume
considerable energies during the school yea ‘As in the past year,
the many documents generated from the county testing program will
be used at both the system and individual schobl levels with regard
to appraising the skills areas tested. ., En addition, the English
Office has been developing a bplletiﬂ%ﬁ@titled, Helping Teachers
Assess Students' Groth iffxEnglish. »0h& section” In the bulletin

"will illustrate ways in whigb?parti%ﬁlar“sample goals can be assessed;
another section.will diséuss different types of evaluative strategies
and techniques. Three of!the evaluative strategies suggested thus tar
include: (1) encouraging-department chairpersons to develop sugges-
tions for ways in wh@p@hth§_10cal school goals c¢an be assessed; .

(2) directing teacheérs *to present lessons-related te:writing during
formal obsegvations, thus 'giving supervigors anfopﬁﬁ%tunity to observe
students’ aﬁiIigx to writ@#dnd (3) examining student cémposition

&

4

“?ringq@%d‘nteachers about their. composition program.
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) In reference to present and future local assessment
needs for accountability of the evaluative process, two considera-
tions need to be noted. | First, evaluative strategies should be more
inclusive than just pencil-and-paper type tests or standardized
tests. 'In addition to tests, a variety of evaluative procedures
and/or devices including, but not limited to, team observations,
teacher objections, informal testing, and dgrades should be incor-
porated in an evaluative strategy. Second, probably no. area needs
more immediate attention than that of training and preparation of
staff for evaluation and assessment, espetially as it relates to
accountability and the attainment of goals and objectives. The
bulletin, Helping Teachers Assess Students' Growth in English,
addresses this issue. In addition, inservice courses are being
considered. . ’ :

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

The data reported for Baltimore County in this neport
are gquite similar to the results that appeared in the first Mary-
land Accountability Program Report.' Compared with similar ggta :
of past years, there are no surprises or substantial differences.
However, in comparing the 1974-75 average grade .equivalent scores
for Baltimore County with similar scores for the State ofxMaryland
in variousiﬁreas tested by the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills and the

Cognitive ilities Test at Grades 3, 5, 7 and 9, the average
county scogres exceed the state averages in all areas. '
- " When compared with national grade equivalents, the aver-
age grade equivalent scores for Baltimore County vary above and
below the national norms. According to the data appearing in the
report, Baltimore County's average grade equivalent score in
Language Total at Grade 3 was six and a half months above the
national norm; the average Reading Comprehension score for Grade 9
was four and a half months below the national norm. The other average
grade equivalents for Baltimore County varied between those posi-
L.uns. For a secona year, ‘the averaye graae equivaient ccores ILoOr
the lower grades were .relatively higher. -
[/ . N
A number of comments were brepared for last year's Mary-
land Accountability Program Report that are just as apropos now.
For example, it was asked in question form:, Will a better under-
standing of measurement and testing resul%ﬁ%rom involvement in
the accountability program? Will the reader of the Maryland
‘Accountability Program Report, for example, realize the differ-
. ences between the appraisal of student progress toward specific
A, goals and objectives and the ranking of school’si on average grade
equivalent measures? Will the reader realize that ranking in- )
formation provides an indication or highlights an area measurgd by et
the test that possibly needs further consideration, but that it does «
not appraise how well students are_progressing toward stated goals

» ] '
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,ahd objectives? Wwill the reader'realizé that the Maryland
Accountability Program Report does not directly assess student
progress toward goals and objectives? )

,  Activities leading to the resolution of these questions -
should be begun at all levels =-- state, local school system, and
0'individual‘schqo;. ' : e

©

. D. Program Modification Activities

In the months ahead, the information reported in the
Marvland Accountability Program Report will be subjected to indepth
" analysis. The ran ing-type data that appear in the report will be
used to highlight or point out conditions that warrant further
Study. Once identified, other test result documents available in v
Baltimore County containing item analysis information will be em-
Ployed to appraise actual student performance. As in past years, 255
the information cained from studying the item analysis information, 3
when appropriate, will be incorporated into future curricular and
instructional workshons and study committees, and in student re-
view procedures at the individual school level. In addition, se-
. lected skills areas at a particular grade level may receive dif- —
ferent emphases with regard to time allotment or teaching approach.
A change that has resulted from this process has been the realign-
ment of the résponsibility for writing skills at the secondary
. 8chool level. Every teacher in a school will be responsible fbr
the development of writing skills -- not just the English staff.‘

Over the years, major program changes or changes . in the
balance of program offerings have not been made solely on the basis
of test scores in Baltimore County. The information contained ‘in
the Maryland Accountability Program Report probably will not alter

. this position. :

-

. . { : . )
'Beginning next schoel year, a new statewide program will
be implemented that will affect the goals and objectives and the
assessment component of the accountability program. Next Sep-
tember, first graders will be exposed to the metric system, for
example, goals and objectives as well as appropriate assessment
procedures will need to be established befo:eogheSQ students
are tested in Grade 3. . , S %“@“ S
BN

of

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit Imprgyemen
Programs and Services

1

X Embodied in this narrative are a number of suggestions
for future needs and services. Any listing should include the - S
following: * ‘ j

-

/.

) .
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The development of comprehensive evaluation
strategies; : : .

e The development of goals and‘objectives for the
metric system and related assessment procedures;

® The development of training programs for teachers

and administrators that focus on the utilization

. of better assessment procedures and more compre-
hensive gvaluative strategies; and ’

e The development of stratégies to increase the
anderstanding of evaluative information and
data by educators and the public.

What is needed, of course, are the resources to work on these
needs. "

The second Maryland Accountability Program Report should

contain a section on the cautions that need to be considered when
interpreting data included in the report. -

»




' o e , BALTIMORE COUNTY

TABLE 1. SYSTiM LEVEL -- * pUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE®

~

A, COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS -

(1) (2) 3 '
MEDIAN * PERCENT : '
TOTAL FAMILY DISADVANTAGED - W\

—J

©

POPULATION INCOME SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

630622 | 13,998 P

r

‘ (%) . sy ..

. EDUCATIONAL LEVEL EDUCATIONAL LEVEL .
MALES 25 YEARS - FEMALES 25 YEARS -

OF AGE OR OLDER ' OF AGE OR OLDER
(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS]) (MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS] i

N :
. T 12.4 ! 12.1 g -

Al

.

3. $SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974}

6) 7 (8) (9
.
TOTAL - AVERAGE AVERAGE SALARY ‘¥§§;§E ‘¥E§:§E
_)scHooL TEACHER OF SCHOOL LEVEL | teacyinG ADMINISTRATOR :
ENROLLMENT SALARY ADMINISTRATORS EXEEn T ENCE A ERTENCE

7 a0

22.0

[
12614145 $13,460 $23,840 10.0

» . (31) (12) (13)

PERCENT STAFF . PUPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE
i MASTER'S DEGREE RATIO RATE
o - OR ABOVE . ‘

i
x

9v3.9%

36.3% 17.9

C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR) -

(34) (15) ) (16) ~oan
TOTAL - PER PUPIL '~ PERCENT PEE :g:xtaiﬁsffnxTUREs
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES FOR OFF ICE ’ '
h
EXPENDITURES FOR INSTRUCTION INSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION

75.1% $23.03 B

* $1,161.72 $872.86

.

° L
(18) . (19) (20)
" PER PUPIL
' NT EXPENDITURES
P:ggEcsuxaAL Sé;ici EXPENDITURES PERCENT EXPEND!ITURES
ADMINISTRATION’ FOR PUPIL FOR PUPIL
SERVICES SERVICES .

2.0% $7.82 0,7%

'

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65., FOR 1110
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

OF TERMS AND SQURCES OF DATA

' S0
| A
| Q . .
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BALTIMORE COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL ~- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA—
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE#

..
3

1 (2) 13) (4) 5) t6) TR (8)
. AVERAGE AVERAGE
STANDARD GRADE -
BER OF PERCENT OF NUMBER OF ' AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENY STANDARD
SKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOOL S SCORES DEVIATION SCORES DEVIATION
FNANT LN Traren TESTED (A%} [*~) ! [er) ("N
4,02 1.18
- - » -
READING 5 9748 98,88 106 105.7 14.82 5.85 .1.39
COMPRE- : : :
HENS 10 7 9904 97.77 27 104.2 15.05 7,27 1.63
9 10881 s N g 15.57 8.76 1.7 \
3 6545 98.47 ] 05. 15, 4.51 1.30
(3)
SPELLING 5 . 9748 98,81 }106 105.7 14,82 6.00 .67
. ‘ -
7 9904 97.80 27 104.2 15.05 - 7.56 1.94
9 10881 96.58 . 28 104.1 15,57 .88 2,07
N )
o v hs
t4) g
3 - 8545 98.51 105 105.9 15.43 4,31 1.24
s 9743 '~ 98,82 106 105.7 14,82 5,88 ° 1.64 ¢
CAPITAL- N
1ZATION
. 7 2904 97.88 27 104.2 15.05 T.46 1.94
9 10881 96,63 28 204.1 15,57 8.82 2,17
(s} . . 4
3 1545 98,51 105 105.9 15.43 4,46 1.37
¢ s 9748 98.83 106 105.7 14,82 5.97 1.55
PUNCTUAT LON . i
7 9904 97.86 ¢ 27 104.2 15,058 7.28 1,97
‘ ; <
9 o881 ' 96.65 28 - 104.1 15457 .56 2.16
] A ] . "
’ - BTN
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 44-67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERHS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE. / \
&
{
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SYSTEM LEVEL —-- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE

s BALTIMORE COUNTY

r

TADLE 2.
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE# (CONTINUED)
4

(1) t2) (3} {4) (53 16) (7 {8)

AVERAGE AVERAGE

STANDARD ¢  GRADE

. NUMBER OF | PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD “EQUIVALENT STANDARD
SKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOOLS SCORE DEVIATION SCORES | *DEVIATION
AREAS GRADE ENRDLLED TESTED TESTED (SAS) {sD) {GE) {SD)
te! 3 8545 98.48 + 105 105.9 15.43 4,18 1.35
LANGUAGE Yy 9'743 : 98.79 106 105.7 14.82 5,67 1.82
USAGE ,
7 9904 97.79 217 104.2 15.05 7.33 1.96
9 10881 96.60 28 204,31 15,57 T oalsy 2.14
tn 3 8545 98.42 105, 105.9 15.43 4,38 1.16
LANGUAGE 5 9748 98.77 106 105.7 14.82 5,90 1.42
TOTAL - — :
7 9904 97.68 27 104.2 15.05 7.42 1.71
‘ds,uu |

{o)

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-69,

1
MATHEMATICAL 5 9748 © 98.83 106 108.7 . 14.82 6,17 1,48
CONCEPTS Tl
7 9904 97.69 27 104.2 i 15.05 7.87 1.71
| s '
9 10881 96.29 28 104.1 ! 15.57 9.20 1.81
19} 3 8545 98.03 105 105.9 | 15.43 3,91 1.02
MATHEMATICAL 5 . . .
PROBLEMS 9748 98.82 106 105.7 14.862 5.66 1.36
7 9904 97.71 27 104.2 15.05 T.48 1.69
‘ S~
9 10881 ‘96.32 28 104, 1 15.57 8.87 y.n
i
fa0! 3 8545 98.01 105 105.9 15.43 _ 4,00 .94
TICA - ’
FATHETICAL | s 9748 98.82 106 105.7 14.82 5,94 1.34
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BALTIMORE COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL -~ COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-1974) WITH

YEAR 11 (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES#

o
-

SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL Yél(
GRADE :
1973 - 1974 1974 - 1975
3 1105.0 105.9
NONVERBAL 5 105.7 105.7
ABILITY 7 103.8 .| 104.2
9 103.8 104.1
mmm
3 3.88 3,94
VOCABULARY > 5.54 5.51
"7 7.34 ' 7.31
9 8.91 8.87
( 3 3,94 4,00 |
'READING 5 | 561 5,65
COMPREHENS 10N 71 730 -
9 8.76
. ?" - oA 3
3 4,24 4.38
LANGUAGE 5 5,88 5,90
TOTAL 7 7.50 7.42
9 8.72 8.71
MATHEMATICAL *. =~ = 5 5,97 5,94
TOTAL I 7.78 7.71 i

¢ SEE CHAPYER 3, PAGES 70-T1, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SP?CXAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOP JNTERPRETIMG THIS TAMLE.

1T SHOULD ALSO BE MOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR ] AND YEAR 1] ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STULENT POPULATIJONS,
* H

-

A\ ' . ‘ 4
- . . &

-

l68




>

BALTIMORE COUNTY (ARBUTUS - CHURCH LANE)

TAﬁLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

- : SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
. ‘ PERCENT PERCENT
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT | MCDIAN MEDIAN
GRADE SCHOOL [ PUPIL/| DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S] DISAD- | €DUCA~ FAMILY
ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- | TION OF | INCOME
ZATION MENT | RATIO | DaNCE TCACHER|ADMIN,| TEACMER|ADMIN.| OR ADOVE| TAGED ] MOTHER (s)
SCHOOL NAME - 11} (2) (3) (4) (5) (6 (n (8) (9) (10} 11} (12)
ARBUTUS ' K-6 521 23.7  96.8  20.0 2.0 11.0  21.2  36.4 1.2 11.5 12,080
1 .. o
~ -
BACK RIVER K~6 308 25.7 94,5 11.0 1.0 7.3 19.0  25.0 - -3,9 9.9 10,277
, ) ' J -
) BALTIHMORE HIGHLANDS . K-S 683 22,0 94,9 29.0 2.0 9.0 21.8 29.0 4.5 10,1 9544
. BATTLE GROVE k-6 678 18.3 94,4 35.0 + 2.0 11.3  19.0  29.7 7.7 10.0 10,106
BEAR CREEK k-6 752 21.5 94,9 33.0 2.0 10.4  34.0  11.4 2.6 1.7 11,153
- kg
BEDFORD . K-5 454 22.1 92.0  18.0 2.0 1.9  22.5  50.0 1.4 12.3 144139
BERKSHIRE K-6 560 22.0  96.6 23.5 2.0 8.9 26.3  19.6 1.3 9.9 10,665
CAMPFIELD C k-8 485 26.2  95.0 6.9 2.0 9.6 23.9 37.8 0.7 2.4 14,322
CARNEY K-6 460 20.0 97.0 21.0 2.0 1.4 19.5 39,1 4.0 11.5 12,079
CARROLL MANOR - K-6 . 602 22.3  91.0 25.0 2.0 2.7 22.0  35.2 4.7 12.4 164346
CATONSVILLE K-6 617 20.9  95.6 27.5 2.0 9.2  26.1 7T 3.9 11.4 12,368
S .
CEDARMERE K-6 708 21.8  94.7 30.5 2.0 8.7 30.5 26.1 6.7  12.0 11,587
% 7
CHADHICK K6 a14 20.7 95,9 18.0 2.0 10.1  18.5 50.0 0.0 12.4 12,110
. i .
CHAPEL HILL K-6 :{ 421" 17.5  9%5.9 22.0 2.0 7.2 13.5  29.2 3.7 11.3 12,089
CHARLESHONT K-6 577 19.5 95,8 21.5 2.0 8.1 23.5  23.7 6.5  10.9 10,509
CHASE K% 661 22,4 95.2 21.5 2.0 10.5 19.7 23,7 9.0  10.8 10,778
5 CHESAPEAKE TERRACE K-6 268 24.4 94,8 9.0 2.0 13.1 3.0 18.2 0.0 9.8 104360
. \
- C“UQ LANE K-6 660 20.9  91.0 30.p 2.0 9.2 20.0 43,7 2.3 12.3, 13,410

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72~73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE,
m El
o R
EMC -y : 2 G \_) 17¢0
. —
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (ARBUTUS - CHURCH LANE)

-

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL —- SCHOOL AYERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCQRES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED QN 'SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# '
BALTIMORL LOUNTY

SLHOOL SYHTEM ; .

: K3
SKILL ARLAS
SOV S 0000800 0000000 0 00008800 040800000080 0510008 00,0000¢000000040000000000,0000¢00000000000%08

. VOCABULARY READING COMPRCHENSION ©, LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
v, ) A
SCHUOL NAME "GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER= AVERAGC VMARY= UIFFER- AVCRAGE MARY- DIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY=~ DIFFER~
P ‘LAND Er.CE LAND ENGE LAND CNCE LANO EMCE
SAS GE NORM 6C NOPM GE NORM GE NORM

’ 9

ARBUTUS 103.6 4,00 3,77 , +.23 3,00 3. 04 -+ 04 4430 4,22 +.08 4,00 3,82 4,18
5,95

(7]

94,4 2.90 3.17 .27 3,00 3,22 .22 3.20 3.61 ~ol} .40 3.29 , +,11

BACK RIVER
5.65 =45 5,50 5,62

oW

. v

BAL!IMOQQ HIGHL ANDS 102,7 3.80 3.7} 0,00 3,80 3.78 +.02 4400 4.16 -.16 3.90 3.77 4,13

102,6 5.20 5.3 ~.15 - 5,40 5.38 4,02 5.50 5462 ~12 S.40 5,59 -.19

Ut e

BATYTLE GROVE 3 100.4 3.70 3,56 +oln 3.60 3.62 -e02 4,20 4,01 4,19 3,70 3,64 4,06
' 5,30 5,30 4,00 -] 5,29 +,01

103,64 3.70 3,75 -,05 3,80 3,837 =03 660 4,21 +.19 4,00, 3,81 - 4,19

BEAR CREEK
5,86 4,04 5.70 5,82 -.12

[P
w
4
a9
<

111,5 4,20 4,28 -.08 4,40 4,37 +.03 4.0~ 4,75° =.15 4,10 u,28 -.18

BEOFOKRD
6.70 6455 4,15 6.30 6,48 -, 18

"W

103,7 3.50 3.77 -.27 3.60 3.85 -.25 4,00 4,23 -e23 3,50 3.83 -3

BERKSHIRE
S.77 =47 5460 6,00 =o40 5¢60 5,9% -,35

Ut
w

-

~
w

106,2 ‘3,90 3:93 -.03 3,60 4,01 =e21 4430 4,39 -.29 3.70 3,97 -.27

CAMPF 1ELD
+.0% 5¢60 5.59 4,01 5.60 5,56 4,04

N

CARNEY ‘109.6 4410 3.90 1.20 4,10 397 4011 4e60 . 4,35 +.25 4.30 3,94 4,36
5,7 .

W w

CARROLL MANOR

113.9 4,40 443 -.03 4,60 4453 407 5410 4,91 +.19 4.50 4,42 4,08
108,0 6,00 5483 6,20 5.84 436 640 6.07 4,33 6.60 6,02 4,58

(¢ Q7

CATONSVILLE ©3106,0 4,30 . 3,92 4,08 ' W40 4,00 ¢80 8,50 . 4,38 4,12 4,00 3,96  +Jou
i 104,9 5,55 5,99, Y
<
CLOARMERE 3 1o§ﬁb 4,10 a 3.77 +.3) 4,20 3.84 +.36 4.40 4,22 4.18 3.90 3,82 +,08
0
.

3 112,2 4410 4e32 . -,22 4,10 442 =32 4,90 4,79 4,11 4,50 4,32 4,18
.5 10%,7 5.70 5,62 - +.0n 5.70 5% 6% 4405 5460 5.88 -~ 28 6,00 5,84 4,16

CHADWIEK

.
&
-
N
o
(7]
-
~
-3

CHAPEL HILL 1 103.8 +o42 4,30 3.85 o485 4,60 4,23 .37 4,30 3.8)3 4T .
.

[¢ W)

CHARLESMONT 3 Cg6u 3,40 3,30 4,00 3,50 336 4du 3,70 378 .08 3,60 3,40 ¢,20
S 98,2  4.80  4.96  -.,16 4,90  5.01  -.11 4,00 5,25  ~.35 5.0 5,24 =14

b ) - i . . —
CHASE 3 98,9 3.30 3,46 -.16 3,20 3.52 -o32 3.50 3.91 -4 3.40 3,55 ¢ =,15
5 99,8 4,60 S.10 -.50 4,90 5,15 ~.26 5.20 5,39 -.19 5,40 5.37 +.03

-.11 3,80 3.88 -+0A 4.60 4,20 4034 3.70 3,86 -.16
103.9 5,80 S.40 o34 5,70 5.49 4021 $.70 5,73 =03 5,70 5,70 4,00

w
[
o
*»
-
N
w
-
~
o
w
-

CHESAPEARE TERRAcq{

114,48 440 4,46 -, 06 4,50 4.+56 =00 S.n0 4,94 4,06 4,50 4 4% +,05

CMURCH LANE
) -.29°% 5,90 5,90 4,00 6,10 6.13  =,03  6.40 6408  ¢,32

[TV
-
o
>
~
w
-
>
o
-
[~]
0

¢ SEE CHARTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EX#LANATIDN OF ASTERISK (@) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE™ SCORES, AMD
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS Fqﬂ INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TADLE.

O ‘ . ’ i o ()
ERIC eMoan

[AFuiTox provided by ERIC ’ g




BALTIMORE COUNTY (COCKEYSVILLE - GLENMAR)

<

u

TABLE 3. ;SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SEHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

-

I r.
[ : . SCHOOL AQE CHILDREN
. ' PERCENT PERCINT
TOTAL AVERAGL AVERAGE YEARS STAFF | PERCENT | MEDIAN DIANM
GRADE | SCHOUL | PuplIL/[ DAlLY TOTAL NO, EXPERIENCE MASTER'S|” DISAD- | EDUCA- aMILY
ORGANI- | ENROLL -| STAFF | ATTEN- DEGRCC VAN- | TION OFF[ INCOML
ZATION MENT | RAT!O | DANCE TEACHFR|ADMIN.| TEACHER|ADMIN.| OR ADOVE| TAGED | MOTHER (s
SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3) (&) 15) 16) (7 (8) 191 (10} {11) 112)
COCKEYSVILLE . K-6 453 19.7 96.5 21.0 2.0 11.6  18.5 26.1 6.2 12.1 13,300
’
COLGATE K-6 389 19.8 96,1 17.6 2.0 7.4  19.0 33.7 4.1 9.9 10, 729
’
CROMHELL vALLEY , K=6 | 463 21.0 96.¢ 20.0 2.0 14.0 18.1 50.0 1.1 12.6 17,746
/
DEEP CREEK K-6 381 21.2 94.5% 16.0 2.0 6.3  18.0 38.9 4.1 13.2 9957
DEER PARK K-5 638 23.3  94.2 26.4 1.0 8.8 19.0 51.1 3.6 12.2 13,562
DUNDALK A K-6 894 21.5 95.3 39.5 2.0 11.0 24,0 28.9 10.2 10.8 9719
. "
EASTWOOD K-6 275 17.4 95,2 14,0 . 1.8 7.1 23.2 30.4 L 6.9 9.6 . 104687
EDGEMERE K-6 6517 19.6 95.4 31.5 2.0 10.2 22.5 29.9 6.9 10.1 10,775
EDMONSON HEIGHTS k-6 803 21,2 96.3 35.8 2.0 11.0 23.0 47.6 3.4 12.1 11,818
—
ELMWOOD K-6 758 22.3  95.3 32.0 2.0 . 10.4 M34.1 38.2 6.1 11.0 10,705
ESSEX K~6 633 18.9 95.9 31.5 2.0 2.1 19.5 2649 4.6’% 10.1 11,232
FEATHERDBED LANE K-6 548 ‘20.4 96.3 24.8 2.0 10.6 29.3 36.6 2.4 12.2 12,385
9 /'
,/
FIFTH DISTRICTY K-6 367 19.5 97.2 17.9 1.0 - 12.6 18.0 9.2 9:5 -1%i.8 11,389
o / - ’ "
FORT GARNISON K~6 430 21.3  88.2 18.2 2.0 7.1 19.3 44,5 2.3 Lzrf - 244509
. \ .
* B - r—
FORT HOWARD R<6 146 16.9  94.7 7.5 1.0 9.9 17.0 17.6 23.3 9.4 10,309
\ " ’
\ FRANKLIN 1-6 752 20.9 96,7 34.0 2.0 2.2 21.5 36.1 5.9 12.1 11,752
FULLERTON K~6 646 22.3 96.1 27.0 2.0 8.6 22.3 27.6 3.0 11.1 11,690
LY - .
' r
GLENMAR ‘ K=6 611 17.7  95.2 32.5 'Z'QL_& 9.9 31.5 15.9 8.8 10.2 10,195
v ' o

® SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, fO
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’ : ' ‘ BALTIMORE COUNTY (COCKEYSVILLE - GLENMAR)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE FQUIVALENT SCORES, BY ..~
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES#

UALTIMORYL, jOUNT Y
SCHOOL SYSIEM

: SKILL, ARCAS
..'Ou""‘t."0"0'-to."$.'.t"oqooo'o.'ottc....c.oo“g.....'."0-.o".'."ﬂ....'." I XXX ITXRYII 2]

VOCABULARY READING COMPREMENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GRAUE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY=  DIFFFR- AVCRAGE MARY-  OIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY<  DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER-
LAND EncE LANKD ENCE LAND ENCE LAND EMCE
SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORN
“ COCKEYSVILLE 3 108.5 3.90 3,89 2,01 4,00 3.97 +.03 8,10 4,35 -,2% 3.80 3.93 -,13
5 108,08 5.40 5,90 -.50, 5.80 5.91 -1 5.90 6.14 -, 24 5.90 6,09 - 19
COLGATL 3 101,8 3.60 3.65 -.05 3.50 . 372 .22 3.70 4,10 -.40 3.30 3.72 -.42
5 101.6 4,40 5.26 -RG *+ 5,10 5.30 =20 ‘S.40 5,54 =14 5.20 5,51 -3
CROMWELL VALLEY 3 115,0 4,60 4,50 .10 4,80 4,60 .20 5.20 4,98 ‘.22 4,70 (Y.} 4,22
5 113,7 640 6,.3) +.07 6,40 ' 6:32 +.08 6,50 6.55 -.05 6.60 6.48 12
n
DEEP CREEK T ) 1036 3.60 3.77 -.17 3.80 3.04 -.04 3.80 4,22 -.u2 3.60 3.02 -.22
5 101,6 4,70 5,26 ~-.56 4,90 5.30 -0 5.10 5,54 -4t 5,40 5,51 -,11
DEER PARK - 3 103.0 4,00 3.73 4.27 4,00 3.00 4,20 4,50 4.18 4,32 3.90 3.797  +.11
. 5 108,0 5.90 °  5.8) 4,07 5,90 5.84 +.06 6.10 6.07 4,03 6,00 6.02 -,02
'} . *
DUNDALK 8 3 102,1 3,20 3.67 Y 3.60 3. 74 -1l n.n0 4,12 .12 3.70 3,73, -.03
5 102,7 5.00 5,36 -.% 5.30 5,39 -.09 6.20 5,63 4,57 5,80 5,68 ¢,20
EASTXUO0D 3 07,2 3.60 4,00 -, 40 3.%0 4.0n -.58 ¢ 3.70 4,06 =.76 ¢ 3,80 4,03 -.,23
. 5 101,2 4,90 5.23 =33 5.10 5,27 -.17 5.00 5.50 -, 50 8,40 5.15 -,08
1
\ : L
# EDGEMERE 3 97.9 3.50 3.40 4,10 3.60 ‘346 ‘.14 4,30 . 3.04 4.26 3.60 S.ué ‘.11
5 101,8 5,10 5,28 -.18 5,40 5,32 +,0p 5.0 5.55 05~ 5,80 ‘5,583 4,27
EOMONSON HLIGHTS 3 106,8 4.10 3.97 13 4,20 4,05 .15 4.70 (PR} .27 4,10 %, 01 4,09 ’
5 108,5 5.90 5,87 0,03 6,10 5.88  4.22 6.40 6.11 2,29 6.40 6.06 4,30
- e
eLuwoodf 3 108,2 3.80 3,87 -.07 * 3.90 3.9% -.05 4.60 733 +,27 3.90 3.91 -.01
: 99.9 5.10° 5.11 -.01 5.10 5.16 -.06 5.50 F_uo 410 5.70 5.38 +,32
ESSEX 5 102,9  5.20 5.38 ¢ -,18 5,30 5.41 -1 5,40 %65 .25 5,40 5.62  -,22
FEATHLRBLD LAKE 3 1037 3.80 3,77 +,0% 4,00 3.85 4.15 4.40 §.23 ¢, 17 3.70 3.8) -.13
5 104,7 5,40 5,54 -, 14 5,60 %.56 4,04 6.10 5,80 ., 30 5,90 5,76 ‘1N
v / '
FIFTH DISTRICT 3 107,0 3.90 3.99 ' -,09 3,70 4. 07 - 37 4,00 w,uh -.45 4,00 4,02 -, 02
5 1134 5.90 6.30 - 40 6.00 6.30 -30 6.10 6.52  -.u2 6.50 6,45 +,05
FURT GARRISON 3 112, 4,50 4,37 1 4,50 TS .00 - 4.80 a,04  -.04 4. N0 8.6 ., 08
S 5 110:5 °© 6.50 6,05 1.H8 6.40 6.05 +.35 7.00 6.28 4,72 6.90 6,22 4,08 0
FURY HOWARQD 3 10M9 3.30 3.79 -0 3,50 3.06 -.36 8.50 4,24 .26 3.70 3,04 -, 18
5 96,7 .50 4,83 -3 4,80 4.89 -.09 4.90 5,13 -.23 5.40 8,12 ¢, 28
. Y . .
FRALKLIN 3 102, 3.80 3,69 . .11 3.80 3.76 4,04 HenD [T L | ] 3.80 3.78 .85
S 1033 530 5,41 -.11 5,40 5,44 -0t 5.60 5.68 -,08 5,80 5,65 L% L)
) g ™ . ‘ iy
FULLERTON -3 107,0 4,20 3.99 4,247 4,30 4.07 4,23 .40 4,45 -.0% 4,10 4,02 )
5 104,6 5,50 5,53 -.03 5,40 5.5% =15 5.50 5,79 « =,29 8.50 5.7% -.29
7 ) A - \'
GLEIMAR 3 99,5 3.40 3,50 ¢ -.10 3.30 356 -.26 3.70 3.95 -.2% 3.40 3.%8 -.18
5 1v0,7 5,20 5,18 +.02 5.20 H.22 -.02 5.30 5,46 =.16 5.60 8,44 4,16
. : . [
. “ r h

. . .
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-T3, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION ‘OF ASTERISK (®) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND |
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INIE'}PRE‘HNG THE “DIFFERENCE” SCORES PROVIDED IN TMIS TABLE,
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (GRANGE - LUTHER_VILLE-)

i

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL ~— COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOD%' RESOURCES PROFILE#

» ¥ .
. ¥ .
* < R
’ H
‘ 3
- i
o SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT . PERCENRT T
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT | MEDIAN MEDIAN
«| GRaDE | schooL |PupIL/| DAlLY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER® S|’ DlSﬁD— EDUCA- | FAMILY
ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE VAN~ | JION OF | INCOML
¢ ZATION MENT RATIO | DANCE TEACHER|ADMIN, TEACHCR|ADMIN.! OR ABOVE TAGED MOTHER {3)
SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3} 14) (5) 16) &3] (8) (9) (10) (11} (12)
’ . ’ .
GRANGE K-6 554 21.3 95,5 24.0 2.0 6.2 22.5 23.1 3.1 ‘11.3 11,487
Al .
GRAY MANOR K-6 516 18.4  96.3 26.0 2.0 10.7 11.0 25.0 1.9 10.1 - 104963
GUNPOWDER K-6 498 22.6  97.1 20.0 2.0 1113 17.8 45.5 3.5 11.7 12,849
. i ’
HALE THORPE . K=6 203 23.9°  95.0 6.5 2.0 8.0 15.5 23.5 4.1 11.4  11:879
I 4 v .
"HAMPTON K-6 427 21.3  97.6 18.0 2.0 10.9 31.0 40.0 0.1 %2.7 18,805
- . 1
-
HARFORD HILLS K-6 559 19.6 97.0 25.5 3.0 9.2 16.7 42.1 2.7 12,1 32,546
HAWTHORNE K-6 821 21.9  95.2 35.5 2.0 10.5 21.7 24.0 . 5.2 11.4 10,339
. ; . .,
HEBBVILLE K-6 533 22.2 94,2 22.0 2.0 4.1 15.3 41.7 2.0 12.3 12,713
HERNWOOD K-5 351, 22.8  93.9 13.4 2.0 10.2 17.0 42.2 10.6 12.1 ;.'3.“979
~» A
[ . . :
HiLLckesT K~6 496 20.4  9b6.4° 23.3 1.0 8.8 24.7 3.7 4.1 12.3 13.3\62
0 u . * v
HILLENDALE k-6 800 22.8  96.1 33.1 2.0 9.9 33.3 27.9 4.6 12.3 11,808
INVERNESS 46 636 20.1  94.8 29.7 2.0 9.4 27.5 36.9 3.8 11.2  10:628
JOHNNYCAKE K-6 527 18.5 96.6 26.5 2.0 11.3 21.3.  31.6 2.7 2.1 13,058
KINGSVILLE ’ K-6 602 21.4  97.1 26.1 2.0 15.8 17.5 28.2 2.6 12.2 13,003
LANS DOWNE K-5 454 22.7  95.2. 18.0 2.0 10.8 13.8 50.0 5.6 9.9  10+103-
[
-
. LOCH RAVEN k=6 743 20.5, 96.3 34,4 1.8 9.3  28.0 33.7 2.9 12.1 111409
. R » N
LOGAN K-3 588 19.5 bs.6 28.1 2.0 8.2 22.3 23.3 , 5.6 10.7 10,705
13
LUTHERVILLE . K-6 580 20.6 97.6 26.1 ' 2.0 10.8 33.5 43.3 2.0 12.6 151227
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
] ) .
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (GRANGE - LUTHERVILLE)

‘ P4
TABLE 4. SCHD@L LEVEL -- SCHQ_D& AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLA‘ND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL '
: AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# . . .
BALTIMORL COUNTY ' .
SCHOOL SYSTEM f . . . : .

. -

- SKILL AREAS .
989y utt"Otcttltt.tt.A;utuuuttoluot..Ag..tov.utut.to.‘o‘.uu.tt&'uvutttvtu‘.tot‘.utuvut‘tt‘uo.uu.ﬁtt

VOCABULARY READING COMPREGENSION - LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL .
SCHUOL HAML GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFFR~ AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFFR= AVERAGE MARY-° DIFFER~ AVERAGE MARY- DIFFER=
. LAND ~ ErCF LAND ENCE LAND ENCE . LAND EMCE
. SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE HORM GE HORM
.
GRANGL 3 107.8 3.70 =" r4,08 . 3.80 h.12 -e32 3.90 4,50 -e60 3,80 u.oe\' -.26
5 106,5 5.30 5,69 =.da 5,60 5,71 _ =1l 5.70 5,95 =25 6,20 5490 +,30
’ ) . 1 3 -
GHAY MANOR 3 103.6 3,40 3,77 .37 3,60 3.84 -.28 4400 4,22 ~.22 3,680 3,82 -,02
, 5 c400,9 * 4,904 5,20 3 4,90 Se24 =¢34 5.00 5,48 -.u8 5.40 5,46 -.06
> 1
GUNPOWDER 3 198,6 4.40 4,09 +.31 4,50 4,18 +e32 44R0 4455 +,25 4,40 4,11 +,29 .
5° 104,3 5,50 5.50 +,00 5,60 y5e53 +.07 5480 5.76 +,04 5,90 5.73 . 4,17
n
94 - . v B
HALE THORPE 3 97,2 2,70 3,35 .65 3,00 3041 -etif 3,10 3.80 -.70 3.40 3,45 -.05
5 105,9 5.10 , 5.64 -.54 5,80 5,66 4ol 5.90 5,90 2400 5,80 ‘5,85 -.05
HAMPT OM. v 3 116,9 4,50 4,62 -.12 4,50 4,73 -.23 4,90 5.10 , =.20 4,40 4,59 -.19
5 108,0  6.50 5.03  4.67  6.50 5.0 4466 s 6430 6.07 ' +.23  6.50 . 6.02 ' +.48 )
. . f . .
HARFORD HILLS 3, 110,7 * 4,10 4,22 tme 12 4,30 432 =02 460 4,69 -.09 4,30 4,23 +,07
. 5 107.4 4 5.80 5.77 4,03 5,80 5.79 4,01 6410 6,02 4,08 .00 5.97  +,03
HANTHORNE 3 90.9 % 3,40 3,46  -,06 3,60 3,52 . 4,08 3,90 3,91  -.01 3,60 3,55  +,05
. . 5 103,2 4,50 5.40 -.90 5,00 S.u4°  <.hu - 5,40 5467 -.27 5.70 5,64 +,006
HEBBVILLE ‘ 3 106,5 3,90 3,95  -,05 4,10 4,03 +.07 4420 Tuuu1 -.21 4,10 3.99 +,11
W 5 o8, 5,30 5,86 -.56 5,60 5.08  -.28 5.70 611 -1 5.90 6,05 -.15
. . =8 , ) .
HERHWOOD .3 104,5°¢, 4,10 3.83 1,27 8,20 3.90 4430 440 4,28 +.12 “‘},{{3 3,87 +,23
5 113,2 6440 6,29 1411 6,30 6.28 4402 6470 6.51 4,19 6. T 4,46
. ' . . -
HILLCRESY 3 103,4 4,30 3,75, " 4,55 4,40 3.83 +.57 4.N0 4421 +.59 4,00 3.81 +,19 .
) i "5 108.4 6,30 5,86 T 6,00 5.88 +.12 6440 6,11 4,29  ,6.,30 6,05 4,25
. : . N .
HILLENDALE 3 106,27 u,10 3,93 4,17 4,10 4,01 +.09 4,70 4,39 4431 3.90 3,97 -.07
5 10%.9 5,60 S.64 -.0u 5,60 5.66 ~.06 5.R0 5,90 =10 6,00 5,85 4,15
INVERNESS 5 100,7 5,10 5,18 -.08 3.‘10 5,22 -e12 5,50 5.46 +,04 5,40 5,44 -, 04
JOHINYCAKE 3 1089 4,40 w41 4429 4,40 4,20 4420 4,A0 4,57 +,23 4,30 woa3} 17
’ 5 106.8 6.20 5,¥2 +.48 6,10 S5¢74 +436 6.70 5.97 4,73 6,40 5,93 .47
»
KINGSVILLE 3 105,48 4,10 3,08 1,22 4,10 3.96 +o14 Ho40 4,34 +.06 4.10 3,92 +,18°
- 5 107,5 5.60 5,78 -.18 5,00 5.80 +,00 5.70 6,03 -.33 5.60 5,98 -.38
. : B B 2
LANSOOWNE - 3 105,4 3.80 3,88 -,08 3,60 3.96 -e36 4¢10 4,34 ~20 4,00 3,92 +,08
A 5  98.9 4,00 5,02 --,2? 4,90 5,07 -.17 5.00 5,31 =31 5,20 5,30 -.10 ﬁ
‘ .
" LOCH KAVEN 3 109.6 4,20 - 4,15 4,08 4,30 He24 +.06 4490 4,62 +.28 -4,20 4,17 +,03
5 109,2 5,90 § 5,93 -.03 6,00 5494 +.06 6.20 6417 +.03 6420 6,12 +,08
; \ e
LOGAN . 3 101.8 3.50 3,65 -.15 3,60 3.72 -.l2 3.70 4.10 =40 3.70 3,72 -.02
LUTHERVILLE 3 114.6 4,70 Hou8 4,22 5,00 4,58 o2 5,30 4.95 4,35 4,70 4,46 +,24
. - 5 111,9 6,30 617 4,13 6,40 6417 +.23 6.70 6440 +,30 6460 6.33 27

4

i

# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (%) ACCOMPANYING “DIFFERENCE" SCDRES, AND

SPECIAL XNSTRUCTXDNS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DXFFERENCIX:‘/ SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TADLE.
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BALTIMORE,COUNTY (MAIDEN.CHOICE - PINEWOOD)

a

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY ANDVRUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

7

¢ SEE CHAPYTER 3, PAGES 72-73+ FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCJ;

.

v

OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

» v ‘
/ 1 SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
' ' PERCENT : PERCENT -
- TOTAL AVERAGE . |AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT | MEDIAN MEDIAN
. GRADE | SCHOOL | PUPIL/| DalLY TOTAL NO. | EXPERTENCE MASTER'S| DISADs | EDUCA- | FAMILY
ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STAFF ATTEN- = DEGREE VAN~ } TION OF INCOME
ZATION | MENT |RATIO | DANCE | TEACHER|aDMIN. TEACHER|ADMIN.| OR aBOVE| TAGED |MOTHER {° (3}
SCHOOL NAME (1) 2y | (4 (51 (er (7) 18} (9) (200 | (aaF (12)
s . /4
MAIDEN CHOICE K-6 617 19.9  95.2 29.0 2.0 6.1 26,0  22.6 3.6 10.6 10,579
. M W
MARS ESTATES K-6 625 22.7  95.9 24.5 3.0 9.0 19.07 32.7 3.7 11.1 96431
! yd v
MARTIN BOULEVARD K-6 461 21.9  95.0 10.8 ,//;1.5 19.0 7.0 10.7 710,107
. . & ~ V¥
~
nccnnn%px K-6 651 22.0  97.2 19.5  33.8 3.4 11.8 110328
MERRITT POINT 46 454 19.7 —96.3 L 13.5 21T &.T 10.7 10,705
M1DDLERDROUGH K-6 556 19.5  94.9 3.1 2A 7.7 10.5 9162
MIDDLE§EX K-6 733 19.5  94.9 30.3,‘ 25.3 8.3 10.4 9592
MILBROOK K-S ‘432 19.6  91.5 20.0 2.0 7.4 “24.5  40.9 2.3 ¢ 12.1 13273
NORNOOD K-6 606 202 9% 28.0°° 2.0 4 8.8  20.0  16.7 1.8 9.9 11,501
OAKLE1GH K-6 677 18.9 As.s 33.9 2,0 13,0 39.5  * 33.1 6.7 11.8 11,033
l,"/ ’. -
OREMS:- K-6 418 21.3  95.8 17,6 2.0 8.7  22.3  30.6 5.0 11.2 10,231
( .
OWINGS MILLS K-6 8s7 25.2  95.5 32.0 2,0 9.1 19.5  35.3 1.4 11.5 11,500
&N .
PADONI A K-6 578 20.8 95,577 25.8 2.0  12.1  22.0 36.0 2.0 12.6 143906
- -
PARKVILLE K-6 735 22.6  96.0 30.5 2.0 2.7  27.3  33.8 5.0 11.8 11,629
_ PATAPSCO NECK K-6 333 17.5  94.9 17.0 2.0  10.7  14.5  31.6 3.2 10,2 111516
PERRY HALL K=6 731 20.9  96.9 33.0 2.0  12.7  22.5 ' 25.7 3.5 11.7 12,942
. ;
PINE GROVE K-6 608 20.3  96.5 28.0 2.0 9.3 18.5 2647 3.3 12.2 13,865
PINEWOOD k=6 370 16.3 97.3 20.9 2.0 8.8 29.0 21.0 2.9 12.6 18,142




BALTIMORE COUNTY -(MAIDEN CHOICE - PINEWOOD) .

1 -
- IABLF 4. SCHODL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AV-ERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILWEAREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
. AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES%# - )
BALYIMORL COUNTY - B . ¢
SCHOOL SYSIEM y i . . .
. " SKILL AREAS ‘

.‘.‘.....‘"“‘..“‘....QOOC‘..‘t'.""0"‘Q.““.‘.‘““..“‘.‘...“‘...‘...NX;..'.‘............
B N . < .
MAY

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATICAL TOTAL
SCHUOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY~  DIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY=-  DIFFCR- AVERAGE MARY=  DIFFER~ AVERAGE BARY-  DIFFER-
LAND LNCE LAY ENCE LAND ENCE LAND ENCE
*  SAS GE NORM - 6E NORM . GE NORM GE NORM .
: A ,’ . o
\ ‘ . . K .
MAIDEN CHOICE 3 106,8 3,90 3,07 -,07 4,00 © 4,05 =.05 4e40 UCR ~.03 3.90 4,01 =11
. 5 1v7,2 5,30 5,76 -l6 5.60  S.77 =17 5,90 6.01 ~-.11 6.10 5,96 4418
MARS ESTATLS 3 1u2.6 3,40 3,70 -.30 3,50 3,77 ~e27 3,70 - 4,15 -.45 3.h0 3.76 4,08
R 5 101,5 4,50 5,25 =75 & 4,90 5,29 -s39 ¢+ 5.20 553 -.33 5,10 5,50 -, 40
MARYIN BOULLVARD .3 99,6 3,40 3,51 =11 3,40 3.57 ~-e17 3.80 3.96 .16 3,60 3,59 ° 4,01
5 98,3 4,90 4,97 -.07 5,00 5402 -.02 5410 5426 =16 5,40 , 5425 +,18 -
MCCORMICK ¥ 104,9 4, ¥ 3.85 +.25 u,1u 3.93 4417 4,60 4¢3l +.29 4,20 3,90  +,30
5 108,9 5,60 5,73 L -,13 5,70 5.75 -.05 6,10 5.98 4,12 6,00 5,93 +307
MERRITY POINT S 101,4 5.10 5,24 .14 5,40 5,28 4412 5,90 5,52 4,38 5,70 5,80 4,20
HIDDLLG%UG" 3 _105.2' 3470 3,74 ~-o0u 3,90 3.81 409 4,20 4,19 4,01  3.90 - 3.80 4,10
' 5 99.1 90 7. 5,04 A-,1u - 5,10 5,09  +.01 5420 5,33 -~a13 |, 5.30 ° 5.3t -.01
- . . ' .
« . . . .
MIDDLESEX 3 104,3 3,70 .80 7 -1 3,70 3.89 -.19 410 4,27 -.17 3,80 3,86 -.06
o 5 98,6 u.80 5.00 °  ~,20 5,10 . 5,00 4405 5430 5,29 _+.01 5,40 5.27 +,13
.. . - . N
MILERUOK 3 104,8 3,90 . 3).nu' +.06 3,90 3.92 -e02 4.50 4,30 4,20 4,00 3,89 +.11
5 106.,0 5,50 5,66 ~1% 5,60 5,67 -.07 6.10 5,91 +.19 6.00 5,86 o.n/
. t, . .
NORWOLD 3' 109.8 5,00 4,17  *=,17° 1,90 4,26 -e36 4e30 , 4,63  ~.33 u,00 4,18 -8
5 111,6 5,40 6,14 -7y ¢ 5,80 6415 ~e35 , 6.20 6437 ~e17 6430 6,31  -.01
. : ‘£ \ * - R
OAKLE JGH 3 106,5 4,00 4,08 -.08 4,10 4,17 -.07 4,40 4,55 -e15 4,10 4,10 4,00
. 5 107.,6 5.50 . 5,79 -.29 5.60 5,81 -e21 5,090 6,04 =14 6400 5,99 4,01
' N
OREMS 3 102,3 3,20 3.60 -.un 3.50 3.75 -e25 3,70 413 =ud 3,60 3,75 -.1%
5 103.%5 5,00 5,03 “o43 5,30 5.46 ~e16 5440 5,70 ~¢30 3 5.50. 5,66 -.16
. - = - .
OWINGS MILLS 3 103.8 4,00 3,70 4,22 4,00 3.85 4415 4,40 4,23 ‘a1l 3,60 3,83 -.23
5 104,7  5.40 . 5,54 o8 5,40 T Beh6 - 16 5.90 5,80 4,10 5,50 5,76 -,26
PADON1A 3 104,7 4,00 3.A4 4,16 3,90 3. 91 .01 4,20 4,29 ~.09 3.80 3,88 -,08
5 106,1 5470 rb.bé T 4.0 5,90 5.68 4.22 6.10 5,91 4,19 5.80 5,87 -,07
PARKVILLE 3 10641 4410 3,93 417 4,20 401 4,19 4,50 4,39 4e11 4,10 y 3.97 4,13
5 105.6 5,50 5,61 ~el1 5,60 5,64 ~s0u 5460 5,87 ~.27 5,90 5.03 +,07
PATAPSCU NeCK 3 100,8 3.70 3,59 TR B 3,70 3.65 4,05 - 3.70 u,04 ~o34 3,60 3,66 .06
5 103,2 5,60 5,40 4,20 5,70 S5.44 4426 6.00 5.67 4,33 6.10 5,64 4,46
PERRY HALL 3 108,1 4,00 4,06 -, 06 4,10  4.14 =04 4,30 Y 4,82 -.22 4,10 4,08 +,02
1 5 110,7 5,90 6,07 -.17 6,00 6.07 -07 6.00 630 ~30 6430 6,24 4,06
PINE GROVE 3 108,8 4,20 4,10 +.10 4,40 4,19 +e21 510 4,57 4,53 4,40 4,12 - +,28
/# 5 109,1 6,00 5,92 +.0R 6,00 9,93 4,07 6.20 6.16 4,00 5,90 6,11 -.21
- .
PINEWOOD 3 119%,2 [T 4,51 -1 4,50 4,62 -.12 4,00 4,99 -.19 4,40 4,49 ° ~=,09
5 1006,7 6.10 5,71 0,39 5,90 5,73 4017 6410 5,96 4,14 6410 5,92 4,18
. ) A

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITINN DF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (e) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE®™ SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSYRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING YHE "DIFFERENCE'" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY

{

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL--—

s

(PLEASANT PLAINS

COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RES%bRCf?FPRO

Vd

SEVENTH DISTRICT) -

.

i/

FILE#
Yo

0 . "
N . . \ SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
. PERCENT ’ ‘ © | PERCENT |—— :
TOTAL * . | AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF [ PERCENT [ MEDIAN | MEDIAN
GRADE | scwooL |ePuriLs] palLy TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE - 7] MASTER'S| DISaD- | EDUEA~ | FAMILY-
v ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN- - DEGRFE VAN=- - | TION OF | INCOME
ZATION MENT JRATIO | DANCE TeacHER | ADMIN.| TEACuER ]| ADMIN.| OR ABOVEl TacED | MOTHER | (3)
, SCHOOL NAME (B . 12) (3) 14) tsy |-t6) | n }i&*" 9) 110} (13) 112)
— b\i . -
PLEASANT PLAINS K-6 620 18.5  97.4 30%5° 3.0 8.9 20,7 44,8 3.0 12.3 12,823
o ' :
. ‘ ) .
» P y . A
POT SPRING . K-6 608 , 20.6 ° 96.8 271.5 2.0 9.9 21.5 16:9 1.6 32.6 164598
A . . . -
PONATAN . K~6 457 22.9 " 96.6 18.0 2.0 1.7 23.5 30.0 5.1 12.3 13,530
. . ‘- ‘ ' ° - ‘ :
* PRETIY 30V k-6 367 22.2- 95.5 ' 35.5. 1.0 16.3 8.8 24.2 2.9 , , 0.0 10,342 -
) '] g ’
A . e ) ' .
RANDALLSTOWN K-6 635 21.9 93.3°, ,27.0 2.0, 10.7 18,7 43,1 5.1 12.3 13,977
©®
> g .
RED HOUSE RUN . K-6 739 2359 9.3, - za.kg 2.6 9.0 20.0 22.7 2.5 11.3y 12,179
- . ' _ A : . .
. * . ) 3 . . : 0"
REISTERSTOWN ° K-6 -761 > 25.4  96.0 28.0° - 2.0 10:3  22.0 36.7 5.0 12.3 12,182
2. . '
. ‘ . ..
. . . .
RELAY K-6 362 20.7  95.1 15.% 2.0 11.% 17.5 20.0 8.9 12.0 /ig;apa_
WY . ‘ ' ® v o
-
R1DERWOOD . K~6 - 543 20.0° 97.0 25.0 2.0 9.3 .24.% 33,3, 1.0 12.8 19,259
- ‘ ’ -
% . . ~ . S
RIVERVIEW K-5 o 91 . 22.6  95.4 ° 23,0 2.0 8.4 18.0 25.7 7.9 10.3 9646
. . - r
- - ° - . .
RODGERS FORGE K-b 7190 23.3 96,7 32.2 2.0 11.4 21.% * 31.6 8.1 12.7 14,053
’ . U - p
» - . - M .
ROSEDALE o X-6 7181 2.2 95.9 | 34.9 2.0 9.1 18.0 29.5 3.4 10.1 31,703
- { Q‘," " .
. . » . . N e
RUXTON. K-6 364 18.9 94, 17.2 2.0 , 12.0°  23.5% 44,8 4.6 12.9 204544
- . ‘ .
2 -
-
SANDALWOOD - K-6 655 21.8  95.9 _ 28.0 2.0°, 6.3 ¢ 33.2 23,3 4.0 11.6 104134
s ! . . B . N
[ N
% SANDY PLAINS . k=6 ¢ 720 22.4 Q4.4 30.5 _ 2,0 4.9 20.7 16.9 3.7 1.2 10,628
. 1 - P 3 R } “.
SCOTTS BRANCH K=6 5907 20.0 92.4 28.5 1.0 9.4 26.0 27.1 4ok 12.2 12,907
* . ’
- 4 ° . . -
SENECA k-6 553 22.3  96.5 23.0 2.0 " _ 8.0 30.5 ., 24.0 2.1 1172 114304
SEVENTH DISTRICT K-6 YY) 20.7 95.8 18.5 3.0 . 15.6 22.0 48.8 8.3 10.4 10,228
< — _— a *

o

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR- DEFINITIO

O
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- BALTIMOKL COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSILM

N : -
scnooLoNAME »

<
.

PLEASANT PLAINS®

POT SPRING -

POWHATAN

PRETTY BOY
RANDALLSTOWN °7,
f‘; ‘nto‘nousa RUN
- REISTLRSTOWN

SRELAY
o
RIDER00D
RIVERVIEW .
RODGERS FORGE
RlSEDALE
RUXTON

SANDALWO0D

SANDY PLAINS

SCOTTS BRANCH
SENECA

- SEVENTH DISTRICT

TABLE: 4.

-

GRALE AVERAGE AVERAGE

.
a

&

SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EbUIVALENT SCORES,
COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES#

SKILL AREA,.

U s

[ ")

(L7 LS ¥ L3 U

[ ¥

(L7

a

2]

[

SAS GE
.
108.3 © 4.40
112.5  6.50

9
-
113.4  4.80
108.7  ©.30
. 2
100.0  3.40
10.2  5.00
d
105.3  3.80
105.8 , S.u0
110,5  4.30
106'6  5.80
1104 .20
106.8  5.70
[~
106.3 4,00
, 1061 5.70
108.0 4,00
©110.2°  5.50
110.8  4.30
112.3 6,40
100.5  3.50
102.2  4.90
1113 4.30
110.5  6.20
102.7  3.60
102.0 5,20
133.3 70
110.8  6.00
108, 4,20
103. 5,10
99.5  3.30
110,1  4.00
106.0  “5.60
108.8  3.70
104.1  5.00
97.4  3.60
90.9  5.30

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~

5.02

DIFFrR- Avqung

(\
1 <

VOCABULARY
ARY~
AND ErcE ®
NORM °
.
4,079 $o3n
5 6,22 4e?R
4.40°  4.un
E.av Y
o, .
3.54 =18
“5,23 -.2)
. 'f"
3.08 | -.0n
5.63 & -.23
4,21 $.09
5,70 +.10
c
*
w,21 -.0f
5,96 -.20
W01 -.07
5.66 .04
4,05 .08
6.02 -.52
4,23 ¢, 07
6.21 4019
3.57  -.p¢
5:31 41
8
4,26 4,00
6.1 ,* +.06
L
3,71 11
5.30 -.10
.7
T
#.39 ¢ 31
6.07 -.07
4,06 T
5.39 -.29
3.50 -.20
4,19 -.19
5.65 -.05
J.08 LIPS L]
5,48 -, 08
3.37 +.23
+.28

8

_BAL]IMORE COUNTY

&

APLEASANT

T

’

|

-3

|

SKILL ARLAS

REAUING CONlﬂEHENSlOH

GE #

MARY~
LAND
HORM

4 49
6.08

(TR L)
5, 42

3.92
9.51

342
5.07

179

-

LANGUAGE rntﬁL

A

BY

PLAINS - SEVENTH PISTRICT)
\ : '

.0.0....0‘&’.""'-.-..o".l“'t't-.o.tq..'.'...oo-010000.00‘itotﬁfpttoootooootno.qo..oo..o..o...vt

MATHEMATICAL TOTAL

UIFFFR- AVLRAGE HARYq //DJFFER- AVERAGE

ENCE

&
*.25
+.Up

.30
¢80

+.03

0.2y
412

-1
=e12

-.16

-e28
«“a07

~e02
-e21

4.0A
N3

gE

3.70

4.50
5.00

§.10
5.40

3.50
5.40

R”w

»

¢ SEE CHMAPTER 3, PAGES 74-7%, FOR DEFINITION DF TCARMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (#) ACCOHPANYING
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIQONS FOR INYERPREYING THE "DIFFERENCE” SCORLS PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

“

TENCE

-,08
4.10

-.1)
4,21

+.22

*,54

4,03
-.08

¢.17
+.49

419
~.16

~.10
¢, 07

4,20
+.01

+,07
XL

3.0
5.60

4,00
« 6430

4.30
6.30

"4,30
6.50

4,10
6.20

MARY~
LAND®
NOHM

"DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

DIFFER=
EMCE

“~ ;

v/

¢.13
¢+, 20

-.07
*16

+,12
-, 05

~-.008
-.02

-.08

-.20
024

+.01
-.31

¢, 08
+.10




BALTIMORE COUNTY (SPARKS - WOODMOOR)

o

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL =-- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#*

. SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN .
. N . 2 PERCENT . , PERCENT
R . TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT | MEDIAN MEDIAN
GRADE | scrOOL | Purti/| batey T01AL NO. EXPERITNCE MASTER'S| DISAD- | Epuca- | FamiLy
ORGANI- | ENROLL-[ STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE | VAN- | TION OF | INCOML
IA’”'ON HENT RATIO ! DANCGE TEACHER [ ADMIN. TEACHER|ADMIN.| OR ADOVE TAGED HOTHER {3}
SCHOOL NAME (1) (21 (3} &} (9) {6} (rn (8} 9! (10) tuy) (12)
SPARKS K-6 4‘03‘ * 19.3 9%.3 20.9 2.0 11.5 20.5% 39.3 8.% 12.3 12,558
STONE LEIGH K-6" - 644" 21.6  96.4 27.9 2.0 1.4 15.7 26.8 2.1 12.4 14,868
SUMMIT PARK K-8 284 22.7  86.7 0.5 2.0 13.5 18.0  68.0 4.0 12.6  20:446
SUSSEX K-8 533 8.1 95.2 27.5 2.0 8.7 20.3  40.7 6.0 10.4 10,017 .
TIMBERGROVE . K-8 720 23.2 95,9 29.0 2.0 8.6 24.9  29.0 1.3 12.3 11,826
T1HONIUM . K-8 543 21.3  97.4 23.5 2.0 1.8 31,5 5449 1.8 12.5 16,869
° TOWSON K-6 AAS 16.¢2 96.% 24.5% 3.0 12,5 2.4 4.8 8.% 12.6 13:2%86
.
VICTORY VILULA . K-6 656 20.8° 94,8 29.5  2.0°  10.7 23,3 142 3.8 10.3 9951
' .
VILLA CRESTA K-6 737 19.4  97.0 36.0 2.0 11.0  36.0  31.6 5.8 12.0 11,555
o - -
WARREN, . ; K-8 184 22,4 9.4 33.0 3 oy 10.4 293 40.0 5.2 12.5 18,590
hY
WELLKOOD “ K-8 541 23.5  86.4 21.0 2.0 8.5  14.5  30.4 2.9 12.6 20,867
v G
WESTCHESTER P-b 649 20.0  95.9 30.5 2.0 9.0 21.0  39.4 % 12.2 13,807
WESTONNE K-6 700 19.7  96.5 34,0 2.0 9.7  27.5  33.3 7.8 12.0 11,613
.
WINAND . K-8 821 23.1_ 90.0 33.5 2.0 8.6 30.3  39.4 1.6 12.9 15,887
3 . ~
MINFIELD K—-6& 514 2.6 91.8 'Zi-ﬁ 2.0 6.8 17.8% 33.6 1.1 fz-l- 13,181
°
WOODBRIDGE K=& 492 26.6  96.8 16.5 2.0 7.5 15.5  31.8 0.3 12.2 18,179
» N N
. ° -
WOODLAWN . K-6 263 22.9  96.3 10.5 1.0 7.8 23.0  26.1 5.6 12.1 11,891
* < [} M "
WOODMOOR K-8 570 22.1 95.9 26.1 2.0 7.1 24,5 34,9 2.5, 12.3 13,614

-
o

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES T2-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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TARLL 4.

BALTLORE CcOuNTY
SCHOOL SYSIEM

SCHUOL NAML

SPARKS
STONELEAGH
SUMMIT PARK
SUSSEX
TIMBEAGROVE
TIMDNIUM
TOwWSON
VICTORY VILLA
VILLA CRLSTA
WARREN
WELLWYOO0D
WESTCHESTER
WESTOaNL
PHUITUN]
WINF1cLO
wOO0pBRIDGE
WOODLAWH

WUOLMUOR

SCHOOL LEVEL
SKILL AREA,
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES#

BALTIMORE -COUNTY

SKILL AREAS

(SPARKS -

-— SCHODL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES,
COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL

WOODMOOR )

BY
/

-

'...Q‘00"‘..‘0.0‘..0l‘Q'....O...‘0000.0.000'0’00.0'l."‘.“ ‘0....0.0."."..'..0.'.0'...‘.0.'.....

VOCADULARY REAOING C

GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY-  OJFFFR- AVERAGE M

LAND + Ercf L

SAS G NORM GE N

g »

3 1060,9 8,40 4,11 4,29 4,50
5 105,1 5.60 .57 0,03 5,70
3 110,7 4,70 u,22 T 4,80
5 113,0 6,40 6,27 0,13 6,60
3 106,3 4,30 3,94 4,36 4,20
5 112,1 6440 6,19 .23 6,50
3 105.3 3.40 3,08 - un 3,40
5 102,95 4.90 5434 -, 5,10
3 104,7 3.90 3.84 .06 4,10
5 108,0 6,00 5,83 17 6,00
3 110,1 4,20 4,19 0,01 4,30
% 109,8 6440 9,99 LT 6,40
3 106,5 4,30 3,95 FPRYY 4,80
5 102,3 $.90 5,32 50 .80
3 94,8 3.60 3,20 e 00 3,40
5 104,7 4,90 5,54 -, 6a 5,10
3 108,) 4,00 4,07 -,07 4,10
5 1064 5,70 5,69 0,01 5,90
"3 113,84 . 4,50 4,40 +.10 4,70
5 115,8 6.%0 6.52 -,02 6,60
3 108,7 4,50 8,10 T 4,60
% 113,0 6.60 6,27 .3 6,70
3 102.9 3.90 3.72 so1n 4,00
5 105.3 5.50 5,59 -.n9 5,70
3 1p4,8 3.80 3.84 -,0n 4,10
5 103.» 5,40 5,42 -,02 5,40
3 110 %,30 4,23 +,07 “,30
5 10§.5 5,90 5.61 +,20 5,90
37078 w0 8,01 4,00 4,10
5 102,3 5,80 5,32 Y 5,80
3 110,5 4,10 §,21 =11 4,30
5 109,.4 6,30 5,99 .1 6,20
3 113,0 4,30 u, 37 -,07 4,30
5 109,0 5.30 5,92 - 67 5,80
3 102, 3.80 3,00 .12 3,00
5 102,6 5,10 5.3% .29 .20

—

OMI*REHENS 10N LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
Ay~  OIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY- DIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY- OIFFER=
AND ENCE LANO ENCE LAND ENCE
L GE NORM GE NORM
4,20 80 5410 4,57 .53 4,30 4,13 17
54060 .10 54A0 5,83 =-,03 5,60 5,79 -,19
u¢32 YY) 5.00 .69 +.31 4,60 4,23 ¢, 37
026 ¢34 7.10 6,49 *.61 6.80 6,42 ¢, 38
ueD2 *el0 4,70 4,40 4430 ¥, 20" 3.98 ¢,22
.19 431 7.20 [T *.79 6440 6.35 +,05
3.95 =-¢55 3.80 433 =53 3.50 3.92 -, 42
5¢3A -.28 5.20 5,61 -otil 5,40 5.58 ~.18
3.91 .19 450 4,29 o, 21 4,00 3,88 ¢, 12
b.04 [XRY 6410 6,07 *+,03 6.20 6,02 ¢, 18
4,20 0. 02 8,00 4,65 -.0% N 4,30 4,20 +,1C
5.99 sei 6460 6.22 +.38 /6.3 6,17 .13
$ 0 *ou7 4460 4,41 .19 4,20 3.99 ¢, 21
5.36 XL 5.90 5.60 .30 6.20 5.57 ¢, 63
"
3.2% 4015 4,00 3.64 4,36 3.70 3,31 .39
5.%0 -olif 5.30 5,00 =.50 5,10 5,76 -, 66 ¢
4,15 =-¢05 4.30 453 =23 4,20 4,09 *,11
5.71 ¢.19 6400 5,94 4,06 6.20 5,89 o3
4,50 +.20 5.00 4,07 4,1 4,60 4,39 ¢, 21
6,50 010 64A0 6.72 ¢, 0N 7.00 6,64 .36
4elfn eon2 5400 4,96 LY oM 4,12 +, 20
6.206 sely 7.10 649 4,061 7.00 6,42 +,58
3.79 .21 4,10 4,17 .07 3.70 3.7a -,08
R 01 ¢.09 5.70 5.8% 19 6.00 5,81 +,19
392 XL} 8,30 ° 4,30 ¢, 00 3.90 3.89 ¢,01
5.4 =409 5.90 3,69 .21 5,90 5,66 -1}
4
4,32 -0 4en0 ‘8,70 .10 4,30 4,24 ¢, 06
5.03 027 6430 5,86 T 6.20 5,82 ¢, 38
4e09 4401 4,20 [PLES =27 4,20 40N 4,16
5.36 eoliy 3.90 5,60 .30 6.00 5,57 .4
430 4,00 4,70 4,68 4,02 4e30 4,22 ¢+, 08
5,96 *e24 6,70 6.19 +,51 6450 6,13 .37
4,47 -17 “.40 4,85 -.48. 4,40 4,37 +,03
5,93 “e13 5.60 6.10 =56 5.70 6,10 -.40
3.75 .05 G4e40 4,13 027 3.90 3.7% +,15
6,30 “s18 LT 5,62 -,22 5,50 5,59 -,09

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES T4-75, FCR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK () ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENLE" SCORES, AND’
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORLS PROVIDED IN THIS TAILE.
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.
' BALTIMORE COUNTY (DEER PARK - MIDDLE RIVER JR HIGH) '
TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -~ COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#
.
1 . .
’ SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
) PERCENT PERCENT
' TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT | MEDIAN MEDIAN
GRADE scHooL | puptiL/] palLY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S] DISAD- | EDUCA~ FAMILY
v ORGANI - | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- TION OF | INCCME
. IATION MENT RATIO | DANCE TEACHFR| ADMIN. TEACHER|ADMIN.| OR ADOVE| TAGED MOTHER () K
SCHOOL NAME (1) (2) (3N {(4) {5) (6} (B8] (8) {(9) {10} (1)) 112) J .
DEER PARK 6-9 1,218 7.1 92.8 68.4 3.0 9.3 21.3 48.7 5.5 12.2 13,369
LANSDOWNE MIDDLE -8 1,070 16.7 94.2, 60.0 4.0 8.1 18.3 34,4 ° 7.1 10.0 9769
SUDIROOK JR HIGH 6-9 1,113 15.0 89.8 67.5 3.0 10.1 27.3 33.3 L.k 12.3 13,968
ARDUTUS JR HIGH 1-9 904 16.0 93.9 54.6 2.0 10.3 24.3 47.0 3.9 11.2 11,545
CATONSVILLE JR HIGH T-9 1,240 16.7  94.2 72.0 2.0 9.2 26.0 43,2 4.4 12,0 12,621
! AN
COCKEYSVILLE JR MIGH 7-10 1,356 15.8 96.0 82.9 3.0 8.5 19.8 38.4 4,2 12.4 14,841
DEEP CREEK JR HIGH 7-10 1,522 18.1 92.8 80.0 4.0 8.6 16.8 29.8 5.4 10.7 9943
DUMBARTON JR WIGH 7-9 1,096 18.2 95.3 57.1 3.0 9.8 19.7 44.9 5.5 12.5 13,618
DUNDALK JR HIGH 1-9 948 15.4 Q4.4 .59.6 2.0 9.5 18.5 30.2 6.7 10.7 10,240
, 13
FRANKLIN JR HIGM 1-9 L.ZT) 17.3 94.5 T1.2 3.0 9.8 24.3 36.4 4.8 12.2 11,794
GEN. JOMN STRICKER JR Ml 7-9 1,507 17.3 94,5 84.0 3.0 ° 1.9 17.4 32.2 T.4 10.3 10,600
.
GOLDEN RING JR HIGH 7-9 1,094 16.4 95.3 63.6 3.0 10.5 19.0 39.0 3.3 10.9 11,759
HEREFORD JR SR HIGH 7-12 1,583 17.6 94,1 86.0 4.0 11.6 19.5 52,2 NA 1.6 11,133
HOLABIRD JR HIGH . 7-9 3,242 17.3  93.5 69.0 %30 7.7 19.5 25.0 3.0 9.8 11,020
JOHNNYCAKE JR HIGH 1-9 1,278 16.9 95.3 T71.5 4.0 10.7 23.5 40.4 2.8 12.1 12,363
LANSDOWNE SR HIGH 9-12 2,064 17.8 9.4 112.4 3.8 11.0 22.0 42,3 T.1 10.6 10,5084
. "’
LOCK RAVEN JR HIGH -9 1,129 16.5 95,9 65.4 3.0 11.3 26.1 53,2 3.4 12.2 12,142
MIDDLE RIVER JR HIGH - 7-9 1,471 18.9 92,5 73,9 4,0 9.5 21,5 37.2 6.7 10.7 10507

v .
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TEAMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED 1N TH1S TABLE.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (DEER PARK - MIDDLE RIVER JR HIGH)
TAB‘LE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
- . SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE .STANDARD AGE SCORES#
BALTIMORL COUNTY ] .
SCHOOL SYSILM .
' SKIUL AREAS
........‘.........."....."..'.........“...."..‘.‘.....‘....‘..‘.‘.‘...‘......“........‘.'.....
VOCAHULARY READ1NG COMPRENENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATMEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHUOL HAML GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE » MARY-  DIFFFR- AVERAGE HMARY-  DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-"  OIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY-  OYFFER-
LAND £nee LAND LNCL LAND ENCE LAND EMCE
SAS GE NORM (]9 NORM 6 NOKM GE NORM
o
DLER PARK 7 106,2 7.70 T.41 4,20 7.50 7.39 4e11 7.70 7.46 4,24 7.80 7.64 4,16
9 106,9 9.40 9,07 4433 0,30 9,01 429 9.30 8.95 4435 9.50 9.12 +,38
LANSDUWNE MIDDLE 7 99,3 6.50 6,66 -.16 6,60 6469 -.09 6.60 6,80 -.20 6.R0 6.93 “13
: r
SUDLROOK JR H161t 7 107.7 7.80 T.57 1,23 7.60 Tebl4 .06 18430 7.60 +.70 8.40 7.79 4,61
9 106,5 9.20 9,03 1,17 8,90 8.96 ~406 ‘R.u0 8.91 4,49 9.40 9.07 +,33
ARBUTUS JUR HIGH 7 106,2 7,30 Toul =11 7,40 7.39 401 7.60 7.46 L] 7.80 7.64 4,16
. 9 1ud.l 8.90 8.75 4,19 8,90 , 8+69 421 9.20 8.67 4.53 9.00 8.81 +,19
CATONSVILLL JR MIGH 7 104,0 7.40 7.17 +.?73 7.30 7.16 el 7.50 7.25 4,25 7.90 Te41 4,49
9 102,8 9.00 8,60 .40 8,80 8.53 427 8.80 8,54 +.26 9.00 8.67 +,33
COCKEYSVILLE UR HIGH 7 108,3 7.90 7.64 .26 7.90 7.60 1430 7.n0 7.66 ‘.18 8.30 7.85 4,45
9 108,2 9.50 9,22 +.28 9,40 9.16 .20 9.20 9.08 .12 9.40 9.26 .14
- ‘(“
DEEP CREEK JR SR H1 7 97,0 6,40 6,41 -.01 6,50 6,46 404 6.50 6.58 -.08 6.70 6,70 +,00
9 99,9 8.20 8,26 -.06 8,20 © 8.20 4400 7.90 8.25 =35 8,40 8.36 4,08
DUMBARTON JN H1GH 7 109,2 8.00 7.73 4,27 7.90 7.69°  +.21 8,00 TeT4 4,26 8.10 7.95 +A15
9 108,3 9,50 9.23 4,27 9,30 9.17 4413 9.10 9.09 +.01 9.40 9.27 +,13
DUNDALK JUR HIGH 7 97,8 6,60 6,40 ! 6,70 be5u" 4016 7.00 6.66 4,34 7.20 6.78 s, 42
9 100,8 8430 8,30 -.06 8,40 8.30 ° 4410 A, 30 8,34 =404 8.60 8.46 4,14
‘ L]
FRANKLIN JR H1GH * 100,90 7.10 6.83 .27 7.10 6+85 +.25 7.20 6+95 +.25 7.4%0 7.10 4,30
9 101,60 8.90 8,46 LT 8,70 8.40 +.30 8460 8,42 +.18 8.70 8.55 4,15
GEN, JOHN STRICKER J 7 101,9 6,70 6.94 .24 6.70 6,95 =25 7.00 7.05 -.05 7.30 7.20 4,10
9 102,7 8.10 45‘?8 - 48 8,20 8,52 -e32 8,20 8.53 =33 8.60 8.66 -, 06
. .
GULDEIW RING JR MIGIt 7 103,1 7.00 7.07 -,07 7.00 7,07 -.07 7.00 7.16 “.16 780 7.32 4,48
9 1uS5,.4 6.80 8.90 =-.10 06,90 8,04 +.06 8,70 8.80 -.10 9.30 8.95 4,38
?
MERCFORD JR SR HIGH 7 1u2,7 7.40 7,03 +.37 7.30 7.03 .27 7.30 7.12 - 410 7.70 7.28 .42
9 99,6 8.70 8,23 selu7 06,70 8.16 -1 08,30 f.22 +.00 9.00 08,33 +.67 o
- . - i - ) L4
HOLABIRD JK HIGM 7 102,8° 6.60 7.04 o4y 6,70 7.04 -3 6400 7413 ~.33 ' 7.20 7.29 -,09
9 102,3 8420 8,54 -, 34 A,30 . B.48 -.18 8.10 8,49 =39 8,70 8.62 4,08
JOHNHYCAKE JR HIGH 7 107,4 7.60 7.54 4.06 7.40 7.51 o1 7.70 7.57 413 8.00 7.76 T
9 103,5 9.00 8,68 4032 8,80 B.62{ +.18 8.70 8.61 +.09 9.10 8,75 +,.35
N 13
LANSDOWNL SR. HIGH 9 100,5 8,30 8,33 -.03 A0 8.27 =e17°  8.00 8.31 =31 8.50 8.43 +,07
LOCH RAVEN Ji MIGH 7 107,8 7.80 . 7.58 +.22 7.00 7.55 4025 8,00 7.6} +.39 8.30 7.R0 +,50
9 108,3 9.50 9.23 .27 9,30 9.17 4013 9,40 9,09 +.31 9.60 49,27 4,33
M1ODLE RIVER UR HIGH 7 49,1 6.70 6.64 +.06 6.70 6.07 4003 6.00 6.78 -.18 6.90 6.M ~,01
9 98,6 7.90 .11 -,21 7,90 8.05 -.15 7.60 8,13 =453 8.30 8.22 +,08

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-~7S, FOR DEFINITION DF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (®) ACCOMPANYING “DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE 'DIFFERENCE"™ SCORES PROVIDED [N THIS TABLE. .
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"BALTIMORE COUNTY (NORTH POINT JR HIGH - WOODLAWN)

TAbLE 3., SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND ?UBLIC‘SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

4 -

O

IE

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC -

I
SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PURCENT . PERCENT -
TOTAL - | AVERAGE AVERAGE YCARS STAFF PERCCNT | MEDIAN | MEDIA
GRADE | scHoOL | PUPILZ) Datry TOTAL NO.. | EXPERIENCE HASTER'S| DlsaD- | EDUCA- | FaMIL
ORGAN!- | ENROLL-| STATT | ATTIN- : DEGREE | . vaN- TION OF | INCOME
- IATION MENT  [RATIO }DanCE TEACHER| ADMIN. YEACHER|ADMIN.] OR ABOVE] TYAGED | MOTHER (s)
SCHOOL NAME 13 (2) (3) (4) ts) (6) tn, tg) t9) (10} (31) 1321
NORTH POINT JR HIGH 1-9 1,135 17.6 93,2 60.5 * EITTT; 6.6 20.6 26.3 3.4 1.2 11,006
OLD COURT JR HIGH 1-9 1,157 17.3  89.8 65.0 2.0 10.1 17.0 43.3 2.5 12.3 13,853
PARKVILLE JR HIGH 1-9 1,106 15.1  95.5 72.3 1.0 10.6 33.0 34,2 Ak 11.3 11.4:$
f . . v
PERRY HALL JR HIGH -9 1,199 18.3  96.5 62.5 3.0° 11.6 16.3 35.1 2.7 11.9 12,746
PIKESVILLE JR HIGH -9 1,179 16.8 92.8 69.0 1.0 9.3 28.0 44,3 2.3 12.5 18,632
PINE GROVE JR HIGH 7-9 1.221 23.1  96.4 56.0 2.0 7.2 16.1 31.0 3 NA NA
RIDGELY JR HIGH T7-9 1,347 16.8 96.8 76.0 4.0 10.7 22.0 48.17 2.0 ’yifo 16,788
SPARROWS POINT SR HIGH 9-12 1,379 16.6 91,2 79.9 3.0 8.6 18.4 37,4 NA 10.0 10,487
. -
STEMMERS RUN JR HIGH 1-9 1,552 18.3 93,5 82.8 2.0 8.9 20.9 y 31.8 5.5 10.7 10,106
TOWNSONTOWN JR HIGH 7-9 1,094 17.3  96.2 60,3 3.0 12.7 22,0 48,2 2.7 , 2.1 171063
WOODLAWN JR HIGH 7-9 1,154 16.1 93,3 69.5 2.0 8.7 17.00 32,2 3.1 12.3 12,726 .
% SEE CMAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES. OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE. .
N \
* - »
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BALTIMORE COUNTY (NORTH POINT'JR HIGH - WOODLAWN)

SCHOOL LEVEL -- .SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUI ENT SCORES, BY .

TABLE 4.,
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
X AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# . ' ’
BALTIMORL COUNTY . . - N
SCHOOL SYSTLM . w

' SKILL ARCAS .

. N
l““.“‘..'.",.“‘....“.'.0..‘..."0‘.&”."“0“.“0.‘....‘.‘.“‘..“‘.‘.‘.‘...'.."“‘..‘...."‘.
y -

4
READING COMPRENENSION

VOCAUULARY LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GRAUE AVERAGE %VE"AGE MARY=- O1FFFR~ AVCRAGC MARY= DIFFFR=- AVERAGE MARY=- OIFFER~ AVCRAGE MARY~ OIFFER-
B N LAND Et CE LAND ENCE LANOD ENCE LAND ENCE
SAS GE HORM GE NOKRM 6E NORM  ~ . Gg NORM
NURTH POINT JR MIGH 7 102.0 6.90 6.95 -.0% 6,80 6.96° 4.1% 7.00 7.06 -6 7.80 7.24 19
9 101.3 8.20 8,42 -.22 08.30 8.3 = .06 n.20 8.39 -1 8.90 8.51 .39
Tt
OLD COURT JR SR HIGH 7 106, 8.00 T.42 05N 7.70 7.40 430 ’ 7.00 7.647 .8 8,10 7.65 Y]
Y 107.4 9.40 9.13 .27 9.20 9.07 *1) 9.30 9.00 .30 9.60 9.17 DS
PARKRVILLE JR HIGH 7 105.9 7.80 7.38 .02 7.30 7.3} -. 06 7.60 7.43 017 7.90 7.61 4.29
9 106.3 9.00 9.00 .00 9.00 8.9 +.06 8,90 8.89 4.01 9.20 9,0% .15
: B [)
PERRY HALL JR MIGH 7 105.7 7.40 7.35 .05 7.50 734 4.6 7.60 7.81 +.19 8.00 7.59 s.u1
9 106.2 9.10 8.99 w1 9.00 08.93 *.07 9.00 ,8.88 s 12 9.40 9.04 *.26
PIkgbSVILLE JR HY 7 107.9 8.10 7.59 +.51 7.90 7.%6 .34 A.30 7.62 .08 8.50 7.81 .69 ¢
9 108.8 9.70 9.29 0,61 92,40 9.2y 417 9.70 9.14 .50 10.00 9.32 .68 o
PINE GROVE JR HIGH 7 ~10%.1 7.30 7.29 .01 7.20 7.28 -.0n 7.40 7.35 ", 09 7.80 7.93 .27
9 10%.3 9.00 8.089 e 11 58,90 8.82 .08 8.70 8.79 ~-.09 9.30 8.9 +. 36
5 a2
RI0GELY JR HiGH 7 108.8 8.30 7.69 .81 8,10 7.65% L) 8.20 7.71 e.49 8.40 7.90
9 111.08 2.90 9.68 0,26 .60 9.5%8 +.02 9.70 9.44 .20 9.90 9.64 +.26
SPARRO¥S POINT SR HI 9 96,8 7.80 7.90 -, 10 7.00 7.04 -+ 04 7.70 7.99 - 25 'a.Oo 8.03 -.03
STEMMERS RUM UR MIGH 7 99,6 6.70 6.69 .0 6,90 6.72 o.l{ 6.0 6.Ad -.03 7.10 6.96¢ 0,18
9 100.1 8.20 A.20 -.0R .10 8.22 - 8.00 .27 ~.27 8.%0 n.38 012
TORSONTOWN JR HIGH 7 1u9.2°  8.30 7.73 .57 8.20 7.69 .51 8.30 7.78 .50 8.50 7.9% +.55
' 9 100,9 10.00 9.30 .70 9,99 9,24 ;:gﬁ"\io.oo_ 9.15 .05 9.80 9.33 .07
v - . - 3 .
WOODLAWN JR HIGM 7 105.1 7.10 7.29 -.19 7.00 7.28 -.28 7.20 7.3% 1% 7.50 7.53 -.03
9 102,2 8.70 8.53 .17 A.30 8.40 -.106 8.u0 B8.48 -.08 8.70 8.6} ¢, 09
»

R

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (¢} ACCOMPANYING »DIFFERENCE™ SCORES, AND L\J
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING YHME "DIFPERENCE™ SCORES PROVIDLD IR WIS TADLE. -
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.2.5 Calvert County

A #. Present Status of.the ACcountability Program' \
. - R

Calvert County has met all of the minimum requirtments

set by the Maryland Accountablllty Program needed to comply
with the state accountab111t§ law. Each school has complied

‘with the objective setting activity; and many resources were

utilized during the completion of this process.

Sta¥f.inservice methods, typical in the formulation
of school level program objectives, were such things as small
group meetings in each school at various grade .levels in the:
areas of reading, writing, and mathematics; total staff review
of all proposed objectives; county review of the objectives for
clarity; and flnallzatlon under the guidance of curriculum
spec1allsts. v s

Prior to the opening of schools in September 1975;
objectives were reviewed and revised by staffs to ensure their
appropriateness for that school year. This was usually accom-
plished after the school staff had met with the building admini-
strators, staff curriculum specialists, and the accountability
coordinator to develop an assessment and ‘evaluation model for,
measuring the effect ,0f implementation of the objectives.

2{35 . L/
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. for first grade students.

7

Each school staff has been charged to contigue this
task of evaluating and updating the program objectives that were
established. To assist schools in this task, the courty is
developing a checklist that will allow teachers to record and
follow the progress of each student with regard to school ob-
jectives. R v - '

A committee has been established to evaluate county -
goals and to check the content of various programs, ' This com-
mittee has the task of assuring that school objectives, county
goals, and state goals correspond. '

. -

B. Local Assessment Activities.

Calvert County students are involved in a wide'variety
of testing situations at many levels within their school program.
The testing program is initiated at the kindergartén level, where
all students are evaluated on a pre- and post-test achievement™
series to determine both individual and program strengths and
weaknesses. Scores from this battery are used as placement data

Students in Grade 1 are pre- and post-tested. to obtain
base data on academic growth. This evaluation program provides
teachers, parents, and administrators with data that is used both
to plan a complete prograg for all students and to make educational
decisions pertaining to all phases of the learning process. Grade
2 students are also tested to check the accuracy of the Grade 1
evaluation. '

In addition, students involved in Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act (ESEA), Title I and Title III projects are -
pre- and post-tested in' the spring of each year and progress toward

)

program goals is evaluated. , .

«

"Diagnostic testing is planned on the eighth grade .
level to identify those students with marked deficiencies.
Program modifications on the senior high school level will re-
sult. The Stanford Diagnostic Series is being used for testing
in reading and mathematics.

An assessment of skills is also administered to all
eleventh grade studehts using the Metropolitan Achievement Tests.
These tests provide information concerning the academic growth
of students prior to the termination of their formal public'
education in Calvert County. Skills, aptitudes, and interests
for vocatiaonal education are also determined and this data is
used in counseling students regarding specific vocational
education programs. : - " '

o

<06
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The complete testing program is,conducted ‘through the
Office' of Testing, and all scores are reviewed and analyzed in
numerous ways. Didsemination programs are developed centrally

" by the supervisor of testing and accountability. Additional

individualized testing is conducted by trained psychologists or
diagnosticians at the school level. These tests are utilized

"for specific school level purposes.  An extensive array of evalua-

tive measures are also used as a part of the early identification
and special education prggrams. " -

C. Comments of Accountability Assessment Results

i The assessment data obtained from this program indicate
¥hat the students have maintained a consistent pattern over the
pas{ two years in achievement and mental ability. No signifi-
cant changes weré revealed and all data displayed a high correla-
tion between mental maturity, as measured by the Cognitive
Abilities Test, and the academic attainment, as measured by the
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. The student averages do not vary
significantly from the Maryland norm. That norm, when under-
stood by the general public, is an effective measure for com-
parison of the data collected on schools and students.

<

) . (L«;,,f‘ B
. The differences between predicted and obtained’ scores ,
in Grades 3’and 5 in one school were significantly positive in >

both vocabulary and total language usage. This positive differ-

. ence was consistent with the previous year's scores, indicative of *
an overall staff commitment to the maintenance of high '‘standards of-

pupil achievement. County averages show no significant positive
or negative variances. - : ) .

Since all local education agencies are using the same

" data and references, the accountability program has mqny“valuabIe

aspects for the plannefs-and implementors of public education.

The use of the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills results for students

have left mixed feelings with educators and parents in Calvert

County. National norms, Maryland norms, and averages are often
misunderstood. Negative reactions result from these misunder-

standings. As general understanding increases concerning role

of the Maryland norm, and the state, county, and school goals

‘and objectives in educational accountability, public sentiments

will change, and the public will recognize the indications that

accountability is accomplishing its basic purpose.

D. Program Modification Activities

Calvert County has made numerous program modifications
related to the results of the accountability program. An ab-
breviated listing with general déscriptions appears below:

C 207
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e Ten additional remedial reading teachers have been o
employed to improve the reading achievement of .
: students who have been.identified by the Iowa Tests
¢ of Basic Skills to.be a year or more below their

predictqﬁ scores. \
e A scope and séquence has been idéntified'in the . .
é;areas of reading, writing, and mathematics and is e
being ‘articulated directly toward the attainment

s : ‘;_ of school level objectives and county and state
goals. - -
e - : ‘ :
‘e Science materials being piloted in Grades K-5 re- ’ -
.flect an adjustment from content orientation to ' . .
. " process orientation., ) o j ‘ :
T ¢ The language arts/reading curriculum is actively
. being modified to incorporate added emphasis on
- the basic skills necessary for language development.

o Improvemeﬁt~has occurred in the studerdt-teacher
ratios especially at the primary (K=3) levels and . ¢ ,
T at the ninth gradg;level in mathematics and language
arts. ‘ i , ,

. ‘%_," N

Lo~

Additional program modifications ‘have been implemented
in physical education, outdoor education, foreign languages,
utilization of instructional television and other areas. Pro-
gram analysis indicates that these revisions will better meet

the neéds of the student pppulation.

o
4

E. ‘ Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit 'Improvement of .
Programs,and Services )

_ :  The following unmet needs in Calver ounty are under
o evaluation at the present time and are at,K various stages of im-
Plementation: .

.
3

e Improvement of student-tﬁhcher ratios;

® Development of a comprehensive reading'program
for Grades K-8; '

® Development of a comprehensive mathematics pro-
- gram for Grades K-12; - -

. e Development of a complete comprehensive summer
program for developmental, remedial, and enrich-
ment activities; and

L A
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;F.’ General Comments

- of educational programs in Calvert -County. The Maryland norms

- school personnel and to the public. Misinterpretation is wide- .

o DeveIopment of a program in reading.and mathe-
matics for the academically gifted or talented
youngster. .

The folloW1ng program modlflcatfons are 1n progress
They represent s1gn1f1cant .expenditures of talent and resources
and exemplify what is currently being done" in Calvert County to
meet student needs and to improve the educational settlng

e The addltlon vf professional staff spec1f1cally
designed to ald underaﬂhievers, .

e The improvement of class slzes in Grades K-3 to acr
1.25 ratio,

A [

® The addition of paraprofessionals at the high
school level to work with students with significant
vdef1c1encies in mathematicts and reading; - '

e The addlt;on of -a full-time supervisor to work
with accéyntability and testing; and
. !
e The develbpment of spec1f1c objectlves in pre- 4
reading, mathematics, science, and readlng for .
the early childhood program. R

These addltional directions glearly represent major
adjustments in several areas in hopes that students may receive
the highest quality education possible.

. 4 : L)

4 f
\

Calvert County educators see the need for accounta-
bility and programs designed to measure success in schools. The
information gained has added greatly in the ongoing development

‘have been useful as guidelines and should continue to be made
available.

A concern must be expressed for the need to deyvelop
more effective procedures for communicating the test data to -

spread and has the potential for negatively affectlng image,
programs and system rapport. A state level inservice.program -

to aid in staff development should be established in conjunction
with a statewide public relations program. General definitions
and reporting techniques need to be openly discussed and. review-
ed in order for people to grasp the total meaning of the reported
results. Through these efforts, the positive image. of accounta-
bility gained with certain groups could be expanded to the general
public and all school staffs .

\««f'r:fm , .
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- S
SYSTEM LEVEL —— COMMUNITY AND

‘A, COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS o

CALVERT COUNTY

:pUBLIC ,SCHOOL RESDURCES PROFILE#

twy - o)y (3)
TOTAL - MEDIAN PERCENT . .
POPULATION . FAMILY ) DISADVANTAGED - -
: INGOME SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
"23,736 . 10,880 2404
i ' / )
“w I (5) :
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL / EDUCATIONAL .LEVEL o
.- MALES 25 YEARS { FEMALES 25 YEARS
. OF AGE OR OLDER OF AGE OR (LDER
(MEDIAN SCHOOL, YEARS) (MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)
10.10 / 10.9 .
f ~ ~—
Y o
3. SCHODL CHARACTERISTICS (AS. OF SEPFEMBER, 1974) . )
. e *
te) g (8) ey “t10)
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE SALARY 5¥E:Q§Ea L, ‘¥E§:§E ’
SCHOOL . TEACHER OF SCHOOL LEVEL TEACHING ADMIN IS TRATOR
ENRDLLMENT SALARY ADMINISTRATORS | gypechiotee L TG e
6,832 $10,716 $17,95¢ 1.2 ] 19.1
, , L R (121 (13) .
‘ J .PERCENT STAFF PUPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE
MASTER'S DEGREE RATIO RATE
OR ABOVE ..
1 £}
16.5% 19.3 93.0%
” t N -
C» FINANCIAL CHARACTERISHICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)
114) (5] (16) S aT) ’
TOTAL PER PUPIL PERCENT PER ﬁg:’é55¥:§EDXTURES
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES FOR oREICE e
EXPEND I TURES FOR INSTRUCTION INSTRUCTION ADMINISTRAT 1ON -
$1,088.50 $757.99 69.6% $34.27
— 3,
)
\
\ ~(18) (19) (20) -
PER PUPIL, ,
. PES§EQZN$::EN3;;?EES EXPENDITURES PERCENT EXPENDITURES
ADNINISTRAT ION FOR PUPIL FOR PUPIL
) , SERVICES SERVICES
3.1% $11.38 1.0% -
—

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES DF DATA

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CALVERT COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL —- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE#

(1) 2 13) 14} VRSN 3! 16) n 18}
AVERAGE N AVERAGE
] STANDARD GRADE
NUMBER OF PERCENT OF: NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT STANDARD
SKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOOL S SCORES DEVIATION SCORES DEVIATION
AREAS CRADE FyqROI L ED TrSYFN TOSTED MRS} (ony . (or) <Ny ls

[

7 540 94,81 2 91,3 15,83 5,78 1.74
9 612 £6.99 2 91,1 15,73 7.07 2,15
€5 g, 0 %282 .8, - ; " X A - RNt .o
21 3 526 49,02 6 2.9 15,65 3,03 1.0/
READING | 5 . 528 100,00 5 94,6 15.58 4,61 1.39
COMPRE -

HENSION 7 540 94,81 2 91,3 . 15.83 6.06 1,55

SPELLING 5 528 100.00 5 - 94.6 | 15.58 s.02 .79 H
< |
7 540 94,81 2 91.3 15.83 5.82 1.80
‘ .
o N ' B
9 612 - 66.99 W 2 91.1 15.73 7.03 . 2442
14) * ' ‘
. 3. 526 . 99.62 3 , 92.9 15.63 3,42 1.30
5 528 100,00 5 94.6 15.58 5.07 1.59
CAPITAL- i
1ZATION :
7 540 94,81 2 ©91.3 15.83 5.73 .77
4 .
9 612 66.99 2 91.1 15.73 6.72 2414
{5) “ . *
- 3 526 99.62 6 92.9 15.63 3.49 1.32 -
- ’
[ 100.00 s . 9.6 15.58 5.09 1,48
PUNCTUATION 5 52
7 ’ 540 94,81 2 91.3 15.83 5.84 L 2.T2
X . .
9 £22 66.99 2 91,1 - 15.73 . 6.86 2.27

/ S a
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CALVERT COUNTY
TABLUE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC, ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORESs BY S_KIEL AREA AND BY. GRADE# (CONTINUED)
T 5 r
41) (Z)T {3) (R (5) ' t6) {7) (s}
AVERAGE AVERAGE
NUMBER OF PERCENT OF“‘ ' NUMBER OF STANRERD STANDARD GRADE T
I A
- SKILL STUDENTS - “STUDENYS - |- SCHOOLS ch:E DELX';TXON Eouég:‘é NT D:V:':g:éz
AREAS GRADE ENROLLED TESTED oo TESTED {SAS) (SD) %GE\) (SD)
t6) 3 526 99.62 Té e 92.9 15.63 3.09 1.22
’ LG';f‘G‘:“ 5 528 100.00 g‘}; 5 946 15.58 4. T4 165
7 - 540 94.81 ‘5‘9\ 2 91.3 15.83 6.04 1.85
T
9 612 ° 66.99 Cl2 * 15.73 7.08 2.27 ¢
o 3 526 | 99.62 & 929 | 15.63 3.37 116
LAMGUAGE- |/ 5 - | o8 e , '
TOTAL ‘528 100,00 : }L il 94.6 15.58 4,98 1.39
X 7 540 94,81 2% 9.3 15.83 5.86 1,53
~ 9 i £12 66,09 s 01,] 15.73 6,02 1,96
tos . 3 526 i 99.(.2' ’ 6 92.9 . 15.63 3,00 « 95
HA.THEHATXCAL ‘s 528 100.00 5° ' 94.6 ] 15.58 4.97 ) L.28
concgs\{s . - -
N 7 - 540 94,81 2 N 9.3 L, 15.83 6.18 1.36
9 612 66.99 2 1., 9‘1..‘1. 15.73 T7.32 1.83
(91 3 26 99.62 6 9249 i 15.63 3,08 1.03
MATHEMATICAL 5 528 100.00 5 “ 9.6 15.58 4.92 i.25
PROBLEMS .
~ .
<7 540 94,81 2 9.3 15.83 6.2% Le59
9 612 66.99 2 91.1 15.73 7.35' *3.95 ¢
(10) 3. 526 99,62 6 92.9 1565 | 3.02 .93
MATHEMATICAL. | - 5 528 100,00 - 94,6 15.58 4,94 117 .
TOTAL : — . -
7 540 94,81 2 91.3 15.83 619 | 1.35
’ 2 _ 91,1 15.73 | 7.3 1.75
) ‘ [
O_SEE CHAPTER 3, 1}?655 68-69, FOR \DEFXNITKO'N OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE. -
S - B | d
i Lod ék . ‘.\ 1 r) . . K .




CALVERT COUNTY

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL -- coMp
(1974-1975)
AND AVERAGE GRADE £Q

YEAR 11

ARISON OF YEAR I
DATA "IN AVERAGE §
UIVALENT SCORES#

C .

.“

(1973-1974) WITH
TANDARD AGE SCORES

. : e SCHOOL YEAR | SCHODL YEAR
. GRADE i '
. 1973 - 1974 1974 ~ 1975
. o 3 92,4 92.9
NONVERBAL 5 93,4 94,6
CABILITY 7 %0.8 9.3
o 9 92.9 9r.1
- 3 2,94 L 2.92
YOCABULARY 2 -4.21 _4.54
k : 7 5,71 5,78
* . 9 7.14 7.07
3 3,04 3,03
READING 5 4,41 4,61
COMPREHENS 10N 7 - 506
9 7.33 7.30
o 3 3,39 3,37
LANGUAGE s 4,57, 4,98
ToTaL - 7 5,72 5.86
-7 9 7.02 6.92
o L o T
) 3 3,07 3.02
PATHEMATICAL 5 4,67 4,94
] TOTAL 7 608 .| 6.19
: 9 7.36 4 7.33
L) N . ‘\
.
o ’
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 7})-71. FDR"DEF]F‘HTIDN OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOPr INTERPREHNQ THIS TapLe, - } , .
T SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THBE SCORES REPORTED HOon VEA’}'. 1 AND YEAR 11 ARE
FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT PDPULAHONS.. ' . . I
[ 4
* o - ~ x
¢ / \ ,
12t
196
- . - Y3




CALVERT COUNTY (APPEAL - CALVERT -SR HIGH)

’

o8

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -— COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

. . \ .. .
.‘:“z:,
» SCHOOL "'AGE CHILDRFN
FLPERCENT . PERCCNT - -
- . TOTAL AVERAGE ’ AVERAGE YEARS STARF | PERCENT | MEDIAN | MeED]aAN
GRADE | scuooL | PuriL/| DAlLY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'Sp DISAD- | EDUCA- | FamiLy
ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STAFF | ATTEN- “DEGREE vaN- | TION OF | INCOME
ZATION MENT |RATIO | DANCE TCACHER|ADMING TEACHER|ADMIN.| OR ABOVE| TAGED | MOTHER (3)
SCHOOL NAME 1) (2) (31 () (s} 16} [&3) 8) (9 (10} (11).. 112)
. 4 RN
APPEAL K-5 464 17.4 g 95.3 24.6 2.0 9.9 12%7 - 11.3 22.0 10.9 8408
+ * B
BEACH ) , K=5 538 20.7 93,2 24.0 2.0 4.5 11.0 5.8  2L.6 10.7 8811
: . <S>
- CENTRAL K-5 761 18.3  96.0 38.5 3.0 8.6 18.3 0.8 33.1 10.9 8890
HUNT INGTON K~5 367 20.4 96,5 16,0 2.0 6.3 29.0 13.9 19.9 0.8 8940
1SLAND CREEK p-3 250 20.2 94,8 11.4 1.0 1.0 11.0 20.2 22.9 10.9 8431
MT HARMONY r-5 813 22.0 95.1 34,0 3.0 8.5 28.0 17.6 16.7 10.7 8792
. N
CALVERT €O MIDDLE 6-8 758 21.1 92,9 34,0 2.0 10,3 21.9 25.0 281 10.9 8669
NORTHERN 6-12 1,876 21.6  90.8 83.0 4.0 4.8 1.1 23.0 20.2 10.8- 8838
g )

CALVERT SR H1GH ’ . 9-12 955 23.3 9.0 38.0° 3.0 13.5 , 22.¢t 46.2 29.7 10.9 8669

- .

. ; .
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
'
o / . . .

. 54
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3 : - CALVERT COUNTY (APPEAL - CALVERT SR HIGH)

‘ﬂABLF'é. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
, SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
. AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# oo

CALVLRT CUUNTY ¢ ¢
SCHOUL SYLTEM *

SKILL ARLAS -
"o 0, oct”‘o't‘o..'-tq‘.c‘vt‘ttl‘oo't_.ioqttttooto»tt!l";vvott.vto.‘ntv.‘.o0ttc"'ﬁct.-.t....occ....o

VOCANULARY - READING COMPRENENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATIIEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHUOL NAME .. GKRADE AVCRAGE AVERALE MARY-  DIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFFR- AVERAGE MARY-  CIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER-
~ LAND ercr LAND ENCE LAND ENCE. . LAND- EMCE
SAS 6r NORM GE HORM GE NORM 6E - NORM
.
- APPEAL 3 83,1 2453 2,45 +.08 2.75 L2446 4,29 2,89 . 2,86 4,03 2,67 2,6) 4,04
/ 5 93,9 4,57 4,58 -0 4,71 405 +e06 4,89 4,90 -.01 4,92 4,90 +,02
. ‘
BEACH 3 90,4 2.80 2,92 -.12 3,07 2.95 - 4412 3.4 3,34 +,07 3,06 3,06 +,00
5 90,5 4,54 4,28 +.26 4,73 4436 437 4.81 4,61 +,20 4,85 4,63 +,22
. '
CENTRAL 3 96,7 2.96 3.2 ~:36 2,97 3.38 L) 3.19 3.76 -.57 3,08 3,42 ~438
5 94,1 4419 4,60 -, 41 4,25 4,67 -.u% 4469 4.91 -, 22 4,64 4,9y | -,27
HUNTINGTOAN 3 96,2 4,07 3.29 4,78 % 3,49 3434 4015 .68 3,73 +.95 ¢ 3,59 3.39 +,20
, 3 94,3 S.4) 4,62 +.79 s 5,06 4.68 A +.38 5.97 4,93 41,04 & 5,48 4,93 +,53
ISLAND CREEK 3 89.9 2.49 2.08 -39 2,81 2.92 =ells ?.94 3.3 -,37 2.85 3,03 -.xa.
- : .
ST - - vy ‘
MT HARMONY 3 97,3 2.08 3,36 -, 48 3,10 3.42 =§3 3.38 3,80 -.42 3.02 3,46 PN
5 99,5 4,60 5,08 -.u8 4,70 5.12‘ A2 5,10 5,36 -.26 5,21 5,35 SSLE
CALVERT CQ MIDOLE SC 7 49,9 5.87 5,64 +.23 5,92 5.74 ‘o188 5.A8 5490 -.02 6,09 5,97 +,12
NORTHERN 7 92,4 5,71 5.91 -s20 6,16 5.99 .17 5,84 6,14 =30 . 6.27 6,22 1,05
. . . 9 90,5 6.90 7.17 -.27 7.11 7.11 +.00 6.74 7.32 -.58 7.27 7.35 -,08
CALVERT SENIOR HIGH 9 91,9 7433 7,33 +.00 7.59 7.27 4032 7.20 7.46 -, 26 T.42 7.50 -, 08

_ o

@ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION DF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (#*) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE"™ SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

*

“ o~
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM .LEVEL -~ ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

Y

)

4.2.6 Caroline County

Introduction

The 1974-75 school year was the second year for the
implementation of the Maryland State Accountability Law. The
two major parts of the law require: . (1) assessing pupil needs
through use of standardized tests in mathematics, reading, and
. writing; and (2) establishing objectiveg 4t each school for teach-
ing these same turee subjects so that pupils can apply these
skills both inside and outside the.classroom environment.

Pupils tested during this school year in Grades 3, 5,
7, and 9 were different from those tested in the first year of
accountability, so no attempt at comparison of scores is valid.
Not until the third year of the program can a comparison be made
to determine the real growth or lack of it on the part of a given

group of students. However, this time is being used to adapt teach-

ing methods and curricula to reflect the accountability objectives
established for each school in the county.




)

nt Status of the Accountability Program

A, Prese
Durin
blished to deve

representatives

g the 1974-75 school year, committees were esta-
lop school level objectives. On these teams were
from each school in the county, supervisors, and,

in some instances,

subject s

Department of Education and
previously developed state a
Maryland Accountability Prog

pecialists from the Maryland State
Sdlisbury State College. Using the
nd county goals (published in the

ram Report, 1973-74), .these committees

developed objectives to be ‘attained by students by the end of
primary, intermediate, middle school, and senior high school.
The objectives were written as skills to be attained by the ma-
jority of pupils at each level. It was an accepted fact that
pupils learn at vadrious rates so that expectancies may vary

according to the abilities and interests of the students.

‘The committee reports were presented to faculty mem-
bers in all Caroline County schools for questions and suggested -
amendments. Committee reports were then finalized and copies
of objectives to be used during the 1975-76 school year were
placed in each school by ,Augugt 1975.

B. % Local Assessment-Activities
N\

During the first half of the 1974-75 school year, school
faculties and parent groups were instructed in the testing part
of accountability using the test results from the first year.

The local newspaper published general information for public con-
sumption. Teachers were instructed about the factors, that were
used in determining pupil scores by grade and month such as non-
verbal ability and socio-economic status of family. Pupils'
individual test scores were recorded and in many. instances were
used in counseling by teachers of the subject areas tested.
Similar use of the second year test results wil]l be made during
the 1975-76 school year. .

A major concern is the noticeable decline in scores
from pupils at the third grade level to those at the ninth grade.
However, this seems to follow a nationwide pattern.

-t

C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

~

Test results showed pupil scores in 10 areas of academic
achievement on the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills. These scores were
given in grade placement by year and month and had been ad-
justed to allow for the results of a nonverbal cognitive
abilities test. Results of the 1974-75 groups of children in

x

) R17

\ : 202
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.

‘the grades tested were very similar to the 1973-74 results.- For
pupils scores to vary as much as two or three months from the
normal is considered insignificant. Third grade scores are
within one month ®f State no’ms in each test. Fifth grade
students scored as well; except’ for mathematics, where aver-
ages were about five months lower tl . staté scores.

Seventh grade scores’were about five months lower in lanquage
arts and six months lower iq;mathematicsl ‘Caroline County .
nfgth graders showed “the trend evidenced th;pﬁghout the states i
and nation in that, as pup%ls ,are tested, the upper grade scores RS
‘seem tQ be lower. 1In 1974-75, ninth grade scores in language, , -
_arts and mathematig$,bothfg§éw seven months below state norms.

o The test scéresﬁfo:;the 1975-76 school yéar should

" reveal more comparative data because the same children tested

in-the first year of the program will be tested again. Hope- L
‘fully, weaknesses revealed by the first two years,' results will -«

fshow improvement due to b?tter instructional prodcedures.

<.
¢

L. . - ;
D. Program Modification Activities.

The most importaﬁt.activit{es for teachers will bg/paﬁﬁ
tinued use of curricula which reflect the program-objectives’in:
reading, writing, and mathemdtics, and teaching toward better
accomplishment of these goals. s

~ . ! AP e ey,
¥

[

Methods presently employed to improve instruction will
be continued. These include: , (1) use of individual test scores in
reading and language arts for cdounseling and placément; and (2) use
of the scores t& adapt skill-building activities to the group
being instructed. For example, during the 1975-76 school year,
elementary level pupils will be using revised mathematics -
textbooks that émphasize fundgmental procesSes and practical
applications. Teachers will use pupils’ test scores to detet-
mine  placement and to ingtruct them in the new material.

. o

The introduction of the new state bulletin, Functional
Reading, which Has the following five parts: ~
® Following direcfions,

° Locating references,

° Developing personal interest in reading,

. . e Gaining information, and o E

e Understanding forms




',&\ : R
will be useful in teaching survival reading skills at,all
levels. Pupils inh Grades-7 and 11 will be tested on these
materials as part of the 1975-76 Accountability Testing Pro-
gram. ' , ' .

The accountability law, which at present deals with

three major subject fields, has had some impact on other’ sub- .

jects such as science, social studies, the arts, physical
education, and the vocational areas.” The ideas of goals and
objectives, assessment of needs, and accountability are being
discussed by many teachers. - While no concerted effort. has yet
been put forth on a countywide basis, individuals and some school
faculties have made, tentative plans in these areas. This is.
especially true in senior high schools which are approaching
evaluation by the Middle States Association of Colleges and
Secondary Schools, and by faculties of newly constructed build-
ings that provide opportunities for different types of instruc-
tional programs. ! : : . '

E. Unmet Needs for Resources .to Permit Improvément of
Programs and Services, N -

‘ Caroline County is one of the poorest counties in .
Maryland in terms of financial resources. Its salary scale
for professional personnel is not the kind that would attract,
as a first choice, outstanding teachers and admipistrators,
nor does it do much for the morale of the good people who con-
tinue to strive“to make the school system a gopd one. This
status also makes it impossible to employ.specialists .in such
areas as reading, mathematics, elementary counseling, and
administrative assistants to help.implement and strengthen the
basic curriculum areas and in such areas as health,. career, and
environmental eduycation. ' . " .

Caroline County needs materials in quantities large
enough to reach all students and the financial resources to '
employ consultants to. assist students in their use. Funds-

- from the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA), Title I .-
can provide. for only a small percentage of the school- populatioh.
Other students who do not qualify for that program could also

profit by such things as adult aides and individualized instruc-
tional materials. ) : ‘
;1

F. Gener&al Comments

. Through implementation of county educational goals
and objectives and suitable progress in those areas, Caroline
County hopes to be recognized as a school system accountable
to its studeénts, parents and taxpayers. S

219
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CAROLINE COUNTY

TABLE L.. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#*
) : : ‘ . Co- M " QN\\\\*
. . | ] *
, A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS
, (1) o (2) Y
v - TOTAL MEDIAN ) PERCENT’ _
POPULATION EAEOHE scgégtnXézTégfgnREN
° 20,579 8,485 '[‘ 2.6
- sy

t4)

EDUCATIONAL LEVEL

MALES 25 YEARS

OF AGE OR OLDER
"{MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

" EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
FEMALES 25 YEARS
"OF . AGE OR DLDER -

{MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)

9.8

.

10,5

‘A . ,
3 . B. , SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)
LY N .
‘ 16) L <48 19) . . 120)
TOTA AVERAGE AVERAGE SALARY M AVERRCE
: sCHOOL TEACHER  |“OF SCHOOL LEVEL TEACHING ADMINISTRATOR
¢ \ ENROLLMENT SALARY ADMINISTRATORS | | g perhele. D LR IENCE
' - -
5,301 $10,156 $16,246 10.3 15.5
. :
A]
— : .
113) {12) {13)
PERCENT STAFF PUPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE '
. MASTER'S DEGREE RATIO . RATE
OR ABOVE ,
13.2% 18.8 94.2%
. N
C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973~1974 SCHOOL YEAR) °
. - i ’
(34) (15) t16) {7
) o TOTAL PER PUPIL. PERCENT PER :g:xéE:::§Enxrunes
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES - EXPENDITURES FOR OFF1CE
EXPENDITURES FOR INSTRUCTION INSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION
. $900. 59 $648.66 72.0% $20.04
4o - o
. (18), § . (19) (20)
. “ PER PUPIL -
) P ’53&‘22~5§§E"3é!?2§5 EXPENDITURES PERCENT EXPENDITURES| . .
SERVICES SERVICES
2.2% : o $6483 0.8%

B

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

"ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

r
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T . ’ % SEE CHAPTERIB. PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
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CAROLINE COUNTY

-~ 'TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL —- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-—
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL,AREA AND BY GRADE#

A}

»
(1} (21 13) Ttay tsr | g6 N t8) t
¢ - AVERAGE AVERAGE
) . N STANDARD : GRADE
- NUMBER OF PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT STANDARD
SKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS © ScHooL S SCORES DEVIATION SCORES . . DEVIATION
AREAS . CRADE Freneprn TEe1vn § I Ien . {om v {1 1 [
o — P B T o ” . % " - w P Y <, -
=PRSS o R T RSN WA TN F T SN 50 4 LAY M |
(1) 3 0D 0/./:’ ! 90.5 l-U/

5 49 a1.41 v 5 . 5.3 .| .78
— _ B 15.2 78 \

7 413 ' 98.06 -2 K 96.7 - 14,80 . 6,40 1.82

9 a1 g5, | 2 96l

i

2) 3 385 87.79 5
* READING 5 419 91,41 5 97,1 15,23

COMPRE- . — ;
HENSTON 7 413 98.06 2 96.7 14,80 6.54 1,58 e

/9

(3)
' SPELLING | 5 419 & 91,41 5 97.1 . 15.23 5.42 1.69
7 - 413 98.06 2 . 96.17 14.80 6.72 2.00
9 471 80.25 2 96.4 15.63 B.19 2.29
TS )
3 385 87.79 5 98.5 . - 15,95 3,99 1.33
—
CAPITAL- s 419 ' 9141 s 97.1 15.23 . 5.29 1.55
~1ZATION 7 ’
! 7 413 98.06 . 2 < * 9647 14.80 s 6.46 1.87
. _ - *e,
9 471 80.25 2 9644 (N 15.63 T.64 2.28
L (51 ' - o , v \_} -
: 3 385 87.79 5 98,5 15,95 3,98 ° Le42
- | puNCTUATION 5 419 91.41 5 : 97.1 15.23 ] 5.24 1.45
: . . . - o
- 7 413 98.06 2 96.7 14.80 6.16 1. 81
9 _ 4731 80.25 2 9.4 ] 15.63 7.53 2.33 -

- ®% SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION DFjTERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CAROLINE .COUNTY

¢

.~ TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL —-- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
L SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA- /
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE#* (CONTINUED)

I3

t2) (3) ., a) (51} (6} (7)
AVERAGE AVERAGE
I3 : STANDARD ' GRADE
NUMBER OF- PERCENY OF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT STANDARD
STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOOLS SCORE DEVIATION SCORES DEVIATION
ENROLLED TESTED TESTED (SASY (SD) {GE} (SD)

(1.}]

t6) 3685 87.79 98.5 . 15.95 3.70

LANGUAGE - 419 91.4% 97.1 . 15.23 4.89
USAGE

413 98.06 96.7 14.80

471 80.25 : 96.4 ' 15.63

(N 87.79 . 15,95

LANGUAGE , | . 15.23
TOTAL . 1.4 )

98.06 ‘ 14,80

(81

MATHEMATICAL
CONCEPTS

1o

MATHEMATICAL
PROBLEMS

2

(20)

MATHEMATICAL
TOTAL,

';’ﬁ!?":i*.""i-"ﬂ-m’:‘f‘r‘%‘ .‘.n%*:—u RN

S e




CAROLINE COUNTY I - »
' TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMPARISON OF YEAR I (3973-1974) *WITH

YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES '
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES# ’

°

- X SCHOOL YEAR | SCHOOL YEAR
GRADE "
3] 2973 ~ 1974 | 2974 ~ 2975 | . o
T ‘ 3 96.7 98,5 . A '
NONVERBAL 5 93,7 97.1 )
. ABILITY 7 94,7 9.7
. 9 01,0 9.4 -
J - ,
VOCABULARY ,
- ' FIIIIIIEIIII!EIE“
: READING
COMPREHENSION
(
LANGUAGE N
TOTAL
[ ]
el e
-~ : . \\
MATHEMATICAL 5 5,18 5,04
TOTAL 7 6.72 6,49
. : 9 8.09 7.90
. . S 405 ClonWERAY . o - .
| N . \ : [
& SEE CHAPTER 3, PA.GES T70-7T1y FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND. SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOP. INTERPRETIMG THIS TADLE.
1T SHOULD ALSO 3E NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR 1 AND YEAR 1] ARE
FRQH DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS., y
( -
223 - .
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\CARQLINE COUNTY (DENTON - RIVERVIEW JR HIGH) -~ i | ;

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -— COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC 5CH00L»RESDURCESAPRDFILE# o

»
’ )

. SCHOOL AGF LHILLREN
. PERCENT . PERCENT ;
TOTAL - AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAFF PERCENT | MCDIAN MED1AN '
I~ GRADE SCHOOL | PUPIL/| DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S| DISAD- | EDUCA- FAMILY
ORGAN]~ | ENROLL~| STAFF | ATTEN~ DEGREE VAN- TION OF | INCOME
ZATION MENT RATIO | DANCE TEACHER|ADMIN. TEACHER|ADMIN.| OR ABOVE] TAGED MOTHER s$)
SCHOOL. NAME (1) (2) (3) (4) (5} (6) tAT) (8} {9} (30} (33) (32}
DENTON K-6 638 122.3 95.9 » 27.9 3.0 1.2 34, 0 15.6 14.9 1.0 7900
FEDERALSBURG . K~6 675 20.5 96.4 . 31.9 3.0 9.2 9.0 8.2 31;3' 10.4 6903
. > N
x GREENSRBORC . K-6 603 19.4 96.0 29.9 3.0 7.8 20.0 3.3 '23.0 30.12 T426 >
. l , . . . B
PRESTON C K-56 ¢+ AT5 19.5 96.2 23.4 2.0 2.2 3.0 = 9.0 18.9 30.5 1536
-
RIDGELY * 4 K~-6 33 20.2 96.0 u5.4 3.0 13,7, 8.0 6.2 20.8 10.0 1299
- - 4 N . ? :
COL RICHARDSON JR HIGH -8 399 37.5 94,6 20.8 , 2.0 10.5 122.5 33.2 25.6 10.4 1237
. . ‘ .
COL RICHARDSON SR HIGH 9-12 674 9.4 9.0 lv32.0 2.0 9.3 20.5 6.2 26.7 10.4 724‘%l
NORTH CAROLINE SR H! 9-22 953 16.7 9.5 53.9 3.0 10.8 13,0 143 27.9 " 10.4 1616
RIVERVIEW JR HIGH -8, 555 8.8 94,0 30.5 2.0 8.8 30.3 12.3 37.5 0.0 1616

® SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.,
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. CARDLI_N.E COUNTY. (,DENTDN - RIVERVIEW JR HIGH)

P

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT.SCORES, BY
» SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
. AVERAGE STANDARD_ AGE SCORES# : :

CAROLIME CUUNTY
SCHOOL SYHILM

v . L4

SKILL AREAS

‘.“‘0“00Q.ﬂ..“.‘."‘"00“‘.““‘.““.““..““0“‘00‘.“t‘
. v

000800004850 0,40000080000804000008

vocaauu\nv READING COMPRCHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GRAUE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY~ DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- ~ OIFFER= 'AVERAGE MARY~ OIFFER~ AVERAGE MARY=  QTFFER=-
. - LAND EncE - LAND LNCE LANOD ENCE LAND ENCE -
SAS GE NORM GE NORM . 6E NORM 6E NORM
”

] .
DENTON 3 90,2 3.27 2,90 +.37 3,43, 2.94 +.49 3.70 3.33 +.37 3.28 3,08 +.28
: 5. 98,5 4,77 4,99 .22 5,15 5,04 .11 5.17 5.28 -.11 5,04 5,27 -, 23
FEDERALSBURG 3 104,0 3.48 3.79 ~.31 3,76 3.87 .ell' 4,17 4.25 -, 08 3.62 3.84 22
5 97,7 4,82 4,92 -.10 .06 4,97 +.09 5,40 5,21 +.19 5.09 5.20 - 11
GREENSBORO 3 100,6 3.36 3.57 -.21 3,59 3,64 w05, 381 4,02 =21 3.82 3.65 -,23
5 96,1 4,88 4,78 +.10 .93 4,08 +.09 4,96 5,08 -,12° 4,99 5,07 -, 00

.
© PRESTON 3 98,3 3.45 3.43 +,02 3,54 3.48 +.06 4,02 3.87 +.15 3.49 3.51 -, 02
5 95,7 4,53 4,74 -.21 5,05 4,80 +.25 5,18 5,05 +.13 5,00 5,04 -, 08
RIDGELY 3 98,3 3.84 3.43 441 4,01 3.48 +.53 4.27 " 3.87 4,40 3.70 3,51 +.19
° 5 96,8 5,07 N, 84 .23 5,27 4.89 +.38 5.50 5ell +,36- 5,08 5.13 -, 05
COL RICHARDSON JR H1 7 98,4 6446 6,56 - 10 6,61 6.60 +.01 6.57 6.71 .1l 6.62 6.84 -,22
<o RICHARUSON SR H1 9 95,5 7.77 . 7.5 4,02 7.80 7.69 +e11 759 7.82 -,23 7.96 7.89 +,07
NURTH CAROLINE SR HI 9 97,3 ..°8.00 .96 +. 04 8.13 7.90 - +.23 7.91 8.00 -.09 7.84 8.08 -.24
R i . ) .

95,3 6.36 6,22 .18 06,49 6.29 633 6.42 -,09 6.38 6,52 - 14

. RIVERVIEW JR HIGH 7

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-~75, FOR DEFINITION

SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE

+.20

»

OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (®) ACCOMPANYING “DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND

“D]FFERENCE"™ SCORES PROVIDED IN TH1S TABLE.
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LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL -- ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

4.2.7 Carroll County - ' ¢

Introduction

The staff and faculties of Carroll County recognize
individual pupil growth and development as a first priority. To
meet this goal, curriculum writers and teachers have defined
their programs, wherever possible, in terms of pupil performance;
and through a system of diagnosis and prescriptions have sought
to provide programs tailored to 'student needs. This is implicit
in the county philosophy of "Accept and Challenge." .

The State Accountability Plan provides é*schedule and -

an organization for continued improvement in curriculum develop-
ment and program modification.

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

o In the Maryland Accountability Program Report, 1973-74,
Carroll County listed its. system goals in reading, writing, and
mathematics. Based upon these goals, committees of teachers
compiled catalogs in these three areas during the summer of 1974.

’
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Schools were asked to adopt the catalogs as sources of objec-
tives and were given  the option of adding, deleting, or other-
wise changing 1nd1V1dual items to suit the needs of their
students. .

Committees were established at .each school for this
purpose. In at least one instance, the entire language arts
and math departments were given released time in which to de-
‘velop school level objectives. Subject area supervisors acted
as consultants in these workshops. The changes recommended
by the schools were submitted to the Local Coordinator of Ac-
countability and the subjects area supervisors for review and
approval. A report was made to the Accountability Task Force.

Changes were minimal. Within the designated time,
all elementary, middle, and senior high schools had met their
aspect of the State Accountability Plan. A record of each’
school's compliance is on file in the central office.

A . .

B.- Local Assessment Activities

In addition to the testing required by the State Ac-
countability.Plan, Carrall County received permission to test
in Grades 4, 6, and 8 with Form 6 of the Iowa Tests of Basic
Skills.’' With Maryland State Department of Education funding,
unigue pupil identification numbers were assigned to all stu-
dents so that, in subsequent years, growth patterns for indi-
vidual pupils can be determined as they move through the grades.

There are thrée schools engaged in pilotfprdbrams in
reading and mathematics. Using the McGraw-Hill Criterion-Re-
Referenced Program, ZeacherS‘at Taneytown Middle and Westminster
Area Middle Schools are testing and prescribing individual pro--
grams for more than 500 students in mathematics. At Charles
Carroll Elementary School, approxlmately 135 students are work-
ing in individualized programs in reading. High séhool reading
teachers, using the High Intensity Learning Systems, screen in-
coming ninth grade students and groups of upper grade students
to discdver reading deficiencies. " More than 900 students a year
are’ administered individual programs.

Using the local Early Intervent?x Kindergarten Project
as a base, Carroll County 1mplemented the State's Early Identifi-
cation Program. The program is now in the second year. 1In a.
separate Federally- funded program, children of ages 0-5 are,
evaluated for potential risk with the Denhver Developmental
Screening Test.- Since PREP's 1ncept10n (Potential Risk Early
Pre-Kindergarten) in June 1974, more than 1,400 chlldren have
been assessed. - - .

e r7
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C. ‘ Commeﬁts on Accountability Assessment Results ' : ' L.

, . . rgView of tesE scores seems to indicate no signffif .
cant difference in pupil performance between 1975 and the pre- L
ceding year. _Very little change is- anticipated in any single .
year. N . )

While test scores may yield some valuable information .
in regard to long term trends, accountability and testing com- '
mittee menbers and other staff persons in Carroll County feel
more concern for individual pupil peérformance and growth. " For v
this reason, an item analysis was made available to each’ school. .
Faculties studied the results and are incorporating into their
programs whatever revisions seem appropriate. In addition, the
_Supervisors of Language Arts and Mathematics completed a study’
. "of the item analysis on the county level as a guide in curriculum
‘revision. _ . ; : . .

D. Program Modification Activities ~

- As indicated in the introduction, Carroll County is
committed to a system of individual diagnosis and prescription.
In support of this position, supervisors and committees of
teachers have developed or are developing performance objectives
in a number of areas: physical educatioén, vocational educatien,
special education, and social studies. Additional math objec-
tives have been developed in Algebra I and II and in basic mathe-
matics. To complement the reading and writing program, catalogs-
of opjectives have'been compiled in listening a@d speaking. For
example, in vocational education skills, checklists accompany 1
the objectives and provide a permanent record of pupil perform-
ance for a student's personal use and for employment purposes.

° Several interdisciplinary projects are also in opera-
tion. A Career Awareness Now (CAN) program will reach all
elefnentary schools by 1976-77. Teachers of all disciplines in

N middle and senior high schools make improved language skills a
part of their course objectives through.Project BLAST (Better
Language Arts .Skills and Techniques) .

E. " ;¥nmet Needs for Resourceg to Permit Improvement of
¥ Programs and Services tJ

One unmet need in Carroll County is for an improved
writing assessment instrument. Specialists in language arts
agree that larger aspects of the composition process are not
included in the “owa Tests of Basic Skills. .

FIP [ *
- . . \




. : - [ * .
- Programs for highly able students are also needed. Fund-

ing from Federal, state, or local sourcegs would help to expand the
-total educational- program in this area. :

F. General Comments .

yWhile'the gtaff in%%hrroll County support the concept
of accountability and are pledged to meet state requlints in

the area, specialists in testing are suggesting that tudy/
comparison-be made of the rdational amd state norming pNocedures.
The staff plans to develop a five-year educational design that
would establish a relationship among the various disciplines,
outline common goals, set priorities, and assign shared respon-
sibility. Allocation of financial resources and cost analysis
of programs would then properly relate to a county plan for
meeting the instructional needs of students.
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TABLE 1. SYSTEI® LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

L

ERIC

.

r

-

: CARROLL COUNTY -

.

Ae COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS N .
s s .
T T 1 t
(E9] (2) v (31 ot
*  MEDIAN , PERCENT
pop581¢§on FAMILY DISADVANTAGED - § ,
1NCOME SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
76,646 11,939 7.4, ")
» & *
\ n
(4) ts) "
EDUCATIONAL ‘LEVEL EDUCATIONAL LEVEL - .° ’
HALES 25 YEARS FEMALES 25 YEAR .
- OF AGE OR OLDER OF AGE OR DLDER
(MEDIAN SCHODL YEARS] {MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS) .
10.0 10.7 $ '
. "
B, SCHNOL CHARACTERISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974) :
(6) mn () 191 {10) ‘
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE SALARY ‘:gi;g‘ ‘¥§§:§E
SCHOOL TEACHER OF SCHOOL LEVEL | yeacning ADHINISTRATOR .
ENROLLMENT . SALARY ADHINISTRATORS Expea ENCE T :
184746 . $10,932 $19,225 8.3 _ 20.6 ;
. (i}) ’;r\,/ (321 (13) i )
PERCENT STAFF PUPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE |
MASTER'S DEGREE RATIO RATE ; e
OR ABOVE
. , N
14.1% 18.6 94.7% s !
€. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR) i
~ | !
- T |
(241 (1s) (16) (17) : -
TOTAL PER ‘PUPIL PERCENT PER :gP’LE::PiED’T”“ﬁs
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES EXPENDITURES FOR Rogrxc: |
EXPENDITURES FOR INSTRUCTION INSTRUCTION ADHINISTRRTION |
$974.,17 $715.22 13.4% ] $30. 18 [
[} LY B /
(18) (19) (20) ‘ ‘
PER PUPIL ‘
ngge?gN$::ENg;:$2§s EXPEND]ITURES PERCENT EXPENDITURES| |
ADMINISTRATION FOR PUPIL FOR PUPIL
SERVICES SERVICES i
3.1% $20.18 211 |
[ 4
A 2N :

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 60-65, FOR“DEFINITION OF

PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CARROLL GOUNTY |

TABLE; 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -— NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
- SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE# '

. o 5

(;? 2) (35 - th) {5) (o) {17 i8)
W . N AVERAGE AVERAGE
) STANDARD GRADE
NUMBER OF PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT |  STANDARD

~e

STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHQOLS SCORES
IS

LT Jr oy 1trern

- DEVIATION SCORES DEVIATION
. *n <

P Y
y ""A"\’"““?‘.”ﬂlb RATOTR :‘('-‘,ﬂ",

S

. 100.00
READING | . 5 | 1502 100,00 13 104.8 .37 4 5.65 1.50
COMPRE- , : - )
HEWSION .| .7 ° 1527 100,00 7N | 106.2 14,53 7.16 1.71
9 | 158 -, 92,68 ! 4 103.7 1566 | 8.76 181

(3) ) 3 . “ 1347 . 100,00 16 104.,8 16,06 4,52 1,34
SPELLING 5 1502 100,00 13 " 104.8 14,37 6.06 1.70
. - B T
L 1527 100.00 ° 7 106.2 14,53 T.34 2.12 -
o ‘i
9 1558 . 92.68 4 - 103,2 . 15.66 5.58 2,24
{4) H . .
3 1347 100,00 1% 1  104.8 16,06 behb 1.25
. ‘ K
CAPITAL- ) 1502 * 100.00 13 M 1048 14,37 6,37 . 1.66
1ZATION T
7 1527 . 100.00 7 ° 106, 2 14,53 TebT | 2.07
’ 1558 ‘ 92.68 4 103.2 15.66 8.48 2.29
, | 150 ' ]
3 1347 100,00 16 104,08 16,06 4,50 1.42
PUNCTUATION ° 5 1502 100,00 - 13 104.8 14,37 5.95 1.64
7 1527 100.00 7 * 106.2 14,53 7.24 2.04
? 1558 92.68 L a) 103.2, 15.66 2.25

# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66~67, FOR DEFINITION OF TEKMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CARROLL COUNTY

N

TABLE 2: SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE# (CONTINUED)

TR 121 3) 14) (s) {6 ] X) )
AVERAGE AVERAGE
STANDARD GRADE
. NUMBER OF |- PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT]  STANDARD j
SKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS $CHOOLS SCORE DEVIATION . SCORES DEVIATION 4
“AREAS GRADE ENROLLED TESTED TESTED (SAS) {sD) {GE) tsp)
(o) 3 1347 _,xq{hoo 16 104.9 16.06 4.03 1.36
H 2l
. LANGUAGE 5 1502 100.00 13 104.8 14,37 5,69 .73
’ USAGE -
7 3527 300,00 1 306.2 14,545 7.20 2.02
’ 1558 92.68 4 2032 15.% {’ ~ 832 1 2.20
R 3 1347 "100.00 . 16 - 104.8 16,06 -| W37 1,20
LANGUAGE 5 1502 100.00 13 104.8 ( 14,37 5.97 1.1
TOTAL \ ‘ .
7 1527 100.00 7 _.' 106.2 14,53 7.31 1.82L
N
1558
131 3 : 341 100,00 16 104.8 16.06 3.9 .97 | £
"‘Zgﬁ:;:}g‘t 5. 1502 100.00 13 104.8 .37 5.98 1,43
7 1527 300.00 . 106.2 34.53 7.68 1.6%
s - | 1558 92.68 4 103.2 15.66 9.06 1.86
_ 9 3 1347 - 100,00 16 104.8 i 16.06 .79 1.87
M Tt s 1502 300.00 13 " 1048 " s.60 | 1.32
7 T us27 100.00 7 306.2 14.53 7.26 1.5
* 1558 92.68 4 103.2 15.66 5.80 1.82 N
f10) 3 1347 100.00 16 104.8 16.06 3.85 .97
MIKEIIAL | 5 1502 100.00 1B 104.8 w3 | 579 1.30
7 1527 1000 7 106.2 14,53 7.47 1,51
v '\ .

97,68 4 103, 2 ¢

AL )

ANANS)
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~ CARROLL COUNTY

" TABLE 2A. SYSTEM. LEVEL -- COMPARISON OF YEAR T (1973-1974) WITH

YEAR, IT (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORESff
AND fAVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES#

t

SCHOOL YEAR | SCHOOL YEAR
1973 - 1974 | 1974 -~ 1975

, 163.8_ 104.8
NONVERBAL = - -104.6 104,8

ABILITY 102.8 - b 106.2
107.1 103,2

=

READING
COMPREHENSION

e AR 2

LANGUAGE -
TOTAL

~
% SEE CHAPTER 3, ‘PAGES 70-71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE. -

1T SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR 11 ARE
FROH—DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.,
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CARROLL COUNTY (CHARLES CARROLL - SYKESVILLE) o :
. . ® . ,
B \ : o .
TABL! 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -— COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#* -
- - *
’ - uE ' , u ' SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
A '} PERCEN " |percent
TOTAL AVERAGE\ AVERAGE YEARS STAFF _ | PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDI1AN .
GRADE | SCHOOL { PUPIL/| DAILY [ TOTAL NO. EXPERIENGE MASTER'S| DISAD- | EDUCA- | FAMILY
X ORGANI- | ENROLL~| STAFF | ATTEN- . DEGREE VAN- | TION OF | 1NCOME
_ , ZATION MENT | RATIO {DANCE TEACHER|ADMIN,.| TEACHER|ADMIN.| OR ABOVE[ TAGED | MOTHER (s)
SCHOOL NAME 1) (2) (3) (4) (s) 67 | (M (8l | (9) (100 | (11l)g | (12)
N . oy ' - o :
CHARLES CARROLL K-5 315 19.7 -95.6 15.0 1.0 5.1 10.0 18.7 4,8 10.2 9853
EAST END PRIMARY K-4 200 19.9 95.4 14.5 0.5 9.5 42.0 6.9 7.2 1.1 (9495 .
ELDERSBURG K-5 . a4 20,4  94.7 36,0 2.0 T4 13.6 J.0 44 10.4 11,396 :
ELMER A WOLFE K—4 432 19.2 96.5 21.5 1.0 10.1 32.0° 4.4 11.2 10.0 8938 .
FREEDOM DISTRICT K~5 . T40 2% 95.6 33.5 1.0 7.2 22.8 5.8 2.2 | 11,5 11,237
HAMPSTEAD K=6 772 20.9 95,8 35.0 2.0 4.5 10.3 5.4 7.0 10.7 10,271 ’
LY ‘ " ) -~ -
MANCHESTER C K~6 916 21.3  96.3 41,0 2,0. 8.6 12.3 11.6 8.7 10.2 10,057
. N
MECHANICSVILLE k-5 558 26,8 95.1 19.8 1.0 7.9 25.0 19.2 5.2 " 10.9 10,302
, . .
, , .
HQUNT AIRY k=5 627 19.6 , 95.5 31.0 1.0 6.7 26.0 12.5 9.4  11.0 10,571
 of - . - .
. ROBERT MOTON PRIMARY K~4 289 19.3  95.0 14.9 1.0 8.6 9.0 6.7 4.0 11.5 11,458
N - A .
. .a‘ » . 4
4 sanpyMount K-5 477 21.2  96.5 21.5 1.0  10.2 21.0 8.9 8.8 . 10.8 10,372
TANEYTONN K~4 487 21,2 95.8 22.0 1.0 9.9 30.0 8.7 8.8 . 9.7 9166 - ¥
. - . ) ‘ )
UNIONTOWN . . K~-4 143 26,0 97.1 4.5 1.0 7.5 45.0 9.1 . 9.6 10.2 9803
.. ’ : . . .
WEST END PRIMARY K-4 L} 13.5 96.4 5.0 0.5 10.8 42.0 25.0 6.7 11.0 9318
~ WILLIAM WINCHESTER K=4 701 22,6 95,5 29.0 2.0 8.0 25.5 3.2 6.5 10.9 10,481
* - '
e R : , ?
WINFIELD K-5 433 21,0 96.1 19.6 1.0 6.4 7.0 21,3 6.9 , 1..1 11,035 ,
¥
MOUNT AIRY MIDDLE - 6-8 T 572. 18.5 96.1 29.0 2.0 7.5 16.3 19.33 7.7 11.0 10,738
NEW WINDSOR , 5-8 539 20.0 95.9 26.0 3.0 10.2 17,0 18.5 9.6 10.1 9153
/ - .
~ v . . o
SYKESVILLE 6-8 835 20,4  95.5 39,0 2.0 6.5 11.5 9.7 3.3 10.7 11,296

®

# SEE CHAPYER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE. ‘
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CARROLL COUNTY {CHARLES CARROLL ~-. SYKESVILLE)
= . . . 0 4 . - ’
TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
> SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES# ) _ .
CARROLL COUNTY . - . .
SCHOOL SYSTEM .
SKILL AREAS
..........l‘.‘....t.....ti."00..'.‘...0‘...‘.....“‘.‘.0.‘0."..“‘...‘...“.........'..’.t......'
e . VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY=  DIFFER~ AVERAGE MARY=  DIFFER= AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER- .AVERAGE MARY~ . DIFFER-
- LAND EM LAND ENCE LAND . ENCE ' LANOD ENCE .
SAS GE  NORM GE  NORM GET | NORM GE  NORM :
LY v 1Y -
CHARLES CARROLL 3 101.8 3.42 3.65 -.23 3.49 3.72 =23 3.82 4,10 “28 376 3.72 +,08
5 102,3 5-07_ 5,32 -, 25 5,21 5.36 - 15 5.66 5,60 +,06 5.73 5.57 +,15
‘EAST END PRIMARY 3 98,3 3.38 3.43 -05 3,66 3.48 T 4.15 3.87 +,28 3.46 3.51 «,05
. ~ l . ‘ *
ELDERSBURG 3 103,2. 3.72 3,74 -,02 3.85 3.81 404 W,18 4,19 = 3.58 3.80 -,22
5 103,7 5,53 .5.45 4.0R 5,56 5.48 +.08 6.01 5.71 +.30°X 5.45 5,68 -,23
_ ELMER A WOLFE 3 100,1 3.65 3,54 411 3,61 3.60 4,01 - 3,97 3.99 -,02 %;7: 3.62 +,09
FREEOOM OISTRICT 3 113.3 ‘0-59 4,39 +.00 4,48 4.49 01 4,71 4,87 -.16 4,37 4,38 =,01
5‘ 111.9 6.11 L 6,17 -, 06 6,05 6017 -a12 6.56 6.40 +.16 6,22 6,33 -, 11
t .
HAMPSTEAD 3 304,3 3.93 3.81 412 3,97 .89 +.08 4,46 . 4.27 +.19 3.80 3.86 -.06
5 lpl‘.l_ 5,55 5,48 +.,07 5,66 ﬁ-sl. +.15 5.79 5.75 +,04 5.74 5.7% +,03
. v
MANCHESTER 3 103,3 4,23 3,75 +. 48 4,07 3.82 +.25 4.66 4,20 +.46 3.7 3.80° ~,09
| 5 103,3 5.72 5,41 +.31 6,02 5¢44 +.58 6.30 5,68 +.62 5.97 5,65 +,32
MECHANICSVILLE -3 97.8 3,86 3,39 4+.47 3,83 3.45 +.38 4,26 3,84 +.42 3,79 3.48 +,31
5+ 104,5 5,71 5,52 +.19 5,53 5:55 =s02 5.79 5.78 +.,01 6.19 5,74 $,45
MOUNT AIRY ELEM 3 103.6 3.75 3.77 -,02 3,92 3.80 +.08 4,28 4,22 +.06 3.92 3.82 +.10
. 5 102,7 5.38 5,36 4,02 5,42 5.39 +.03 5.73 5.63 +.10 5.05 5.60 =,55
® - -
ROBERT MOTON PRIMARY 3 107.5 4,02 4,02 4400 4,11 4,10 4401 4.37 4,88 4,11 3.92 4,05 -,13
A 9\
SANDYMOUNT 3 109.7 4,07 4,16 -,09 4,60 4425 +.35 5.26 4,63 +.63 4,41 4,17 +,24-
. X 5 108,3 6,21 5,85 +.36 6,28 5.87 +el4y 6,48, 6410 +,38 6.20 6,05 +,15
TANEYTOWN T 3 1067 3.48 3,97 =, 49 3,79 4,05 " =.26 3.99 4,483 - by 3.71 4,00 -,29
r3 . ~
“UNIONTOUN . 3 104,0 X 3.92 3.79 4,13 4,05 3,87 +.18 j“-sﬂ. 4,25 +.25 3.78 3.84 -,06
WEST END PRIMARY 3 112,3 4,22 4,33 =1 4,51 4,42 +.09 %,79 4,80 -.01 4,27 4,32 -,05
WILLIAM WINCHESTER 3 107.4 3.96 4,01  =,05 8,24 4,09 4415 u.ss,,‘ 4,87 4.09 3 3,95 8,04 -,09
WINEIELD 3 104,9  3.81 3.85 T 3.92 3.93 -:01 4,04 4,31 -.27 3.69 3.90 -.21
. 5 101,5 5.34 5.25 4,00 5,39 ° 5,29 +410 5.51 5.53 «¢02 5.60 5,50 +,10
| MOUNT AZRY MIGDLE 7 103.7 6.86 7.18 -.28 6.87 7.13 =.26  '7.08 7.22 - 1h 7.20 7.38 .18
NEwW WINOSOR 5 100,0 5,21 5,12 +.09- 5,32 5.17 +:15 5.61 5,40 ;.21 S5.48 5,38 +.10
7 109.9 775 7.81 -, 06 7.76 7.76 +.00 8.05 7.81 +e28 8.00 8.02 -,02
SYKESVILLE 7 107.2 > Tedb 7.52 -,38 7.15 7.49 -u34 7.25 7.55 “,30 7.41 774 “.33
e
& SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (#) ACCOMPANYING: "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
~ . SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE®™ SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CARROLL COUNTY (T

TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL —- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC S

AN

ANEYTOWN MIDDLE - WESTMINSTER HIGH)

CHOOL REéOURcES PROFILE%

- iy
5 \
$CHOOL AGL CHILLREN
* roral | = ‘PFRCC?J ) ) PERCENT 5
AVLRAGE AVERAGL YFARS STAFF | PTRCENT [ MEDIAN | MUDIAN '
GRADL scHooL PUPIL/l DAILY TOTAL NO. EXPTRIUNCE MASTLR'S] D1SAD- | EDUCA - FAMILY
ORGANI- | ENROLL-| STARE | A1 [N- e DEGRET VAN~ | TI10N OF | INCOML
SCHOOL p IATION MENT [ RATIOD | DANCE TEACHER [ADMIN.| TEACHIR]ADHIN.] OR ABOVE] TAGED | MOTHER ()
H NAM (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) t7 t6) t9y” (10} (13) (12)
TANEYTOWN 'MIDDLE 5-8 489 18.8 95.8 25.0 .0 7.8 11.5\ 11,5 8.9 9.7 9170
L]
WESTHINSTER EAST 5-8 945  18.9  96.3 - 48.0 2.0 9.5  12.5  16.0° 5.1 1.0 10,373
WESTHINSTER WEST 5-8 1,042 18.9 95.9 53.0 2.0 2.7 17.5 - 20.0 7.0 10.8 10,096
kacngéscon KEY SR HI  9-12 980 19.8 91.9 46.5 3.0 9.1 6.3 18.2 0.3 9.9 9164
] .
NORTH CARROLL SR JR 7-12  1.387 9.8 93.7 67.0 3.0 9.0 18.4 27.% 9.3 10.4 10,150
SOUTH CARROLL SR HIGH 9-12 1,660 20.0 92.7 79.0 4.0 7.3 17.5 2.7 5.8 10.8 11,075
WESTMINSTER HIGH 9-12 2,149 25.9  93.1 78.0 5.0 9.5 19.6 33.7 )"6.6 10.9 10222
. ‘
* SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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CARROLL CQUNTY (TANEYTOWN MIDDLE — WESTMINSTER HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL ~- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASEB’ ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES#

CARKOLL COUNTY . ' . ' -~
SCHOOL SYSTEM e : _
' ‘ - SKILL AREAS
N .‘t“‘.‘.‘..‘o““OOOv‘o“‘.’.“.‘.00t.‘.‘tt.t0'..“0““‘00“‘0‘0Q‘A....t"‘.‘v“.....i...'.'t‘t..
, VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION ~ LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFCR- AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY~- DIFFER~ AVERAGE MARY-  DTFFER-
‘ LAND  ENCE - LAND  ENCE LAND  ENCE LAND  EMCE
SAS GE  NORM™ GE  NORM o GE NORM - GE NORM -
TANEYTOWN MIDDLE § 105,7  4.9% 562  -.68 5,21 5.65  =d4  5.89 5.88  +.01 5.91 5.84 +,07
7 106,0  6.56 7.39 ~.83 6,77 7.37 60 7.29 7.44 =15 7.36 7.62  -.26
WESTMINSTER EAST 5 106,1  5.48 5.66 -8 5,71 5.68  4.03  5.75 5.91  ~.16 5.95 5,67 +,08
7 104,3 7.06  7.20 -4 7,08 7.19 -1l 7.08 . 7.28  =.20 7.27 7.44 =07
WLSTMINSTER WEST § 105.6  5.62 5.61  +.01 5.88 5.64 4024 6,26 5.87 4.4l 5,78 5.83  ~-,05
7 107,2  7.33 752 -,19 7,33 7:49  -al61, TelS 7.55 =10  7.78 7.7 +,04
s .
: d : ~ ; -
" FKANCIS SCOTT KEY SR 9 101,0  8.12 8.39  -.27 8,10 8.33  +4.07  8.32 8.36  ~.28 8,69 s.u8 4,21 ,
(] -~ -
NORTH CARROLL SR JR 7 105.,8  7.06 7.36 -.30  7.16 7.35 =19 . 7.26 7.42 =16 7,38 7.60  -.22
9 103.2  8.50 8.64 -4 8,76 8.56  +.18  B8.35 8.58 =23  9.10 8.72 4,38 -
SOUTH CARHOLL SR HI 9 102,7  8.62 8.56.  +.04 8,67 8.52 415 B.32 8.5% -.21 8.75 8.66  +.09
WESTMINSTER HIGH ° 9 104,7  6.89 8.82 4,07 9,01 8.76  4:257 8.70 8.73  -.03" 9.4 8.88  +.26

- .
N -

& SEE CHAPTER 3. PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITIDN DF TERMS, EXPLANATION DF ASTERISK (#%) ACCDMPAN,YING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES+ AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FTJR INTERPRETING THE “DIFFERENCE® SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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'LOCAL SCHOQOL SYSTEM LEVEL -= ACCOUNTABILITY ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

-

4.2.8  Cecil County

L. ' N

A. Present Status of the A untability Program

All Cecil County public schools have completed the task >
of developing school level objectives. that are consistent with '
state and county goals in reading, writing, and mathematics.
These objectives have been reproduced in quantity by t central
office and copies have been distributed to all principals, li-
brarians’, elementary classroom teachers, and secondary t achers
of language arts and mathematics. :

A commjttee coﬂposed of teachers, principals, anq super-
visors met in the summer of 1974 to develop a set of proposed
school objectives in reading, writing, and mathematics that would
constitute a standard level of expectancy for students. .The pro-
posed objectives were written as minimal, terminal objectives to
be met at the completion of Grades 2, 5, 8, and 12. They were
intended to be met by the typical Cecil County student; the~ above-
average student would be expected to surpass the objectives, but
the below-average student might not meet the objectives &t the
terminal points listed.

KaXs ) u
fw t 8
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- These sets of proposed objectives were .distributed to
the individual schools in September 1974. Schools were' informed
that these objectives could be adopted verbatgm or that they
could be modified (subject to the approval. of the System Steering
Committee)} to meet the specific needs of their student population.
Each principal then appointed a faculty committee to examine the
proposed objectives and to recommend adoption or modification of
each. Recommendations from each school were forwarded to the.
System Steering Committee for its approval.

The nine-member System Steering Committee, composed of
three elementary.supervisors, three secondary supervisors, the co-
ordinators of elementary and secondary education, and the assist-
ant superintendent carefully reviewed the recommendations from P
each school. With respect ‘to each modification proposed by a ;
school, the System Steering Committee could take one of three '
actions: (1) reject the proposed change; (2) accept the change
as a desirable one for all schools in the county; or (3) accept '
the change as a modification of the objective for the individual
school Raving proposed the change.

The following is an example of how an individual school e
-staff could modify a standard systemwide objective: :

. Standard systemwide objective:.

1BI1l. "Upon request of the teacher, the stu-
dent who has completed the.fifth grade

‘ will read any five-~digit numeral cor- - .

rectly." . /

This same objective  as modified for students
of the Ceécil Manor Elementary School by the -
local school staff reads as follows:

1BIl. "Upon request of the teacher, the stu-
‘ dent who has completed the fifth grade
will read any sjx-digit numeral, cor-
rectly." -

This modification met wj
Steering Committee. Based upon
the local school staff ,considere
more appropriate. Thus, this obj
their students. ;

th the ‘approval of the System .
eir knowledge of their students, . '
the modified objective to be

ctive has been uniquely set for

The review process culminated in the production of a
107-page listing of School Objectives for Mathematics - Reading -
Writing for Cecil County Public Schools, which became effective
on September 1, 1975. L.
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: The professional staff of the CBcil County Public
Schools is pleased with the outcome of the goal and objective
setting process. The set’of objectives developed should act as
a guide t6 provide the students of Cecil County with a solid
foundation in the skills of reading, writing, and mathematics.
The objectives will be implemented in all county classrooms -~ | . -
and every effort will be made to meet them. However, county '
educators remain prepared to adjust or modify objectives where
such -changes are deemed appropriate.

B. - Local Assessment Activities

” Having established specific objectives that become .
effective on September 1, 1975, each school must now begin de-
veloping the assessment tasks to determine whether or not
"typical" students are méeting the established goals and objec-
tives. On the basis of students' performance on these assessment:
tasks, the appropriateness of the objectives themselves must

also be determined. S

The first year's experience in the use of school and
. systemwide objectives will help to answer such questions as
the following: Are the objectives realistic? Can typical .
students reach the expected level of proficiepcy of each check-
‘point? ' Do the objec¢tives need changes in wording for clarifica-
tion? These and other similar questions must be answered.
- 1
Guides have been completed -and others are planned to +
assist teachers in developing appropriate assessment tasks, For
example, .in the goal area of writing, A Guide For Classroom
Teachers K-8 has been completed. This guide suggests tasks that
may be used to help students develop the skills required by each
objective. These same or similar tasks may be used to assess
student progress in skill development.

Sample assessment tasks have also been designed to
help teachers check on the skill development of- their students
in the first three levels of mathematics and the first six levels ]
of reading. Similar assessment tasks will be developed for’'all 5
18 math levels and for all 24 reading levels. '

Many of the objectives are wriﬁ;en so that student pro- ~
gress in meeting them can be assessed by-a teacher-made test. In
order to provide some uniform assessment of student progress
in meeting the objectives, the System Steering Committee has been
given the task of compiling a sample listing of appropriate
items that teachers might use in developing such teacher-made
tests. -

»
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C. Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

The second year of testind under the accountability

4

~ program provided Cecil County with additional statistical data

pertaining to the achiévement of students in the third, fifth,

_.8eventh, and ninth grades in reading, writing, and mathematics.:’
. However, since the second year of testing involved a different

group of students from those tested during the first year, it is.
still imp0551ble at this time to use these data to evaluate
growth in achievement of individual students or groups off stu-

dents: This type of evaluation should be possible after the third

year of the testing program at which time the first group of
students w1ll be tested a second time.
K\\ - . [}

The test data“does allow for the comparison of the aver-
age grade equivalent scores of county students to that of the
average grade equivalent scores of the students throughout the
State of Maryland. It also-:allows for the comparison of ‘the aver-
age Grade Equivalent Score of students in each Cecil County school
to that of all other schools throughout she state that have stu-
dent populations of similar ability. Such comparisons show that
the average scores for Cecil County compare favorably to the
average score for the State of Maryland. Of 40 Grade Equivalent
Scores :reported for Cecil County (scl@res for 10 skill areas at
each of four grade levels), 57 percent are equal to or above
the average score reported ‘for .the state. ,None of the 40 scores:
are significantly below the state average. -t

‘More specifically, the ,test data. ShOWS that the mathe-
matics and reading comprehension programs of Cee¢il County are
comparable to those throughout the state. Although performance in
language skills is slightly below the state average, scores for the
tests in this area are, for the most part, higher than those obtained
last year, especially in the areas of spelling and capitilization.

It should also be noted that the overall performance of
the ninth grade is above the state average; eight out of ten

scores reported for the ninth grade Were above the state' average.

The professional staff of the Cecil County public school
system will continue to make use of the test data as an aid in
its ongoing efforts to improve programs of instruction. Exten-.
sive use is being made of the test data to identify specific-
areas where student performance was low. As these areas are
identified, efforts are being made to evaluate this performance
in light of the county's stated goals and objectives. Where the
test data indicate a need, ‘'modifications to existing programs
will be developed and implemented.

( 241
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D. Program Modification Activities

. . T N .
During the 191;:$% school year, members of the central

office staff met with school| principals and teachexrs to identify’

ways to modify existing curricula, teaching techniques, and staff~-
ing patterns in an effort to bring about increased student achieve~-
ment. It was evident from the test scores of Cecil County stu-
dents that the greatest néed -existed in the areas of language

and vocabulary. To address this ne€d, a committee composed of -
teachers, principals, and supervisors met in the’ summer of 1975

to establish a guide that would complement each local school's
objectives in writing. The committee members focused upon -
developing a logical and continuous sequence of writing skills to
be taught to pupils from kindergarten through eighth grade. .

The sequence of skills developed by the committee is
specifically'related to those program objectives that deal‘'with
writing proficiency rather than the objectives that»deal with -
personal attitudes and appreciations. The committee felt that -
attitudes and appreciations usually stem from a selid background

in basic writing skills.

Another instructional committee met during the 1974-75
school year to prgduce a curriculum guide for ninth grade language
arts classes. Th§ working draft of the document that was developed
provides both reihnforcement of the middle school work in .language -
arts and a transition to the elective English courses that stu-
dents will be taking in Grades 10, 11, and 12. Students are to

be diagnostically assessed in the basic skill areas at the begin-
ning of the ninth grade so that the language arts program can be
geared specifically to their areas of weakness. In addition, all
students will be given an introduction to the basic types of
literature by the end of ninth grade~ '

Steps have also been taken to improve other programs.
A pilot program in mathematics was introduced in one middle school.
Additional materials have been evaluated and purchased for stu-
dents who are undgrachievers in mathematics; and evaluation of

_the (basal) mathematics series used in our elementary and middle

schools is being carried out during the 1975-76 school year.

Program modifications also occurred in high school
chemistry, physics,; and science curricula during.the 1974-75
school year. A revised and updated ninth grade health guide was

produced, and a comprehensive business education curriculum was'

developed and implemented at the high school level.

y
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E. - ,Unmet Needs for Resources to Eermit Improvement of
Program and Services . '

(X3

The state accountability program has reemphasized the
need for additional personnel in our county. The many responsi-
bilities of coordinating and implementing the accountability
program itself have been assumed to present staff who must carry
this load in addition ﬁo their previously assigned responsibili-
ties. At least one additional person is needed to fill the role
of Coordinator of Accountability and supervise all aspects of

the program including test administratiop, .analysis of test data,
test interpretation for staff and public, and local-state-iiaison.

The acdcountability program has added a sizeable burden
to the already strained local budget. It has necessitated the-
additiongof large expenditures in supplies and materials just
to prov@e each teacher with copies of the objectiyes and accom-
panying skill guides. Additional funds have had to be useé to
develop, duplicate, and disseminate reports to parents and the
public on the results of the testing program. These direct ex-
penditures are in addition to the cost of all the staff time that
has gone into meeting the demands of the accountability program.

‘
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CECIL COUNTY

~

. ' 1
TABLE L. SYSTEM LEVEL —— COMMUN_ITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

A. COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTICS , . ' .
o, _
w (2) - (3)
. MEDIAN -, . PERCENR
oPUAT ON FAMILY DISADVANTAGED -
INCOME SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
55,407 . 10,489 1.5 ¢
4 . t t4) (5) - .
CATIONAL LEVEL EDUCATIONAL LEVEL
MALES 25 YEARS FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER OF AGE OR OLDER o
(MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS) ~ (MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS)
. 20.6 1.4
. .
- 3. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS [AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)
(6) (1) T} (91 (10)
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE SALARY AVERACE AVERAGE
$CHOOL TEACHER OF SCHOOL LEVEL TEACHING ADHINISTRATOR
ENROLLHENT SALARY _ADMIN|STRATORS ExpERT ENCE L e &
13,473 $10,744 $18,617 8.2 13.6
N (1) (121 (13)
» PERCENT STAFF ‘PUPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE
MASTER'S DEGREE RATIO RATE
OR ABOVE .
Y 18.1¢ 21.0 93.4% ¥

C. FJNANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR]

(14) (15 (161 - (17
TOTAL PER PUPIL PERCENT PER :gplt5£¥::EDlTURES
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES EXPEND[TURES FOR RoEpTee
EXPENDITURES FOR INSTRUCTION |» INSTRUCTION ADHIN TS TRAT TON
$879.68 $637.93 - 72.5% $23.14
X
(18) e 120) .
PER PUPIL - .
PERCENT EXPENDITURES
FOR CENTRAL OFFICE EXPEND I TURES PERCENT EXPENDITURES
X R DHINISTRATION FOR PUPIL FOR PUPIL
SERVICES “SERVICES
2.6% $6.34 0.72
1]

# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES PF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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 CECIL COUNTY
TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE

SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE' EQUIVA—
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE#

-t 12) k (37 (4) (%) 16) (7) 1 (s)

~ R . AVERAGE AVERAGE
) : STANDARD GRADE
NUMBER OF PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE r STANDARD EQUIVALENT STANDARD
+ SKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS ~ SCHOOLS® SCORE S DEVIAWION | SCORES DCVIATION
TNROLLT D TFETED Tre ’ . s (e

(1)

g 5 1141 95,71 16 101.8 14,88 5.09 1.58
VOCABULARY
7 1145 94,59 6 100.6 14,79 6,74 1,83
(21 YT 95,38 16 ] 1020 ] 15.44 3,72 - 1.22
READING 5 1141 95,71 16 101.8 -, |, 14.88 5.25 - 1,46
COMPRE- s , , :
HENSTOR 7 1145 - 94,59 6 100.6 +, 14,79 6.90 1.64
(31 ] 3 975 95.38 26 102.0 [ 15.44 4.12 2.4Q
SPELLING 5 1143 95.71 o 101.8 24.88 5.32 1.78
7 1245 © 94,59 6 100.6 24.79 6.80 2.05 .
: ° 1050 02.29 ] 102.2 14.68 . 8.49 ’2.15; K
e 3 915 95.38 26 102.0 15.44 3.08 1.26 °
CAPITAL- 5 2242 95.71 26 101.8 . 124.88 5.28 1.50
1ZATION _
7. 1145 94.59 6 100.6 14.79 6.99 1.98
9 1050 $2.29 5 102.2 24.68 s.80 2.11
()
3 975 95.38 16 102.0 g 15.464 3.93 1.4
PUNCTUATION 5 . 1143 95.71 16 101.8 14.88 5.29 1.5%
° T < 1148 9f.59 6 100.6 ) ) 24.79 6.83 1.96
9 1050 82.29 5 102.2 Y 8.31 2.24
¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66-67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE. -~
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CECIL COUNTY

+ TOGBLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL -- NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE# (CONTINUED) o

Lt

T

13 21 ) tn () 15 6) tn t8)
. AVERAGE AVERAGE i "
! (STANDARD /° GRADE
NUMBER OF PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT | STANDARD
SKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOOLS $CORE DEVIATION SCORES DEVIATION
AREAS GRADE ENROLLED TESTED . TESTED (SAST ($D) {GE) -»-isD)

o) ) y "5 95.38 16 . 102.0 15.44 3.4 3,37

LN E > 241 95,73 36 103.8 14.08 5,34 .64
T 1345 94,59 6 100.6 14,79 6,62 1.98
9, " 1050 82.29 ,‘ 5 102.2 14,68 8.20 2.23

[}

1 3 975 95,38 - - 16 102.0 15. 44 3.92 1.18
LANGUAGE 5 114 95.71 16 101.8 w.s | 5.2 1.40
TOTAL ! : -

7 B ) U1 TR 9‘1.59 6 100.6 . 14,79 6 81 1.73‘

, ‘ 50 829 102.2 N 14,68 .45 1,88

(o) 3 919 Goe sl T, " 0 1. 00,

A : ‘ 7'7 NN -
MATHEMATICAL 5" 1143 95.73 16 ) 101.8 ! 14.88 5,75 1.45
CONCEPTS - e . .
,. T
\ 7 1345 94.59 Iy 100 ! 14.79 7.33 1.67
- 'W}, 9 s 10%0 82.29 5 102.2 14,68 8.93 T sies

{9y 3 97% 95.38 ) 16 102.0 ! 15,44 3,72 1.09

MATHEMAT ICAL 5 T 3341 ¢ 95.73 16 © 103.8 14.88 5,43 2033
PROBLEMS . 3 b ]

7 145 94.59 3 100. 6 14,79 7.02 263
9 1050 02.29 5 ! 3022 34.60 .63 3,771

(30) 3 975 95,38 16 102.0 15.44 l 3.75 .99

MATHEMAT BCAL B 95.71 16 1018 —&8 5,58 1.31
TOTAL : o el R e e e

7 145 94,59 6 100.6 14.79 7.16 1,55
100 | 82.79 5 1.2 14.68 8.77 1.68
.Mxomw:w.. L WA, e >IN 207 SN $03. S AN T R
¢ SEE_CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE=
~
1]
AN N
iy .()
(+]
235




CECIL COUNTY
2

‘e TABLE 2A.

I (1973-1974) WITH

COMPARISON OF YEAR

SYSTEM LEVEL --

YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES.
» AND AVERAGE GRA.% EQUIVALENT SCORES¥ -~ =~ ' oA
’ SCHOOL YEAR SCHUUL;YEAR
GRADE '
21973 - 1974 1974 -+1975
’ . 3 98.0 102.0
NONVERBAL ™ 5 004 | 1008
' ABILITY 7 101.1 | 100.6 .
, 9 101.2 102.2 |-

L .3
‘ LavouAse— [ 5 525 | 5.6
TOTAL 7 6.68 6.81

9

¢ SArter e opkGYRRERS

- B 3. ] o35 3.75
MATHENATICAL 5 5.57 5.58
TOTAL 17 7.27, 7.16

9

FOR INTERPRETING THI3 TABLE. ;

‘?ﬁﬁdi:i::; CHAPTER 3, PAGES 70~71, FOR DEFINITION OF

TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS

IT SHOULD ALSD BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES R
+ FROM DIFFERENT STUDENT POPULATIONS.

o ] . f £

EPORTED FOR YEAR 1 AND YEAR 11 ARE

¢

¢

oz

.o " % NN S y
' N 3 3,33 3,56
VOCABULARY 5 5.04 5.0
7
9
A 3 3,47 3.72 i
- READING 5 15,20 5,25
* * COMPREHENS 10N 7 5.95 e 90, .
. . g




° TABLE 3.

CECIL COUNTY (BAINBRIDGE - ELKTON "M.IDDLE)

SCHOOL LEVEL -- CDMMUNIT:Y AND PUBLIE SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#.

ERIC
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. ‘ SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
) PERCENT PERCENT
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS | STAFF | PERCENT | MEDIAN [ mEDIAN
. GRADE | SCHOOL | pupiLs| DALY TOTAL NO. | EXPERIENCE MASTER'S| DISAD- | EDUCA- | FAMILY
" ORGANI- | ENROLL~| STAFF | ATTEN- DEGREE VAN- | TION OF | INCOME
2ATION | MENT |RATIO |DANCE | TEacHer|apmIn. TeacHer|apmin.| or Apovel TaceD |mMOTHER | (3)
| SCHOOL NAME (2) (21 13) 14) 15) | A6} (7 t8) 19) (200 | (23 {12
BAINBRIDGE K-6 472 24,8  95.0 18.0 1.0 8.0 1450  15.8 10.7 2.1 7702
. BAY VIEW K~5 626 25.7 94.8 23.0 1.0 5.3 13.0  16.7 12.3 3.3 9125
CALVERT . k-6 295 24,6 97.0 1.0 1.0 8.6  13.5 8.3 6.5 12.0° 9963
. : R °
CECIL MANOR k-5 408 26,3 96.2 4.5 1.0 8.2 6.0 6.5 2.5 .+ 11.4 10344
# CECILTON  ° k-6 379  25.3  96.1 24,0, 2.0 0.4  10.0  13.3 ~\.20.4 1.2 7739
: .
CHARLESTOWN  _ k=5 180  24.0 95,0 6.5 1.0 4.5 15,0 20,05  18.0 12.0 8949
) > )
CHESAPEAKE CITY k-6 486 26,2  96.5 17.5 1.0 8.3 9.0 . 16.2 17.6 1.0 8763
CONOWINGO - k-6 384  25.6  95.4 4.0 3.0 32.2 7.0  20.0 12.9 1.3 8912
A * o
ELKTON K-5 274 21.3  94.0 12.0 1.0 4.5 9.5 1.7 20.5 0.6 8702
GILPIN MANOR -5 429 22.1  94.8 ,18.0 1.0 7.8 15.5 . 10.5 3.7 13.4 20334
\ L o 1
HOLLY HALL K- 3846  24.0  94.1 15.0 1.0 8.8+ 26.0  12.5 1.4 0.7 8959 |
2 , . ,
- » s R . @ N
KENMORE K-5 266 24,2 95.4 10.0 1.0 ° 947  17.5 36.4 7.8 1.2 9999
o .
LEEDS P k=5 298 22,9  97.2 12.0 1.0 4.3 9.0 727 9.5 2.3 7 9765
13 + “ -
NORTH EAST k=5 609  25.4  94.8 23.0 3,06 7.0 12.0 4.2 12.3 13.0 8989
1]
PERRYVILLE, K-6 728 24.3  95.5 28.0 2.0 8.6 4.5  20.0° . 2.1 1.7 9136
by i ‘? El N
RISING SUN -6 575  ,25.0 96.0 22.0 1.0  12.7 23.0  13.0 6.4 1.9 9631
CHERRY HILL MIPDLE 6-8 548  20.3 95.0 25.0 2.0 7.7  14.3  33.3 6.6 1.2 20000
. 4 5
ELKTON MIDOLE 68 600  23.4 92.6 26.0 2.0 - .9.4 10.0  28.6 9.6 12.0 9425,
P ) - .
# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED 'IN THIS TADLE.




TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -— SCHOOL 'AVER

AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES#
cEciL COUNTY

SCHOOL SYSTEM ' _ > ,
. ) S ' " SKILL AREAS -
.l..........‘.‘...“...‘..t.....f.......l....’.“..."...'.................'.... ek egtebb g gttt
K v’ocaauunv ' 4 REAODING COMPREHENSION "LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GWE szmet "AVERAGE MARY- UlFFER- AVERAGE MARY- OIFFER- AVERAGE MARY- OIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER~-
o * LANO  ErCE LAND ENCE " LAND ENCE LAND ENCE
2, GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM
- - . .
BAINORIOGE 3 304,9 3.56 3.85 =-,29 3.69 3.93~ =24 4,00 431 310 3,72 3.9 -.18
N 5 104.4 5.19 5.51 , «,32 5,57 5.54 +403 5.30 5.77  =.47 5.81 5.7$ +,07
.. R -
an VIEW 3 99,7 3.51 3,52 -.01 3.64 3.58 +.06 384 3.96 .12 3.52 3.59 -.07
5 97,2 4,76 «87 -.11 4,98 4,93 4,05 4,82 5.17 =-.35 5,16 5.16 +,00
CALVERT . 3 109.8 4,12 4,17 - =,05 4,17 4.26  =e09  4,u8 4:63 =15 4,17 4,18  ~-.01
5 102,0 4,88 5.30 -2 5.21 5.33 -2 5.29 5.57 -.28 5,75 5.54 +.21
. ) X )
CECIL MANOR 3 109.8 4,03 4,17 . -,14 4,49 4.26 +.23 4,49 4.63 -, 18 4,24 4,18 4,06
5 108.0 5.65 5.83 -.18 5.74 5.84 -.10 6.10 6.07 +.03 6413 6.02 +.11
CECILTON 3 °101.7 3.22 3,64 Y 3,49 3.7 -.22 3.69 4.10 -1 3.67 3.71 -.04
5 101.3 4,87 5.23 -36 4,92 5.27 =35 5.07 ° 5.51 -4 5.39 - 5iu49 -.10
CHARLLSTOWN 3 103.7 3.54 3,77 -.23 3,72 3.85 .-e13 4,16 4.23 -.07 3.86 3.83 +,03
5 100.6 4,68 5.17,.. =.49 5,17 5.22 =405 5.29 5.45 ~.16 5.58 5.43 +.15
. CHESAPEAKE CITY 3 99,0 3.40 3,47 -.07 3,45 3.53 .08 3.57 3.92 -.35 3.44 3.55 -1
5 101,6 5.02 5.26 -2 5.11 5.30 -.19 5.38 5.54 -.16 5.50 5.51 -.01
~ CONOWINGO 3 105.3 346 3.a8 -2 3,60 3.95 .35 3.60 4.33 -.73 ¢ 3,61 3,92 -.31
5 98,7 4,90 5,01 -.11 4,91 5,06 -:15 S.14 5.30 -.16 5.34 5,28 +.,06
ELKTON _ 3 94,5 3.80 °  3.18 4.62 ¢ 3,66 3.23 4443 3.82 3.62 +.20 3.59 3.29 +.30
5 95,8 5.18 4,75 +.43 5,37 4,81 4456 5.10 5.05 +,05 5.17 5.05 +,12
> GILPIN MANOR 3 1032 3.33 3,74 -1 3.54 3.81 -27 3.69 4.19 ~.50 3.76 3.80 - .04
5 97.6 4.67 4,91 ~.24 4,79 4.96 -7 4.64 5.20°  =,S6 5.01 5.19 -.18
N Y
HOLLY HALL 3 96,4 3.24 3.30  -.06 3,26 3.36 =10 3.40 3076 =38 3,55 . 3,40 4,15
5 102,4 ° 4.71 5,33 -.62 4,94 5.37 -oti3 5.06 5,60 -.54 5.19 5.58 -,39
KENMORE 3 100.9 3.85 3,59 +.26 3,80 3.66 +14  3.84 4,04 -.20 3.80 3.66 +.14
5 105.9 5.67 5.64 +.03 5.82 5.66 4416 5.39 5.90 «,51 6.08 5,85 +,23
LEEDS 3 301.3 3.46 3,62 -u16 3.60 3.69 -.01 3.84 4,07 -.23 3.60 3.69 -.09
- 5 100,9 4,92 5,20 -.28 5,29 5.24 +.05 5.01 5.48 -.47 5,34 5,46 -, 12
NORTH EAST 3 98,8 3.31 3,46 -.15 363 3.52 +el1 3.7 3.90 ~19 3.66 3.54 +.12
5 101,8 5.12 5,28 16 * 5,25 5.32 .07 5.31 5.55 -, 24 5.72 5.53 49
1«7»"‘"
PERRYVILLE 3 103.3 3.68 3,75 -.07 3.89 3.82 +407 TS 4.20 4,184 4,12 3,80 +,32 %
5 104,5 5420 5.52 -.32 5.33 5.55 -.22 5.37 5.78 -.41 5.87 5,74 4,13
N - [ ]
RISING SUN 3 102.6 3.83 3,70 +.13 3,82 3.77 4405 4,28 4415 +.13 3.82 3.7 4,06
5 105.3 5.87 5.59 +.28 5.88 5.61 4427 5.95 5.85 +.10 6.28 5.81 +.47
CHERRY HILL MIOOLE 7 103.1 7.20 7.07 4413 7.28 7.07 4021 7.04 7.16 -12 . 7.37 | 7.32 +,05
ELKTON M1OULE 7 98,8 644 6,60 -.16 6.51 664 -a13 6:47 . 6475 ~-.28 6.90 6.88 +,02
o o
* SEE ER 3, PAGES 74-75, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (*) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE"™ SCORES, AND ’ |
SPEFTAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE®™ SCTORES PROVJDED IN THIS TABLE. N
. . R . » ’;
)
L b /i \() 239 %
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CECIL COUNTY (NORTHEAST MIDDLE - RISING',‘SUN JR SR HIGH) : _ o

" “TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

0

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
PERCENT s PERCENT -

- TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE YEARS STAF PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDIAN
. GRADE | SCHOOL | pupIL/] DaILY TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTE DISAD- | EDUCA- | FaMILY
: ORGANI- | ENROLL~{ STAFF | ATTEN- DEGRE VAN- | TION OF | INCOME

» ZATION MENT |RATIO | DANCE TEACHER| ADMINJ TEACHER | ADMIN,| OR ABOVE] TAGED | MOTHER (s)
SCHOOL NAME {1 - 21 § t3) 14) 115y | .te) (&3] 18) (9K {10} (33) t32)
.NORTH EAST MIDDLE Y 723 21,9  92.0 31,0 2.0 6.6 16.3 33,3 12,1 13.0 9084

: 1
BOHEMIA MANOR JR SR . 722 805 22,4 90.3 34.0 2.0 4,7 10.0 1203 19.0 1351 8283

. "’ «u‘."

‘ELKTON SR HIGH~ 9-12 4,281 21,7 . 89.7 56.0 3.0 8.7 10,0 27.1 9.7 1302 643

. M 26

L4 .

NORTH EAST SR 9-1.2 774 21,5 90.9 34.0 2.0 9.% 13,5 30.5 13.2 11.0 9020
PERRYVILLE JR SR HIGH 7-12 816 22,1 91.3 35.0 2.0 8.9 15.0 27,0 4.1 2.0 8329
RISING SUN JR SR HIGH 7-12 1,155 23.6  92.9 47.0 2,0 11.8 20.0 20.4 9.0 1.7 9516

# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

s . o
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) - CECIL COUNTY (NORTHEAST MIDDLE - RISING SUN SR JR HIGH)

TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -- SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES, BY
SKILL AREA, COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORM> BASED ON SCHOOL
AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCORES#

*

CECIL COUNTY
SCHOOL SYSTEM

' SKILL AREAS
.““‘.........“.‘.‘"‘...“....“..‘.".‘.‘.““.w..‘.'."t....‘......"....l.'.......“.......'

VOCABULARY READING COMPREHENSION LANGUAGE TOTAL MATHEMATICAL TOTAL
SCHOOL NAME GRADE AVERAGE AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFERe AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY-  OTFFER-
LAND Lrce LANO ENCL LAND ENCE LAND ENCE
SAS GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM GE NORM
~
NORTH EAST MI1DDLE 7 100,2 6454 6476 -.22 6,83 6.78 +.05 6470 6.88 -.18 6494 7.02 -,08
BOHEMIA MANOR JR SR 7 99,8 6.79 6,71 408 6,94 6,74 +.20 6462 €.85 .23 6.95 6.98 -.03
.9 103,5 8,51 8,68 -,17 8,50° 8,62 -.04 8,25 8.61 ~-:36 9,02 8,75 4,27
ELKTON SR H1GH 9 102,7 8,52 8.58 -,06 8,54 8452 4402 8,62 8,53 7 4,09 8,84 8.66 +,18
. ) .
NORTH EAST JR SR 9 101,2 8,53 8e41 4012 8,54 8435 +,19 8,02 8,38 - 36 8,49 8,50 -,01
R 3
PLRRYVILLE JUR SR Hl 7 99,6 6.32% 6.71 -,3a 6464 6.74 .10 6.78 6.85 -.07 7.04 6.98 +.06
4 9 9Y9.8 8450 8.25 4425 8,57 8.19 +.38 8.60 8.24 +.36 8,45 8,35 +,10
* N .
R1SING SUN JUR SR H1 7 101.,5 7.10 6,90 4,20 7.14 6+91 +.23 7.19 7.01 +.18 7.73 7416 +,57
. 9

102,6 8.64 8,57 4,07 8,87 8.51 4436 8.61 8.52 +.09 8.92 8.65 * 4,27

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75: FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (%) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES: AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

.
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N 4

LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEM LEVEL —-ACCOUNTABILITY»ASSESSMENT INFORMATION

}
4.2.9 Charles County

A. Present Status of the Accountability Program

The present status of the Charles County School System
Accountability Program has not deviated to any significant degree
from what was reported to the Maryland State Department of Education
(MSDE) in the Maryland Accountability Program Report, 1973-74.

County educators feel that they are making progress in the imple-
mentation of their five~year master plan which;includes the develop-
ment of product objectives (pupil performance/telated to the

state accountability program as well as to “the local county assessed
needs), and process objectives (which include those areas concerned
with the management of the school system).

Many of the schools in Charles County have ‘exhibited
exemplary procedure in the objective settlng activity. Their
method for establishing these objectives is cutlined below: .

) Principal maintains year- -round. biographical record
of assessed needs,

. Principal' reviews his or her ‘analyzed detailed item
. ) analysis printouts;




4

° Prinicipal studies all input and involves all
appropriate personnel in. developing school objectives;

® Objectives are checked to verify that they comple~
:i§; st®e and county goals;
° oth the pr1nc1pal's analysis and test results

analysis are disseminated to school faculty for the
' development of school objectives;

S e At any time during this process, representatives
. from the Office of Evaluation and Research, super-
visory specialists, or other supportive personnel
may be called upon for their services; and

-

® The completed act1v1ty is then submltt?d for
review.
B. Local Assessment Activities

The Charles County school system maintains a supplemental
testing program. Aside from the Maryland Accountability Program
(MAP) norm-referenced and criterion-referenced measurements, the
Metropolltan Achievement Test (MAT) and the Otis-Lennen Mental Abil-
ities 'Test (OLMA) are administered to all those grades not affected

.by MAP testing; thus, Charles County's supplemental testing program

includes Grades 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, and 10.

In addition to what was 1nd1cated in the 1974 MAP Report,(
a program of criterion-referenced testing has been embarked upon at’ /,.
all levels in the school system, spec1f1cally in the areas gf reédlng
and mathematics. At this time there is not complete coveragé in akf
schools, but it is hoped that such a goal can be reached w1th1n“the
next two years. Charles County has a computerized criteriom-..
referenced testing program and allows pre- and post-testing:in
an attempt to determine pupil achievement relative to reaching
specific objectives in reading and mathematics. The objectives
sought 'are closely integrated with state and local objectives in
those subject areas. In addition, each student is provided with a

. prescriptive printout of his or her strengths and weaknesses in

the subject areas mentioned. At the ninth grade level in county
high schools, use of such a program is anticipated to identify
the marked deficiencies of students, as mandated by the recently
adopted state high school graduation requirements.

At the school level, staff from each school are doing
a thorough analysis of test results, both for the state accountability
testing program and the local testing program. An item analysis has
been provided each school, and such an analysis has enabled teachers
and administrators to identify specific strengths and weaknesses
in the basic skills as measured by standardized tests.

203
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c. : Comments on Accountability Assessment Results

o The downward trends of standardized test scores in the
middle and high school years as evidenced in the analysis of both |
ITBS and the MAT results is still a source of concern. Each

* subject area specialist has been asked to make a careful analysis

! of his or her area to see if the cause(s) of this phenomenon can

be determined. Subtest results in English and language arts seem
to hold the key to satisfactory results in other areas of the testing
program and are, therefore, receiving considerable attention.

1

D. Program Modification Activities T
f -

o

I is‘ant&cipated that each school will“¢ontinue to
modify its program, its instructional techniques .and approaches,
and its utilization of both material and human resources to reflect

_.a focus on those areas of weakness as identified by analysis of
test results, biographical data, and other forms of needs assess-
ment. At the elementary school level, a uniform approach to the
teaching of reading through a program of inservice training for all

ve elementary teachers and administrators has been initiated. The
basis of the program is the learning experience approach to teaching
reading. Such an approach is an effort to provide consistency in
the overall philosophy about teaching reading and to improve teach-
ing skills. A comprehensive reading program involving the use of
cbnsultant help during the next three years is.anticipated. This
program has already been initiated this year using the services of
a noted specialist in reading skills who has provided reading in-
service training, and consultative services to teachers -and admin-
istrators at all levels.

, Since the major focus of objectives is on the areas of
’ language arts, reading, and mathematics, a significant effort has
been made ‘to provide staffing to lower the pupil-teacher ‘ratio in
these designated subject areas. At the high school and middle school
levels, the county has attempted to provide a better staffing ratio
for language skills and mathematics. This has beeén done through
realignment of teaching personnel currently on board and the -addition,

where possible, of new staff members. In most instances, the pro-
vision of additional help has exceeded the staffing formula.

As a result of standardized test scores, a countywide
survey requesting recommendations for the modification of science
c and social studies curricula in Grades 5-10 was initiated. . While
the county's survey was completed during the 1974 school year,
findings of the tri-county social studies committee are being
awaited before proceeding further.

. 2odl
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As indicatéd in the Five~Year Plan, Charles County is
on schedule relative to the planning and implementation of a pro-
gram for the talented and gifted. Efforts in this area have
been the result of test data input as well as community interest.

During the 1974 school year, the school system accumu-
lated data which indicated that a proliferation of educational
programs existed in the schools; fuyrther, the absence of a formal
system for identifying and monitoring these 'and other new pro-
grams resulted in instructional gaps as well as overlapping
ettorts. As a result, a committee was formed to develop a system
entitled "Educational Program Control" (EPC). 'The purpose of
this effort is designed to maintain greater effectiveness in both
the instructional and evaluative processes. This managerial ‘
effort has been planned and implemented as scheduled in the body
of the Master Five-Year Plan.

E. Unmet Needs for Resources to Permit.Improvemeht of
Programs and Services : v

Charles County schools requested an annual budget of §$3
million for Fiscal Year 1975-76, which represented a carefully con-
sidered and trugal estimate of needs. The schools received a
$20.8 million funding, representing a $2.2 million cut. As a
result, the only curriculum program improvement occurs in spe-
cial education, Funds are not forthcoming for the reduction of
class size through the employment of additional teachers.
$imilarly, no special funding has been made available for a pro-
gram for the talented and gifted. Schools have been forced to

. defer some curriculum programs due to the lack of funds to cover

rising costs of energy and other noninstructional needs. For

this coming year, however, Charles County will supplement the

funding of early childhood education because of the discontinua-

tion of Federal funds. In summary, compared with intended and

requested improvements that were not funded, the school system

will be operating a minimal program. : .
In its 1975 accountability report to MSDE, the Charles

County school system indicated its pupil population growth rate,

and the strains on local government resources resulting from

that growth. There is also a very strony feeling both within

and outside schools that the levels of government, whether state

or Federal, should assume greater responsibility that would pro-

vide the resourtes needed to carry out the improvement of programs .

and the initiation of new programs necessitated by governmental

mandates. It is not, however, the concept or intent of Charles

County that such external resources support represents a subgti-

tution for local government resource allocation efforts. The

1975 budget and resources request made by the Charles County

school system would certainly serve as evidence of a desire to '

obtain such resources. .

re
)
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. ) CHARLES COUNTY
TABLE 1. ~ SYSTEM LEVEL =- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SCHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#
IR 3
o 2 :
< sy
A, COMMUNITY CHARACTERISTIC
.' .
) . t2) 43)
[ o) »
TOTAL HEDIAN . PERCENT
POPULATION FAMILY DISADVANTAGED -
INCOME , SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN
' 56,159 g . 12,452 1644
te) " is)
EDUCATIONAL LEVEL EDUCATIONAL LEVEL :
MALES 25 YEARS FEMALES 25 YEARS
OF AGE OR OLDER OF AGE OR OLDER
{MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS) (MEDIAN SCHOOL YEARS) -
+ 12.0 12,0
v
B. $CHODL CHMARACTEREISTICS (AS OF SEPTEMBER, 1974)
(6) “‘tn (s {9) (10)
TOTAL AVERAGE AVERAGE SALARY ‘¥E::ge ) ‘ggz:gf
SCHooL TEACHER OF SCHOOL LEVEL | yg,cying ADMINISTRATOR
ENROLLMENT |  SALARY ADHINISTRATORS ExPEnTENCE AL .
. 16,820 $11,418 . $19,982 8.4 17.9
{11) ' {12) {131
PERCENT STAFF PUPIL/STAFF ATTENDANCE
MASTER'S DEGREE RATIO RATE
OR ABOVE
19.5% 20.2 93.3%
C. FINANCIAL CHARACTERISTICS (FOR 1973-1974 SCHOOL YEAR)
(14) {15) (16) (17)
TOTAL ' PER PUPIL pencent  (PER PRy ENDITURES
PER PUPIL EXPENDITURES EXPENDI TURES FOR orEter
EXPENDITURES FOR INSTRUCTION INSTRUCTION ADHINISTHATION .
$1,032.36 $714.86 69.2% $34.26
) (18) (19) {20}
PER PUPIL
P T TR A DR RES EXPENDITURES PERCENT EXPENDITURES
ADHINISTRAT [ON FOR PUPIL FOR PUPIL
SERVICES SERVICES
- 3.3% $12.01 1.2%
) ¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 60-65, FOR DEFINITION OF TERHMS AND SOURCES OF DATA
PROVIDED IN THIS TADLE. ,
(AN adfe -~
. iul}()
‘ o : :
| ERIC | 2w |
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CHARLES COUNTY

TABLE 2. SYS\/EM LEVEL —— NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE STANDARD AGE

SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-

LENT SCORES,

BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE#*

1

VOCABULARY

i
(1) L (2) (3} (4) (5) {6) t7) {8)
: AVERAGE AVERAGE
STANDARD GRADE
. NUMBER OF PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT STANDARD
SKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHUOL S SCORFS DEVIATION SCORES DEYIATION
ARFAS i RS TEewen et [racy (- ry r. .

B 003110k TP At L ¢ v

' 1515 Yo, 14 10 Y./ 15,39 5,51
5 1401 97.79 16 99,4 1643 4,88 1.67
7 1383 5 9.8 16.36 6.32 1,90

98.48

£ ‘
READING 5 I
8.22 A 16, 4, 1.56
COMPRE-» —— 1401 9 L 16 99 43 98 .
HERSIOR 7 1383 98.05 | 5 96.8 16.36 6.60 1.66
3
"'_PEL“NG 5 1401 98.00 16 99.4 16.43 5.20 1.87
T "
7 1303 98.48 5 9.9 16.36 6.53 2.07
, 9 1259 94.20 3 97.6 16.34 7.96 2.36 .
14) o
3 1313 96.88 16 96.7 15.39 3.71 1.32
CAPITAL- 5 1401 98.07 16 99.4 16.43 5.44 1.70
1ZATION
7 1383 98.34 s 96.8 16.36 6.57 2.03
9 1259 94.20 3, 97.6 16.34 8.12 2.30
5 M
3 1313 96.88 16 96.7 - 15.39 3.83 1,42
PUNCTUATION 5 1401 98.07 16 99.4 16.43 5.41 1.65
y 7 1383 98.34 5 96.8 < 16.36 6.42 2.05
9 1259 94.28 F 3 9%.6 16.34 7.94 2.20

¢ SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 66~67, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

/
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CHARLES COUNTY

-~ . .\
[

TABLE 2. SYSTEM LEVEL ~— NONVERBAL ABILITY IN AVERAGE ATANDARD AGE
SCORES AND ACADEMIC ACHIEVEMENT IN AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVA-
LENT SCORES, BY SKILL AREA AND BY GRADE# (EONTINUED)

! e
T o 7 12) (3 . 1a) (5) 16) (1) (8
AVERAGE ‘ AVERAGE :
STANDARD i . GRADEC
NUMBER OF | PERCENT OF NUMBER OF AGE STANDARD EQUIVALENT |  STANDARD
SKILL STUDENTS STUDENTS SCHOOLS SCORE DEVIATION SCORES. '] DEVIATION
. AREAS GRADE ENROLLED _YESTED TESTED (SAS) (sD) ¢5D)
T3] T 1313 ’ 97.79 o " 96.7 ] ) 15.39 3.47 :...34
LANGUAGE 5 1401 98.50 16 99.4 16.43 5.34 .79
USAGE
y 1383 98.55 - '\ 5 96.8 16.36 6.52 2.1
9 1259 | 94.12 3 . 9l.6 16.34 7.82 2.23
- 3 1313 98,25 16 96.7 15,33 |* 3.72 1.24
LANGUAGE 5 1401 98,50 16 99,4 16,43 5,31 1,56
TOTAL - .
' 7 1383 98.92 5 86.8 16.36 6.53 1.81
: 9 1259 a4, 36 3 i 97,6 16,34 7.98 | 2,05
fol 3 1313 91.79 16 T 9647 1 15.39 3.45 1.05
_“ B
M AL 5 1401 98.36 16 99.4 b 1.3 5.24 1.42
7 1383 98.34 5 96.8 24.36 6.75 1.60
9 1259 ° 93.65 3 97.6 16.34 .12 1.89
9 3 1313 93.60 16 96.7 ; 15.39 3.45 1.3
. T ) -
HATHEMAT 1CAL 5 1401 98.43 16 . 99.4 16.43 5.0 1,35
PROBLEMS ]
7 1383 98.43 5 96.8 ! 16.36 6.49 1.65
9 1259 93.65 ! 3 4 97.6 16.34 7.93 1.89
L
10} 3 1313 93,68 16 - ’ 96.7 15,39 3.46 1.02.
- - SR :
PATHEMATICAL
5 1401 98.43 16 89.4
TOTAL b : : ' o
¥ 7 . 1383 98.63 5 86.8
9 1259 93 65 3 97.6

teck 2% A HRIATERG o VNN I R s e

# SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 68-~69, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOUREES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.
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CHARLES COUNTY g

TABLE 2A. SYSTEM LEVEL -- COMPARISON OF YEAR I (1973-12974) WITH

YEAR II (1974-1975) DATA IN AVERAGE STANDARD AG
E SCOR
AND AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALENT SCORES# -Le) =

F ~

SCHOOL YEAR SCHOOL YEAR -

GRADE )
1973 - 1974 1974 - 3975
3 9.7 96,7
NONVERBAL 5 97.7 99.4 \
ABILITY 7 97.1 9.8 0
9 97.8 97.6
3 3,22 3,31 3
VOCABULARY 5 4,85 _4.88
~ 7 6.37 6.32

9 7.75 7.82

READING 5 4,96 4.98
COMPREHENS ION 7 5.6 .60
9 - 7.87 7.99
b, “ee 0 eI ide, My ) .

3 3,71 5,72

LANGUAGE 5 5,20 5,31

TOTAL 7 6. 56 5.53

9 7.77 7.98

w3 3,45 3,46
MATHEMATICAL  ~ | 5 . 5.21 5.19 |
TOTAL 7 6.70 6.68 *

9 8.0l 8.02

¢ SEE CHAPT?k 3, PAGES T0-T71, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS
FOR INTERPRETING THIS TABLE. ’

1T SHOULD ALSO BE NOTED THAT THE SCORES REPORTED FOR YEAR I AND YEAR Il ARE
FROM DIFFERENT'STUDENT POPULATIONS.




CHARLES COUNTY (ARTHUR MIDDLETON - GENERAEL SMALLWOOD) .

-~

& : ¥ - » ' .
TABLE 3. SCHOOL LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC SQHOOL RESOURCES PROFILE#

-

CHARLES 1
‘ ' ' SCHOOL AGE CHMILDREN
. PERCENT t PERCENT
TOTAL Y | averace IAVERAGE YEARS STAEF | PERCENT | MEDIAN | MEDIAN
GRADE | scwooL |PuptiL/l pally TOTAL NO. EXPERIENCE MASTER'S| - DISAD~ | EDUCA- | FAMILY
ORGAN1- | ENROLL-{ S1AFF | ATTEN- DEGREE van- | T1ON OF | 1nconme
IATION MENT | RATIO | DaNCE TEACHER]| ADMINJ TCACHER|ADHIN.| OR ABOVE] TAGED | MOTHER ()
SCHOOL NAME . 4 t2) (3) (4) 15) 16) (1) t8) 19) (10} (1) (12}
© ARTHUR MIDDLETON k-5 629 21,7 96.7 i.o *1.0 7.5 13.0  17.2 3.3 12,3 11,836
. . )
DR GUSTAVUS BROWN K-5 577 20.6  95.4 27.0 1.0 6.6 13.0  17.9 3.4 12,1 11,796
, . .
DR SAMUEL A HUDD k-5 471 5.7  96.4 29.0 1.0 7.6 17.0  20.0 © 3.3 12,3 11,814
T
» .
GALE-BAILEY | K-5 475 20,7 e 22.0 1.0 9.4 24.0  17.4 15.5 10.6 8396
a .
GLASVA P-5 213 14.2  96.1 14.0 1.0 11.4 19.0 26.7 33.8 9.6 7043
4
INDIAN HEAD K-8 633 19.2 96.6 31.0 2.0 11.3 26,8  18.2 6.7 12.0 10,301
. ' ’ ‘
J P RYON K-5 585 . 20.2 94.6 28.0 1.0 7.3 19.0  24.1 3.4 12,3 11,439
£ 4 ' .
A)
JAMES CRAIK K-5 576« 21.3  95.4 26.0 1.0 7.4 9.0 7.4 12.3 12,3 11,562
.
MALCOLM . P-5 548 21,1 95.7 25.0 1.0 6.3 4.5  15.4 19.9 11.9 9879
MOUNT HOPE P-5 312, 24,0 9%.0 12.0 1.0 7.4 16.0 7.7 14.1 10.0 8435
a
NANJEMOY 1~5 158 17.5  96.3 8.0 1.0 3.4 39,0 11.1 16.7 10.0 8435 !
. , ‘
PARKS J C k-5 636 19.3 94.9 32.0 1.0 9.2 ' 16.0 15.1 7.7 12.0° 10,631
PORT TOBACCO - P-3 336 16.3  95.9 9.7 1.0 7.0 17.5  14.5 10.3 12,3 10,895
! @
T C MARTIN P-5 607 20,0 93.7 29.3 1. 12.7 11.0  36.5 25.1 11.5 9609
WALTEN J MITCHELL X-5 937 40.7  95.2 22.0 1.0 13.8 22.0 8.7 16.8 . 12.3 10,849
WAYS I DE p-5: 342 19.0  95.0 17.0 1.0 7.7 6.0  11.1 16.8 10.3 8061
)
BEL ALTON MIDDLE -8 488 17.3 " 94.1 26.0 2.0 5.4 17.0  32.1 26.% 10.5 8301 "\
' o
GENERAL SMALLNWOOD 6-8 706 19.1  92.4 35.0 2.0 8.0 11.0 24,3 11.0 11.4 9543
s . .
¢ $EE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 72-73, FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS AND SOURCES OF DATA PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE. 3
e r) .
~ L :

El{lC ‘ | . : 252
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ac . CHARLES COUNTW M\RTHUR MIDDLETON - GENERAL.'SMALLWOOD) .
. ‘ . :
TABLE 4. SCHOOL LEVEL -— SCHOOL AVERAGE GRADE EQUIVALEN,,T SCORES, BY .
T SKILL AREA, .COMPARED WITH MARYLAND NORMS BASED ON SCHOOL )
v !
. i . AVERAGE STANDARD AGE SCOR‘E *
" CHARLES COUNTY S ' 5 .
SCHOOL SYSTEM .
S - . . SKILL AREAS . VY e :
% . R tl‘t‘.ttttto.‘t.tu‘tt‘o‘to"o‘ottb.utgtt‘ i:‘i‘Vttttttt‘t‘o‘ttttotttn‘ttu t.t‘ttoyt“‘ontuotgt-t
el 58 e VOCABULARY = 7 REAUVING com—mem% LANGUAGE TOTAL' ., MATHEMATICAL ToTAL
! B R - r N . .
SCHOOL NAME = °GRAUE AVERAGE AWERAGE MARY~ ~ UOIFFER= 'AVERAGE MARY= DIFFER- AVERAGE MARY=  DIFFER~ AVERAGE MARY-  DIFFER=
S * LAND ENCE . 7w LAND - ENCE LAND - ENCE | LAND ~ ENCE
N X SAS GE . ..""GE Y- NORM GE NORM GE NORM
. f . e T .. . . .
9 . - ~ * n T ¥ "
. i . N . B "N
_ARTHUR MIDULETON 3 99,9 - 3,49 FiB3 T Te.04, 2,49 3.59 “.10 3.93 3,98 ° =,05 3,67 . 3,61 +,06
5 101,7 5.13. . be27.  -,14 5,21 5.31 -.10 5.64 5455 +,09 ©  5.35 5.52 -.17
‘DR GUSTAVUS BROWN 3 96,1 3. 5 +420 3,52 3.34 +.18 3.82 3.72 +.10 3,46 3,39 +,07
5 1033 5,29 _. 5,43 s -,12¢ 5,22 5.44 ~e22 5439 5,68 .29 5.28 5,65 -.37
. . / % “ Lo i @ . \
: a f T . v ..
DR-SAMUEL A MUDD 3 .99.7 3.59 3.52 +.07 3,74 3.58 +416 a.xg 3.96 +,20 4,01 3,59 +,42
Do 5 106,0 5,59 * 5,65 ~.06 . 5,55 ~ 5.67 ~e12 5,95 y 5,91 +o04 5.49 5,86 ~.37
" GALE=BAILEY 3 97,0 2,80 3.3 *.-,54 3,09 3.0 =.31 3.{7 3.78 .ol 3,08~ 3.84  =,36
. 5 99,1 4,50 5,04 -.54 4,81 5.09 ~.28 4,87 5.33 “eli6 4497 5,31 ' =347
a . . 4
. e ' i R
GLASVA 3 90,0  2.67 2,89  -g22 2,65 2,93 ~=.28  3.n8 , K32 2w 2.82 3,03 -,21
5 92,2 3,70 4,43 | ~,73 4,02 4,51  -.49 4.86 4,75 +,11 4,41 4,76 ~.35
: _ 1 , - : . .
4 . A . . o o
N INDIAN HEAD 3 93,8 335 3.14 +.21 3,47 3.18 +.29 3,63, 3,57 +.06 3.46 3.25 v 4,21
. 5 100.3 5.00 5.15 ~¢15 5,22 5,19 . +.03 5.43 5,43 +.00 5.38 5.41 -,03
; . . . “ . o
J P RYON T3 98,1 3.25 3.8 , -4 3,45 3.47. " =.02 3.74 3.86 -.12 3.48 . 3,50, ~502
5 163.0  5.10 5.39 ~,29° 5,27 5,42 =15 5,71 5,65 +,06 5.29 5,62, =33
L} » . . N N
JAMES CRAIK ‘ 3 99,4 3.58 3,50 +.08 3,76 3.56 +.20 3.98 3.94 +.04 3.78 3.58 +,20
N 5 104,1 5,14 5.48 ~.34 5,14 5.51 =437 5.29 5.75 ~.46 5,40,  5.71 -.31
o MALCOLM (3 96,6 ° 3.8 3,32 -4 3,38 3037 4,01 3.60 3,76 =.16  3.28 341 =13
t 5 94,0 4,50 4,59 -.09 4,75 4,66 4409 4,88 4,90 -.02 4,77 %.,91°  ~,14
MOUNT HOPE ELEM 3 93,9 2460 3,16 -.54 2,72 3.19 -.t7 3.15 3,58 , =.43° . 3,09 3.26 =17
~ o : 5 90,6 . u.12 4,29 -.17 3,96 4437 ~el) ' 4,43 4,62 » =19 442 4,64 =,22.
NAHJEMOY 3 ‘91,6 2.54 2,99  -,u5  2.95 3.03  -.08 ' 2.85  3.42  =.57 3,07 3.3 -.06
' 5 99,2 4,47 5,05  -,58 4,67 ° 5,10 -3 4.99 534 =35 5,01 5,32 =31
- ~ : . : - # . . ? " N o
PARKS J C INTERM 3 97,9 3.45 3,40 4,05  3.58  3.46 .12 7 3,94 3,84 4310 3.58 2.49 4,09
: 5' 97,6 5.00 4,91 +,09 4,98 4,96 +402 5.35 +5,20° _ 4415 5.06 5.19 -.13
» RS : .
. )
PORT TOBACCO 3 101,3 4.27 3,62 +.65 £ 3,72 3.69 4,07 +.33 3.90 3.69 * +,21
5 101,2 5.07 5.23 =»16 ; 5.02 5,27 5,50 +,50 5,52 5.48 +,04
P . . \ N
T C. MARTIN 3 90,9 2.92 2,95 -,03 2,90 2,99 3.38 +,00 3.08 3,08 o.og
- 5 94,2 4,29 4.61 ~.32 4,71, 4,67 4,92 +.23 4,96 4,92 +,084°
WALTER J MITCHELL ~3 99,3  3.62 3,49 4,13 3,7 3.55  Ytel6 3,93 3.9  =.01 3,76 3,57 © +.19
. 5 100,7 5.11 5,18 -.07 5,14 5.22 ~.08 5.40 5,46 -.06 5.55 5.44 +.11
L I . . .
WAYSIOE, 3 87.5 2437 2,73 -.36 2,61 2,76 ~15 2.82 3,15 ~.33 2.7 2.89 ~,18
: o 5. 89,2 4,02 - 4,17 -.15 4,15 4,25 ~.10 4425 , 4,50 =25 4,59 4,52 +,07
BEL ALTON MIDDLE " 7 89.6 5.53 5.60 -7 5.95 5,71 +.24 5.80 5.87 -.07 6.26 5.94 +.32
@ VV'.‘, ,: .
GENERAL *SMALLWO00 7 94,0 5.84 6,08 -.20 6,19 6,16 403 6402 6429 ~. 27 6436 6,39 ~,03

, & SEE CHAPTER 3, PAGES 74-75. FOR DEFINITION OF TERMS, EXPLANATION OF ASTERISK (%) ACCOMPANYING "DIFFERENCE" SCORES, AND
SPECIAL INSTRUCTIONS FOR INTERPRETING THE "DIFFERENCE" SCORES PROVIDED IN THIS TABLE.

ERIC : 261 ., :

v




{

'TABLE 3.

[

~
4

“

a

3

3 ﬂ
. CHARLES COUNTY (JOHN HANSON MIDD

o
4

-t

SCHDOL. LEVEL -- COMMUNITY AND PUBLIC
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