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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

CHAPTER I STUDENTS IN THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS:
A DESCRIPTION AND FOLLOW-UP

INTRGDUCTION

In Decemizr of 1983, Congress passed the technical amendments to Chapter I
of the Education and Connsolidation Imptovement Act of 198l. These
amendments included a requirement that the National Instictute of Education
assess the status of compensatory education as provided through Chapter I,
This study of Chapter I services in the Hoatgomery County Public Schools
(MCPS} s part of the national evaluation effort. Funded by the Office of
Educational Ressatch and Imptovement, this evaluation 13 one of six being
conducted to determine how Chapter I operates at the local level and to
describe the later educational status of students who received Chapter I
services.

CHAPIER I IN MONTGOMERY COUNTY

Chapter I 1s a federally funded program which {3 part of the Education
Consolidation and Improvement Act of 1981l. This program replaced Ti{tle 1 of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, Chapter I provides
financial assistance to local school districts for the implementation of
programs for educationally disadvantaged sctudents. The State of Maryland
also provides funds to students in schools eligible to recei{ve Chapter I
ass{stance but because of limited federal funds are not being served.

Chapter I in Hontgomery Couaty {s atypical in that 2 painstream model 1is
uged. That {s, students remain in their regulsr classrooms for imstruction,
and {astructional assistants work {n conjunction with the regular classroom
teacher {n providing tha regular MCPS curriculum to the Chapter 1 students.
This model, which has been used for over ten years in MCPS, is becoming
fncreasingly resognized by other educational di{stricts and providers as a
preferable alternative to the more widely used pull=out approach.

The 1986-87 Chapter I program in MCPS serves approximately 3100 kindergarten
through fourth grade students in 24 public elementary schools and three
nonpublic elementary schools. In addition, 900 studeats 1in uine MCPS
schools ar2 served with state compensatory education funds.

THE STUDY

This study describes the progress of students who participated in Chapter 1
{then Tictle I} during the 1979-80 school year in Grades K, 1, and 3,
Altogether, there were 509 kindergarten students, 499 first grade students,

and 491 chird grade students who received Title I services in that school
year.

Information from existing datca bases and tapes yithin MCPS were used to put

together a profile of Chapter [ students and all other studeats in the
school system who were born in the same year as the Chapter 1 students. In
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addition, students’ school records were réviewed for a subsample of 100
kindergarten and 100 third grade students.

1t was originally hoped that the progress of Chapter I studencs would be
compared with that of a similar population of academically needy students
who did not receive Chapter I supports. However, due to data constraints it
was not posaible to select such a control group. Thus, we cannot draw firm
conclusiona about the progress of Chapter I partic{pants aa compared to a
similar but unserved population. The data in thi{s report nonetheless
provide a rich and useful description of the current status of Chapter I
graduates in MCPS. Further, by highlighting both the strengths and
weaknesses of Chapter I participants (aa compared to other MCPS students,
or some national or State reference group), the data provide program
managers yith valuable information for the targeting of services and program
improvements.

FINDINGS

Pacticipation

Analysis of participati{.n data show that the vast majority of Chapter I
students receive services for a falirly limited anount of time (one to two
years) and are able to functiom in the regular MCPS program, with no or
l{m{ted special services, once they have been returned to {t. Specifically,

0 Forty~eight percent of the students i{n the kindergarten cohort and
33 percent of the students in the Graje 1 cohort required Chapter
I servicee for only one year. Approximately 25 percent of the
students in the two cohorts required services for twyo years.

o Ninety percent of the students in each of the three cohorts yho
were returned to the regular program remained there and did not
require Chapter I services st a later point in time.

] The majority of Chapter I students did not require any supple-~
mental special education services yhile in MCPS. Those who did
require such help did so primarily at the loyer ievels of service,
indicating less severe problems.

Acadenic and Behavioral Qutcomes

The data provide a mixed picture yich regard to academic and behavioral
outcomes. By natioaal standards, the students are succeeding and perform
about as well as the average student nationally on measures of acadenmic
pecformanca several years after leaving the program. These ate impressive
accomplishments for students initially scoring beiow the third stanine on a
gsimilar achievement test. The Chapter I students fall short, however, sof
meeting the exceptionally high performsnce standards of the MCPS student
population. And, there remain a number of areas in which improvements could
be made. Specificall},

0 Chapter I students performed close to the nstional norm on the
California Achievement Tests. Further, there 1s a trend of
increasing cest performance over time. However, their scores yere
substantially beloy rhose of MCPS students of the same age.

E~2




o The passing rate for Chapter I students who took the Maryland
Functional Readi{ng aad Mathematics Tescts as ainth graders 1in the
fall of 1985 was similar ©o that of pinth graders taking the test
throughout the state, However, their performance fell below that
of other ninth graders taking the feat in MCPS.

o Performance on MCPS criterion-referenced reading and math tests
ind{cate that a substant{al portion of the kindergarten and Grade
l cohort studer .3 yere not performing at grade level and,

L. Compared to the other students {n their grade cohort, tyice
as many Chapter I students yere tested below their grade
level on the end of year tests.

2. Chapter I students also scored lower on both tests than their
age cohorts in MCPS.

o Student records {ndicated that over half the students had some
general academic problems as well as problems with work/sctudy
skills.

o Approximately one~third of the students {n the kindergarten and
Grade 1 cohorts had been retained for at least one year.
Comparative data for the Grade 3 Chapter I students are not
available.

o Subsample analyses (record reviews) indicated that over half the
students from the thirvd grade cohort yho were in niath grade (n

1985-86 had grade point averages below 2.0 for that year (scale 0~
4).

o The suspension rate for Chapter I students wyas over twyice that of
other MCPS studencs of similar ages.

o Subsample analyses also show that many Chapter I students were
absent frow school i{n excess of 20 days a year,

583bsum. doc

16




CHAPTER I STUDENTS IN THE MONTGOMERY COUNTY PUBLLS SCHOOLS:
A& DESCRIPTION AND FOLLOW-UP

INTRODUCTION

In Dacember of 1983, Congress passed the technical amendments to Chapter I
of the FEducation snd Consolidatfon Improvement Act of 1981. These
amendments included a requirement thac the Nactfonal Institute of Education
assess the status of compensatory education as provided through Chapter I.
This program evaluvation mandate was broad based, directed at examining Cthe
program in terms of its administration, content, and effectiveness.

This study of Chapter [ services {n cthe Montgomery County Public Schools
(MCPS) 1s part of the nmational evaluation effort. Funded by the Office for
Educational Research and Improvement, this evaluatfon 1ia one of si{x being

conducted l:ol determine hoy Chapter I operates and affects students at the
local level.

The School System

The Montzomery County Public School systenm (MCPS), located {n the Washington
metropolitan area, gerves approximately 93,000 students i{n Grades K Cthrough
12. MCPS is the third largest school system in cthe stace of Maryland and
one of the nation's 20 largest. While the system 1s generally considered to
be a suburhan di{strict, y{chin 1ts 500 square miles there are areas which
vary from the rural to the urban

The county also serves a student population that 1s varied in racial/ethnic
background. In the 1986-87 school year, the student population yas 69 per—
cent white, 15 percent black, 10 percent Asian, 6 percent Hispanic, and .l
percant American Indian. Over che last several years, there has been s
steady Increase in the proportion of minority students in che overall
population ‘as yell as an {ncrease {n the number of students from non~English

speaking homes. Approximately 15 percent of the students participate i{n the
free lunch program.

The Chapter I Progran

Chapter [ i{s a federally funded program yhich is part of the Education
Cons lidation and Improvement Act of 1981, This program replaced Title I of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. Chapter I provides
finsncial assistance to local school disctricts for the implementation of
programs for educationally disadvantaged students.

1. The other five evaluations funded are: che Columbus, Ohio, Public
Schools; the Mesa, Arizona, Public Schools; the Washington State School
System; the Pennsylvania State School System; and Research and Training

Associates who are using Lincoln, Nebraska, and St. Louis, Missouri, as
research r.tes.
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In addi{ction to federal funding, the state of Maryland provides assistance to
local school diatricts through the State Compensatory Education Progranm.
This 13 a 100 percent state-funded program which provides services to
educationally disadvantaged students in schools eligible to receive Chapter
1 asaistance but because of l{mited federal funds are not being served.
This program 1is administered through the Chapter I office and operates in
the same manner as the federally funded progranm.

Chapter I in Montgomery County 13 atypical in that a mainstream nodel {s
used. That 18, students remain {n their regular classrooas for instruction,

and {nstructional assistants work {n conjunction with the regular classroom
" teachers {u providing the regular MCPS curriculum to the Chapter I scudents.
This model, which has b2en used for over ten years {n MCPS, is becoming
increasingly recognized by other educational districts and providers as a
preferable alcernative to the more widely used pull-out approech.

The 1986-87 Chapter I program in MCPS serves approximately 3100 kindergarten
through fourth grade students {n 24 public elementary schools and three
nonpublic elementary schools. Acother 90C students 13 nine MCPS schools are
being served with State Compensatory Education funds.

Table 1 presents the numbers of students served by Chapter I ("itle I) since
1979-80 broken down by type of service and race.

In the past seven school years, no major changes have occurred in the size
of the program. The number of studeris served has ranged between 2911 1n
1982-83 and 3818 in 1980-81. (It should be noted that in 1982-83, Chapter I
dropped services to fifcth grade students who had been served up to that
point and began focusing on kindergarten through fourth grade students
only.) Students have received predominantly raading or both reading and
math services. The proportion of students receiving math services only
{ncreased alightly bstueen 1979~80 and 1984-85 (from 15 to 24 percert) but
dropped to a low of 11.9 percent {n the 1935-86 school year.

The percentage of the MCPS student population in those grades served by
.Chapter [ who have been in the program has remained fairly steady between
1979-80 and 1985~86, with approximately 10 percent of all MCPS studants in
Grades K through 4 or 5 receiving Chapter I assistance in any given year.
The racial breakdown of students in the program {ndicates a slight decline
in the percentage of white students participating in Chapter I and a slight

increase in the proportion of Astian and Hispanic students receiving services
over this ti{me period. -

2. No distinction will be made hetween the Chapter I and State Compenca~

tory Education programs. From here on, hoth programs will be referred
to as Chapter I.




TABLE 1
Chapter I Participants in MCPS:
| : 1979~1985%
1979~ 1980~ 1981- 1982~ 1983~ 1984~ 1985~
1980 1981 1982 1983%% 1984 1985 1986
- Chapter 1
Participants 3318 3818 3113 2911 3257 3759 3587
Reading/
Reading &
Ma thickx 2314 3039 2559 2120 2391 2369 3159
Math Only 504 779 554 791 866 89%¢ 428
Percentage
MCPS Students
in vhapter I%kx 3.5 10.4 9.0 10.6 11.7 12.9 11.5
Race
White . 47.2 48.7 42.5 40,7 39,1 37.7 35.3
Black 5.0 32.5 32.6 32.1 32.6 33.5 33.0
Hispanic 9.2 9.9 13.4 14.9 16.% 16.4 18.5
Aslan ) 8.7 11.3 12.1 1.5 11.5 13.1

Amer. Indian/
Alaakan Native 1.1 .3 .2 .2 .2 A .l

* This table includes Chapter I students as well as students funded by the
State Compensatory Education Program. Since there are no differences in
the operation of these »wo programs, no distinetion will be made between
Chapter I and State Compensatory Education in subaequent tables.

*%In 1982-83, MCPS dropped Chapter 1 services to fifth grade students.

#***The Chapter I progrz< in MCPS does not report separately those students

veing served for reading services only and those receiving both reading
and math services,

**%%The percentages in this row are calculated on the number of MCPS
students {n those grades served by Chapter L

i3




FINDINGS
Analysis Strategy

The aim of the present study was to provide a picture of the long-term
effects of Chapter I participation. As Datta (1986) states, there are
several standarda against which such effects can be measured.

o Relative gains. Did participants progress more rapidly than would
be expected for similar children who had not participated?

o Closing the gap. Did the partici{pants progress more rapidly than
more advaataged children so that the gap between participants and
more advantaged children closed?

o Levels achieved. Regardless of relat{ve changes, did participants
reach levela of achievement l{kely to indicate acceptable or
better ability to be ifndependent, contributing members of soclety?

It was originally hoped that the standard of relative gains cculd be used in
this study and that the progress of Chapter I students could be compared
with that of a similar population of academically needy students who did not
receive Chapter I supports. However, due to data constraints it was oot
possible to select such a control group. Instead, standards which are very
similar to Datta's "closing the gap” and "levels achieved” have beun
applied. First, where possible data for other MCPS students or for a
national or state group are used for comperative purposes. Second, where
such data are not available, findings for Chapter I participants are
presented in a stand~alone fashion and their implications discussed. The
interpretations we offer are based on experience and professional judgment,

Clearly these stanards are less satisfactory than *hat of relative galns,
and each answer a d{fferent question. Nonetheless we feel they provide a
useful context for looking at Chapter 1 performance. Even though some
critical questions remain unanswerable, the data {n this report offer a very
tich description of the MCPS population and its acc mplishments; they
provide program managers and policy makers with valuable :nformation for the
targeting »f services and program {mprovements.

Information from existing data bases and tages within MCPS were used to put
together a profile of Chap:ar I students” and all other students in the
school system who were born in the same year as the Chapter I students.
These data include: pacticipation in Chapter I in subsequent years;

3, From this point on, the program will be referred to as “Chapter 1" even
though the program was officfially called "Title 1" for part of the
period being studied.

h\
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participation i{n Head Start; participation in specilal education programsﬁ-
scores on California Achievement Tests, MCPS criterion~referenced tests,
and Maryland functional tests;” school history information; and suspensions.
In addition, students' 8.. 00l records yere reviewed for 99 of the kinder~
garten students and 94 of the third grade astudenta. Data gathered from
these record reviews provide information on attendance, report card grades,
academic and social problems, and participation in other MCPS programs.

Chapter I Participants

This study follows the progress of students who psrticipated in Title I
services {n MCPS during the 1979~80 school year in Grades K, 1, and 3.
Altogether, there were 509 kindergarten students, 499 first grade students,
and 491 third grade atudents who received Title I services in %hat school
year. The selection of the 1979-80 school year sllowa for s six-year
follow-up of the students in the three ssmples.

In all three cohorts, yhite students are considerably underrepresented and
black students overrapresented relative to their representation in the
overall MCPS student population in 1979-80 (Table 2}, Hispanic snd Asian
students are only slightly overrepresented in the three Zrodps.

A somewhat higher percentage of males than females participsted {n Chapter I
in Grades K, 1, and 3 1o 1779-80.

4. The criterion-referenced tests sre locally developed teacs designed to
meagsure student pevformsnce on the MCPS reading and mathematics curri-
culun. These tests are given annually at the end of esch school year
to students in Grades 1 threugh 8.

3, The Haryland functional tests are state-mendated minimum competency
tests that are being phased in aa requirements for graduation in the
State of Maryland. These tests are f{rst administered in the seventh
grade {n order to identify students who will probabiy need help in
order to pass the test. Beginning in the ninth grade, students take
the functional teats each fall and spring until a passing score 1is
received. At this point, functional reading tests are required of
students yho graduated in 1986 and both functional reading and math
tests will be required of students graduating in 1987,




TABLE 2
Race and Sex of the Chapter I Cohorts

Kindergarten Grade 1 Grade 3 aAll
Cohort Cohort Cohort MCPS:
(N=509) (N=499) (N=491) 1979-80
Percentage
RACE
Asian 11 7 6 5
Black 3 31 28 11
h’spanic 10 8 7 3
Vi.lte 41 46 53 80
Missing* 7 3 6 -
SEX
Male 53 54 55 -
Female 47 46 45 -

*Information on race waa obtained from the MCPS school history data base
which only goes back to the 1580-81 school year. Those students who were
in Chapter I {n 1979-80 bv. who were not students in MCPS in 1980-81 or any
other subsequent years are missing data on race.

Almost 40 percent of the kindergarten and grade 1 cohort students had
participated in Head Sturt prior to entering Chapter I aud a fourch of the
grade 3 students had been 1in the Head Start program. (Table 3)

TABLE 3
Head Start Participation of Chapter 1 Students*
(Percentage Jho Had Participated in Head Start)

Kindergarten Grade 1 Grade 3
Cohort Cohort Cohort
39.5 39.9 25.1

* Data on Head Starc parcticipation are durived from two different sources
within MCPS. For fi{rst and third grade students, information on Head
Start comes from the student data base which has a conai{derable amount
of misaing data. Dacta for the kindergarten cohort were taken
directly from records in the Head Start cffice for use in a study on
Head Start that used students participatin~ in the program [n 1978-79.

Because this study follows these 1979=830 Chapter I participancts over the
next six school years, the issue of sample attrition is of particular

importance. Table 4 presents the atrrition by year of the three Chapter 1
cohorts.
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A similar attrition rate occurs in all three cohorts. Slightly over two
thirds of the original 1979-80 sample remained in MCPS 1in the 1985~86 school
year. The attrition rate for Chapter I students from the 1980-81 school
year to the 1985-86 school vear is similar to that for all MCPS students of
the same age who were in the system from 1980 onward. Adequate nu?bers of
Chapter I students thus remained each year for purposes of analysis.

TABLE %
Acetricion of Chapter I Students i{n MCPS
Kindergarten Grade 1 Grade 3
Cohort Cohort ) Cohort
Percentage Percentage Percentage
Remaining Remaining Remaining
No. in MCPS No. in MCPS No. in MCPS
YEAR
1979-80 509 100 499 100 491 100
1980-81 465 9l.4 458 91.8 456 92.9
1981=82 416 81.7 413 82.8 411 83.7
1982~83 375 73.7 386 77.4 385 78.4
1983-84 362 71.1 370 4.1 3n 75.6
1984~85 351 69.0 349 69.9 353 1.9
1985-86 341 67.0 337 67.5 344 70.1

6. The attrition rate for the two gro.ps can only be compared from the
1980-81 school year and not from 1979 since the MCPS data base began in
that year. There 18 no reason to believe, however, that attrition
between 1979-80 and 1980-81 would be any different for Chapter I stu~
dents and MCPS students of the same ages.

7. Characteristics of students who were {n MCPS 1in 1979 in all cthree
cohorts were compared yith those students from these cohorts who were
still 1in MCPS in the 1985~86 school year. There were no major differ~-
ences between these two groups in terms of sex, race, and test scores.
Thus, those who left MCPS appear not to be different from those who
remained in the school system. Any analysis on students remaining in
MCPS {n subsequent years probably reflects the entire group of students.




Program Participation

Most students participated in Chaptar I for ome or two years. Tha
overwhelaing majority of students remained in the program for consecutive
yasrs and vere mhle to remaia in the regular classroom once they 1o longer
required Chapter I sarvices.

In the 1979-80 school yea:, criteria for determining eligibilicy for
participation in Chapter I diffared from the criteria currently being used.
Kindergarten students yere admini{stered the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
(Form A) and yere considered eligible for Chapter I gervices 1f their mental
age score yas six months or more below their chronological age. First grade
students yere given the Stanford Early School Achievement Test and students
scoring below the third stanine on Math or Reading were considered eligible
for the program. Third grade students took the Iowa Tests of Basic Skills
(Form 6) and, like first graders, yere eligible for Chapter I services if
they scored below the third starine on either the Reading or Math subtests.
Teachers could request an exception {f a student scored above these cutoff
points and she/he justified wby that student needed Chapter I services.

As 13 the case in the current progras, students in the Chapter I program
were also tested at the end of the school year in order Lo determine yhat
progress had bcen made. Students particiosticg a second year yere once
again prstested in the fall in order to determine eligibility. Thus, {f a
astudent scored above the designated cutoff, he/she would no longer receive
C 'nter I services even 1f that student was in the program the prior school
year.

Participation in Chapter I for the students Iin cthe three cohorts is
presanted in Tables 5-A, 5-B, and S$-C.

Almost 90 percent of the students in all three groups were in Chapter I for
e{thar one year, two consecutive years, three consecutive years, or four or
five consecutive years. Only about 10 percent of the students in each of
the three cohorts yere out of Chapter I for a year or more and returned to
the program at a later point in time.

The percentage of students particip.ting in Chapter I for only one year
decreased from 47.7 in the kindergarten cohort to 32.7 in the first grade
cohort to 23.2 in the third grade cohort. The somewhat higher percentage of
students who were in Chapter I for only one year in the kindergarten cohort
can perhaps be explained by the difficulties encountered in testing children
this young and by the problems expeu%nced with the Peabody Picture
Vocabulary Test as a screening {nstrument.” This finding does suggest that
the Chapter I program in Montgomery County does not hold onto students who
no longer need 1its services.

8. The Chapter I program stopped using the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test
in the 1980-81 school year. It proved to be an inadequate screening
instrument and it did not correlate with later tests such as the
California Achievement Tests which students take in Grades 3 and 5.




TABLE 5-A
Chapter I Parcicipation: Kindergarten Cohort
(=509 )

1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 983-84 Percentage

+ 0 0 0 0 47,7
+ + o o o 2l1.8
+ + + 0 0 8.1
+ + + + 0 3.7
+ + + + + 8.1
+ o + o o 1.8
+ o o + o o
+ 0 o o + 1.2
+ o + + o 1.0
+ 0 o + + 1.6
+ + 0 + 0 1.8
+ + 0 0 + .4
+ o + + + .6
+ + + P + .8
+ + P + + 1.2

% of Cohort

in MCPS

inch. I 100% 50.1% 29,32 24,87 19,.3%

NOTE: A "+" indicutes Chapter I parcticipation for a given year,

A "o" indicates no participation in Chapter I for that year.
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TABLE 5-B
Chapter I Participation: Grade 1 Cohort
(N=499)

— ——
— e

1978-79 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 Percentage

o + o o o 32.7
. (] + + o o 16,2

o + + + o 6.2
° + + + + 9.4
+ + + + + 5.0
+ + o o o 9.4
o + o + c ")
(] + o o + 1.2
+ + + o o 6.8
o + o + + 1.4
° + + o + 2.6
+ + o + o .6
+ + o 0 + 1.8
+ + + + o 4.0
+ + + ] + 1.4
+ + o + + Wb

X of Cohort

in MCPS

in Chapter 1 100% 56.3% 33.7% 30.1%
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TABLE 5-C
Chapter I Participation: Grade 3 Cohort¥*
(N=491)

1976=77 197778 1978-719 1979-80 1980-81 1981-82 Percentage
? o o + o o 23.2 -
1 o o + + o 9.8
? o o + + + 13.0
? o + + + + 8.8
? + + + + + 8.6
1 o + + o o 8.4
? o o + o + 2.6
? + o + o o 2.9
? o + + + o 7.3
1 + + + o o 6.9
1 o + + o + .B
2 + o + + o 1.4
? + + + + o 3.9
? + o + + + 2.4
? + + + o + .2

% of Cchort

in MCPS

in Chapter I 100% 55.2% 36.3%

*Data on participation in Chapter I in 1976=77 were not available.

The total number of years students participated in Chapter I in the
kindergarten and grade ! cohorts 18 summarized in Table 6.

el
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TABLE 6
Number of Years in Chapter I*

Kindergar ten Grade 1

Cohort Cohort
Number of Years
in Chapter I Percentage
1 47.7 32.7
2 25.2 27.6
3 12.9 19.4
4 6.3 15.2
5 8.1 5.0

* Data on students in the third grade cohort are not f{ncluded in this
table because information on participation in Chapter I for the 1976-77
school year, the year these students would have been in kindergarten,
are not available,

Participation in MCPS Special Education Prograwms

Data were examined to determine whether or not Chapter I students
participated 1in other MCPS programs such as special education programs.

Data on the participation of Chapter I students in mpecisl education
proframs in MCPS indicate that the aajority of Chapter 1 students had not
recaived apecial education services. Those who had parcicipated in special

education programs had done so primarily at the lower levels of service,
indicating less sevars probleas.

Speciel education services to students in Montgomery County can be
categorized along two dimensions: the level of service the student receives
and the problem for which the student receives service. Level of service is
based on the sctting in yhich the service is delivered {i.e., regular class-
room, resource room, snecial classroom, special school, home or hospital);
the nature of the service {i.e., direct, consultative, monitoring, or
assessment); and the frequency of the service. The levels of service which
MCPS offers are defined as follows:

Level 1 = Assessment, consultation, and providing special materials to
reguler classroom teachers

Level 2 -~ Direct service to a student on an ifntermittent or regula-
basis

12
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Level 3 - Direct service to a student on 8 continuous basis for at
least one hour 8 day '

Level 4 - Self~countained specisl education class within 8 general
education facilicy

Level 5 - Spacisl class placemen® £5r entire school day {n 8 specisl
school or specisl wing of a school

Level 6 = Instruction provided on a short— or long-term basis in a
residential setting

Level 7 ~ Instruction provided in the student's home or hospital

During 8 school year, students can rece{vs special education gservices for
more than one problem (e.g., speech and learning disability) and thus be
classified as receiving services on more than one level, Tables 7-a, 7+B,
snd 7-C {ndicate the highust level of service students in each of the three
cohorts raceived each year for the period between the 1980-81 and 1985-86
school yesrs. Teble 8 summarizes the highest level of specisl education
service ever received by the Chapter I students while enrolled in MCPS.

While slightly lesa thano half of all of the students in the kindergarten
cohort never received specisl education services, slightly over half of the
Grade 1 cohort and over two-thirds of the third grade cohort never
participatel in specisl education programs. Given the population that
Chapter I serves-—low-{ncome, low-achieving students——the proportion of
students who never received special education services or who did so at low
levels must be considered high.

These data also indicate that the msjority of the students in the three
Chapter I cohorts who did receive special education services did so at
Levels 1, 2, and 3. Those students who required a self-contained classroom
(Level 4) were the minority.

For those Chapter I students who did receive special education services
while in MCPS, the predominant types of problems for which they needed
services wvere learning disabilicties and speech snd languagc difficulties.
The problems for which Chapter I students received services are preseanted {n
Tables 9-A, 9-B, and 9+C.

by
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. TABLE 7-A
Special Education Levels by Year: Kindergarten Cohort

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84  1984~-85 1985-86

Parcentage

- None 57.4 51.9 53.6 59.4 59.5 61.0
Level 1 .6 3.6 4.0 1.9 2.6 1.7
Level 2 25.6 16.3 l4.4 10.5 7.7 8.5
Level 3 13.1 22.4 17.9 13.0 14.5 10.9
Level 4+ 3.2 3.8 10.1 15.2 15.7 17.9
Number of Chapter 1
Cohort Students
ia MCPS 465 416 375 362 351 341

TABLE 7-3
Special Education Levels by Year: Grade l Cohort

1980-81  1981-82 1982-83  1983-84 1984-85  1985-86-

Percentage

None 62.2 6l.5 63.5 63.8 66.5 68.8
Level 1 0 2.2 2.6 2.4 2.6 2.4
Level 2 17.0 14.8 12.2 11.6 9.7 8.3
Lavel 3 18.1 16.9 15.0 12.7 10.6 9.5
Level 4+ 2.6 4.6 6.7 9.5 10.6 11.0
Number of Chapter I

Cohort Students

in MCPS 438 413 386 370 349 337
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TABLE 7-C
Special Education Levels By Year: Grade 3 Cohort

1980-81  1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984~85 1985-86 .

Percentage

None 79.4 73.5 75.6 8l.4 77.3 82.0
Level 1 0 2.9 1.6 1.3 4.0 .9
Level 2 10.3 8.3 - 7.5 4.8 6.2 4.4
Level 3 8.1 12.2 10.9 8.1 8.5 7.6
Level 4+ 2.2 3.2 4.1 .3 4.0 - 5.2
Number of Chapter I

Cohort Stydents

in MCPS 456 411 3835 371 333 344

TABLE 8
Highest Level of Special Education Service Received in MCPS

None Level 1 Level 2 Level 2 Level 4+
Percentage

Kindergarten

Cohort 45.8% 3.1 13.9 22.6 14.3
Grade 1

Cohort 52.5 2.0 12.8 22.8 9.8
Grade 3

Cohort 69.0 2.4 7.7 15.5 5.2

* Percentages in this table are calculated on the basis of the total
number of stydents in the cohort, not on the number of students in MCPS
in any given school year as 1s the case Iin Tables 7-A, 7-B, and 7-C.

o
3

15




. TABLE 9-A
Types of Special Education Problens:
Kindergarten Johort

|i

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84  1984~85 1985-86
Percentage
‘ Learning Disabled 24.7 31.5 30.7 25.7 26.5 25.5
Language 8.8 8.4 6.1 4,3 2.9 4.7
Speech 3.9 2.2 2.4 1.4 1.1 .9
L.D./Language 3.6 1.4 2.1 .8 .8 -
L.D./Speech oA .2 .3 .6 - -
Other 1.2 4oh 4,8 7.4 9.2 7.9
TABLE 9-B
Types of Speclal Edvcation Problems:
Grade 1 Cohort
1930-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1985-86
Percentage
Learning Disabled 27.9 29.0 28.2 27.0 24.6 23.4
Language 3.9 3.4 3.1 2.2 2.3 2.7
Speech 1.3 1.9 2.3 1.4 1.4 .6
L.D./Language 3.5 1.9 .3 ) .8 .3
L.D./Speech N .2 .5 1.1 3 -
Other .2 2.1 2.1 4,0 4.1 4.2
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TABLE 9-C
Types of Special Eduraution Problems:
Grade 3 Cnhoret

1980-81 1981-82 1982-83 1983-84 1984-85 1935-86

Percentage
Learning Disabled 17.5 21.2 21.0 15.4 19.3 14.2
Language L .7 .5 .3 .6 .3
Speech 1.3 1.7 .8 .3 - -
L.D./Language .2 - - - - -
L.D./Speech b .2 .3 - - .3
Other .6 2.7 1.8 2.6 2.8 3.2

Academic and Behavioral Qutcomes

Analyses of academic outcomes looked at performance on three types of tests:
the Califorania Achievement Tests, the MCPS Criterion-Referenced Tests, and
the Maryland Functional Tests. In addition, data on retentions and
suspsensions were also examined.

California Achievement Teats

The scores of Chapter I studeata on the California Achievement Tests
indicate that those students tested perft;rled close to the pora natiomnally.
The average Normal Curve Equivalent (NCE)’ scores ou the Math, Language, snd
Reading subtests, as well as the average total score, were close to 50 fo-
‘third, fifth, and eighth grade adeinistrations of the test., This {s an
impressive accomplisheent for students initially scoricg below the Ihird
stanine on a gsimilar achievesment test, The ascores of Chapter 1 students,
hovever, were substanctially below those of MCPS students of the same ages.
It ahould be notad chat MCES {s a high achleving achool system when compared
to other ~cho:l sy=tems. Thus, the scores of the Chapter I studests are
respacta.le co a nationz: scale even though they were lower than those of
MCPS atudents In general,

9. NCEs divide thc normal distributicn into 99 segments , units, or scores.
Scores range from 1 to 99, with a mean/median of 50.
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MCPS students take the California Achievement Tests !n Grades 3. 5, 8, and
11. The performance of Chapter 1 students on these tesls is thus avaf{lable
1f they were 8till in MCPS at the time the test yas administercd. Tables
10~A, 10-B, and 10-C present mean NCL scores on the California aschievement
Tests by sex, race, and the number of vyears chac Chapter I services were
received for the students In the three cohorts and for those MCPS students
of similar ages.

Generally, there are little or no differences in scores on any of the
subtesats between males and females in Chapter I. Astian studentr's tended to
outperform other students, particularly on the math subtest. And, the
longer a student stayed in Chapter I, the lower he/she scored on the
California Achievement Tests. While this latter finding might initially
seem surprising, one must remember that students who do well are dropped
from Chapter I, while those with the moat serious academic problems remain
within the program. If anything, these data suggest that the Chapter I
program in Montgomery County serves the student population it {3 designed to
serve,

The data also indicate that Chapter I studerts, like cheir MCPS age peers,
{mproved their scores between the cth.ird and fifth grades, as well as between
the f1fch and efighth grades. This suggests that the impact of progranm
participation does not decline over time. Rather the gains resulting

from Chapter I services are sustained and even enhanced by the regular MCPS
progran.

10. Since there are no baseline data to indicate the levels ar which
students stacrted, the scores of different groups presented 1a these
tables should not bDe interpreted to indicate diffarential effects of
Chapter I on these groups.
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TABLE 10=A

California Achievement Tests Scores

by Race, Sex, and Years of Participation {a Chapter I:

Kindergarten Cohort
(Mean NCE)

!

GRADE 3 (N=311)

GRADE 5 (N=265)

Math Lang. FRead Totul Math Lang. Read Total
SEX
Male 50.0 48.7 45.4  47.4 56.7 55.5 51.6 54.8
Fenale 48.3 53.4 47.3 48.8 54.7 58.9 49,1 53.8
RACE
White 49.6 53.5 48,2 49.4 54.2 58.2 50.7 54.0
Black 40.8 43.0 39.5 39.8  47.9 47.6 42,9 45.6
Aaian 66.9 61.4 56.1 63.4 74.3 71.9 62.1 70.8
Kispanic 52.6 52.5 48.1 50.4 57.3 58.9 53.3 56.7
YEARS 1IN
CHAPTER I
One 54.4 56.6 49.8 53.4 62.1 62.9 55.0 60.8
Two 50.4 53.1 48.8 49.5 54.1 57.3 50.6 54.2
Thrae 48.7 51.3 46.9 48.0 54.3 55.4 50.8 52.5
Four 40.5 39.7 38.1 38.7 52.8 52.7 44.2 48.6
Five 39.0 38.2 36.8 37.2 43,3 46.2 40.1 42.8
TOT AL 49.2 50.9 46.3 48.1 55:7 57.2 50.3 54.3
MCPS TOTALS
FOR AGE COHORT 67.1 68.0 63.4 67.1 71.2 73.5 66.1 71.7
19

o

&




TABLE 10—-B
California Achievement Test Scores
by Race, Sex, 3nd Years of Participation {n Chapter I:
Grade 1 Cohort
{Mean NCE)

GRADE 3 (N=325) GRADE 5 (N=294)
Math Lang. Read Total Math Lang. Read Total

SEX Male 43.1  43.6 42.5 42.2 31.9  52.6 48.3 50.4
Female 4.1 51.0 &4.7  45.3 50.0 52.8 47.1  49.6
RACE
White 4.5 47.4 43.8  44.1 52.7 55.5 0.1 52.1
Black 37.7 42,9 40.2  39.1 45.z2  47.0 43.1 447
Asian 6l.6 63.6 4.4 59.9 63.1 a0.4 3.8  59.7

Hispaaic 45.1  46.2 45.9  44.6 30.9  50.7 46,0 48.8

YEARS 1IN

CHAPTER I
One 52.4 55.6  Sl.&4 52.3  S57.0 S59.8  53.2 56.6
Two 46.9 47.8  44.5 45.7  S3.1 S5.1  50.9  S2.5
Three 43.0  45.7  42.7 42.8  48.2 48.3  42.5 “45.7
Four 33.3  39.9  35.9  34.9  46.8 47.9  4h.6  45.9
Five 0.8  37.6  35.9 33.0  39.2 42.5  40.6 39.8

TOTAL 43.6 47.0  43.5 43.6  S1.0 52.7  47.8 50.0

) MCPS TOTALS

FOR AGE COHORT 65.2 6b.6 62.2  63.5 69.3  71.4 65.6 70.0
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TABLE 10-C
California Achievement Tests Scores
by Race, Sex, and Years of Participation in Chapter I:
Grade 3 Cohort
(Mean NCE}

GRADE 5 (N=365) GRADE 8 (N=318)
Math Lang. Read Total Math Lang. Read Total

- Male 46.1  45.1 44.3  44.1 30.4  46.8 47.3 47.8
Female 46.0  48.1 43.4  45.0 30.4 49.5 43.8  48.3
RACE
White 46.3  47.1 44.6  45.0 31.3  49.2 47.9 48.8
Black 39.6  40.7 40.1  39.3 43.7 42.8 41.5 42.1
Aslan 67.0 65.2 0.5 60.2 65.1 33.1 37.7 6l.6

Hispanic 53.5 S51.5 48.0  50.4 55.6  53.7 48.2  52.2

YEARS IN
CHAPTER I
One 7.1 57.0 4.8 55,9 39.2  33.5 55.9 37.3
Two 49.9  47.8 46.7  47.4 33.1  30.1 49.4  50.3
Three 43.0 44.4 41.0 41.8 47.3 45.% 42.3  44.5
Four 40.6  43.1 38.1  39.4 46.0  45.8 44.2 44,7
Five 37.1  37.8 36.5 35.5 44.6  41.9 41.6  41.7
TOTAL 46.1  46.5 43.8  44.5 30.4 48.1 46.8 48.0
MCPS TOTALS

FOR AGE COHORT 65.6 68.0 63.9 66.8 68.3 65.7 64.9 67.4
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Critoerion-Referenced Tests

The Criterion-Referenced Tests (CRT), adminiatered in MCPS yesrly to
atudents in Grades 1 through B8, seasure atudents’ performance on the NCPS
reading aod mathamatics curricula, Students are asaiguned to a test level by
teachers (on, below or sbove grade lsvel) based ou guidelines developed by
the curriculus specialists. Dsta from the 1586 CRTs indicate that a
aubstantial portion of ¢he kindargerten and Grade 1 cohort students took
thase tests at levals below the gradea they weres earolled in and that their
acores ou these tests were often low.

Criterion-Referenced Reading Tests

For those Chapter I students yho took the criterion-referenced reading test
in the spring of 1986, the average percent correct was 54.9 for students in
the kindergarten cohort and 46.1 for students in the Grade 1 cohort. This
compares to 66.7 percent corract for the kindergarten age peers and 39.8
percent correct for the grade 1 age peers. Another way to look at the data
1s that 39.7 percent of the kindergarten cohort students and only 23.5
percent of the Grade 1 cohort students scored 60 percent correct or higher.
This is compared to 69.3 percent and 59.8 percent of the students scoring as
auch in the respective age cohorts. In addition to the high percentages of
students in the Chapter I cohorts wyho scored below 60 percent, 48 percent of
the kindergarten cohort students and 42 percent of the Grade 1 students took
the test at levels below their curreant grade Ievel. These figures are
ovar twice that for the age group comparisons. Tables 11-A snd 11-B break

down the percentage of correct items by whether the test was taken on or
below grade level,

Criterion-Rafarenced Mathematics Tests

Results from those students yho took the criterion-referenced math tests in
the spring of 1986 also indicate that Chapter I students scored below
students in their age cohorts. Whereas the average number of {tems answered
correctly was 53.4 and 7.3 for the kindergarten and first grade Chapter I

cohorts respectively, the average yas 67.9 for the kindergarten age cohort
and 72.1 for the first grade age cohort

In addition, a substantial percentage of Chapter I studerts took the tests
bel.w grade level and scored below 60 percent correct. Sixty-two percent
of the kindergarten cohort students and 56 percent of the students in the
first grade cohoit took the test below grade level. In the kiadergarten
cohort, 37.7 percent scored 60 percent or more correct while 44.4 percent of
these students 1in the Grade 1 cohort scored as such. It {s the case,
however, that 13 of the kindergarten students and 3 of the Grade 1 students
took the test above grade level, and all of these students scored above 60
percent correct. Tables 12-A and 12-B present the percentage who scored
above 60 percent correct by the level of the test taken.

11. Students are given the criter{on-referenced test:s each spring at levels
determined by the MCPS Department of Academic Skills and the classroom
teacher. Thus, a student in the fifth grade may be taking a criterion-
referenced test at the fourth grade level or even lower. )
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It 13 also interesting to note that a substantial higher percentage of
students tested on grade level scored about 60 percent in math than in
reading. There are several possible reasons for such differences -— test
difficulty, differential assigoment to that level, different student skill
levels. The data do not Permit us to determine which ogne or ones may be
operating for this group of students.

TABLE 11-4
Criterion-Referenced Reading Test, Spring of 1986
Kindergarten Cohort
(N=302)

Percentage Correct

Less than 60 60 ‘and over
Tested below grade level 74.0 26.0
Tested on grade level 47.1 52.9
TABLE 11-8

Criterion~Referenced Reading Test, Spripg of 1986
Grade 1 Cohort
(N=204 )

Percentage Correct

Less than 60 60 and gver
Tested below grade level 74.1 25.9
Tested on grade level 78.2 21.8
J3
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TABLE 12-A
Criterion~Referenced Math Test, Spring of 1986
Kindergarten Cohort
(N=313)

Percentage Correct

Less than 60 60 and over
Tested below grade level 84.6 15.3
Tested on grade level 37.1 62.9
Teated above grade level 0 100.0
TABLE 12-B

Criterion~Referenced HMath Test, Spring of 1986
Grade 1 Coho =
(N=198)

—
—

Percentage Correct

Less than 60 60 and over
Tested below grade level 82.1 17.9
Tested on grade level 12.5 87.5
Tested above grade level 0 100.0

Magxland Functional Tests

The passing rate for Chapter I students who took the Narylaond Fanctiomal
Reading and Nath Tests as pninth graders in the fall of 1985 was simllar to
that of nduth graders taking the tesc throughout the state, However, their
performance fell below that of other minth graders taking the test im MCPS.

Those Chapter I students in the Grade 1 cohort who had never been retained
would have been in the seventh grade in the 1985-86 school year, and Chapter
I students in the third grade cohort would have been in the ninth grade if
they had never repeated a grade. Thus, students in both of these cohorts
would have taken the seventh grrde diagnostic version of the reading and
math functional tests and students in the Grade 3 cohort who had not been

retained would have taken the state functional reading and math tests as
ninth graders.

Table 13 presents the results of the seventh grade administration of the
Maryland Functional Mathematics and Reading Tests for the Chapter I first
grade cohort and for those students in the age cohort.
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TABLE 13
Seventh Grade Maryland Functional Reading and Mathematics Tests:
Grade 1 Cohort

tathematics ‘Reading
Chapter I MCPS Chapter 1 MCPS
(N=222)  (N=5119) (N=226) {N=5128)
4 4 4 ) 4
Less than 320 76.1 32.6 17.7 3.7
320 - 339 15.3 25.0 22.6 8.7
340+ (Passing) 8.6 42.3 59.7 87.6

As is true across the state, scores on the Maryland Functional Reading Test
were much higher than scores on the Maryland Functional Math Test. This is
true for both Chapter I students and for those students of similar ages in
MCPS. Whereas almost 60 percent of the Chapter I sctudents in the Grade 1
cohort scored 340 or petter on the reading test when administered in the
seventh grade, slightly less than nine percent of these students scored at
this level on the math test. For both the reading and math functional
tests, however, a considerably lower percentage of Chapter I students
received passing scores {(above 340) than thelr age peers.

. Students scoring below 320 yhen teated in the seventh grade are considered
to need help in order to pass the test in the ninth grade. Over three
fourths of the Chapter I students tested from the first grade cohort would
thus be considered to have needed help {n math in order to pass the test
while leas than 20 nercent of these students would have needed help in order
to pass the reading test

Hany of the Chapter I students in the Grade 3 cohort took the reading and
math functional tests as ninth graders {n the fall of the 1985-86 school
year. These results are presented in Table 14.

TABLE 14
Ninth Grade Maryland Functional Resding and Mathematics Tests:
Grade 3 Cohort

tathematics Reading
Chapter 1 All MCPS Chapter I All MCPS
{N=279) {N=6242) (N=284) (N=6188)
Z % % %
Less than 340 40.5 14.5 6.0 2.2
340+ 59.5 85.5 94.0 97.8
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In the fall of 1985, 59.5 percent of the Chapter I students received passing
scores on the Maryland Functional Mathematics Test and 94 percent passed the
Reading Test. While these scorcs were lower than those of the students of
similar ages in MCPS, particularly in math, the passing rate for Chapter 1
ninth grade students in reading was higher than it was for the state as a

uholelgnd the passing rate in math was only a licttle below that of the state
rate.

These results, yhile encouraging, must be considered in light of the fact
that tihwe test scores come from a select group of former Chapter 1
participants =— those who ‘never were retained. As will be noted below, the
retention rate for thase students ia a concerm

Suspens ions

The suspension rate for Chapter I etudeuts Is over twice that of other MCPS
etudents of gimilar eges. This iudicatee that & number of Chapter I
etudents experienced behavioral problems while im MCPS.

Data on suspensions of students were available from the 1982-83 school year
through the 1985-86 school year. As indicated in Table 15, less than 5
percent of the kindergarten cohort had been suspended during those school
yesrs, while 8.6 percent of the arudents in the first grade cohort and
almost 20 percent of tha students in the third grade cohort had been
suspended. The increaas in suspensions in the third grade cohort is
consistent with the trend in MCPS for suspensions to increase for students
through the junior high level and to taper off after that '

For all three Chapter I cohorts, the suspension rate among Chapter I
students was higher than it wss for the age cohort as 3 whole.

12. The percentages of all students in the state pzssing the functiosnal
tests in the fall of 1985 are: Mathematics, 64.9; Reading, 92.9.

26
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TABLE 15
Suspensions of Chapter I Students

e ————— T ——
e — e —

Kindergarten Grade 1 Grade 3
Percentage of Ch. 1
Cohort Suspended 4,3 8.6 19.8
Percentage of Age Cohort
Suspended 1.8 3.3 8.9

The Cumulative Records of Chapter I Students

In order to obtain fnformation not avatlable on the MCPS data base or on
already existing computer tapes and files, students' cumulative records were
revieved for 99 of the kindergarten and 94 of the third grade cohTEt
students who were still enrolled in MCPS during the 1985-86 school Year.
This additional fnformation provides fypther insight into the problems and
successes of Chapter I students in MCPS. The data do not, however, allow
for comparisons of Chspter I scudents with their age cohorts and must be
interpreted in light of experience and professional judgment. -Because the
data wvere extracted from individual student records, it yas not possible to
extract data for MCPS students of simflar ages.

Attendance

Data vere gathered on the attendance of Chapter I students for each year
that they were enrolled in MCPS. For both the kindergarten and Grade 3
samples, considerable percentages of Chapter I students yere absent 20 or
more days a yesr. These data are presented i{n Table 16.

13. One hundred students from each of the two cohorts were fnftially selec-
ted at random for record reviews. The records of one kindergarten co-
hort student and six third grade cohort students could not be located.

g7
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TABLE 16
Percentage of Chapter 1 Sctydents Absent More Than 20 Days a YVear

—l(lndergarr.en Grade 3
Cohort Sample Cohort Sample

School Year

197677 - 16.4
1977-78 - 15.2
1978-79 - 13.4
1979-80 33.3 13.6
1980-81 19.2 11.9
1981-82 13.1 8.0
1982-83 14.1 15.3
1983-84 18.4 23.3
1984-85 23.2 25.5
1985-86 21.2 32.9

The data clearly show 3 trend of increased absenteeism as the students get
older. Further, for older students, the absentee rate raises some concerns
as approximately 20~302 miss more than 20 days a year. Many of these
students can 11l afford the lost opportunities for instruction.

- Retentions

The data gathered from the record reviews indicate a high percentage of
grade retentions for both the kindergarten and third grade samples. Thirty
percent of both the kindergarten and the third grade samples had been
retained 3t some point while enrolled in MCPS. Table 17 indicates the grade
which waa repeated for those Chapter I students who had been retained.

Students in the kindergarten cohor: yho were not on grade level tend to have
been retained in efther kindergarten or Grade 1. Twenty-two percent of the
sample had been retained at those grade levels. The tetentions of students
in the third grade sample were more evenly distributed across Grades K

28 3 8




TABLE 17
Grades in Which Chapter 1 Students Were Retained

Kindergarten Grade 3

Cohort Sample Cohort Sample
Grade Retained
Kindergarten 9.1 3.2
Grade 1 13.1 7.4
Grade 2 7.1 5.3
Grade 3 1.0 4.3
Grade 4 0 3.2
Grade 5 Q 4.3
Grade 6 - Q
Grade 7 - 1.1
Grade 8§ - 1.1
Never vretained 69.7 70.1

theough 5. Over half of the third grade retentions occurred before 1979-80,
the year from which this cohort was followed.

Grades

Information on students’ academic performance ss measured by their grades in
courses was collected from the atudents' records. The vaat msjority of
students in the kindergarten cohort sample received an "S” for the courses
they took {n 1982-~83 (third grade couraes, 1f the atudent was on grade
level) and 1985-86 (si{xth grade courses). Theae grades indicate
satisfactory pecrformsnce. It 1s difffcult at the elementary level, however,
to determine very much from & student's gradea unleas he/she 18 doing
extremely poorly or extremely well.

The report carc grades of the third grade cohort sample students who were in
the ninth grade 1p 1985-86 tell 8 different atory. The grade point averages
(GPA)} for theae students are presented ip Table 18.

Over half of the 80 atudents in the Grade 3 cohort ssmple who were i{n the
ninth grade during the 1985-86 school year had GPAs below 2.0. This group
doea not include atudents who had been retained between 1979-80 and 1985-86,
thus making the percentage of atudents experiencing academic difficulties
even higher. Ten percent of the atudents in this group did have GPAs above
3.0 and snother 11.3 percent had GPAs between 2.5 and 2.99.

Qo
&~
L
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TABLE 18
Grade Point Averages of Grade 3 Cohort Sampl: Students
Grade 9, 1985-86

(N=80)
Percentage
Less than 2.0 51.3
2.0 - 2.49 27.5
2.5 - 2.99 11.3
3.0 and above _ 10.0

General Problems

A checklist was used tv identify problems faced by Chapter I students while
in MCPS. Table 19 presents the percentages of students in the two cohort
samples whose cumulative records indicated the problems listed below.

In both samples, the aost comnon problems encountered by these students were
academic aad work/study problems. Over half of the students in these two
groups experienced such problems. Speech and language rroblems ranked third
in both groups, with 37.4 percent of the kindergarten cohort sample and 30.8
percent of the grade 3 sample having had these problems while in MCPS.
Listening problems, which ranked fourth in both groups, were eéxperienced by
slightly over a third of the students in the kindergarten cohort sample ar !
28,7 percent of the Grade 3 sample. And, almost a fourth of the students in
both groups had social or emotional problems noted in their cumulative

folders. Thus, Chapter I students encounter a wide range of problems while
in MCPS.
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TABLE 19
Percentage of Chapter I Sctudents Encountering Prob.ams
By Problem Area

Kindergarten Grade 3

Cohort Sample Cohort Sample
Problem
Acadenic 50.5 58.5
Behavioral 23.3 23.4
Attentionsl ) 21.2 10.6
Motiva“ion 19.2 17.0
Work/Study Skills 61.6 51.1
Health 1.0 2.1
Listening 34.3 28.7
Motor Skills 14.1 6.4
Social/Emotiocnal 24.2 25.5
Speech/Language 37.4 30.8
Visual/Perceptual 19.2 14.9
Suspension 7.1 20.2
Other 12.1 17.0

Successful Students in Chapter I

Many of the tables in this report have presented either aggregate data or
average scores of Chapter I students. While this type of data presentation
1s useful for obtaining an overall assessment of stydents who have been in
the Chapter 1 program, it merges together the very poor and the unusually
strong student. Of particular {nterest tn a program mandated to serve low-
income, low-achieving students are those stndents who appear to perform well
by standard academic criteria.

One indicator of the fact that Chapter I has successfully reached some
students 1s the proportion of students who did well on the California
Achievement Tests. 9n all administrations of these tests, there were some
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Chapter I students scoring in the upper percentiles. Table 20 presents the
percentage of students in each of the three cohorts who scored above the
75th percentile on each of the subtests as well a:s on the test as a whole.

TABLE 20
Percentage of Chapter I Students Scoring Above the 75th Percent{le
on the California Achievement Tests

I!

Kindergscten Grade 1 Grade 3
Cohort Cohort Cohort
Grade 3 Grade $ Grade 3 Grade 5 Grade 5 Grade 8
Reading 11.8 22.6 8.6 15.3 10.4 14.5
Language 24.1 32.1 18.0 22.9 11.8 14.8
Math 18.8 33.8 13.7 20.4 11.2 17.1
Total 15.8 28.2 8.0 18.5 7.1 11.3

The kindargarten cohort appears to have the highest percentages of stydents
who scored at the 75th percent?; : or higher. Given the difficulties in
detectin: academic need at the time of kindergarten and the particular
problems of the instrument used to determine Chapter I eligibilicy for
kindergarten students in 1979 (see footnote 8), 1t {3 not surprising that
this occurs.

To obta’n a closer look at those former Chapter I students who at least
performed yell on the California Achievement Tests, several student charac-
teristics were examined for the kindergarien and Grade 3 cohorts. Table 21
presents some of these characteristics for students whose total score was at
the 75th percentile or above on the earlier administration of the test.
{(For the kindergarter cohort students, this would have been the test taken
when 1in the third grade and for the Grade 3 cohort students, this would have
been the test taken when in the fifth grade.)

Relative to their perticipation in Chapter I, Asian students were over-
represented among the higher—achieving students, (This was also evident in
Tables 10~A, 10-8, and 10<-C which presented the mean NCE scores on the
California Achievement Tests by race.) It 1s possible that these students,
having language difficulties, were placed in Chapter I for a Year or so and
this boost was all that they needed in order to perform well in MCPS. It is
also possible, howeve', that thuse students did not need compensatory ser—
vices such-as those provided in the Chapter I program but rather ESOL or
same type of language assistance. Whatever the case may be, Chapter [ Asfan
stydents outperformed students from other racial groups.
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TABLE 21
Selected Characteristics of Chapter I Scudents Who Scored
At or Above the 75th Percentile on the California Achievement Tests

Percentage
Kindergarten Grade ]
Cohort Cohort
{N=55) {N=26)
RACE .
White 42 46
Asian 40 23
Black 5 15
Rispanic 13 1>
YEARS IN CHAPTER I
One 60 69
Two 27 12
Three 13 19
HEAD START PARTICIPATION
Yes 27 10*
Ro 73 89
SPECIAL EDUCATION
Yes 31 31
No 69 69
SUSPENSIONS
Yes 0 4
o 100 96
MARYLAND FUNCTIONAL PERFORMANCE
(% passing 9th grade cest)
Reading - 100
Math - 94

The treader fs reminded of cthe different sources of data use. to
determine Head Start participation for students in these two cohorts
{see Table 3).
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As a whole, the higher-achieving Chapter T students tended to have had one
or two years of the program, although over 10 percent of these students in
both cohorts hed ;" ree years of Chapter I. A much lower percentage of these
students were in hi.Aad Stsrt than students in the two cohorts 33 a whole, and
only one student irom both cohorts was ever suspended.

It i3 the case that almost a third of these students in both <~ :horts
received some special education service while i{n MCPS. A closer look at the
data, however, indicates that the number of these sctudents in special educa-
tion dropped each successive year. It thus appears that whatever service
was needed was not necessary for the long ternm.

All udents in the third grade cohort passed the Maryland Functional
Readiug Test when they first took it in the ninth grade, and all but one
passed the Maryland Functional Mathematics Test on the first administration.
These passing rates were higher than those for the state 33 a whole as well
as for MCPS.
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