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MEMORANDUM 
 
To: Members of the Board of Education 
 
From: Dr. Jerry D. Weast, Superintendent of Schools 
 
Subject: The Benefits of Extended Learning Opportunities 
 
 
Students who attended most, if not all, of last summer’s four-week program, known as Extended 
Learning Opportunities (ELO), achieved, on average, higher levels of skill development in 
reading and mathematics in the first month of Grades 1, 2, and 3 this year, than did their 
classmates who did not attend the program, according to a new study by the Office of Shared 
Accountability. The boost in skill development was identified through comparisons of June and 
September measurements designed to determine the effects of a summer program that focused 
primarily on accelerated and enriched instruction, not remediation, in preparing children for the 
next grade. The voluntary program, which specifically avoided requirements for compulsory 
attendance or links to grade-level promotion, also registered 73 percent of the students from the 
18 targeted elementary schools.  The schools receive federal Title I funding because of high 
levels of student poverty.   
 
These findings—along with high levels of parent and teacher satisfaction—underscore the 
importance of addressing the needs of our most challenged students with programs that are 
designed to extend the instructional program beyond the traditional school year.  This is 
particularly true among children who are entering the pivotal grades of early childhood 
education, in which the attainment of fundamental reading and mathematics skills are critical to 
their immediate and long-term success as students. 
   
The initiative, which understandably would have benefited from earlier planning and 
recruitment, nonetheless achieved two major goals: (1) it established that an academic program 
of enriched and accelerated instruction can attract a sizable portion of targeted students during 
the summer, and (2) it identified measurable academic benefits for students who attended most 
of the four-week schedule.  This success is due, in large part, to the employment of certified 
teachers using a strong curriculum, the support of parent and community volunteers, and the 
coordination and leadership of principals and central office staff who took a unique idea that 
blossomed into a major initiative on relatively short notice last spring.   
 
The new study describes the academic benefits as “promising.” Additional study will be 
conducted to determine if the academic benefits are sustained throughout the current school year.  
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An analysis of student performance on the Maryland state assessments to be taken in Grades 2 
and 3 this spring also will be conducted to determine any potentially sustained academic effects 
of the summer initiative.   
 
In mathematics, the results showed modest, statistically significant benefits for first, second, and 
third grade students who attended all four weeks of the program.  With the exception of Grade 2 
results, the mathematics benefits were apparent across all levels of academic need.   In reading, 
there were modest statistically significant benefits for students in Grades 1 and 2. (Grade 3 
reading was not included in the study because of the absence of an appropriate assessment for 
this grade level and subject.)  The benefits in all grades were similar across all ethnic groups. 
 
Aside from the academic benefits, the initiative also achieved the goal of recruiting qualified 
teachers for a summer program.   The ELO teachers were very similar to other teachers in the 18-
school service area in terms of training and teaching experience. Teachers, especially those with 
more years of teaching experience, expressed satisfaction with the initiative.  In particular, the 
majority of the participating teachers gave high ratings to the professional development and 
teacher training components of the program.  
 
Moreover, parents expressed strong support for the summer initiative.  Survey results of parent 
satisfaction from a relatively small sample of respondents indicated overwhelming positive 
approval, and the majority indicated that they would enroll their child again next year. 
 
The attendance areas of the targeted schools serve the highest concentration of poverty and 
English language learners in the school system.  The majority of the participating students were 
Hispanic (55 percent), followed by African American (25 percent), Asian American (10 percent), 
and white (nine percent).  More than three-quarters of the students (76 percent) were participants 
in either the Free and Reduced-price Meals System (FARMS) or the English for Speakers of 
Other Languages (ESOL) program.  Forty-one percent were only in FARMS, while 30 percent 
were in both FARMS and ESOL program.  Five percent were just in ESOL. 
 
The ELO program last summer enrolled 4,328 students, representing 73 percent of the children 
enrolled in kindergarten through Grade 3 in the 18 federally funded Title I schools.  Of these 
students, 60 percent attended at least 16 days of the 20-day schedule of morning classes and 
achieved the most benefit.  (Of the rest, 21 percent attended six to 15 days.  The remaining 19 
percent attended either one to five days or not at all, forming a group that registered for the 
program but essentially gained little or no benefit.)   
 
The results of the study support the use of Title I funds for programs aimed at prevention and 
early intervention, rather than just remediation of academic skills. The main benefit is the 
approach undertaken by principals, teachers, and central office staff in providing additional 
learning time for students. The instructional link from one grade to the next, with the same 
curricular emphasis and components, contributed to both the program’s success and its 
attractiveness to parents and students.   
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The initiative was open to all children regardless of their academic skill level. For entering 
kindergarten students who did not experienced the structure and daily routines of a formal 
classroom setting, the program also provided an important transition to the academic and social 
demands of the new kindergarten program. 
 
There are areas that need to be improved, particularly in securing greater daily attendance for the 
entire four weeks, since the greatest benefit occurred for those students who attended 16 or more 
days.  Earlier planning and recruitment, along with expanding the program to include afternoon 
activities, may help improve attendance, especially among families with child-care and other 
concerns. 
 
External researchers from Yale University’s Child Study Center and the Howard University’s 
Center for Research on the Education of Students Placed At Risk conducted independent reviews 
of the school system’s study.  The reviews produced insights and recommendations for 
continued improvement.  The involvement of external independent reviewers will be maintained 
as the school system continues to develop groundbreaking research in this area. 
 
The most promising result of the summer initiative is that parents of all economic and cultural 
backgrounds want the same thing for their children—an academically strong course of studies in 
reading and mathematics that enriches a child’s educational experience.  The fact that a 
voluntary program during the middle of the summer achieved such important benchmarks in the 
performance of young students and the level of parent and teacher satisfaction underscores the 
importance of our ongoing commitment to academic reform and improvement.    
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EVALUATION OF THE EXTENDED LEARNING 
OPPORTUNITIES SUMMER PROGRAM 

 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Extended Learning Opportunities Summer Program (ELO) was designed to provide 
additional instruction in reading/language arts and mathematics to entering kindergarten 
through Grade 3 students in Title 1 schools with the highest concentration of students 
receiving free and reduced-price meals (FARMS) and English for speakers of other 
languages (ESOL) services.  Specifically, the ELO Initiative seeks to: 
 
• Accelerate learning by previewing concepts and skills to be taught in the 

grade students will enter in the fall; 
• Strengthen basic skills that are the preconditions of later learning; 
• Alleviate the loss of academic skills that some students may experience over 

the summer months; and  
• Provide continuing English language instruction for speakers of other 

languages. 
 
This report summarizes the findings of the first-time implementation of the ELO summer 
program. The results described in this report provide preliminary support for using Title I 
funds to develop academic skills through early intervention rather than remediation.   The 
ELO program provides a preview of reading and math concepts program that students 
entering Grades K through 3 will encounter in the coming school year. The ELO program 
invited all students to participate regardless of whether their reading and math skills were 
below grade level at the time they enrolled in ELO. For students entering kindergarten, 
the ELO program was designed to facilitate their transition into school by providing early 
exposure to the academic and social demands of kindergarten. 
 
The ELO program evaluation pursued three questions in grade levels 1, 2 and 3:  (a) Did 
the four-week intervention produce overall academic benefits in reading and math?; (b) 
Did ELO benefit students in all racial/ethnic groups?; (c) Did ELO benefit students at all 
levels of academic need, as indicated by participation in FARMS eligibility and/or ESOL 
services? 
 
The preliminary findings for the ELO Program are promising. The results showed 
modest, statistically significant benefits in math for first, second, and third grade students 
who attended all four weeks of the program in mathematics. The results also showed 
modest statistically significant benefits in reading for students in Grades 1 and 2. Grade 3 
reading was not included in the study. ELO benefits were similar across all ethnic groups. 
With the exception of Grade 2 mathematics and reading results, the benefits were also 
apparent across all levels of academic need, as defined by receipt of FARMS and/or 
ESOL services. The ELO mathematics benefits for Grade 2 were limited to students who 
were lowest in academic need, while the reading benefits were limited to students who 
were highest in academic need.  
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Other results suggest that various features of the ELO program appear to have been 
implemented satisfactorily, as judged by registration rates and by results from a survey of 
teachers.  For example, despite a relatively late start in the school year, the public 
information campaign appears to have attained ELO registrations from almost three-
fourths of the eligible students.  Registration rates were higher for students with higher 
levels of academic need. Also, the credentials of the teachers recruited for ELO were 
equal to those of the teachers who serve the Title 1 schools during the regular school 
year.  Teachers expressed high levels of satisfaction with their training activities and 
professional development for the ELO program.    
 
Other findings suggest that specific features of the program could be improved in future 
years. For example, About 20 percent of the registered students attended for no more than 
a few days, and just 60 percent of the registered students attended for four weeks of the 
program.  Since the program showed the most significant benefits for students who 
attended the program for the entire four weeks of the session, efforts to improve daily 
attendance should be strengthened.  Future ELO programs will need to recruit students 
earlier in the academic year to minimize scheduling conflicts with summer camp 
activities and vacation plans, a major obstacle to participation.  Given sufficient 
resources, attendance may be enhanced (and academic benefits thereby increased) 
through the addition of afternoon activities in the areas of arts, humanities, and 
recreation.  Teachers expressed moderate levels of satisfaction with general curriculum 
and the reading curriculum, and markedly lower levels of satisfaction with the math 
curriculum.  Finally, more extended time for planning the evaluation efforts would enable 
fuller development and validation of the academic measures and for inclusion of a Grade 
3 reading measure.  Follow-up evaluations of the ELO “graduates” should be conducted 
in order to identify how ELO academic benefits influence learning throughout the regular 
school year. 
 
The ELO program is one component of the MCPS policy initiatives encompassed in  
“Our Call to Action.” Effective programs aimed at the schools and students with the 
greatest academic need will contribute to closing the achievement gaps between those 
students and others. The accomplishments of ELO in its first year of planning, 
recruitment and implementation provide a framework that MCPS can build upon in future 
efforts.  Implementation of the ELO program in future years may be enhanced with 
specific steps learned from the first year’s results. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
In recent years, political leaders, school administrators, and parents have become 
increasingly concerned about the disparity in academic achievement among students from 
various socio-economic and racial backgrounds.  Some evidence suggests that students 
from white and Asian American households typically outperform African American and 
Hispanic students on standardized achievement measures. Students from low-income 
households and those not fluent in English are at greatest risk for not meeting designated 
academic standards (MSDE, 2001).  Policy initiatives addressing this widening 
achievement gap include Montgomery County Public Schools (MCPS) Board of 
Education’s ‘Our Call to Action’ and the recently enacted federal mandate known as the 
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLBA). 
 
NCLBA reauthorizes the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA) and 
incorporates educational reforms, particularly in the areas of assessment, accountability, 
and school improvement.  Title I, Part A of the NCLBA provides local school districts 
with supplemental financial resources to help improve instruction in schools with high 
rates of poverty to ensure that all students meet challenging state academic standards. The 
new federal legislation requires all states to develop standards in reading and 
mathematics, and assessments linked to those standards for all students in Grades 3 
through 8. Local Education Agencies (LEAs) and schools must use Title I funds for 
activities that research suggests will be most effective in helping all students meet state 
standards. 
 
In accordance with the reauthorized Title I, states must develop annual adequate yearly 
progress (AYP) objectives that will result in all students achieving proficiency in reading 
and mathematics within 12 years.  Outcome data on these objectives must be 
disaggregated for student groups based on poverty, ethnicity, disability, and limited 
English proficiency.  Biennial state participation in the state-level version of the National 
Assessment of Educational Progress will provide benchmarks for ensuring the rigor of 
state standards and assessments.  
 
Under the Title I initiatives, educators and policymakers have become interested in 
extended learning programs as a way to increase instructional time and reduce the 
achievement gap between students who are meeting academic standards and those who 
are not. Typically, extended learning programs incorporate additional academic 
instruction into after school programming and summer interventions. However, most 
extended learning programs face several shortcomings in terms of evaluation and 
implementation (Fashola, 1998). Few extended learning efforts have been systematically 
evaluated to determine whether participation in the program results in academic gains.   
Furthermore, extended learning efforts typically concentrate on mandatory summer 
school instruction for struggling students or after school enrichment programs that are not 
clearly linked to the regular school curriculum. Moreover, these programs are often 
staffed by volunteers or paraprofessionals; few programs rely on teachers employed by 
the school system during the academic year even though regularly employed teachers are 
more familiar with the students and the school district’s academic learning objectives. 
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When programs do include a formal assessment of learning gains, these implementation 
issues make it extremely difficult to determine whether the efforts to reduce the 
achievement gap between students who are meeting specified learning standards and 
those who are not, have been successful (Fashola, 1998; Posner & Vandell, 1994).  
 
In pursuit of its goal to ensure success for every student and to meet the mandates of the 
reauthorized NCLBA, the MCPS’ Board of Education instituted the Extended Learning 
Opportunities Initiative (ELO).  The ELO Initiative was designed to enhance instruction 
and student achievement in kindergarten through Grade 3 at 18 elementary schools 
receiving federal Title I funds (Title I schools).  Of the district’s 121 elementary schools, 
the Title I schools are most impacted by challenging demographics, especially large 
numbers of students who live in poverty and who also show limited or no proficiency in 
English.  See Appendix A for a list of the 18 Title I schools.  
 
The MCPS ELO summer program providing additional instructional time without 
replicating existing summer school program and remedial efforts. ELO invited all 
students to participate, regardless of whether their reading and math skills were below 
grade level at the time they enroll in the program.  ELO is not intended to provide 
intensive remediation for academic skills that the student has failed to master. Instead, 
ELO is a preview program that introduces students in Grades K through 3 to reading and 
math concepts that they will encounter in the next grade.   
 
The ELO Initiative is composed of two parts: The ELO summer program and an extended 
day component during the academic year. The implementation of ELO Initiative 
commenced in July 2002 with the summer program and continued into the 2002-2003 
school year through after- school programming. The evaluation of the 2002 ELO summer 
program is the focus of this report. 
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THE EXTENDED LEARNING OPPORTUNITIES INITIATVE 
 
The ELO program was designed to provide additional instruction in reading/language arts 
and mathematics to entering kindergarten through Grade 3 students in schools with the 
highest concentration of students receiving free and reduced-price meals (FARMS) and 
English for speakers of other languages (ESOL) services.  Specifically, the ELO Initiative 
seeks to: 
 

• Accelerate learning by previewing concepts and skills to be taught in the 
grade students will enter in the fall; 

• Strengthen basic skills that are the preconditions of later learning; 
• Alleviate the loss of academic skills that some students may experience 

over the summer months; and  
• Provide continuing English language instruction for speakers of other 

languages. 
 
 
Program Structure 
 
The 2002 ELO program consisted of a four hours of academic instruction each morning 
over a four-week period (July 15 through August 9). The program was offered at no cost 
to families, as federal and state funds were used to support the program. All students 
received breakfast and lunch at no cost, and transportation to and from the program was 
provided. The duration of the daily instructional component of the program was a 
minimum of three hours. The instructional schedule included reading for 1 hour 20 
minutes, writing for 40 minutes, and mathematics for 1 hour. The student-teacher ratio 
was, on the average, 15 to 1. 
 
After the morning academic program, participating students at 15 sites had the option of 
participating in after-school recreation activities.  Parents paid for this component on a 
sliding fee scale. These programs were sponsored by the Montgomery County Recreation 
Department or the Collaboration Council. 
 
 
Curriculum 
 
The ELO curriculum is directly connected to the MCPS core curriculum in that it is based 
on the district’s language arts and mathematics curriculum frameworks and performance 
indicators.  The summer math curriculum focused on ‘number sense’ in all four ELO 
grades and previewed concepts the students would be exposed to during the 2002-03 
school year.  The reading/writing curriculum focused on promoting learning by 
previewing concepts and skills for reading for literary experience. The curriculum 
provided small group instruction through shared and guided reading, with a focus on 
foundational skills and literary reading experiences to meet the common needs of 
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individual students.  The Office of Curriculum and Instructional Programs (OCIP) 
provided model lessons focusing on curriculum objectives.  Teachers were given specific 
strategies for using the ELO curriculum to achieve the program goals of previewing 
essential knowledge and skills and preventing summer loss in reading and mathematics. 
 
 
Student Recruitment 
 
Students from 18 federal Title I schools entering kindergarten through Grade 3 were 
eligible to participate in the 2002 ELO program, at 17 sites.  Current students as well as 
new students entering Grades K through 3 in August 2002 were eligible for participation 
in the ELO Initiative and were actively recruited.  The entering kindergarten students 
were identified in conjunction with Head Start, the Extended Elementary Education 
Program (EEEP), and through the kindergarten orientation.  Each school was responsible 
for recruiting students and in February 2002, principals started to include general 
information about ELO in their regular newsletters.  
 
Active student recruitment started in March 2002, when a packet of community outreach 
materials detailing the ELO Initiative was sent to each participating school.  The 
materials included posters, an announcement of the ELO Initiative, a three-minute video, 
and an informational  brochure.  One of the issues addressed in the brochure was how to 
register for the program.  Each school had a paid staff member designated to track ELO 
registration and to follow up with parents whose students had not registered.  All 
information was translated into multiple languages. MCPS staff members, particularly 
staff from the Linkages to Learning Program, were instrumental in recruiting students for 
ELO.  
 
Upon receiving the recruitment/information packages, the schools sent the brochure and 
registration form home with the students.  These same materials were distributed to 
parents attending the New Student Orientation in each of the participating schools and at 
kindergarten orientation.  ELO registration was tracked using a specially designed web-
based application.  Follow-up with parents was undertaken via parent conversations at 
conferences, by telephone, and/or during school activities. Additional sets of 
informational/recruitment materials were sent home with the students, as needed. 
Recruitment efforts extended to televised announcements about the program. 
Announcements describing the ELO Program were continually broadcast on the MCPS 
cable channel. A special television segment that presented information about the program 
in five languages was also broadcast on the channel. 
 
 
Staffing and Training 
 
Teachers were nominated and selected by school administrators following an application 
process.  The number of teachers at each ELO site was determined by the ratio of 15 
students to each teacher.  Instructional assistants were assigned to schools based on 
enrollment at a rate of one assistant for 100 students, with a maximum of three assistants 
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allowed per site.  Most of the 2002 ELO Summer sites were managed by an assistant 
principal.  Other instructional supports, including ESOL teachers, media specialists, and 
special education resource teachers were provided. 
 
Teachers, instructional assistants, and ESOL teachers had three days of training to 
prepare them for the ELO program. Each morning was devoted to training in curriculum 
content and strategies for adapting their classes to the ELO mathematics and reading 
lessons.  The afternoons were devoted to specific topics such as instruction of ESOL 
students (all three afternoons), the effective use of volunteers, and instructional planning.  
 
In addition to the three-day staff training, each ELO site had school-based staff 
development sessions for teachers and instructional assistants each week of the summer 
school session. These sessions, which were facilitated by Academic Support instructional 
specialists, were peer-centered reviews of student work and discussion of instructional 
strategies to achieve the program’s goals.  
 
 
Evaluation Questions 
 
The evaluation of the ELO summer program included formal assessment of reading and 
math skills before and after program participation. The evaluation focused on three 
questions.  
 
(1) Did the program produce overall academic benefits? 
 
(2) Did all racial/ethnic groups benefit? 
 
(3) Did all ESOL/FARMS groups benefit? 
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PARTICIPATION IN ELO FOR STUDENTS AND TEACHERS 
 
 
Student Registration 
 
A total of 5,959 students were eligible to participate in ELO, including students enrolled 
in the 18-schools in kindergarten through Grade 3 in Spring 2002.  This number also 
included students who by July 2002 had indicated their intent to enroll in one of these 
grades and who subsequently enrolled in September 2002.  From this group, 4,328 (73 
percent) registered in the ELO program (see Table 1).  Community response to the ELO 
program was greater from the families most in need; the percentage of eligible students 
who registered for ELO was higher among the ESOL/FARMS group (86 percent) than 
among the non-FARMS/non-ESOL group (57 percent).  Relatively more of the eligible 
Hispanic (79 percent), African American (73 percent), and Asian American students (74 
percent) registered than did white students (48 percent).  
 
Overall, nearly three-quarters of eligible students registered for ELO.  Given that the 
registration drive began in March 2002, which is late for summer programs, this rate is 
satisfactory for a voluntary program. This rate of registration suggests that the intensive 
ELO registration campaign described earlier used many successful strategies.  
Replicating such strategies on an earlier timetable may push the registration rate even 
higher. 
 
 

Table 1 
ELO Registration Rate Among Eligible Students by Demographic Groups 

 

24% 296 76% 936
27% 453 73% 1200
29% 453 71% 1124
29% 429 71% 1068
26% 156 74% 443
27% 406 73% 1085
52% 437 48% 409
21% 628 79% 2378
28% 820 72% 2096
27% 811 73% 2232
43% 761 57% 1021
25% 583 75% 1787
14% 205 86% 1303
27% 79 73% 217
28% 1545 72% 4072
24% 83 76% 256
27% 1631 73% 4328

Kindergarten
Grade 1
Grade 2
Grade 3

Grade in Fall
2002

Asian American
African American
White
Hispanics

Racial Ethnic
Group

Female
Male

Gender

No ESOL/FARMS
FARMS Only
Both ESOL & FARMS
ESOL Only

ESOL/FARMS
Group

No
Yes (IEP)

Special Education

TOTAL

% n
Did Not Register

% n
Registered
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Student Attendance  
 
Not all students who registered for ELO attended the full 4 weeks of the program. As 
indicated in Table 2, 60 percent of all registered students attended for 16-20 days, 21 
percent attended 6-15 days and another 19 percent attended for five days or less.  These 
percentages are quite consistent across different demographic groups.  It is commendable 
that more than half of registered students attended “full-ELO” (16-20 days) in a 
voluntary, half-day, summer enrichment program. 
 
 

Table 2 
ELO Summer Program Attendance Rates for All 

Registered Students by Demographic Characteristics 
 

 Attendance Rates  
 0 Days  1-5 Days  6-15 Days  16-20 Days Row 
Characteristic % N  % N  % N  % N Total 
Grade in 2002 
Kindergarten 8 77  7 62  21 194  64 603 936 
First 10 124  12 139  20 238  58 699 1,200 
Second 7 74  10 117  24 273  59 660 2,324 
Third 10 104  11 115  21 225  58 624 1,068 
Ethnicity 
Asian American 6 27  8 37  20 90  65 289 443 
African American 9 99  10 107  21 225  60 654 1,085 
White 10 39  15 60  25 101  51 209 409 
Hispanic 9 213  10 229  22 512  60 1,424 2,378 
Gender 
Female 9 182  10 206  22 454  60 1,254 2,096 
Male 9 197  10 227  21 476  60 1,332 2,232 
ESOL/FARMS 
No ESOL/FARMS 8 80  11 115  23 232  58 594 1,021 
FARMS Only 9 159  10 173  22 390  60 1,065 1,787 
ESOL & FARMS 10 127  10 128  21 270  60 778 1,303 
ESOL Only 6 13  8 17  18 38  69 149 217 
Special Education 
Not SPED 9 359  10 406  21 868  60 2,439 4,072 
SPED (IEP) 8 20  11 27  24 62  57 147 256 
Column Total 9 379  10 433  21 930  60 2,586 4,328 

 
 

However, there is still room for improvement. As seen in Table 3, only 43 percent of 
eligible students attended the ELO summer program for the full time of 16-20 days. 
Further review is required in order to understand and boost ELO attendance rates. 
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Table 3 

ELO Summer Program Attendance Rates for All  
Eligible Students by Demographic Groups 

 
 Attendance Rates  
 0 Days  1-5 Days  6-15 Days  16-20 Days Row 

Characteristic % N  % N  % N  % N Total 
Grade in 2002 
Kindergarten 30 371  5 64  16 194  49 603 1,232 
First 34 570  9 144  15 240  42 699 1,653 
Second 33 527  7 117  17 273  42 660 1,577 
Third 36 533  8 115  15 225  42 624 1,497 
Ethnicity 
Asian American 31 183  6 37  15 90  48 289 599 
African American 34 502  7 109  15 226  44 654 1,491 
White 56 474  7 62  12 101  25 209 846 
Hispanic 28 837  8 232  17 513  47 1,424 3,006 
Gender 
Female 34 1,000  7 207  16 455  43 1254 2916 
Male 33 1,001  8 233  16 477  44 1332 3043 
ESOL/FARMS 
No ESOL/FARMS 47 838  7 117  13 233  33 594 1,782 
FARMS Only 31 738  7 177  16 390  45 1,065 2,370 
ESOL & FARMS 22 331  8 128  18 271  52 778 1,508 
ESOL Only 31 91  6 18  13 38  50 149 296 
Special Education 
Not SPED 34 1,895  7 413  15 870  43 2,439 5,617 
SPED (IEP) 30 103  8 27  18 62  43 147 339 

Column Total 34 2,001  7 440  16 932  43 2,586 5,959 
 
 
 
Teacher Participation 
 
Teachers in the ELO summer program had nearly the same levels of teaching experience, 
education, and certification as their peers who taught K-3 students in the 18 Title 1 
schools (see Table 4). These data suggest that the objective of employing teachers for 
ELO from among those in the 18-school service area was largely met. 
 
However, Table 3 also shows that both teachers in ELO and all teachers in the Title I 
schools for kindergarten through Grade 3 have somewhat lower levels of teaching 
experience, advanced education credentials and early childhood certification than do all 
teachers of kindergarten through third grade in MCPS.  For example, about 38 percent of 
the ELO teachers and the teachers from the 18-school service area had 8 or more years of 
teaching experience compared to 51 percent among all K-3 teachers in MCPS.  A 
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relatively high percentage of teachers in the 18-school service area possess an advanced 
degree (59 percent) however, that figure is 67 percent among all K-3 teachers in MCPS. 
 
Table 4 also shows that 66 percent of the ELO teachers taught at the same school as their 
regular school year assignment, and 49 percent taught in the same grade level as their 
regular school year assignment. 
 
 

Table 4 
Comparison of Teacher Characteristics Among Those 

Who Taught In ELO, in the 18-School Service 
Area, and in MCPS in Grades K-3 

 
 

  
ELO 

Teachers 
 

n = 283* 

All Title 1 
School K-3 
Teachers 

 
n = 317 

All MCPS 
K-3 

Teachers 
 

n = 1,738 
Total Years Experience    
     0-2 Years 14% 14% 10% 
     3-7 Years 48% 49% 39% 
     8-15 Years 16% 15% 21% 
     Over 15 Years 22% 22% 30% 
Years Experience in MCPS    
     0-2 Years 25% 26% 16% 
     3-7 Years 51% 50% 45% 
     8-15 Years 11% 12% 18% 
    Over 15 Years 13% 13% 22% 
Highest Degree    
     BA 33% 40% 33% 
     MA/MEQ 67% 59% 67% 
     PHD 0% <1% <1% 
Number of Certifications    

Only 1 Certification 82% 84% 81% 
More than 1 Certification 17% 16% 19% 

    
Early Childhood Certifications 31% 42% 43% 
    
Elementary Certifications 67% 66% 66% 
    
ELO Position versus Regular 
Year Position 

   

Same grade and School 38%   
Same Grade, Different School 11%   
Different Grade, Same School 28%   
Different Grade and School 23%   

* Due to non-response only 283 of the 315 teachers are represented. 
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STUDENT ACADEMIC OUTCOMES 
 
This section summarizes the effects of ELO on student academic performance.  As a 
preface to those results, it is important to describe the method used in the evaluation of 
the ELO academic outcomes.  Results are discussed for reading and math performance; 
however, such results were not available for all grade levels.  The following discussion 
summarizes the students, the measures, and the analyses used to reach conclusions about 
the academic outcomes of the ELO program. 
 
 
Method 
 
Students.  Although the ELO program served students entering kindergarten through 
Grade 3 in Fall 2002, not all of these students were included in the evaluation of 
academic outcomes.  The requirements for including students in the evaluation were as 
follows:   
 

(1) Students have a valid pretest in June prior to ELO and a valid posttest in 
September 2002 after ELO;  

(2) Students were enrolled in one of the 18 Title 1 schools in June and September;  
(3) Students had attendance data available for the ELO summer program. 

 
Further, the analysis was disaggregated by racial/ethnic groups and by ESOL/FARMS 
groups.  Two groups were too small to allow for reliable results.  First, only 13 Native 
American students registered for ELO (see Table 1).  Second, only six percent (149 out 
of 2586) of the students who attended ELO for 16-20 days were classified as ESOL 
without FARMS (see numbers in Table 2). Therefore, these groups were deleted from the 
analysis.  We applied these requirements to the evaluation design to provide for statistical 
and inferential rigor, and to achieve a compromise of clarity and simplicity in the 
presentation of results. 
 
The foregoing requirements excluded from the analysis those students entering 
kindergarten in Fall 2002, because no pretest data were available for a comparison group 
of students who, as of June 2002, had not yet enrolled in MCPS. 
 
Analyses were conducted separately for grades 1, 2 and 3, and the numbers of students 
that met all the requirements for analysis ranged from 1,120 for Grade 3 math scores (75 
percent of the “eligible” students in Table 1) to 1,229 for Grade 1 reading scores (74 
percent of “eligible” students in Table 1).  Details of the analysis are included in the 
Appendix. 
 
For the purpose of this analysis, three categories of ELO attendance were defined as 
follows. “Non-ELO” included students who did not attend ELO and students with five or 
fewer days of ELO attendance. “Partial ELO” included students with six to fifteen days 
of attendance.  “Full ELO” included students with sixteen to twenty days of attendance. 
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Measures.  The assessment data detailing student performance in math and reading was 
collected in Spring 2002, prior to the ELO summer program, and again at the very 
beginning of the academic year in Fall 2002.  For students entering Grade 3, no reading 
assessments were available for Fall 2002 since the reading assessment program is only 
offered to students in kindergarten through Grade 2.  
 
MCPS staff developed the math assessments specifically for this evaluation. (See 
instruments in Appendix D; these copies are annotated with references to standards in the 
MCPS curriculum.) For each grade, the assessment covered the concept of number sense 
and number relationships.  For kindergarten through Grade 2, teachers were to give 
assessments individually and read each question from the assessment sheet to the student.  
For Grade 3, assessments could be given in small groups or to the whole class; these 
students either read the questions or had the teacher reach them. For each item, the 
student received a score of one, if the answer was correct, or zero, if the answer was 
incorrect or missing.  Both the curriculum and assessments previewed material that 
would be covered in the first to third quarter of the academic year following summer 
intervention.   
 
The Grade 1 math assessment included 20 questions.  The KR-20 coefficient, an index of 
reliability or the homogeneity of the test items, was .86 for the pretest and .87 for the 
posttest.   The pretest-posttest correlation was .63. The Grade 2 test, comprised of 18 
items, had a reliability coefficient of .87 on both the pretest and posttest, and the pretest 
posttest correlation was .66.  The Grade 3 test, comprised of 14 items, had reliability 
coefficients of .79 on the pretest and .81 on the posttest.  The pretest-posttest correlation 
was .63.  These results indicate that the math tests demonstrated adequate reliability for 
use in the evaluation study of the ELO program.   
 
The reading assessments used for Spring 2002 are taken from Montgomery County’s 
Early Childhood Assessment Program.  The reading assessments used for Fall 2002 are 
from the MCPS Assessment Program-Primary Reading, which was a revision of the 
program used in the previous year.  Two levels of reading development are assessed with 
these programs: foundational reading skills and text reading proficiency.  The 
foundational skills component is used mainly to assess reading readiness in kindergarten 
and, thus, will not be discussed in this evaluation.  Teachers administered the text reading 
proficiency component individually to students.  The teacher first selected a book at an 
appropriate level of difficulty and then asked the student to read it aloud.  Errors in word 
recognition were recorded as the student read.  If word recognition accuracy was less 
than 90 percent, the teacher selected a lower level text and repeated the procedure until 
the 90 percent criterion was met.  In Fall 2002, there were a total of 14 titles for all grade 
levels from Pre-K to Grade 2.  With the assistance of seven Reading Recovery teachers, 
the reading level of each title was identified to approximate the Reading Recovery 
levels, and book difficulty levels were also matched to the Fountas and Pinnell levels 
(Fountas & Pinnell 1996).  In the current study, the text reading level variable equals the 
Reading Recovery level for levels 2-16.  Higher level books, represented as J through P 
in the Fountas and Pinell system, were set to reading levels 18 for level J, 20 for level K, 
24 for Level L, and 28 for level M.  Students who could not read a text received a text 
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reading level equal to zero.  In Spring 2002, there are 14 books listed for Grade 1 and 13 
books listed for Grade 2 but reading levels were not identified.  For those books that were 
not also used in Fall 2002, expert judgment was used to assign either Reading Recovery 
or Fountas and Pinnell levels. 
 
The pretest-posttest correlation of the Grade 1 text reading levels was .87, and the pretest-
posttest correlation of the Grade 2 text reading levels was .88.  These results indicate that 
the text reading assessments were adequate for use in the evaluation study of the ELO 
program.  Additionally, there is evidence from a prior study of reliability and concurrent 
validity for the running record assessment used to assign text reading levels (Raber, 
2000).  Details of administration of the reading assessments can be found in Nielsen & 
Cooper-Martin (2002). 
 
Analysis.  Data were analyzed separately for reading and math in grades 1, 2 and 3.  The 
major goal of the evaluation was to assess student gains from June to September, and to 
compare the gains of the full ELO attendees to those of the non-ELO students.  A greater 
gain among the ELO students than the non-ELO students would be interpreted as an ELO 
“benefit.”  A comparison of the gains of the partial ELO group with the non-ELO group 
was also included, although this comparison was not the major focus of the study.  To 
answer such questions, a multivariate analysis of variance for repeated measures 
(MANOVA) was used to assess the effect of the ELO program on student gain.  Three 
other variables associated with differences in student test scores were also included in the 
design in order to control statistically for such extraneous effects on achievement scores.  
These variables were: (1) racial/ethnic group; (2) gender; (3) socio/educational need 
defined by the following distinctions – (a) students who had received no free and 
reduced-priced meals service (FARMS) and no services for English for speakers of other 
languages  (ESOL); (b) students who had received FARMS only; and (c) students who 
had received both FARMS and ESOL services.  More detailed analyses were also 
conducted to detect whether the potential benefits of ELO were different for students of 
different racial/ethnic groups or different socio/educational levels of need as indicated by 
ESOL/FARMS membership. The next section summarizes the results of these analyses. 
The results are summarized separately for grade level and subject matter.   
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Results 
 
The overview of results in Table 5 suggests that the ELO program imparted academic 
benefits to students who full attendance (i.e., attended for 16-20 days).  The evidence is 
consistent for all groups for Grades 1 and 3 in math and for Grade 1 in reading.  The 
results for math and reading in Grade 2 suggest that the ELO program produced benefits 
for some, but not all groups of students.  The following discussion examines the results 
separately for each of the analyses by grade level and subject matter. 
 
 

Table 5 
Overview of Student Achievement Results Comparing 

Spring-to-Fall Gains of Full ELO Attendance 
Group to Non-ELO Attendance Group 

 
Major Outcome Question/Subject Area Grade 1  Grade 2  Grade 3 

Did the ELO program produce academic benefits? 
Mathematics Yes  Yes  Yes 
Reading Yes  Yes  N.A.1 

Did all racial/ethnic groups benefit? 
Mathematics Yes  Yes  Yes 
Reading Yes  Yes  N.A.1 

Did all ESOL/FARMS groups benefit? 
Mathematics Yes  No2  Yes 
Reading Yes  No2  N.A.1 
Notes: 
1 Grade 3 reading excluded because no Grade 3 reading measures were available. 
2 Results differed for different student groups (see Figures 3 and 4 for details). 
 
 
The results in Figures 1 through 5 show lines sloping upward to the right to signify group 
gains from pretest to posttest.  Separate lines are shown for the full ELO group (solid 
line), the partial ELO group (dashed line) and the non-ELO group (dotted line).  Where 
the solid line, for example, slopes upward at a steeper angle than the dotted line, that 
pattern signifies greater gains for the full ELO group.  A detailed analysis was conducted 
to assess the statistical significance of the difference in gains between each of the ELO 
groups compared to the non-ELO group.  ELO gains that were greater than the non-ELO 
gains by a statistically significant margin are indicated in Figures 1 through 5.  
Differences in gains that are statistically significant are most likely not due to random 
error. 
 
It is important to understand one additional feature of the group gains portrayed in 
Figures 1 through 5.  The group averages on the pretests and posttests plotted in these 
figures are not the same as the actual group averages provided in the tables in 

Office of Shared Accountability Page 15 
 



 

Appendix C.  Instead, these group averages have been statistically adjusted in order to 
“level the playing field” among the non-ELO and the ELO groups.  The result is an 
analysis that examines group differences as if all the groups had the same percentages of 
students by racial/ethnic group, by gender and by ESOL/FARMS status.  This statistical 
adjustment process is important because average reading and math scores differ to some 
extent across these various groups of students.  In order to distinguish the potential 
benefits of ELO itself from these other types of influences on test scores, it is important 
to statistically treat the ELO and non-ELO groups as if they all had the same 
demographic composition. 
 
By way of analogy, imagine that three ball teams were chosen from the 18 Title 1 schools 
for a championship play-off series.  The tournament rules allow for only two play-off 
games.  Therefore, the “Full ELO” and the “Partial ELO” challengers will each play 
against last years reigning champions, the “non-ELO group.”  In order to provide a fair 
competition, the teams must each abide by specific rules.  For example, the teams must 
all have the same number of students, the same number of boys and girls, the same 
number from each ESOL/FARMS or non-ESOL/non-FARMS groups, the same levels of 
prior practice (pretest scores) and so forth.  These tournament rules make the play-off 
series a more specific test of the ELO experience, a test not confounded by other 
conditions that may affect the scores.  Many other sports employ tournament rules to 
similar effect. For example, weight categories in wrestling or boxing, divisions in college 
football based on size of college, specifications for soapbox derby or Formula 1 race cars.  
In the case of the current study, we had no opportunity to equate the three groups prior to 
the ELO experience.  Therefore, we employ statistical procedures to equate the groups 
after the fact.  The result provides us with statistically adjusted group averages instead of 
the observed group averages.  The adjusted group averages provide a clearer test of the 
potential ELO benefits and are thus used on plotting the results in Figures 1 through 5.  
We discuss below the comparisons of gains for ELO and non-ELO groups in math for 
Grades 1, 2 and 3 and for reading in grades 1 and 2.  Detailed statistical analyses are 
included in Appendix B. 
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Grade 1 Math.   The full-ELO (n=538) group and the partial ELO group (n=175) both 
showed greater gains from June to September on the Grade 1 math scale than did the non-
ELO group (n=436).   These differences in gains were statistically significant.  The 
effects of ELO did not differ by a statistically significant margin among students of 
different racial/ethnic groups or different levels of need (as indicated by FARMS or 
ESOL membership.) 
 
 
 

Figure 1. 
Comparison of Gains for ELO and non-ELO Groups in 

Grade 1 Math Performance 
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Grade 1 Reading.  The full-ELO group (n=559) showed greater gains from June to 
September on the Grade 1 reading scale than did the non-ELO group (n=487).   Although 
the partial ELO group (n=183) gained almost as much as the full ELO group, their 
difference from the gain of the non-ELO group was not statistically significant.  During 
the regular school year students in the 18 Title 1 schools gain an average of 
approximately one point per month.  Therefore, the 20 days of instruction in the ELO 
program produced a benefit about equal to the average gain of one month of reading 
instruction during the regular school year. The effects of ELO did not differ by a 
statistically significant margin among students of different racial/ethnic groups or 
different levels of academic need. 
 
 
 

Figure 2. 
Comparison of Gains for ELO and non-ELO Groups in 

Grade 1 Reading Performance 
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Grade 2 Math.  The full-ELO group (n=544) showed greater gains, by a statistically 
significant margin, from June to September on the Grade 2 math scale than did the non-
ELO group (n=457).  Gains for the partial ELO group (n=205), while positive, were not 
statistically different from those of the non-ELO group.  More detailed analyses in the 
Appendix suggested that the ELO benefit did not apply to all groups of students.  The 
students most in need, i.e. the students with FARMS and ESOL services, may not have 
realized a significant benefit from ELO in Grade 2 math performance.    
 
 
 

Figure 3. 
Comparison of Gains for ELO and non-ELO Groups in 

Grade 2 Math Performance 
 
 

 

5

5.5

6

6.5

7

7.5

Pre-te

G
ra

de
 2

 M
at

h 
Sc

al
e

Non-ELO

 
* Indicates statistically s

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Office of Shared Accountability 
 

*

st Post-test

Partial ELO
Full ELO

ignificant differences from non-ELO 

Page 19 



 

 
Grade 2 Reading.   The full-ELO group (n=525) showed greater gains, by a statistically 
significant margin, from June to September on the Grade 2 reading scale than did the 
non-ELO group (n=443).  Gains for the partial ELO group (n=205), while positive, were 
not statistically different from the non-ELO gain.  More detailed analyses in the 
Appendix suggest that most of the ELO benefit shown here was realized by the students 
most in need (the ESOL/FARMS group).  No clear ELO benefit was seen among the 
students with less need (non-FARMS; non-ESOL).   
 
 

Figure 4. 
Comparison of Gains for ELO and non-ELO Groups in 

Grade 2 Reading Performance 
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Grade 3 Math.  The ELO program produced a benefit in Grade 3 math among students 
who attended for the full four weeks (n=488).  Students in the non-ELO group and the 
partial ELO group (n=178) experienced a “summer loss” on the types of material 
assessed on the Grade 3 math scale.  It may be that the Grade 3 math scale measured 
conceptually more difficult material than that found on the Grades 1 and 2 scales, 
material more susceptible to summer loss than that in the lower grades.  The full ELO 
group slightly increased their skill levels on the Grade 3 math scale during the summer.  
This difference in gains between the full ELO group and the non-ELO group (n=454) was 
statistically significant.  The effects of ELO did not differ by a statistically significant 
margin among students of different racial/ethnic groups or different levels of need (as 
indicated by FARMS or ESOL membership.) 
 
 

Figure 5. 
Comparison of Gains for ELO and non-ELO Groups in 

Grade 3 Math Performance 
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TEACHER SATISFACTION SURVEY 
 
 
Method  
 
A 39-item Teacher Survey was developed specifically for the ELO program. The 
majority of the items assessing teacher satisfaction used likert response scales that asked 
teachers to indicate to what extent they agreed or disagreed with a series of statements 
pertaining to five content categories. The first content category assessed satisfaction with 
the three-day teacher training sessions offered prior to the ELO program.   The second 
category assessed satisfaction with the weekly professional development activities held 
during the ELO summer program.  The remaining content categories assessed teacher 
satisfaction with the curriculum including the general curriculum, the reading/language 
arts curriculum, and the math curriculum. The Teacher Survey in shown in Appendix E. 
 
Teacher Surveys were delivered to the principal at each ELO site and then distributed to 
each teacher on the last day of the ELO program.  Staff from Office of Shared 
Accountability followed up with school administrators to encourage teachers to respond, 
and then picked up all completed surveys. 
 
For each of the five content categories, an overall satisfaction rating was calculated. The 
satisfaction rating equaled the total number of items on which the teacher marked 
“strongly agree” or “agree” divided by the total number of items to which the teacher 
responded for each of the five categories mentioned above.   Each rating ranged from 0 to 
100. 
 
 
Results 
 
Out of the 315 teachers who taught in the ELO summer school program, 224 teachers, 
representing 71 percent of the ELO teachers, responded to the teacher survey.  Average 
satisfaction ratings across all respondents for each of the five categories surveyed are 
shown in Table 6. 
 
Teachers reported the highest level of satisfaction with the pre-ELO professional 
development that was provided (80) and next highest with the weekly training sessions in 
each school (72).  However, reported satisfaction with the general curriculum was much 
lower, 48 percent.  Satisfaction ratings differed between the two subject areas.  With 
regard to the reading/language arts curriculum the satisfaction rating was 59 percent but 
for the math curriculum the satisfaction rating was 36 percent.   
 
Respondents with more teaching experience (in total and within MCPS) reported greater 
satisfaction with the professional development, weekly training, and general curriculum.  
(See statistical analysis in Appendix E.) In general, reported teacher satisfaction with the 
five content categories of ELO did not vary by level of education (i.e., highest degree), 
number of certifications, or type of certification (i.e., Early Childhood or Elementary). 
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Table 6 
Average Teacher Satisfaction Ratings by Content Category 

 

66% 64% 42% 58% 30%
68% 79% 47% 57% 33%
76% 83% 44% 60% 41%
84% 86% 59% 63% 44%
68% 73% 44% 59% 33%
70% 80% 49% 59% 38%
82% 77% 45% 57% 30%
83% 92% 59% 64% 44%
68% 76% 45% 59% 35%
75% 82% 50% 60% 37%
65% 86% 44% 51% 31%
73% 80% 48% 60% 36%
71% 80% 52% 57% 40%
69% 77% 47% 59% 36%
73% 81% 51% 60% 38%
67% 77% 50% 59% 32%
81% 82% 51% 60% 38%
71% 81% 48% 57% 35%
81% 83% 46% 63% 46%
72% 80% 48% 59% 36%

0-2 Years (n = 26)
3-7 Years (n = 96)
8-15 Years (n = 35)
Over 15 Years (n = 48)

Total Years
Experience Teaching

0-2 Years (n = 50)
3-7 Years (n = 102)
8-15 Years (n = 24)
Over 15 Years (n = 29)

Years Experience
Teaching in MCPS

BA (n = 72)
MA/MEQ (n = 133)

Highest Degree

No Certifications (n = 19)
1 Certification (n = 163)
More than 1 certification (n = 42)

Number of
Certifications

Early Childhood Certification (n = 64)
Primary/Elementary Certifications (n = 140)

Grade and School Same (n = 78)
Grade Same, School Different (n = 25)
Grade Different, School Same (n = 61)
Grade Different and School Different (n = 41)

Summer School
Position Compared
to School Year
Position

TOTAL (n = 224)

Mean
Training

Mean
Prof. Dev.

Mean

General
Curriculum

Mean

RLA
Curriculum

Mean

Math
Curriculum

 
Response Rate of 71% of ELO Teachers

Satisfaction ratings are the mean across items in each category (see Teacher Survey in Appendix E)
Response Scale: 100 = Agree; 0 = Disagree  
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PARENT SATISFACTION SURVEY 
 
A 27- item Parent Satisfaction Survey was developed specifically for the ELO Program. 
The majority of the survey questions utilized a likert response scale that asked parents to 
indicate how strongly they agreed or disagreed with descriptive statements about 
program. The survey was translated into Spanish and Vietnamese for parents who were 
fluent in these language. The Parent Satisfaction Survey is shown in Appendix F. 
 
In September 2002, teachers distributed the survey to all students in the 18 participating 
ELO schools. A total of 1162 surveys were returned to school staff via the student, and 
the surveys were collected by staff from the Office of Shared Accountability two to three 
weeks after they were distributed. Parent surveys were returned by 835 of the 3958 
participants who attended at least one day of ELO, giving a response rate of 21 percent. 
Surveys were returned by 320 of the 2001 students who were eligible to participate but 
did not attend ELO, yielding a response rate of 16 percent. The response rates are 
considered low, but are not atypical for survey collections that are distributed and 
collected within a brief time interval. One advantage for distributing the parent survey 
early in the school year and then encouraging a quick response is that the details of the 
summer activities are still easy for parents to remember. However, given the low 
response rates, the findings of the survey represent the views of those who completed the 
survey but cannot be generalized to the entire population of parents in the 18-school 
service area. 
 
For parents of students who participated in the program, the Parent Satisfaction Survey 
assessed satisfaction with key indicators that are critical to the success of enrichment 
programs, such as:   
 

• Satisfaction with the curriculum 
• Convenience of scheduling  
• Communication between program staff and parents 
• Perceived academic benefits to the student 
• The likelihood that parents would enroll a student in future ELO Programs 
• Whether parents would recommend the ELO Program to other parents 

 
The survey was also interested in the perceptions of parents whose students were eligible 
to participate in ELO, but did not enroll in the ELO program. For parents who chose not 
to enroll a student in the program, the parent satisfaction survey assessed: 
 

• Reasons for not enrolling in the program,  
• Summer activities in which the student participated  
• The likelihood that the parent would enroll a student in future ELO Programs, 
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Reasons for Non-participation in the ELO Program 
 
Twenty-eight  percent of the returned surveys were completed by parents who chose not 
to enroll a student in the ELO Program. Six survey items asked parents about factors that 
influenced their decision. For each factor, analyses identified the number of parents who 
indicated that the factor was influential. The results are shown in Table 7.  
 
 

Table 7 
Reasons for not participating in ELO 

 
 Percent Number  Q# 

Wanted my child to take a break from school 29 % 93 6.3 

Conflicted with family vacation 29% 93 6.1 

Did not know about ELO in time to enroll 25% 81 6.2 

Conflicted with child care arrangements 19% 62 6.4 

Did not know how to enroll in ELO 4% 13 6.5 
 
 
The most common reasons that parents gave for not participating were “conflict with 
vacation plans,” “wanting the child to have a break from school activities,” and “not 
knowing about the ELO Program in time to enroll.” Only 66 parents, or 22 percent of the 
responding parents, reported more than one reason for their non-participation, suggesting 
that the presence of one obstacle is enough for parents to decide not to participate.  
 
Responses to a survey question about whether non-participating parents intended to 
enroll a child in ELO next year indicated that the largest proportion of non-participating 
parents, 44 percent, might enroll a child in the ELO program next year, while 34 percent 
of the non-participating parents indicated that they would enroll a child in ELO next year 
and 22 percent said they would not participate. The large number of non-participating 
parents who would consider enrolling a child in future ELO programs suggests that the 
expressed obstacles to ELO participation are not insurmountable. For example, parents 
may be more likely to enroll in they are informed early enough to schedule vacation dates 
and camp plans so they do not conflict with the ELO session dates.   
 
As shown in Table 8, the majority of students who did not participate in ELO, attended 
summer camp or remained at home with family members.  
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Table 8 
Involvement in non-ELO summer activities 

 
 Percent Number  Q# 
Stayed at home with family members 44% 140 7.1 
Went to summer camp 37% 119 7.4 
Spent time at the home of relatives and friends 24% 77 7.2 
Went to child day care center or babysitter 15% 47 7.5 
Went to tutor to help him/her with school work 3% 8 7.3 

 
 
Few parents relied on babysitting and informal tutoring as their primary summer 
activities. Instead, parents who send children to camp and parents who provide summer 
activities at home seek to provide a variety of recreational, academic, and social activities 
in a safe environment with caring adults. Thus, expanding the academic learning 
component of ELO to include structured afternoon activities in a supportive setting, 
might have great appeal to this large group of parents who are considering enrolling 
students in future ELO programs. 
 
 
Overall Satisfaction of Participating Parents 
 
Among the surveys returned, parent satisfaction ratings indicated overwhelming positive 
satisfaction with the ELO Program.  Ninety-five percent of the responding parents 
indicated that they would recommend the ELO Program to other parents and 91 percent 
said they planned to enroll their child in the ELO Program next summer if it is offered.  
 
An overall satisfaction index was created from 14 survey items on which responses could 
range from 1 = “strongly disagree” to 5 = “strongly agree.” The average of the responses 
across all 14 questions formed the index score. When parent responses were separated 
according to the child’s grade level, overall parent satisfaction was uniformly high across 
all grade levels, with average ratings that ranged from 4.32 to 4.46 on the 5- point scale.  
The differences between ratings at each grade level were not statistically significant.  The 
overall satisfaction ratings of parents with children enrolled in ESOL, Special Education 
Programs, Magnet Programs and Linkages to Learning Programs showed similarly high 
levels of satisfaction with average ratings ranging from 4.37 to 4.50.  As with the ratings 
by grade level, the differences in average ratings were not statistically significant. The 
results are shown in Tables 9 and 10.  
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Table 9 

Parent Satisfaction by Grade Level 
 

 Mean S.D. N 
Kindergarten 4.46 .47 255 
Grade 1 4.42 .47 221 
Grade 2 4.40 .52 186 
Grade 3 4.32 .66 142 

 
 
 

Table 10 
Parent Satisfaction by Educational Program 

 
 Mean S.D. N 
ESOL 4.49 .48 229 
Linkages to Learning 4.42 .68 86 
Magnet Program 4.37 .51 32 
Special Education 4.50 .52 39 

 
 
The Parent Satisfaction Survey did not include demographic information so the 
satisfaction ratings of racial/ethnic groups could not be compared. 
 
The 27 items of the parent satisfaction survey were aggregated into the following four 
content categories to provide a more detailed analysis of parent views: 
 

• Information- Adequacy and timeliness of information provided by the ELO 
Program  

• Curriculum-quality of staff and educational program  
• Benefit- perceived benefits to the child 
• Schedule- convenience of ELO session dates and daily schedule 

 
 
The satisfaction categories were developed by grouping questions that shared similar 
thematic content and then taking the average of the respondent’s scores across all of the 
questions in the category. Table 11 shows the average satisfaction rating for each content 
category. The category ratings ranged from 4.36 to 4.54 on a 5-point scale, indicating an 
exceptionally high degree of satisfaction across all of the content categories.  
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Table 11 
Parent Satisfaction by Satisfaction Category 

 
  Mean S.D. N 
Information 4.38 .60 833 

Curriculum 4.54 .59 826 

Benefit 4.41 .68 823 

Schedule 4.36 .67 825 

 
 
In addition to considering parent responses to specific satisfaction categories, analyses 
also considered parent responses to individual questions on the satisfaction survey. With 
the exception of one question, the percentage of parents who reported that they “agreed” 
or “strongly agreed” with the positive content of the satisfaction statements ranged from 
87 percent to 98 percent. Fewer parents, 75 percent, were satisfied with the daily 
communication from ELO program staff and wanted to be provided with more daily 
reports about what their child was learning in the classroom (Question 12). The results 
are shown in Table 12.  
 
 

Table 12 
Parent Satisfaction by Survey Question 

 
     Agreed or Strongly Agreed 
Question Content Area Mean S.D. N % 

Q1 Was informed about ELO Information 4.60 .61 802 98% 
Q2 Brochure easy to understand Information 4.44 .69 759 94% 
Q3 Brochure was complete Information 4.37 .79 724 90% 
Q4 Received info. in time make 

decision 
Information 4.56 .72 755 95% 

Q12 Received info about daily ELO 
activities 

Information 3.97 1.08 608 75% 

Q16 Teachers were polite Curriculum 4.56 .64 775 95% 
Q17 Small class sizes were beneficial Curriculum 4.57 .66 766 94% 
Q18 Satisfied with ELO education Curriculum 4.50 .73 753 93% 
Q19 Child maintained skills Benefit 4.32 .79 679 87% 
Q20 Child was better prepared for next 

grade 
Benefit 4.39 .79 721 89% 

Q21 Child enjoyed ELO Benefit 4.51 .74 773 94% 
Q13 Satisfied with start time Schedule 4.46 .72 760 94% 
Q14 Satisfied with end time Schedule 4.33 .83 653 91% 
Q15 Convenient time period  Schedule 4.28 .86 711 87% 

 

Office of Shared Accountability Page 28 
 



 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
The preliminary findings for the ELO Program are promising. The results showed 
modest, statistically significant benefits in math for first, second, and third grade students 
who attended all four weeks of the program in mathematics. The results also showed 
modest statistically significant benefits in reading for students in grades 1 and 2. Grade 3 
reading was not included in the study. ELO benefits were similar across all ethnic groups. 
With the exception of Grade 2 mathematics and reading results, the benefits were also 
apparent across all levels of academic need, as defined by receipt of FARMS and/or 
ESOL services. The ELO mathematics benefits for Grade 2 were limited to students who 
were lowest in academic need, while the reading benefits were limited to students who 
were highest in academic need. 
 
This report summarizes the findings of the first-time implementation of the ELO summer 
program. The results described in this report provide preliminary support for using Title I 
funds to develop academic skills through early intervention rather than remediation.   The 
ELO program provides a preview of reading and math concepts program that students 
entering Grades K through 3 will encounter in the coming school year. The ELO program 
invited all children to participate regardless of whether their reading and math skills were 
below grade level at the time they enrolled in ELO. For students entering kindergarten, 
the ELO program was designed to facilitate their transition into school by providing early 
exposure to the academic and social demands of kindergarten. 
 
The ELO program is one component of the MCPS policy initiatives encompassed in  
“Our Call to Action.” Effective programs aimed at the schools and children with the 
greatest academic need will contribute to closing the achievement gaps between those 
children and others. The accomplishments of ELO in its first year of planning, 
recruitment and implementation provide a framework that MCPS can build upon in future 
efforts.  Implementation of the ELO program in future years may be enhanced with 
specific steps learned from the first year’s results. 
 
 
Program Recommendations: 
 
1. Attendance:  The impact of ELO was most apparent among students who attended 

all four weeks of the program so strategies are needed to increase the rates of student 
attendance for the entire four- week session. Toward this end, future ELO programs 
will need to recruit students early in the academic year to minimize scheduling 
conflicts with summer camp activities and vacation plans. Increasing full 
participation might be accomplished by extending the daily ELO program schedule to 
include afternoon activities. The instruction for the current program was limited to 
morning instruction and then children were dismissed from the program to various 
recreational and day care activities not linked to the ELO Program. Incorporating 
additional afternoon activities in the areas of arts, humanities, and recreation will not 
only add value to the academic learning that students acquired in the program, but is 
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likely to increase attendance by eliminating the need for parents to arrange afternoon 
activities or make childcare arrangements. 

 
2. The ELO curriculum:  The ELO curriculum should be examined to determine the 

sources of the dissatisfaction expressed by many teachers in the Teacher Survey.  For 
example, teachers appeared less satisfied with the reading and math curriculum than 
with their training. 

 
3. Advance notice to parents:  ELO program information should be distributed to 

parents earlier in the school year so that the scheduling conflicts reported in the 
Parent Survey can be avoided.  ELO program information packets should be sent 
home with students and posted in schools before, or in conjunction with, community 
summer camp program information releases.  With the remarkable number of 
students that registered for ELO with such short notice, it would appear that providing 
advance notice to parents can only help this program reach more of the eligible 
students in the target schools. 

 
4. Text Reading in Grade 3:  Formulate, train teachers, and implement a system for 

Running Records in Grade 3.  Using such measures will allow a fuller evaluation of 
the program. 

 
 
Evaluation Study Recommendations: 
 
1. Parent Response:  Longer lead-time for planning and more resources allocated for 

parent interviews would contribute to a higher response rate.  For example, planning 
alternative methods of Parent Survey distribution (student take home, mail, 
telephone); follow up with non-respondents; and using efficient sampling strategies 
could be explored.   

2. Evaluating Kindergarten:  Kindergarten was excluded from the evaluation study 
because of the absence of pre-test measures for the comparison group.  To provide a 
partial comparison group for those students most in need, consider obtaining pre-test 
measures in June among Head Start students likely to attend ELO. 

3. Validate Math Assessments:  This study reported KR-20 reliability estimates 
associated with the reading and math assessments used to evaluate student outcomes 
in this study.  To date, no formal assessment of reliability and validity has been 
conducted on the MCPSAP math assessments.  In order to continue to use these 
measures as indicators of student outcomes, this work must be conducted to ensure 
that the assessments are reliability measuring math knowledge. 
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Appendix A 
 

Title I Schools 
 
 

1. Broad Acres Elementary School 

2. Burnt Mills Elementary School 

3. East Silver Spring Elementary School 

4. Gaithersburg Elementary School 

5. Harmony Hills Elementary School 

6. Highland Elementary School 

7. Highland View Elementary School 

8. Kemp Mill Elementary School 

9. Montgomery Knolls Elementary School 

10. New Hampshire Estates Elementary School 

11. Oak View Elementary School 

12. Pines Crest Elementary School 

13. Rolling Terrace Elementary School 

14. Rosemont Elementary School 

15. Summit Hall Elementary School 

16. Viers Mill Elementary School 

17. Weller Road Elementary School 

18. Wheaton Woods Elementary School 
 

Office of Shared Accountability Page 35 
 



 

Appendix B 
Statistical Analysis of ELO Outcome 

 
Printouts from five statistical analyses are included in this appendix – results for math 
analyses in grades 1 through 3, and reading analyses in grades 1 through 2.  What follows 
is a brief description of the analysis design intended to provide the knowledgeable reader 
with enough information to interpret the printouts.   
 
We used a repeated measures analysis because pretest and posttest measures on the same 
scale were used in this study.  The focus of interest in these analyses was the pre-posttest 
gain of each ELO group compared to the gains of the non-ELO group.  Therefore, readers 
are directed to the statistical outcomes labeled “GAINS” in the printouts.   
 
We identified two ELO groups whose gains we to compared to those of the non-ELO 
group: (1) the partial ELO group, i.e. students who attended ELO between 6 and 15 days; 
and (2) the full ELO group, students who attended ELO for 16 or more days.  In the 
printouts these two comparisons are identified, respectively, as parameters “2” and “3” 
under the variable name “ELO_Cat” (as in ELO category). 
 
The comparisons of gains for the two ELO categories against the non-ELO group were 
not the only issues examined in the analyses.  Three other variables associated with 
differences in student test scores were also included in the design in order to control 
statistically for such extraneous effects on achievement scores.  These variables were: 
(1) racial/ethnic group; (2) gender; (3) socio/educational need defined by the following 
distinctions – (a) students who had received no free and reduced-priced meals service 
(FARMS) and no services for English for speakers of other languages  (ESOL); (b) 
students who had received FARMS only; and (c) students who had received both 
FARMS and ESOL services.   
 
The analysis design resulting from the foregoing considerations produced four main 
effects in the design: (1) ELO category; (2) racial/ethnic group; (3) gender; and (4) 
ESOL/FARMS combinations. Racial/ethnic group comparisons are represented in the 
design as contrasts against the white group of: Asian students (parameter 4); African 
American students (parameter 5); and Hispanic students (parameter 6).  Gender 
comparisons are represented as contrasts of females against males (parameter 7).  Levels 
of socio/educational need are represented as comparisons against the no-FARMS/no-
ESOL group of: the FARMS only group (parameter 8); and, the FARMS & ESOL group 
(parameter 9).  In addition, interaction terms were included in the analysis to examine the 
extent to which the ELO comparisons of gains differed for students of different 
racial/ethnic groups and different socio/educational need.   
 
Preliminary analyses revealed that including all four main effects in the analysis together 
with both two-way interactions increased the precision of the ELO main effect 
comparisons.  Therefore, we calculated the predicted pretest and posttest means using this 
analysis model. The statistically adjusted group means on pre- and posttests are plotted in 
Figures 1-5 in the main text. 
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Appendix B2 
SPSS MANOVA Syntax and Output 
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Appendix C 
Student Outcome Tables 
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Appendix D 
 

Mathematics Assessments 
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Appendix E 
 
Table E1:  Teacher Survey Responses to Questions Pertaining to Training 
 

Number  

Strongly 
Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Percent 
Strongly 

Agreed & 
Agreed 

Survey Question 8A 49 119 24 16 9 87% 
Survey Question 8B 52 114 17 28 6 83% 
Survey Question 8C 35 108 22 37 12 74% 
Survey Question 8D 27 145 14 22 7 86% 
Survey Question 9A 44 108 16 37 11 76% 
Survey Question 9B 46 115 12 31 9 80% 
Survey Question 10A 35 109 11 44 19 70% 
Survey Question 10B 36 101 16 48 16 68% 
Survey Question 11A 44 123 18 20 12 84% 
Survey Question 11B 51 115 19 18 12 85% 
Survey Question 12A 41 115 22 29 9 80% 
Survey Question 12B 37 122 19 28 9 81% 
Survey Question 13A 43 125 15 26 8 83% 
Survey Question 13B 42 120 18 25 9 83% 
Survey Question 14A 35 112 35 27 7 81% 
Survey Question 14B 36 102 30 40 6 75% 
Survey Question 15 28 100 28 46 14 68% 
Survey Question 16 50 119 22 20 5 87% 
Total 731 2,072 358 542 180 80% 

2,803 722  
80% 

 
20% 

 
80% 
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Appendix E (continued) 
 
Table E2:  Teacher Survey Responses to Questions Pertaining to Professional Development 
 

Number  

Strongly 
Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Percent 
Strongly 

Agreed & 
Agreed 

Survey Question 17 99 107 5 5 1 97% 
Survey Question 18 106 103 4 4 1 98% 
Survey Question 19A 53 86 25 45 7 73% 
Survey Question 19B 70 106 16 23 2 88% 
Survey Question 19C 70 107 16 21 3 88% 
Survey Question 20 38 59 67 31 23 64% 
Survey Question 21A 61 116   22 16 82% 
Survey Question 21B 96 89   18 12 86% 
Survey Question 21C 88 98   20 10 86% 
Survey Question 21D 105 86   14 11 88% 
Total 786 957 133 203 86 86% 

1,743 289  
86% 

 
14% 

 
86% 

 
 
Table E3:  Teacher Survey Responses to Questions Pertaining to Instructional Support 
 

Number  

Strongly 
Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Percent 
Strongly 

Agreed & 
Agreed 

Survey Question 22 36 76 7 56 46 52% 
Survey Question 23 8 22 4 63 126 14% 
Survey Question 24A 30 93 36 38 14 70% 
Survey Question 24B 26 77 37 43 19 62% 
Survey Question 25A 40 74 24 42 31 61% 
Survey Question 25B 32 55 18 71 43 43% 
Survey Question 25C 40 76 9 58 35 56% 
Survey Question 25D 58 88 8 45 21 69% 
Total  270 561 143 416 335 53% 

831 751  
53% 

 
47% 

 
53% 
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Appendix E (continued) 
 
Table E4:  Teacher Survey Responses to Questions Pertaining to Reading/Language Arts 
 

Number  

Strongly 
Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Percent 
Strongly 

Agreed & 
Agreed 

Survey Question 26A 28 98 13 39 42 61% 
Survey Question 27A 22 80 11 55 54 48% 
Survey Question 28A 27 112 20 39 23 69% 
Survey Question 29A 30 103 7 55 24 63% 
Survey Question 30A 54 82 10 60 14 65% 
Survey Question 31A 47 69 16 64 13 60% 
Survey Question 32A 19 107 29 45 17 67% 
Survey Question 33A 39 102 8 51 17 67% 
Total  266 753 114 408 204 62% 

1,019 612  
62% 

 
38% 

 
38% 

 
 
 
Table E5:  Teacher Survey Responses to Questions Pertaining to Math 
 

Number  

Strongly 
Agree Agree Not Sure Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Percent 
Strongly 

Agreed & 
Agreed 

Survey Question 26B 6 49 12 70 79 27 
Survey Question 27B 6 29 8 79 100 16 
Survey Question 28B 16 95 20 52 36 56 
Survey Question 29B 14 62 13 73 54 37 
Survey Question 30B 45 63 13 74 24 52 
Survey Question 31B 50 15 84 20 45 
Survey Question 32B 7 50 20 97 43 29 
Survey Question 33B 23 70 8 78 39 44 
Total 153 468 109 607 395 38 

621 1,002  
38% 

 
62% 

 
38% 

36 
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Table E6:   
 
Correlations between Teacher Experience and Satisfaction Ratings for Five Features of the ELO Program

.283** .216**

.000 .002
202 202
.255** .159*
.000 .024
201 201
.196** .136
.005 .052
204 204
.078 .030
.264 .665
205 205
.146* .052
.037 .455
205 205

Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N
Correlation Coefficient
Sig. (2-tailed)
N

Training

Professional
Development

General Curriculum

R/LA Curriculum

Math Curriculum

Spearman's
Rho

Total Years
Experience
Teaching

Years
Experience
Teaching in

MCPS

Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).**. 

Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed).*. 
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Appendix F 
Parent Satisfaction Survey 
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