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September 2009

Dear friends and colleagues,

Th e Children’s Institute is committed to closing the achievement gap for at-risk children by 
aligning public and private resources with evidence-based practices. In recent years, the Institute 
has successfully promoted sensible funding for eff ective early education programs.   

Our commitment to high-quality early education necessitates a similar commitment to ac-
countability for how public resources are expended. School readiness assessments – a process for 
measuring how prepared a population of children is to enter kindergarten – provide some ac-
countability and are a critical component of any eff ective early education system. As Oregon and 
the nation move toward comprehensive data systems that track the education of children from 
birth through college, now is the time to re-engineer Oregon’s kindergarten readiness survey to 
provide Oregonians – policy-makers in particular – a useful tool for measuring school readiness. 

In the following report, the Institute makes fi ve recommendations intended to improve Oregon’s 
kindergarten readiness survey. Th e Children’s Institute is eager to partner with the Department 
of Education and others to ensure that Oregon has a strong and eff ective accountability tool in 
place as we expand investments in high-quality early care and education programs. By working 
together, we can ensure that all children in Oregon enter kindergarten prepared for success.

Sincerely,

                                    
Ken Th rasher     Swati Adarkar
Board Chair      Executive Director
Children’s Institute    Children’s Institute



In Oregon and across the nation, lawmakers, 
scientists, economists and business leaders have 

focused public attention on early childhood education 
and its positive eff ect on educational and lifetime 
outcomes. Th is attention has been driven in part 
by two sets of research fi ndings. First, research has 
demonstrated that the achievement gap between 
children from low- and middle-income families and 
their more affl  uent peers is well-
established before their fi rst day of 
kindergarten. At the same time, 
a growing body of research has 
demonstrated that high-quality early 
learning programs, particularly for 
low-income and at-risk children, 
can signifi cantly reduce this gap and 
place children on a path to success in 
school and later in life.

Along with this growing interest 
in early education have come increased public 
investments in pre-kindergarten programs and a need 
to assess the eff ectiveness of public investments in 
these programs. Assessments of school readiness, when 
done correctly, are useful planning tools. Assessing 
children as they enter kindergarten allows policy-
makers to identify and respond to achievement gaps 
and communities to determine whether children 
are prepared for success in school. Well-designed 
assessments help public offi  cials direct resources 
eff ectively and effi  ciently. On the other hand, poorly 
designed or poorly administered assessments — even if 
inexpensive — are not a good use of public resources. 

In 1993, the Oregon Progress Board identifi ed school 
readiness as a critical state benchmark.1  In response, 
the Oregon Department of Education developed 
Oregon’s kindergarten readiness survey. It was fi rst 
administered in 1997 and has been administered 
biennially since 2000. Th e design of Oregon’s 
kindergarten readiness survey was heavily infl uenced 
by the 1990 release of the National Education Goals 
Panel report, written under the direction of President 
George H. W. Bush and 50 state governors. Th e fi rst 
educational goal specifi ed in this “Goals 2000” report 
was that “by the year 2000, all children in America 
will start school ready to learn.”2  Th e report spurred 
many states, including Oregon, to evaluate school 
readiness in their states. 

When the National Educational Goals Panel released 
its recommendations in 1990, it acknowledged 
that only a few models for measuring school 
readiness existed, and it found no consensus on how 
assessments should be conducted.3  Nearly 20 years 
later, the situation is far diff erent. Currently, about 
20 states conduct some kind of assessment of school 
readiness at the beginning of kindergarten and a 

vigorous national conversation 
on how assessments should be 
conducted is taking place.4  In 
2003, the National Association for 
the Education of Young Children 
(NAEYC) and the National 
Association of Early Childhood 
Specialists in State Departments 
of Education (NAECS/SDE) 
issued a joint position statement 
on early childhood curriculum, 
assessment and program 

evaluation.5  In November 2007, the National Early 
Childhood Accountability Task Force sponsored by 
the Foundation for Child Development, Th e Joyce 
Foundation and Th e Pew Charitable Trusts released 
Taking Stock: Assessing and Improving Early Childhood 
Learning and Program Quality, with recommendations 
for states that are building early childhood 
accountability systems.6  More recently, in August 
2008 the National Research Council of the National 
Academies released its congressionally mandated 
report titled Early Childhood Assessment: Why, What 
and How.7
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Well-designed assessments 
help public offi  cials direct 
resources eff ecti vely and 
effi  ciently.  On the other hand, 
poorly designed or poorly 
administered assessments 
— even if inexpensive — are 
not a good use of public 
resources.
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Th e emergence of these new resources and models for 
how to conduct school readiness assessments makes 
the present an opportune time for Oregon to re-
evaluate its survey. While Oregon was ahead of many 
states when it developed its kindergarten readiness 
survey in 1997, the survey does not meet generally 
accepted standards for an eff ective school readiness 
assessment. 

Updates to Oregon’s survey were made as recently as 
2008; however, a more signifi cant overhaul is needed 
to address the statistical limitations of the survey. If 
the current weaknesses are not addressed, Oregon will 
continue to make decisions without a reliable picture 
of how prepared Oregon’s children are when they 
enter kindergarten.

Th e Children’s Institute makes the following 
recommendations for improving Oregon’s 
kindergarten readiness survey:

ESTABLISH A CLEAR AND FOCUSED 
PURPOSE FOR SURVEY

1. Th e Oregon Department of Education, in 
consultation with elected offi  cials, K-12 leaders, 
education researchers, early childhood professionals, 
relevant state agencies, and education and children’s 
advocates, should agree upon the policy questions that 
the survey is intended to address and determine what 
information and procedures are needed to answer 
those questions. 

ENSURE THE INTEGRITY OF THE DATA 

2.  Select a methodology that ensures representative 
data by (a) requiring all kindergarten teachers to 
participate in the assessment and collect data on all 
children or (b) surveying a representative sample of 
children.

3.  Th e validity and reliability of Oregon’s survey 
should be assessed. If it is proven to lack validity or 
reliability, the survey should be improved or replaced 
with an assessment tool that has been tested and is 
known to be both valid and reliable.

4.  Provide teachers with the training and technical 
assistance needed to make the assessment process 
meaningful and eff ective. 

IMPROVE THE SURVEY PROCESS

5.  Connect kindergarten readiness survey data to 
existing and relevant demographic data.

STRENGTHS & WEAKNESSES OF OREGON’S 
KINDERGARTEN READINESS ASSESSMENT

Strengths

       Refl ects early childhood developmental standards

       Relatively easy and inexpensive to administer

       Is not misused to track children or bar them from 
       kindergarten entry

Weaknesses
 
       Unclear what policy-planning questions it is 
       intended to help answer

       Unclear whether the data accurately refl ects the 
       entire kindergarten-aged population (i.e., how 
       representative is the sample?)

       No assurances that all teachers are interpreting 
       questions in the same way (i.e., how reliable is the 
       assessment tool?)

       Insuffi  cient training and support for teachers 
       administering the assessment

       Lack of background and demographic informa-  
       tion about the children surveyed limits the types 
       of conclusions that can be drawn from the data



Improving Oregon’s Kindergarten Readiness Survey  3Improving Oregon’s Kindergarten Readiness Survey  3

FIVE STANDARDS FOR EFFECTIVE SCHOOL 
READINESS ASSESSMENTS

Over the past decade, experts have reached 
consensus around standards that school 

readiness assessments should meet. Th is consensus 
provides a useful starting point for evaluating the 
strengths and weaknesses of Oregon’s kindergarten 
readiness survey. 

Th e following generally accepted standards will be 
used for this evaluation. 

1.  Th e purpose of an assessment should be clearly 
defi ned at the outset, and the assessment should be 
used only for its intended purpose.

2.  Expectations for school readiness should align with 
early learning and developmental standards.

3.  A developmentally appropriate methodology that 
meets generally accepted statistical and psychometric 
standards should be used.

4.  Relevant data (and only relevant data) that provide 
context for fi ndings and conclusions should be 
collected. 

5.  Th e personnel who administer assessments should 
receive suffi  cient guidance in the form of ongoing 
training and support. 

Each of these standards will be explained further 
below, followed by an assessment of Oregon’s survey 
and recommendations for improving it. 

     Purpose — Th e purpose of an assessment should 
be clearly defi ned at the outset, and the assessment 
should be used only for its intended purpose.

Assessments are conducted for various purposes, and 
as the National Education Goals Panel noted in the 
following excerpt, each aspect of an assessment should 
be tied back to the purpose of the assessment.

“Th e intended use of an assessment — its purpose 
— determines every other aspect of how the 
assessment is conducted. Purpose determines 
the conduct of the assessment (What should be 
measured?); method of data collection (Should the 
procedures be standardized? Can data come from 
the child, the parent, or the teacher?); technical 
requirements of the assessment (What level of 
reliability and validity must be established?); 

and, fi nally, the stakes or consequences of the 
assessment, which in turn determine the kinds of 
safeguards necessary to protect against potential 
harm from fallible assessment-based decisions.”8  
[Emphasis added.]

School readiness assessments can be important policy-
planning tools. By focusing on population-level 
data, they can answer questions such as: Are children 
arriving at kindergarten prepared for success? Is their 
level of school readiness improving or worsening 
over time? What disparities between groups of 
children need to be addressed? Which aspects of 
school readiness (e.g., health, social and emotional 
development or reading skills) are most in need of 
remediation? Which school districts or regions of 
the state require a more intensive eff ort to prepare 
children for school?

Not every child needs to be assessed in order to 
answer these questions. According to the National 
Early Childhood Accountability Task Force, “the 
key data collected in this approach are assessments 
of a representative sample of all young children in 
the state” and that “using a sample dramatically 
reduces the cost of administering assessments, 
training assessors, data management and analysis. Th e 
sampling plan can be designed to provide data on 
the overall population of young children, or enable 
reporting on specifi c subgroups of children.”9 

Connecting the information from this type of 
assessment to information about the public and 
community resources available is also important. 
Do the groups of children with lower literacy and 
language skills have access to high-quality pre-
kindergarten programs? Are the children who are 
academically behind enrolled in full-day kindergarten? 
Are resources available to help promote children’s 
healthy social and emotional development? For these 
reasons, many experts recommend looking not only at 
the readiness of children for kindergarten, but also at 
the readiness of communities to support children and 
families and the readiness of schools to receive them.10 

Not only should the purpose of an assessment be 
clearly specifi ed from the outset, assessments, in 
general, should not be used for purposes other 
than those for which they were designed. Th ere 
are important purposes other than policy planning 
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for conducting assessments, such as program 
improvement and evaluation, instructional planning, 
and screening young children. Th ese purposes require 
diff erent tools and strategies than used for policy 
planning. (See Appendix A.) 

     Alignment — Expectations for school readiness 
should align with early learning and developmental 
standards.

School readiness assessments refl ect the experiences 
and development that children have undergone 
during their early childhood.11  As such, primary 
audiences for school readiness assessment data are 
those who work with and formulate 
policy aff ecting children below the 
age of 5. It is therefore crucial that 
school readiness assessments align 
with expectations for what early 
childhood programs are supposed 
to accomplish, as well as connect to 
K-12 standards.

Early childhood policy experts and 
kindergarten teachers agree that 
school readiness is much more 
than knowing letters and numbers. 
Health, social and emotional development, and 
eagerness to learn are vital ingredients to school 
success. When kindergarten teachers are surveyed 
about what they expect from children entering their 
classrooms, they emphasize social and emotional skills, 
such as the ability to follow instructions or participate 
in group activities, more than cognitive skills, such as 
reciting the alphabet.12  

Th ere is widespread agreement that school readiness 
assessments should look at a broad range of 
developmental domains that include cognitive, 
physical, and social and emotional development. 
Almost every state has adopted early learning 
guidelines that describe shared expectations for what 
children should know and be able to do by the time 
they arrive at kindergarten. Th ese guidelines provide 
a useful starting point for determining what school 
readiness assessments ought to measure. Designing a 
school readiness assessment also off ers an opportunity 
for the early childhood and K-12 communities to 
agree upon what is best for children and how to meet 

those goals. As such, discussions about assessments are 
occasions to build stronger connections between early 
childhood and elementary educators.

     Methodology — A developmentally appropriate 
methodology that meets generally accepted statistical 
and psychometric standards should be used. 

Assessments should be developmentally 
appropriate.

Th e developmental appropriateness of an assessment 
requires more than asking about skills or behaviors 
reasonable for a 5-year-old child. It also requires 

gathering information about 
those skills or behaviors in an 
age-appropriate way. Assessing 
young children provides a host of 
challenges. Young children with 
limited verbal skills and emotions 
that change often and rapidly are 
notoriously poor and unreliable test 
takers. Most young children cannot 
perform traditional pen-and-paper 
tests and should not be asked to do 
so. Th ey also tend to react strongly 
to unfamiliar people and situations. 

As the authors of NAEYC’s Basics of Assessment note, 
“children are most likely to perform to the best of 
their ability in a familiar setting, with known and 
trusted adults; direct questioning may cause some 
young children to become uneasy and unresponsive. If 
children are from a culture where that type of adult-
child interaction is not typical, they are even less likely 
to show their true capabilities.”13

Early childhood assessments often are divided into 
direct assessments (standardized tools administered 
by someone trained to use the instrument), rating 
scales (someone who knows the child — such 
as his or her teacher — fi lls out a form based on 
prior knowledge and impressions) and authentic 
assessment (e.g., the Work Sampling System®, where 
a trained assessor collects ongoing data during regular 
activities and then records the results, typically in the 
form of a rating scale).14  While some early childhood 
experts recommend against using direct assessments 
with young children, this type of standardized tool 
has been an important part of the major studies that 

When kindergarten teachers 
are surveyed about what 
they expect from children 
entering their classrooms, 
they emphasize social and 
emoti onal skills, such as the 
ability to follow instructi ons or 
parti cipate in group acti viti es, 
more than cogniti ve skills, 
such as reciti ng the alphabet.
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have demonstrated the eff ectiveness of early childhood 
interventions.15  Direct assessments generally are 
expensive to administer properly and, as noted above, 
can be stressful for young children. Th erefore, most 
experts advise that direct assessments, if used, should 
be administered to a statistically representative sample 
of children rather than to an entire population. 

Data should allow users to draw statistically 
meaningful conclusions about the populations in 
which they are interested.

Whether looking at all children or subgroups, data 
are only useful if they provide a true picture of 
the population under consideration. In order to 
obtain an accurate picture, users 
either need data from all children 
or a statistically representative 
sample. Simply increasing the 
participation rate in a survey does 
not necessarily improve the results. 
More important than the rate of 
participation is how representative of 
the entire population the sample is. 
When participation is voluntary, it is more than likely 
that those who participate diff er in signifi cant ways 
from those who do not, and these diff erences may 
introduce signifi cant bias. Because of the potential 
for bias, data based on a voluntary sample generally 
should be interpreted with extreme caution. Without 
universal participation, the only way to achieve a 
representative sample is through random selection.

Assessments should be valid (i.e., measure what is 
intended to be measured).

Assessments should measure what they are intended 
to measure and should predict later outcomes. 
Assessment experts refer to this as the “validity” of 
the assessment and have a number of formal tests to 
gauge validity (e.g., comparing the results from an 
assessment tool with a widely accepted assessment 
tool that is meant to measure the same thing). For 
instance, if a letter-recognition test at kindergarten 
entry fails to predict reading ability in third grade, 
it is a poor assessment of early literacy. Assessing 
young children, particularly from diff erent social, 
cultural and linguistic backgrounds, can create 
validity challenges. For instance, a direct assessment 

of math skills administered in English to an English 
language learner is more likely to register the child’s 
comprehension of spoken English than his or her 
grasp of sizes, shapes and patterns.16 

Assessments should be reliable (i.e., measure 
consistently).

An assessment should be reliable, which means it 
should produce consistent results. While there are 
many types of reliability, inter-rater reliability is 
among the most important. Th e inter-rater reliability 
of an assessment tool refers to the likelihood that 
diff erent assessors will produce similar results when 
assessing the same child. For example, if two teachers 

fi lling out a kindergarten readiness survey 
evaluated the same child, and one teacher 
reported that the child is “rarely” excited about 
learning while the other teacher reported that 
the child is excited about learning “most of 
the time,” the assessment would be considered 
unreliable. Th e reliability of an assessment 
tool is particularly important when assessors 
intend to make comparisons between groups 

of children or between results over time. 

As the National Education Goals Panel noted, “[I]f 
policy changes are going to be made because reading 
scores have gone up or down, it is essential that 
the reported change be valid, and not an artifact of 
measurement error or changes in the test. One of 
the problems, for example, of using teacher opinion 
surveys to report on kindergartners’ readiness for 
school is that changes over time could be happening 
because children are becoming more or less ready or 
because teachers’ expectations of readiness vary or are 
changing.”17

Standardized direct assessments usually are designed 
to have a high level of reliability. Rating scales based 
on teachers impressions and authentic assessment 
using work sampling techniques can also have 
reasonable levels of reliability, but only if the teachers 
administering the assessment receive ongoing training 
so that they use rating scales consistently. For all 
types of assessments, the level of reliability is an 
empirical question that should be answered through 
measurement and testing. Trustworthy assessments 
have a rating for their reliability.

Because of the potenti al 
for bias, data based 
on a voluntary sample 
generally should 
be interpreted with 
extreme cauti on.
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     Context — Relevant data (and only relevant data) 
that provide context for fi ndings and conclusions 
should be collected. 

Th e data gathered from school readiness assessments 
is most meaningful when placed in a context. 
Information about children’s early childhood 
experiences, family demographics and health status 
help policy-makers interpret the results and more 
eff ectively direct resources to benefi t children. 
Th e Early Childhood Accountability Task Force 
recommended that population-level assessments 
“include the characteristics of the children and their 
families (e.g., name, birth date, address, health 
status, any diagnosed disabilities, 
parental data, family socio-economic 
status data); preschool enrollment 
(if applicable), with center 
identifi cation numbers.”18  Without 
this information it is impossible 
to address questions such as: Is 
the state closing the achievement 
gap between low-income children 
and their more affl  uent peers? Are 
children from urban and rural parts 
of the state equally well prepared for 
success? In what domains of school 
readiness do children with diagnosed 
disabilities need the most support? How are children’s 
early childhood experiences (such as participation in 
preschool) or their home environments aff ecting their 
school readiness?

While it is important to collect the information 
needed to answer such questions, it also is important 
to only gather data that will be used. It can be 
tempting for designers of data-collection systems to 
ask for as much information as seems reasonable, 
but gathering extraneous information is costly and 
time consuming. Furthermore, overly burdensome 
questionnaires can lead to teachers complying in a 
cursory fashion, which produces inaccurate data.  

     Guidance — Th e personnel who administer 
assessments should receive suffi  cient guidance in the 
form of ongoing training and support. 

Any assessment — whether it involves a standardized 

tool or an analysis of a child’s portfolio — requires 
training and support. Both should be ongoing to 
maintain the reliability of the assessment over time.

A nationwide survey of state offi  cials working with 
school readiness assessments found that more than 
half of the respondents commented on the need for 
better training of new professionals to understand 
what developmentally appropriate assessment means 
and how to use new methods of assessment. For 
example, the survey found that portfolio assessments 
are “overwhelming” for some teachers. Teachers 
“collect ‘all this stuff ,’ and they have checklists, 
but they are not sure what to do with it.”19 As the 
quotation suggests, teachers not only need training 

and support in how to properly 
administer an assessment, they also 
need guidance on how to interpret 
and use the results. Even when a 
school readiness assessment focuses 
on population-level outcomes 
rather than the individual-level data 
needed for instructional planning, 
publication of the results provides 
an opportunity for teachers to refl ect 
on their work and the outcomes 
they are trying to promote. Creating 
opportunities for this kind of critical 
refl ection is essential for making 

assessments part of a program-improvement strategy.

While Oregon was ahead of many states when it 
developed its kindergarten readiness survey in 1997, the 
survey does not meet generally accepted standards for 
an eff ecti ve school readiness assessment.

A nati onwide survey of state 
offi  cials ... found that more 
than half of the respondents 
[wanted] ... bett er training 
[for] new professionals 
to understand what 
developmentally appropriate 
assessment means and 
how to use new methods of 
assessment.
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PUTTING STANDARDS INTO PRACTICE: 
EXAMPLES OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOL 
READINESS ASSESSEMENTS

The fi ve standards described above are not mere 
abstractions. State governments and other 

jurisdictions across the nation are putting them into 
practice and demonstrating what powerful tools 
school readiness assessments can be when done 
well. Currently, about 20 states conduct some kind 
of assessment of school readiness at the beginning 
of kindergarten.20 Th e following examples from 
Maryland, San Francisco and Washington County, 
Oregon illuminate the eff ective application of several 
of these standards.

   Maryland shows that, with suffi  cient training and 
support for teachers who administer the survey, a 
rating scale can meet high standards for reliability and 
validity. 

• San Francisco demonstrates that when the purpose 
of an assessment is well defi ned and the questions to 
be asked are clearly specifi ed, the data collected can 
truly shape policy.  

• Th e Washington County survey shows how data take 
on new meaning and relevance when placed in the 
larger context of community needs and resources.

Each of the three assessments produces results 
that are valid, reliable, statistically meaningful and 
developmentally appropriate. At the same time, each 
jurisdiction made diff erent choices about the kind of 
tool to use, the kinds of contextual information to 
gather, and the questions to ask. Th ese choices refl ect 
legitimate diff erences in policy emphasis and focus.

Maryland 
Assessment is a core component of the Maryland 
Model of School Readiness (MMSR).21  While 
assessments for policy and assessments for 
instructional planning are quite diff erent, Maryland 
has found a way to do both at the same time — and 
do them well. It has done both eff ectively because 
it has invested signifi cantly in the training and 
support of the kindergarten teachers who administer 
the survey and because the assessment is so closely 
integrated with the curriculum.

Since 2001, Maryland has used a modifi ed version of 
the Work Sampling System® to measure the school 
readiness of its kindergartners every year. While 
teachers use the Work Sampling System® to create 
portfolios and organize their observation of their 
kindergartners throughout the year, the data are 
collected during the fi rst few weeks of November 
using 30 out of 66 indicators.22 Th ese indicators 
cover a broad range of developmental domains: social 
and personal development; language and literacy; 
mathematical thinking; scientifi c thinking; social 
studies; the arts; physical development and health. 
Information is also collected on: the race/ethnicity 
and gender of the children, their prior education 
experiences; whether they are eligible for free or 
reduced-price lunch; whether they have limited 
English profi ciency; and if they are receiving special 
education services.

Maryland kindergarten teachers report that the 
assessment is an important instructional planning tool. 
According to a survey of these teachers in 2002-2003, 
more than 90 percent reported that the assessment 
helped them decide what to work on with individual 
children. Eighty-six percent reported that they used 
it to help communicate with parents.23  Th e survey 
is also used by school and county administrators to 
determine how to direct resources, but it is not used 
to judge the performance of particular early childhood 
programs. According to a Maryland education offi  cial, 
the information from this report has helped the state 
focus on student achievement and investments in early 
childhood programs.24  

Maryland invests signifi cantly in the professional 
development of its kindergarten teachers, and 
training on the assessment process is integrated into 
overall professional development eff orts. Th rough a 
planning process prior to the school year, Maryland’s 
department of education and the local school districts 
develop a series of professional development activities 
that follow a particular sequence in the methodology 
and content of the MMSR. For instance, during the 
fi rst year, teachers will participate in staff  development 
sessions that introduce the early learning outcomes 
and indicators that defi ne the level of school readiness 
statewide. Th e subsequent sessions stress the teachers’ 
observational skills to gain insight into children’s 
learning and inform their instruction. Additional 
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modules stress: the alignment of curriculum, 
instruction and assessment; instructional planning; 
and communication with families about their 
children’s learning.25  

Guidance and protocols for using the Work Sampling 
System® are integrated into this professional 
development support. During the training, teachers’ 
accuracy in using this instrument is assessed.  Th is 
training, along with well-defi ned criteria for scoring, 
helps transform a portfolio-based evaluation into 
an assessment with suffi  cient rigor to be used for 
planning. Th e department developed for each of the 
30 Work Sampling System® indicators benchmark 
outcomes in the form of assessment exemplars for 
the fall (assessed statewide the fi rst two weeks of 
November) and the spring (assessed during the last 
two weeks of May and only in some school districts 
or for specifi c schools). Th e benchmark outcomes are 
aligned with the learning objectives of the state’s early 
learning standards. Maryland also takes further action 
to safeguard against teacher bias and ensure a high 
level of consistency and reliability in the assessment by 
contracting with an outside evaluator to statistically 
analyze the validity and reliability of the assessment.26  
Since 2006, the MMSR Kindergarten Assessment has 
been coordinated with the state’s Early Childhood 
Accountability System, which records the progress of 
young children’s individual education plans.

San Francisco
San Francisco Unifi ed School District’s (SFUSD) 
survey of kindergarten readiness demonstrates how a 
carefully designed school readiness assessment with 
a clear purpose and specifi c questions can produce 
specifi c and useful policy recommendations.27   
Approximately 4,000 kindergartners enter SFUSD 
each year. In 2007, SFUSD commissioned an 
independent research fi rm to determine the readiness 
of these children. Th e study was designed to answer 
the following questions:

• Are children ready for school? 

• How are early education programs connected to 
school readiness? 

• What other factors are associated with heightened 
school readiness? 

Th e researchers selected a representative sample of 
447 children to be assessed on 24 readiness skills. 
Kindergarten teachers were trained to administer the 
assessment, and “the focal point of the training was 
an item-by-item description of the readiness skill 
information to be collected via the Kindergarten 
Observation Form so that observers complete the 
form in a consistent way.” Teachers also completed a 
separate survey that recorded their viewpoints on and 
priorities for school readiness. In addition, parents of 
selected children were asked to complete a survey that 
provided a glimpse into the family and community 
factors associated with the children. Th ese three data 
sources allowed researchers to draw a rich picture of 
school readiness and pinpoint key areas for future 
investment. 

Th e report identifi ed the following:

• Specifi c neighborhoods have a concentration of 
children arriving at school needing more preparation, 
calling out where early childhood resources ought to 
be invested more intensively. 

• “Self-regulation” is a particular area in which 
teachers need more help working with children. Th irty 
percent of children entered kindergarten far below 
where their teachers would like them to be in terms of 
“self-regulation.” Teachers rated this as one of the most 
important skills for kindergarten entry and one of the 
most diffi  cult to improve.

• Further investment is needed in developmental 
screenings. Although medical, dental, vision and 
hearing assessments were common, far fewer children 
had a developmental screening prior to kindergarten 
entry.

Washington County, Oregon
Oregon’s Washington County has demonstrated the 
power of putting information about school readiness 
of children in a community context. In 1997 and 
again in 2007, Washington County Commission on 
Children and Families took a close look at school 
readiness in its community. Both studies used an 
ecological approach, looking not only at what children 
entering kindergarten know and can do, but also 
the readiness of the schools and the community to 
support, prepare and welcome these children and their 
families. Th e goals of these studies were to “measure 
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the current status of school readiness in the county 
and draw policy implications” and to “engage schools 
and communities in a conversation on the complex 
nature of school readiness and empower them to 
collect information on their own.”28   

Th e 2007 study used three direct assessments with 
a sample of 537 entering kindergartners from eight 
schools representing the demographic spectrum 
of the county. Th e direct assessments included a 
developmental inventory, a measure of alphabet 
knowledge and a measure of awareness of print 
concepts. Th e assessments were administered by 
teachers and other school personnel, all of whom 
received training in the proper use of the tools. 
Interviews were also conducted with the children’s 
families. Th e family interviews provided demographic 
data, level of satisfaction with child care, information 
about family routines, information about access to 
resources in the community, and involvement in 
the schools. In addition to this information about 
children and their families, the study also looked 
at what the schools were doing to ease students’ 
transition to kindergarten. Questionnaires were sent 
to participating teachers and principals. Th e survey 
of principals asked for information about school 
demographics and community context.29 

Th e 2007 study, just like the 1997 study, revealed 
that child outcomes were high, with “children …
generally holding their own.” Literacy development 
lagged behind expectations, especially in lower-income 
and language-diverse schools. Th e 2007 study also 
demonstrated signifi cant progress made since 1997. 
Community resources are better integrated and better 
linked to schools, and schools have dramatically 
increased developmentally appropriate programming 
and cultural and linguistic practices. At the same 
time, the county faces new challenges. Th e number of 
children in general, and the number of lower-income 
children and English language learners in particular, is 
increasing, important services remain under-funded, 
and access to high-quality child care is limited.

A REVIEW OF OREGON’S KINDERGARTEN 
READINESS SURVEY 

Every other fall since 2000, the Oregon 
Department of Education (ODE) has 

asked kindergarten teachers to participate in the 
kindergarten readiness survey on a voluntary basis. 
Oregon’s 2008 survey is the most recent survey for 
which the results are available. Th e 2008 Kindergarten 
Readiness Survey is also the fi rst after a major revision 
of the domains and indicators, the defi nitions of the 
indicators, the system of scoring, and the survey’s 
administration. As a prelude to this revision, ODE 
hosted two discussions with kindergarten teachers 
about how to more eff ectively ask questions on the 
survey. Th e changes to the survey were made in 
consultation with the Oregon Progress Board.30  (See 
Appendix B for a copy of the survey.)

Th e new survey, like its predecessor, is voluntary. 
Kindergarten teachers decide for themselves whether 
or not they take part in the survey. Participating 
teachers score each child in their class across a broad 
range of domains of school readiness based on their 
impressions of and experiences with each child during 
the period in which they have been in their classroom. 
While teachers receive written instructions on how 
to conduct the survey, they do not receive in-person 
training on how to score children on individual 
indicators.

Th e revised survey looks at the following fi ve 
domains:* 

1. approaches to learning; 
2. social and personal development; 
3. physical health, well-being and motor development; 
4. general knowledge and cognitive development;
5. communication, literacy and language 
development.  

*Each of these fi ve domains is broken down into subcategories with its own 
new indicators. Th e revised survey includes much more specifi c indicators for 
domains than the previous version.  For instance, “communication, literacy 
and language  development” (formerly “language and literacy”) now includes 
“receptive and expressive language” and the indicator “Child demonstrates 
understanding of messages in conversation by listening and responding 
appropriately; communicates needs, wants, and thoughts verbally (in child’s 
primary language); and speaks clearly and conveys ideas eff ectively.”
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ODE has also replaced its fi ve-point scoring scale with 
a four-point scale. 

Old Five-Point Scale New Four-Point Scale

1 = Never 1 = Not Yet
2 = Rarely 2 = Beginning
3 = Sometimes (ready to 
learn)

3 = In Progress (ready to 
learn)

4 = Often (ready to learn) 4 = Profi cient (ready to learn)
5 = Always (ready to learn)

New defi nitions are given for each of these scores.  For 
example, a score of 3 now equates to: “In Progress – 
Child demonstrates skill, knowledge, or behavior that 
is observable more than 50 percent of the time, but 
not all the time; demonstrates with regularity but is 
not completely profi cient; needs minor or occasional 
assistance.” Using the new scale, scores of 3 and 4 are 
deemed “ready to learn.”

Teachers who participate are now asked to submit 
information for all students in all of their classes, 
rather than select which of their classes to include. 
An additional new administrative feature is the use of 
student identifi cation numbers. For the fi rst time, the 
student identifi cation number for each child assessed 
is used to retrieve demographic information that 
teachers previously had to record themselves. Also for 
the fi rst time, data is submitted entirely electronically. 
In November 2008, the Department of Education 
hosted a videoconference for kindergarten teachers 
and school offi  cials on the new administrative features. 
Th e department is planning to conduct the survey 
yearly, rather than biennially as it has done in the past.

In addition to assessing children across a broad range 
of dimensions of school readiness, teachers are also 
asked to provide background information on 
children’s early childhood experiences, such as whether 
they had enrolled in preschool, attended Oregon 
Head Start Prekindergarten (OPK) or received Early 
Childhood Special Education (ECSE) services. Th e 
following demographic information is retrieved from 
the student’s data fi le and matched with the survey: 
child’s gender, ethnicity and whether English is a 
second language for that child. In addition to the 
survey, teachers are given an instructional sheet with a 
set of defi nitions meant to guide them in their scoring. 

After the data are collected, a composite score of the 
percentage of children who enter kindergarten ready 
to learn is calculated and used as the Oregon Progress 
Board’s school readiness benchmark. Children who 
score a 3 or above across all domains are considered 
“ready to learn.” Th e Oregon Progress Board reports 
this benchmark for each county and the state in its 
biennial “Oregon Shines” report. Th e Oregon Progress 
Board also sets a statewide target for this benchmark 
and reports whether the state is making adequate 
progress toward this goal. 

Th e 2008 survey collected data on 23,382 public 
school kindergartners from 492 schools. Data 
collection took place between December 1, 2008 
and January 14, 2009. Th e number of kindergarten 
teachers who participated is not noted in the 
report, nor is the percentage of the total population 
of kindergartners represented by this survey. No 
information is provided about if and how respondents 
diff er from non-respondents.  

Of the children assessed, 46.3 percent were deemed 
by their teachers to be ready in all fi ve developmental 
domains. In the 2006 survey, 80.3 percent of children 
were described by their teachers as meeting all 
dimensions of readiness. However, in all likelihood 
this signifi cant drop refl ects the changes in the survey 
and not changes in the preparedness of children for 
school. Indeed, this drop may refl ect that the new 
indicators are described with greater precision. Th e 
domain in which the most children (73.5 percent) 
were deemed ready is Physical Health and Well-
being, while Communication, Literacy and Language 
Development was the domain in which the fewest 
(61.9 percent) met the benchmark. Students who 
attended preschool exceeded the all-student average 
in all fi ve developmental domains. Th e report, as 
in previous years, recorded gaps in school readiness 
among racial and ethnic groups, and for English 
language learners.31 
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EVALUATING OREGON’S ASSESSMENT

Th e purpose of Oregon’s kindergarten readiness 
survey is not well defi ned.

According to the 2006 Kindergarten Readiness 
Report, information from Oregon’s survey is used 
“for a variety of important purposes including …
Oregon’s Early Childhood Legislative agenda, 
legislative decisions for statewide funding of programs 
impacting young children prior to school entrance, 
county and community planning related to Senate 
Bill 555 [enacted in 1999] and the Oregon Children’s 
Plan, the Oregon Progress Board’s Benchmark Report, 
instructional planning for preschool settings, and 
examination of the readiness of children participating 
in Oregon Pre-Kindergarten and Early Intervention/
Early Childhood Special Education Programs.”32  

Th e uses listed above are 
predominately for policy-planning 
purposes. While instructional 
planning is also included, the 
survey is ill-suited for this purpose, 
and there is little evidence that 
kindergarten teachers make use of 
it when planning instruction. (See 
Appendix A for information on how 
to use early childhood assessments 
for instructional planning.)

While the primary focus of Oregon’s 
survey is policy planning, there is 
little clarity about how the survey is supposed to guide 
policy-makers. It is not clear what decisions Oregon’s 
survey guides because it is not clear what questions the 
survey is trying to answer. Th e types of questions the 
survey is intended to answer should drive its design 
and use. At a minimum, the survey should be able 
to identify changes in the achievement gap among 
various populations. In addition, policy-makers could 
be asking questions such as: Are there diff erences at 
the state, county, school district or other levels? Do 
the children starting school most behind have access 
to full-day kindergarten or home-visiting programs? 
Determining the right set of questions is the 
responsibility of a broad set of stakeholders, including 
early childhood and K-12 educators, relevant state 
agencies, education advocates and elected offi  cials.

To be an eff ective policy-planning tool, Oregon’s 
survey must also meet basic standards of reliability and 
validity and be collected from a representative sample 
of children and teachers (discussed further below).

Recommendation: Th e Oregon Department of 
Education, in consultation with elected offi  cials, K-12 
leaders, early childhood professionals, relevant state 
agencies, and education and children’s advocates, 
should agree upon the policy questions that the survey 
is intended to address and determine what information 
and procedures are needed to answer those questions.

Oregon’s kindergarten readiness survey refl ects 
early childhood development standards and aligns 
with the state’s early learning guidelines. 

Th e designers of Oregon’s original kindergarten 
readiness survey followed the lead of the National 

Education Goals Panel when 
determining which domains of 
school readiness to assess. As such, 
Oregon’s survey is holistic in its 
approach, assessing the domains of 
early childhood development that 
experts see as essential for success in 
kindergarten and beyond. Th e focus 
of the original survey, as well as the 
recently revised version, on domains 
such as social and emotional 
development and approaches to 
learning is one of its strengths.

In 2006, Oregon adopted early learning guidelines 
known as the Oregon Early Childhood Foundations. 
One of the intended uses of the foundations is to 
“guide the selection of assessment tools that are 
appropriate for learners from a variety of backgrounds 
with diff ering abilities.”33 

Oregon’s Early Childhood Foundations and the state’s 
kindergarten readiness survey share a similar general 
approach to early childhood, with an emphasis on the 
broad domains of development. Because the domains 
were recently revised and are generally congruent 
with the Early Childhood Foundations, there is not 
a pressing need to further align the kindergarten 
readiness survey with the Early Childhood 
Foundations. However, the Early Childhood 

While the primary focus of 
Oregon’s survey is policy 
planning, there is litt le clarity 
about how the survey is 
supposed to guide policy-
makers.  It is not clear what 
decisions Oregon’s survey 
guides because it is not clear 
what questi ons the survey is 
trying to answer.
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Foundations should serve as a starting point for any 
future revisions to the content of the survey. Using 
the Early Childhood Foundations as a starting point 
also would provide an opportunity for early childhood 
professionals and K-12 leaders to develop shared 
expectations for young children and to improve their 
transition to kindergarten.

Oregon’s kindergarten readiness survey does not 
meet basic statistical and psychometric standards.

Th e statistical and psychometric properties of Oregon’s 
rating scale are its weakest features. In order for policy-
makers and other data users to have confi dence in the 
results, they need to know that the sample of children 
surveyed is representative, that teachers are completing 
the assessment reliably and consistently, and that the 
instrument validly measures the content and skills 
reported. Oregon's current survey does not 
meet these standards.

Oregon’s survey may not be 
representative.

Th e current survey is voluntary. As a result, 
no one can know if the children surveyed 
or the teachers surveying are representative. 
Further, no one can be certain that the 
subpopulations surveyed, such as English language 
learners, are representative of the entire sub-
population. Th e voluntary nature of Oregon’s survey 
makes drawing fi rm conclusions about how well 
children are doing almost impossible. As noted in the 
2004 Oregon Department of Education issue brief, 
because the teachers and children who participate 
may signifi cantly vary from survey to survey, it is 
also diffi  cult to analyze changes over time.34  Simply 
increasing the participation rate without addressing 
this issue of representation will not increase confi dence 
in the data. 

If Oregon decides to survey all children entering 
kindergarten, it should consider supplementing the 
survey with a standardized assessment of a smaller 
sample of children performed every four years. 
A quadrennial assessment designed in this way 
would increase confi dence in the data. In addition, 
conducting the survey on a quadrennial basis and 

using a representative sample would minimize the 
additional cost and burden of adding this in-depth 
survey.  

Th e validity and reliability of Oregon’s survey is 
unknown.

Confi dence in the survey results would also be 
enhanced by information about the instrument’s 
validity and reliability. Oregon has not formally tested 
the validity or reliability of its assessment. Of greatest 
concern is the survey’s reliability. Simply put, no one 
knows if teachers are assessing children in a consistent 
fashion, and because the reliability is unknown, the 
data should be treated as if they are not reliable. Th e 
rating scales, such as those used in Oregon’s survey, 
often have reliability issues. However, rating scales 
and authentic assessments can meet basic reliability 

standards with suffi  cient support and 
oversight. While Oregon does provide 
written instructions, it does not provide 
the kind of training for teachers that would 
address concerns about reliability.

Reliability and validity can be measured 
using several standard techniques. Th e 
reliability and validity of Oregon’s survey 
can and should be assessed. New Mexico, 

South Dakota and New Jersey are examples of states 
that have taken this basic but important step.35

The stati sti cal 
and psychometric 
properti es of 
Oregon’s rati ng 
scale are its weakest 
features.

Expectati ons for school readiness should align with 
early learning and developmental standards. Oregon 
does well in this regard.
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Is the number of Oregon kindergartners arriving at 
school “ready to learn” increasing? We don’t know.

2008 data not shown due to changes in methodology and 
content of survey.

When comparing the results from 1997 to 2006, it ap-
pears that Oregon has made great progress in preparing 
its young children for kindergarten. Over that period, 
according to results from the survey, the percentage of 
children “ready to learn” has increased by more than 
20 percentage points. However, one should be cautious 
when interpreting these results.  

According to Dr. Th omas Schultz, who led the 
National Early Childhood Accountability Task Force 
and is director of early childhood for the Council of 
Chief State School Offi  cers, one of the dangers of a 
subjective assessment based on kindergarten teachers’ 
perceptions, such as Oregon’s kindergarten readiness 
survey, is that the results often drift over time in ways 
that do not refl ect actual changes in the population 
of children being evaluated.  If teachers believe that a 
“ready to learn” score is supposed to be improving over 
time, this belief will color their judgment when they fi ll 
out the survey. Th is “upward bias” can be completely 
unintentional and still lead to changes in scores that 
don’t refl ect actual changes in children.

Th e pattern of improvement in Oregon’s “ready to 
learn” score may indicate an expectations-driven drift. 
If the dramatic increase in this score is legitimate, 
it should correspond to some underlying changes 
such as a signifi cant reduction in the number of 
children arriving at school with various risk factors or 
dramatically increased investment in early childhood 
programs that prepare children for success in school. 
Neither of these occurred during the period in which 
the kindergarten readiness survey reports major gains. 

Recommendation: Select a methodology that 
ensures representative data by (a) requiring all 
kindergarten teachers to participate in the assessment 
and collect data on all children or (b) surveying a 
randomly selected representative sample of children.

Recommendation: Th e validity and reliability of 
Oregon’s survey should be assessed. If it is proven 
to lack validity or reliability, the survey should be 
improved or replaced with an assessment tool that 
has been tested and is known to be both valid and 
reliable.36 

Oregon’s kindergarten readiness survey does not 
collect suffi  cient contextual information.

Th e contextual information needed depends upon the 
questions to be answered. Oregon’s survey provides 
some background information about the children: 
whether they received EI/ECSE services; whether they 
attended Oregon Head Start Prekindergarten; whether 
they are English language learners; their school district 
and their race/ethnicity. 

From data sources such as the ECLS-K (Early 
Childhood Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten), experts 
have learned that family background and resources 
(e.g., household income and parents’ education level) 
are important determinants of school readiness.37  
Family characteristics such as household income and 
parents’ educational attainment are highly correlated 
with all dimensions of school readiness. In addition, 
early childhood experiences, such as attending 
center-based child care and the quality of those 
experiences, can infl uence school readiness. Without 
this information, the picture drawn from the survey 
is incomplete, and important questions about how to 
target resources are diffi  cult to answer. 

If the results are to be used to formulate public policy, 
the data need to be placed in a useful context. For 
example, policy-makers may need to know what 
percentage of children are attending early education 
programs and the quality level of those programs. 
How communities support a child’s transition to 
kindergarten is also relevant. 

Some information is readily available. For example, 
eligibility for the federal free and reduced-price lunch 
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program is often used by education departments 
and education policy-makers as a rough proxy 
for family resources. Linking the kindergarten 
readiness survey results to this data would improve 
the ability of policy-makers to interpret the results. 
Important additional background information, 
such as educational attainment of parents, may be 
best obtained through interviews with the children’s 
families. Such family interviews could be part of a 
more in-depth assessment of a representative sample of 
children conducted less frequently.  

Oregon’s kindergarten readiness assessment lacks 
suffi  cient contextual information. Without it, no 
one knows how well Oregon is preparing children 
for kindergarten. As the school readiness studies 
conducted by the Washington County Commission 
on Children and Families demonstrates, connecting 
information about child outcomes with an assessment 
of the community context allows for a meaningful 
analysis of results and better policy recommendations.

Recommendation: Connect kindergarten readiness 
data to existing and relevant demographic data.  

Oregon does not provide adequate training 
and support for the teachers who administer its 
kindergarten readiness survey.

Th e 2008 revisions to Oregon’s survey provide 
kindergarten teachers with additional guidance on 
how to score students. Th is additional information 
should lead to increased consistency in teachers’ 
responses. However, providing teachers with written 
guidelines is inadequate to maintain consistency and 
reliability over time. Kindergarten teachers need more 
support if the survey is to be a reliable measurement 
of school readiness. A robust assessment requires 
substantial training and support. 

Maryland has shown what a diff erence training and 
support for kindergarten teachers who administer 
assessments can make. Because of this training, 
Maryland is able to use a rating scale and still meet a 
high standard of validity and reliability. Furthermore, 
this training and support has led kindergarten teachers 
to value the assessment and has enabled them to 
integrate it into their instructional planning.

Recommendation: Provide teachers with the 
training and technical assistance needed to make the 
assessment process meaningful and eff ective.

Oregon’s kindergarten readiness assessment lacks 
contextual informati on. Without it, no one knows how 
well Oregon is preparing children for kindergarten.
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SCORECARD

When measured against the fi ve standards set forth in this document, Oregon's kindergarten 
readiness survey falls short on four of the fi ve standards.

 1. Th e purpose of an assessment should be clearly defi ned at the outset, and the assessment 
 should be used only for its intended purpose.

  Th e purpose of Oregon’s kindergarten readiness survey is not well defi ned.

 2. Expectations for school readiness should align with early learning and developmental 
 standards.
 
  Oregon’s kindergarten readiness survey refl ects early childhood development 
  standards and aligns with the state’s early learning guidelines.

  
 3. A developmentally appropriate methodology that meets generally accepted statistical and 
 psychometric standards should be used.
 
  Oregon’s kindergarten readiness survey does not meet basic statistical and 
  psychometric standards.

 
 4. Relevant data (and only relevant data) that provide context for fi ndings and conclusions 
 should be collected.
 
  Oregon’s kindergarten readiness survey does not collect suffi  cient contextual 
  information.

 
 5. Th e personnel who administer assessments should receive suffi  cient guidance in the form 
 of ongoing training and support.
 
  Oregon does not provide adequate training and support for the teachers who 
  administer its kindergarten readiness survey.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The Children’s Institute recommends that Oregon’s Department of Education 
improve its kindergarten readiness assessment by implementing the 

following recommendations. 

ESTABLISH A CLEAR AND FOCUSED PURPOSE FOR SURVEY

 1. Th e Oregon Department of Education, in consultation with elected 
 offi  cials, K-12 leaders, education researchers, early childhood 
 professionals, relevant state agencies, and education and children’s 
 advocates, should agree upon the policy questions that the survey is 
 intended to address and determine what information and procedures are 
 needed to answer those questions.

ENSURE THE INTEGRITY OF THE DATA 

 2. Select a methodology that ensures representative data by (a) requiring 
 all kindergarten teachers to participate in the assessment and collect data 
 on all children or (b) surveying a representative sample of children.

 3. Th e validity and reliability of Oregon’s survey should be assessed. If it 
 is proven to lack validity or reliability, the survey should be improved or 
 replaced with an assessment tool that has been tested and is known to be 
 both valid and reliable.

 4. Provide teachers with the training and technical assistance needed to 
 make the assessment process meaningful and eff ective. 

IMPROVE THE SURVEY PROCESS

 5. Connect kindergarten readiness survey data to existing and relevant 
 demographic data.
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APPENDICES
APPENDIX A: OTHER TYPES OF 
ASSESSMENTS 

Program improvement and evaluation — A 
program evaluation asks whether a program is 
achieving its intended results.  Before an evaluation 
can assess outcomes, it must fi rst determine whether 
the program has been implemented as planned. 
A good program evaluation serves not only as an 
accountability tool; it also indicates how to improve 
performance. An evaluation also should focus on 
the outcomes the program is designed to produce. 
Program evaluations should use baseline data collected 
before the start of a program to assess progress or lack 
thereof. 

Th e ultimate goal of an outcome-focused program 
evaluation is to determine if children who participated 
in a program are doing better in the intended areas 
than they would be if they had not participated. 
Th e best way to answer this question is with an 
experimental design in which some children are 
randomly assigned to the program and other children 
from the same pool are assigned to a control group. 

School readiness assessments alone should not be used 
to judge the eff ectiveness of specifi c early childhood 
programs or interventions in which children have 
participated prior to kindergarten. Because school 
readiness assessments only provide information 
about the status of children at kindergarten entry, 
they cannot be used to evaluate programs that 
children attended prior to that point.38 Comparing 
kindergarten readiness survey results for children 
who received state early intervention/early childhood 
special education services to those who did not says 
nothing about the eff ectiveness of those services.39  
Such a comparison fails to take into account prior 
diff erences between these two groups.

Instructional planning — Ongoing assessment is 
a vital part of teachers’ instructional planning. Such 
assessments help teachers design the curriculum for 
the entire class and tailor instruction for individual 
children. Teachers systematically observe children 
in their activities, collect samples of the work, and 

make notes of their behaviors, use of language, etc. 
Monitoring and recording this information also helps 
teachers communicate with parents about their child’s 
development. Assessments for instructional planning 
do not need to meet the same psychometric standards 
as assessments for some other purposes.40 However, 
teachers need to understand how to objectively 
observe and document the criteria of assessment 
and how to interpret the data and use them in their 
teaching. Achieving this level of understanding 
requires extensive training. Without suffi  cient training 
and support, such assessments are not an eff ective use 
of public resources or teacher time. Many states now 
require teachers to demonstrate reliability if using 
observation-based assessment systems.41 
 
Most standardized and norm-referenced school 
readiness assessments do not off er the rich 
individualized information about children that is 
needed to plan instruction. Because school readiness 
assessments by their very nature require data that 
can be compared across groups of children or across 
time, they usually exclude the kind of qualitative 
observations that would help a teacher determine how 
to work with a particular child or classroom.

Screening for services — A screening measure is an 
assessment used to determine if further evaluation 
is necessary and whether special services are needed. 
Screens are used in a variety of settings, such as Head 
Start classrooms and doctors' offi  ces, to identify a 
variety of potential issues from delays in language 
development to hearing or vision impairment. Some 
screens are meant to be administered by a parent or 
caregiver; others require a higher degree of technical 
knowledge and training. Screens should be paired with 
other resources. If a screen identifi es a potential issue, 
a referral for a more complete diagnosis is needed, 
followed by services or treatment, if warranted.42   

In years past, some states used school readiness 
assessments to screen out children who were deemed 
“not ready for school.” Th e idea of using a screen 
to determine whether a particular child is ready for 
kindergarten as a condition for enrollment has been 
almost universally rejected in Oregon and across the 
country. 

When states have used tests to screen individual 
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children for school entry, the result has been that 
children who are most at-risk for school failure are 
denied access to kindergarten. Because the alternatives 
are often inadequate, screening out children has 
fostered inequities, perpetuating — and even 
widening — the gap between youngsters deemed 
ready and unready.43 Furthermore, screening tools, by 
design, assess only a few items in each domain and 
are inadequate for determining an individual child’s 
school readiness or making any other high-stakes 
decision.
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APPENDIX B: 2008 OREGON KINDERGARTEN READINESS SURVEY INSTRUCTIONS

OREGON DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
Offi  ce of Student Learning & Partnerships

2008 OREGON KINDERGARTEN READINESS SURVEY

Timeline for Data Collection: Opens December 1, 2008; closes January 14, 2009.

Basis for Collection: Oregon Ready to Learn Benchmark: Th e Oregon Department of Education is identifi ed as the 
relevant state agency for collection of these data.

Use of Data: Th e information is used for a variety of important purposes including, but not limited to, Oregon’s 
Early Childhood Legislative agenda, legislative decisions for statewide funding of programs that impact young 
children prior to school entrance, county and community planning related to Senate Bill 555 and the Oregon 
Children’s Plan, the Oregon Progress Board’s Benchmark Report, instructional planning for preschool settings, and 
examination of the readiness of children participating in Oregon Pre-Kindergarten and Early Intervention/Early 
Childhood Special Education Programs.

INSTRUCTIONS
District Offi  ce/School Offi  ce: Develop a data entry plan and communicate the plan to kindergarten teachers.  
Kindergarten students are new to the data system.
• Should kindergarten teachers use SSIDs or District Student IDs as they enter data for their students?
• Who will create the SSID, if the student does not already have one?

Kindergarten teachers will use worksheets to compile data.
• Will each kindergarten teacher input his/her own data electronically?
• Will a designated person at the school input data electronically for all kindergarten teachers in the school?
• Will a designated person at the district level input data electronically for all kindergarten teachers in the district?

Kindergarten Teachers: Complete the 2008 Oregon Kindergarten Readiness Survey worksheet for all students.
• If your school has SSIDs for all of your students, enter the SSIDs into the appropriate column for each student. If 
your school does not have SSIDs for your students, enter the District Student ID into the appropriate column for 
each student. (See the district data entry plan.)
• Enter the student’s initials or name along with the ID number.
• Evaluate all students who are enrolled in your class(es) as of November 1 (or the fi rst school day of November).
• Evaluate each student very carefully. Remember that the rating corresponds to indicators of readiness to learn.  
Ratings of “3” and “4” are considered ready to learn.
• Data will be entered electronically and submitted to ODE by January 14, 2009. (See the district data entry plan.)

STUDENT DATA CODES AND DEFINITIONS

Kindergarten teachers: Complete the paper worksheet for all students who are enrolled in your class(es) as of 
November 1 (or the fi rst school day in November). If your district/school has chosen to use a data entry plan 
operated by someone other than kindergarten teachers, submit the paper worksheet to the designated district/school 
data entry person.

Demographic Data
Mark all programs that apply to each child.

Head Start Indicates child participated in Head Start or Oregon Head Start Pre-Kindergarten (OPK).
 Y = Yes or N = No
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Preschool Indicates child was enrolled in a preschool program, not Head Start or Oregon Head Start Pre-Kindergarten 
(OPK).
 Y = Yes or N = No

Early Childhood Special Education (ECSE) Indicates child received ECSE services prior to kindergarten and had an 
Individualized Family Service Plan (IFSP) or an Individualized Education Program (IEP).
 Y = Yes or N = No

Developmental Domains and Indicators
Evaluate each child on each indicator. Remember that the rating corresponds to indicators of readiness to learn.

Ratings of “3” and “4” are considered ready to learn.

Approaches to Learning
Curiosity and Interest:
 Child shows eagerness to learn by observing, asking questions, and exploring.
Attentiveness and Persistence:
 Child sustains attention to tasks and persists when facing challenges.

Social and Personal Development
Adult Interaction:
 Child accepts guidance and directions from familiar adults.
Peer Interaction:
 Child plays and works with other children.
Adaptive Social Behavior:
 Child reacts appropriately to a variety of situations.
Self-Control:
 Child modifi es behavior when asked; and follows simple rules and routines.

Physical Health, Well-Being, and Motor Development
Gross Motor Skills:
 Child demonstrates strength, control, and coordination of large motor muscles to walk and run with ease.
Fine Motor Skills:
 Child demonstrates strength, dexterity, and control needed to use pencils, crayons, markers, paintbrushes, 
 scissors, and other manipulative materials.
Physical Fitness:
 Child demonstrates the stamina and energy to participate in daily activities.
Daily Living Skills:
 Child demonstrates personal health and hygiene skills; and appears to be physically healthy, well-rested, and 
 well-nourished.

General Knowledge and Cognitive Development
Critical and Analytical Th inking:
 Child demonstrates awareness of cause and eff ect; makes comparisons; diff erentiates between events that 
 happen in the past, present, and future; and demonstrates the ability to follow directions.
Number Sense and Operations:
 Child demonstrates beginning understanding of numbers, counting, and quantity; and sorts, classifi es, and 
 organizes objects.
Scientifi c Th inking:
 Child collects information through observation, exploration, and manipulation.
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Communication, Literacy, and Language Development
Receptive and Expressive Language:
 Child demonstrates understanding of messages in conversation by listening and responding appropriately; 
 communicates needs, wants, and thoughts verbally (in child’s primary language); and speaks clearly and 
 conveys ideas eff ectively.
Reading:
 Child demonstrates awareness of the alphabetic principle; knows print carries the message in a book; listens 
 with interest and understanding to stories; and recognizes own name in print.
Writing:
 Child writes/draws pictures or symbols to communicate understanding and to communicate in messages.

Rating Codes and Defi nitions

4* = Profi cient – Child has mastered this skill, knowledge, or behavior; demonstrates competently and consistently.

3* = In Progress – Child demonstrates skill, knowledge, or behavior that is observable more than fi fty-percent of the 
time, but not all the time; demonstrates with regularity but is not completely profi cient; needs minor or occasional 
assistance.

2 = Beginning – Child is just beginning to demonstrate skill, knowledge, or behavior that is observable less than 
fi fty-percent of the time; needs signifi cant or frequent assistance.

1 = Not Yet – Child has not yet demonstrated skill, knowledge, or behavior; cannot perform without assistance.
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