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10 FUNDAMENTALS OF COORDINATED
STATE ECE DATA SYSTEMS

1. Unique statewide child identifier.
2. Child-level demographic and program participation information.
3. Child-level data on development.
4. Ability to link child-level data with K-12 and other key data 

systems.
5. Unique program site identifier with the ability to link with children 

and the ECE workforce.
6. Program site data on structure, quality, and work environment.
7. Unique ECE workforce identifier with ability to link with program 

sites and children.
8. Individual ECE workforce demographics, including education and 

professional development information.
9. State governance body to manage data collection and use.
10.Transparent privacy protection and security practices and 

policies.
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EMERGING IDEAS & OPTIONS
FUNDAMENTALS
1. Unique statewide child identifier.
2. Child-level demographic and program participation information.
3. Child-level data on development.
4. Ability to link child-level data with K-12 and other key data 

systems.

Potential Rhode Island Options – Child Identifier:

KIDSNET & RIDE data bases are universal and contain demographic 
and some program participation information.

o Use KIDSNET ID as unique identifier statewide for young children
o Enter KIDSNET ID into other state data systems 

o Use RIDE SASID as unique identifier statewide for young children  
o RIDE assigns a SASID to all children in KIDS NET.
o All other state data systems use RIDE SASID for children
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EMERGING IDEAS & OPTIONS
FUNDAMENTALS
1. Unique statewide child identifier.
2. Child-level demographic and program participation information.

Potential Rhode Island Options – Program Participation:

Identify a central storage place or linkage hub for early childhood program 
participation information.

o Link existing program participation data from EI, Preschool Special Education 
(including typically developing children)  and Child Care Subsidy to unique 
Child ID.  Need to understand how attendance is measured.

o Have Early Head Start and Head Start programs enter child participation 
information into a central state data system (KIDSNET?)

o Enter State Pre-K child participation information into a central state data 
system (E-RIDE)

o Develop system to track program participation information for children who 
are not receiving a government subsidy (KIDSNET?)

o Examine how best to track enrollment/attendance data at classroom level 
and by funding source?
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EMERGING IDEAS & OPTIONS
FUNDAMENTALS
3. Child-level data on development.

Potential Rhode Island Options – Child Screening Data:

Identify a central storage place for developmental screening data 

o Use KIDSNET as the central storage place for child-level 
developmental screening data entered by providers (including medical, 
early learning, EI, and home visiting).

o Need for common tool(s) and schedule (training for providers).

o Enter Child Outreach screening data into KIDSNET (plan in place)
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EMERGING IDEAS & OPTIONS
FUNDAMENTALS
3. Child-level data on development.

Potential Rhode Island Options – Child Assessment Data:

Identify a central storage place for early learning child assessment data: 

o Need for common tool(s) that measure progress across all domains. 

o Examine use of Teaching Strategies GOLD as key state database for 
observation-based child assessment data.

o Participate in RIDE development of Comprehensive Local Assessment 
System guidance for district K-3 assessment systems (particularly K 
entry assessment).

o Work to align birth to 3rd grade child assessment over time.
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EMERGING IDEAS & OPTIONS
FUNDAMENTALS
5. Unique program site identifier with the ability to link with children and 

the ECE workforce.

Potential Rhode Island Options – Program site ID:

Identify a unique Program Site ID:

o Use DCYF Provider ID as unique identifier? – child care centers, 
family child care, preschools, center-based Early Head Start/Head 
Start 

o Use RIDE School ID as unique identifier? – preschool special 
education in public schools, approved preschools, state Pre-K 

o Have BrightStars use DCYF Provider ID/RIDE School ID to track 
program quality.

o DHS Child Care Subsidy Program uses DCYF Provider ID.

o What about Early Intervention and Home-Based Early Head 
Start/Head Start?
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EMERGING IDEAS & OPTIONS
FUNDAMENTALS
6. Program site data on structure, quality, and work environment.

Potential Rhode Island Options – Program Quality Data:

Identify central storage place for information on program quality:

o Use BrightStars as central storage place for quality data on center-
based early childhood programs and family child care.  BrightStars
also tracks NAEYC/NAFCC accreditation and RIDE approval.

o RIDE to track quality of preschool special education programs using 
new RIDE preschool approval standards?

o Early Intervention tracks program quality using compliance measures 
and data on child outcomes. Four levels with guidance from feds. 

o Potential new information from feds about quality of Early Head Start 
and Head Start.  
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EMERGING IDEAS & OPTIONS
FUNDAMENTALS
7. Unique ECE workforce identifier with ability to link with program sites 

and children.
8. Individual ECE workforce demographics, including education and 

professional development information.

Potential Rhode Island Options – Workforce:

Identify central storage place(s) for information on workforce:

o Create workforce registry with unique ID for individuals and potentially 
require participation by all DCYF licensed programs (community-based).  

o Verification of minimum staff qualifications by DCYF licensing? 

o Verification of advanced/other staff qualifications (CDA, higher education, 
teacher certification) by workforce registry/BrightStars?

o Verification of professional development completed by PD system?

o RIDE continues to maintain data on teacher certification and staff 
employed by public schools?

o What about Early Intervention and Home-Based Early Head Start/Head 
Start?
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EMERGING IDEAS & OPTIONS
FUNDAMENTALS
9. State governance body to manage data collection and use.
10. Transparent privacy protection and security practices and policies.

Potential Rhode Island Options – Governance & Privacy/Security:

Develop governance body:

o Early Learning Council recommends that Governor develop an inter-
departmental body to oversee the RI Early Care and Education data 
system.

o Identify a point person/organization to oversee data system(s) and 
linkages, develop and run reports, etc.

Develop privacy protection and security practices and policies.

o Governing body and point person/organization develops policies and 
ensures they are publicly available.  Build on policies in place at HEALTH, 
RIDE, DHS, DCYF.
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NGA READY STATES
PROJECT OVERVIEW

RI selected to receive technical assistance to plan a 
coordinated birth to age 8 data infrastructure.
Early childhood data system infrastructure is a national focus 
area for Early Learning Councils.
Ready States RI team (including DHS, Health, DCYF, Head 
Start, Rhode Island KIDS COUNT, and R2LP/Providence 
Plan) working to develop a plan for data system 
enhancements and linkages.  
Action plan (with ideas, options, and recommendations) 
expected to be complete in December 2010 to be reviewed by 
Rhode Island Early Learning Council and turned into NGA.
ELC will assume responsibility for moving data system 
planning further in 2011-2012, including more refined and 
specific plan with estimated costs and timeline



RHODE ISLAND EARLY
CHILDHOOD DATA TEAM GOALS

Rhode Island will advance our work to create an 
integrated, coordinated early childhood data system linked 
with the K-12 data system.
1. Expand, improve, and connect our data systems.
2. Make significant improvements and align/connect our state’s 

data systems that track early care and education programs.
3. Develop a data system to understand the composition of the 

early childhood workforce and to track and document 
professional development. Link the workforce data system to 
the program data system.

14
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THE RHODE ISLAND
EARLY LEARNING SYSTEM

Child Care

Pre-K

Head Start & Early Head Start

Special Education
EI & Preschool 



CORE STRATEGIES

Goal: Develop and implement a coordinated, longitudinal 
early childhood data system.
Core Strategies:
1. Identify critical policy questions.
2. Develop current data inventory and map for each policy 

question.
3. Identify options and strategies to link data systems housed 

in different agencies.  Explore the idea of using a unique 
identifier and/or data hub.

4. Develop strategy and plan for Kindergarten assessment in 
Rhode Island.
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EXISTING STATE DATA
COORDINATION INITIATIVES

EOHHS/DHS:  Medicaid Data Warehouse

RIDE: State Longitudinal Data System
2009 federal grant to connect information systems from pre-
kindergarten through higher education
RI DataHub links data from RIDE, Health and DCYF. Operated by 
the Providence Plan with funding from RIDE.

17



KEY ECE POLICY QUESTIONS
Access

What percentage/how many children are in various early care and education 
settings? (unduplicated children by type of setting, location, and quality) 
What percentage/how many children are enrolled in high-quality early care 
and education programs? (access and quality)
How much high-quality early care and education programming are children 
receiving? (attendance)
How many different programs do children attend before entering 
kindergarten? (stability) 
What percentage / how many children are receiving health and 
developmental services? (comprehensive services)

Program Quality
What percentage/how many of early care and education programs are high-
quality?
Does program quality improve over time? 18



KEY ECE POLICY
QUESTIONS (CONT’D)

Early Childhood Workforce
What percentage/how many of the early childhood workforce are qualified by 
meeting specific standards established to prepare children to succeed at 
school entry (e.g. core competencies, career lattice education levels)? 
What are workforce characteristics and patterns (turnover, compensation, 
diversity, education, etc.)?

School Readiness
How many/what percentage of children are on track to succeed, during the 
early childhood years, at school entry, and beyond?

19



PROGRAM ACCESS & QUALITY
Child ID

KIDSNET at birth, RIDE at school entry, DHS child care subsidy, DHS early 
intervention, Head Start/Early Head Start (managed at agency level), community 
programs (?).

Provider ID
DCYF Provider ID (child care programs, community-based preschools, center-
based Head Start/Early Head Start)
RIDE School ID (special ed preschool, RIDE approved preschools, state Pre-K)
EI provider ID
BrightStars Provider ID

Enrollment/Attendance Info
EI (DHS/KIDSNET), Preschool special ed (RIDE), Child Care Subsidy (DHS), 
Head Start (managed at agency level),  community programs?

Quality Info
DCYF license type/violations (centers and family child care)
BrightStars star level and NAEYC/NAFCC accreditation (centers and fcc)
RIDE Preschool Classroom Approval (community-based and public schools)
Head Start/Early Head Start quality (federal but center-based also in BrightStars)
Early Intervention (compliance and child outcome data)

20



SCHOOL READINESS
Child ID

KIDSNET at birth, RIDE at school entry, DHS child care subsidy, DHS early 
intervention, Head Start/Early Head Start (managed at agency level), community 
programs (?).

Developmental Screening Data
Newborn Developmental Risk Screening (KIDSNET)
Watch Me Grow/Project LAUNCH (planned for KIDSNET)
Early Head Start/Head Start (at agency level)
Child Outreach (RIDE)
Community programs (?)

Child Assessment Data
RIDE: Teaching Strategies GOLD (Preschool Special Ed, State Pre-K)
Early Head Start/Head Start (at agency level – some use of Teaching Strategies 
GOLD)
RIDE : Development of K entry assessment (and K-3 assessment system)
EI: eligibility and child outcome data
Community programs (?)

21



WORKFORCE
Educator/Staff ID

DCYF provider ID for family child care providers, 
RIDE teacher certification ID 
RIDE assistant teacher ID (for those employed by public schools)
BrightStars ID for key staff at participating programs
EI staff ID

Workforce qualifications and professional development data
DCYF compliance data on key center employees and  family child care providers
RIDE teacher certification and assistant teacher data, 
BrightStars data (CDA, higher education, credits in field, IPDP)
R2LP database on individuals who have participated in R2LP training

To Be Developed/In Process
Workforce Registry planning (RIAEYC with DHS support)
TEACH data on participants (including baseline qualifications)
Core competencies for center-based early childhood educators (RIDE/DHS)
Professional development system planning (RIAEYC/DHS)
RIDE: teacher certification and evaluation planning
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INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
 
 

This report summarizes information gathered to help guide next steps in the planning 
of a statewide kindergarten assessment process in Washington State. The Washington 
State Legislature asked the State Department of Early Learning (DEL) and the Office of 
Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI), in collaboration with Thrive by Five 
Washington (Thrive), to research and make recommendations to the Legislature on a 
statewide kindergarten assessment process. DEL contracted with SRI International (SRI), 
a nonprofit research and consulting firm, to assist with the planning process. All three 
organizations collaboratively directed SRI’s work by participating in weekly conference 
calls to regularly review progress made and documents produced, including this report. 
The information presented in this report was collected within a 2-month period (mid-
September to mid-November 2008) so that the report could be shared with the State 
Legislature on December 15, 2008. 

The findings and recommendations about whether and how a statewide kindergarten 
assessment process could be implemented in Washington State included in this report are 
based on consultation with a variety of stakeholder groups. Most stakeholder input came 
from an online survey that was conducted in the last 2 weeks of October 2008. This input 
was augmented by two focus groups held by phone, one with Washington-based early 
learning and assessment experts and the other with cultural competency experts. In 
addition, input was gathered by listening to Washington Indian Tribes discuss their 
perspectives on a statewide kindergarten assessment process at the Washington State 
Tribal Leaders Congress on Education meeting held on October 15, 2008. Finally, DEL 
staff gathered input by phone from 20 stakeholders.  

SRI also reviewed the literature on best practices for the assessment of young 
children, including position papers, policy briefs, journal articles, and book chapters, and 
synthesized information and reports available on the Web about kindergarten assessment 
processes being used by other states and countries. The full bibliography used to inform 
this report is found in a separate document posted on the DEL Web site: Selected 
Bibliography about Early Childhood and Kindergarten Assessment and School 
Readiness. Finally, to gather information on current kindergarten assessment processes 
being used by schools in Washington State, SRI worked with OSPI to develop and 
implement an online survey that asked schools statewide about their current kindergarten 
assessment processes, and conducted telephone interviews with representatives from six 
Washington State school districts about their local assessment processes.  

The goal of this report is to meet the requirement put forth in the 2008 supplemental 
state operating budget, Section 616 (14)1: 

 $150,000 of the general fund--state appropriation for fiscal year 2009 is provided solely for 

The findings and 
recommendations about 
whether and how a 
statewide kindergarten 
assessment process 
could be implemented in 
Washington State 
included in this report are 
based on consultation 
with a variety of 
stakeholder groups. 
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the department of early learning to work with the office of the superintendent of public instruction, 
and collaborate with thrive by five Washington, to study and make recommendations regarding the 
implementation of a statewide kindergarten entry assessment. The department and the office of the 
superintendent of public instruction shall jointly submit a report with recommendations for 
implementing the kindergarten entry assessment to the governor and the appropriate committees of 
the legislature by December 15, 2008. In the study and development of the recommendations, the 
department shall: 

(a) Consult with early learning experts, including research and educator associations, early 
learning and kindergarten teachers, and Washington Indian tribes; 

(b) Identify a preferred kindergarten entry assessment based on research and examples of other  
assessments, and which is sensitive to cultural and socioeconomic differences influencing the 
development of young children;  

(c) Recommend a plan for the use of the assessment in a pilot phase and a voluntary use phase, 
and recommend a time certain when school districts must offer the assessment;  

(d) Recommend how to report the results of the assessment to parents, the office of the 
superintendent of public instruction, and the department of early learning in a common 
format, and for a methodology for conducting the assessments; 

(e) Analyze how the assessment could be used to improve instruction for individual students 
entering kindergarten and identify whether and how the assessment results could be used to 
improve the early learning and K-12 systems, including the transition between the systems; 

(f)  Identify the costs of the assessment, including the time required to administer the assessment; 
and 

(g) Recommend how to ensure that the assessment shall not be used to screen or otherwise 
preclude children from entering kindergarten if they are otherwise eligible. 

Based on our research and input from stakeholders, the appropriate approach to 
doing this work is to talk about a “kindergarten assessment process,” which is how it is 
referred to throughout this report. Thus, this report includes recommendations and 
considerations about the following:  

• How a kindergarten assessment process can be used to improve instruction, the 
early learning and K-12 systems, or for other purposes.  

• What methodology or approaches could be used for conducting a kindergarten 
assessment process, including those sensitive to cultural and socioeconomic 
differences influencing the development of young children. 

• How to ensure that a kindergarten assessment process is not used to screen or 
preclude children from entering kindergarten if they are otherwise eligible. 

• How the information could be shared with parents, OSPI, DEL, and others. 

• The costs, including time and funding required for a kindergarten assessment 
process.  

• A plan for developing and implementing a pilot of a kindergarten assessment 
process in Washington State. 

This report begins with a summary of the information gathered on best practices for 
the assessment of young children, examples of other state and national kindergarten 
assessment processes, kindergarten assessment processes used currently in Washington 

 “What is so awesome 
about this opportunity [to 
discuss a statewide 
kindergarten assessment 
process] is that we are 
given a chance to teach 
people that there is a way 
to do this that honors 
each child.” 

—A Tribal Congress 
member 
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State schools, and the priorities of various stakeholders for a statewide kindergarten 
assessment process. Recommendations and considerations for next steps in developing a 
kindergarten assessment process, and a suggested implementation plan, are provided in 
the later part of the report. First, however, we provide a brief definition of kindergarten 
readiness and an explanation of what a kindergarten assessment process is. 

Definition of kindergarten readiness. DEL, OSPI, and Thrive believe that 
kindergarten readiness is much more than whether a child is ready for school. They 
define kindergarten readiness as an equation including four concepts: Kindergarten 
readiness = Ready children + Ready schools + Ready parents and families + Ready 
communities. This equation stipulates that many people and contexts play roles in 
ensuring children enter kindergarten ready to learn.2  

Definition of a kindergarten assessment process. A kindergarten assessment 
process is an organized way to learn what children know and are able to do, including 
their disposition toward learning, when they enter kindergarten and possibly at other 
points in time (e.g., before leaving preschool or throughout the kindergarten school 
year).3, 4 It is not a single test or an assessment tool. Rather, it is a process that includes 
the activities that happen before any type of assessment takes place, such as training and 
professional development of those giving the assessment; the activities that happen 
during an assessment period, such as the administration of the tools and methods used to 
collect information on children’s skills and knowledge; and the activities that happen 
after the assessment period, such as how the results of an assessment are analyzed, 
shared, and used to support children and inform policies. Designing a kindergarten 
assessment process presents opportunities for Washington’s children, educators, and 
policy-makers. However, designing a kindergarten assessment process is complex 
because there are many interrelated decisions to be made about its purpose(s), focus, 
methods, and implementation. For example, a kindergarten assessment may have a single 
or multiple purposes and audiences; it may focus on one or several areas of children’s 
skills and development; it may include a variety of methods to gather information about 
children’s abilities; it may use information collected from a variety of sources, including 
kindergarten teachers, caregivers, parents, and assessors; and results may be shared with 
a variety of stakeholders in a variety of formats.  

Defining what a kindergarten assessment process will look like for Washington State 
is complex and takes time because it requires defining local priorities and then making 
decisions based on them, building on knowledge about best and current practices, and 
designing a process that is feasible given the available resources. Further, defining a 
kindergarten assessment process for Washington State will require broad stakeholder 
involvement to ensure that the decisions being made about the process will benefit 
children with diverse backgrounds, experiences, and competencies. With thoughtful 
consideration and planning, a kindergarten assessment process could provide reliable 
information about the skills, development, and competencies of the nearly 72,000 
children entering kindergarten in Washington State each year. This information could be 
used in a variety of ways to support families, parents, schools, and communities in 
helping children succeed in kindergarten and beyond.  

Designing a kindergarten 
assessment process is 
complex because there 
are many interrelated 
decisions to be made 
about its purpose(s), 
focus, methods, and 
implementation. 
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BEST PRACTICES FOR THE ASSESSMENT 
OF YOUNG CHILDREN 

 
 
 
 

Because assessing young children can be challenging and complex, many 
organizations dedicated to supporting young children have identified best practices to 
ensure that assessments of young children are conducted, interpreted, and used in ways 
that help children and do not harm them in any way. Best practices articulate the 
characteristics of an assessment process that are most likely to lead to accurate and useful 
information about children’s skills, abilities, and competencies that can then be used for a 
variety of beneficial purposes.  

To provide a context for the recommendations and considerations presented at the 
end of this report, we reviewed and summarized the substantial literature related to 
assessment of young children, including position statements from organizations focused 
on assessment practices.5 These organizations include the National Research Council, the 
American Educational Research Association and the American Psychological 
Association, the National Center for Measurement in Education, the National Education 
Goals Panel, the National Association for the Education of Young Children, the National 
Association of Early Childhood Specialists in State Departments of Education, the 
National Association of School Psychologists, the Division for Early Childhood, and the 
Pew National Early Childhood Accountability Task Force. Recommendations for best 
practices and guiding principles when assessing young children are summarized and 
outlined below. In general, an assessment process should do the following:  

• Benefit children and do no harm.  

An assessment process must be carried out in ways that bring benefits to children, 
and they must be done in ways that support children’s self-confidence and learning. 
There is universal agreement that using assessments to understand and improve 
children’s learning is a beneficial use; however, there is also universal agreement 
that using assessment data to keep children from entering kindergarten or to 
determine their placement in kindergarten is harmful.6-10 Assessment data should 
never be used to deny children opportunities or services. In addition, the 
implementation of assessment procedures should not harm a child’s self-esteem by 
negatively labeling a child or focusing exclusively on deficits or failures. Rather, the 
assessment process should identify a child’s positive skills and unique strengths that 
then can serve as the basis to build new and better skills.  

Assessment data should 
never be used to deny 
children opportunities or 
services. 

Best practices articulate 
the characteristics of an 
assessment process that 
are most likely to lead to 
accurate and useful 
information about 
children’s skills, abilities, 
and competencies that 
can then be used for a 
variety of beneficial 
purposes.  
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• Be used only for the purpose(s) for which the assessment process is 
designed.  

Defining the purpose(s) of a kindergarten assessment process up front is important 
because assessment tools are typically developed for a single purpose and can not be 
easily used for other purposes. This means that the purpose(s) of the assessment 
process must be clear before tools can be selected. It may also mean that multiple 
tools are needed to address multiple purposes. For instance, an assessment intended 
to inform classroom instruction requires different tools and methods than an 
assessment intended to screen for developmental delays or disabilities. 

• Be appropriate for the population being assessed, including being 
culturally and linguistically responsive. 

The literature on best practices for assessment of young children universally asserts 
that it is unfair to subject children to an assessment process that does not accurately 
tap into their knowledge, skills, or potential. Assessment processes should be 
designed and validated for use with the ages, cultures, languages, socioeconomic 
levels, abilities and disabilities, and other characteristics of the children who are 
being assessed. Using assessment tools or processes that are linguistically or 
culturally inappropriate may underestimate children’s true abilities and 
competencies, thus leading to inaccurate conclusions.11-13 Also, the individuals 
conducting assessments should be knowledgeable about the children’s cultures and 
be able to assess children in their primary language. Inclusion of parents in the 
assessment process can provide more accurate information about children, especially 
if teachers and assessors do not reflect the child’s culture or linguistic background.  

• Include accommodations for children with disabilities. 

Assessment processes involving young children with disabilities should include a 
variety of adaptations that allow children to demonstrate their skills and 
competencies in alternative ways (e.g., a child who cannot hear or speak can sign) or 
with accommodations (e.g., a child with a physical limitation can demonstrate verbal 
understanding using eye gaze; a child may need more time to complete a task). Best 
practices position statements highlight that this issue is particularly challenging 
because few assessment tools include such accommodations. They also recommend 
the inclusion of parents in the assessment process to gather more accurate 
information about the full extent of children’s skills and knowledge. 

• Provide useful, valid, and reliable information. 

An assessment process should include a variety of methods that are technically 
sound and validated for the purpose(s) for which the assessment process is intended, 
including the provision of norms for children from diverse backgrounds and children 
with disabilities or other special needs. Useful, valid, and reliable information means 
that the assessment process provides the types of information needed, correctly gives 
information about children’s skills, and is able to produce the same results when 
used by different assessors. Best practices position statements note that although 
numerous early childhood assessment tools are available, many of them are limited 
in terms of validity and reliability, particularly for children from diverse cultures, 
English learners, and those with disabilities.  

Assessment processes 
involving young children 
with disabilities should 
include a variety of 
adaptations that allow 
children to demonstrate 
their skills and 
competencies in 
alternative ways. 

Assessment processes 
should be designed and 
validated for use with the 
ages, cultures, languages, 
socioeconomic status, 
abilities and disabilities, 
and other characteristics 
of the children who are 
being assessed.  

The purpose(s) of the 
assessment process must 
be clear before tools can 
be selected. 



 

6 

• Collect information on multiple areas of development. 

Research suggests that a process to assess what children know and can do when they 
enter kindergarten should be multifaceted and include measures of a range of skills, 
across multiple areas of development. The widely cited National Education Goals 
Panel (NEGP) identified five areas of children’s development and learning that are 
important to school success: physical well-being and motor development; social and 
emotional development; language development; approaches to learning; and 
cognition and general knowledge.14 Most best practice guidelines and early learning 
standards recommend use of a comprehensive assessment approach that incorporates 
all five NEGP areas of development. More narrowly designed assessment 
approaches may underestimate some important competencies. Furthermore, 
understanding children’s skills and behaviors across all domains will give better 
information for planning future instruction. 

Research also suggests that the areas of learning development are closely related to 
each other.11, 15, 16 For example, how well a child has learned to communicate affects 
how well the child can demonstrate thinking skills and knowledge about math or 
colors. Similarly, a child who is shy with adults or who has trouble paying attention 
may not be able to show what he or she really knows during the assessment process.  

• Include multiple sources of information, including family participation and 
input. 

Gathering information from multiple sources, such as kindergarten teachers, trained 
assessors, parents, and early care and education (ECE) providers, is recommended 
for best understanding young children’s skills and competencies.10, 11 Young children 
are variable in their tendencies to be verbal, follow directions, focus their attention 
and persist on a task, and be sociable with an unfamiliar adult. This variability can 
influence assessment results, particularly on standardized direct assessments.  

There is universal agreement across position statements and the research literature 
about best assessment practices that parents are essential participants in a valid and 
useful assessment process, both as informants about their child’s skills and abilities 
and as recipients of assessment information. Parents have unique information about 
children from their daily interactions and the many everyday contexts in which they 
and their children participate.  

The best practices position statements and the research literature also recommend 
collecting information from teachers who worked with children prior to their entry to 
kindergarten.17-19 ECE providers have unique perspectives on children’s early 
development and learning that could help kindergarten teachers to better understand 
and serve incoming students. Further, many preschool programs have assessment 
information they have already collected on the children participating in their 
programs that they can share with elementary schools. Finally, gathering information 
about children’s pre-kindergarten experiences from ECE providers in the assessment 
process promotes continuity between preschool and elementary school settings.  
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• Include information collected through naturalistic methods in familiar 
settings. 

Because many young children often do not perform well for unfamiliar adults or on 
demand, collecting assessment information by using naturalistic methods in familiar 
settings, with people familiar to children, and over time is highly  
recommended.11, 20, 21 Naturalistic methods refer to assessment techniques used in the 
natural setting of children’s classrooms and include gathering examples of children’s 
work and observing children’s performance and behavior as they go about their daily 
work.22, 23 Work examples and observations are then scored for level of proficiency, 
using rating scales or rubrics on which the observing adult has been trained. 
Naturalistic methods may be especially useful approaches for obtaining valid 
information about children from diverse cultural and language backgrounds and 
those with disabilities. 

• Be repeated over time.  

Because of the variations in children’s performance from day to day and the fact that 
developmental growth patterns are typically uneven, relying on a single performance 
at only one point in time is not an accurate or fair way to draw conclusions about a 
child’s abilities.10, 11, 24, 25 Best practice guidelines uniformly state that assessments 
are most accurate and useful when done repeatedly over time. Use of repeated 
assessments emphasizes growth and gains in skills and learning over time; research 
shows that this approach more accurately indicates children’s competencies. A focus 
on growth over time also allows teachers and parents to celebrate strengths and 
achievements of children, while also using assessment information to plan how to 
support children’s continuing growth and learning. 

• Be supported by professional development.  

The quality of assessment data relies heavily on the accuracy of implementation; 
thus, training is critically important. If assessments are not done well, the data 
collected may not provide the information sought and/or may inaccurately represent 
children’s performance. The individuals collecting the assessment information 
should be well trained in child development, assessment principles, and the tools 
being used for conducting assessments. They also should be knowledgeable about 
the children’s cultures and capable of assessing children in their primary language.  

• Be feasible and realistic, given the implementation context.  

Ultimately, the kindergarten assessment process selected for implementation must be 
feasible. Issues that influence the feasibility of an assessment process include cost, 
capacity, and additional burden on districts, schools, teachers, children, and families.  

Although designing a statewide kindergarten assessment process that adopts all the 
best practices outlined in this section may be challenging, it is important to 
understand and keep best practices in mind in order to make effective and informed 
decisions. The Washington State Legislature and other stakeholders will need to 
prioritize a number of competing purposes and constraints during the development 
and implementation of a statewide kindergarten assessment process, including 
prioritizing the best practices most important to adopt. 
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EXAMPLES OF STATE AND OTHER LARGE 
SCALE KINDERGARTEN ASSESSMENT 
PROCESSES  

 
 
 

To learn about and build on the experiences of others with regard to large-scale 
kindergarten assessment processes, SRI reviewed published literature related to practices 
used to assess children in kindergarten. Information was gathered from the Web sites of 
state departments of education and organizations known for their work in early care and 
education, early childhood assessment, and/or school readiness, and from early childhood 
experts at SRI, DEL, OSPI, and Thrive.  

Our review found that at least 19 states in the nation have implemented some form of 
kindergarten assessment process since 2006, and the characteristics of these processes are 
presented below. In addition, we reviewed assessment processes from two countries 
outside the United States (Canada and New Zealand). The following sections describe the 
nature of the assessment processes reviewed, including key purposes, areas of children’s 
skills and development measured, methods used to collect information, and other 
assessment implementation characteristics. However, the analysis presented here 
provides a broad perspective of large-scale kindergarten assessment processes rather than 
a thorough content analysis because of the lack of specificity provided in available 
reports. For example, information on why particular assessment tools were selected and  
on the specific procedures being used, including administration, data analysis and 
reporting, and associated costs, often was incomplete or missing. Below we present the 
general trends that we identified across the information available. We acknowledge that 
we may have miscategorized aspects of some states’ assessment processes because of the 
lack of information. Also, it is important to note that many of the large-scale assessment 
processes reviewed do not adopt all best practices described in the preceding section. 
Rather, it seems that large-scale assessment processes reflect the best practices most 
relevant to states’ local purposes and circumstances.  

Purposes. Most of the states (15 of 19) indicate that improving individual 
instruction is one of their explicit purposes for implementing their kindergarten 
assessment process. Another common purpose, identified by 11 of 19 of the states, is to 
guide planning at the school, district, or state level. More than a fifth of the states (4 of 
19) indicate that sharing information with parents about children’s strengths and areas of 
growth is one purpose for their statewide kindergarten assessment process. Very few 
states (2 of 19) report using statewide kindergarten assessment processes to screen for 
potential delays or special needs (e.g., Idaho) and only 1 of 19 (Hawaii) reports using 
them to support improvements in transitions between ECE programs and K-12 schools.  

Areas of skills and development measured. All 19 states report including some 
measure of language and literacy in their kindergarten assessment processes (Exhibit 1). 
More than half (11 of 19) also include measures of social and emotional development and 
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cognition and general knowledge. Fewer states include measures of physical well-being, 
health, and/or motor development (7 of 19) and approaches toward learning (8 of 19).  

Exhibit 1. Areas of Development Assessed by Other States 
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More than a quarter of states (5 of 19) include measures of all five areas of 
development (e.g., Oregon, Vermont) and an additional 2 of 19 include measures of four 
areas (e.g., Maryland); thus, more than a third of the states are conducting very 
comprehensive kindergarten assessment processes. Our review of international practices 
also included an innovative holistic approach called “Kei Tua o te Pae” used in New 
Zealand with Maori children. This approach recognizes that the dimensions of children’s 
learning and development are interrelated and interconnected and that an assessment 
must include information about the whole child. Multiple areas of children’s skills and 
development (e.g., cognitive, physical, social, emotional, and spiritual domains), as well 
as their dispositions for learning (e.g., courage, curiosity, trust, playfulness, perseverance, 
confidence, responsibility, persistence, interest), are measured. Another international 
assessment process, developed in Canada, the Early Development Instrument (EDI), is 
also a comprehensive process that asks teachers to answer questions about how children 
in their classes are doing in five areas of childhood development.  

Standardization across districts/schools. Most (15 of 19) states require districts or 
schools to use specified assessment tools and processes; the other 4 states allow districts 
and schools to select assessment strategies within given parameters. For example, North 
Dakota, Iowa, and Texas allow schools to select assessment tools from a specific menu of 
options.  

Methods for collecting information on children. Many of the states (13 of 19) use 
some form of teacher-completed checklists, questionnaires, or rating scales that are based 
on naturalistic observations and/or portfolios of children’s work and behavior (e.g., 
Maryland, Indiana) (Exhibit 2). Teacher checklists or rating scales often use 3- to 5-point 
scales indicating levels of children’s proficiency in a variety of areas. Several of the 
checklists are based on performance indicators from the Work Sampling System (e.g., 
Maryland, Minnesota, Vermont); some others are tied to performance indicators based on 
state learning benchmarks (e.g., Alaska, Georgia). The Early Development Instrument 
(EDI), used extensively in Canada, includes a comprehensive teacher checklist.  

Almost as many states (12 of 19) use at least one direct assessment of children’s 
development and skills, and these direct assessments are usually published and 
commercially available (e.g., Idaho, Iowa). Across reviewed states, direct assessments 
tend to focus on literacy and communication skills, such as the Dynamic Indicators of 

Most states require 
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Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS), Kindergarten Readiness Assessment-Literacy 
(KRA-L), and Phonological Awareness Literacy Screening-Kindergarten (PALS-K). In 
fact, some states (8 of 19) use only direct literacy assessments (e.g., Alabama, Indiana, 
Ohio) and these are used primarily to support early literacy initiatives.  

Some states (6 of 19) use a combination of naturalistic and direct assessment 
approaches. For example, Florida administers DIBELS in combination with a teacher 
checklist that measures additional aspects of what children know and are able to do.  

Exhibit 2. Data Collection Methods Used by Other States 
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Parents as a source of information. Only a couple of states (Alaska and Rhode 
Island) specifically mention collecting information from parents as part of their 
kindergarten assessment process. In these cases, information is collected from the parents 
by either the kindergarten teacher or other school staff through an interview. New 
Zealand’s “Kei Tua o te Pae” also involves multiple perspectives in the assessment 
process, including those of the children themselves, their parents, and their educators. 
Parents provide information about their children’s interests, strengths, and aspirations, as 
well as about the family’s cultural background. Parent information is gathered through a 
variety of methods, including enrollment forms, conversations with teachers, and the 
sharing of written stories accompanied by photographs.26, 27 

Timing of assessment process. The timing of assessments varies widely among 
states, often based on the primary purpose for conducting the assessment process. Of the 
17 states that specify the timing of the assessment process, 10 collect information on 
children only at entry, often 4 to 8 weeks after school begins (e.g., Alaska, Florida, 
Hawaii). Other states (2 of 17) wait until the middle of the school year before assessing 
children (Oregon, Rhode Island). Still other states (5 of 17) collect information at the 
beginning of the year and again in the spring (e.g., Arkansas, Virginia) or throughout the 
year (Georgia), as does New Zealand. The timing and frequency of administering 
assessments are directly related to the purpose for conducting the assessment process. For 
example, if states are interested primarily in collecting information to guide early 
learning investments, assessments are generally conducted at the beginning of the school 
year. If states are more interested in tailoring instruction for individual students and 
monitoring their progress throughout the year, assessments may be administered more 
often.  

The timing of 
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Sampling. Only 2 of 19 states mention using a sampling approach. For example, 
Minnesota selects only 10% of its schools each year to participate in its kindergarten 
assessment process. Most states, however, assess all children in all kindergarten 
classrooms each year.  

Measurement of schools’ readiness for children. The review found that only one 
state (Rhode Island) measures aspects of schools’ readiness for children as part of its 
assessment process. Rhode Island recognizes that schools that are ready to meet the needs 
of entering kindergarten children have smaller class sizes, kindergarten teachers trained 
in early childhood education, and a curriculum designed to meet all children’s 
developmental needs.  

 
“The assessment process should be strengths based 
so that parents know where children are and so that 
schools can meet the needs of children, not so 
children can meet the needs of schools.” 
 —An ECE provider 
 
“Effective formative assessment practices include 
meaningful tasks, active involvement by learners, a 
culture of success, the opportunity for all learners to 
express their ideas, and elements of self-assessment.” 
 —An early learning expert 
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LOCAL KINDERGARTEN ASSESSMENT 
PROCESSES USED IN WASHINGTON 

 
 
 
 

This section provides a brief summary of information collected through an online 
survey of Washington State districts and schools to learn about kindergarten assessment 
processes currently in use in the state. An invitation to complete the survey was sent to 
principals of all elementary schools with kindergarten classrooms in the state (N = 1,307) 
and to all District Assessment Coordinators serving districts including schools with 
kindergarten classrooms (N = 301). The survey was available online to complete between 
September 25 and October 8, 2008. Surveys completed by representatives from districts 
(n = 25) and schools (n = 248) provide information about the assessment practices for 
593 schools with kindergarten classrooms in Washington State. This represents roughly 
half (45%) of the 1,307 schools with kindergarten classrooms in the state. Information 
provided in this section is based on the 593 schools with complete survey data, as well as 
on qualitative information about local kindergarten assessment processes gathered 
through telephone interviews with representatives from six Washington State school 
districts. A detailed description of the survey methodology and full results can be found 
in Appendix A, Washington State Kindergarten Assessment Practices—Online Survey 
Summary.  

Many schools in Washington State are already gathering information about what 
children know and are able to do and about their competencies close to kindergarten 
entry. Some of the processes used by schools described in this section reflect best 
practices for the assessment of young children (e.g., measuring more than one area of 
children’s skills and development and sharing assessment information with parents), 
while others do not (e.g., excluding children with disabilities or other special needs from 
the processes, using tools available only in English, and not collecting assessment 
information from parents). In the absence of statewide requirements and funding for 
kindergarten assessment processes, districts and schools appear to be implementing 
processes that best meet their immediate needs, given their local priorities and resources. 
Thus, with limited resources and guidance, it is difficult for schools to follow some best 
practices. 

Prevalence of kindergarten assessment processes in the state. Most of the 
schools (80%) with survey data already conduct some form of kindergarten assessment 
process (Exhibit 3). All interviewed district representatives report assessing entering 
kindergarten students. The data presented in the remainder of this section represent the 
472 schools that indicate that they administer a kindergarten assessment process.  

Purposes for assessing entering kindergarten students. Schools that administer 
some form of schoolwide assessment of entering kindergarten students report doing so 
for multiple purposes. The most commonly cited purposes include informing instruction 

Most schools with survey 
data already conduct 
some form of kindergarten 
assessment process. 
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for individual students (96%), informing instruction at the classroom level (88%), and 
informing parents of children’s strengths and areas for growth (81%).  

Exhibit 3. Elementary Schools in Washington State That Already Implement a 
Kindergarten Assessment Process (N = 593) 

Yes
80%

No
20%

 

Fewer schools with a kindergarten assessment process cite screening children for 
potential developmental delays (77%), informing planning for ongoing investment in 
early learning (60%), and supporting transition and alignment between ECE programs 
and K-12 schools (22%). Interviewed representatives of six districts report conducting 
assessments to inform instruction at the student and classroom levels, to inform parents of 
children’s strengths and areas for growth, and to support transition and alignment 
between ECE programs and K-12 schools. Most district representatives also report using 
the assessment process to screen children for potential developmental delays. 

Areas of children’s skills and development assessed. Few of the schools with a 
kindergarten assessment process conduct comprehensive assessment processes that gather 
information about multiple areas of children’s skills and development. Rather, most of 
these schools’ assessment processes measure only one (43%) or two (22%) areas of 
children’s skills and development. Nearly all of the schools (98%) measure children’s 
language, communication, and literacy skills (Exhibit 4). More than three-fourths (77%) 
assess children’s cognition and general knowledge. Schools that completed the survey are 
much less likely to measure approaches toward learning (18%) and social and emotional 
development (10%). While all the district representatives interviewed report measuring 
language, communication, and literacy, none report using an assessment process that 
measures more than two areas of children’s skills and development.  

Exhibit 4. Areas of Children’s Skills and Development Assessed by Schools  
(N = 472) 
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Assessment tools used. The most commonly cited assessment methods used in the 
schools with a kindergarten assessment process are developed locally by districts or 
schools (47%), with the exception of the use of the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 
Literacy Skills (DIBELS) to measure children’s literacy skills (55%). More than half of 
schools using DIBELS do so in combination with at least one other assessment tool, often 
developed locally. Most district representatives interviewed also report using DIBELS.  

Additional characteristics of schoolwide assessment processes. Schools with a 
kindergarten assessment process most commonly report beginning their assessment 
process at entry or within the first month of school (75%). Interviewed district 
representatives also report assessing students within the first month of school.  

The implementation of most schoolwide assessment processes involves a 
combination of staff. The majority of schools with a kindergarten assessment process  
report that kindergarten teachers (85%) and/or other school staff (63%) administer the 
assessments. Most interviewed district representatives report using a team of trained 
professionals to conduct the assessments, as do 41% of the schools. Few Washington 
schools (4%) with a kindergarten assessment process report involving parents in their 
current assessment processes.  

Offering assessments in languages other than English and having them conducted by 
a person who speaks the child’s primary language appear be challenging for most 
schools. Nearly 70% of the schools with a kindergarten assessment process report that at 
least one of the tools used in their assessment process is available only in English. 
Interviewed representatives in three of six districts, however, report using bilingual staff 
or translators to administer assessments with children whose primary language is not 
English. More than half of schools (57%) with a kindergarten assessment process 
currently make accommodations for children with special needs. However, an additional 
13% of schools, and most district representatives interviewed report excluding children 
with special needs from the assessment process.  

Most schools with a kindergarten assessment process report sharing assessment 
results with teachers and principals (99%), parents (83%), and district staff (64%). All 
interviewed district representatives report sharing the assessment results with teachers, 
and most also share the results with district staff and parents.  

Finally, 85% of schools with a kindergarten assessment process report that 
participation in the kindergarten assessment process is required and that families are not 
given the option not to participate.  
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STAKEHOLDER PRIORITIES FOR A 
STATEWIDE KINDERGARTEN 
ASSESSMENT PROCESS  
 
 
 

This section summarizes information gathered from a variety of Washington State 
stakeholders on their priorities for a statewide kindergarten assessment process in the 
state. The bulk of the information was collected during the last 2 weeks of October 2008 
through an online survey that was posted on the DEL Web site in English and Spanish, 
along with audiovisual presentations in both languages that introduced key concepts 
related to conducting a kindergarten assessment process. A total of 1,476 stakeholders, 
including respondents from all 39 counties and 12 Washington Indian Tribes, completed 
the survey. Nearly 91% of stakeholders (n = 1,349) responded to all survey items,  
and 9% (n = 127) submitted surveys with some incomplete responses (i.e., skipped some 
survey items). Most percentages provided in this section of the report were calculated 
excluding missing and “Not applicable; there should not be a kindergarten assessment 
process” responses.28 Survey respondents represented diverse groups including: 

• School principals, teachers, and staff (n = 392) 

• Early care and education (ECE) providers and program directors (n = 350) 

• Parents and other family caregivers (n = 327) 

• Early learning and assessment experts, including researchers, policy-makers, 
and professors (n = 186) 

• Educational Service District (ESD) and district administrators and staff  
(n = 112) 

• Washington Indian Tribe representatives (n = 30) 

•  Others (n = 79).  

 A complete description of the survey methodology and full results are provided in 
Appendix B, Stakeholder Priorities for a Statewide Kindergarten Assessment Process: 
Online Survey Summary. Survey information is augmented by qualitative information 
gathered through focus groups with early learning, assessment, and cultural competency 
experts; a listening session at the Washington State Tribes Tribal Leaders Congress on 
Education (Tribal Congress); and telephone interviews conducted by DEL staff with 20 
stakeholders.  

Although information presented in this section was collected from a broad range of 
stakeholders across the state, the priorities described herein should not be viewed as 
representative of all constituents in the state because participants were invited to 
complete the survey or participate in focus groups and interviews through targeted and 
purposive outreach strategies and were not randomly sampled from the population at 
large. As will be shown, there is both variation and consensus for various aspects of a 
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kindergarten assessment process among Washington State’s stakeholders. Thus, there are 
areas in which further dialogue and consensus building may be necessary when moving 
forward in the planning process. 

Agreement with the idea of conducting a statewide kindergarten assessment 
process. Stakeholders in Washington State have diverse opinions with regard to the 
development of a statewide kindergarten assessment process. Although the majority of 
stakeholders strongly or somewhat agree (67%) with the idea of developing a statewide 
process, 20% strongly or somewhat disagree (Exhibit 5). Similarly, most of the 
individuals who participated in additional qualitative data collection agree with the idea 
of conducting a statewide assessment process, but some do not. Those who do not agree 
with the idea express concern about potential misuses of data, the costs of implementing 
a process statewide, and not being able to appropriately include children from diverse 
backgrounds in the process.  

Exhibit 5. Stakeholder Agreement with Idea of Developing a Statewide Kindergarten  
Assessment Process (N = 1,476) 
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Purposes for conducting a statewide assessment process. Stakeholders who 
completed the survey support a variety of purposes for conducting a statewide assessment 
process. Those who participated in focus groups and members of the Tribal Congress 
express a desire for the state to explicitly define the purpose of a kindergarten assessment 
process in Washington State. Focus group participants note that developing a process 
with too many purposes may be both unrealistic and inappropriate. They also note that 
determining the purpose of the assessment process will drive all subsequent decisions 
about areas to be measured, types of assessments to be used, who collects the data, and 
with whom and how the data are shared. 

Guiding instruction for individual students is cited as the most important purpose for 
conducting a statewide assessment process across stakeholder groups who completed the 
survey (27%), followed by supporting transition and alignment between ECE programs 
and K-12 schools (20%) and screening children for potential developmental delays or 
other special needs (17%) (Exhibit 6).  

Although the majority of 
stakeholders strongly or 
somewhat agree (67%) 
with the idea of 
developing a statewide 
process, 20% strongly or 
somewhat disagree.  
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              Exhibit 6. Most Important Purpose Identified by Stakeholders (n = 1,304) 
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Parents interviewed by DEL staff shared their desire that an assessment process 
should be used “to better develop the talents that our children already have” and “to help 
children reach their full potential.” ECE staff who completed the survey identify 
supporting transition and alignment between ECE programs and K-12 schools as the most 
important purpose for an assessment process. Representatives from Washington Indian 
Tribes who completed the survey and members of the Tribal Congress identify screening 
as the most important purpose for conducting an assessment process. Participants in the 
focus groups have differing opinions on the appropriateness of screening children for 
potential developmental delays or other special needs as a primary purpose for 
conducting a statewide assessment process, with some supporting this purpose and others 
not.  

Another purpose for conducting an assessment process mentioned by early learning 
and assessment experts is to evaluate early education programs “so that parents know if 
programs are effective at what they intend to do.” However, other focus group 
participants warned that conducting an assessment process solely for accountability 
purposes is “unethical” and that there has to be “some tangible benefit [of the process] for 
children and teachers.” Others also mentioned that accountability as a primary purpose 
may encourage ECE providers or teachers to “teach to the test rather than focusing on the 
individual strengths of each child.” 

Areas of children’s skills and development. In general, stakeholders think that 
measurements of multiple areas of children’s skills, development, and competencies are 
important to include in a statewide assessment process. Survey respondents indicate that 
social and emotional development and language, communication, and literacy are of 
utmost importance to include. The strength of stakeholders’ desire to measure social and 
emotional development contrasts greatly with the small number of schools in Washington 
that currently measuring this area of development. Across stakeholder groups, the 
majority of survey respondents (86%) strongly or somewhat agree that a statewide 
assessment process should be comprehensive and capture information on all five areas of 
development (i.e., social and emotional development; language, communication, and 
literacy; physical well-being, health, and/or motor development; cognition and general 
knowledge; approaches toward learning). Early learning, assessment, and cultural 
competency experts and Tribal Congress members agree that an assessment process 
should be comprehensive and should not “narrowly focus on academic skills.” Tribal 

“The proper role for 
assessment is to help us 
know where children are 
developmentally when 
they enter school as well 
as how ready the schools 
are for children when they 
get there.” 

—An early learning expert 
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Congress members specifically mentioned sense of identity, culture, and respect for 
elders and children’s disposition for learning (e.g., curiosity, courage, and playfulness) as 
additional areas of children’s skills and development to be included in a holistic process. 
Focus groups and Tribal Congress members also feel that an assessment process ideally 
should include measures of schools’ readiness for children.  

Approaches to implementation of a kindergarten assessment process. In 
general, stakeholders agree with some level of standardization in the assessment 
implementation approach (Exhibit 7). Requiring districts to choose tools and methods 
from a specific list is the implementation approach with greatest support from all but one 
of the stakeholder groups. Representatives from Washington Indian Tribes more strongly 
agree with a process in which districts are able to develop local procedures that meet a 
specified set of criteria or in which all decisions are made by individual districts with the 
provision of technical assistance. They also more strongly disagree with the idea of 
requiring one standard assessment process for all districts.  

 
Exhibit 7. Stakeholder Agreement with Potential Implementation Approaches 
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Approaches to collecting information on children’s skills and development. 
Survey respondents hold favorable opinions of various approaches for collecting 
information on children’s skills and development, including the use of direct assessments 
(77%); portfolios and work samples (76%); and checklists, questionnaires, and rating 
scales (74%). School staff most strongly agree with the use of direct assessments, while 
ECE staff, early learning experts, and representatives from Washington Indian Tribes 
agree less with their use. 

Focus group participants and Tribal Congress members say that an assessment 
process should involve assessors who speak the child’s primary language and are from or 
know the child’s culture and community. Focus group participants also say that 
assessment processes should allow for accommodations for children with special needs, 
should be implemented in an environment that is familiar to the child, and should include 
multiple sources of information.  
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The majority of stakeholders (87%) who completed the survey strongly or somewhat 
agree that a kindergarten assessment process must include information gathered from 
parents (Exhibit 8). Participants in both focus groups and Tribal Congress members 
strongly reiterate this point. Cultural competency experts suggested that a benefit of 
conducting an assessment process is to “bring the family into the conversation with their 
child’s school and teacher early” and to “validate and empower parents as their child’s 
first and best teacher.” The strong desire to include information from parents is not 
reflected in current assessment processes being used by the vast majority of schools.  

 
Exhibit 8. Stakeholder Agreement with Necessity of Including Parent Input 
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Finally, there is wide variation in the amount of instructional time stakeholders who 
completed the survey are willing to invest in conducting a statewide kindergarten 
assessment process. One-quarter (25%) of stakeholders indicate they would invest up to 1 
hour of instructional time per child per year for assessment, and 45% indicate a 
willingness to invest more than 1 hour of time. Some respondents are less willing to 
spend instructional time on a kindergarten assessment process, with 16% wanting to 
spend less than 30 minutes per child and 14% not wanting to invest any instructional time 
in assessment. Many (73%) of those not wanting to invest any time in an assessment 
process also indicate that they strongly disagree with the idea of a statewide kindergarten 
assessment process.  

Potential implementation challenges. Stakeholders were asked how significant a 
challenge to implementing a statewide kindergarten assessment process they believed 
seven issues might be. The majority of survey respondents (62%) and most focus group 
participants consider cost to be a “very significant” challenge to implementing a 
statewide kindergarten assessment process (Exhibit 9). Other “very significant” 
challenges identified by stakeholders who completed the survey are potential misuse of 
data (45%), teacher burden (41%), time away from instruction (40%), training of teachers 
or assessors to collect and use assessment data effectively (37%), pressure on children 
(34%), and capacity to analyze and report data (30%). 

The majority of 
stakeholders (87%) who 
completed the survey 
strongly or somewhat 
agree that a kindergarten 
assessment process must 
include information 
gathered from parents. 

Most survey respondents 
(62%) and focus group 
participants consider cost 
to be a very significant 
challenge to implementing 
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assessment process. 
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Exhibit 9. Challenges Anticipated to Be Very Significant by Stakeholders 
(n = 1,347 – 1,355) 

Pe
rc

en
t

20

40

60

80

100

0

20

40

60

80

100

0
Cost to
districts

and schools

62

Teacher
burden

41

Misuse
of data

45

Data
analysis

and reporting
capacity

30

Time away
from

instruction

40

Pressure on
children

34

Training of
teachers or
assessors

37

 
 

For early learning experts, ECE staff, and representatives from Washington State 
Indian Tribes who completed the survey, potential misuse of data is also a significant 
anticipated challenge. Washington Indian Tribes survey respondents and Tribal Congress 
members express concerns about pressure on children, commenting that the assessment 
process might negatively affect native children’s self-esteem and social-emotional 
development. Tribal Congress members also suggest that Washington Indian Tribes be 
“given an opportunity to provide their own local interpretations of native children’s 
assessment data as well as the opportunity to refute any claims made by the state or 
researchers that might not reflect native cultural identities.”  

Additional challenges identified by focus group participants include the difficulty of 
identifying assessment approaches that are both valid and culturally responsive and of 
adequately training assessors. It was noted that assessors, be they teachers or outside 
specialists, need to be trained not only in the administration of the assessment methods, 
but also in how to interact with children, understand their cultural backgrounds and 
personal histories, and interpret and share the results. Focus group participants and 
members of the Tribal Congress also anticipate challenges related to inappropriately 
labeling children in a negative manner or using assessment data for placement or 
classification in the school system. Finally, an additional anticipated challenge noted by 
individuals who reviewed this draft report is building consensus among stakeholders 
about the various attributes of a statewide kindergarten assessment process, including key 
purposes, tools to be used, and how to share data. 

Suggestions for next steps. Most survey respondents (87%) indicate that more 
than 6 months or perhaps more than a year of planning time is needed for a dialogue 
between the state and stakeholder groups before piloting a statewide kindergarten 
assessment process. Focus group participants and Tribal Congress members also 
recommend additional planning time and suggest that the planning process “be 
transparent and include broad and meaningful involvement of diverse stakeholders.”  

 
 

 

Most survey respondents 
(87%) indicate that more 
than 6 months or perhaps 
more than a year of 
planning time is needed 
before piloting a statewide 
kindergarten assessment 
process. 

“Assessment guidelines 
and training for data 
collectors are essential. 
You can have a really 
good assessment process 
but you still need to 
ensure that data are 
collected in an appropriate 
and high-quality way and 
that data are not 
misused.” 

—A cultural competency 
 expert 
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND 
CONSIDERATIONS  
 
 
 
 

In this section, we present recommendations and considerations for initial steps 
toward the development of a statewide kindergarten assessment process for Washington 
State. Developing such a process will provide Washington State with an opportunity to 
focus resources to better support families, parents, schools, and communities to help 
children succeed in kindergarten and beyond. However, as noted earlier, developing a 
statewide kindergarten assessment process is complex because it involves multiple 
interrelated decisions and requires setting priorities across a broad range of stakeholders. 
Thus, it is important to consider the following issues and recommendations as a process 
is developed. 

Consider stakeholder support for a statewide kindergarten assessment 
process. The initial stakeholder input described in this report shows that although there 
are diverse opinions about the development of a kindergarten assessment process, the 
majority of stakeholders who completed the survey strongly or somewhat agree (67%) 
with the idea of developing a statewide process, while 20% strongly or somewhat 
disagree. Those who disagree with the idea express concern about the costs of 
implementing a process statewide, potential misuse of data, and not being able to 
appropriately include children from diverse backgrounds in the process. Also, until the 
purpose or purposes are defined, some stakeholders are reluctant to form an opinion 
about their level of support for a statewide kindergarten assessment process. Thus, it will 
be important to clarify goals and determine how stakeholder concerns could be addressed 
during the next planning phase, so that a clear understanding of what a statewide 
kindergarten assessment process could be and accomplish is established. 

Identify the key purpose(s) of a kindergarten assessment process early in the 
planning phase. Defining the purpose(s) of a kindergarten assessment process up front is 
important because all other attributes and decisions about the assessment process flow 
from the purpose(s).18, 29 For instance, the types of assessment tools, individuals used to 
collect assessment data, training needed, and costs of an assessment process all vary 
according to the purpose(s) of the assessment process. 

Washington State stakeholders feel that careful consideration of purposes must be 
addressed as a first step in an extended planning process leading to a pilot assessment 
process. Furthermore, the purpose(s) selected must be clearly articulated and broadly 
communicated to the wide range of stakeholders across the state.  

Stakeholders who completed the survey indicate the following as the most desired 
purposes: 

• Guide instruction for individual students (27%).  

It will be important to 
clarify goals and 
determine how 
stakeholder concerns 
could be addressed 
during the next planning 
phase, so that a clear 
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statewide kindergarten 
assessment process 
could be and accomplish 
is established. 
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• Support transition and alignment between ECE programs and K-12 schools 
(20%). 

• Screen children for possible developmental delays or other special needs (17%).  

Regardless of the purpose, stakeholders strongly endorsed the view that an 
assessment process should benefit children, support their learning, help children reach 
their full potential, and focus on their strengths. However, many of the early learning 
experts who provided input note that developing a process that meets multiple purposes 
simultaneously may be both unrealistic and inappropriate. 

Choose the characteristics of children’s early learning and development that 
will be measured in the assessment process, as well as the degree of 
comprehensiveness. One of the major decisions that must be made about a kindergarten 
assessment process is the degree to which the process focuses on early learning and 
children’s skills and abilities comprehensively across multiple areas of development or 
focuses more narrowly on one or a few areas. All stakeholder groups prefer a 
comprehensive approach. However, most Washington schools currently use a process 
that measures only one or two areas of children’s skills and development. Furthermore, 
although stakeholders identify measures of social and emotional development as of 
utmost importance to include in a kindergarten assessment process, few Washington 
schools’ current assessment processes include measures of this area of development.  

If future deliberations lead to the adoption of a more comprehensive kindergarten 
assessment process, its feasibility in terms of needed time and resources must be weighed 
carefully. A comprehensive approach including in-depth assessments in multiple areas of 
children’s development could require significant time and resources. On the other hand, a 
comprehensive approach that gathers information about a range of areas at a more 
general level using an observational checklist could require less time and fewer 
resources.  

Determine how the areas of development to be measured in a kindergarten 
assessment process will be aligned with specific frameworks about children’s early 
learning and school readiness. Some states have developed kindergarten assessment 
processes that align or connect with the areas of development and skills outlined in their 
early learning guidelines, school readiness frameworks, or assessment guidelines. In the 
case of Washington State, future planning must address whether or not to align 
kindergarten assessment processes with the Washington State Early Learning and 
Development Benchmarks,30 which set goals about skills and competencies for young 
children, and/or OSPI’s recently published A Guide to Assessment in Early Childhood,  
which provides background and context, practical guidance, recommendations, and 
resources for the assessment of young children.25  

It is also important to decide whether to expand on the existing frameworks to 
incorporate additional areas of development valued by diverse populations. For instance, 
stakeholders from Washington State Indian Tribes identify sense of identity, culture, and 
respect for elders as important early learning outcomes. Stakeholders recommend that 
more input be gathered from the many diverse groups in Washington State about the 
areas of children’s skills and development to be measured during the assessment process, 
as well as how closely these areas should align with existing work done in the state.  

All stakeholder groups 
prefer a comprehensive 
approach. However, most 
Washington schools 
currently use a process 
that measures only one or 
two areas of children’s 
skills and development. 
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Make decisions about methodology or approaches to be used for conducting a 
kindergarten assessment process, including those sensitive to cultural and 
socioeconomic differences influencing the development of young children. Both the 
literature on assessment of young children and stakeholders recognize the many 
challenges of identifying assessment approaches that can yield accurate and useful 
information about what young children know and can do. Further, they recognize that 
special attention needs to be paid to conducting assessments that are culturally and 
linguistically responsive. Assessment tools or processes that are linguistically or 
culturally inappropriate may underestimate children’s true abilities and lead to inaccurate 
conclusions about children’s competencies.4, 11-13, 31  

For children whose primary language is not English, assessments using observational 
methods and work samples of children’s performance can provide a fuller and potentially 
more accurate picture of children’s abilities than other methods.4, 11-13, 31-34 Other highly 
recommended strategies for ensuring cultural and linguistic competency include using 
only assessment tools with norms for the groups being assessed, using culturally and 
linguistically appropriate assessors, including parent input as part of the assessment 
information, ensuring culturally relevant content, and training assessors to ensure that 
they do not misinterpret children’s test-taking styles. 

Make decisions about methodology or approaches for inclusion of children 
with disabilities and other special needs. Very few tools for assessing young children 
include accommodations for children with disabilities and other special needs. In 
addition, the normative samples used to develop most assessment tools have included few 
or no children with disabilities. Even if they are included, the numbers and types of 
disabilities included in the normative samples are often limited and do not reflect the 
wide range of possible disabilities (e.g., physical disabilities, deafness, vision 
impairment, cognitive disability syndromes, behavior disorders).11, 35-38 Assessment tools 
developed specifically for each type of disability simply do not exist.  

While more than half (57%) of the schools in Washington State with a kindergarten 
assessment process report making accommodations for children with special needs during 
their kindergarten assessment processes, 13% of schools and most district representatives 
interviewed report excluding children with special needs from the assessment process. 
Highly recommended strategies for including children with disabilities and other special 
needs include providing needed supports, allowing for alternative ways to indicate 
responses, allotting extra time, and including parent input as part of the assessment 
information. 

Make decisions about data collection procedures, including considering 
different options and alternatives. During the next phase in planning for a kindergarten 
assessment process, broad stakeholder input needs to be sought about many specific 
implementation and data collection decisions. This input should include identifying 
various acceptable options and weighing the tradeoffs for each alternative. As mentioned 
earlier, some decisions and choices flow from the purpose(s) of the assessment. Other 
decisions and choices will be dictated by local preferences, best practices, costs, and 
available resources. The following are some of the decisions that will need to be made: 

Highly recommended 
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• When will the assessment process collect information about children? 
Assessment information could be collected before children enter kindergarten, at 
a kindergarten orientation event, early in the kindergarten year, during the 
middle or end of the kindergarten year, or throughout the kindergarten year.  

• Should the assessment process include gathering information collected by ECE 
and preschool programs? Many pre-kindergarten programs collect information 
on children’s skills, development, and competencies. Including information 
about children collected by ECE and preschool staff in the assessment process 
can help kindergarten teachers tailor instruction to best meet children’s needs 
and competencies. Additionally, formalizing a process to transfer information 
about children from their pre-kindergarten to kindergarten classrooms could 
strengthen communication across early learning systems and ease the transition 
between ECE programs and K-12 schools for children and families.  

• What level of standardization across schools is needed to meet the identified 
purposes? In particular, should the process involve the use of common 
assessment tools and methods across all schools or should schools make all or 
some decisions locally? Variation in current methods being used across the state 
makes it difficult to summarize results across schools or districts. On the other 
hand, local school districts have invested time, training, and other resources in 
their current assessment processes. 

• Should the assessment process include all children or a sample of children or 
schools? Whether or not sampling can be used depends on the purpose(s). If the 
purpose is to inform instruction for individual children, then all children need to 
be assessed. If the only purpose is to understand how cohorts of kindergarten 
children are doing from year to year or to inform planning about early learning 
investments, then a sampling approach may be more appropriate. It will also be 
important to decide whether the process will pertain only to children in public 
schools or also to those attending private schools.  

• What kinds of assessment tools and approaches should be used to collect data? 
There are pros and cons to different types of assessment approaches, such as 
direct assessments (e.g., standardized reading, vocabulary, and early math 
assessments) versus naturalistic assessments (e.g., observational tools, portfolio 
samples of children’s work, and parent or teacher checklists). Direct assessments 
are seen as more objective, valid, and reliable by many early childhood 
researchers and school personnel, and they have norms for general populations 
of children.11 On the other hand, they have been criticized as inappropriate for 
many young children, especially for children with diverse cultural and language 
backgrounds and those with disabilities.11, 39, 40 Because many young children 
often do not perform well for unfamiliar adults or on demand, collecting 
assessment information by using naturalistic approaches, such as observation 
and interview methods, conducted in familiar settings and with people familiar 
to children is highly recommended. Use of naturalistic methods such as 
observation, portfolios of student work, and checklist assessments may be 

Current variation in 
methods being used 
across the state makes it 
difficult to summarize 
results across schools or 
districts. On the other 
hand, local school districts 
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resources in their current 
assessment processes. 
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especially useful approaches for obtaining valid information about children from 
diverse cultural and language backgrounds and those with disabilities.11, 35, 41-43 

• Should the assessment process use existing tools or develop new assessment 
tools? This decision will depend on whether existing assessment tools can be 
found that meet the information needs for the purpose(s) identified and whether 
the assessment process will need to be closely aligned with the Washington 
State Early Learning and Development Benchmarks. Additional time and funds 
may be required to align the assessment process with existing standards.  

• Who should be involved in collecting information about children’s skills and 
development? Assessment information can be collected from teachers, trained 
assessors, parents, ECE providers, and other persons who know the child well 
(e.g., other relatives, child care providers, specialist school staff). Though not a 
common practice currently, Washington State stakeholders strongly support 
collecting information from parents as part of the assessment process. Gathering 
assessment information from multiple sources is a best practice, but it can 
increase costs and complicate interpretation and reporting of data.  

• How should the individuals who collect information on children’s skills and 
development be trained to ensure reliability and proper use of the information? 
The type and amount of training required will depend on the purpose(s) of the 
assessment process identified and complexity of the tools selected. Although 
more training may be necessary to ensure reliability if using an observational, 
portfolio, or checklist assessment tool, this training also will build the capacity 
of teachers and/or parents to support children’s learning and development. 
Training can be offered in various ways, including training packets reviewed 
collectively through telephone conference calls, online training modules, or 
training workshops for all kindergarten teachers or for school lead teachers. 

Include explicit features to ensure that a kindergarten assessment process is 
not used to screen or preclude children from entering kindergarten if they are 
otherwise age-eligible. Best practices in assessment and stakeholder input strongly 
endorse having an explicit and consistent policy statement that specifies that the adopted 
kindergarten assessment process will not, and must not, be used to preclude children from 
entering kindergarten when they are age-eligible.6-10 Such a statement should be 
contained in all documents about the kindergarten assessment process. Consideration 
should be given to conducting the assessment process after children enter kindergarten so 
it cannot be used to preclude children from entering. Training of teachers, administrators, 
and others on proper use of assessment can also serve to prevent this kind of misuse of an 
assessment process. 

Develop plans for how the information from the kindergarten assessment 
process will be shared with parents, OSPI, school personnel, DEL, the public, and 
other stakeholder groups. Data from a kindergarten assessment process will be of great 
interest to many different groups in Washington State. The planning process must lead to 
a detailed plan for how the data will be analyzed and reported back to the interested 
groups (e.g., individual teachers, schools and/or district administrators, parents, and 
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taxpayers). Whether and how data are reported to various groups will vary according to 
the purpose(s) identified and approaches selected for the assessment process.  

Consider including measures of schools’ readiness for children in the 
assessment process. Focus group participants and Tribal Congress members suggest 
that a statewide kindergarten assessment process gather information not only on entering 
students but on the readiness of schools to serve children as well. Best practices and early 
learning frameworks also support assessing the readiness of schools and communities. 
Components of schools’ readiness for children include class size, teacher-child ratios, 
teacher preparation, parent involvement policies, plans for transition between ECE 
programs and K-12 schools, and instructional practices to support the learning of diverse 
groups of children. Including measures of schools’ readiness for children is also in line 
with the shared mission of DEL, OSPI, and Thrive to support families, parents, schools, 
and communities to help children succeed in kindergarten and beyond. Although 
important, including measures of schools’ readiness for children in the assessment 
process will require additional data collection strategies and may increase total costs and 
time of the process.3, 44, 45  

Consider the costs and time a kindergarten assessment process could require. 
As mentioned earlier, many stakeholders who completed the survey (62%) anticipate that 
cost will be a very significant challenge to implementing a statewide kindergarten 
assessment and that the process must be a state-funded mandate for it to succeed. Other 
stakeholders recommend that the state weigh the costs of implementing a kindergarten 
assessment process against other uses of funds, such as investing more funds in early 
learning services or elementary schools. The costs and time required to conduct a 
kindergarten assessment process will depend on the decisions made regarding all of the 
previous considerations because they affect the selection of materials, training, choice of 
assessors, and data analysis and sharing components that constitute the process itself. 
The ranges for cost and time related to each of these kindergarten assessment process 
components, described below, are based on a review of Early Childhood Measures 
Profiles.46 

• Materials. Costs for direct assessment materials vary, with some published and 
commercially available materials costing as little as $1 per student and others 
with more reliability and validity costing $300 to $900 per testing kit (a kit can 
be used repeatedly, but with only one student at a time). Published materials for 
conducting observational measures can cost from $90 to $300 per classroom or 
teacher. If assessment materials are developed to align with state learning and 
development benchmarks, additional costs may be incurred. If measuring 
multiple areas of children’s skills and development, there may be a need to use 
more than one type of assessment materials, with costs increasing for multiple 
tools. Some assessment tools, however, do provide comprehensive measures, 
such as the Early Development Instrument (EDI) and other teacher checklists 
like that included in the Alaska Kindergarten Developmental Profile.  

• Training. The costs and time involved in training depend on the assessment 
materials selected and method of training used. At the high-cost end of the 
spectrum, training could involve one- or multiple-day seminars for all 
kindergarten teachers or for one lead teacher per school (i.e., train the trainer). 
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Lower-cost training options include training packets reviewed collectively 
through telephone conference calls or online training modules. 

• Teacher or assessor time. The time required by teachers or assessors also varies 
across assessment methods and assessment tools. Some assessment tools require 
as little as 10 minutes per student; many require up to 30 minutes; a few take up 
to 60 minutes per administration. Some states pay teachers for their time 
assessing children (e.g., $100 per class) or employ substitute teachers to free up 
teachers’ time to complete assessment protocols. Costs for external assessors 
vary and can be up to $200 per student for a comprehensive assessment.  

• Data analysis and sharing. The purpose(s) of the assessment process will 
determine whether and how the information gathered on individual students is 
most appropriately aggregated, analyzed, and reported. For example, if the sole 
purpose is to help guide instruction for individual students, teachers may be able 
to use individual results effectively without any higher-level analysis or without 
sharing beyond their classroom. However, if the purpose is to guide broader 
planning at the school, district, or state level, then costs for data collection, 
processing, and analysis increase dramatically. Costs could include those related 
to entering and analyzing data, preparing statewide, district-level, and/or school-
level reports (and possibly individual student reports for parents), and training 
for teachers on how to use assessment data effectively. Total long-term costs 
related to data analysis and sharing could be reduced by investing in a state-level 
Web-based data system and staff. Providing analysis support at the state level 
also could reduce overall costs and the comparability of data across districts 
compared with each district conducting its own analysis. To support use of data, 
the state also could provide technical assistance to schools and districts. Finally, 
costs of data analysis and reporting also will depend on the number of times per 
year that information is collected on kindergarten students. 

• Pilot phase. Given that several key decisions have not yet been made that will 
affect the final cost of a pilot assessment process, we can provide only a rough 
estimate of $1,500,000 for the pilot phase. This estimate is based on an estimate 
for a similar statewide project prepared by OSPI in 2007. Activities and costs 
included in the OSPI budget were broken down over two years. In year one, the 
budget for planning and preparation for the pilot was $759,500. In year two, the 
budget to initiate the pilot phase and prepare for statewide implementation was 
$938,700.  

The budget included in the OSPI estimate included some activities that have 
been completed under the current planning contract (e.g., inventorying existing 
practices in Washington and other states). However, much of the planning and 
implementation work included in the OSPI budget estimate remains to be done. 
These tasks include researching and identifying the most appropriate early 
assessment tool(s) and processes; selecting assessment tool(s) and processes to 
be piloted; piloting the use of the kindergarten assessment process; evaluating 
the results of the pilot for statewide implementation; and preparing for statewide 
implementation. These tasks align with the activities in the recommendations 
and considerations presented in this section of the report. 
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SUGGESTED IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
 
 
 
 
 

In this section, we present a possible implementation plan for developing and 
conducting a pilot of the kindergarten assessment process and supporting the use of the 
process in a voluntary use phase. The implementation plan and timeline will depend on a 
variety of factors, including the success of gathering sufficient input from representatives 
across the state, the selected assessment purpose(s), and available funding. The 
recommended implementation plan includes two phases that align with two biennial 
legislative sessions. The first phase, Planning and Pilot Phase (2009 – 2011 Biennial 
Legislative Session), will be used for additional planning and stakeholder decision-
making and for conducting a pilot. The second phase, Voluntary Use Phase (July 2011 – 
June 2013 Biennial Legislative Session), will be used to provide support to districts that 
choose to implement the kindergarten assessment process.  

• Planning (2009 – 2010). More planning and gathering of input from Washington 
stakeholders is needed to ensure broader representation of stakeholder groups 
that reflect the cultural and linguistic diversity of Washington State. This 
planning process also should gather additional input from ECE programs and 
providers and from school districts about how a statewide process could 
complement their local assessment processes and not duplicate them.  

During this 12-month planning period, a task force/council should oversee the 
development of a comprehensive plan for a statewide kindergarten assessment 
process. The Early Learning Advisory Council or another existing council, 
which includes and/or works with a wide array of stakeholders (including 
psychometric, cultural competency, and early learning experts; constituent 
groups such as parents, ECE providers, and teachers; representatives from 
diverse cultural and linguistic groups; and representatives from DEL, OSPI, and 
Thrive), could serve as an oversight body to a key group of stakeholders who are 
focused specifically on this planning effort. The task force/council could work 
with stakeholders from throughout the state to oversee the collection of input 
and decision-making regarding the following elements: 

1. Deciding the purpose(s) and scope of the kindergarten assessment process 

2. Selecting data collection tools and methods and data sources (e.g., children, 
parents, ECE providers) 

3. Identifying funding sources and calculating projected implementation costs 

4. Identifying a training plan and methods of implementation 

5. Identifying data storage, analysis, and reporting methods 

6. Developing a plan for how schools and/or districts will be selected to pilot the 
project. 

More planning and 
gathering of input from 
Washington stakeholders 
is needed to ensure 
broader representation of 
stakeholder groups that 
reflect the cultural and 
linguistic diversity of 
Washington State. 
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OSPI, in collaboration with DEL and Thrive, could coordinate the recruitment 
of schools, distribution of materials, training of teachers and assessors, and 
collection and analysis of data from schools for the pilot.  

• Pilot (7/2010 – 6/2011). OSPI, in collaboration with DEL and Thrive, could hire 
a consultant or dedicate staff to oversee the kindergarten assessment pilot. The 
pilot should include large enough samples of districts (e.g., 20) and kindergarten 
children (e.g., 2,000) to be able to make reliable statements about the 
effectiveness of the assessment process for diverse student and school 
populations across the state. The pilot also should gather feedback from 
teachers, parents, and other key stakeholders about the implementation process 
and conduct a more detailed analysis of costs. A report that summarizes the 
results of the pilot phase should be shared with stakeholders and include 
recommendations for refining the kindergarten assessment process for the 
voluntary use phase. 

• Voluntary Use (7/2011 – 6/2013). During the two years of the voluntary use 
phase, OSPI, in collaboration with DEL and Thrive, could oversee the provision 
of technical support to districts that choose to implement the kindergarten 
assessment process. Information and results from the voluntary use phase will be 
used to guide decision-making for a time certain when schools districts must 
offer the assessment statewide. 

 

“There needs to be a lot more time for discussion and 
planning [in regard to a kindergarten assessment 
process]. You should not rush such an important 
process…It could take a year just to decide what is 
appropriate to measure in one domain.” 
 —A cultural competency expert 
 
“We need to have consensus and buy-in across the 
state on what we want children to know when they 
enter school so we can all work toward a shared goal, 
and so that funding can be focused on strategies 
focused on these outcomes.” 
 —A cultural competency expert 

Information and results 
from the voluntary use 
phase will be used to 
guide decision-making for 
a time certain when 
schools districts must 
offer the assessment 
statewide. 

The pilot should include a 
large enough sample of 
districts and kindergarten 
children to be able to 
make reliable statements 
about the effectiveness of 
the assessment process 
for diverse student and 
school populations across 
the state.  
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CONCLUSION 
 
 
 
 
 

The Washington State Legislature’s request that DEL, OSPI, and Thrive work 
together to research and make recommendations to the Legislature about developing a 
kindergarten assessment process presents both challenges and opportunities. Designing a 
kindergarten assessment process is complex because there are many interrelated decisions 
to be made about its purpose(s), focus, methods, and implementation. However, with 
thoughtful consideration and planning, a kindergarten assessment process could provide 
reliable information about the skills, development, and competencies of the nearly 72,000 
children entering kindergarten in Washington State each year. This information could be 
used in a variety of ways to support families, parents, schools, and communities in 
helping children succeed in kindergarten and beyond. 

This report establishes a foundation for further planning for a statewide kindergarten 
assessment process in Washington State. It provides a summary of the literature on best 
practices in kindergarten assessment, a snapshot of current kindergarten assessment 
practices in schools across Washington, examples of kindergarten assessment processes 
in other states and countries, and priorities from a variety of stakeholders in Washington 
for a statewide kindergarten assessment process.  

Additional planning and decision-making still need to done. This planning needs to 
involve the many stakeholders who will be affected by a kindergarten assessment process 
as well as the information on best and current practices presented in this report. During 
this planning, it will be important to clarify goals and determine how stakeholder 
concerns could be addressed, so that a shared understanding of a statewide kindergarten 
assessment process can be established. 

Planning for a kindergarten assessment process also needs to take into account that 
the vast majority of schools in Washington State already have some type of kindergarten 
assessment process. However, because these processes tend to be narrow in scope and 
rely heavily on locally developed tools, they do not lend themselves to use for statewide 
summaries about what children know and are able to do when they enter kindergarten. A 
statewide kindergarten assessment process could complement and strengthen what local 
schools are already doing. For example, a statewide process could support the use of local 
kindergarten assessment processes that are more comprehensive, developmentally 
appropriate, culturally and linguistically responsive, inclusive of children with special 
needs, tied to children’s daily activities, supported by professional development, 
inclusive of families, and connected to specific, beneficial purposes.  

Designing a statewide kindergarten assessment process that adheres to the best 
practices for assessment of young children and aligns with the priorities of Washington 
stakeholders is complex and difficult, but such a process could have far-reaching benefits 
for children in the state. 

During future planning, it 
will be important to clarify 
goals and determine how 
stakeholder concerns 
could be addressed, so 
that a shared 
understanding of a 
statewide kindergarten 
assessment process can 
be established. 

A statewide kindergarten 
assessment process 
could complement and 
strengthen what local 
schools are already doing. 



 

31 

 
 
END NOTES 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Operating Budget—Supplemental Appropriations, Section 616 (14). 2008: 348-349. Available at 
http://apps.leg.wa.gov/documents/billdocs/2007-08/Pdf/Bills/Session%20Law%202008/2687-S.SL.pdf. 

2. Washington State Department of Early Learning. Kindergarten Readiness. Available at 
http://www.del.wa.gov/development/kindergarten/ 

3. Maxwell KL, Clifford R. School Readiness Assessment: Research in Review. Young Children; 2004:1-9. 
Available at http://www.naeyc.org/about/positions/pdf/readiness.pdf. 

4. National Association for the Education of Young Children. NAEYC Early Childhood Program Standards and 
Accreditation Criteria. The Mark of Quality in Early Childhood Education. Washington, DC: Author; 2005. 

5. The full bibliography used to inform this report is found in a separate document posted on the DEL Web site: 
Selected Bibliography about Early Childhood and Kindergarten Assessment and School Readiness.  

6. Shepard LA. Children Not Ready to Learn? The Invalidity of School Readiness Testing. Psychology in the 
Schools. 1997;34:85-97. 

7. Kagan SL, Moore E, Bredekamp S, eds. Reconsidering Children’s Early Development and Learning: Toward 
Common Views and Vocabulary. Washington, DC: Government Printing Office; 1995. 

8. Ellwein MC, Walsh DJ, Eads II GM, Miller A. Using Readiness Tests to Route Kindergarten Students: The 
Snarled Intersection of Psychometrics, Policy, and Practice. Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis. 
1991;13:159-175. 

9. American Academy of Pediatrics Committee on School Health and Committee on Early Childhood Adoption 
and Dependent Care. The Inappropriate Use of School “Readiness” Tests. Pediatrics. 1995;95:437-438. 

10. National Association for the Education of Young Children, National Association of Early Childhood Specialists 
in State Departments of Education. Where We Stand on Curriculum, Assessment, and Program Evaluation. 
Available at http://www.naeyc.org/about/positions/pdf/StandlCurrAss.pdf. 

11. National Research Council. Early Childhood Assessment: Why, What, and How? Washington, DC: The 
National Academies Press; 2008. 

12. Espinosa LM. Curriculum and Assessment Considerations for Young Children from Culturally, Linguistically, 
and Economically Diverse Backgrounds. Psychology in the Schools. 2005;42(8):837-853. 

13. Early Childhood Assessment Consortium. Accounting for Culture and Language—Building Appropriate 
Standards, Assessment and Evaluation Practices for Diverse Populations of Young Children. 2005. Available at 
http://www.ccsso.org/content/PDFs/ECEAatNAEYC2005PDI.ppt. 

14. National Education Goals Panel. Special Early Childhood Report 1997. Washington, DC: Author; 1997. 

15. Hyson M, Copple C, Jones J. Early Childhood Development and Education. In: Renninger KA, Sigel IE, eds. 
Handbook of Child Psychology: Vol. 4. Child Psychology in Practice. 6th ed. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley and 
Sons; 2006:3-47. 

16. Bracken BA. The Psychoeducational Assessment of Preschool Children. 2nd ed. Boston: Allyn & Bacon; 2000. 

17. Egertson H. Assessment in Early Childhood: A Primer for Policy and Program Leaders. State Education 
Standard. 2008:28-34. 



 

32 

18. Schultz T, Kagan SL. Taking Stock: Assessing and Improving Early Childhood Learning and Program Quality. 
Washington, DC: Pew Charitable Trusts; 2007. 

19. Meisels SJ, Bickel DD, Nicholson J, Xue Y, Atkins-Burnett S. Trusting Teachers’ Judgments: A Validity Study 
of a Curriculum-Embedded Performance Assessment in Kindergarten to Grade 3. American Educational 
Research Journal. 2001;38(1):73-95. 

20. Brassard M, Boehm A. Preschool Assessment: Principles and Practices. New York: The Guilford Press; 2007. 

21. Bagnato SJ. The Authentic Alternative for Assessment in Early Intervention: An Emerging Evidence-Based 
Practice. Journal of Early Intervention. 2005;28(1):17-22. 

22. Neisworth JT, Bagnato SJ. The Mismeasure of Young Children: The Authentic Assessment Alternative. Infants 
and Young Children. 2004;17(3):198-212. 

23. Meisels SJ, Liaw F-R, Dorfman A, Nelson RF. The Work Sampling System:  Reliability and Validity of a 
Performance Assessment for Young Children. Early Childhood Research Quarterly. 1995;10(3):277-296. 

24. National Association of School Psychologists (NASP). Position Statement on Early Childhood Assessment. 
Bethesda, MD: Author; 2005. 

25. Slentz K, Early D, McKenna M. A Guide to Assessment in Early Childhood: Infancy to Age Eight: Washington 
State Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction; 2008. 

26. New Zealand Ministry of Education. An Introduction to Kei Tua o te Pae He Whakamōhiotanga ki Kei Tua o te 
Pae. Wellington, New Zealand: Learning Media, Limited; 2004. Available at 
http://www.educate.ece.govt.nz/Programmers/KeiTuaotePae/IntroductiontoAssessment.aspx 

27. Education Review Office. The Quality of Assessment in Early Childhood Education. Wellington, NZ: 
Author; 2007. 

28. Individuals who indicated that they strongly or somewhat disagree with the idea of developing a kindergarten 
assessment process were given the option to answer subsequent survey questions substantively or to indicate 
Not applicable; there should not be a kindergarten assessment process. These respondents were likely to 
indicate Not applicable; there should not be a statewide kindergarten assessment process on the majority, but 
not all, of subsequent survey items. Additionally, individuals who indicated that they strongly or somewhat 
agree with the idea of developing a statewide kindergarten assessment process sometimes selected Not 
applicable; there should not be a statewide kindergarten assessment process on subsequent questions. For these 
reasons, percentages provided in this report were calculated excluding “not applicable” and missing responses. 

29. Council of Chief State School Officers. A Framework for Examining Validity in State Accountability Systems. 
Washington, DC: Author; 2004. 

30. Kagan SL, Britto PR, Kauerz K, Tarrant K. Early Learning and Development Benchmarks: A Guide to Young 
Children’s Learning and Development: From Birth to Kindergarten Entry. Olympia, WA: Office of Governor 
and Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction; 2005. 

31. Gopaul-McNicol S, Armour-Thomas E. Assessment and Culture: Psychological Tests with Minority 
Populations. New York: Academic Press; 2001. 

32. Laing SP, Kamhi A. Alternative Assessment of Language and Literacy in Culturally and Linguistically Diverse 
Populations. Language, Speech, and Hearing Services in Schools. 2003;34(1):44-55. 

33. Santos RM. Ensuring Culturally and Linguistically Appropriate Assessment of Young Children. Young 
Children. January 2004;59(1):48-50. 

34. Grant R. Meeting the Needs of Young Second Language Learners. In: Garcia E, McLaughlin B, Spodek B, 
Saracho ON, eds. Meeting the Challenge of Linguistic and Cultural Diversity in Early Childhood Education. 
New York: Teachers College Press; 1995:1-17. 

35. Division for Early Childhood. Promoting Positive Outcomes for Children with Disabilities: Recommendations 
for Curriculum, Assessment, and Program Evaluation. Missoula, MT: Author; March 2007. 



 

33 

36. Bolt S, Krentz J, Thurlow M. Are We There Yet? Accountability for the Performance of Students with 
Disabilities (Technical Report 33). Minneapolis, MN: University of Minnesota, National Center on Educational 
Outcomes; 2002. Available at http://education.umn.edu/NCEO/OnlinePubs/TechReport33.pdf.  

37. Deno S. “Whether” Thou Goest: Perspectives on Progress Monitoring. In: Kameenui EJ, Lloyd JW, Chard D, 
eds. Issues in Educating Students with Disabilities. Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum; 1997:77-99. 

38. Geisinger K. Psychometric Issues in Testing Students with Disabilities. Applied Measurement in Education. 
1994;7:121-140. 

39. Meisels SJ, Atkins-Burnett S. The Head Start National Reporting System: A Critique. Beyond the Journal • 
Young Children on the Web. January; 2004. Available at http://journal.naeyc.org/btj/200401/meisels.pdf. 

40. Meisels SJ. Accountability in Early Childhood: No Easy Answers. Chicago: Herr Research Center for Children 
and Social Policy, Erikson Institute; March 2006. 

41. Meisels SJ, Provence S. Screening and Assessment: Guidelines for Identifying Young Disabled and 
Developmentally Vulnerable Children and Their Families. Washington, DC: National Early Childhood 
Technical Assistance System/National Center for Clinical Infant Programs; 1989. 

42. Bagnato S, Yeh-Ho H. High Stakes Testing with Preschool Children: Violation of Professional Standards for 
Evidence Based Practice in Early Childhood Intervention. KEDI International Journal of Educational Policy. 
2006;3(1):23-43. 

43. National Association for the Education of Young Children. Screening and Assessment of Young English-
Language Learners: Supplement to the NAEYC and NAECS/SDE Joint Position Statement on Early Childhood 
Curriculum, Assessment, and Program Evaluation. Washington, DC: Author; 2005. 

44. Shore R. Ready Schools. Washington, DC: National Education Goals Panel; 1998. 

45. Murphey DA, Burns CE. Development of a Comprehensive Community Assessment of School Readiness. 
Early Childhood Research & Practice. Fall 2002;4(2). 

46. Child Trends. Early Childhood Measures Profiles. Available at 
http://aspe.hhs.gov/hsp/ECMeasures04/report.pdf. 

 
 
 



34 

 
 
APPENDIX A. WASHINGTON STATE 
KINDERGARTEN ASSESSMENT 
PROCESSES—ONLINE SURVEY SUMMARY 
 
 
 

To inform the development of recommendations for a statewide kindergarten assessment process in Washington 
State, SRI International surveyed districts and schools about current kindergarten assessment processes in 
Washington. This document summarizes data from the online survey of districts and schools.  

Data Collection 

SRI International worked collaboratively with the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) to 
design and implement an online survey to gather information from districts and schools with kindergarten 
classrooms in Washington State. An invitation to complete the online survey was sent to principals of all elementary 
schools with kindergarten classrooms in the state (N = 1,307) and to all District Assessment Coordinators serving 
districts including schools with kindergarten classrooms (N = 301). The invitation was sent on September 25, 2008, 
and respondents were asked to complete the survey by October 8, 2008.  

Survey Respondents  

A total of 273 online surveys were completed by representatives from districts (n = 25) and schools (n = 248) in 
Washington State. In an effort to understand school-level kindergarten assessment processes currently in use, each 
district-level survey submitted was weighted to be representative of the number of schools with kindergarten 
classrooms in the district. If a school in that district also submitted a survey, that school was not included in the 
district weighting. Thus, the data obtained from the 273 completed online surveys provide information about 
assessment practices for 593 schools with kindergarten classrooms in Washington State. This represents roughly half 
(45%) of the total population of 1,307 schools with kindergarten classrooms in the state.  

Four-fifths (80%) of schools represented in the sample reported conducting some form of schoolwide 
assessment process for children entering kindergarten. An additional 1% reported that although they do not currently 
conduct a schoolwide assessment of kindergarteners, they plan to do so in the near future. Nearly one-fifth (19%) of 
schools in the sample do not engage in a schoolwide assessment of entering kindergarten students.  

Exhibit A1 presents the total number of respondents to the online survey and the number of respondents to the 
online survey who indicated that their district or school conducted a schoolwide assessment of entering kindergarten 
students, as well as their weighted sample sizes.  

 
Exhibit A1. Survey Response Rates 

 Respondents 
Schools 

Represented 

Percent of 
Schools 

Represented 

Completed online survey 273 593 45 

Conduct schoolwide assessment of 
entering kindergarten students  189 472 36 
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Kindergarten Assessment Practices  

The data presented in the remainder of this appendix represent the 472 schools in the weighted sample that 
indicated that they administer a schoolwide kindergarten assessment.  

Assessment tools used. Of the schools that perform a schoolwide assessment of children entering 
kindergarten, more than half (60%) reported using only one assessment tool, 29% reported using two assessment 
tools, and 10% used three assessment tools. The remaining 1% reported using more than three tools.  

The most commonly used assessment tool was the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills 
(DIBELS), used by more than half of the reporting schools (55%). Of those schools that reported using DIBELS, 
39% use only that tool; the remaining 61% use DIBELS in combination with at least one other assessment tool. 
Nearly half of schools (47%) reported using at least one locally developed assessment tool. Of these locally 
developed assessment tools, 27% were developed by schools and their teachers; the remaining 20% were developed 
by a school district. Of those schools that use locally developed district tools, 59% use only that tool; the remaining 
41% use at least one additional assessment tool as well. Of those schools that reported using tools locally developed 
by the school or teachers, 38% use only those tools; the remaining 62% use school- or teacher-developed tools in 
combination with other assessments.  

Many fewer schools use a variety of additional standardized assessment tools, which include Read Well (5%), 
Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) (4%), and Developmental Indicators for the Assessment of Learning 
(DIAL) (4%). All other assessment tools named were used by fewer than 3% of schools.  

Purposes for assessing entering kindergarten students. Survey respondents were asked to identify the key 
purpose(s) of each assessment tool used as part of their schoolwide assessment processes from a list of options. 
Although some schools used multiple assessment tools with unique purposes, the information presented here is 
aggregated across assessment tools used for each school. This approach provides a picture of the key purposes for 
assessing kindergarten students at the school level.  

In general, schools identified multiple purposes for conducting assessments of entering kindergarten students. 
Across schools, the average number of purposes identified for conducting a schoolwide assessment process was 4.5. 
As shown in Exhibit A2, nearly all schools cited conducting a kindergarten assessment to inform classroom 
instruction for individual students (96%). Other commonly cited purposes for assessment included to inform 
instruction at the classroom level (88%) and to inform parents of children’s strengths and areas for growth (81%). 
Schools also use assessment information to screen for potential developmental delays (77%) and to inform planning 
for ongoing investment in early learning (60%). Additionally, 16% of schools wrote in an “other” purpose for 
conducting a schoolwide assessment that was not listed on the prepopulated list of options—to “balance classes” or 
to inform the placement of students in specific classrooms or instructional grouping. The remaining 8% of schools 
reported conducting kindergarten assessments for a variety of other nonspecified purposes.  

 



36 

Exhibit A2. Purposes of Assessment Tools 

Purpose of Assessment* Percent 

Inform instruction for individual students 96 

Inform instruction on classroom level 88 

Inform parents of children’s strengths and areas for growth 81 

Identify potential developmental delays 77 

Inform planning for ongoing investment in early learning 60 

Support transition and alignment between ECE programs and K-12 schools 22 

Other – Inform instructional grouping/placement 16 

Other – Not specified by respondent  8 

* More than one response option could be selected. 

 

Areas of children’s skills and development assessed. Respondents were asked to identify domains of 
children’s development and skills that were assessed through their kindergarten entry assessment process from a list 
of options. Although some schools used multiple assessment tools, each potentially measuring different domains, the 
information presented here is aggregated across assessment tools used for each school. This approach provides a 
comprehensive picture of the domains measured during each school’s assessment process.  

As shown in Exhibit A3, nearly all (98%) of reporting schools measure some aspect(s) of children’s language, 
communication, and literacy skills (e.g., children’s use of language, reading, and writing skills, and ability to 
communicate). A bit more than three-fourths of schools (77%) currently assess entering kindergarteners’ cognition 
and general knowledge (e.g., children’s ability to think about and understand the world around them, including 
knowledge about people, place, and things, math concepts, and ways to solve problems using logic and what they 
already know). Only one-quarter of schools (25%) assessed children’s physical health, well-being, and motor 
development (e.g., children’s physical health and ability to participate in daily activities). Across schools, the least 
commonly assessed domains were approaches toward learning (18%) (e.g., children’s approaches toward learning 
new skills, including being curious, persisting at tasks, being creative, paying attention, and thinking about what 
they have just learned) or social and emotional development (10%) (e.g., children’s ability to handle their own 
emotions and have positive relationship at home, at school, and in the community).  

Only 5% of schools with a kindergarten entry assessment process reported using a process that measured all 
five domains of children’s development and skills. An additional 7% reported assessing four domains, while 24% 
assessed three, 43% assessed two, and 22% assessed one domain. The average number of domains measured by 
schools during a schoolwide assessment process was 2.3.  
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Exhibit A3. Domains Assessed by Schools 

Domain* Percent 

Language, communication, and literacy 98 

Cognition and general knowledge 77 

Physical well-being, health, and/or motor development 25 

Approaches toward learning 18 

Social and emotional development 10 

* More than one response option could be selected.  

Characteristics of schoolwide assessment processes. Most (87%) of schools conducting a schoolwide 
kindergarten assessment process assessed more than 90% of the incoming kindergarten class. The remaining 13% of 
schools assessed at least half of the incoming kindergarten class.  

For the majority of schools responding to the survey (85%), participation in the assessment process was not 
voluntary for families.  

The majority of schools (82%) with a kindergarten entry assessment process indicated that they had not 
gathered parent or family input when selecting or designing the assessment process they currently use. Nearly one-
fifth of schools (18%) reported that parent input was gathered during the assessment selection process.  

Three-fourths of schools (75%) responding to the survey administered at least one assessment tool within the 
first month of school. A third of schools (33%) reported administering at least one assessment tool during 
kindergarten enrollment, before children begin school; 16% of schools reported administering at least one 
assessment tool later in the school year.  

Eighty-five percent of schools indicated that kindergarten teachers conducted at least one of their schoolwide 
assessments of children. Sixty-three percent of schools indicated that at least one of their assessments was 
administered by another school staff person, and 41% reported that assessments were conducted by assessment 
specialists. Only 4% of schools reported that at least one of their assessments was completed by the child’s parent. 
Nearly one-fifth of schools (17%) reported only teachers as participating in the assessment process, while nearly 
three-quarters (70%) reported using a combination of teachers, specialists, other school staff, and parents to 
administer the assessment process.  

Nearly 70% of schools reported that at least one of the assessment tools currently in use was available only in 
English. Of the 33% of schools reporting using at least one assessment tool that was available in a language other 
than English, Spanish was by far the most commonly cited other language available (80%). Four percent of schools 
reported having assessment tools available in additional languages (e.g., French, Russian, Ukrainian).  

More than half of the reporting schools (57%) indicated that they made accommodations for children with 
special needs during their schoolwide assessment process. Twenty-eight percent of schools made no special 
accommodations for children with special needs; an additional 13% of schools excluded children with special needs 
from the assessment process. 

Nearly all schools (94%) reported that kindergarten assessment data were available at the individual student 
level. A bit more than three-quarters (77%) reported that data were available at the classroom level, and 71% 
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indicated that data were available for the school overall. Across schools, assessment results were shared with school 
teachers and principals (99%), parents (83%), and district staff (64%).  

Summary and Conclusion  

Representatives from nearly half of all schools with kindergarten classrooms in Washington State responded to 
an online survey requesting information on schoolwide kindergarten assessment processes currently in use. Eighty 
percent of represented schools currently conduct some form of assessment with entering kindergarten students.  

Schools reported conducting a schoolwide assessment of kindergarteners for multiple purposes, the most 
commonly cited purposes including informing instruction (for individual students and at the classroom level) and 
informing parents of their children’s strengths and areas for growth. Assessment processes currently used by 
Washington State schools responding to the online survey mostly measured only two areas of children’s 
development and skills (e.g., language and cognition) and thus were not comprehensive in nature. Schools were least 
likely to measure children’s social and emotional development with current assessment processes.  

More than half of schools currently use only one assessment tool. More than half of reporting schools reported 
using DIBELS, either alone or as part of a multitool assessment process. Almost half of schools reported using 
unstandardized tools developed locally by districts, schools, and teachers to assess children. The vast majority of 
schools assessed all incoming kindergarten students at entry or within the first month of school. Most schoolwide 
assessment processes involved a combination of teachers and other people, including specialists and other school 
staff, in the assessment of children. Most schools reported that at least one assessment was available only in English, 
and a bit more than half of schools reported making accommodations for children with special needs during the 
assessment process. Participation in the assessment process is rarely voluntary.  

This summary of kindergarten assessment practices currently under way in Washington State provides a context 
for thinking about how a statewide kindergarten assessment process could duplicate or augment common local 
practices. 
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APPENDIX B. STAKEHOLDER PRIORITIES 
FOR A STATEWIDE KINDERGARTEN 
ASSESSMENT PROCESS—ONLINE 
SURVEY SUMMARY 
 
 

To inform the development of recommendations about a statewide kindergarten assessment process, SRI 
International surveyed a variety of stakeholders about their priorities for such a process in Washington State. This 
document summarizes data from the survey.  

Data Collection 

SRI International collaborated with the Department of Early Learning (DEL), the Office of Superintendent of 
Public Instruction (OSPI), and Thrive by Five Washington to design and implement an online survey to gather 
information from a variety of Washington State stakeholders about their priorities for a statewide kindergarten 
assessment process. The online survey and an introductory presentation were posted in English and Spanish on the 
DEL website for anyone wishing to give input. Both were available during the last 2 weeks of October 2008. 

The opportunity to participate in the survey was advertised through flyers posted at and distributed by schools, 
libraries, and other community-based organizations; announcements made at statewide conferences of early care and 
education (ECE) providers and a Tribal Congress meeting; letters to each of the federally recognized Washington 
Indian Tribes; e-mails to all schools, districts, and Educational Service Districts (ESDs); e-mails to Early Childhood 
Education and Assistance Program (ECEAP) agencies, Head Start programs, and licensed home child care 
providers, Infant and Toddler Early Intervention Program (ITEIP) contractors, and participants in electronic mailing 
lists; and e-mails to staff and members of organizations concerned with early childhood and school readiness issues. 
All announcements encouraged people to forward information about the presentation and online survey to others 
they thought might be interested in participating in the process. In addition, all the e-mails sent to schools and other 
agency staff encouraged them to forward the survey announcements and flyers to parents.  

In addition to the survey, SRI gathered input through in-person and phone conversations. These included a 
conference call with early learning and assessment experts, a conference call with cultural competency experts, a 
discussion with ECE providers at the statewide Washington Association for the Education of Young Children 
(WAEYC) meeting, and a number for people to call to provide feedback to DEL interviewers. Only data collected 
through the online survey are reported here.  

Survey Respondents  

A total of 1,476 Washington State stakeholders completed the online survey, 7 of whom completed the Spanish 
version. An impressive 90% of stakeholders (n = 1,349) provided complete answers to all survey items; 
9% (n = 127) submitted incomplete surveys (i.e., skipped some survey items). Exhibit B20 at the end of this report 
provides for each survey item the number of respondents who answered the item, selected Not applicable; there 
should not be a statewide kindergarten assessment process, and left the item blank (i.e., Missing). Most of the 
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percentages provided in this appendix were calculated excluding Not applicable; there should not be a statewide 
kindergarten assessment process and missing responses.1 

Surveys were completed by at least one stakeholder in each of Washington State’s 39 counties. In addition, 
surveys were completed by at least one representative of 12 of the state’s 29 federally recognized tribes. Even 
though each county and some of the Washington Indian Tribes are represented in the data, the priorities of survey 
respondents described here should not be viewed as representative of all constituents in the state or of members of 
Washington Indian Tribes because participants were invited to complete the survey through targeted and purposive 
outreach strategies and were not randomly sampled from the population at large. Additionally, the percentages 
presented for Washington Indian Tribe representatives reflect a smaller number of individuals compared with other 
stakeholder groups.  

Exhibit B1 presents the percentages and numbers of respondents to the online survey, by stakeholder group. The 
most respondents were in the groups of school principals, teachers, and staff; ECE providers and program directors; 
and parents and other caregivers. Common stakeholders in the Other category were health professionals, family 
educators and service providers, nonprofit agency staff, and social workers.  

 
Exhibit B1. Survey Respondents, by Stakeholder Group 

Stakeholder Group Percent Number 

School principals, teachers, and staff 27 392 

ECE providers and program directors 24 350 

Parents and other relative caregivers 22 327 

Early learning and assessment experts, including  
researchers, policy-makers, and professors 

13 186 

ESD and school district administrators and staff 8 112 

Washington Indian Tribe representatives 2 30 

Other  5 79 

Total 100 1,476 

 

Forty-four percent of survey respondents reported that they either currently work with or provide care for at 
least one child who speaks a language other than English as his or her primary language. Of these, most were school 
or ECE staff. Fifty-five percent of respondents reported that they either currently work with or provide care for at 
least one child with a disability or other special need. Most of them were school or ECE staff or representatives from 
Washington Indian Tribes.  

                                                 
1 Individuals who indicated that they strongly or somewhat disagree with the idea of developing a kindergarten assessment process were given 

the option to answer subsequent survey questions substantively or to indicate Not applicable; there should not be a kindergarten assessment 
process. These respondents were likely to indicate Not applicable; there should not be a statewide kindergarten assessment process on the 
majority, but not all, of subsequent survey items. Additionally, individuals who indicated that they strongly or somewhat agree with the idea 
of developing a statewide kindergarten assessment process sometimes selected Not applicable; there should not be a statewide kindergarten 
assessment process on subsequent questions. For these reasons, percentages provided in this report were calculated excluding “not applicable” 
and missing responses.  
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Priorities for a Kindergarten Assessment Process  

Agreement with the idea of a statewide kindergarten assessment process. Stakeholders in Washington 
State had diverse opinions about the idea of developing a statewide kindergarten assessment process. The majority, 
however, favored the idea. Two-thirds (67%) of respondents reported that they strongly or moderately agree with the 
idea (Exhibit B2). In contrast, a large minority (20%) of respondents indicated that they strongly or moderately 
disagree with the idea. 

 

Exhibit B2. Stakeholder Agreement with the Idea of Developing a Statewide Kindergarten Assessment 
Process, Overall  
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Support for developing a statewide kindergarten assessment process varies by stakeholder group. Somewhat 
higher percentages of ESD and district staff (78%) and school personnel (74%) agree with the idea of developing a 
statewide kindergarten assessment process, compared with other stakeholder groups (Exhibit B3). In contrast, less 
than one-third (30%) of Washington Indian Tribe respondents indicated that they strongly or moderately agree with 
the idea. 

Exhibit B3. Agreement and Disagreement with the Idea of Developing a Statewide Kindergarten Assessment 
Process, by Stakeholder Group 
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Purposes of assessment. Information gathered through a kindergarten assessment process can be used for a 
number of purposes. Survey respondents were asked how strongly they agree with the appropriateness of seven 
possible purposes for a statewide process in Washington. Exhibit B4 shows the percentage of respondents who 
reported they strongly agree or agree with the percentage who strongly disagree or disagree with each purpose listed 
in the survey. In general, respondents strongly agree or agree with most of the seven purposes. Support was slightly 
lower for using a statewide kindergarten assessment to help guide district and school planning and planning for 
statewide investments in early learning. 

 

Exhibit B4. Stakeholder Agreement and Disagreement with Purposes of Assessment, Overall 
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Respondents were then asked to identify which of the seven purposes they considered the most important for a 
statewide kindergarten assessment process. The purpose identified as most important was to help guide instruction 
for individual students, with 27% of all respondents choosing this option (Exhibit B5). The purposes least 
commonly identified as most important were to inform parents of children’s strengths and areas for growth (7%) and 
to help guide district and school planning (4%).  

Exhibit B5. Most Important Purpose of Assessment Identified by Stakeholders, Overall  
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For most stakeholder groups (Exhibit B6), the most important purpose for a statewide kindergarten assessment 
process was to guide instruction for individual students. However, ECE staff identified supporting the transition and 
alignment between ECE programs and K-12 schools as the most important purpose, and representatives from 
Washington Indian Tribes identified screening as the most important purpose for conducting an assessment process. 
For the most part, helping to guide planning at the district or school level was least often identified as the most 
important purpose across all stakeholder groups.  

 
Exhibit B6. Most Important Purpose of Assessment, by Stakeholder Group 

Percent Who Rated Purpose as Most Important 

Purpose 
Parents/ 

Caregivers 
WA Indian Tribe 
Representatives 

ESD/ 
District 

Staff 
School 

Staff 
ECE 
Staff Experts Other 

Help guide individual 
instruction  36 26 32 23 21 30 26 

Help guide classroom 
instruction 12 15 10 15 7 6 6 

Screen for potential 
special needs 16 32 12 20 22 10 13 

Inform parents of 
strengths and areas of 
growth 

10 0 5 6 4 10 15 

Support transition and 
alignment between ECE 
programs and K-12 
schools 

15 26 19 17 30 20 24 

Help guide district and 
school planning 2 0 7 3 4 6 7 

Help guide planning for 
early learning 
investments statewide 

9 11 16 16 13 19 9 

 
Areas of children’s skills and development to be assessed. Respondents were asked to indicate the 

importance of including measures of five areas of children’s skills and development in a statewide kindergarten 
assessment process (Exhibit B7). Generally, respondents thought that all five areas are very or somewhat important 
to include in a statewide kindergarten assessment process. However, respondents believed it was particularly (i.e., 
very) important to include social and emotional development (71%) and language, communication, and literacy 
(68%) in a statewide kindergarten assessment process. 
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Exhibit B7. Stakeholder Perceptions of Importance of Measuring Specific Areas of Development, Overall  

Percent 

Area 
Very 

Important 
Somewhat 
Important Neutral 

Not Very 
Important 

Not at All 
Important 

Social and emotional development 71 21 5 1 1 

Language, communication, and literacy 68 24 5 1 1 

Physical well-being, health, and/or motor 
development 56 33 8 2 1 

Cognition and general knowledge 56 32 8 2 1 

Approaches toward learning 55 33 8 3 1 

 
Views on the importance of measuring various areas of children’s development varied by stakeholder group 

(Exhibit B8). Higher percentages of stakeholders in all groups except ESD and district staff rated aspects of 
children’s social and emotional development as very important to measure, compared with other areas of 
development. Higher percentages of ESD and district staff (66%) rated language, communication, and literacy skills 
and cognition and general knowledge as very important to measure as part of a statewide kindergarten assessment 
process, compared with other areas of children’s skills and development.  

Exhibit B8. Perceptions of Importance of Measuring Specific Areas of Development, 
Perceptions of Stakeholder Group  

Percent of Respondents Who Rated Area as Very Important 

Area 
Parents/ 

Caregivers 
WA Indian Tribe 
Representatives 

ESD/ 
District 

Staff 
School 

Staff 
ECE 
Staff Experts Other 

Social and emotional 
development 58 58 64 68 83 83 83 

Language, communication, 
and literacy 55 30 66 62 52 51 69 

Physical well-being, health, 
and/or motor development 47 50 58 54 63 63 64 

Cognition and general 
knowledge 55 30 66 62 52 51 50 

Approaches toward learning 55 37 50 49 60 61 63 
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As shown in Exhibit B9, the vast majority of respondents (86%) strongly or moderately agree that a statewide 
kindergarten assessment process should be comprehensive—that it should gather information on all five areas of 
children’s skills and development listed in Exhibits B7 and B8. Only 9% of respondents reported that they strongly 
or somewhat disagree with the idea of a comprehensive assessment process.  

Exhibit B9. Stakeholder Agreement with a Comprehensive Kindergarten Assessment Process, Overall  
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Consensus existed among most stakeholder groups with the idea that a statewide kindergarten assessment 
process should be comprehensive (Exhibit B10).  

Exhibit B10. Agreement with a Comprehensive Kindergarten Assessment Process, 
by Stakeholder Group  
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Approaches to implementation of a kindergarten assessment process statewide. Survey respondents were 
asked how strongly they agree with statements describing four potential approaches to implementing a statewide 
kindergarten assessment process that varied in degree of choice and standardization across schools. Exhibit B11 
compares the percentage of respondents who reported that they strongly or moderately agree with the percentage 
who strongly or moderately disagree with the implementation approaches listed in the survey. In general, there was 
an overall desire for some standardization of approach, such as using an assessment process that provides options 
from a specified list (65%), requiring schools to use processes that meet specified criteria (54%), or stipulating using 
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the same tools and methods for all districts (54%). Fewer respondents indicated that they strongly or moderately 
agree (42%) that all decisions about a kindergarten assessment process should be made by individual districts with 
technical assistance from the state or others.  

Exhibit B11. Stakeholder Agreement with Potential Implementation Approaches, Overall  
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Exhibit B12 shows the percentage of respondents in each stakeholder group who reported that they strongly or 

moderately agree with each of the four potential approaches to implementing a statewide process. All but one of the 
stakeholder groups thought districts should be allowed to choose tools and methods from a specified list. 
Representatives from Washington Indian Tribes indicated that they strongly or moderately agree with a process in 
which districts are able to develop local procedures that meet a specified set of criteria or in which all decisions are 
made by individual districts with technical assistance. Washington Indian Tribe representatives also were the least 
supportive of the implementation approach of all districts using one standard assessment process. Other stakeholder 
groups were least supportive of a process that allowed all decisions to be made by districts or schools with technical 
assistance from the state or others. 

 
Exhibit B12. Agreement with Potential Implementation Approaches, by Stakeholder Group 

Percent of Respondents Who Strongly or Moderately Agree 

Approach 
Parents/ 

Caregivers 
WA Indian Tribe 
Representatives 

ESD/ 
District 

Staff 
School 

Staff 
ECE 
Staff Experts Other 

One standard assessment 
process for all districts 58 29 58 58 51 46 51 

Districts choose tools and 
methods from a specified list 65 38 68 68 62 66 62 

Districts develop local 
procedures that meet specified 
criteria 

54 57 51 53 57 50 62 

All decisions are made by 
districts with technical 
assistance from state or others 

41 50 37 43 44 36 39 
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Inclusion of parent input. Respondents were asked whether they agree that parent input must be included as an 
information source in a kindergarten assessment process. The majority of respondents (87%) strongly or moderately 
agree with the assertion that a statewide kindergarten assessment process in Washington State must include 
information gathered from parents (Exhibit B13). Only 6% of respondents reported that they strongly or moderately 
disagree that information must be gathered from parents. Furthermore, the majority of respondents in all stakeholder 
groups were in favor of gathering information from parents and other caregivers as part of an assessment process 
(Exhibit B14).  

Exhibit B13. Agreement with Necessity of Including Parent Input, Overall  
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Exhibit B14. Agreement with Necessity of Including Parent Input, by Stakeholder Group  
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Approaches to collecting information on children’s skills and development. Information on children’s 
skills and development can be collected by using a variety of approaches. Some of these approaches are direct 
assessments, with teachers or trained assessors asking children to perform standardized tasks and then recording the 
results. Other approaches involve having teachers or others who know the children well gather information on their 
skills and development by observing them perform tasks in their natural settings and recording the results by using 
checklists, questionnaires, and rating scales and, in some cases, rating samples of children’s work. Respondents 
were asked how strongly they agree with three possible approaches for collecting information on what children 
know and are able to do. Exhibit B15 compares the percentage of respondents who indicated they strongly or 
moderately agree with the percentage who strongly or moderately disagree with the information collection 
approaches listed in the survey. Generally, respondents held favorable opinions of all three approaches.  

Exhibit B15. Agreement with Approaches to Collection of Information, Overall 
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Exhibit B16 shows the percentage of respondents from different stakeholder groups who indicated that they 
strongly or moderately agree with each of three potential approaches to collecting assessment information. 
Differences were evident among stakeholder groups; for example, parents (80%), ESD and district staff (82%), and 
school staff (91%) favored using direct assessments, compared with other approaches for collecting information on 
children. This differed from the priorities of Washington Indian Tribe representatives (68%), ECE staff (82%), and 
early learning experts (82%), who favored collecting information on children’s skills and development by using 
portfolios and work samples.  
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Exhibit B16. Agreement with Data Collection Approaches, by Stakeholder Group 

 

Percent of Respondents Who Strongly or Moderately Agree 

Approach 
Parents/ 

Caregivers 
WA Indian Tribe 
Representatives 

ESD/ 
District 

Staff 
School 

Staff 
ECE 
Staff Experts Other 

Direct assessments 80 62 82 91 63 63 73 

Checklists, questionnaires, 
and rating scales 76 62 72 73 75 78 65 

Portfolios and work 
samples 75 68 73 69 82 82 74 

 
Instructional time willing to invest in the assessment process. Respondents varied widely in the amount of 

instructional time they are willing to invest in a kindergarten assessment process. As shown in Exhibit B17, 25% of 
respondents indicated they would invest up to 1 hour of instructional time per child each year for assessment, and 
45% indicated a willingness to invest more than 1 hour of time. Some respondents were less willing to spend 
instructional time on a kindergarten assessment, with 16% wanting to spend less than 30 minutes per child and 14% 
not wanting to invest any instructional time on the assessment. Seventy-three percent of those not wanting to invest 
any time in a process also indicated that they strongly disagree with the idea of a statewide kindergarten assessment 
process. 

 
Exhibit B17. Instructional Time Stakeholders Are Willing to Invest, Overall  
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Potential challenges. Respondents also were asked how significant a challenge to implementing a statewide 
kindergarten assessment process they believed seven issues might be (Exhibit B18). The majority of respondents 
(62%) indicated that cost to schools and districts is a very significant implementation challenge. More than two-
fifths of respondents indicated that potential misuse of data (45%), teacher burden (41%), and time away from 
classroom instruction (40%) might be very significant implementation challenges.  
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Exhibit B18. Challenges Anticipated by Stakeholders to Be Very Significant, Overall  
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Respondents in all stakeholder groups identified cost to schools and districts as a very significant challenge 
(Exhibit B19). For early learning experts, ECE staff, and representatives from Washington Indian Tribes, potential 
misuse of data is also a significant anticipated challenge. Representatives from Washington Indian Tribes also rated 
pressure on children as a very significant anticipated challenge.  

 

Exhibit B19. Potential Implementation Challenges, by Stakeholder Group  

Percent of Respondents Who Rated Challenge as Very Significant 

Challenge 
Parents/ 

Caregivers 
WA Indian Tribe 
Representatives 

ESD/ 
District 

Staff 
School 

Staff 
ECE 
Staff Experts Other 

Cost to districts and 
schools 58 71 71 70 59 53 60 

Training of teachers or 
assessors 33 46 37 35 39 43 37 

Misuse of data 39 71 45 35 53 52 50 

Data analysis and reporting 
capacity 27 64 29 26 35 35 25 

Time away from instruction 27 37 39 56 39 31 32 

Teacher burden 33 46 37 54 40 35 38 

Pressure on children 30 68 22 27 41 39 36 

 
Additional planning needed. Respondents were asked how much time they think is needed for dialogue 

between the state and stakeholder groups about a statewide kindergarten assessment before piloting one. A little 
more than half (52%) reported that at least 6 to 12 months of planning time is needed, and an additional 35% 
reported that more than a year of planning and dialogue is necessary. Seventeen percent of respondents believed less 
than 6 months is needed to plan and dialogue.  
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Respondents also were asked whether they would like to be personally involved in the next steps of dialogue 
about a statewide kindergarten assessment process. Forty-four percent indicated that they would like to be 
personally involved and submitted their contact information; this included representation from all stakeholder 
groups. Early learning experts, ESD or district staff, and representatives from Washington Indian Tribes were more 
likely to indicate a desire for further involvement than other stakeholder groups.  

Finally, respondents were asked whether they were interested in having their school or district participate in a 
pilot of a statewide kindergarten assessment process. Thirty-seven percent of survey respondents indicated that they 
would be interested and submitted their school’s or district’s name.  
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Summary and Conclusion  

Stakeholders from each of Washington State’s 39 counties and 12 of the 29 federally recognized Washington 
Indian Tribes completed an online survey asking about their priorities for developing a statewide kindergarten 
assessment process. 

Stakeholders in Washington have diverse opinions about the development of a statewide kindergarten 
assessment process. Whereas the majority of respondents supported the idea, 21% did not. Respondents regarded 
most of the purposes listed in the survey as appropriate for an assessment process. As a whole, the respondents most 
commonly cited guiding instruction for individual students as the most important purpose, followed by supporting 
transition and alignment between ECE programs and K-12 schools and screening children for potential 
developmental delays and other special needs. ECE staff, however identified supporting the transition between ECE 
programs and K-12 schools as the most important purpose, and representatives from Washington Indian Tribes 
indicated that screening children for potential delays and other special needs was the most important purpose for 
conducting a statewide assessment process.  

The majority of respondents in all stakeholder groups believed the process should be comprehensive and 
capture information on all five areas of children’s skills and development, but that social and emotional development 
and language, communication, and literacy are of utmost importance. Stakeholders except ESD and district staff 
rated aspects of children’s social and emotional development as more important to measure, compared with other 
areas of development. ESD and district staff more often rated language, communication, and literacy skills and 
cognition and general knowledge as very important to measure.  

In general, stakeholders agree with having some level of standardization in the assessment implementation 
approach. Most respondents support the idea of using an assessment implementation process that requires districts to 
choose tools and methods from a specified list of options and disagree with a process that requires all decisions to be 
made by individual districts. Representatives from Washington Indian Tribes disfavored using one standard 
assessment implementation process more than other stakeholder groups.  

The majority of stakeholders believed that a kindergarten assessment process must include information gathered 
from parents and caregivers. Similarly, respondents held favorable opinions of multiple approaches to collecting 
information on children’s skills and development, including the use of direct assessments; checklists, questionnaires, 
and rating scales; and portfolios and work samples. School staff most strongly agree with the use of direct 
assessments, whereas ECE staff, early learning experts, and representatives from Washington Indian Tribes agree 
less with their use. Opinions varied widely on the amount of instructional time stakeholders are willing to invest in 
conducting a statewide kindergarten assessment process: two-fifths were willing to invest up to 1 hour per child per 
year; slightly more were willing to invest more than 1 hour.  

Respondents also identified multiple challenges they believe might be very significant to implementing a 
statewide kindergarten assessment process, including cost to schools and districts, potential misuse of data, teacher 
burden, time away from instruction, and training of teachers or assessors. Stakeholders from all groups indicated 
cost to schools and districts as a very significant challenge. For early learning experts, ECE staff, and representatives 
from Washington Indian Tribes, potential misuse of data also was anticipated to be a very significant challenge. 
Representatives from Washington Indian Tribes also anticipated pressure on children as a very significant challenge.  

Regarding further planning, the vast majority of respondents indicated that more than 6 months and perhaps 
more than a year of planning time is needed for dialogue between the state and stakeholder groups before an 
assessment process is piloted. Also, almost half of respondents were interested in personally participating in this 
planning process, and more than a third were interested in having their schools or districts participate in a pilot 
kindergarten assessment process. 
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In conclusion, both variation and consensus exist for various aspects of a kindergarten assessment process 
among Washington State’s stakeholders. The results of this survey provide a context for making decisions about 
next steps in developing a process. They suggest areas in which support for certain decisions may already be 
sufficient (e.g., including parents in the process, conducting a comprehensive assessment process), as well as areas 
where further dialogue and consensus building may be necessary (such as, purpose(s), time to invest in the process). 

 

Exhibit B20. Stakeholder Survey Response Rates, by Item (N = 1,476) 

Number of Responses 

Survey Item Answered 
Not 

Applicable Missing 

Respondent characteristics 

County of residence 1,476 - - 

Respondent type (i.e., stakeholder group) 1,476 - - 

Work with or care for children who speak a language other than English 
as primary language 1,476 - - 

Work with or care for children with disabilities or other special needs 1,476 - - 

Idea of developing a statewide kindergarten assessment process 

Agree with idea of developing a statewide process 1,476 - - 

Purposes for a statewide kindergarten assessment process 

Help guide instruction for individual students 1,357 77 42 

Help guide instruction at classroom level 1,357 77 42 

Screen children for potential developmental delays or other  
special needs 1,360 74 42 

Inform parents of children’s strengths and areas for growth 1,359 75 42 

Help guide planning for ongoing investment in early learning at the  
state level 1,357 77 42 

Help guide planning at the district or school level 1,356 78 42 

Support transition and alignment between ECE programs and 
K-12 schools 1,354 80 42 

Most important purpose for a statewide kindergarten assessment process 

Most important purpose  1,304 121 51 

Domains to be measured in a kindergarten assessment process 

Physical well-being, health, and/or motor development 1,274 134 68 

Social and emotional development 1,275 133 68 

Approaches toward learning 1,282 126 68 

Cognition and general knowledge 1,282 126 68 

Language, communication, and literacy 1,285 123 68 
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Exhibit B20. Response Rates, by Item (Concluded) 

Number of Responses 

Survey Item Answered 
Not 

Applicable Missing 

Comprehensiveness of assessment process  

Assessment process MUST be comprehensive 1,269 139 68 

Parent input 

Assessment process MUST include information gathered from parents 1,275 115 86 

Approaches to implementing a statewide kindergarten assessment process 

One standard assessment process for all districts (i.e., the same process 
and set of tools and methods) 1,254 136 86 

Districts choose tools and methods from a specified list (i.e., choose 
options from approved menus) 1,261 129 86 

Districts develop local procedures that meet a specified set of criteria 1,262 128 86 

All decisions for kindergarten assessment processes are made by 
individual districts with technical assistance provided by the state or 
others  1,261 129 86 

Approaches to collecting assessment information  

Direct assessments in which teachers or trained assessors ask children to 
perform standardized tasks and then record the results 1,243 132 101 

Checklists, questionnaires, and rating scales 1,248 127 101 

Portfolios and work samples  1,251 124 101 

Time willing to invest in statewide kindergarten assessment process 

Time willing to invest 1,170 185 121 

Challenges to implementing a statewide kindergarten assessment process 

Cost to schools and districts 1,355 - 121 

Training of teachers or assessors 1,351 - 125 

How data may be misused 1,352 - 124 

Ability to analyze and report the data 1,347 - 129 

Time away from classroom instruction 1,351 - 125 

Teacher burden 1,353 - 123 

Pressure on children 1,355 - 121 

Other 306 - 1,170 

Planning and piloting  

Time for dialogue between state and stakeholders  1,190 164 122 

Interested in being personally involved in planning 1,354 - 122 

Interested in having school/district participate in pilot  1,349 - 127 
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Work Group Members in Attendance:  Chris Amirault, Leanne Barrett, Blythe Berger, Kenny Duva, 
Maryann Finamore-Allmark, Leslie Gell, Kristen Greene, Jerry Hatfield, Kristin Lehoullier, Khadija Lewis 
Khan, Mindy Mertz, Larry Pucciarelli, Ann Turrell, Sue Warford,   
 
Others in Attendance:  Karen Beese (representing Donalda Carlson), Barbara Schermack (ELC Member) 
  
Public Attendees: Susan Zoll (Ready to Learn Providence), Karen Ennis (Connecting for Children and 
Families) 
 
Facilitator: Kristin Lehoullier 
 
9:30-9:35 Welcome/Introduction 

 
Kristin Lehoullier 

 
The meeting of the Rhode Island Early Learning Council Work Group was called to order at 9:35 am by 
facilitator Kristin Lehoullier. 
 
Kristin welcomed the group, introduced Working Group co-chairs and reviewed the agenda. 
 
Kristin facilitated introductions, acknowledged public participants and reviewed rules for participation: 

o This is a public meeting. 
o There will be clear times for public comment during the meeting. 
o Feedback will be invited from the Working Group first and then ask for public comment. 

 
Chris Amirault volunteered to help take notes.  
 
Leanne told the group that before the next meeting that there would be some more clarity on meeting 
participation rules. 
 
9:35-10:45 Rhode Island Kindergarten Assessment Discussion Kristin Lehoullier 

 
At the last meeting we spent some time identifying what we thought the purposes of assessment should be as 
follows:  
 
1. To help teachers know what individual children know and can do so that they can effectively plan for, 

design and differentiate instruction. (25) 
2.  To collect local and community level data on child readiness for Kindergarten for the purposes of 

program improvement.(8)  
3. To collect state level data on child readiness for Kindergarten.(4) 
4. To identify the need for supportive services (need to define this more). (4) 
5. To inform the allocation of resources. (4) 
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6. To inform professional development needs and planning at all levels of the system.(1) 
7. To inform teacher preparation for early care and education programs. (added from discussion) 
8. To foster information exchange between families about a child’s learning and development. (added from 

discussion) 
9. To foster collaboration between programs and families. (1)   
 
Our next task is to develop some guidelines for the best way to accomplish those goals in early childhood, 
particularly for our primary purpose.  For example, if one of our primary purposes it to implement an assessment 
system that helps teachers understand where children are and allows them to differentiate instruction,  what 
guidelines can we suggest to RIDE that will help them design the assessment system in the best possible way for 
early childhood.  For example, we might say that the assessment must include observation or that we want to use a 
common tool statewide or that we need to consider data from multiple sources, including families. 
 
Before we do that I want to make sure that we are in agreement that #1 and #2 represent our primary purpose.  
Does this make sense? 
 
Discussion: 
 
The group had concerns about their role and the process as follows: 
 
What role are we supposed to be playing? Are we recommending a specific tool?  How do we deal with purposes 
that may be in conflict with each other? 
 
Do we have the right people not being in the room (e.g. kindergarten teachers)?  The people this will affect are not 
in the room. 
 
We should be doing this with the benefit of knowing what is already being done for K assessment and what is 
already in place to build upon?  We need to know what assessments are already being used and to better 
understand the programmatic constraints.  Teaching Strategies Gold was used as an example.  It is a great tool but 
extremely time intensive to use properly given all the time constraints in the classroom, particularly for half-day 
kindergarten classrooms 
 
Kristin reiterated that we were developing guidelines for RIDE to use in developing the assessment system for 
kindergarten entry and that we could suggest that kindergarten teachers be included in the design of the system as 
one of our guidelines.  She clarified that the guidelines were broad and that this group was not being charged with 
designing the system but rather providing a set of overarching guidelines for the design process. 
 
A work group member suggested that group make two lists of guidelines: 1 list of process guidelines and another 
of assessment guidelines. 
 
 The group was also divided on how to approach it - do we create an ideal set of guidelines or do we create 
guidelines that reflect the realities in the field?    
 
Do we need to create it from scratch?  There are a lot of best practices we can draw on. 
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Leanne told the group that she had a just released report from Washington with detailed recommendations on 
both the process and assessment guidelines. 
 
When we talk about improving programs are we talking about improving kindergarten or early childhood 
programs? 
 
When we talk about school readiness we need to consider school readiness for kids at kindergarten entry. 
 
The group agreed that the purpose should be focused on improving kindergarten programming and that the data 
would be useful to early childhood programs to see what the needs are at a community level and find out how they 
can better prepare their students for kindergarten. 
 
The group suggested some edits to the purposes as follows: 
 
Need to change local to school and classroom. 
 
10. To collect classroom, school and community level data on child readiness for kindergarten for the purposes of 

improving kindergarten programming.(8) 
 
It was also recommended and agreed upon that #3 and #5 should be combined as follows:  

 
11. To collect state level data on child readiness for kindergarten and inform the allocation of resources.(8) 

 
The group proposed that a small group of people should work with Michele or Ann between now and 
December 15th to draft a set of guidelines either by modifying the Washington State guidelines or 
starting from scratch.  Mindy Mertz, Kenny Duva, Mary Ann Finamore, Ann Turrell and Chris Amirault 
volunteered to help with that, but they wanted more information from RIDE about what their charge was. 
 
Public Comment: 
 
Susan Zoll (Ready to Learn Providence):  What is the point of this assessment?  How will the process 
work?  Does RIDE want a snap-shot or ongoing assessment?  I am concerned with who will do this?  
Teachers are already so strapped for time. 
 
10:45-11:25 National  Governor’s Association’s Ready State Initiative: Emerging 

Ideas and Options 
 

Leanne Barrett 

 
Leanne presented the data system planning work to date as well as emerging ideas and options for 
addressing gaps: 
 
 10 Fundamentals of Coordinated State ECE Data Systems 
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1. Unique statewide child identifier. 
2. Child-level demographic and program participation information. 
3. Child-level data on development. 
4. Ability to link child-level data with K-12 and other key data systems. 
5. Unique program site identifier with the ability to link with children and the ECE workforce. 
6. Program site data on structure, quality, and work environment. 
7. Unique ECE workforce identifier with ability to link with program sites and children. 
8. Individual ECE workforce demographics, including education and professional development 

information. 
9. State governance body to manage data collection and use. 
10. Transparent privacy protection and security practices and policies.  

 
FUNDAMENTALS 

1. Unique statewide child identifier. 
2. Child-level demographic and program participation information. 
3. Child-level data on development. 
4. Ability to link child-level data with K-12 and other key data systems. 

 
Potential Rhode Island Options – Child Identifier: 
KIDSNET & RIDE data bases are universal and contain demographic and some program participation 
information. 

o   Use KIDSNET ID as unique identifier statewide for young children 
o   Enter KIDSNET ID into other state data systems  
o   Use RIDE SASID as unique identifier statewide for young children   
o    RIDE assigns a SASID to all children in KIDS NET. 
o    All other state data systems use RIDE SASID for children 

 
Next Step: Final plan complete in December 
 
FUNDAMENTALS 

1. Unique statewide child identifier. 
2. Child-level demographic and program participation information 

 
Potential Rhode Island Options – Program Participation: 
Identify a central storage place or linkage hub for early childhood program participation information. 

o Link existing program participation data from EI, Preschool Special Education (including typically 
developing children) and Child Care Subsidy to unique Child ID.  Need to understand how 
attendance is measured. 

o Have Early Head Start and Head Start programs enter child participation information into a 
central state data system (KIDSNET?) 

o Enter State Pre-K child participation information into a central state data system (E-RIDE) 
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o Develop system to track program participation information for children who are not receiving a 
government subsidy (KIDSNET?) 

o Examine how best to track enrollment/attendance data at classroom level and by funding source? 
 
Comments: 
 
Some of the group members recommended that we prioritize the work with the expectation that we 
won’t be able to do it all right away.   
 
Another group member cautioned that we need to look at how the data will be entered.   
 
Leanne agreed and said that it would be important to look at what is feasible and identify the most 
important work.  She noted that she will put in the action plan that the ELC needs to agree on the priority 
questions and help assess feasibility.  
 
 
FUNDAMENTALS 
3.  Child-level data on development. 
 
Potential Rhode Island Options – Child Screening Data: 
Identify a central storage place for developmental screening data  

o Use KIDSNET as the central storage place for child-level developmental screening data entered by 
providers (including medical, early learning, EI, and home visiting). 

o Need for common tool(s) and schedule (training for providers). 
o Enter Child Outreach screening data into KIDSNET (plan in place) 

 
Identify a central storage place for early learning child assessment data:  

o Need for common tool(s) that measure progress across all domains.  
o Examine use of Teaching Strategies GOLD as key state database for observation-based child 

assessment data. 
o Participate in RIDE development of Comprehensive Local Assessment System guidance for district 

K-3 assessment systems (particularly K entry assessment). 
o Work to align birth to 3rd grade child assessment over time. 

 
Comments: 
 
There was some concern in the group that Teaching Strategies GOLD would not be feasible to use as a 
tool because it is so intensive and requires a lot of data entry. 
 
One group member felt that this could be rectified with proper technology in the classrooms to make it 
easier for teachers to capture observation data. 
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FUNDAMENTALS 
5.  Unique program site identifier with the ability to link with children and the ECE workforce.  
 
 
Potential Rhode Island Options – Program site ID: 
Identify a unique Program Site ID: 

o Use DCYF Provider ID as unique identifier – child care centers, family child care, preschools, 
center-based Early Head Start/Head Start  

o Use RIDE School ID as unique identifier – preschool special education in public schools, approved 
preschools, state Pre-K  

o Have BrightStars use DCYF Provider ID/RIDE School ID to track program quality. 
o DHS Child Care Subsidy Program uses DCYF Provider ID. 
o What about Early Intervention and Home-Based Early Head Start/Head Start? 

 
 
FUNDAMENTALS 
6.  Program site data on structure, quality, and work environment. 
 
 
Potential Rhode Island Options – Program Quality Data: 
Identify central storage place for information on program quality: 

o Use BrightStars as central storage place for quality data on center-based early childhood programs 
and family child care.  BrightStars also tracks NAEYC/NAFCC accreditation and RIDE approval. 

o RIDE to track quality of preschool special education programs using new RIDE preschool approval 
standards? 

o Early Intervention tracks program quality using compliance measures and data on child outcomes. 
Four levels with guidance from feds.  

o Potential new information from feds about quality of Early Head Start and Head Start.   
 
Comments 
 
 Participation in BrightStars is low right now – does it make sense to use that as a central repository? 

 
 Should this information be housed at RI Child Care Resource Center? 

 
FUNDAMENTALS 
7. Unique ECE workforce identifier with ability to link with program sites and children. 
8. Individual ECE workforce demographics, including education and professional development 
information.  
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Potential Rhode Island Options – Workforce: 
Identify central storage place(s) for information on workforce: 

o Create workforce registry with unique ID for individuals and potentially require participation by 
all DCYF licensed programs (community-based).   

o Verification of minimum staff qualifications by DCYF licensing?  
o Verification of advanced/other staff qualifications (CDA, higher education, teacher certification) 

by workforce registry/BrightStars? 
o Verification of professional development completed by PD system? 
o RIDE continues to maintain data on teacher certification and staff employed by public schools? 
o What about Early Intervention and Home-Based Early Head Start/Head Start? 

 
 
FUNDAMENTALS 
9.    State governance body to manage data collection and use. 
10. Transparent privacy protection and security practices and policies.  
 
 
Potential Rhode Island Options – Governance & Privacy/Security: 
Develop governance body: 

o Early Learning Council recommends that Governor develop an inter-departmental body to 
oversee the RI Early Care and Education data system. 

o Identify a point person/organization to oversee data system(s) and linkages, develop and run 
reports, etc. 

Develop privacy protection and security practices and policies. 
o Governing body and point person/organization develops policies and ensures they are publicly 

available.  Build on policies in place at HEALTH, RIDE, DHS, DCYF. 
 
11:25-11:35 Head Start State Plan Feedback 

 
 

Larry Pucciarelli 

 
Larry presented the highlights of his plan including the key focus areas and priorities for the Head Start 
Collaboration Project and asked for comments. 
 
Comments 
 
It is wonderful to see the goals for infant toddler in the plan. 
 
How can there be more connection with child care providers in the community?  Is there a way for early 
child care people to share in some of the Head Start resources? 
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11:25-11:30 Wrap-up/Next Steps 

 
Kristin Lehoullier 

 

Next ELC Meeting: December 15, 2010 12:00-2:00 Community College of Rhode Island – Knight Campus 
Room 4090, 400 East Avenue, Warwick, RI.  Focus: Access/Quality 
 
Next Work Group Meeting: January 13, 2010 9:30-11:30 Location:  Warwick Public Library 
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