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Executive Summary

In many ways, Prince George’s County has
entered the 21st century at a crossroads: the
semi-rural, tobacco-producing county of as
recently as 30 years ago is now a bustling sub-
urban jurisdiction, with the second-highest
population of any county in Maryland.
Overall, it is one of then very richest “majori-
ty-minority” counties in the United States; yet,
within its borders lie considerable pockets of
poverty, breeding less than desirable public-
and community-health indicators.

How the jurisdiction addresses the critical
issues that challenge children and families
will determine the health of its communities,
the preparedness of its work force and, indeed,
the quality of life of its citizens.

Why This Report?

This document represents Prince George’s
County's first comprehensive, cross-agency
examination of the many facets of child well-
being within its boundaries. The county’s
Commission for Children, Youth and Families
— also known as the Local Management
Board or LMB — has selected 3 “result” areas
and 13 associated “indicators” by which to
measure the welfare or “social health” of
minors in the jurisdiction. Patterned on state-
recommended results, those the LMB selected
are:

= Babies born healthy.

= Children successful in school.

= Children safe in their families and
communities.

In selecting the 13 well-being indicators
referred to above, the LMB considered that,
when tracked over time, these would most effi-
caciously demonstrate the success — or lack
thereof — of programs and services designed
to impact the three chosen result areas.

The information in this report provides read-
ers with a clear picture of how Prince George’s
County ranks in comparison to (a) Maryland

as a whole and (b) the other jurisdictions in
the Washington, D.C. metropolitan area.
Through the use of myriad charts and tables,
this publication permits the visualization of
just how the county doing at this precise
moment and how it has been progressing over
the past few years. The exhaustive statistical,
“county snapshot” material presented herein
on each of the indicators will serve as the base-
line for the tracking task ahead.

The study goes further than this, however. The
LMB also selected 11 neighborhoods within
the county for closer scrutiny. A considerable
amount of information on each of these was
collected; for each neighborhood, this was then
compared against the other 10 and against the
county as a whole (“intra-county compar-
isons”).

In addition to gathering a chap- This document
ter’'s worth of inter-county and represents
intra-county statistical compar- Prince

isons, the LMB also commissioned George's

a public opinion survey. This County’s first
polling material provides us with comprehen-
another perspective key to the sive, cross-
decision-making and policy-setting agency exam-
processes: what child-related ination of the
issues do the general public per- many facets of
ceive as being the most pressing in child well-

the county? And what overlap is being within its
there between (a) what statistical boundaries.

analysis reveals to be the most
crucial areas of concern and (b)

what county residents see as being most wor-

rying?

Finally, the LMB also oversaw the convening
of three focus groups, each designed to expand
upon the information gathered during the
opinion poll.

Public Opinion and What the Data Say

The overlap of data and public opinion is
where the LMB should probably first direct
resources. The areas of greatest concern in
terms of both residents’ perception and analyt-
ical inter-county comparison are:

1 Prince George’s County Community Needs Assessment, 2006



= Teen motherhood.
= Chronic school absenteeism.

On each of these measures, Prince George's
County is severely out of step with its neigh-

resources on problem areas of demonstrated
need, and will also direct resources toward
very young children and their families, to cir-
cumvent these problems in a whole new gen-
eration of county citizens.

boring jurisdictions — and residents are con- — June 2006
cerned. These issues must be addressed in a
comprehensive manner, in collaboration with
other county agencies and community-based

partners.

To be sure, there are other areas where our
analysis reveals the county to be lagging in
relation to most of its neighbors, but many of
these are not on the average
resident’s “radar screen.” The
related questions of infant
mortality and low birth

On each of these
measures — teen

motherhood  weights stand out in this
and school regard. Though the public for
absenteeism — the most part is not particu-
Prince George’s larly attuned to these mat-
County is severely ters, the county cannot ignore
outof step with its what the data say — that the
neighboring county’s indicators on these
jurisdictions. And  two neo-natal indicators are
residentsare  dramatically out of line with
concerned. These the rest of the metro area.
issues must be
addressedina On the other hand, there are
comprehensive other issues on which the pub-
manner, in col- lic exhibits great concern, but
laboration with  perhaps needlessly. Teen
other county deaths, for example, are a big
agenciesand  concern to the public.
community- However, the statistical

based partners. analysis reveals teen deaths
to be very uncommon in
Prince George’s, and the
death rate, such as it is, is largely in synch

with the rates in the neighboring counties.

As will become readily apparent over the ensu-
ing pages, the Local Management Board has
herein demonstrated its acknowledgement of,
and commitment to, the problems of county
youth, as established both by data and public
perception. The Prince George’'s County
Commission for Children, Youth and Families
will continue to focus energy, attention and

Commission for Children, Youth and Families 2



Part |: Background

Chapter 1. Introduction

Prince George’'s County, Maryland has
changed a great deal in the last century, half-
century and even decade, and it is safe to
assume that rapid growth, improvements and
alterations of the landscape, population and
other characteristics of the county will contin-
ue for the foreseeable future. With so little
ahead that is certain, how can the county be
sure that it is as well prepared as it can be to
meet the challenges ahead? One answer is by
continuing to focus on the health and safety of
the county’s most valuable resources: its chil-
dren, youth and families. How well the county
maintains its focus on the issues facing its
young people will have considerable effect —
whether positive or negative — on the county’s
future prospects.

1.A. Putting the County First

This document — an examination of various
indicators of child and youth well-being in
Prince George’s County — is the product of a
year-long effort by the county’'s Commission
for Children, Youth and Families (CCYF),
referred to in this report as the Local
Management Board or LMB, this being the
most common name for the analogous entities
in the other counties of the state. (Acronyms
and abbreviations are explained at appendix
1.) To focus this examination, the LMB select-
ed 3 measurable goals or “results” and 13 asso-
ciated “indicators” as a means of measuring
the social and physical well-being of the coun-
ty’s children and youth:

= Babies born healthy.

= Children successful in school.

= Children safe in their families and comm-
unities.

The 13 indicators mentioned above (listed in
table 1) represent quantifiable measures of
the county’s level of success at moving toward
the three listed results. For example, one indi-

cator of whether or not babies are being born
healthy is the infant mortality rate; another is
the rate at which county mothers receive time-
ly prenatal care; and so forth.

Using these results and indicators, this report
compares Prince George's County to its neigh-
bors and to Maryland as a whole, in addition
to examining a selection of neighborhoods
within the county. These comparisons are pre-
sented in over six dozen graphs and tables,
explained in detailed narrative. This rich col-
lection of county vital statistics offers a base-
line from which the success of future improve-
ment efforts may be measured.

Statistical analysis is not the only tool at this
report’s disposal, however. In an effort to cap-
ture the public’s concerns on certain issues
affecting county minors, the LMB convened
three focus groups and also commissioned a
random telephone survey. The goal was to see
if those issues that seemed statistically prob-
lematic were of concern to the public as well.

1.B. Statistical and Public Priorities

The comparison between public opinion and
statistical analysis identified two issues about
which public opinion most closely matched the
data: teenage motherhood and chronic school
absence. The county lags behind its neighbors
on both of these issues, and respondents to the
telephone poll expressed concern. Other issues
of both statistical and public concern were:

= Child maltreatment.

= Children’s readiness to learn.

= Lack of early school experience.

= Low-birth-weight babies.

= Mothers receiving late or no prenatal care.

It should be pointed out that the public accord-
ed these issues only medium concern, while
statistical analysis found them to be more
pressing. However, the process of labeling
level of concern in either case was approxi-
mate, so it is probably safe to say that the pub-
lic would respond favorably to improvement
efforts in these areas as well.

Prince George’s County Community Needs Assessment, 2006



Some issues concerned the public more than is
probably warranted by the data picture. For
example, survey respondents considered juve-
nile crime highly problematic in the county,
even though juvenile arrest rates in two of the
three categories examined lag behind the
rates of at least some of the neighboring juris-
dictions.

One issue that can be said to be statistically
pressing while at the same time that off of the
public's radar altogether is infant mortality.
This indicator ranked lowest in respondents’
minds, even though Prince George’s County is
significantly behind its neighbors when it
comes to preventing deaths of infants in the
first year of life.

1.C. LMB Mission

The task of caring for children and youth is a
complicated one, requiring the dedicated
efforts of parents, advocates, human-services
providers and other county offi-
cials. Where problems do exist,
the LMB is determined to focus
its energy, expertise and

delivery of health, education and safety ser-
vices to children, youth and families residing
in the county. This section explains the back-
ground and goals of the LMB.

2.A. Purpose

This report and the entity releasing it have
their start in the 1989 creation of Maryland’s
Subcabinet for Children, Youth and Families
(SCYF) by then-Governor William Donald
Schaefer (SCYF 2000:2). SCYF is an intera-
gency entity originally populated by the heads
of the Maryland departments of Budget and
Management, Education, Health and Mental
Hygiene, Human Resources, and Juvenile
Justice, as well as the head of the Office for
Individuals with Disabilities and the special
secretary for children, youth and families.
SCYF's goal is to streamline and otherwise
improve services for children and youth in
Maryland by opening avenues of communica-
tion among agency and department heads,
thereby enhancing coordination and reducing
duplication of services. The subcabinet is
staffed by the Governor’s Office for Children,
formerly the Governor’s Office for Children,

The pl_ero_se ofthe  \osources in order to ensure Youth and Families (OCYF).
LMBis to |rr_|pr9ve that every child in Prince
coordination George’s County can grow up In 1990, the state legislature required each
among_county healthy, safe and strong. The jurisdiction within Maryland to create a simi-
prowd_ers of LMB’s mission, then, is to lar county-level entity. The state refers to
. services to exploit its interagency nature these entities as local management boards. (In
children, youth and the considerable expertise Prince George’s County, the role of the LMB is
and families.

of its members to ensure that
government and private-sector
resources are directed as effi-
ciently as possible to those com-
munities and individuals that need them
most, while taking into account the specific
needs and other characteristics of all of the
communities within the county’s borders.

Chapter 2. The Role of the LMB
The Prince George’'s County LMB consists of
representatives from many different county

agencies, and of a varietry of community
members, with the purpose of improving the

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

filled by the Commission on Children, Youth
and Families, referred to throughout this
report as “the LMB.”) Like the SCYF, the pur-
pose of the LMBs is to improve coordination
among county providers of services to chil-
dren, youth and families. Under state require-
ments, LMB membership rolls must at a min-
imum include representatives of each county’s
agencies in charge of education, juvenile jus-
tice, health, mental health and social services,
although each jurisdiction may invite addi-
tional members, including representatives of
private-sector service providers. The LMBs do
not actually provide any services, of course,
but rather provide guidance for and oversight
of service provision.



Table 1

Prince George’s County Local Management Board:

Selected Results and Indicators

Result Indicator

1. Babies Born Healthy

e Low birth weights trends & intercounty comparisons

« Infant mortality trends & intercounty comparisons
« Early prenatal care trends & intercounty comparisons

2. Children Successful in School

« Kindergarten readiness (Work Sampling System) intercounty
comparisons

« 3rd grade reading (MSPAP/MSA scores) trends & intercounty

comparisons

« Violence-related suspensions trends & intercounty comparisons
« Absences from school trends & intercounty comparisons

3. Children Safe in Their Families and
Communities

« Teen violent deaths trends & intercounty comparisons
 Child abuse and neglect trends & intercounty comparisons

« Juvenile arrests trends & intercounty comparisons

< Non-violent offenses trends & intercounty comparisons
« Violent offenses trends & intercounty comparisons

« Homicide offenses trends & intercounty comparisons

It is the responsibility of each LMB to develop
a local, community-based, service-delivery sys-
tem for children and families according to cer-
tain state-mandated goals and procedures. To
this end, each LMB must perform a needs
assessment within its own jurisdiction and
draft a strategic plan for addressing the most
critical problems discovered. (The needs
assessment leads to the development of the
five-year strategic community plan.) This
planning process must take into account vari-
ous “results,” or goals, the state’s own results
being:

= Babies born healthy.

= Healthy children.

= Children enter school ready to learn.

= Children successful in school.

< Children completing school.

= Children safe in their families and comm-
unities.

= Stable and economically independent
families.

= Communities that support family life
(OCYF 2001).

As measures of the extent to which these
results are being achieved, the state suggests
three or four “indicators,” or measurable char-
acteristics, under each result. For example,
the infant mortality rate is suggested as one
measure of the “babies born healthy” result.
LMBs may adopt any or all of these indicators,
or devise their own, similar indicators.

As described in section 2.C, the Prince
George's County LMB initially chose to focus
on three results and 13 associated indicators.
The selected results are: (a) babies born
healthy, (b) children successful in school and
(c) children safe in their families and commu-
nities. The results and final indicators are
shown in table 1.

2.B. Involvement

This report represents the input and expertise
of a great many people. The process was begun
under the former Prince George’s County’s
LMB director, L. Christine Waddler. It contin-
ued to be supervised by the membership of
LMB. Chaired by Maralita L. Freeny and

5 Prince George’s County Community Needs Assessment, 2006



directed by Judy M. Dubose, the LMB has 17
members (listed in appendix 2), representing
the county’s library system, schools, police,
health department and other agencies.

The LMB’s Planning Committee provided
direct oversight of the research and writing
of this document.

A local consulting company, InterGroup

Services, Inc., was hired to assist with
researching and writing this report.
Gonzales Research and  Marketing

Strategies, Inc. administered the telephone
public opinion survey. Details on both compa-
nies are available in appendix 3.

2.C. Rationale

As anyone involved with public policy making
will attest, there can sometimes be a discon-
nect between (a) the public’s perception of
what constitutes an urgent issue and (b) the
statistical picture of said issue. For example,
though violent crime has decreased sharply in
much of the nation since the mid-1990s, many
people remain as concerned for their personal
safety as ever, voting and/or lobbying their
elected officials accordingly. On the other
hand, issues such as low-birth-weight babies
do not tend to excite much concern with the
public, even when the situation takes a turn
for the worse. Obviously, officials must find a
way of making the public feel that its concerns
are being heard while at the same time direct-
ing funding and other resources toward those
issues where it can do the most good.

2.D. Methodology

Because of the potential disconnect between
public opinion and statistical data, the LMB
decided that it would solicit the opinions of
Prince George’s County residents through
both focus groups of concerned citizens and a
random telephone poll, but under controlled
conditions. Concerned that respondents given
open-ended questions might respond with
either a laundry list of issues not necessarily
under the county’s control or with answers not
of particular concern to a particular respon-

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

Map 1

Prince George's County and Suburban Area

. Md. Suburban Area
|:| Washington, D.C.

. Prince George's County

dent but merely fabricated to placate the
interviewer, the LMB decided to phrase its
guestions in the format, “do you think that
such-and-such is a problem?” instead of “what
problems do you think Prince George’'s County
faces?” The hope was to avoid vague responses
such as “lack of respect for authority” or “kids
watching too much TV,” to name two hypo-
thetical examples.

The LMB directed IGS (the consulting compa-
ny) to gather statistical data for the selected
results and indicators. A variety of sources
were consulted, such as state agencies, the
U.S. Bureau of the Census and the Maryland
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene.
The decision was taken to compare Prince
George’'s County data not simply with
statewide data (as this would include rural
counties different from Prince George’s
County in almost every way) but also with
those counties that are not only most similar
to Prince George’s County but which also face
many of the same issues. The counties select-
ed for comparison were: Anne Arundel,
Calvert, Charles, Howard and Montgomery
counties. Together with Prince George’s
County, these comprise what is referred to
throughout this report as the “suburban
region” (as in, the Maryland suburbs of
Washington, D.C.), shown on map 1.

Also, to give some picture of the statistical
variations that might exist on particular indi-
cators within the county, the LMB decided to
collect some statistical information at the sub-
county level. The geographic entities chosen
for this analysis are the census designated
place (CDP) and the census incorporated place



Map 2 Prince George’s County

CDPs Selected
for Review

1. Adelphi
2. Andrews AFB
3. Bowie

4. E. Riverdale

5. Forestville

6. Ft. Washington
7. Gtr. Landover
8. Greenbelt

9. Langley Pk.
10. Laurel

11. Marlton

(CIP), Census Bureau terms of art that
describe areas known locally by name and con-
sisting of what the residents are most likely
consider a cohesive, neighborhood-like place.
The LMB selected 11 census designated places
and census incorporated places, referred to
collectively in this report as “the selected
CDPs.” The criteria for selection of these CDPs
included geographic location (the desire being
to represent as many different parts of the
county as possible), representativeness of
racial demographics and household income fig-
ures, and the curiosity of the LMB about cer-
tain areas known to experience specific diffi-
culties in the areas of health and safety. Per
map 2, the selected CDPs are as follows:

= Adelphi.

= Andrews Air Force Base.
= Bowie.

= East Riverdale.

= Forestville.

= Fort Washington.
= Greater Landover.
= Greenbelt.

= Langley Park.

e Laurel.

= Marlton.

A great deal of information is available by
CDP, but it did not turn out to be possible to
locate CDP-specific information for every indi-
cator in this report, though in these cases it
was mostly available by ZIP code. Cautious
about introducing data organized differently
than the majority of information that had been
collected, the LMB decided that, in the inter-
ests of presenting as complete a data picture
as possible, approximations between the
selected CDPs and the overlapping ZIP codes
could be used to present data that would not
otherwise have been included. The indicators
for which this turned out to be necessary were
low birth weights, infant mortality, prenatal
care, teenage motherhood, juvenile violent
deaths, juvenile arrests and child maltreat-
ment. Since Langley Park and Adelphi share
the same ZIP code, data for these two CDPs
had to be collapsed into one category on the
CDP-ZIP code-based graphs. Readers should
be aware that ZIP and CDP boundaries are not
the same, though this is unlikely to have had
much bearing on our results.

One limitation imposed on statistical research
of this kind is the fact that the U.S. Bureau of
the Census and other agencies release differ-
ent categories of information at different
times, often starting with the most general
information (e.g., national figures on race, sex
and ethnicity) and proceeding year by year
into more specific topics (e.g., the poverty rate
in a small neighborhood in suburban
Maryland). For this reason, the reader will
note, the dates of the source material cited in
this report vary widely and may appear to be
out of date. However, the sources consulted
were the most recent at press time.

The combination of inter- and intracounty
analysis enabled the LMB to consider not only
the county’s standing among its neighbors but
also the fact that, for example, a favorable
countywide figure can sometimes conceal
extreme disparities from one part of the coun-
ty to another.

The LMB elected to use two methods to test
the public’s interest in the selected results and
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The combination

and intracounty

indicators: focus groups and a public opinion
poll. These two represent quite different
approaches and can be expected to return
varying results. Focus groups are especially
good at suggesting issues and
viewpoints not yet considered,
but are statistically suspect: for
one thing, focus groups can over-
represent people with a burning

of inter-

analysis enabled interest in a particular issue; for
the LMB to another, the number of respons-
consider not only es is typically much too small to
the county’s be representative of the larger
standing among population. A random telephone
its neighbors but poll is quite the opposite: while
also the factthata respondents are limited to
favorable answering the questions posed,
countywide it is possible to obtain a statisti-
figure can some- cally representative sample, if
times conceal enough calls are made and none
extreme of the respondents is “self-select-
disparities from ed.” It was hoped that the con-
one part of the trasting qualities of these two
county to another. approaches would balance each

other.

Three focus groups were convened during the
research phase of this project, each with a spe-
cific topic. The first focus group dealt with
Prince George’'s County’s problematic, chronic
school absence rates and with teen crime, and
was composed of county high schoolers; the
second focus group concerned the low early
school experience rate (pre- and nursery
school attendance, etc.) among county
Hispanics and included Hispanic parents of
young children; and the third focus group
investigated the problematic infant mortality
rate by inviting the category of new mothers
most affected by infant mortality, African-
Americans.

Prior to each focus group, LMB staff worked
with IGS to prepare participant surveys as
well as discussion points and questions. The
focus groups were moderated by IGS facilita-
tors and attended by LMB representatives.

The telephone poll was administered by a local
company, Gonzales Research and Marketing

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

Strategies, Inc. The LMB, IGS and Gonzales
Research and Marketing collaborated on the
survey questions to be asked. Apart from ques-
tions inquiring after background and demo-
graphic information, there was one question
per indicator. The poll included one open-
ended question to collect citizen concerns not
addressed by the rest of the survey. Survey
results were compared to the statistical data
gathered by IGS, allowing classification of
each indicator as follows:

= Statistically problematic and publicly
problematic.

= Statistically problematic but not publicly
problematic.

= Publicly problematic but not statistically
problematic.

= Neither publicly nor statistically
problematic.

This classification scheme was not intended to
minimize one issue in favor of another, but
rather to assist the LMB in determining the
appropriate course of action in regard to spe-
cific issues. For example, if funding became
available for work on one of these indicators, it
might make sense to first address something
that was both statistically problematic and
publicly problematic, rather than something
that was “only” statistically problematic. By
the same token, an issue that is discovered to
be publicly problematic but not statistically
problematic can be addressed inexpensively
and easily by simply educating the public as to
the actual state of affairs. The criteria for
assigning statistical importance and public
importance are described in the introductions
to chapters 4 and 6, respectively.

Chapter 3. A Sketch of the County

Prince George's County covers 485 square
miles (including water), making it the seventh
largest Maryland county. Bordered to its west
by the Potomac River and the nation’s capital,
and to its east by the Patuxent River, the
county has been in existence for over 300 years
(MSA 2004). Those 300 years have seen dra-



matic changes in the county, not least in the
demographic characteristics of county resi-
dents.

3.A. Historical Note

The first residents of the area between mod-
ern-day Washington, D.C. and the coast of
Maryland were the Piscataway and
Susquehannock Indians. Europeans arrived in
Maryland in 1634, bringing African and other
slaves, and farms and plantations were soon
established along the Potomac and Patuxent
rivers in what would become Prince George’s
County. The county was not officially char-
tered until 1696, at which time it boasted only
about 1,700 residents. As other new Maryland
counties and jurisdictions were formed, Prince
George’s County’s boundaries shifted from the
original charter. The most dramatic shift was
in 1790, when Prince George’s County ceded
most of the land that was needed for the cre-
ation of Washington, D.C. “Each of the great
symbols of our three branches of government
— the Capitol, the White House, and the
Supreme Court — stands on land that was
once part of Prince George’s County” (Virta
1991a). Soon thereafter, the current county
seat was established in Upper Marlboro.

For most of its history, indeed well into the
20th century, the Prince George’s County econ-
omy was agriculture based. Tobacco was the
primary crop for more than a century; this
labor-intensive crop was cultivated on so much
of the county’s acreage prior to the Civil War
that Prince George’s County had the unfortu-
nate distinction of containing more slaves
within its boundaries than did any other juris-
diction in Maryland. As county farmland
began to suffer the effects of over-planting and
monoculture agriculture, Prince George’s
County established the nation’s first research
agricultural college, the predecessor of today’s
University of Maryland, in 1859 (Virta 1991a).

The tobacco-based plantation culture of the
county’s early years afforded considerable
leisure time to the wealthy planters who made
up the upper socio-economic stratum of county

society, making possible the rich variety of cul-
tural pursuits — theater, music, dance and
sports — that Prince George’s County contin-
ues to celebrate today. In particular, certain
families became proficient at thoroughbred
horse breeding, something the county still
excels at (Virta 1991a).

Not surprisingly, the Civil War brought
tremendous upheaval to Prince George’s
County. For one thing, numerous black com-
munities and towns were formed by the newly
freed ex-slaves. Also, the nature of agriculture
in the county changed radically. Without an
unpaid labor force, the largest plantations
were no longer commercially viable. “Between
the end of the Civil War and the turn of the
century, the number of farms in Prince
George's County doubled; while the average
farm size decreased dramatically” (Pearl
1993).

The Civil War also forever changed the role —
and size — of the federal government in near-
by Washington, D.C, with significant implica-
tions for neighboring jurisdictions such as
Prince George’s County. Great numbers of peo-
ple began to arrive in the area to take jobs in
the many new or expanding federal agencies,
such as the U.S. Bureau of Pensions. Many of
these newcomers took up residence in Prince
George’s County. Between 1860 and 1900, the
county’s population increased 30 percent
(Pearl 1993). Railroad lines were extended
into the county for commuters in the late 19th
century. “In towns such as Hyattsville,
Takoma Park, Riverdale, Charlton Heights
(now Berwyn Heights), and College Park, fine
Victorian dwellings of the 1880s and 1890s
still give evidence of this booming period of
suburban expansion” (Pearl 1993).

The expansion of Prince George’s County’s
commuter communities only accelerated as
the 20th century brought further expansion of
commuter rail lines as well as the automobile.
Between 1900 and 1930, the county’s popula-
tion doubled, from 30,000 to 60,000, and by
1950 it had climbed to almost 200,000 (Pearl
1993).
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Since 1972 the county govern-
ment has consisted of a county
executive and a nine-member

Figure 1
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is a county whose personality

has changed radically over the years. Only
three decades ago, it was accurate to describe
Prince George's County as rural and agricul-
tural. At the same time, the county’s residents
were mostly white. Today, racial and ethnic
minorities are in the majority among the coun-
ty’s residents, comprising almost three quar-
ters of the population, while the landscape is
predominantly suburban or even urban, mak-
ing the county one of only two majority-black
urban/suburban jurisdictions in Maryland
(Baltimore City is the other). Prince George’s
County is also one of the wealthier jurisdic-

tions in the U.S., compared not only to other
majority-black jurisdictions but to the country
as a whole. According to U.S. Census figures
released in 2002, Prince George’s County is in
the top 10 percent (305th out of 3,141) of U.S.
counties in per capita personal income and in
the top 5 percent (120th out of 3,141) of U.S.
counties in median household income.
Meanwhile, in 2000, the county ranked in the
lowest 15 percent of all U.S. counties in the
rate of residents with incomes below the fed-
eral poverty line, or 2,741st out of 3,141 (IBRC
2004).

Table 2
State, Regional and County Population, 1970-2000:
Total Population by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction Year Year Year Year Increase Increase

1970 1980 1990 2000 1970-2000 1990-2000
Prince George’s Co. 660,567 665,071 728,553 801,515 21.3% 10.0%
Anne Arundel Co. 297,539 370,775 427,239 489,656 64.6% 14.6%
Calvert Co. 20,682 34,638 51,372 74,563 260.5% 45.1%
Charles Co. 47,678 72,751 101,154 120,546 152.8% 19.2%
Howard Co. 61,911 118,572 187,328 247,842 300.3% 32.3%
Montgomery Co. 522,809 579,053 757,027 873,341 67.1% 15.4%
Suburban Region 1,611,186 1,840,860 2,252,673 2,607,463 61.8% 15.7%
Maryland Statewide 3,922,399 4,216,975 4,780,753 5,296,486 35.0% 10.8%

Source: DOP 2004d.

Commission for Children, Youth and Families
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Table 3

State, Regional and County Population Growth, 1990-2003:
Population in Millions

Year Maryland P.G. Suburban Area Prince George’s Co.
(x 1 million) (x 1 million) (x 1 million)
1990 4.797 2.263 0.726
1991 4.856 2.297 0.736
1992 4.903 2.326 0.740
1993 4.943 2.358 0.743
1994 4.985 2.392 0.751
1995 5.024 2.423 0.758
1996 5.057 2.452 0.765
1997 5.093 2.482 0.770
1998 5.130 2.516 0.777
1999 5.172 2.552 0.782
2000 5.296 2.607 0.802
2001 5.383 2.669 0.818
2002 5.450 2.711 0.829
2003 5.508 2.745 0.838
Growth, 1990-2003 14.8% 21.3% 15.4%
Sources: BC 2001, 2004c; DOP 2000b.
3.B. Demographics 3.B.1. Race

Prince George’s is the second-largest county in
the suburban region (Montgomery County, at
505 square miles, is the largest), and it has the
second-largest population as well: 838,716 in
2003 (see figure 1), according to the Census
Bureau (BC 2004c). During the years 1970-
2000, county population grew 21.3 percent
(table 2), the slowest rate of growth in the sub-
urban region and below both the regional and
statewide growth rates for the same period
(61.8 percent and 35.0 percent, respectively).
The next lowest 1970-2000 growth rate, Anne
Arundel’s, was 64.6 percent, more than triple
the Prince George's rate. However, table 3
indicates that, during the years 1990-2003,
the county’s rate of population growth (15.4
percent) rose above the state’'s (14.8 percent)
and nearer to the overall suburban region’s
rate (21.3 percent) (DOP 2004d).

While the county’s population growth in recent
decades has been slow compared to that of its
neighbors, the proportion of minority resi-
dents in the county’s overall population has
grown dramatically. Figure 2 shows the most
recent changes in the racial and ethnic compo-
sition of Prince George’'s County. From 1990-
2000, the percentage of white residents
changed from 43.1 to 27.0, while the percent-
age of black residents grew from 50.7 to 62.7.
The other racial and ethnic groups shown com-
prise much smaller parts of the county’s popu-
lation; however, this should not obscure the
fact that the proportion of Hispanic county
residents increased 73.2 percent, from 4.1 to
7.1 percent (BC 1990, 2001).

These striking changes in the proportion of
minority residents in the population of Prince

11 Prince George’s County Community Needs Assessment, 2006



George’'s County have

. Figure 2
been many years in the Change in Racial and Ethnic Composition:
. - Prince George's County, 1990-2000

making, as can be seen in 100 . : : . :
table 4. While minorities * The 2000 "other" figure includes people of two or more races.

N ** "Hispanic" is not an exclusive category and overlaps with other categories. |:| 1990
comprised a scant 15.0 B =
percent of the county’s

population in 1970, this
proportion had risen to
69.7 percent by 2000, a
364.7 percent proportion-
al growth. Among the
suburban region coun-
ties, this rate of growth
was second only to that of
Montgomery County
(440.0 percent); however,
Montgomery County

62.7
60 -

40 -

20

Percentage of Population Represented by Given Group

431

270

7.1 60

began this period in 1970 o
with a much lower per-
centage of minority popu-

Af.-Am.

39 39 41 20
1 1 1 1 1

Asian Am. Caucasian Hispanic** Native Am. Other*

Sources: BC 1990, 2001.

lation (5.5 percent), and
its percentage of minority residents in 2000
(29.7 percent) was still less than half that of
Prince George’s County (and only third highest
in the region). The county with the second-
highest proportion of minority residents in
2000 was Charles County, at 30.7 percent,
barely different from its 1970 percentage of
29.1 percent (DOP 2004d).

Tables 5 and 6 show changes in the county’s

racial makeup in absolute numbers, also for
the years 1970-2000. The number of non-white
Prince George’s County residents rose during
these years from 99,126 to 558,994, an
increase of 463.9 percent (table 5). While this
was not the highest rate of increase (it was
exceeded by Howard County’s, at just over
1,037 percent, and Montgomery County’s, at
797.6 percent), Prince George’s County
nonetheless had by far the most minority resi-

Table 4
State, Regional and County Proportional Minority Population, 1970-2000:

Minority Populations as Percentage of Entire Population
Jurisdiction Year Year Year Year +/- Proportion  +/- Proportion

1970 1980 1990 2000 1970-2000 1990-2000
Prince George’s Co. 15.0% 41.2% 55.4% 69.7% 364.7% 25.8%
Anne Arundel Co. 11.9% 13.4% 14.0% 17.8% 49.6% 27.1%
Calvert Co. 37.4% 22.8% 16.0 % 15.6% -58.3% -2.5%
Charles Co. 29.1% 22.0% 20.3% 30.7% 5.5% 51.2%
Howard Co. 8.6% 14.5% 16.4% 24.5% 184.9% 49.4%
Montgomery Co. 5.5% 14.4% 21.0% 29.7% 440.0% 41.4%
Suburban Region 11.8% 24.3% 30.3% 39.0% 230.5% 28.7%
Maryland Statewide 18.6% 25.1% 28.3% 34.0% 82.8% 20.1%

Source: DOP 2004d.

Commission for Children, Youth and Families
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Table 5

State, Regional and County Minority Population, 1970-2000:
Minority Population by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction Year Year Year Year +/- Numbers +/- Numbers

1970 1980 1990 2000 1970-2000 1990-2000
Prince George’s Co. 99,126 273,644 403,850 558,994 463.9% 38.4%
Anne Arundel Co. 35,271 49,572 59,737 87,071 146.9% 45.8%
Calvert Co. 7,726 7,905 8,479 11,599 50.1% 36.8%
Charles Co. 13,858 15,964 20,567 37,041 167.3% 80.1%
Howard Co. 5,338 17,218 30,641 60,697 1037.1% 98.1%
Montgomery Co. 28,875 83,568 158,746 259,182 797.6% 63.3%
Suburban Region 190,194 447,871 682,020 1,014,584 433.5% 48.8%
Maryland Statewide 729,379 1,058,137 1,350,698 1,802,982 147.2% 33.5%

Source: DOP 2004d.

dents in every year described on table 5. By
contrast, as shown on table 6, the number of
white county residents has dropped steadily
since 1970, from 561,441 to 242,521, a
decrease of 56.8 percent. In every other coun-
ty in the suburban region, absolute numbers of
white residents increased steadily over this
time period — by almost a quarter in
Montgomery County (which had the lowest
increase) and by 386 percent in Calvert
County (DOP 2004d).

As much as the absolute numbers of whites
increased in all suburban area jurisdictions
except Prince George’s County, it should be
noted that the relative proportion of whites in
most jurisdictions decreased, both 1970-2000
and 1990-2000. In fact, as can be seen on table
7, Calvert County was the only county to see
an increase in its proportional share of white
residents. During the years 1970-2000, the
percentage of Calvert County residents who
were white increased 34.8 percent, although

Table 6
State, Regional and County White Population, 1970-2000:
White Population by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction Year Year Year Year +/- Numbers +/- Numbers

1970 1980 1990 2000 1970-2000  1990-2000
Prince George’s Co. 561,441 391,427 324,703 242,521 -56.8% -25.3%
Anne Arundel Co. 262,268 321,203 367,502 402,585 53.5% 9.5%
Calvert Co. 12,956 26,733 42,893 62,964 386.0% 46.8%
Charles Co. 33,820 56,787 80,587 83,505 147.0% 3.6%
Howard Co. 56,573 101,354 156,687 187,145 230.8% 19.4%
Montgomery Co. 493,934 495,485 598,281 614,159 24.3% 2.7%
Suburban Region 1,420,992 1,392,989 1,570,653 1,592,879 12.1% 1.4%
Maryland Statewide 3,193,020 3,158,838 3,430,055 3,493,504 9.4% 1.8%

Source: DOP 2004d.
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Table 7

State, Regional and County Proportional White Population, 1970-2000:
White Population as Percentage of Entire Population

Jurisdiction Year Year Year Year +/- Proportion +/- Proportion

1970 1980 1990 2000 1970-2000 1990-2000
Prince George’s Co. 85.0% 58.8% 44.6% 30.3% -64.4% -32.1%
Anne Arundel Co. 88.1% 86.6% 86.0% 82.2% -6.7% -4.4%
Calvert Co. 62.6% 77.2% 84.0% 84.4% 34.8% 0.5%
Charles Co. 70.9% 78.0% 79.7% 69.3% -2.3% -13.0%
Howard Co. 91.4% 85.5% 83.6% 75.5% -17.4% -9.7%
Montgomery Co. 94.5% 85.6% 79.0% 70.3% -25.6% -11.0%
Suburban Region 88.2% 75.7% 69.7% 61.0% -30.8% -12.5%
Maryland Statewide 81.4% 74.9% 71.7% 66.0% -18.9% -7.9%

Source: DOP 2004d.

this growth has slowed considerably in more
recent years: from 1990-2000, the increase in
the proportion of white Calvert County resi-
dents was a mere 0.5 percent (DOP 2004d).

As already noted, Prince George’s County saw
the largest decreases in its proportion of white
residents in both 1970-2000 and 1990-2000:
64.4 percent and 32.1 percent, respectively.
The second-largest decrease 1970-2000, 25.6

hide wide variations in the racial and ethnic
makeup of the various communities that con-
stitute Prince George's County. Figure 3 cor-
rects this by showing the relative proportions
of black and white residents living in the 11
CDPs selected for inclusion in this report. As
is so often the case in many parts of the coun-
try, some communities in Prince George's
County, such as Forestville, Fort Washington
and Greater Landover, are relatively homoge-

percent, was in Mont-
gomery County, although in
relative terms the rate at

Figure 3
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The CDP with the most
closely matched proportions
of black and white residents

is Greenbelt, where 41.3
percent of residents are
black and 39.7 percent are
white. Four of the selected
CDPs are majority white:
Andrews Air Force Base
(65.3 percent white; 22.8
percent black); Bowie (62.7
percent white; 30.8 percent
black); Langley Park (41.7
percent white; 26.5 percent
black); and Laurel (52.2
percent white; 34.5 percent

black) (BC 2002).

Figure 4
Ethnicity by Area, 2000:
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Beginning with the 2000
census, the U.S. Census

nous (and since Prince George’s County is
majority African-American, they are homoge-
nously black). Forestville residents are 85.8
percent black and 10.5 percent white; Fort
Washington residents are 67.2 percent black
and 18.7 percent white; and, in the largest dis-
parity seen in any of the selected CDPs,
Greater Landover residents are 92.0 percent
black and 4.1 percent white (BC 2002).

Bureau started wusing
Hispanic as an ethnic term rather than a
racial one, meaning that people identifying
themselves as white, African-American or any
other race could also identify themselves as
Hispanic. For this reason, proportions of
Hispanic residents in the selected CDPs are
presented separately in figure 4. As can be
seen, Langley Park leads the CDPs in the per-
centage of residents who identify themselves

Table 8
Child Population Trends by County and Year, 1995-2003:
Number of Children Aged 0-17 by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 +/- %
Prince George’s Co. 198,790 201,920 198,900 198,670 199,260 214,602 218,711 221,485 221,145 11.25%
Anne Arundel Co. 112,110 113,150 112,380 119,800 122,470 123,636 124,864 125,871 124,796 11.32%
Calvert Co. 18,600 19,550 20,020 20,440 21,530 22,056 22,517 22,615 22,725 22.18%
Charles Co. 31,740 32,340 32,740 35,230 36,710 34,651 35,390 36,040 N/A 13.55%
Howard Co. 58,590 60,990 61,570 61,050 64,700 69,543 70,778 71,507 71,566 22.15%
Montgomery Co. 202,280 202,630 200,490 199,450 207,170 221,758 226,676 229,503 230,484 13.94%
Suburban Region 622,110 630,580 626,100 634,640 651,840 686,246 698,936 707,021 670,716 13.61%
Maryland Statewide 1,271,98 1,286,190 1,268,550 1,287,190 1,309,430 1,356,172 1,369,311 1,379,925 1,370,686 7.78%

Source: BC 2001, 2003a; DHMH 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002b, table 2A.
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as Hispanic, 63.5 percent.
East Riverdale and Adelphi Figure 5

are closely matched for sec-
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ond place, with 26.5 percent
and 25.7 percent of their res-
idents identifying as
Hispanic, respectively.
Andrews Air Force Base
comes next, with 8.7 percent,
followed by Greenbelt (6.4
percent) and Laurel (6.2 per-
cent). Forestville, which was
described above as 85.8 per-
cent black, has the lowest
proportion of Hispanic resi-
dents out of all of the selected
CDPs, 1.3 percent. P.G.
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selves as Hispanic in 2000
(BC 2002).

3.B.2. Youth

Given the purposes of this report, the charac-
teristics of Prince George’s County residents
under the age of 18 are of particular interest.
Table 8 compares the youth populations of the
suburban area jurisdictions, 1995-2003.

In 2003 (the most recent data available),
Montgomery County had the largest number
of residents ages 0-17 (230,484) in the subur-
ban region. Prince George’s County was in sec-
ond place with 221,145, followed rather more
distantly by Anne Arundel County (125,871).
In the case of Prince George’s County, there
had been an 11.3 percent increase over the
1995 number (198,790), which was the slowest
rate of increase in the suburban region. The
jurisdiction with the highest rate of increase
was Howard County (22.2 percent), followed
by Calvert County (21.18 percent) and Charles
County (13.6 percent). Looked at another way,
however, Prince George’s County's rate of
increase (11.3 percent) was very similar to
those of Anne Arundel, Charles and
Montgomery counties (11.3 percent, 13.6 per-
cent and 13.9 percent, respectively), while the
rates of increase in Calvert and Howard coun-

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

ties (22.1 percent and 21.6 percent) were
anomalously higher (BC 2001, 2003a; DHMH
1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001,
2002b, table 2A).

Despite the relatively low rate of increase in
its 0-17 population, Prince George's has the
fourth-highest percentage (26.6 percent) of
children under 18 among all of the suburban
region jurisdictions, as can be seen on figure 5.
Calvert and Charles counties are nearly tied
for the highest percentage (28.0 and 27.9 per-
cent, respectively), followed in third place by
Howard County's 27.5 percent. The Prince
George’s County rate exceeds both the subur-
ban region’s rate (26.0 percent) and the
statewide rate (25.3 percent) (DHMH 2002b).

Figure 6 shows the relative size of the popula-
tions of 0-17 year olds in the Prince George’s
County CDPs selected for study in this report.
Among these CDPs, the percentage of Bowie
residents who are under 18, 26.9 percent, is
the most similar to the countywide rate of 26.8
percent; other CDPs with juvenile population
rates similar to the county as a whole are
Forestville (28.2 percent), Fort Washington
(23.9 percent), Langley Park (27.4 percent)
and Marlton (28.6 percent). These CDPs occu-
py something of a middle ground when com-
pared with the other selected CDPs: Andrews
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Figure 6

Children by Area, 2000:
Children Under 18 as Percentage of CDP

(within two and a half per-
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as anomalous as it seems,
however, when one considers
that Andrews Air Force Base
is home to military members
and their families, i.e., to
working-age people who are
much more likely to have a
young child at home than
are the retirees and parents
of grown children who would
constitute part of the popu-
lation in any other neighbor-
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hood. Aside from AAFB, the

Figure 7

Young Children by Area, 2000:
Children Under 5 as Percentage of CDP

CDP with the highest per-
centage of 0-4 year-olds is
Langley Park, with 9.6 per-
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cent. Three additional CDPs
are above the countywide
average: Marlton (7.6 per-
cent); East Riverdale (8.7
percent); and  Greater
Landover (8.6 percent). The
CDP with the lowest propor-
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GB

tion of 0-4 year-olds among
its residents, 5.2 percent, is
Fort Washington (BC 2002).

Just as the Prince George’s
population has the fourth-
highest proportion of chil-
dren under 18 among the
suburban area jurisdictions,
figure 8 shows that Prince

LP LRL MLTN

Air Force Base (35.0 percent) represents the
upper end of the range and Greenbelt (21.9
percent) the lower (BC 2002).

Even more detail on local-level youth popula-
tions is available from figure 7, which focuses
on those residents of the selected CDPs that
are under the age of 5. In all but one CDP, the
percentage of CDP residents under 5 is similar

17

George’'s County has the
fourth-highest percentage of households with
children under 18 (35.3 percent) as well. Once
again, Calvert and Charles counties have the
highest percentages (41.7 and 41.1 percent,
respectively). However, the rate of Prince
George’s County households with children
under 18 is lower than the overall regional and
statewide rates (36.0 and 33.4 percent, respec-
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tively). Anne Arundel _
County, where only 34.9 Flaures
percent of households

Households with Children by County, 2000:

Households with Children under 18 as Percentage of all

Households

include members under 18,
had the lowest proportion
(BC 2001). The correspond-
ing sub-county numbers
are shown in figure 9.
AAFB has by far the high-
est proportion of house-
holds with children — over
three quarters of house-
holds in this CDP have chil-
dren under 18 living at
home.
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experiencing positive new

developments on the eco-
nomic front, such as the
recent boom in mid-level

Figure 9

Households with Children by Area, 2000:

Households with Children under 18 as

Percentage of all Households
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pares per capita incomes in
the suburban region during
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amounts are in constant
2000  dollars). Prince
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the suburban area jurisdic-

tions, as well as lower than the suburban area
as a whole and the state of Maryland. The
highest per capita income in 2002 was in
Montgomery County ($49,690), followed by
Howard County ($43,654). Calvert County’s
per capita income of $31,429 came closest to
the Prince George’s County amount (DOP
2004a, 2004b, 2004c, 2004d; NASA 2004).

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

Prince George’s also had the slowest rate of
growth in per capita income 1970-2000, 62.4
percent. Anne Arundel and Calvert led in this
indicator, with growth rates of 131.4 percent
and 130.2 percent, respectively. The regional
growth rate (98.0 percent) and the statewide
growth rate (98.8 percent) were almost identi-
cal over during this time period (DOP 2004a,
2004b, 2004c, 2004d; NASA 2004).
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Table 9

State, Regional and County Per Capita Income, 1970-2002:
In Constant 2000 Dollars

Per Capita Income Year Year Year Year Year Year Growth ~ Growth

1970 1980 1990 2000 2001 2002 70-00 00-02
Prince George’s Co. 17,769 20,291 27,294 28,863 28,829 29,275 62.4% 1.4%
Anne Arundel Co. 15,755 21,911 28,303 36,463 37,148 37,709 131.4% 3.4%
Calvert Co. 13,590 19,302 27,087 31,283 31,766 31,429 130.2% 0.5%
Charles Co. 14,080 19,100 25,894 30,753 30,853 30,970 118.4% 0.7%
Howard Co. 19,224 27,939 35,015 43,648 43,411 43,654 127.0% 0.0%
Montgomery Co. 24,930 29,938 40,358 49,642 49,503 49,690 99.1% 0.1%
Suburban Region 19,603 24,083 32,451 38,819 39,003 39,480 98.0% 1.7%
Maryland Statewide 17,235 21,482 28,389 34,257 34,545 34,858 98.8% 1.8%

Sources: DOP 2004a, 2004b, 2004c, 2004d; NASA 2004.

It was not always the case that Prince
George’s County had the lowest per capita
income in the region. In 1970, in fact, as table
9 also shows, the county had the area’s third-
highest income level, at $17,769. Though
Prince George’s had slipped to fourth place by
1980, it did not fall into last place until some
point between 1990 and 2000 (Maryland
Department of Planning data for this indicator

are presented in 10-year increments so no
more precision is possible). As well, the most
recent data included in table 9 offer some hope
for improved prospects: for the years 2000-
2002, Prince George’s County showed the sec-
ond-highest rate of growth in per capita
income; at 1.4 percent, the county’s rate was
second only to that of Anne Arundel County
and it was only slightly lower

than the

(3.4 percent),

Figure 10
Income by Area, 2000:
Per Capita Income by CDP
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income conceal
able variation within the
county, as figure 10 shows.

regional
statewide rates 2000-2002
(1.7 and 1.8 percent,
respectively). Data gath-
ered during such a short
time period can only hint
at trends, not prove them,
but one may hope that this
recent upswing augurs
well for the county’s eco-
nomic future (DOP 2004a,
2004b,
NASA 2004).

2004c,

per

and

2004d;

As with other demographic
categories, the countywide

figures for capita

consider-
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Among the selected CDPs,
Forestville's per capita
income of $22,205 comes

Figure 11

Percentage of Population Living in Poverty by County, 2000:

All Residents

closest to the countywide
per capita income of 8 |
$23,360. Fort Washington
and Bowie have the highest
incomes among the CDPs,

Suburban region rate: 5.8%

$30,703 and $30,871,
respectively, while incomes
drop as low as $12,733 in
Langley Park. In fact, in
addition to Langley Park,
three more of the selected
CDPs have per capita
incomes below $20,000:
Greater Landover
($15,191); East Riverdale e
($15,758); and Andrews Air co.
Force Base ($16,520) (BC

Percentage in Poverty

AA. Calvert  Charles Howard Mont. Md.
Co. Co. Co. Co. Co. State

Sources: BC 2001, 2003b; DOP 2004d.

2002).

Andrews Air Force Base represents something
of a special case, however, since enlisted peo-
ple’s military salaries do not include the hous-
ing and meals that are part of a military mem-
ber’s remuneration. While some of the newest
enlistees in any branch of the U.S. military
receive less than $15,000 per year in apparent
salary, these soldiers, sailors and airmen are
also relieved of the necessity of paying for
their housing, which is either provided direct-
ly by the military branch in question, or is
paid for out of a tax-exempt allowance
received by the member. Enlisted members
are also either provided or compensated (tax
free) for three meals per day (DOD 2005).
When one also considers the free and ready
access to health care and a variety of other ser-
vices provided to military members and their
dependents, it becomes clear that the per capi-
ta income of around $16,000 in Andrews Air
Force Base is not nearly as worrisome as it
would be in a more typical CDP — not nearly
as worrisome, for example, as the state of
affairs in the other three selected CDPs (men-
tioned above) where per capita incomes are
below $20,000.

Though low by national standards (which are

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

not adjusted for purchasing power), by
Maryland suburban standards a relatively
high percentage of Prince George’s County res-
idents — the highest of any county in the sub-
urban area — have incomes lower than the
federal poverty level, or just over $19,000 per
year for a family of four, a circumstance that
seems to disproportionately affect county chil-
dren under 18. In fact, while only 7.4 percent
of the county’s population as a whole (see fig-
ure 11) lives in poverty, 10.6 percent of county
residents ages 17 and under live in poverty
(see figure 12). Prince George’s County, then,
has not only the highest rates of overall and
child poverty in the suburban region, but also
the largest discrepancy between the percent-
age of children in poverty and the percentage
of all residents in poverty. This means that,
while children throughout the five suburban
area jurisdictions are disproportionately
affected by poverty, Prince George's County
children are most disproportionately affected
of all (BC 2003b; DOP 2004d).

Charles County has the second-highest per-
centage of its population living in poverty, 6.1
percent, while Anne Arundel, at 5.2 percent, is
third. The county with the lowest general
poverty rate is Howard, once again, with only
3.8 percent of its population living below the

20




Figure 12

Percentage of Population Living in Poverty by County,

Residents 17 and Under
12 T T T T T T

ty (8.1 percent), followed by
Anne Arundel County (7.2
percent). Howard County
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has the lowest child poverty
rate of all: 4.4 percent. The
. suburban region’s rate, at
7.9 percent, is substantially
lower than that of
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Co.

Calvert
Co.
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Maryland as a whole (10.7
percent) (BC 2000e, 2003b;
7 DOP 2004d).

i At the local level, the pover-
ty rate in some of the select-
ed CDPs is quite different
from the countywide rate of
7.5 percent, as can be seen
in figure 13. Three CDPs
have poverty rates that are
less than a third of the

Md.
State

Figure 13

Percentage of Population Living in Poverty by CDP, 2000:

All Residents
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county’'s: Bowie (1.6 per-
cent); Andrews Air Force
Base (2.0 percent); and
Marlton (2.3 percent).
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(Andrews Air Force Base’s
low poverty rate may be
explained by the relatively
. higher number of single,
childless younger adults
residing there; the federal
poverty line for a single
person in 2004 was just
over $9,000, an amount
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GB

ber.) At the opposite end of
LP LRL MLTN

of another three CDPs
experience poverty at rates
close to double that of the

federal poverty line. The suburban region rate
is 5.8 percent, while the state rate is 7.9 per-
cent (BC 2000e, 2003b; DOP 2004d).

The ranking of suburban area jurisdictions by
their respective rates of child poverty is iden-
tical to the general poverty ranking above:
Charles County is also second highest among
the suburban area jurisdictions in child pover-

21

countywide rate: East
Riverdale (14.0 percent); Greater Landover
(16.8 percent); and Langley Park (16.6 per-
cent) (BC 2002).

The child poverty rates in the selected CDPs
are similar to the general poverty rates (see
figure 14). The three CDPs that have the low-
est general poverty also have the lowest child
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poverty rates: Andrews Air
Force Base (2.8 percent);
Bowie (1.1 percent); and

Figure 14

Percentage of Population Living in Poverty by County, 2000:

Residents 17 and Under

25 T

Marlton (2.7 percent) (BC
2002). Again, the low child
poverty rate in AAFB may
be the result of the fact
that military members
essentially receive more
money for each additional
child, making it unlikely

that any military member
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rates also have the highest

child poverty rates: East
Riverdale (16.9 percent),

Figure 15

Unemployment by County, 2003:

Percentage of Civilian Labor Force Unemployed

Greater Landover (22.4 5
percent) and Langley Park
(21.3 percent). While coun-
ty youth tend to be at
greater risk of poverty than

Suburban region rate: 3.5

county residents as a
whole, this is not the case
in three of the selected
CDPs, where the child
poverty rates are actually
lower than the general
poverty rates: Adelphi
(child: 6.7 percent; all: 8.9
percent); Bowie (child 1.1
percent; all: 1.6 percent);
and Greenbelt (child: 8.2
percent; all: 10.1 percent)
(BC 2002). Further study

Unemployment Rate
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Mont.
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Source: LLR 2004.

may be warranted into

what exactly shields youth in these CDPs from
the poverty that would be more likely to affect
them elsewhere.

Of course, there can be little hope of protecting
youth — or anyone else — from poverty with-
out enough jobs to go around. As figure 15
shows, Prince George’s County residents are

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

not always successful at obtaining work,
although the countywide situation is not dire
in absolute terms: while Prince George’s
County had the highest unemployment rate in
the region in 2003 — i.e., 4.7 percent of the
civilian labor force unemployed — economists
do not generally become concerned until
unemployment rates exceed 6 percent or fall
below 4 percent (LLR 2004). This is not to dis-
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rate for 2003 (LLR 2004).

Prince George’'s County’s exceed-

Figure 16
Unemployment by Year, 1995-2003:
Percentage of Civilian Labor Force Unemployed
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' ing the statewide unemployment
rate is a relatively recent devel-
opment, as can be seen from fig-
ure 16. From 1995-1999, Prince
George’s County’s unemployment
] rate was below the statewide
rate, but by a gradually decreas-
T ing amount. From 1999-2001, the
two rates were essentially identi-
cal. It has only been since 2001
that the Prince George’'s unem-

1996 1998

Source: LLR 2004.

ployment rate has climbed above
that of Maryland as a whole. And

count the very real frustrations and even risks
to health and home faced by those individuals
represented by any unemployment rate, no
matter how unobjectionable it may be in
macroeconomic terms. And of course, as dis-
cussed in more detail below, the countywide
unemployment rate of 4.7 percent obscures the
much higher and much lower unemployment
rates in various localities throughout the coun-
ty. (The unemployment rate is measured
through telephone surveys and counts those
people 16 and over who have not worked at all
in the previous week but who sought work in
the previous four weeks. As such, a worker
who cannot find work in his or her field but
who worked one hour or more at the local
video store is considered employed, while
unemployed people who have grown discour-
aged with the job hunt and have not actively
sought employment in the four weeks prior to
the survey will be counted as neither unem-
ployed nor part of the labor force [BLS 2004]).

Montgomery County had the region’s lowest
unemployment rate (2.6 percent), followed
closely by Howard County (2.9 percent). The
jurisdiction whose rate most closely
approached that of Prince George’s County
was Anne Arundel County (3.6 percent). And
while Anne Arundel and Prince George’s coun-
ties both exceeded the rate for the suburban
region as a whole, Prince George’s County
alone exceeded the statewide unemployment

though the Prince George’s
County, statewide and regional
unemployment rates are all lower than they
were in 1995 (by -2.1 percent, -11.8 percent
and -7.9 percent, respectively), all three of
these areas have seen a marked increase in
unemployment rates since 1999 that has only
recently — and only slightly — turned down-
ward for both Prince George’s County and the
suburban region. The statewide unemploy-
ment rate, meanwhile, continued to climb
through 2003 (LLR 2004).

While the countywide unemployment rate can-
not be said to represent an emergency level of
joblessness, the picture is quite different in
some of the CDPs selected for further study in
this report (see figure 17). The most desperate
circumstance among these CDPs is in Greater
Landover, where more than 1 out of 10 mem-
bers of the labor force was unemployed and
actively seeking work in 2000 (the most recent
year for which local-level data are available).
Other CDPs with markedly elevated unem-
ployment rates were Forestville and Langley
Park, both with 8.4 percent unemployment,
and East Riverdale, where the unemployment
rate was 7.9 percent. Those CDPs with lower
unemployment rates included Greenbelt (4.0
percent); Laurel (3.3 percent); Marlton (2.6
percent); and Bowie (2.2 percent) (BC 2002).
Though these figures are from several years
ago, unemployment has worsened in the coun-
ty in the intervening years, and so it is likely
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that the situation has simi-
larly worsened in at least
some of these areas.

Figure 17

Unemployment by Area, 2000:

Percentage of Civilian Labor Force Unemployed
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County residents seeking
employment are most like-
ly to find it in service jobs.
It is the retail sector that s |
employs the largest share
(15.5 percent) of Prince
George’s residents (see
table 10a). The next most
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as well, although Prince
George’s County has a substantially larger
proportion of construction workers and a sub-
stantially smaller proportion of health
care/social assistance workers than does
Maryland overall (BC 2004a). As is the case
for the state as a whole, most of the business-
es in Prince George's are small (figure 10b),
but less so than statewide. Those employing
only 1-4 employees represent 47.9 percent of
the businesses in the county, as compared to
52.7 percent statewide (BC 2004a).

Another gauge of poverty and its effects on
children are the numbers of public school stu-
dents receiving free or reduced-price meals at
school. Free and reduced-price (F/RP) school
meals are provided through a federal program
that uses family income levels to determine
eligibility. To receive reduced-price meals
through this program, family income must be
no more than 185 percent of the federal pover-
ty level; for free meals, no more than 130 per-
cent (FNS 2004). Since participation is volun-
tary, some eligible families may choose not to
participate, meaning that the F/RP measure
may understate poverty in a given community.

Tables 11 and 12 show the history of both the
number and percentage of public school stu-
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dents receiving F/RP meals in the suburban
area jurisdictions, 1995-2004.

In 2004, as table 11 shows, 61,914 Prince
George’s County students received F/RP school
meals, close to half of the county’s 136,934 stu-
dents enrolled in public school that year, or
45.2 percent (see table 12). Prince George’s
County had by far the highest percentage of
students receiving F/RP meals in any of the
suburban jurisdictions, followed in descending
order by Montgomery (24.0 percent), Charles
(20.1 percent), Anne Arundel (17.6 percent),
Calvert (12.9 percent) and Howard counties
(6.1 percent) (MSDE 2004b).

The number of Prince George’s County stu-
dents receiving F/RP meals in 2004 represent-
ed a 31.7 percent increase since 1995, the sec-
ond-highest increase among the suburban
area jurisdictions. The highest increase, 36.1
percent, was in Montgomery County, followed
in decreasing order by Anne Arundel (27.6 per-
cent), Calvert (20.9 percent) and Charles (14.2
percent) counties. Howard County was the
only jurisdiction that saw a decrease in the
number of students who received F/RP meals,
albeit a small one of only 3.6 percent (MSDE
2004b).
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Table 10a

Employment Type in Prince George’

s County & Maryland, 2002:

Proportion Employed in Named Sector as a Percentage of Jurisdiction’s Work Force

Sector P.G. Co. Md.
Forestry, fishing, hunting & agricultural support 0.04 0.05
Mining 0.10 0.09
Utilities 0.39 0.53
Construction 11.76 7.90
Manufacturing 4.13 7.05
Wholesale trade 5.74 4.53
Retail trade 15.53 14.00
Transportation & warehousing 3.90 2.58
Information 3.92 3.26
Finance & insurance 4.03 5.76
Real estate, rental & leasing 2.33 2.25
Professional, scientific & technical services 10.18 9.61
Management of companies & enterprises 2.44 2.66
Administration, support, waste management & remediation services 8.10 6.93
Educational services 1.45 2.97
Health care & social assistance 10.04 13.43
Arts, entertainment & recreation 0.88 1.42
Accommodation & food services 8.53 8.46
Other services (except public administration) 6.46 5.61
Auxiliaries (except corporate, subsidiary & regional management) 0.25 0.90
Unclassified 0.04 0.01

Table10b

Employment Type in Prince George’

s County & Maryland, 2002:

Named Business Size as a Percentage of all Business Establishments in Jurisdiction

Business Size P.G. Co. Md.
1-4 employees 47.90 52.71
5-9 employees 19.73 19.43
10-19 employees 14.69 13.15
20-49 employees 10.66 9.04
50-99 employees 3.74 3.12
100-249 employees 2.49 1.92
250-499 employees 0.59 0.43
500-999 employees 0.13 0.11
1,000 or more employees 0.06 0.08

Source: BC 2004a.

These increases in the number of students
receiving F/RP meals came during a time of
increases in overall public school enrollment
in all of the suburban jurisdictions, as a quick
glance ahead at table 20 will show. However,

in most cases, the percentage increases in
numbers of students receiving F/RP meals
were greater than the percentage increases in
school enrollment, suggesting that — in such
cases — increasing proportions of new stu-
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Table 11

Free/Reduced Price School Meal Trends by County and Year, 1995-2004:
Number of Children Receiving Service by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 +- %
Prince George’s Co. 47,011 50,421 52,148 53,036 51,089 53,894 57,647 59,872 63,313 61,914 31.7%
Anne Arundel Co. 10,134 10,821 11,318 12,049 12,149 11,440 12,079 9,930 11,638 12,926 27.6%
Calvert Co. 1,844 1,917 2,053 2,152 2,116 2,052 1,783 2,052 2,119 2,230 20.9%
Charles Co. 4,508 4,744 4,806 4,726 4,939 4,448 4,060 5,065 4,934 5,146 14.2%
Howard Co. 2,979 3,405 3,887 4,252 4,327 4,242 4,213 4,305 3,531 2,870 -3.6%
Montgomery Co. 24,492 25,721 27,169 27,944 28,773 30,945 30,475 31,552 32,881 33,345 36.1%
Suburban Region 90,968 97,029 101,381 104,159 103,393 107,021 110,257 112,776 118,416 118,431 30.2%

Maryland Statewide 240,623 249,611 253,010 257,030 256,622

Source: MSDE 2004b.

247,282 254,830 260,828 268,582 272,966 13.4%

dents come from families with lower incomes.
Prince George’s County, for example, saw
almost two times the percentage increase in
students receiving F/RP meals (31.7 percent,
on table 11) than it saw in overall enrollment
(15.6 percent, on table 20). Prince George’s
County did not see the largest such discrepan-
cy, however: Anne Arundel County, where, as
mentioned above, there was a 27.6 percent
increase in the number of students receiving
F/RP meals, saw only a 3.8 percent increase in
overall enrollment. Only two counties saw a
greater percentage increase in enrollment
than in students receiving F/RP meals:
Calvert County (F/RP increase: 20.9 percent;
enrollment increase: 35.1 percent) and
Howard County, where the number of stu-
dents receiving F/RP meals decreased 3.6 per-
cent and where enrollment increased 31.2 per-
cent (MSDE 2004b).

The proportional change in numbers of stu-
dents receiving F/RP school meals in the sub-
urban jurisdictions, 1995-2004, can be seen
more clearly in table 12. As the table shows,
the percentage of Prince George’s County stu-
dents receiving F/RP school meals expanded
from 39.7 percent in 1995 to 45.2 percent in

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

2004, a 13.9 percent proportional increase.
But the 1995-2004 increase conceals an even
more significant one, more recent and over a
shorter period of time: the percentage of coun-
ty students who received this service was
actually lower in 1999 (39.2 percent) than it
was in 1995, meaning that, since 1999, the
proportional increase in percentage of stu-
dents receiving F/RP meals was an even larg-
er 15.3 percent. Still, Prince George’s County
was not the jurisdiction with the largest pro-
portional increase. In fact, it came in third,
preceded by Anne Arundel and Montgomery
counties, where the proportional increases in
the percentage of the student body receiving
F/RP meals were 22.2 and 14.8 percent,
respectively. Two jurisdictions saw decreases
in the proportions of their students receiving
this service: Calvert County (10.4 percent
decrease) and Howard County (25.6 percent
decrease). The Prince George’s County propor-
tional increase in percentage of students
receiving F/RP meals was just larger than
that of the suburban area as a whole (11.2 per-
cent) but more than three times higher than
the statewide increase of 4.3 percent (MSDE
2004b).
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Table 12

Free/Reduced Price School Meal Trends by County and Year, 1995-2004:

Percentage of Children Receiving Service by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 +- %
Prince George’s Co. 39.7 41.2 41.7 41.3 39.2 41.0 43.0 44.4 46.3 45.2 13.9%
Anne Arundel Co. 14.4 15.2 15.6 16.4 16.4 15.7 16.5 135 15.8 17.6 22.2%
Calvert Co. 14.4 14.2 14.5 14.6 13.9 13.1 11.0 12.3 12.4 12.9 -10.4%
Charles Co. 22.1 22.6 22.7 21.9 22.2 19.6 17.4 21.2 20.0 20.1 -9.0%
Howard Co. 8.2 9.1 10.0 10.6 10.3 9.7 9.4 9.4 7.6 6.1 -25.6%
Montgomery Co. 20.9 21.4 22.2 22.4 22.5 23.5 22.7 23.0 23.7 24.0 14.8%
Suburban Region 24.2 25.1 25.7 25.8 25.1 25.6 259 26.1 27.1 26.9 11.2%
Maryland Statewide 30.4 31.0 30.9 30.9 30.5 29.4 30.0 30.5 31.2 317 4.3%

Source: MSDE 2004b.

Among the CDPs selected for closer study in
this report, percentages of students receiving
F/RP meals varied widely, with the countywide
rate of 45.2 percent close to the midpoint
between the highest and lowest extremes (see
figure 18). Most positively, four CDPs had
F/RP rates lower not only than the county rate
(45.2 percent) but the suburban area rate (26.9

percent), as well. These were Bowie (17.4 per-
cent); Fort Washington (19.2 percent); Marlton
(24.4 percent); and Andrews Air Force Base
(25.7 percent). Much higher percentages of
students were receiving F/RP meals in the fol-
lowing CDPs: Adelphi (65.9 percent); East
Riverdale (63.0 percent); Greater Landover
(63.1 percent); and Langley Park (65.6 per-

cent). These were the CDPs

Figure 18

Free/Reduced Price School Meals,
Percentage of Children Receiving Service by CDP

2004:

with relatively higher rates
of poverty and child poverty
as well (see figures 13 and

70 T T T T T T T T

63.0

63.1

T T T
65.6

14), but the F/RP meal per-
centages are much higher
(the highest poverty and
child poverty rates, in
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only 16.8 and 22.4 percent,
respectively), suggesting
that the poverty figures
may disguise the true num-
ber of children living at risk
of the ill-effects of poverty.

Another measure that helps
to gauge the current and
likely future extent of
poverty in a given area is
the number of families

LP LRL MLTN
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headed by single mothers.
This is not in any way to Figure 19
disparage the efforts of

Single-Female-Headed Families by County, 2000:
Families Headed by Single Female as a Percentage of all Families

these mothers, but merely % '

to acknowledge that the cir-
cumstance of children 30
being raised by single
mothers is associated with
a variety of undesirable

32.0

25

Suburban region rate: 21.5

\ 24.1

outcomes that are risky for
mother and child alike. For
example, in the case of
unmarried teen mothers,
half are receiving welfare
payments within one year
of their child’s birth. These
children, in their turn, are 5F
more likely to have difficul-
ty in school, and the girls
are more likely to become
teen mothers themselves

15

Single-Female-Headed Families with Children as
Percentage of all Families with Children

P.G.
Co.

22.2

18.1
16.7

14.8
13.9

AA. Calvert  Charles Howard Mont. Md.
Co. Co. Co. Co. Co. State

Source: BC 2001.

while the boys are more
likely to be incarcerated
(NCPTP 1997).

Figure 19 compares the rates of single-female-
headed families in the suburban jurisdictions.
The reader should keep in mind that these are
not necessarily all teen mothers, and that
some of these women may indeed be grand-
mothers caring for their grandchildren with a
relatively high level of experience and eco-
nomic stability; it is nonetheless true that all
of these single-female-headed families are
lacking the assistance and second income of a
partner, and so face obstacles that two-parent
households may not. Prince George’s has the
highest rate of single-female-headed house-
holds in the suburban area, 32.0 percent. This
is well above the suburban region’s overall
rate, 21.5 percent, and the statewide figure of
24.1 percent. None of the other regional juris-
dictions’ rates of single-mother families
exceeds the state rate, and only one — Charles
County, at 22.2 percent — exceeds the region’s
rate. The jurisdiction with the next highest
rate is Anne Arundel (18.1 percent), followed
in descending order by Montgomery (16.7 per-
cent), Howard (14.8 percent) and Calvert (13.9
percent) (BC 2001).
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Another important measure of the risk of
poverty in a particular jurisdiction is the
extent to which children are born to mothers
with no high school diploma. This is because of
the significantly higher rate of poverty among
such children; by a factor of 10, children born
to mothers without high school diplomas are
more likely to be living in poverty within the
first 8-9 years of life, with associated risks to
school performance, health and safety (AEC
1999). Tables 13 and 14 show numbers and
percentages of births to mothers with no high
school diploma, 1995-2002.

As shown on table 13 and keeping in mind
that Prince George’s County has only the sec-
ond-largest population among the suburban
region jurisdictions, Prince George's County
had the largest number (1,860) of births to
mothers with no high school diploma out of all
of the suburban jurisdictions in 2002 (the most
recent data available). Montgomery County,
which has the largest population in the subur-
ban region, came in a distant second, with
1,270, followed in descending order by Anne
Arundel (641), Charles (174), Howard (150)
and Calvert (69) counties. Prince George’'s
County did not see the largest increase in such
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Table 13

Births to Undereducated Mothers by County and Year, 1995-2002:
Number of Children Born to Mothers with No High School Diploma

by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 +/- %
Prince George’s Co. 1,369 1,207 855 1,402 1,577 1,638 1,782 1,860 35.9%
Anne Arundel Co. 540 513 539 567 529 572 635 641 18.7%
Calvert Co. 54 52 55 61 59 76 59 69 27.8%
Charles Co. 178 172 193 166 182 178 178 174 -2.2%
Howard Co. 124 135 126 137 112 128 143 150 21.0%
Montgomery Co. 872 935 1,021 1,019 1,105 1,136 1,136 1,270 45.6%
Suburban Region 3,137 3,014 2,789 3,352 3,564 3,728 3,933 4,164 32.7%
Maryland Statewide 7,971 8,910 8,520 9,176 9,448 9,777 9,547 9,864 23.7%

Sources: DHMH 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002b, table 18; Sommers 2004a, 2004b.

births 1995-2002, however; that distinction is
Montgomery County’s, whose 45.6 percent
increase was significantly larger than Prince
George’'s County’s 35.9 percent increase.
Nonetheless, Prince George’s rate still far
exceeded those of the other suburban region
jurisdictions: Calvert (27.8 percent); Howard
(21.0 percent); and Anne Arundel (18.7 per-

cent). Alone among these jurisdictions,
Charles County saw a decrease of 2.2 percent
in the number of children born to mothers
with no high school diploma. The increase in
the suburban region as a whole was 32.7 per-
cent; statewide, it was 23.7 percent (DHMH
1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001,
2002b; Sommers 2004a, 2004b).

Table 14
Births to Undereducated Mothers by County and Year, 1995-2002:
Children Born to Mothers with No High School Diploma as
Percentage of all Births by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 +/- %
Prince George’s Co. 11.1 9.8 7.1 11.6 13.3 13.2 14.5 15.0 35.3%
Anne Arundel Co. 8.2 7.8 8.3 8.6 7.9 8.4 9.2 9.5 15.4%
Calvert Co. 6.0 5.7 6.0 6.5 6.2 7.4 6.2 6.8 13.6%
Charles Co. 11.2 10.4 11.8 9.8 10.9 10.2 10.2 9.9 -10.9%
Howard Co. 3.6 3.9 3.8 4.0 3.3 3.6 4.0 4.3 20.2%
Montgomery Co. 7.2 7.9 8.6 8.3 8.9 8.7 8.6 9.7 34.9%
Suburban Region 8.5 8.2 7.7 9.1 9.7 9.7 10.2 10.8 27.6%
Maryland Statewide 11.0 12.7 12.2 12.8 13.2 13.2 13.1 135 22.2%

Sources: DHMH 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002b, table 18; Sommers 2004a, 2004b.
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Adjusting our view slightly, table 14 shows
births to undereducated mothers as a propor-
tion of all births in the suburban region juris-
dictions, 1995-2002. Prince George's County
leads here as well, with births to mothers
without high school diplomas constituting 15.0
percent of all births in 2002 (the most recent
data available). The closest follower is Charles
County, with 9.9 percent, followed in descend-
ing order by Montgomery (9.7 percent), Anne
Arundel (9.5 percent), Calvert (6.8 percent)
and Howard (4.3 percent) counties; the region-
al and statewide rates were 10.8 and 13.5 per-
cent respectively in 2002. Prince George’s
County also saw the largest proportional
increase in the percentage of county births to
mothers with no high school diploma, 35.3 per-
cent, followed closely by Montgomery County
at 34.9 percent. No other suburban region
jurisdiction saw quite so large a proportional
increase, with Howard County’s 20.2 percent
increase coming closest. The increase in Anne
Arundel County was 15.4 percent, followed by
Calvert (13.6 percent). Meanwhile, Charles
County’s proportion of births to undereducat-
ed mothers actually decreased 10.9 percent.
During the same time period, the region saw a
27.6 percent proportional increase in births to
undereducated mothers; statewide, the
increase was 27.6 percent (DHMH 1995, 1996,
1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002b, table 18;
Sommers 2004a, 2004b).

3.C. Conclusion

Prince George’s County is in many ways an
entirely unique jurisdiction, both locally and
nationwide. One of only two majority-African-
American jurisdictions in Maryland, the coun-
ty shares this distinction with Baltimore City.
However, as anyone who knows both areas can
attest, the comparison is strained in many
ways: Prince George’s County includes dense-
ly urban neighborhoods that rival some of
Baltimore’s for the challenges they pose, but at
the same time the county is home to undevel-
oped wilderness, open farmland and delightful
waterfront retreats.

Perhaps better than any other Maryland juris-
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diction, Prince George’s County knows change:
how quickly it can occur and the challenges it
can bring. Imagine trying to tell a county resi-
dent in the 1870s, 1950s or even the 1970s
what the county would look like today. By the
same token, it is difficult to predict exactly
what shape the county will take in another 10,
20 or 100 years. Given the certainty of contin-
ued change, the only way to ensure that Prince
George’s County continues to thrive is to take
every possible step to protect and strengthen
the foundation on which the county’s success
will rest: our children and our families which,
together, are our future.
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Part Il: Needs Assessment

Chapter 4. Statistical Analysis

In order to analyze the current state of chil-
dren and families in Prince George's County,
the LMB decided on three “results” and 13
“indicators” as being representative of some of
the most important health and safety issues
facing county children and families. LMB staff
worked with the consultant to refine these
indicators and to identify the best sources of
statistical data. The plan was to compare the
gathered data with the results of a telephone
poll (described in chapter 6) administered ran-
domly to county residents, affording county

tor is. This is not to say that the analysis con-
tained below is capable of determining the
actual seriousness of a given indicator, but
simply to describe its incidence. In other
words, the LMB offers no conclusions in this
report as to whether one issue is actually more
important than another, just whether a given
issue affects a higher proportion of people than
do others.

An indicator was labeled “problematic” if it
met one of three criteria: (a) Prince George’s
County ranks least favorably or second-least
favorably compared with the rest of the subur-
ban region for the latest year for which data
are available; (b) Prince George's County’s
trend data are unfavorable; and (c)

officials both the public’s point of view on these Prince George’s County’s trend The purpose of
issues and the more objective picture data are favorable, but less favor- this chapteris
described by the data. able than the trend data for the simply to
suburban region as a whole attemptito
Two categories of data were collected for each (because this means that the gap quantify how
indicator: intercounty and intracounty. This between the county and its neigh- statistically
chapter presents this data in both graphic and bors is growing larger, regardless problematic
tabular form. The intercounty analysis com- of the county’s own improvement). for Prince
pares Prince George’s County's performance Where appropriate, limitations of George'’s
on each indicator with that of five of its closest and/or apparent inconsistencies in County a given
Maryland neighbors, the group of jurisdictions the data are discussed. indicator is.

referred to throughout this report as the “sub-
urban region”: Anne Arundel, Calvert,
Charles, Howard and Montgomery counties.
Intercounty trend information compares the
county’s past performance with that of the
region and the state of Maryland as a whole.
The intracounty analysis compares the perfor-
mance of the 11 selected census-designated
places (CDPs) described in chapter 2, although
only current (or most recent) “snapshot” data
were available.

This chapter is organized into three sections,
one for each of the LMB’s results, with subsec-
tions for each indicator or component of an
indicator. The rationale for choosing a particu-
lar indicator is given in the relevant subsec-
tion.

The purpose of this chapter is simply to
attempt to quantify how statistically problem-
atic for Prince George's County a given indica-

Finally, to the extent possible, the

analyses below are based mainly on state
sources. This procedure was followed in order
to maximize the degree to which the data used
had been collected using the same methodolo-
gies.

4.A. Result 1: Babies Born Healthy

There is no more important period in a child’s
life than his or her first years, when vital
physical and mental development occurs and
both positive and negative behaviors are
formed that may affect the child’s health for a
lifetime. Imagine, then, the disadvantage
faced by a child who is born unhealthy, com-
pared to children born under more ideal cir-
cumstances. Nothing in this section should be
read as a criticism of individual parents,
whose options may be limited by poverty and
other forces outside their immediate control.
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Instead, the goal is to mea-
sure need and see how best
to improve the health of

Figure 20

12 T

Babies Less than 2,500 Grams as Percentage of

Low Birth Weights by County, 2002:
all Babies

babies born in Prince
George's County. This sec-
tion considers several birth-
related indicators, analyzed

Suburban region rate: 8.6

T

separately below: (a) low
birth weights, (b) infant
mortality and (c) early pre-
natal care.

4.A.1. Low Birth Weights

As a general rule, babies
who weigh less than 2,500
grams at birth (most typi-
cally premature deliveries)
are considered to have a
low birth weight. Low birth

Percentage of Births Categorized as Low Birth Weight

Mont.
Co.

Howard
Co.

Charles
Co.

Calvert

Co. Co. State

Source: DHMH 2002b, table 21A.

weight (LBW), in turn, is

associated with a host of
physical, social and acade-
mic problems later in life. It

Figure 21

Low Birth Weights by Year, 1995-2002:

Babies Less than 2,500 Grams as Percentage of all Babies
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seems appropriate to state

as a principle, in fact, that 105 L
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= == Maryland
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the fewer Prince George’s
County babies are born
weighing less than 2,500
grams, the better the over-
all health of the county’s
young people is likely to be.
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That said, our first snap-
shot view of the state of low

Percentage of Births Categorized as Low Birth Weight

7.5

Md. state: 7.2% b

Suburban region: 14.8%

birth weights in the subur-
ban region gives cause for
concern. Figure 20, which

1996

1998 2000 2002

Sources: DHMH 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000b, 2001, 2002, table 21A.

compares low-birth-weight

rates among the suburban jurisdictions in
2002 (the most recent data available), shows
that Prince George’s County is the decisive
leader in low-birth-weight babies: 10.5 percent
of county newborns weigh less than 2,500
grams at birth. This is well above the
statewide and regional rates (9.0 and 8.6 per-
cent, respectively), and is most closely
approached by the nearly identical low-birth-
weight rates in Charles (8.4 percent) and Anne
Arundel (8.3 percent) counties. These are fol-

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

lowed in turn by the nearly identical rates in
Montgomery (7.5 percent) and Howard (7.4
percent). Calvert County had the lowest rate
in the suburban region: 6.1 percent (DHMH
2002b).

A glance at figure 21 indicates that Prince
George’s County’s high LBW rate in 2002 was
not a new development. As the trend lines in
the figure show, the rate of low birth weights
in Prince George's County has fairly closely
paralleled — while significantly exceeding —
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Figure 22

Low Birth Weights by CDP-ZIP, 2000:

Babies of Less than 2,500 Grams as Percentage of all Babies

where near the middle of
the rates of the selected
CDP-ZIPs, with five above
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the county rate and five
below. The CDP-ZIP with
the highest rate of low birth
weights was  Greater

Percentage of Births Categorized as Low Birth Weight

P.G. AAFB Bowie ER Fv FW GL
Co.

Source: Sommers 2005.
* Note: Same ZIP code.

GB

Landover, where 12.9 per-
cent of newborns born to
residents weighed less than
2,500 grams at birth. Next
highest was Marlton (11.2
percent), followed by
Forestville (10.7 percent),
Laurel and Bowie (both

10.2 percent), Fort
Washington (9.5 percent),
P/ LRL MRLTN Andrews Air Force Base
Adelphi* (9.0 percent), and East
Riverdale and Langley

the statewide rate and the suburban region
rate since 1995. In all three cases, the overall
change from 1995 was upward, i.e.,, an
increase. The fastest increase in the rate of
low birth weights was in the suburban region
as a whole (14.8 percent) followed by Prince
George’'s County (9.3 percent) and Maryland
(7.2 percent). Furthermore, since around 2001,
Prince George’s County has been experiencing
continually higher rates of low birth weights
than it saw at any previous point 1995-2002,
with relatively steady increases since around
2000 (DHMH 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999,
2000, 2001, 2002b).

Figure 22 offers the local-level perspective on
low birth weights in Prince George’'s County.
While the figure uses the names of the CDPs
selected for closer study in this report, infor-
mation on this indicator was not available by
CDP and so ZIP codes whose boundaries most
closely approximated those of the CDPs were
selected as rough approximations. This
required that two of the CDPs, Langley Park
and Adelphi, be collapsed into one, as they
share the same ZIP code.

As figure 22 shows, the countywide LBW rate
in 2000 (the most recent year with intra-coun-
ty data available), 10.0 percent, sits some-

Park/Adelphi (both 7.7 per-
cent). Greenbelt had the lowest rate of low-
birth-weights among the selected CDP-ZIPs
(Sommers 2005).

To summarize, then, Prince George’s County
has the highest rate of low birth weights
among the suburban region jurisdictions.
When this fact is combined with the fact that
the county rate has been trending upwards
since 1999, it becomes clear that the issue of
low birth weights should be considered prob-
lematic in Prince George’s County, and any
available resources should be brought to bear
against this health threat.

4.A.2. Infant Mortality

Infant mortality — i.e., the death of an infant
within one year of birth — is an upsetting
issue that some people may be surprised to
learn remains a persistent problem in the
United States, even in a state with world-class
medical facilities such as Maryland and even
in Prince George’s County. That it is a signifi-
cant problem in the county is made clear by
figure 23, which shows that Prince George's
County leads the suburban region jurisdiction
with an infant mortality rate of 11.4 per 1,000
live births, well over the suburban regional
and the state rates, which happen to be tied at
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7.6 per 1,000 live births.
The jurisdiction with the
second-highest infant mor-

Figure 23
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Deaths

Infant Mortality by County, 2002:
within One Year of Birth per 1,000 Live Births

tality rate is Howard
County (6.8 per 1,000 live
births), followed by Charles
(6.3 per 1,000 live births),
Anne Arundel (5.9 per
1,000 live births),

11.4

10
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Montgomery (5.5 per 1,000
live births) and Calvert (4.9
per 1,000 live births) coun-
ties (DHMH 2002b).

Infant Deaths per 1.000 Live Births

As with low birth weights,
Prince George's County’s
high rate of infant mortali-
ty is not a recent anomaly. 0
Figure 24 shows that the
county’s infant mortality
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Sources: DHMH 2002b, tables 11A and 33.

rate has been consistently

higher than either the
state’'s or the region’s rate
since 1995. More positively,

Figure 24
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Infant Mortality by Year, 1995-2002:

Deaths within One Year of Birth per 1,000 Live Births

it is true that the county’s
rate of infant mortality was
10.2 percent lower in 2002
than in 1995. By compari-
son, Maryland’s rate was
11.9 percent lower over the
same time period, while the
region’s was 9.6 percent
lower. Less positively, and
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Prince George's County’s
rate has been steadily
increasing since just after
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Sources: DHMH 1996, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002b, tables 11A and 33.

2000; the regional and

state rates started upward at around the same
time but both began to show decreases again
starting in 2001 (DHMH 1995, 1996, 1997,
1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002b).

At the local level, it appears that most of the
selected CDP-ZIPs have lower rates of infant
mortality than the county as a whole, as can
be seen on figure 25. The countywide rate in
2000 (most recent population data available)
was 9.8 per 1,000 live births, exceeded in only
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three cases: Fort Washington, where 18.7 new-
borns out of every 1,000 died within one year
of birth; Marlton, where the rate was 14.2 per
1,000 live births; and Greenbelt, with a rate of
11.0 per 1,000 live births. The selected CDP-
ZIPs with rates below the county’'s were
Greater Landover (8.9 per 1,000 live births),
Langley Park/Adelphi (7.9 per 1,000 live
births), East Riverdale (6.6 per 1,000 live
births), Laurel (5.4 per 1,000 live births),
Bowie (0.7 per 1,000 live births) and Andrews
Air Force Base/Forestville, with 0.1 infant
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only the highest rate in the
suburban region but also
with steady increases in

that rate since 2000, it is
1 clear that this indicator is a
problematic one for the
county.

4.A.3. Prenatal Care

The likelihood of negative
birth-related outcomes —
such as low birth weights
and infant mortality, dis-

\ cussed above — decreases
when a mother-to-be begins
to receive regular medical

care early in her pregnancy.
Conversely, according to the
U.S. Department of Health

and Human Services,

Figure 25
Infant Mortality by CDP-ZIP, 2000:
Deaths within One Year of Birth per 1,000 Live Births
T T T T T T T T T
40
(%2}
]
o 30 q
(3
2
-
[=3
(=]
<
—
9]
(=8
2 20F 18.7 E
®
[
a
= 14.2
8
= 89 110 79
9.8 —
10 \ \
6.6
5.4
01 0.7 ‘ |
O 1 1 [l e N} 1 1 1 1 1 1
P.G. AAFB/ Bowie ER Fw GL GB LP/ LRL MRLTN
Co. Fv#** Adelphi*
Source: Sommers 2005.
* Note: Same ZIP code.
** Note: Combined for privacy reasons.
Figure 26

Prenatal Care by County, 2002:

Percentage of Births to Women

Receiving Late or No Prenatal Care

“Babies born to mothers
who received no prenatal
care are three times more
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Suburban region rate: 3.6

likely to be born at low birth
weight, and five times more
likely to die, than those

whose mothers received
] prenatal care” (HRSA
2004).

Percentage of Births to Women Receiving Late or No Prenatal Care

Howard
Co.

Charles
Co.

Calvert
Co.

Mont.
Co.

Source: DHMH 2002b, table 19B.

Figure 26 compares the
suburban region jurisdic-
tions in terms of percent-
ages of births to mothers
receiving late or no prenatal
care. (For the purposes of
this report, “late prenatal
care” is any care starting
after the start of the third
trimester of pregnancy.)

Md.
State

deaths per 1,000 live births (Sommers 2005).
(Note that, due to the low number of affected
individuals in Andrews Air Force Base and
Forestville, DHMH requires that the infant
mortality data for the two CDP-ZIPs be com-
bined, to protect family privacy).

Clearly, Prince George’s County cannot afford
to overlook its infant mortality rate. With not
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Prince George’s County has
the highest percentage of births to mothers
receiving late or no prenatal care, 6.1 percent.
This is substantially higher than either the
state or regional rate (tied, at 3.6 percent).
Calvert and Charles counties are tied for the
second-highest rate of mothers receiving late
or no prenatal care, 3.9 percent, followed by
Montgomery (3.0 percent), Anne Arundel (2.0
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percent) and Howard (0.9
percent) counties (DHMH
2002b).

Figure 27

Prenatal Care by Year, 1995-2002:

Percentage of Births to Women Receiving Late or No Prenatal Care

The percentage of Prince
George’s County births that
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are to mothers who received
late or no prenatal care has
been steadily increasing
since around 1997, as figure
27 shows. Since 1995, the
county has seen a 40.5 per-
cent increase in such births,
a number which obscures

Percentage of Births to Women Receiving
Late or No Prenatal Care

Md. state: 29.8%

- Suburban region: 35.1%

the fact that the county’s
rate  dropped sharply
between 1995-1997, and so
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Sources: DHMH, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002b, tables 19 or 19B.

increased even more in the

Prenatal Care by CDP-ZIP, 2000:

Percentage of Births to Women Receiving Late or No Prenatal Care

ensuing years than the 40.5 Figure 28
percent figure would sug-
gest. Even at 40.5 percent, 25 .
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Source: Sommers 2005.
* Note: Same ZIP code.

Many of the selected CDP-ZIPs had rates of
late or no prenatal care that were similar to
the countywide rate in 2000 (the most recent
year for which local population data are avail-
able), when 4.9 percent of county births were
to mothers who received late or no prenatal
care. According to figure 28, three CDP-ZIPs
had rates of such births that were substantial-
ly higher than the countywide rate: Forestville
(22.5 percent), Andrews Air Force Base (8.0
percent) and Greater Landover (7.0 percent).
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Two CDP-ZIPs, Fort Washington and Langley
Park/Adelphi, had the same rate as the coun-
ty did, 4.9 percent, followed by Greenbelt (4.6
percent), Bowie (4.5 percent), East Riverdale
(4.4 percent), Marlton (2.9 percent) and Laurel
(2.2 percent) (Sommers 2005).

It is striking that Marlton, with such a rela-
tively high rate of earlier prenatal care,
nonetheless had the second-worst standing
among the CDP-ZIPs in rates of both low birth
weights and infant mortality. Meanwhile,
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Figure 29

Teen Births by County, 2002:

Births to Mothers 17 and under as Proportion of all
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Births in Jurisdiction

rate of low birth weights
(Sommers 2005). Further
study may be warranted to

Suburban region rate: 21.8

attempt to determine what
additional factors con-
tribute to these counter-
intuitive results.

Births to Teens per 1,000 Births to all Women
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Source: DHMH 2002b, table 11A.

Mont.
Co.

At any rate, the simple
story is that there is a sub-
stantially higher percent-
age of births in Prince
George’s County to mothers
who receive late or no pre-
natal care than in any other
suburban region jurisdic-
tion, a disparity that has
existed since at least 1995
and which has been steadi-
ly worsening since 1997,

Md.
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marking this indicator as

Figure 30

Teen Births by Year, 1995-2002:

Births to Mothers 17 and Under as a Proportion of all Births
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problematic, to say the
least. Especially when one
considers that improve-
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decrease the chances of
many other birth-related
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negative indicators (such as
the low birth weights and
infant mortality, discussed
earlier), it seems clear that
money and time expended
increasing the number of
county mothers who receive
early prenatal care would

1994 1996 1998 2000

Sources: DHMH 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002b.

2004 be well spent.

Another commonly accept-

Forestville, which had the smallest proportion
of mothers receiving early prenatal care
among the selected CDP-ZIPs, had the lowest
rate of infant mortality (even when Forestville
data were combined with Andrews Air Force
Base data, as DHMH required); Forestville
did, however, have the third-highest rate of
low birth weights. Similarly, while Andrews
Air Force Base had the second-worst rate of
prenatal care, it had the lowest infant mortal-
ity rate (even when its data were combined
with Forestville’s) and had the fourth-lowest
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ed step toward improving
infant health is to reduce the rate at which
teenagers give birth. This is not because of
failings on the part of teen mothers, but rather
because — no matter how conscientious and
devoted a teen mother may be — the circum-
stance of teen motherhood is at present associ-
ated with other factors (poverty, lack of educa-
tion) that do not bode well for children of such
mothers. Teen births are more likely to be pre-
mature and low weight. Children born to teen
mothers are at greatly increased risk of acade-
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mic failure. The mothers

Teen Births by CDP-ZIP, 2000:

Births to Mothers 17 and under as Proportion of all Births in Jurisdiction

themselves are more likely | 7%

to be obese or to suffer from

high blood pressure than 60 y
are women who did not give

birth as teenagers (NCPTP 50 |

2002). Even worse, a recent
study of over 700,000 young

adults found that the off- or

35.9

50.6

36.8

spring of teenage mothers
attempt suicide at a rate
more than twice that seen
among the offspring of older
mothers (Mittendorfer-Rutz
et al. 2004).

Births to teens per 1,000 Births to all Women
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out, the highest in the sub-
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Source: Sommers 2005.

* Note: Same ZIP code.

urban region. That distinc-
tion, as shown on figure 29,
is held by Charles County, where 33.1 of every
1,000 births are to mothers 17 and younger.
Prince George's County has the second-highest
rate, 30.5 per 1,000, followed by Anne Arundel
(25.5 per 1,000), Calvert (20.8 per 1,000),
Montgomery (13.2 per 1,000) and Howard
(10.3 per 1,000) counties. These are as com-
pared to a regional rate of 21.8 per 1,000
(lower than the Prince George’s County rate)
and a state rate of 32.6 per 1,000 (higher than
the Prince George’s rate) (DHMH 2002b).

Between 1995 and 2002, Prince George’s
County’s teen birth rate has declined steadily,
as can be seen on figure 30. The county rate
was very close to the state rate throughout
this time period, sometimes exceeding it and
sometimes dropping below it. The regional
rate has consistently remained much lower
than either the Prince George’s County or the
Maryland rate. Over the years 1995-2002, the
county rate has declined 35.7 percent, while
Maryland’s rate declined 29.7 percent and the
region’s declined 26.1 percent (DHMH 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 2001, 2002b).

At the local level, and if the selected CDP-ZIPs
are representative concerning this indicator,

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

there is considerable variation in the teen
birth rate within the county. Three CDP-ZIPs
had teen birth rates that exceeded the county-
wide rate of 35.9 per 1,000 in 2000 (see figure
31): Greater Landover (50.6 per 1,000), East
Riverdale (43.9 percent), and Bowie (36.8 per-
cent). Of those counties with rates lower than
the countywide rate, Langley Park/Adelphi
was highest, at 32.5 per 1,000, followed by
Laurel (27.0 per 1,000), Marlton (26.4 per
1,000), Fort Washington (22.4 per 1,000),
Greenbelt (22.1 per 1,000), Forestville (6.0 per
1,000) and Andrews Air Force Base (0.5 per
1,000) (Sommers 2005).

Interestingly, though high teen birth rates are
generally associated with other negative birth-
related indicators, it would not be possible to
prove it with all of these CDP-ZIPs. For exam-
ple, while the CDP-ZIP with the highest teen
birth rate — Greater Landover — does have
higher rates of low birth weights (highest),
infant mortality (fourth highest) and late pre-
natal care (third highest), the two CDP-ZIPs
with the second- and third-highest teen birth
rates — East Riverdale and Bowie, respective-
ly — are in the lower, more favorable half of
the rankings on the three other birth-related
indicators (except for Bowie’s fourth-highest
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standing in the low birth weights category). At
the same time, Forestville, which has the sec-
ond-lowest teen birth rate among the CDP-
ZIPs, has the worst record on early prenatal
care and the third-highest rate of low birth
weights.

Of course, this only serves to point out that
high rates of teen births and other negative
birth-related indicators occur not because of

best to measure the success of our students,
surely there are certain basic principles with
which no one would argue. In order for stu-
dents to excel in school, for example, it is ideal
that they obtain early experience with certain
school-related tasks and concepts (how a book
is handled, how to sit quietly in a group while
being read to, how to politely get a teacher’s
attention in a group setting, and so
on), preferably before arriving in

) Due to the
each other but as a result of a complex web of kindergarten. Students also need county’s
inter-related causes that may be cultural, to learn to read on grade level as unfavorable
environmental, social and/or physical. Those soon as possible; they need to feel standing
neighborhoods that present anomalies may safe in school; and they need to among its
also offer useful information to help build bet- attend school on a regular basis. To neighbors, as
ter outcomes for all children in the county. estimate the extent to which these wellas

basic needs are being met for uhfavorable
At any rate, due to the county’s unfavorable Prince George’'s County public trenddata, itis
standing among its neighbors, as well as unfa- school students, the following four clear that the
vorable trend data, it is clear that the current indicators were chosen: (a) kinder- current level

level of teen births in Prince George’s County
may be considered statistically problematic.

garten readiness, (b) third grade
reading scores on the Maryland
State Assessments (MSAS), (c) vio-

of teen births
in Prince

_ : _ George’s
4.B. Result 2: Children Successful in lence-related suspensions and (d) County is
School chronic school absence. statistically
problematic.

There is room for disagreement about precise-
ly what it means to be successful in school, and
how to measure success. The United States
has only just commenced a long experiment —
in the form of the set of federal laws known
popularly as the No Child Left Behind Act —
in mandated, universal standardized testing,
which may turn out to be one way to quantify
a student’s relative success or failure in school.
Other, more time-consuming possibilities
might include measuring a student’s perfor-
mance during the years after graduation,
which seems as useful a measure of academic
success as any other and more telling than
most. As to what contributes to the success or
failure of a given student, there is — again —
disagreement as to what allowances to make
for each of the many factors that are known to
affect academic achievement, in addition to
what goes on in the classroom: socio-economic
status, physical and mental health, a student’s
own level of motivation and so forth.

As many disagreements as may arise over how

As an aside, the intracounty analy-
sis in this section is based on
school-level data from those schools identified
by the LMB as being attended by students
from the CDPs in question, although it should
be noted that some imprecision may exist with
this method in the event that the students
from the given CDP are not the predominant
majority in the school they attend.

4.B.1. Kindergarten Readiness

There is considerable interest in the education
community on the topic of “kindergarten
readiness,” i.e., the idea that children who
have developed certain academic skills and
predispositions will be better able to adapt to
the demands of the school environment than
will children who have not. How to measure
such development is another question entirely.
The LMB decided on two different measures.

Here in Maryland, there is only one direct
measure of kindergarten readiness, the state’s
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Table 15

WSS School Readiness by County and Year, SY 02-03 & SY 03-04:

Percentage and Number of Children, by Ethnicity,
Achieving a “Full Readiness” Composite Score

SY 02-03 All % All # Al/N % AlIN # APl % A/PI # A-A% A-A# Wte % Wte # Hisp % Hisp #
Prince George’'s Co. 41 3,271 37 27 50 135 42 2,415 44 318 32 375
Anne Arundel Co. 46 2.016 44 14 50 66 32 264 51 1,608 35 64
Calvert Co. 63 570 * * 56 5 47 64 66 492 47 9
Charles Co. 52 597 62 8 65 22 42 180 58 370 52 17
Howard Co. 60 1,463 29 5 65 176 45 162 64 1,082 45 38
Montgomery Co. 57 4,218 55 21 59 629 52 820 66 2,070 43 678
Suburban Region 50 12,142 43 75 58 1,033 43 3,905 59 5,940 39 1,181
Maryland Statewide 52 24,989 47 130 58 1,344 42 7,053 60 14,886 40 1,473
SY 03-04 All % All # Al/N % Al/N # AIPI % APl # A-A% A-A# Wte % Wte # Hisp % Hisp #
Prince George’'s Co. 48 3,690 43 21 57 131 50 2,777 58 372 33 389
Anne Arundel Co. 55 2,369 50 18 65 91 41 354 60 1,823 40 83
Calvert Co. 60 572 * * 92 1 49 73 62 480 44 8
Charles Co. 68 755 70 7 79 30 61 262 71 430 67 26
Howard Co. 63 1,517 14 1 66 175 48 194 69 1,106 37 41
Montgomery Co. 60 4,746 56 20 64 710 51 866 69 2,399 46 751
Suburban Region 56 13,655 49 67 64 1,148 50 4,526 65 6,610 41 1,298
Maryland Statewide 55 26,497 51 125 64 1,517 46 7,187 64 15,326 41 1,605

Key:

%, percentage of children scoring at full readiness

Al/N, American Indian/Alaskan Native
A-A, African-American
Hisp, Hispanic (may be of any race)

#, number of children scoring at full readiness
A/PI, Asian/Pacific Islander
Wte, White

Note: An asterisk (*) denotes that data are not reported because the cell would contain information on fewer than five pupils, thereby
potentially compromising the pupils’ anonymity.

Source: MSDE 2003a, 2004a.

Work Sampling System (described below).
Though it is only three years old, the decision
to include it as an indicator under the kinder-
garten readiness result was an obvious one.

And while a child’s readiness for school may
develop adequately in a highly literate home,
it is also true that the achievement levels of
those students with some early experience of a
school-like setting tend to exceed those of stu-
dents without. For this reason, an analysis of
county children’s early school experience
rounds out this section.

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

4.B.1.1. Work Sampling System

In recent years, more and more attention has
been paid to the relationship between chil-
dren’s experiences before entering school and
their later academic achievement (or lack
thereof). Of course, these early experiences are
difficult to quantify, since, by the very often
informal and non-standardized nature of these
experiences, there are no common measures,
tests or other evaluations administered to all
children until they enter kindergarten.
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Fortunately for this report’s purposes, all
Maryland elementary schools have since the
2002-03 school year evaluated incoming
kindergartners using an assessment protocol
called the Work Sampling System (WSS), a
portfolio-based measure of kindergartners’
competencies in seven domains (categories of
skills and attributes considered relevant to
school success) with the express goal of mea-
suring students’ “readiness” for kindergarten.
The domains in which kindergartners are
evaluated are:

= Social and personal development.
= Language and literacy.

= Mathematical thinking.

= Scientific thinking.

= Social studies.

e The arts.

= Physical development and health.

Results are reported under each of these cate-
gories using a rubric that assigns scores to cer-
tain levels of observed readiness; students’
various levels of readiness are in turn
described as “developing readiness,”
“approaching readiness” and “full readiness.”
This report’s analysis concerns itself only with
an additional, “composite” category, in which
children who have earned approximately 79
percent or more of the available points across
all 7 domains are deemed to exhibit overall
“full readiness” (MSDE 2004a).

The Early Learning Office of the Maryland
State Department of Education (MSDE) advis-
es that WSS results are best used to evaluate
the strengths and weaknesses of incoming
kindergartners within a given county’s school
system, rather than as a basis for comparing
one county's school system to another
(Grafwallner 2004). Also, due to the small
numbers of kindergarteners in any one school
system and, especially, in the various racial
and ethnic breakdowns discussed below, some
of what may appear to be important differ-
ences between various categories of data may
in fact be statistically insignificant. However,
the WSS offers a wealth of otherwise unob-
tainable information and may at least be use-

ful for starting certain conversations about
student readiness and achievement in Prince
George’s County.

The basic intercounty picture of school readi-
ness (as measured by the WSS) for school
years (SYs) 2002-03 and 2003-04 is presented
in table 15, which shows kindergartners’
school readiness by county in the suburban
region as well as for several racial and ethnic
subcategories. As can be seen on the table, a
smaller proportion of Prince George's County
kindergartners score “full readiness” on the
WSS than students in any other suburban
region county. The percentage of Prince
George's County students scoring “full readi-
ness” in SY 2003-04 was 48, lowest in a field
led by Charles County (68 percent) and fol-
lowed in descending order by Howard (63 per-
cent), Calvert (60 percent), Montgomery (60
percent), and Anne Arundel (55 percent) coun-
ties. However, Prince George’s County’s 48
percent score represented a 7 percent increase
over the preceding year, the third largest
increase seen in any of the suburban region
counties. Charles County’s 16 percent increase
was largest, followed by Anne Arundel
County’s 9 percent jump. One county, Calvert,
decreased 3 percent (MSDE 2003a, 2004a).

The relatively small proportion of Prince
George’s County kindergartners as a whole
who achieved “full readiness” is mirrored in
the breakdown of results by race and ethnici-
ty, also on table 15. Prince George’s County is
last among the suburban region jurisdictions
in all but two racial categories: American
Indians, where it is next to last, and African-
Americans, where it is third. Within Prince
George’s County, the largest proportion of stu-
dents in any racial category who achieved “full
readiness” was found among white students
(58 percent, up from 44 percent the previous
year), followed by Asians/Pacific Islanders (57
percent, up from 50 percent), African-
Americans (50 percent, up from 42 percent),
American Indians/Alaska Natives (43 percent,
up from 37 percent) and Hispanics (33 percent,
up from 32 percent) (MSDE 2003a, 2004a).
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Table 16

WSS School Readiness by Area, SY 03-04: Percentage and Number of
Kindergartners, by Ethnicity, Achieving a “Full Readiness” Composite Score

SY 03-04 Al/N A/PI A-A Wte Hisp All
Adelphi
Total at “full readiness” 0 4 21 3 53 81
Total, all (n) 1 6 41 6 142 196
Percent ready 0% 67% 51% 50% 37% 41%
Andrews Air Force Base
Total at “full readiness” 1 2 29 6 1 39
Total, all (n) 1 2 40 13 1 57
Percent ready 100% 100% 73% 46% 100% 76%
Bowie
Total at “full readiness” 0 5 94 62 6 167
Total, all (n) 4 24 235 138 22 423
Percent ready 0% 21% 40% 45% 27% 39%
East Riverdale
Total at “full readiness” 0 0 2 0 2 4
Total, all (n) 0 4 22 6 64 96
Percent ready n/a 0% 9% 0% 3% 4%
Forestville
Total at “full readiness” 0 0 25 1 1 27
Total, all (n) 0 0 78 3 4 85
Percent ready n/a n/a 32% 33% 25% 32%
Fort Washington
Total at “full readiness” 1 12 127 3 3 146
Total, all (n) 1 16 222 6 7 252
Percent ready 100% 75% 57% 50% 43% 58%
Greater Landover
Total at “full readiness” 2 1 119 2 4 128
Total, all (n) 3 2 223 7 12 250
Percent ready 67% 50% 53% 29% 33% 51%
Greenbelt
Total at “full readiness” 6 1 64 18 18 107
Total, all (n) 7 2 80 22 23 134
Percent ready 86% 50% 80% 82% 78% 80%
Langley Park
Total at “full readiness” 0 1 2 0 6 9
Total, all (n) 0 2 8 1 60 71
Percent ready n/a 50% 25% 0% 10% 13%
Laurel
Total at “full readiness” 0 4 16 2 2 24
Total, all (n) 1 6 49 8 5 69
Percent ready 0% 67% 33% 25% 40% 35%
Marlton
Total at “full readiness” 0 0 46 10 0 56
Total, all (n) 1 1 83 17 1 103
Percent ready 0% 0% 55% 59% 0% 54%
Key: Al/N: American Indian/Alaskan Native; A/PI: Asian/Pacific Islander; A-A: African American; Wte: White;
Hisp: Hispanic (may be of any race)

Source: CC 2004.

Table 16 shows the performance of kinder- CDPs chosen for study in this report.

garten students on the SY 03-04 WSS in the 11
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Greenbelt, where fully 80 percent of kinder-
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East Riverdale (4 percent).
These percentages are also
graphically illustrated, in

figure 32 (CC 2004).

One concern often broached
in discussions of education
policy is the “achievement
gap,” or differences in levels
of academic achievement
between white students

and students belonging to
certain minority groups.
The next two figures con-
sider local level disparities
in Prince George’'s County
between black and white

kindergartners’ WSS
scores.

Figure 33 compares the per-

Figure 32
WSS School Readiness by Area, SY 03-04:
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Figure 33

WSS School Readiness by Area, SY 03-04:
Percentage of Black and White Kindergartners at "Full Readiness"

centage of white students
achieving “full readiness” to
the percentage of black stu-
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dents achieving “full readi-
ness” in the selected CDPs,
and a quick glance is suffi-
cient to show that black
kindergartners outdid
white in the majority of
these locales: Adelphi
(black students achieving
“full readiness”: 51 percent;
white: 50 percent), Andrews
Air Force Base (black: 73
percent; white: 46 percent),
East Riverdale (black: 9
percent; white: 0 percent),
Fort Washington (black: 57
percent; white: 50 percent),

LP LRL MRLTN

gartners achieved “full readiness,” led the
group’s widely differing scores. Rounding out
the top three were Andrews Air Force Base (76
percent) and Fort Washington (58 percent);
the majority of kindergartners in Marlton (54
percent) and Greater Landover (51 percent)
also achieved “full readiness.” At the lower end
of the scale were Adelphi (41 percent), Bowie
(39 percent), Laurel (35 percent), Forestville
(32 percent), Langley Park (13 percent) and
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Greater Landover (black:
53 percent; white: 29 percent), Langley Park
(black: 25 percent; white: 0 percent) and
Laurel (black: 33 percent; white: 25 percent).
The reverse case — in which white kinder-
gartners achieved “full readiness” in greater
proportions than did black kindergartners —
was true in only 4 of the 11 CDPs: Bowie
(black: 40 percent; white: 45 percent),
Forestville (black: 32 percent; white: 33 per-
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cent), Greenbelt (black: 80
percent; white: 82 percent)
and Marlton (black: 55 per-

Figure 34

WSS Disparity by Area, SY 03-04:

Percentage of Black Children at "Full Readiness" as Proportion

of Percentage of White Children at "Full Readiness"

cent; white: 59 percent) 200 y

(CC 2004).

Of greatest interest are
those CDPs with the small-
est discrepancies, of course,
since one main education
policy goal must be to elim-
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inate achievement gaps
altogether. Figure 34 offers
some insight in this regard,
showing as it does the per-
centage of black kinder-
gartners at “full readiness”
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* Note: Zero white students at full readiness. ER black students: 9%
full readiness. LP black students: 25% full readiness.

cent on figure 34 would
indicate that the same percentage of black
kindergartners and white kindergartners
achieved “full readiness” on WSS; conversely,
if 80 percent of a CDP’s black kindergartners
achieved “full readiness,” as compared to only
40 percent of that CDPs white kindergartners,
the resulting score on figure 34 would be 200
percent, indicating that twice as large a pro-
portion of black kindergartners as white
kindergartners achieved “full readiness” on
WSS.

Encouragingly, 6 of the 11 selected CDPs score
within 15 points of 100, meaning that these
CDPs see relatively little discrepancy between
the percentages of white and black kinder-
gartners achieving “full readiness” on WSS.
The most extreme counterexample is in
Greater Landover, where the percentage of
black students achieving “full readiness” is
more than 1.8 times larger than the percent-
age of white students; similarly, black kinder-
gartners in Andrews Air Force Base are almost
1.6 times more likely to achieve “full readi-
ness” on WSS than white kindergartners are.
None of the selected CDPs shows a vastly
larger percentage of white students than black
students achieving “full readiness,” as the ear-
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lier figure 33 also shows. For two of the CDPs,
East Riverdale and Langley Park, this calcu-
lation could not be performed since none of the
white students attending these schools
achieved “full readiness” (CC 2004).

4.B.1.2. Early School Experience

A growing body of research suggests that chil-
dren’s readiness to learn improves the more
they experience school-like settings before
entering kindergarten, whether these are for-
mal preschools or simply organized group play
(this report uses the term “early school experi-
ence” to refer to all such school-like settings a
child may encounter, to include those schools
officially identified as “preschools,” as well as
nursery schools, day-care centers, family-care
centers and so on). A 2004 study, for example,
found that children with center-based early
school experience were more likely to succeed
academically than those without, a probability
that was most pronounced among children
from lower-income families (Bridges et al.
2004). This in turn suggests a possible avenue
of attack against the “achievement gaps” that
so often exist between white students and
minority students, in addition to the benefits
apparently enjoyed by all students who arrive
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Figure 35

Early School Experience by County, SY 02-03 & 03-04:
Percentage of Kindergartners with No Preschool or

Other Institutional Experience

between SY 2002-03 and SY
2003-04. The percentage of
Prince George’'s County
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7 in question; in both years,
this was the highest rate in
the suburban region. All but
two of the suburban region
jurisdictions also saw pro-
portional increases in stu-
dents without early school
experience during this time:
Anne Arundel County, from
20.3 to 25.9 percent;
Howard County, from 12.0
to 19.3 percent; and
Montgomery County, from

Md.
State

13.6 to 21.5 percent. This

Figure 36

Head Start Experience by County, SY 02-03 & 03-04:
Kindergartners with Head Start Experience as

Percentage of all Kindergartners

was during a time when the
statewide rate increased
from 20.1 to 23.0 percent;
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the SY 2003-04 regional
rate was 25.7 percent. In
Calvert County the rate
decreased slightly from 17.0
to 16.9 percent, while in
Charles County it is report-
ed as having decreased
g from 15.8 percent to O per-
cent (or less than five stu-
dents: for privacy reasons,
MSDE does not report WSS

Percentage of Kindergartners with Prior Head Start Experience
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statistics for categories in
which there are less than
five students) (MSDE
2003a, 2004a).

Md.
State

Of those Prince George's

in kKindergarten with some prior knowledge of
school-like environments and activities.

In fact, as figure 35 suggests, there is a small-
er proportion of Prince George's County
kindergartners with early school experience
than in any of the neighboring jurisdictions, in
a circumstance that worsened considerably
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County kindergartners
with early school experi-
ence, it appears that a large proportion obtain
said experience through Head Start, a U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services-
funded preschool program open to children
from low-income families (in 2005, a family of
four making less than $19,350 per year would
qualify) or families receiving public assistance

Prince George’s County Community Needs Assessment, 2006



(Temporary Assistance for

Early School Experience by County, 2000:

Percentage of Children Ages 3-4
Enrolled in Preschool or Nursery School

o Figure 37
Needy Families or
Supplemental Security
Income) regardless of 70 T

income (DHHS 2005).
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As can be seen on figure 36,
Prince George's County had
the second-highest percent-
age of kindergartners with
Head Start experience in
the suburban region in
both SYs 2002-03 and
2003-04, 6.3 and 7.1 per-
cent. Leading the pack was
Montgomery County,
whose 24.6 percent rate in
SY 2002-03 frankly sug- 0

gests reporting or data- e
entry errors (WSS prior
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care information is based

entirely on self-reporting
by parents and guardians
on registration materials),

Figure 38

Early School Experience by Area, 2000:
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7.1 percent rate in the
same year. All jurisdictions
saw increases in the rate of
kindergartners with Head
Start experience over the
years in question save
Anne Arundel County,
where the rate decreased
slightly from 3.5 to 3.4 per-
cent, and Montgomery
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comparison. The jurisdic-

tion with the third-highest 2003-04 rate was
Calvert County (6.2 percent), followed by
Charles (5.7 percent), Howard (3.9 percent)
and Anne Arundel (3.4 percent) counties. The
state rate decreased from 8.3 to 6.6 percent,
while the regional rate for SY 2003-04 was 6.4
percent (MSDE 2003a, 2004a).
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A slightly different view of early school experi-
ence is available from figure 37, which shows
the percentage of children ages 3-4 enrolled in
preschool or nursery school at the time of the
2000 census. It should be emphasized here
that this is a different statistic — and one
obtained differently — from the WSS data dis-
cussed earlier concerning early school experi-
ence. For one thing, figure 37 displays data
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from several years earlier (the 2000 school
enrollment data are the most recent released
by the Census Bureau), at the same time that
it only reflects enrollment in preschools or
nursery schools specifically, rather than day-
care centers, family-care centers and the like.
So, while the Prince George's County rate of
pre- or nursery school enrollment shown on
figure 37 (55.6 percent) is higher than, say,
Calvert County’s (50.4 percent), it should be
kept in mind that it would still theoretically be
possible for Calvert County to have a higher
percentage of Kkindergartners with “early
school experience” as defined at the beginning
of this section (i.e., to include not only
preschools and nursery schools but also day-
care centers of all kinds). The highest rate of
pre- and nursery school enrollment of children
ages 3-4 in the suburban region was in
Montgomery County, at 64.7 percent, followed
by Howard (61.6 percent), Charles (59.9 per-
cent), Prince George's (55.6 percent), Anne
Arundel (54.5 percent) and Calvert (50.4 per-
cent) counties (BC 2000c, 2000d).

At the local level, the rate of preschool enroll-
ment of 3-4-year-olds in one CDP (Andrews Air
Force Base) matched the countywide rate of
55.6 percent, with most of the rest within
about five percentage points of this (see figure
38). The CDP with the highest rate of 3-4-year-
olds enrolled in pre- or nursery school was
Marlton, with 72.9 percent. Marlton was fol-
lowed, in descending order, by Bowie (69.5 per-
cent), Fort Washington (66.5 percent), Laurel
(58.7 percent), Andrews Air Force Base (55.6
percent), Greenbelt (53.9 percent), Greater
Landover (51.9 percent), Forestville (51.2 per-
cent), Adelphi (50.1 percent), East Riverdale
(30.3 percent) and Langley Park (22.0 percent)
(BC 2000g).

Having considered some measures of the
extent to which Prince George’s County chil-
dren arrive in kindergarten with early school
experience, we now consider the difference in
achievement that exists between those kinder-
gartners with early school experience and
those without, at least as indicated by their
subsequent WSS scores. Table 17 shows the

percentages of kindergartners in the 11 select-
ed CDPs who achieved WSS scores of “full
readiness,” broken down into 7 categories of
prior care type: Head Start, pre-kindergarten,
center (day care, etc.), family (small day-care
centers in a private home), nursery, home (i.e.,
no formal educational or school-like experi-
ence at all) and Even Start (a federally funded
program aimed at children whose parents lack
basic academic skills).

In general, table 17 seems to bear out what the
research evidence alluded to at the beginning
of this section suggests: that
children who arrive in kinder-

garten with some school-like Children who
experience tend to perform arrivein
better academically than kindergdrten
those who do not. This was not with some

true in all CDPs, or perhaps it

would be more accurate to say experience
that, in several CDPs, a signif- tend to
icant proportion of children perform

were able to obtain the needed better

experiences at home. This academically
helps make a point that  thqnthose
should not be overlooked in who do not.

any discussion of home care

versus organized formal early

school experience: some homes, where an
engaged adult is present and books and other
educational items are readily available, may
be quite well suited to adequately prepare a
child for school. Other homes, where children
are left to their own devices in front of the tele-
vision or video games, will not offer much in
the way of academic preparation or orientation
to school-related tasks and practices.

In 2 of the 11 selected CDPs (see table 17), the
percentage of home-cared Kkindergartners
achieving WSS “full readiness” was higher
than “full readiness” kindergartners in most of
the other prior care categories. Laurel’s home-
cared kindergartners, in fact, outperformed all
other Laurel kindergartners, with 57 percent
assessed at “full readiness,” a larger propor-
tion than that seen in any other Laurel prior
care category as well as among Laurel kKinder-
gartners as a whole (i.e., 35 percent). The next
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Table 17

WSS School Readiness by Area, SY 03-04: Percentage and Number of
Kindergartners, by Prior Care Type, Achieving a “Full Readiness” Composite Score

SY 03-04 Hd Strt Pre-K Center Family  Nursery Home  Evn Strt All
Adelphi

Total at “full readiness” 6 31 4 3 3 26 4 77
Total, all (n) 7 71 8 7 6 81 10 190
Percent ready 86% 44% 50% 43% 50% 32% 40% 41%
Andrews Air Force Base

Total at “full readiness” 2 13 10 5 0 8 1 39
Total, all (n) 3 16 17 5 0 15 1 57
Percent ready 66% 81% 59% 100% n/a 53% 100% 68%
Bowie

Total at “full readiness” 0 25 48 14 48 22 9 167
Total, all (n) 7 80 108 26 94 82 24 423
Percent ready 0% 32% 44% 54% 51% 27% 38% 39%
East Riverdale

Total at “full readiness” 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 4
Total, all (n) 5 13 1 2 6 64 5 96
Percent ready 0% 0% 0% 0% 17% 3% 20% 4%
Forestville

Total at “full readiness” 5 7 5 1 3 6 0 27
Total, all (n) 16 16 18 5 7 18 5 85
Percent ready 31% 44% 28% 20% 43% 33% 0% 32%
Fort Washington

Total at “full readiness” 6 28 49 10 17 26 8 146
Total, all (n) 11 46 71 21 24 61 14 252
Percent ready 55% 61% 69% 48% 71% 43% 57% 58%
Greater Landover

Total at “full readiness” 25 24 17 2 8 48 3 128
Total, all (n) 36 48 35 6 13 103 6 250
Percent ready 69% 50% 49% 33% 62% 47% 50% 51%
Greenbelt

Total at “full readiness” 17 15 8 5 12 35 9 107
Total, all (n) 20 22 8 7 12 49 9 134
Percent ready 85% 68% 100% 71% 100% 71% 100% 80%
Langley Park

Total at “full readiness” 0 6 0 0 0 1 2 9
Total, all (n) 0 38 1 0 0 18 11 71
Percent ready n/a 16% 0% n/a n/a 6% 18% 13%
Laurel

Total at “full readiness” 2 5 2 5 1 8 1 24
Total, all (n) 8 10 12 12 8 14 4 69
Percent ready 25% 50% 17% 42% 13% 57% 25% 35%
Marlton

Total at “full readiness” 6 7 15 7 5 12 4 56
Total, all (n) 10 26 19 9 8 24 6 103
Percent ready 60% 27% 79% 78% 63% 50% 66% 54%

Source: CC 2004

highest category in Laurel was pre-kinder-
garten (50 percent), followed — interestingly
— by those students who had received care in
a family child-care center (42 percent).
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Another CDP whose kindergartners per-
formed differently than the school readiness
research might have predicted was
Forestville, where 33 percent of home-cared
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Figure 39

WSS School Readiness by Area, SY 03-04:
Percentage of All and Home Cared Children at "Full Readiness"

WSS was 35 percent, while
in Forestville it was 32 per-
cent, placing these two
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CDPs eighth and ninth
among the 11 selected
CDPs, respectively (CC
2004).

Aside from the counterex-
amples offered by
Forestville and Laurel, and
as noted above, the other
CDPs’ kindergartners
seemed to perform about as
the school readiness
research would suggest: the
percentage of Kkindergart-
ners with no formal early
school experience who
achieved *“full readiness”
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Figure 40

WSS Disparity by Area, SY 03-04: Percentage of Home
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of Percentage of All Children at "Full Readiness"

Cared Children at "Full Readiness" as

was the lowest of all the
prior-care categories in
three CDPs (Adelphi: 32
percent; Andrews Air Force

200 T T T T T T T T

100% = no disparity

[y

a1

o
T

103
74

\

78

[y

o

o
T

81

89

Base: 53 percent; and Fort
Washington: 43 percent)
and the next-to-lowest in
six more (Bowie: 27 percent;
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(CC 2004).
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For a clearer picture of the
disparities in achievement
between those kindergart-
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ners with formal early
school experience and those

kindergartners achieved “full readiness” on
WSS, the third-highest rate among all of
Forestville’s prior care categories (CC 2004).

As intriguing as these particular results are,
however, it should be pointed out that Laurel
and Forestville did not do well in WSS scores
overall, at least not compared to the other nine
selected CDPs: the total percentage of Laurel
kindergartners achieving “full readiness” on
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without in the 11 CDPs, we
turn to figure 39, which uses a bar graph for-
mat to compare the overall percentage of each
CDP’s kindergartners who achieved “full
readiness” to the percentage of home-cared
kindergartners who achieved “full readiness.”
As the figure shows (and as mentioned above),
Laurel was the only CDP where a higher pro-
portion of home-cared kindergartners were
assessed at “full readiness” than the propor-
tion of all kindergartners assessed at “full
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readiness,” meaning that — in Laurel, and as
measured by WSS scores — home care
appears to provide better academic prepara-
tion than any other prior care category (CC
2004). But figure 39 also makes clear another
aspect of home care versus other prior care
categories: the home-cared kindergartners in
some CDPs vastly outperformed both home-
cared kindergartners and kindergartners as a
whole in other CDPs, suggesting, again, that
there are certain neighborhoods where home
care tends to prepare children for school quite
sufficiently, while there are other neighbor-
hoods where this is manifestly not the case.

Yet another view of this topic is
available in figure 40, which
shows the percentage of each
CDP’s home-cared kindergart-

Simply put, ners achieving “full readiness” as
those_ who read a proportion of the percentage of
) .Sklllfully and all of each CDP’s kindergartners
critically are ata achieving “full readiness.” That
huge advantage is, a score of 100 percent on fig-
over those ure 40 would indicate that, in the

who do not.

given CDP, the same percentage
of home-cared Kkindergartners
and all kindergartners achieved
“full readiness” on WSS; con-
versely, if 80 percent of a CDP’s home-cared
kindergartners achieved “full readiness,” as
compared to only 40 percent of that CDPs
kindergartners as a whole, the resulting score
on figure 40 would be 200 percent, indicating
that the proportion of home-cared kindergart-
ners achieving “full readiness” on WSS was
twice as large as the proportion among that
CDP’s kindergartners as a whole. As can be
seen, most of the bars fall below 100, meaning
that, for the most part, home-cared children do
not arrive at kindergarten as well prepared as
other children.

Returning, finally, to intercounty comparisons
of the various school readiness data presented
in this section, it is this report’s finding that
the county’s school readiness indicators show
some problems when compared with the
neighboring jurisdictions in the suburban
region. Among the suburban region jurisdic-
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tions, Prince George's County has the lowest
percentage of kindergartners scoring “full
readiness” on the WSS (though it has the third
highest “full readiness” rate for both Native
American and African-American kindergart-
ners) and the smallest percentage of Kinder-
gartners with some form of early school expe-
rience. Clearly, lack of early school experience
among children from certain parts of the coun-
ty does not necessarily have a negative effect
on their academic achievement; still, it is clear
that a large number of county children could
benefit from some form of early school experi-
ence, and further investigation is recommend-
ed to determine (a) where this is most needed
and (b) how it could be accomplished most
effectively.

4.B.2. Third Grade Reading Scores

As the skill on which all other academic disci-
plines depend, literacy may be thought of as
something of a gatekeeper where academic
achievement — and, indeed, success in all of
life's endeavors — is concerned. Simply put,
those who read skillfully and critically are at a
huge advantage over those who do not, even in
subject areas such as math, science and infor-
mation technology. Literacy and academic suc-
cess go hand in hand.

Since SY 2002-03, Maryland public school stu-
dents in a gradually increasing number of
grades have been assessed in literacy and
other subject areas under the standardized
testing regimen known as the Maryland
School Assessments (MSA). The LMB decided
to consider third graders’ MSA reading scores
as another indicator of how well young Prince
George’s County residents are prepared to suc-
ceed throughout their academic careers. The
MSA assesses children as being either “basic,”
“proficient” or “advanced,” and the LMB chose
as its indicator the rate at which Prince
George’s County third graders achieve a “pro-
ficient” MSA score in reading.

Figure 41 shows the percentage of kindergart-

ners in each of the suburban jurisdictions who
were assessed as “proficient” in reading in SYs
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Figure 41

MSA Achievement by County and School Year, SY 02-03 & 03-04:
Percentage of 3rd Graders Achieving a "Proficient" Score in Reading
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percent, while the
statewide rate was 58.5
/ percent (MSDE 2004b).

On the local level, the coun-
tywide rate of third graders
achieving “proficient” on
the MSA reading assess-
ment, 50.4 percent, masks a
good deal of variation
among the 11 selected
CDPs (figure 42). There,
rates ranged as high as 62.5
percent in East Riverdale
— a striking result in an
area with a relatively high
rate of both poverty and

Md.
State

Figure 42

MSA Achievement by CDP, SY 03-04:

Percentage of

3rd Graders Achieving a "Proficient” Score in Reading
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East Riverdale’s high rate
was followed in descending
order by those of Bowie
(59.3 percent), Marlton
(58.5 percent), Andrews Air
Force Base (56.5 percent),
Laurel (52.4 percent),
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LP LRL MRLTN Greenbelt (47.3 percent),

Adelphi (46.3 percent),

2002-03 and 2003-04. While Prince George’s
County saw the largest increase in proficient
third-grade readers from one year to the next
(from 36.9 to 50.4 percent), the county
nonetheless had the lowest rate of proficient
third-grade readers out of all of the suburban
region jurisdictions in both years. Calvert
County led in SY 2003-04 with 63.8 percent,
followed by Anne Arundel (60.4 percent),
Howard (60.2 percent), Montgomery (60.1 per-
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Forestville (45.9 percent),
Greater Landover (41.6 percent), Langley
Park (37.0 percent) and Fort Washington (26.4
percent). East Riverdale’s apparently anom-
alous rate aside, the numbers two and three
CDPs on this list, Bowie and Marlton, respec-
tively, should come as no surprise: Bowie had
the highest and Marlton the second-highest
rate of early school experience among their
respective kindergartners. However, Fort
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Table 18

MSPAP Achievement by County and Year, 1993-2002:
Percentage of Children Achieving a “Satisfactory” Score in Reading Test,

3rd Grade
Jurisdiction 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 +/- %
Prince George’s Co. 21.3 24.3 25.8 24.3 29.0 29.5 25.9 21.4 15.7 -26.3%
Anne Arundel Co. 37.8 40.4 443 43.9 46.7 47.8 42.9 41.3 36.2 -4.2%
Calvert Co. 32.8 43.8 40.0 49.6 45.3 455 45.7 47.1 42.7 30.2%
Charles Co. 27.3 28.6 31.2 32.8 36.9 40.2 41.4 36.1 37.4 37.0%
Howard Co. 45.0 51.1 53.3 57.7 59.3 60.1 58.3 60.1 53.0 17.8%
Montgomery Co. 42.4 43.8 445 46.0 51.5 48.9 442 37.6 31.4 -25.9%
Suburban Region 34.4 38.7 39.9 42.4 44.8 45.3 43.1 40.6 36.1 4.9%
Maryland Statewide 30.6 34.0 35.3 36.8 41.6 41.2 39.2 36.5 30.7 0.3%

Note: Suburban region figures are averages and are not directly comparable to jurisdiction and state percentage figure.

Source: MSDE 2002b.

Washington, with the third-highest rate of
early school experience among its kindergart-
ners (BC 2002), nonetheless had the lowest
rate of “proficient” third graders on the 2003-
04 MSA reading assessment (MSDE 2004b).
Of course, these contradictions and surprises
are not offered as rejoinders to those
researchers who have found correlations
between early school experience and subse-
guent academic achievement, but rather to
remind the reader that a one-size-fits-all
approach is not likely to work across a county
as diverse as Prince George's County.

Finally, for a sense of historical context, table
18 presents a county-level look at the achieve-
ment of suburban region jurisdiction third
graders in reading on the Maryland School
Performance Assessment Program, the stan-
dardized testing program that the MSA
replaced in 2003. Though these figures cannot
be directly compared to the MSA scores, they
do offer a longer-term look at the reading per-
formance of area third graders (the MSPAP
was administered 1993-2002).

As the table makes clear, Prince George’s
County’s relatively low third-grade MSA read-
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ing scores (discussed above) are no anomaly:
not only did the county have the lowest rate of
third graders scoring “satisfactory” on the
MSPAP reading portion in each year that the
MSPAP was administered, but the county’s
rate tumbled 26.3 percent (from 21.3 to 15.7
percent) during the same time. This was the
largest decrease seen in any of the suburban
jurisdictions, although — since MSDE
announced its intentions to terminate the
MSPAP prior to the final administration of the
test — there is a strong possibility that stu-
dents did not regard the 2002 MSPAP as seri-
ously as in past years. Nonetheless, disregard-
ing the 2002 results does nothing to change
the fact that the county consistently had the
smallest proportion of third graders scoring
“satisfactory” in reading on MSPAP each year
(MSDE 2002b).

Prince George’'s County’'s consistently low
third-grade scores on reading assessments
(both MSA and MSPAP), going back more than
10 years, is certainly cause for concern, raising
the question as to whether more could be done
for those Prince George’s County students who
continue to fall between the cracks.
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Table 19

Suspensions by County, SY 93-94 through SY 02-03:
Percentage of Students Suspended for all Reasons During the Year

Jurisdiction 93-94 94-95 95-96 96-97 97-98 98-99 99-00 00-01 01-02 02-03 +/- %
Prince George's Co. 8.2 8.8 8.5 9.7 9.1 8.0 7.7 8.5 9.1 11.0%
Anne Arundel Co. 8.8 9.1 9.3 9.2 8.2 8.7 9.4 9.9 10.0 13.6%
Calvert Co. 6.2 6.5 6.5 7.4 6.9 6.1 6.3 7.2 6.8 9.7%
Charles Co. 10.6 16.6 17.7 12.9 11.6 9.6 11.2 12.7 12.1 14.2%
Howard Co. 3.3 4.0 2.9 4.9 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.2 4.2 27.3%
Montgomery Co. 2.7 3.0 3.3 3.8 35 3.4 3.7 4.1 4.2 55.6%
Suburban Region 6.6 8.0 8.0 8.0 7.3 6.7 7.1 7.8 7.7 16.7%
Maryland Statewide 7.0 6.6 7.1 8.9 7.8 7.9 8.4 8.4 8.9 27.1%

Note 1: Suburban region figures are averages and are not directly comparable to county or statewide data.
Note 2: Suspendable offenses are defined locally, so comparisons across jurisdictions are difficult. Fluctuations may result from new
standards or changing emphases in enforcement, not necessarily changes in student behavior.

Source: MSDE 2003d.

4.B.3. Violence-related Suspensions

Attempting to come to a new understanding of
human motivation, psychologist Abraham
Maslow — whose name will be familiar to
most educators — posited in his book
Motivation and Personality that people act to
fulfill certain needs that we all hold in com-
mon. Most important, he described a sequen-
tial hierarchy of the most basic set of these
needs, each of which must be fulfilled in turn
before we can begin to work on the next one. At
the lower end of the hierarchy comes our per-
sonal safety, security and comfort; at the upper
end comes what Maslow called “self-actualiza-
tion,” or that bundle of activities and accom-
plishments that includes academic work and
other educational pursuits. In other words,
children afraid for their own safety cannot rea-
sonably be expected to focus on their school
work, much less excel (UDRH 2004).

As one measure of the extent to which Prince
George’s County students feel safe in school,
the LMB decided to examine school suspen-
sions — specifically, school suspensions for vio-
lence (weapons, attacks/fighting, threats,

arson and sexual assault). This is a difficult
indicator to analyze, however, since criteria for
suspending students vary from one county to
another, as do definitions of “violence” and
even of “suspension” itself. Fluctuations and
differences in suspension rates may result
from new behavior standards or changing
emphases in enforcement, and not necessarily
from changes in student behavior. For exam-
ple, a sharp increase in suspensions one year
may indicate a renewed willingness to address
a problem that had previously gone
unchecked, a positive development with the
appearance — in the form of an increased sus-
pension rate — of a negative one. On the other
hand, a low rate of suspension may exist in a
county with such a severe set of behavior prob-
lems in its schools that special interventions
— Saturday school, in-school suspension, etc.
— are in place as a more direct means of deal-
ing with the problem than suspension. For all
of these reasons, the reader should exercise
caution in interpreting suspension data.

Table 19 begins our discussion of this indica-
tor, by providing some context. The table
shows the percentages of students suspended
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for all reasons from SY
1993-94 through SY 2002-
2003. As the table shows,

Figure 43

Percentage

Suspension Rates by CDP, SY 03-04:

of Students Suspended for all Reasons During the Year
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a higher percentage of its
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the regional rate was 7.7
percent (MSDE 2003d).

Figure 44

Suspension Rates by County, SY 02-03:

Percentage of Suspensions that Were Violence Related

The two counties with the 60 T

lowest suspension rates —
Montgomery and Howard
— had nonetheless seen
the highest proportional
increase in suspensions
since SY 1993-94. The
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Suburban region rate: 33.4

highest rate of increase
was in Montgomery
County, at 55.6 percent, fol-
lowed by Howard County,
at 27.3 percent. These were
followed by Charles (14.2
percent), Anne Arundel
(13.6 percent), Prince
George’s (11.0 percent) and
Calvert (9.7 percent) coun-
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ties. Worth noting here is
the fact that, excluding Montgomery and
Howard counties, it may fairly be said that the
rest of the suburban region jurisdictions have
suspension rates — and have seen increases in
those rates — that are all similar in size
(MSDE 2003d).

For a look at the local variations in suspension
rates, we turn to figure 43, which shows the
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percentages of the students in each suburban
region jurisdiction suspended for any reason
during SY 2003-04. As the figure shows, the
moderate suspension rate in the county as a
whole represents considerable variation
among the 11 selected CDPs. With suspension
rates as high as East Riverdale’s 20.3 percent
and as low as Greenbelt's and Adelphi’s 7.6
percent, the suspension rates seen in these
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CDPs suggest, once again, that a one-size-fits-
all measure when it comes to addressing the
circumstances that lead to suspension would
not be appropriate countywide. East
Riverdale’s high suspension rate is followed by
that of Andrews Air Force Base (17.3 percent),
Laurel (15.7 percent), Marlton (15.2 percent),
Langley Park (14.1 percent), Forestville (13.5
percent), Greater Landover (9.9 percent), Fort
Washington (9.6 percent), Bowie (9.1 percent)
and (as mentioned above) both Adelphi and
Greenbelt, tied for 7.6 percent (PGCPS 2004).

Unfortunately, MSDE-collected suspension
data do not include numbers of students sus-
pended for violence, only numbers of suspen-
sions that were violence-related. Since the
number of suspensions that were violence-
related may include multiple suspensions of
some students, there is no way to know how
many students were suspended for violence.
This has the potential to conceal high rates of
violence-related suspensions, since a county
with a low percentage of suspensions that
were violence-related but with a high overall
suspension rate may in fact suspend a larger
number of students for violence than a juris-
diction where a high percentage of suspen-
sions were violence-related but which had a
low overall suspension rate. Figure 44 pre-
sents the percentages of suspensions that were
violence-related in each of the suburban juris-
dictions, as reported for SY 2002-03.
Montgomery County had the largest propor-
tion of suspensions that were violence-related,
51.1 percent, followed by Howard (44.6 per-
cent), Calvert (36.2 percent), Charles (32.6
percent), Prince George’s (28.9 percent) and
Anne Arundel (26.5 percent) counties. The
suburban rate was 33.4 percent, almost identi-
cal to the state rate of 33.5 percent (MSDE
2003d).

Of course, it is not particularly informative to
compare the percentage of suspensions in each
county that were violence-related, since each
county suspends a different proportion of its
student body. Combining the information in
figure 44 and table 19 (i.e., by converting the
percentage of each county’s suspensions that

were violence-related to a decimal and multi-
plying it by corresponding percentage of each
county’s student body suspended for all rea-
sons), it is possible to estimate the approxi-
mate percentage of students suspended for
violence in SY 2002-03 in each of the suburban
region jurisdictions. Ranked from highest to
lowest, these estimates are as follows: Charles
County (3.9 percent), Anne Arundel County
(2.7 percent), Prince George's County (2.6 per-
cent), Calvert County (2.5 percent),
Montgomery County (2.1 percent) and Howard
County (1.9 percent).

It should be emphasized that these are rough
estimates — percentages of percentages —
and so should not be used as an absolute basis
for comparison. Still, this calculation does sug-
gest that the actual rates of violence-related
suspensions are relatively similar — and rela-
tively low — in all of the suburban region
jurisdictions, and that Prince George’s
County’s violence-related suspension rate is in
the middle of the pack.

4.B.4. Chronic School Absence

Perhaps the starkest measure of a school sys-
tem’s health is how motivated its students are
to attend — or avoid — classes. A certain num-
ber of absences are to be expected from even
the most dedicated students, naturally, but
once students have been absent more than a
handful of times, it is reasonable to expect that
their achievement will suffer. MSDE defines
“chronic absence” as 20 or more missed days in
the course of one school year, and it was this
measure that the LMB selected as its final
school-related indicator.

Students may avoid school for any number of
reasons, of course, from concerns about per-
sonal safety to fears about a challenging test,
so the cause for a high absence rate may
remain elusive. However, excessive absences
in any school system are definitely a red flag
and demand closer investigation into possible
causes and solutions.

The percentage of elementary, middle and
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high school students miss-
ing 20 or more days in each
of the suburban region

Figure 45

Absence Rates by County, 2004:

Percentage of Students Missing 20 or More Days per Year

35 T T T T T T T T
jurisdictions is shown on . [] eem
figure 45, for SY 2003-04. . or [ wigde |
The most striking aspect of % B -
the graph is the appear- §~ 2 | .
ance of a stair-step 2 »
increase in absenteeism E 20 | -
from elementary to middle %
to high school, in the case ol = "
of all the suburban juris- 5 20 = .
dictions save Montgomery é ol o
County, where the absence ga B = oo o oo
rate drops again after a & 5 o as| s
rise in the middle school * H—I -
grades. As figure 45 shows, 0 . ) . | X . . .
Prince George's County o fa G Chaes wewont o

has the highest rate of stu-
dents missing 20 or more

Source: MSDE 2004b.

days at all three levels: ele-
mentary (8.4 percent);
middle (14.6 percent); and

Figure 46
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Calvert (7.5 percent) and
Montgomery (4.6 percent) counties (MSDE
2004b).

The ranking of counties by chronic middle
school absence is as follows: Prince George’s
County (14.6 percent); Charles County (12.9
percent); Anne Arundel County (12.0 percent);
Montgomery County (8.8 percent); Howard
County (6.5 percent); and Calvert County (5.0
percent) (MSDE 2004b).

The ranking of counties by chronic elementary

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

school absence is as follows: Prince George’s
County (8.4 percent); Charles County (6.9 per-
cent); Anne Arundel County (5.4 percent);
Montgomery County (4.6 percent); Calvert
County (4.0 percent); and Howard County (3.4
percent) (MSDE 2004b).

To place these results in their historical con-
text, we now turn to four graphs that, togeth-
er, show chronic absence trends 1991-2004 in
Prince George’'s County, the suburban region
as a whole, and the state of Maryland. The
first graph, figure 46, shows the percentage of
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Figure 47

Elementary School Absence Rates by Year, 1999-2004:
Percentage of Students Missing 20 or More Days per Year
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Figure 48
Middle School Absence Rates by Year, 1999-2004:
Percentage of Students Missing 20 or More Days per Year
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Figure 49
High School Absence Rates by Year, 1999-2004:
Percentage of Students Missing 20 or More Days per Year
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all students missing 20 or
more days per year from
1991 through 1998 (MSDE
data do not distinguish
between elementary, mid-
dle and high school data for
these years); figures 47, 48
and 49 continue the story
1999-2004 (with MSDE
data for 2001 unavailable)
for elementary, middle and
high school, respectively.

Figure 46, “Absence Rates
by Year, 1991-1998,” shows
almost parallel downward
trends in the percentage of
students missing 20 or
more days per year in
Prince George’'s County,
the state of Maryland as a
whole, and the suburban
region as a whole. The
Prince George’'s County
trend line is consistently
higher than the other two,
and shows a proportional
decrease in the percentage
of chronically absent stu-
dents of 16.1 percent. The
trend line representing
chronic absences statewide
is below Prince George’s
County’s line and above the
suburban region’s. State-
wide, there was a propor-
tional decrease of 23.2 per-
cent. Consistently lower
than the other two, the
suburban region’s trend
line depicts a proportional
decrease of 19.4 percent. In
other words, from 1991-
1998, Prince George's
County consistently had a
higher percentage of chron-
ically absent students than
did the state or suburban
region. All three rates
decreased during this peri-
od, although Prince
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George’'s County's de-
creased significantly less
than did the state’'s or

Figure 50

Absence Rates by CDP, 2004:

Percentage of Students Missing 20 or More Days per Year
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however, all three lines

appear more stable than those in figure 46.
Prince George’s County saw the largest
decrease in chronic elementary school over
this time period, 5.6 percent. The state of
Maryland, whose trend line was below Prince
George’s County’s and above the suburban
region’s, saw a small decrease of 0.9 percent.
The rate of chronic elementary school absence,
meanwhile, decreased 4.2 percent 1999-2004
(MSDE 1999, 2000a, 2002b, 2003b, 2004b).

Shifting our focus to middle school chronic
absence, figure 48 shows the percentage of
middle school students missing 20 or more
days per year, 1999-2004. As a glance at the
graph will show, the MSDE-reported data for
Prince George’s County appears anomalous for
the year 2002, when — according to these data
— the proportion of chronically absent middle
schoolers dropped from almost 11 percent in
2000 (2001 data not available) to less than 5
percent in 2002, only to have increased to
more than 12 percent by 2003 (MSDE 1999,
2000a, 2002b, 2003b, 2004b).

Disregarding the middle of Prince George’s
County’s trend line on figure 48, however, the
beginning and end of the line appear more
realistic, and so it is possible to calculate a
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credible proportional decrease in chronic mid-
dle school absence during these years of 5.8
percent. Accepting this figure for the sake of
argument, the county’s decrease is much larg-
er than the decreases seen statewide (1.4 per-
cent) and in the suburban region (3.4 percent).
The beginning and end of the Prince George’s
County trend line are very similar to the state
trend line, suggesting that county middle
schoolers are chronically absent at around the
same rate as middle schoolers statewide.
Meanwhile, the suburban region trend line is
significantly lower than the recent sections of
the Prince George’s County and Maryland
trend lines (MSDE 1999, 2000a, 2002b, 2003b,
2004b).

Like the graph showing chronic middle school
absence, figure 49, which shows rates of chron-
ic high school absence in Prince George’s
County, the suburban region and the state for
the years 1999-2004, also shows anomalous-
looking data for the year 2002. Once again dis-
regarding the middle of the county’s trend
line, the beginning and end present more real-
istic-looking data and so the rate of propor-
tional decrease, 0.6 percent, seems likely to be
accurate. The county’'s rate of decrease is
much less than the state's (11.7 percent),
although the suburban region as a whole actu-
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Table 20

School Registration Trends by County and Year, 1995-2004:
Number of Children Enrolled in Public School by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 +- %
Prince George’s Co. 118,478 122,415 125,198 128,347 130,259 131,452 133,948 134,752 136,861 136,934 15.6%
Anne Arundel Co. 70,588 71,383 72,322 73,363 74,079 72,800 73,384 73,846 73,607 73,283 3.8%
Calvert Co. 12,819 13,496 14,152 14,736 15,241 15,686 16,156 16,666 17,074 17,315 35.1%
Charles Co. 20,419 20,966 21,159 21,620 22,263 22,714 23,275 23,917 24,661 25,635 25.5%
Howard Co. 36,125 37,547 38,857 40,215 41,858 43,539 44,938 45906 46,742 47,396 31.2%
Montgomery Co. 117,082 120,291 122,505 125,023 127,933 131,863 134,527 137,170 138,786 139,072 18.8%
Suburban Region 375,511 386,098 394,193 403,304 411,633 418,054 426,228 432,257 437,731 439,635 17.1%
Maryland Statewide 790,938 805,544 818,583 830,744 841,671 840,772 848,386 855,332 860,895 861,415 8.9%

Source: MSDE 2004b.

ally saw an increase of 0.8 percent. The Prince
George’s County trend line is — in the more
recent section of the graph — well above the
state trend line, which is in turn significantly
higher than the suburban region trend line
(MSDE 1999, 2000a, 2002b, 2003b, 2004b).

Figure 50 gives a taste of chronic absenteeism
at the sub-county level, showing the 2004
absence rates for the 11 selected CDPs across
all grade levels. Keeping in mind that the
countywide rate of chronically absent stu-
dents, 17.2 percent, conceals the much higher
30.7 percent rate of chronic absence among the
county’s high schoolers, it gives some pause to
learn that a CDP such as East Riverdale has a
rate of chronic absence across all grades in
excess of 36 percent (making East Riverdale’s
third-grade MSA reading scores, discussed in
section 4.B.2 above, all the more remarkable).
When the CDPs are ranked by rate of chronic
absenteeism, East Riverdale is followed by
Langley Park (30.8 percent), Forestville (29.1
percent), Laurel (22.7 percent), Andrews Air
Force Base and Fort Washington (both 21.4
percent), Greater Landover (18.5 percent),
Marlton (16.7 percent), Greenbelt (15.5 per-
cent), Bowie (12.8 percent) and Adelphi (11.3
percent) (MSDE 2004b).

Though these CDPs are not a precise repre-
sentation of the rest of the county, it is plain
that there are parts of the county with a press-
ing absenteeism problem. Indeed, the county
itself has the highest rate of chronic absence in
the suburban region, a situation that has
existed for many years. Whether chronic
absenteeism is a cause of other problems in
school, or a result of them, it is clear that this
indicator deserves a closer look.

As a footnote, it is worth considering here one
popular explanation for Prince George'’s
County’s relatively poor showing on school-
related indicators: that concerned parents
with the means to do so tend to send their chil-
dren to private school, thus removing those
children with better preparation and at-home
support from the public school population, fur-
ther weakening the county’s schools and
inspiring even more parents to follow suit.
This line of reasoning would suggest that, the
worse a school system performs, the more par-
ents will transfer their children to private
school, and vice versa. Therefore, the thinking
goes, Prince George’s County’s low test scores,
high rate of chronic absence and low level of
kindergarten readiness both result from and,
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Table 21
School Registration Trends by County and Year, 1999-2003:
Number of Children Enrolled in Private School by Jurisdiction

Jurisdiction 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 +- %
Prince George’s Co. 22,134 23,082 24,358 23,378 22,424 1.31%
Anne Arundel Co. 16,953 18,239 18,750 19,266 18,488 9.1%
Calvert Co. 1,095 1,159 1,365 1,377 1,404 28.2%
Charles Co. 3,247 3,783 3,431 3,422 3,532 8.8%
Howard Co. 8,495 8,901 9,080 9,729 9,334 9.9%
Montgomery Co. 41,943 42,953 42,622 42,373 43,242 3.1%
Suburban Region 94,047 98,117 99,606 99,545 98,424 4.7%
Maryland Statewide 181,086 187,100 189,093 190,199 187,407 3.5%

Note: As reported by private schools. Non-Maryland residents not included. Jurisdiction is location of school, not residence of
student.

Source: MSDE 2000b, 2001a, 2002a, 2003c.

in an ongoing cycle, result in disproportionate district such as Montgomery County, then, one
number of students being transferred to pri- would expect to find a relatively low rate of
vate schools. In a higher performing school private school attendance.

Table 22

School Registration Trends by County and Year, 1999-2003:
Children Enrolled in Private School by Jurisdiction, as Percentage of
Public School Enroliment

Jurisdiction 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 +- %
Prince George’s Co. 171 17.6 18.2 17.4 16.4 -4.1
Anne Arundel Co. 22.9 25.1 25.6 26.1 25.1 9.6
Calvert Co. 7.2 7.4 8.5 8.3 8.2 13.9
Charles Co. 14.6 16.7 14.7 14.3 14.3 -2.1
Howard Co. 20.3 20.4 20.2 21.2 20.0 -1.5
Montgomery Co. 32.8 32.6 31.7 30.9 31.2 -4.9
Suburban Region 22.9 235 234 23.0 225 -1.7
Maryland Statewide 215 22.3 22.3 22.2 21.8 1.4

Note: As reported by private schools. Non-Maryland residents not included. Jurisdiction is location of school, not residence of
student.

Source: MSDE 2000b, 2001a, 2002a, 2003c.
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The possibility is intriguing, though the data
presented in tables 20, 21 and 22 do not sup-
port it. These tables present (a) the number of
children enrolled in public school in each of the
suburban region jurisdictions (table 20), (b)
the number of children enrolled in private
schools in each of the suburban region juris-
dictions (table 21), and (c) the latter as per-
centages of the former (table 22), all for the
years 1999-2003.

Skipping to table 22 first, it is plain to see that
Prince George’s County ranks fourth among
suburban region jurisdictions when the num-
ber of private school enrollees is presented as
a percentage of public school enrollees, a pro-
portion, moreover, that decreased 4.1 percent
between 1999 and 2003. The jurisdiction with
the largest rate of private school enrollees
compared to public school enrollees was
Montgomery County, with 31.2 percent, fol-
lowed by Anne Arundel County (25.1 percent),
Howard County (20.0 percent), Prince
George’'s County (16.4 percent), Charles
County (14.3 percent) and Calvert County (8.2
percent) (MSDE 2000b, 2001a, 2001b, 2002a,
2003c). These figures would appear to contra-
dict the theory presented two paragraphs ago,
since Montgomery County, a relatively high-
performing school system, has the highest rate

of private school enrollment in the suburban
region. One possible answer to this contradic-
tion is the fact that the private school enroll-
ment data presented in tables 21 and 22 are
reported by MSDE according to the jurisdic-
tion the school is in, not the students’ jurisdic-
tions of residence, and so it could still be the
case that a disproportionate number of Prince
George’s County children attend private
schools in other jurisdictions. However, this
possibility seems unlikely to account for more
than a small percentage of Prince George’s
County children enrolled in private schools.

4.C. Result 3: Children Safe in their
Families and Communities

As the most vulnerable members of any com-
munity, children often feel the worst effects of
a variety of threats to their health, their men-
tal well-being and their physical safety.
Concerned with whether or not Prince
George’s County children are safe even outside
of the county’s immediate supervision (such as
at school), the LMB decided to look at three
indicators (with several subindicators) as a
measure of children’s safety in the county: (a)
juvenile violent deaths, (b) child abuse and
neglect and (c) juvenile arrests (subdivided
into homicide, violent crimes and property

Figure 51

Juvenile Violent Death Rate by County, 2002:
Homicide Deaths of Children Ages 0-14 per 100,000 Total Population
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Other than in Baltimore
City, juveniles in Maryland
are so rarely the victims of
homicide that is difficult to
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lyze trends in juvenile vio-
lent deaths. So few 0-14
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approximation of “under
18” that is available from
the DHMH-reported data)
are murdered from year to
year in any jurisdiction in
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State increase of only two or three
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may constitute an appar-
ently massive proportional
increase compared to the

Figure 52

Child Violent Death Rate by Year, 1999-2002:

Homicide Deaths of Children Ages 0-14 per 100,000 Total Population
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The county’s relatively low juvenile murder
rate has not always been thus, as a glance at
figure 52 will demonstrate. Again, the reader
is cautioned that the very low number of juve-
nile homicides in any year creates a highly
unstable rate that may appear to fluctuate
wildly while continuing to affect only a tiny
number of people. That said, it is apparent
from figure 52 that the Prince George’s County
juvenile homicide rate was much higher in
2001 than it was in 2002, and well above the
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state and regional rates as well. While it
would be a mistake to use such unstable data
to describe trends, it is true that the Prince
George’s County juvenile homicide rate per
100,000 dropped 62.5 percent between 1999
and 2002, as compared to a regional decrease
of 23.3 percent and a statewide increase of 3.8
percent (DHMH 2002a, DHMH 2003, DHMH
2004).

The local view (figure 53), showing juvenile
homicide rates for the 11 selected CDPs, is
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based on Prince George’s County Police
Department data. Since these data are report-
ed by single year of age, it is possible to con-
sider murders of juveniles under 18 rather
than under 15, as was necessary in the previ-
ous two paragraphs. With this change, the
countywide rate of juvenile (ages 0-17) homi-
cides in 2000 (the most recent year for which
local-level population data are available)
becomes 0.5 per 100,000. But even with this
expanded pool of potentially affected popula-
tion, figure 53 makes clear that the vast
majority of Prince George’'s County neighbor-
hoods never see a juvenile homicide. Only
Marlton and Fort Washington saw any at all,
and it should be pointed out here that both
CDPs saw only one juvenile homicide in the
year in question. Because of differences in pop-
ulation size, however, the two rates varied:
Marlton’s rate of juvenile homicides per
100,000 was 2.8, while Fort Washington’s was
2.1 (PGCPD 2005).

The facts as reported above do not suggest
that juvenile homicides are a particularly
pressing problem in Prince George's County.
They are extremely rare, as rare in this coun-
ty as in the neighboring jurisdictions.
However, it may still be worth considering
juvenile homicide as only a piece of a larger,
future inquiry into the extent to which county
youths experience violence, even non-fatal vio-
lence. Certainly, a low juvenile homicide rate
is no justification for ignoring other forms of
violence committed against our county’s young
people.

4.C.2. Child Abuse and Neglect

The offenses against children under consider-
ation in this section include physical abuse,
neglect and sexual abuse. In a very real sense
— and perhaps even more so than with crimes
against adults — both the victim and society
at large pay a steep price for crimes committed
against children, because of the anti-social and
even criminal behavior that such child victims
are at an increased risk of exhibiting as a
result of their victimization.

Table 23 shows child maltreatment data col-
lected and organized by Maryland’s Child
Protective Services (CPS), an agency that coor-
dinates law enforcement and other interven-
tions on behalf of abused or neglected youth.
CPS distinguishes between investigations and
“indicated cases,” or those cases in which ini-
tial investigation uncovers what CPS calls
“credible evidence” that some form of mal-
treatment actually occurred, although an
“indicated case” will not necessarily result in a
prosecution (CPS 2003). Table 23 shows “indi-
cated cases” for the suburban region jurisdic-
tions, broken down into the categories of phys-
ical abuse, neglect and sexual abuse, as well as
totals for all investigations with indicated
findings (categories not listed on table 23 but
included in the “total investigations” are “men-
tal injury abuse,” “mental injury neglect” and
“other”).

For Prince George’s County, the bad news
comes before the good news on table 23. The
county’s total investigations with indicated
findings per 10,000 total population is 10.52,
the highest among the suburban county juris-
dictions. To be fair, the county’s rate is not
much higher than the second- and third-place
jurisdictions, Anne Arundel (10.32 per 10,000)
and Charles (10.07 per 10,000) counties, and
the statewide rate is much higher (13.24 per
10,000). However, the Prince George’'s County
rate is higher than that of the suburban region
as a whole, 8.10 per 10,000, and the county’s
proportional decrease in investigations with
indicated findings since 1996, 38.0 per 10,000,
is smaller than that of both Charles (43.4 per-
cent) and Calvert (38.3 percent) counties. The
county’s decrease did exceed both the state’s
and the region’s, 27.0 and 31.8 percent, respec-
tively (BC 2001, 2004c; CPS 2003; DOP 2000b;
DHMH 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2001,
2002b).

The reason Prince George’s County leads in
total investigations with indicated findings is
because it leads — by a healthy margin — in
rate of physical abuse cases (as will be dis-
cussed below, the county has the third-lowest
rate of both neglect and sexual abuse cases).
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Table 23

Child Maltreatment Rate Trends by County and Year, 1996-2003:

Cases with Indicated Findings per 10,000 Total County Population

Jurisdiction 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 +- %
Total Investigations with Indicated Findings
Prince George’s Co. 16.95 16.11 15.95 15.46 12.61 12.61 12.84 10.52 -38.0%
Anne Arundel Co. 12.62 10.54 9.29 9.18 11.17 11.64 10.51 10.32 -18.2%
Calvert Co. 13.49 8.08 8.92 10.44 8.72 10.55 8.53 8.32 -38.3%
Charles Co. 17.78 11.89 6.52 3.72 12.36 11.58 10.31 10.07 -43.4%
Howard Co. 12.14 9.30 11.06 8.39 9.89 10.53 8.11 7.83 -35.5%
Montgomery Co. 5.68 5.99 7.53 5.39 5.70 5.97 5.17 4.44 -21.8%
Suburban Region 11.87 10.63 10.78 9.54 9.65 9.90 9.14 8.10 -31.8%
Maryland Statewide 18.13 17.43 15.41 15.67 15.24 14.62 13.83 13.24 -27.0%
Physical Abuse Investigations with Indicated Findings
Prince George's Co. 8.27 7.66 7.88 7.24 5.79 6.18 6.51 5.16 -37.5%
Anne Arundel Co. 3.93 3.58 2.65 3.37 3.78 3.86 2.92 3.08 -21.7%
Calvert Co. 4.94 3.90 2.51 4.47 3.89 4.25 2.47 3.69 -25.5%
Charles Co. 8.76 5.38 2.63 1.24 5.06 3.75 3.25 2.63 -70.0%
Howard Co. 4.29 3.15 3.96 3.17 3.27 3.41 2.38 2.50 -41.7%
Montgomery Co. 1.70 1.68 2.31 1.50 1.87 1.51 1.04 0.97 -42.9%
Suburban Region 2.24 1.89 1.84 1.63 1.99 1.85 1.35 1.37 -38.8%
Maryland Statewide 6.17 5.74 5.19 4.88 4.88 451 4.16 3.84 -37.7%
Neglect Investigations with Indicated Findings
Prince George's Co. 5.47 6.08 5.99 6.32 5.28 5.39 4.31 3.62 -33.7%
Anne Arundel Co. 5.78 4.49 4.42 4.47 4.86 5.51 5.22 531 -8.2%
Calvert Co. 5.84 2.16 3.76 2.44 2.68 3.86 2.72 2.38 -59.3%
Charles Co. 5.31 4.34 3.05 1.90 5.06 5.43 4.80 5.34 0.5%
Howard Co. 5.85 5.11 5.57 4.07 5.04 5.48 4.31 3.71 -36.6%
Montgomery Co. 2.21 2.51 3.63 2.84 2.87 2.89 2.67 2.20 -0.6%
Suburban Region 4.48 4.31 4.67 4.27 4.29 4.54 3.91 3.51 -21.6%
Maryland Statewide 8.77 8.85 7.78 8.65 8.08 7.88 7.23 7.03 -19.9%
Sexual Abuse Investigations with Indicated Findings
Prince George’s Co. 3.22 2.36 2.06 1.89 1.55 1.04 2.02 1.73 -46.3%
Anne Arundel Co. 2.90 241 2.19 1.27 2.49 2.17 2.30 1.88 -35.4%
Calvert Co. 2.70 2.02 2.65 3.39 2.15 2.32 3.34 2.02 -25.1%
Charles Co. 3.72 2.17 0.85 0.58 2.24 2.40 2.17 2.10 -43.4%
Howard Co. 2.01 1.05 1.53 1.11 1.57 1.64 1.42 1.63 -19.0%
Montgomery Co. 1.77 1.73 1.57 1.00 0.89 1.47 1.44 1.23 -30.6%
Suburban Region 2.57 2.02 1.83 1.38 1.56 1.55 1.87 1.61 -37.6%
Maryland Statewide 3.19 2.81 241 2.09 2.24 2.18 2.40 2.32 -27.3%
Source: BC 2001, 2004c; CPS 2003; DOP 2000b.
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Figure 54

Child Abuse and Neglect by CDP-ZIP, 2000:
of Abuse and Neglect Investigations* per 10,000
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Arundel (8.2 percent) and
Montgomery (0.6 percent)
counties, while Charles

The county’s rate of physical abuse investiga-
tions with indicated findings is 5.16 per 10,000
total population, a rate quite a bit higher than
the closest follower-up, Calvert County, with a
rate of 3.69 per 10,000. Calvert County is fol-
lowed by Anne Arundel (3.08 per 10,000),
Charles (2.63 per 10,000), Howard (2.50 per
10,000) and Montgomery (0.97 per 10,000)
counties. Prince George's County had the
fourth-highest rate of decrease in indicated
physical abuse cases since 1996, 37.5 percent.
Charles County had the largest decrease since
1996, 70.0 percent, followed by Montgomery
(42.9 percent) and Howard (41.7 percent)
counties. The county's rate of decrease was
very close to both the regional and state rates
of decrease, 38.8 and 37.7 percent, respective-
ly (BC 2001, 2004c; CPS 2003; DOP 2000b;
DHMH 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2001,
2002b).

Turning to cases of neglect, we now find better
news for Prince George’s County, at least rela-
tively speaking. With a rate of indicated
neglect cases per 10,000 of only 3.62, the coun-
ty is third lowest when ranked with its subur-
ban region neighbors. Charles County has the
highest rate of neglect cases, 5.34 per 10,000,
followed by Anne Arundel (5.31), Howard
(3.71), Prince George's (3.62), Calvert (2.38)
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County saw a 0.5 percent
increase. Prince George's County handily
exceeded both the regional (21.6 percent) and
state (19.9 percent) decreases (BC 2001,
2004c; CPS 2003; DOP 2000b; DHMH 1995,
1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2001, 2002b).

As with neglect cases, Prince George’'s County
is also third lowest among the suburban
region jurisdictions in rate of indicated sexual
abuse cases. All of the suburban region juris-
dictions have relatively low rates of indicated
sexual abuse cases, with Charles County lead-
ing (2.10 cases per 10,000 total population).
Charles County is followed by Calvert (2.02
per 10,000), Anne Arundel (1.88 per 10,000),
Prince George’s (1.73 per 10,000), Howard
(1.63 per 10,000) and Montgomery (1.23 per
10,000) counties. The Prince George's County
rate was higher than the suburban region rate
(1.61 per 10,000) but lower than the statewide
rate (2.32 per 10,000). Finally, Prince George’s
County had the largest rate of decrease in
indicated cases of sexual abuse among the sub-
urban jurisdictions, 46.3 percent. This exceed-
ed both the regional (37.6 percent) and state
(27.3 percent) decreases by a significant mar-
gin (BC 2001, 2004c; CPS 2003; DOP 2000b;
DHMH 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2001,
2002b).
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State CPS data are not available by local
CDPs or ZIP codes, and so figure 54 relies
instead on data reported by the Prince
George’'s County Department of Social
Services’ Child and Family Services Division.
These data, in turn, do not identify the cases
with “indicated findings,” and so figure 54
shows all abuse and neglect investigations in
the selected CDPs for 2000 (the most recent
year for which local-level population data were
available), regardless of whether or not “credi-
ble evidence” was found of abuse or neglect. As
a rough estimate of the magnitude by which
the total number of investigations can exceed
the total number of cases with “indicated find-
ings,” consider that the total investigations
rate given for Prince George’s County in figure
54 was 37.4 per 10,000, while the total inves-
tigations with indicated findings (see table 23,
above) in 2000 was only 12.61 per 10,000 (CFS
2000).

Greater Landover led the pack with a rate of
abuse and neglect investigations of 171.2 per
10,000 total population. Greater Landover
was followed by East Riverdale (130.4 per
10,000), Forestville (116.5 per 10,000), Laurel
(108.4 per 10,000), Marlton (91.5 per 10,000),
Andrews Air Force Base (60.6 per 10,000),
Bowie (54.9 per 10,000), Fort Washington
(54.6 per 10,000), Greenbelt (53.3 per 10,000)
and Langley Park/Adelphi (33.2 per 10,000)
(CFS 2000). Though it would be hasty to
attempt to assign a definite cause for a high
rate of child abuse (which, one assumes, might
exist in an area with a high rate of child abuse
investigations), it is interesting that the two
CDPs with the highest rates of child-abuse
investigations — Greater Landover and East
Riverdale — had the highest rates of births to
teen mothers as well (see section 4.A.3), while
East Riverdale students were also poorly pre-
pared for school and had the highest rates of
both suspensions and chronic absence from
school. This pattern is immediately broken by
Forestville, however, which was third place in
abuse investigations but closer to the bottom
in teen births (CFS 2000).

At any rate, while it is beyond the scope of this
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report to determine the precise causes of child
abuse and neglect in Prince George’s County,
it seems safe to say that the county’s record in
this area does not suggest the most pressing of
problems. With relatively low rates of child
sexual abuse and neglect, the county need only
devote itself to reducing its child physical
abuse rate to drop out of the lead in overall
indicated cases of child abuse and neglect. And
with the county’s solid rates of decrease in all
of these categories, including physical abuse,
it seems a manageable task, realistically
accomplishable in the near term.

4.C.3. Juvenile Arrests

From the victimization of children we now
turn to consideration of those children who
victimize others. Few crimes grab headlines as
easily as those committed by the young, since
many people have difficulty reconciling the
supposed innocence of youth with the actions
of juvenile criminals. For this reason, county
residents cannot be blamed for believing — as
much of the nation does — that we are in the
midst of an unprecedented and worsening epi-
demic of crimes committed by young people.
But is this the case, or is it an example of an
unwarranted notoriety? To investigate the
extent to which Prince George’s County youth
are the authors of crimes committed against
other county residents, the LMB selected
“juvenile arrests” as the most readily available
measure of this phenomenon, with the follow-
ing subindicators: (a) juvenile property crime
arrests, (b) juvenile homicide arrests and (c)
juvenile violent crime arrests.

As a footnote, the discussion below uses the
rates of juvenile arrests in the various cate-
gories as reflective of the actual rates of juve-
nile crimes, which of course may not always be
the case. However, unlike crime rates writ
large, it is not possible to identify a crime as
“juvenile” until a juvenile is apprehended —
until then, it is recorded simply as a crime.

4.C.3.1. Juvenile Property Crime Arrests

By far the most common category of arrests of
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Table 24

Juvenile Arrest Rates by County and Year, 1994-2003:
Arrests of Juveniles per 100,000 Total Population for Property Crime*

Jurisdiction 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 +- %
Prince George’s Co.  253.43 229.75 235.01 227.84 223.19 180.49 179.16 148.70 149.32 123.88 -51.1%
Anne Arundel Co. 346.56 334.81 385.09 351.63 306.73 274.72 286.73 310.90 276.33 280.68 -19.0%
Calvert Co. 341.68 404.01 370.12 323.21 288.47 233.23 221.29 253.47 159.44 13554 -60.3%
Charles Co. 436.54 483.30 505.22 474.74 488.73 418.37 409.80 336.97 400.65 426.91 -2.2%
Howard Co. 258.87 251.76 273.23 289.61 205.43 218.01 237.25 220.04 19491 185.80 -28.2%
Montgomery Co. 107.19 125.09 11750 111.39 111.18 100.80 99.73 89.05 85.26 84.99 -20.7%
Suburban Region 233.28 233.03 243.86 23222 21426 187.99 190.15 177.63 168.00 160.80 -31.1 %
Maryland Statewide  315.62 294.41 307.86 289.05 258.05 233.56 234.61 216.93 208.15 221.44 -29.8 %

* Property crime is defined by the Maryland State Police as breaking/entering, larceny/theft and vehicle theft.

Source: MSP 2004.

juveniles in the suburban region, property
crime is defined by the Maryland State Police
as breaking and entering, larceny, theft and
vehicle theft. Table 24 details the rate of prop-
erty-crime arrests of juveniles in the suburban
region jurisdictions, 1994-2003. In all cases,
the rates have been declining since 1994, some
more than others. Prince George’'s County is

near the bottom of the suburban region juris-
dictions with a rate of only 123.88 per 100,000
total population, as opposed to the leader in
this indicator, Charles County, with a rate of
426.91 per 100,000. Ranking the jurisdictions
in descending order, Charles County is fol-
lowed by Anne Arundel (280.68 per 100,000),
Howard (185.80 per 100,000), Calvert (135.54

per 100,000), Prince

Figure 55
Juvenile Arrest Rates by CDP-ZIP, 2000:
Arrests of Juveniles per 100,000 Total
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the second-lowest rate of
juvenile property crime
arrests in the suburban
region, but also the second-
largest rate of decrease in
such arrests, 1994-2003.
The largest decrease was in
Calvert County (60.3 per-
cent), followed by Prince
George's (51.1 percent),
Howard (28.2 percent),
Montgomery (20.7 percent),
Anne Arundel (19.0 per-
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Table 25

Arrests of Juveniles per 100,000 Total Population for Murder*

Juvenile Arrest Rates by County and Year, 1994-2003:

Jurisdiction 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 +/- %
Prince George’s Co. 2.13 1.72 1.44 1.69 2.06 1.79 0.62 0.37 0.60 0.24 -88.7%
Anne Arundel Co. 0.88 0.22 0.43 0.43 1.05 0.00 0.41 1.21 0.40 0.20 -77.3%
Calvert Co. 1.61 0.00 0.00 1.44 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 -10.6%
Charles Co. 0.00 1.80 4.42 0.87 0.85 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.00 0.00 -53.9%
Howard Co. 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.43 0.00 0.40 0.00 0.00 0.00 -7.0%
Montgomery Co. 0.50 0.00 0.49 0.12 0.00 0.35 0.11 0.00 0.00 0.44 -12.0%
Suburban Region 1.05 0.66 0.90 0.73 0.91 0.67 0.38 0.34 0.26 0.25 -76.2%
Maryland Statewide 2.07 2.55 2.99 1.41 1.38 0.97 1.04 1.04 0.42 0.74 -64.3%

* Due to the small number of annual juvenile arrests for murder, these data should be interpreted with extreme caution. In some coun-
ties, one additional arrest per year may be a 100 percent or more increase in the arrest rate.

** For counties where the 1990 or 1999 arrest rate is zero, the +/- percentage is from the first to the last years with an arrest.
Source: MSP 2004.

cent) and Charles (2.2 percent) counties (MSP
2004).

At the local level, only two of the selected
CDPs exceeded the countywide rate of juvenile
property crime arrests (see figure 55): Greater

Landover and Bowie, where the rates were
212.0 and 220.0 per 100,000, respectively.
Without making too much out of what might
be mere coincidence, it is nonetheless interest-
ing that Greater Landover also has the high-
est rate of abuse and neglect investigations in

the suburban region (see section

Figure 56
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Table 26

Juvenile Arrest Rates by County and Year, 1994-2003:
Arrests of Juveniles per 100,000 Total Population for Violent Crime*

Jurisdiction 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 +- %
Prince George’s Co. 90.11 88.41 78.73 75.86 78.26 73.29 65.38 57.82 51.86 51.15 -43.2%
Anne Arundel Co. 21.76 27.11 39.13 35.97 37.71 36.63 38.39 52.25 34.17 34.15 56.9%
Calvert Co. 51.57 68.37 38.96 62.05 48.78 78.65 116.68 61.76 59.33 39.23 -23.9%
Charles Co. 70.62 47.61 61.94 62.49 72.00 42.17 57.24 36.73 51.15 67.64 -4.2%
Howard Co. 32.36 49.35 60.72 47.61 26.80 22.21 31.47 41.11 18.45 19.30 -40.4%
Montgomery Co. 18.84 20.87 24.67 20.76 22.17 19.83 26.45 18.99 23.84 22.85 21.3%
Suburban Region 46.20 48.24 49.67 46.30 45.95 42.35 45.14 41.30 36.18 35.91 -22.3%
Maryland Statewide 71.43 72.20 79.37 73.36 61.13 59.65 62.38 61.49 57.42 59.07 -17.3%

* Violent crime is defined by the Maryland State Police as aggravated assault, forcible rape, murder and robbery.

Source: MSP 2004.

occur. As table 25 shows, juveniles commit
murder in the suburban region so infrequent-
ly that it is almost a non-issue. Unfortunately,
Prince George’s County is one of the jurisdic-
tions where, historically and today, it is an
issue. That said, the usual caveat concerning
tiny proportions is offered here: however high
Prince George’'s County ranks compares to its
neighbors on this indicator, the actual number
of murders committed by juveniles in Prince
George’s County is so small that any statistics
generated therefrom are highly unstable.

Per table 25, only three jurisdictions had any
murders committed by juveniles at all in 2003
(most recent data available): Montgomery
(0.44 per 100,000 total population), Prince
George’s (0.24 per 100,000) and Anne Arundel
(0.20 per 100,000) counties. Prince George’s
County had the highest rate of decrease in
murder committed by juveniles 1994-2003,
88.7 percent, followed by Anne Arundel (77.3
percent), Charles (53.9 percent), Montgomery
(12.0 percent), Calvert (10.6 percent) and
Howard (7.0 percent) counties (MSP 2004).

While figure 56 is offered for symmetry’s sake,
the reader is cautioned that it presents a

potentially misleading picture. Marlton and
Forestville are pictured as having wildly dif-
ferent rates of murders by juveniles, but it
must be strongly emphasized that each of
these CDPs saw only one murder by a juvenile
in the year in question; the differing rates are
a result of the large disparity in population
between the two CDPs. The main utility of this
graph is to point out how few murders are
committed by juveniles in the selected CDPs
(PGCPD 2005).

4.C.3.3. Juvenile Violent Crime Arrests

The Maryland State Police define violent
crime as aggravated assault, forcible rape,
murder and robbery. This category of juvenile
crime occupies an uneasy middle ground
between property crime and homicide. One
may be grateful to learn that juvenile violent-
crime arrests are less frequent than those for
property crime, and of course it seems obvious
that there would be more violent crimes than
homicides committed by juveniles. But the
reader is cautioned against regarding violent
crimes as simply occupying the “medium” posi-
tion on the continuum between property crime
and murder, for the offenses listed above can
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shatter bodies, minds, fam-
ilies and lives as easily as
can homicide.

Figure 57

Juvenile Arrest Rates by CDP-ZIP, 2000:

Arrests of Juveniles per 100,000 Total Population for Violent Crime
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was followed in descending
order by Prince George’s (51.15 per 100,000),
Calvert (39.23 per 100,000), Montgomery
(22.85 per 100,000) and Howard (19.30 per
100,000) counties (MSP 2004).

Whatever concern the county’s relatively high
rate of juvenile violent-crime arrests raises, it
is somewhat counterbalanced by the fact that
the county led the suburban region in decreas-
ing this rate during the years 1994-2003. The
Prince George’'s County rate of decrease was
43.2 percent, followed by Howard (40.4 per-
cent), Calvert (23.9 percent) and Charles (4.2
percent) counties. Montgomery County saw a
21.3 percent increase in juvenile arrests for
violent crime during this period (MSP 2004).

Unlike the case of property crime, all but one
of the selected CDPs had a juvenile violent-
crime arrest rate higher than the countywide
rate in 2000 (the most recent year for which
population data were available), or 65.4
arrests of juveniles for property crime per
100,000 total population (figure 57). Greenbelt
led the way with a rate of 349.3 arrests per
100,000, followed by Greater Landover (245.6
per 100,000), Forestville (185.4 per 100,000),
Fort Washington (143.2 per 100,000), Laurel
(89.7 per 100,000), Andrews Air Force Base
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(88.3 per 100,000), East Riverdale (85.3 per
100,000), Bowie (84.8 per 100,000), Marlton
(76.2 per 100,000), and Langley Park/Adelphi
(46.1 per 100,000) (PGCPD 2005).

Chapter 5. Public Opinion Poll

The third vital component of this study was
the public-opinion survey. Essentially, the pur-
pose of the poll was to test the salience with
the public of each of the indicators identified
by the LMB’s standing committees (that is, the
indicators analyzed in chapter 4). We wished
to examine the degree to which there was any
correspondence between (a) the seriousness of
a given issue as revealed by our statistics and
(b) the importance the public attributed to
that same issue. As explained in chapter 4,
this would then, broadly speaking, allow us to
categorize each issue as (a) statistically impor-
tant and publicly important, (b) statistically
important but not publicly important, (c) pub-
licly important but not statistically important,
or (d) neither publicly important nor statisti-
cally important. This information in turn
would assist county personnel in decisions
regarding the assigning of funds, time and
employees to the issues.
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Consulting company InterGroup Services sub-
contracted with Gonzales Research and
Marketing Strategies, Inc. to conduct the poll.
In consultation with LMB staff and with
Gonzales Research and Marketing, questions
were drafted by IGS. In addition to various
demographic and screening questions, the sur-
vey contained 13 questions relating to the pre-
selected indicators and one open-ended ques-
tion, designed to allow each respondent to vol-
unteer one issue he or she considered to be
important but not covered by the menu of
issues presented in questions 1 through 13. As
noted in chapter 2, the reason for giving
respondents a menu of issues, rather than
allowing them to propose their own issues,
was to reduce both the amount of “venting”
and the number of answers relating to matters
the county would be unable to address anyway.
We were also concerned that, given no menu of
issues, respondents unable to think of issues
on the spur of the moment might simply make
something up just to satisfy the poll taker.

Gonzales Research and Marketing conducted
the poll between June 14 and June 22, 2005.
All told, 402 households were successfully
interviewed, giving a margin of error of plus or
minus five percentage points for the entire
sample. Basic criteria for inclusion in the poll
were simple: a participating household had to
reside in Prince George’'s County and it had to
have at least one child under 21 living at
home. Of the 402 households, 54.2 percent
said they had at some point or another used
county child-related services (in addition to
the public schools and the public library).

Other than in terms of income and household
status, the demographic breakdown of the
respondents corresponded closely with known
Prince George’'s demographics, giving every
reason to suppose that the sample was quite
representative of the county. We found 47.0
percent of our respondents to be male, 53.0
percent female; we know from the Census
Bureau that the county is 47.8 percent male
and 52.2 percent female (BC 2001). Slightly
more females reported using county services:
55.4 percent for females, 52.9 percent for men.

Our respondents were 30.8 percent white, 60.7
percent African-American and 6.7 percent
other races, with 1.7 percent declining to
respond. This was close to the county’s racial
breakdown according to the census, though
not identical. The census reports Prince
George’s County to be 27.0 percent white, 62.7
percent African-American and 10.3 percent all
other races (BC 2001). Our poll therefore
slightly overstates white opinion and slightly
understates black opinion. Because of their
small numbers, just 27 people in all, results
from respondents of other races have not been
analyzed for the purposes of differentiating
viewpoints by race. White respondents were
slightly more likely than black ones to be users
of county child-related services, 54.8 percent
compared to 53.3 percent (and we have not
analyzed the figure for the 27 “other race”
respondents).

We found that 39.6 percent of
respondents reported living within
the 1-95/495 beltway. Another 55.0
percent said they lived outside the
beltway, and 5.5 percent either did
not know or declined to answer.
Respondents living outside the
beltway were somewhat more like-
ly to be users of county services for
children than those living inside
the beltway. Just over 55 percent
of the outside-the-beltway group
(55.2 percent) claimed to be ser-
vice users, as against 51.6 percent on the
inside-the-beltway residents.

Overall, our respondents were a reasonably
affluent group, disproportionately so, indeed.
In 2004, Prince George’s County’'s median
household income was $66,750 (DOP 2005),
meaning that half of the county’s households
had incomes above that figure and half below
it. Our survey data were gathered in a manner
that does not allow us to calculate our
responding households’ median income. We
asked respondents to select the income range
that best described their household income,
the ranges in question being: $15,000 or less;
$15,001 to $39,999; $40,000 to 64,999; $65,000
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Table 27

Relative Importance of Indicators:
Respondents’ Rank Ordering

Rank Issue and Description Overall Issue Score “Don’t Know” Rate

(out of possible 10) (as a percentage)
1. Teenage motherhood 7.32 3.0%
2. Juvenile property crime 7.25 2.5%
3. Juvenile violent crime 7.22 2.2%
4. Juvenile deaths High 7.13 1.7%
5. Juvenile homicide 7.02 6.2%
6. School suspensions 6.91 2.2%
7. Chronic school absence 6.26 9.0%
8. Readiness to learn 5.96 5.7%
9. Child maltreatment 5.86 6.5%
10. No prenatal care Medium 5.64 10.4%
11. Lack of early school experience 5.37 10.4%
12. Low birth-weight babies 5.09 28.4%
13. Infant mortality 4.29 30.3%

# Low

to $89,999; and $90,000 and above. (We round-
ed $66,750 to $65,000 for our mid-point and
selected $90,000 as the cutoff for the top
income bracket to avoid making the second-
highest bracket larger than the others.)
Though we cannot know our respondents’
median income, $64,999 is obviously very close
to the county median figure of $66,750.
Therefore, we would have expected to find
about half of our respondents falling within
the first three income ranges (zero to $64,999)
and about half in the top two ranges ($65,000
and up).

In fact, 49.8 percent of respondents (200
households) reported household income above
$64,999, but only 33.1 percent (133 house-
holds) gave an income figure of under $64,999.
A sizable 17.2 percent declined to answer, and
it is worth pointing out that, if this group were
combined with the 33.1 percent of respondents
who were in the lower half of the income
ranges would neatly make up the difference
and put almost exactly half of the respondents
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on each side of the median. It would be unre-
alistic, however, to suppose that all 69 people
refusing to answer were actually in the lower
half of the income ranges, as there is actually
good reason to expect a random phone survey
to under-represent residents with the lowest
incomes: very low-end earners, such as those
earning under $10,000 a year, may be less
likely to have telephones; additionally, for
households earning under $50,000 a year,
there may be a greater reliance upon the sort
of employment requiring evening and week-
end shifts, reducing the likelihood of such
respondents’ being home to answer a pollster’s
call. Whatever the possible explanations, the
only conclusive statement that can be made is
that the respondent pool seems slightly over-
populated with above-average earners.

Because the income bands toward the bottom
of the selection of presented options had few
respondents (only 13, in the case of the less-
than-$15,000 bracket, too few to be meaning-
ful), we have for the purposes of this report
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Table 28

Relative Importance of Indicators:
Public Opinion versus Statistical Analysis

below 5.0, a “low” score.

characteristics.

* Analysis pertaining to these indicators should only be made with caution, due to the small annual number of actual cases.

As for the horizontal, statistical-analysis axis, scores have been assigned in this manner. An issue merited a “high” score if it
exhibited any two of the following three characteristics: (a) least favorable or second-least favorable rank against the compara-
ble jurisdictions for the latest year for which data were available; (b) unfavorable trend data, regardless of standing among
neighboring counties; or (c) favorable trend data, but less favorable than the trends for the remainder of the metro area. An
issue merited a “medium” score if it exhibited one of these characteristics. It merited a “low” score if it showed none of these

% A « Juvenile property crime arrests « Juvenile violent crime arrests « Teen motherhood
« Teen deaths* « Juvenile homicide arrests* « Chronic school absence
¢ School suspensions
« Students not ready to learn
¢ Child maltreatment
.é  Late prenatal care
8 « Prior school experience
%g « Low birth-weight babies
a
« Infant mortality
2
3 >
Low Statistical Analysis High

Note: Our methodology has been to assign a score on the vertical, public-opinion axis as follows. The telephone survey’s issues
with an aggregate score of 6.0 and above merited a “high” score; a score from 5.0 to 5.9, a “medium” score; and and a score

collapsed the five brackets into two: (a) zero to
$64,999, which we term “lower-end earners”
(the lower three bands); and (b) $65,000 and
above, which we term “upper-end earners” (the
upper two bands). Broadly speaking, these
terms may be thought of as more or less corre-
sponding to families below the county’s medi-
an income and those above the median income,
respectively. Lower-end earners were notably
more likely to be service users than upper-end
earners: 57.1 percent as opposed to 52.5 per-
cent.

Finally, respondents were asked to describe
their household structure, one parent or two
parent — in short, they were asked if they
were single parents. The breakdown among
respondents was as follows: 71.9 percent
reported being part of a two-parent household;
19.4 said they were single parents; and 8.5
percent reported some “other,” unspecified
arrangement. This is the demographic sub-
grouping that corresponds least well with
what we know from the Census Bureau. For
2000, the census reported that there were
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101,251 households in the county with chil-
dren under 18 at home. Of these, 61,398 or
60.6 percent were two-parent families with
natural children present (not adoptees or fos-
ter children). And 32,410 or 32.0 percent were
households headed by a sole female with nat-
ural children (BC 2001). Obviously, the
Census Bureau's classifications are narrower
than ours. By comparison, our survey (a)
allowed children through age 20; (b) did not
specify that the children had to be natural
children; and (c) included those headed by sin-
gle fathers as part of its definition of a single-
parent household. Even assuming that our
survey’s relatively large proportion of two-par-
ent households can in part be explained by the
inclusion of adoptive families excluded from
the census figure, it still is probable that our
poll inflates the views of dual-parent families
and under-weighs those of single-parent
households, a fact which the reader should be
cognizant of.

The reason for asking about household status
was that we hypothesized that single-parent
households might have cause to use county
social services more frequently than two-par-
ent families, perhaps causing them to form
opinions differing from those of two-parent
households as to the relative strengths and
weaknesses of various programs. The hypoth-
esis was not borne out for, in fact, it was two-
parent households that were slightly more
likely to be users of county child-related ser-
vices: 55.0 percent versus 53.8 percent.

For each question, respondents were asked to
score the indicator’s importance from 1 to 10,
with 1 meaning “virtually no problem” and 10
meaning “a very big problem.” This method
allowed us to construct an ordering of the
issues ranked from most important to least
important, at least as far as the respondents
were concerned. The list is shown in table 27.
The first thing to note is that all issues but one
(infant mortality) were, overall, of more than
“moderate concern,” the term Gonzales
Research and Marketing used to describe a
score of 5. More than 10 percent of respon-
dents described all of the issues save infant
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mortality as being a “very big problem” merit-
ing a score of 10. More than 25 percent of the
respondents felt that the top four issues were
“a very big problem.”

In table 28, the “public importance” of each
issue is cross-tabulated with its “statistical
importance.” The y axis represents the public’s
concern, from low to high; and the x axis, the
statistical concern represented by each issue,
from low to high. Thus, the top row contains
the issues of most importance to the public;
the middle row, the issues of some concern;
and the lowest row, the issues of relatively lit-
tle concern to the public. Likewise, the right
column contains the issues that concerned us
most statistically; the middle column, those
that somewhat concerned us; and the left col-
umn, those about which we were not particu-
larly worried, statistically speaking. The three
cells extending from bottom left to top right of
the chart would show the issues where the
public's level of concern was largely in accor-
dance with our statistical analysis, although
as it happens the only overlap is in the upper
right-hand corner.

We do not claim this tabulation to have been a
perfectly scientific exercise. As far as the pub-
lic importance of an issue was concerned, any
issue scoring 6 or above was labeled as being
of “high” importance; any scoring 5 to 5.9, of
“medium” importance; and any scoring below
5, of “low” importance. As for our assigning of
statistical importance, an issue merited a
“high” score if it exhibited any two of the fol-
lowing three characteristics: (a) least favor-
able or second-least favorable rank on the
intercounty comparison analyses; (b) unfavor-
able trend data, regardless of standing among
neighboring counties; or (c) favorable trend
data, but less favorable than the trends for the
overall metro area. An issue merited a “medi-
um” score if it exhibited one of these charac-
teristics. It merited a “low” score if it showed
none of these characteristics. This method
seemed the most neutral way of assigning sta-
tistical importance, though we concede it is
not perfect. Using this method, an issue far
out of line as compared to metro and state
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Table 29
Relative Importance of Indicators:
Percentage of Respondents Attributing “Reasonable Importance” to Issues by Demographic Type

Inside Outside Lower Upper Race Race Gender Gender Dual Single

B-way B-way Earner Earner Black White Male Female Parent Parent
1. Infant mortality

22.0 17.2 23.3 16.5 18.0 194 19.6 18.8 17.0 231
2. Low birth-weight babies

30.8 29.0 35.3 29.0 28.6 30.6 30.7 28.6 29.3 346
3.  No prenatal care

49.1 43.9 50.4 455 49.6 427 46.6 46.5 446 51.3
4. Teenage motherhood

76.7 67.4 75.9 59.0 734 71.0 69.8 72.8 370 70.5.
5. Readiness to learn

51.6 52.0 51.1 57.5 525 573 54.0 49.3 57.4 46.2
6. Lack of early school experience

34.6 30.8 42.1 39.5 455 355 35.4 43.7 37.7 55.1
7. School suspensions

67.9 61.1 62.4 64.0 68.0 66.1 65.1 68.5 727 46.2
8. Chronic school absence

51.6 58.4 51.9 48.5 529 59.7 58.7 52.6 571 52.6
9.  Child maltreatment

53.5 51.6 52.6 53.5 529 50.8 48.7 55.9 49.8 59.0
10. Juvenile deaths

68.6 70.1 72.2 68.5 66.4 75.8 70.9 68.5 70.2 69.2
11. Juvenile property crime

74.8 71.9 75.9 72.0 75.0 718 72.0 74.2 73.0 75.6
12. Juvenile violent crime

73.0 71.9 74.4 72.5 746 69.4 69.3 74.6 73.7 69.2
13. Juvenile homicide

64.8 67.4 67.7 69.0 639 71.8 67.2 65.3 68.9 57.7

data on one measure (“county snapshot” or
trend) would get a “medium” score, while an
issue slightly out of step on two measures
would get a “high” score. Nonetheless, there
seemed no other way of assigning scores with-
out involving value judgments, which we
wished to avoid.

Finally, for analysis beyond the assigning of
issue ranking scores, we collapsed the 1-to-10
public importance scale into two categories, as
follows. We collapsed 1 through 5 into a single
bracket, which we subsequently called “limit-
ed importance.” And we collapsed the brackets
6 through 10 into a single classification we
called “reasonable importance.” This was

because the actual number of respondents for
any single one of the old 1-to-10 brackets for
any given question was often too small for the
purposes of analysis. (For example, only one
single parent ranked infant mortality as a 9 in
importance, only three inside-the-beltway res-
idents gave the issue of prenatal care a 2 and
so forth. From such small numbers, of course,
one may deduce nothing.) Collapsing the
brackets gave workable numbers of respon-
dents for each issue. Using these collapsed
brackets, table 29 summarizes the responses
to all questions.
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5.A. Result 1: Babies Born Healthy

We asked respondents a question relating to
each of the four indicators pertaining to the
“babies born healthy” result. We knew from
our statistical analysis that each was a con-
cern, at least numerically speaking.
Apparently, the issues of low birth-weight
babies, teen motherhood and mothers not
receiving prenatal care (but not the issue of
infant mortality) are of some concern to the
general public (in that all three merited scores
of 5 or higher on the scale of 1 to 10 initially
used by the polling firm), although less so than
virtually every other topic that the survey cov-
ered.

5.A.1. Infant Mortality

Statement: | am going to read you a list of
issues that have an impact on the quality of life
of children and youth. After | read each item, I
am going to ask you to rate the degree to which
you think each item is a problem specifically in
Prince George’'s County. Rate each item on a
scale from 1 to 10, with 1 meaning that it is
virtually no problem, and 10 signifying an
enormous problem. To be clear, if you say “1”
you are saying that the county does not have a
big problem with the issue, and if you say “10”
you are saying that the county has a very big
problem.

Question: The first issue is infant mortality,
that is, babies who die before they reach the age
of one year. On a scale of 1 to 10, how big a
problem is infant mortality in Prince George’s
County?

Despite the worrying “county snapshot” and
trend data associated with this indicator, the
poll respondents ranked infant mortality as
the least important of the 13 issues they were
asked about. Garnering an overall concern
score of only 4.29 out of a possible 10, infant
mortality was only deemed “a very big prob-
lem” problem by 16 people (4.0 percent). By
contrast, 47 people considered it to be “no
problem” at all (11.7 percent). The largest dif-
ferences in viewpoint among demographic
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subgroups were by residence and income.

Thus, 47.2 percent of inside-the-beltway resi-
dents found infant mortality to be of “limited
importance” (our category for the old collapsed
categories 1 through 5), as did a higher 52.9
percent of beltway-outsiders. Attaching “rea-
sonable importance” to the issue — that is,
attaching scores of 6 through 10 — were 22.0
percent of beltway-insiders and 17.2 percent of
beltway-outsiders. About 30 percent of insid-
ers and outsiders said they did not know or
would not answer (30.8 percent, insiders; 29.9
percent, outsiders). In short, while this issue is
apparently of no great concern to any Prince
George’s Countians, it is of particularly little
interest to those outside the beltway.

At this juncture, a word is in order about the
high “don’t know” response rate for this ques-
tion (see table 27). We assumed — correctly, as
it turned out — that this issue and the low-
birth-weight issue would be considered to be
rather technical by the public. This, we specu-
lated, would result in a reluctance to answer
such a “medical” question. In this assumption,
we were proven correct. In all, 30.3 percent of
respondents did not answer, whereas most
other questions had a “don’'t know” (DK) rate
in single digits.

Returning to the demographic breakdown of
the respondents, males and females were
equally dismissive of the importance of infant
mortality rates. For men, 51.8 percent rated
the issue as being of limited importance, next
to 19.6 percent assigning reasonable impor-
tance to the issue. Women were slightly less
inclined to dismiss infant mortality as being of
limited importance (49.3 percent), but, there
again, they were also less likely to assign rea-
sonable importance to it (18.8 percent). The
discrepancy is explained by the fact that the
female respondents were more likely to say
they did not have an answer (31.9 percent to
28.6 percent).

As for household structure, single parents

were more likely to attribute reasonable
importance to the issue (23.1 percent) than
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were non-single, or “dual,” parents (17.0 per-
cent). On the other hand, over half of each
group dismissed the issue as being of limited
importance (50.5 percent, two-parent house-
holds; 53.8 percent, one-parent households).
The difference is explained by the fact of the
two-parent households’ far higher DK rate:
32.5 percent as against 23.1 percent.

We found income to have some influence on
respondents’ answers. By and large, lower-end
earners were more concerned about infant
mortality than upper-end ones, though neither
lost any sleep over the issue. Just under one
quarter (23.3 percent) of lower-end earners
assigned reasonable importance to the issue,
as opposed to 16.5 percent of upper-end earn-
ers. Close to half of both upper- and lower-end
earners dismissed the issue as being of limited
importance (49.0 percent, upper; 48.9 percent,
lower).

There was not much cleavage was along racial
lines. A similar 18.0 percent (blacks) and 19.4
percent (whites) attributed reasonable impor-
tance to infant mortality, hardly evidence of
overwhelming concern. Also similar were the
proportions of black and white respondents
giving the issue a 1-5 “limited importance”
score (50.4 percent, black; 51.6 percent, white).
This is particularly interesting because the
infant mortality rate in the African-American
community is about twice that among whites
(OMH 2005).

5.A.2. Low Birth Weights

Question: The next issue is low-birth-weight
babies, that is, babies born weighing less than
5 pounds. On a scale of 1 to 10, how big a prob-
lem are low-birth-weight babies in Prince
George’s County?

The responses relating to low birth weights
among Prince George’'s County newborns dis-
played many of the same characteristics seen
in responses to the question about infant mor-
tality. For a start, a high proportion of respon-
dents — 28.4 percent — gave no answer to this
question, perhaps because of its technical-

sounding subject matter. And overall this
issue, which statistical analysis found to be of
high concern, only barely resonated with the
public. Scoring 5.09 out of 10, this was the
public’'s second-least important issue. Only 26
people in total considered this to be a “very big
problem.” The other response patterns for this
question were also similar to the patterns for
the infant mortality question.

As with infant mortality, a roughly equivalent
proportion of beltway-insiders and -outsiders
considered this issue to be of reasonable
importance. Exactly 29 percent of outsiders
called this issue reasonably important, and
30.8 percent of inside-the-beltway residents
did. It is interesting, then, that more beltway-
outsiders defined the issue as being of limited
importance: 45.2 percent of outsiders and 38.4
percent of insiders (the disproportion being
explained by the difference in DK rate).

Lower-end earners were also somewhat more
likely than upper-end earners to attach some
importance to this issue: 35.3 percent versus
29.0 percent. Lower-end earners were about as
likely to dismiss the LBW-baby issue as being
of limited importance as higher-end earners
were; they were, however, less likely to answer
the question with a “don’t know.” While 41.0
percent of better-off earners wrote LBW babies
off as being of limited concern and while 30.0
percent gave no answer, among lower-end
earners the corresponding figures were 40.6
percent and 24.1 percent, respectively.

As with infant mortality, the analysis by race
did not find a large cleavage in viewpoint.
African-American respondents were slightly
less likely than white ones to exhibit concern:
28.6 percent of black households thought LBW
babies to be of reasonable importance, com-
pared with 30.6 percent of white households.
As with infant mortality, about two fifths of
both black and white respondents attached
only limited importance to the issue: 41.1 per-
cent of blacks and 42.0 percent of whites. As
was the case with infant mortality, this rela-
tive equality of opinion exists on an issue that
affects the African-American community

77 Prince George’s County Community Needs Assessment, 2006



nationwide to a significantly greater degree
than it affects whites (Fang et al. 1996).

The demographic division by gender also did
not present much difference in opinion. For
men, 30.7 percent considered this issue to be
of reasonable importance. Slightly fewer
women did so, only 28.6 percent. Just over two
fifths of both men (43.4 percent) and women
(40.9 percent) rated the issue as being of lim-
ited importance.

Finally, single parents were more likely than
dual parents to be concerned about LBW
babies. The dual-parent group was only rea-
sonably concerned to the tune of 29.3 percent,
with 38.9 percent exhibiting only limited con-
cern. Among single parents, more than a third
(34.6 percent) were reasonably concerned, but
with exactly half confessing to limited concern.
This is another instance of a sub-group at
increased risk showing a contradictory lack of
increased concern: single motherhood corre-
lates with an increased incidence of low birth-
weight babies (Moore 1995).

5.A.3. Prenatal Care

Question: The next issue is expectant mothers
not getting into prenatal care when pregnant.
On a scale of 1 to 10, how big a problem is
access to prenatal care in Prince George’s
County?

Access to prenatal care was low on respon-
dents’ list of concerns, meriting a score of only
5.64 and ranking tenth out of the 13 issues.
Statistically, this indicator performed poorly
enough to earn a designation of high concern;
yet, fewer than half of respondents (46.5 per-
cent) considered access to prenatal care to be a
reasonable concern. This was almost identical
to the proportion of beltway-outsiders (45.7
percent) and a good bit more than the propor-
tion of beltway-insiders (40.8 percent) who
agreed. There was a similarly sized discrepan-
cy when the figures were broken down by
income: 50.4 percent of lower-end earners
were reasonably concerned, as were 45.5 per-
cent of upper-end earners. The upper-income
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group was somewhat more likely not to have
an opinion: 13.5 percent as against 9.0 per-
cent. Almost identical proportions of upper-
and lower-end earners expressed only limited
concern (41.0 percent, upper; 40.6 percent,
lower).

Women and men were also almost equally
likely to express an interest in this issue. Just
over 46 percent of each called themselves rea-
sonably concerned (46.5 percent, women; 46.6
percent, men).

The racial cleavage was the greatest of the
demographic divides for this question. African-
American respondents were noticeably more
likely to offer a positive response to this ques-
tion. While 42.7 percent of white respondents
appeared reasonably concerned by county pre-
natal care access, 49.6 percent of black respon-
dents were this concerned. Naturally, then,
47.6 percent of whites professed to have only
limited concern, next to just 40.2 percent of
blacks. This somewhat heightened concern
among blacks makes sense, given that the per-
centage of African-American mothers receiv-
ing early prenatal care in Maryland has
remained consistently and substantially lower
than the percentage of both white Maryland
mothers and all Maryland mothers receiving
early prenatal care (AEC 2001).

Another relatively large cleavage was along
the household status line. Single parents were
notably more likely to show reasonable con-
cern for county prenatal care access than were
dual parents. Dual parents were concerned to
the tune of about 44.6 percent, compared to
the 51.3 percent of single parents who were
thus concerned. The DK rate was similar for
both groups: 10.7 percent for dual parents and
9.0 percent for single parents. Just under two
fifths of single parents had only limited con-
cern (39.7 percent) versus 44.7 percent of dual
parents. Again, this disparity makes sense in
light of the fact that single mothers nation-
wide tend to get less and/or later prenatal care
than married mothers (Moore 1995).
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5.B. Result 2: Children Successful in
School

In chapter 4, we mentioned the difficulty of
selecting indicators to measure children’s suc-
cess in school. One alleged predictor of school
success, a new kindergartner’s “readiness to
learn,” is currently directly measured only by
the Work Sampling System (WSS). WSS is rel-
atively new to Maryland and has a technical-
sounding name which we worried might intim-
idate some respondents. Therefore we did not
mention WSS by name, though we did ask
respondents how big a problem they thought
child school readiness is in Prince George’s
County. The only other question we asked
regarding children’s success in school was
about early school experience.

5.B.1. Students Not Ready to Learn (WSS)

Question: The next issue is preschoolers enter-
ing kindergarten who are not considered
“ready to learn.” On a scale of 1 to 10, how big
a problem is preschoolers’ readiness to learn in
Prince George’s County?

As stated above, we were concerned that men-
tion of the Work Sampling System in the ques-
tion might intimidate respondents — who
were unlikely ever to have heard of WSS —
into a high DK rate, which we wished to avoid.
Thus, we did not mention the trade-marked
measuring tool in the actual question.
Relatively speaking, respondents were not
particularly troubled by county youngsters’
readiness to learn, in contrast to the fact that
WSS results in Prince George’s County are
statistically of high concern. Learning readi-
ness ranked eighth out of 13 issues as far as
the public was concerned. There were no par-
ticularly large opinion cleavages for this indi-
cator, other than by income and family type.
The rest of the differences in opinion among
other demographic subgroupings barely
exceeded the poll's margin of error.

Slightly more than half of both beltway-insid-
ers (51.5 percent) and -outsiders (52.0 percent)
considered learning readiness to be a reason-

able concern. The discrepancies when the fig-
ures were broken down by income were
notably larger: 51.1 percent of lower-end earn-
ers were reasonably concerned, as against 57.5
percent of upper-end earners (this 6.4-point
gap is greater than the margin of error). The
lower-income group was a good deal more like-
ly not to have an opinion: 10.5 percent as
against 4.0 percent. The proportion of lower-
and upper-end earners expressing only limited
concern were nearly identical: 38.4 percent
and 38.5 percent, respectively. These figures
are counter-intuitive, as one might have
assumed wealthier respondents to be better
positioned to get their children into the sorts of
early-education programs designed to improve
school readiness. Also, the fact that upper-end
earners were the more concerned is interest-
ing in itself. On only 4 of 13 indicators were
the wealthier respondents more concerned
than the less financially stable (the other
three issues were violence-related suspen-
sions, child maltreatment and juvenile homi-
cide).

Men were rather more likely than women to
express an interest in this issue. More than
half called themselves reasonably concerned
(54.0 percent); among women, the figure was
only 49.3 percent.

The racial cleavage was greater than the gen-
der cleavage. White respondents were more
likely to offer a positive response to this ques-
tion. While 52.5 percent of African-American
respondents were reasonably concerned by
county children’s learning readiness, 57.3 per-
cent of white respondents were this concerned.
Also, 41.4 percent of blacks professed to have
only limited concern, next to just 37.1 percent
of whites.

The greatest cleavage of all was along the
household status line. Dual parents were more
likely to show reasonable concern for chil-
dren’s learning readiness than were single
parents (57.4 percent and 46.2 percent, respec-
tively). The DK rate was higher for single par-
ents: 7.7 percent for single parents and 4.8
percent for dual parents. Just over one third of
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dual parents had only limited concern (37.8
percent) versus the somewhat higher 46.1 per-
cent of single parents. Again, these were not
the expected figures. Inasmuch as single par-
enthood is closely associated with poverty, so
dual parenthood is associated, at least rela-
tively speaking, with being better off finan-
cially. In turn, one would expect the better-off
to be less concerned about this issue than the
poor. One possible explanation may simply be
lower expectations on the part of those at the
lower end of the income scale.

5.B.2. Early School Experience

Question: The next issue is that not all chil-
dren attend kindergarten, and may be less pre-
pared to succeed in school than children who
have. On a scale of 1 to 10, how big a problem
is the lack of kindergarten participation in
Prince George’s County?

Interestingly, respondents did not seem to
associate early school attendance with
increased “readiness to learn,” as this question
did not produce quite the same response pat-
terns as the previous question. Overall, the
issue was ranked as being even less important
than that relating to learning readiness: 5.37
out of 10, ranking the issue eleventh out of 13
indicators. In contrast, our statistical analysis
found this issue to be of high concern.

While beltway-outsiders were slightly more
concerned about readiness to learn as mea-
sured in the previous question than were belt-
way-insiders (52.0 percent to 51.6 percent),
the reverse held true on this question. In this
case, only 30.8 percent of outsiders considered
county children’s early school experience, or
the lack thereof, to be of reasonable concern,
compared to 34.6 percent of insiders. Both
types of resident were about as likely to give a
DK answer: 10.1 percent for insiders and 11.3
percent for outsiders. Among insiders, 55.3
percent expressed limited concern; among out-
siders, 57.9 percent.

Lower-end earners were somewhat more like-
ly to be reasonably concerned about early
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school experience than upper-end earners:
42.1 percent were reasonably concerned, com-
pared with 39.5 percent of upper-end earners.
Close to half of both groups showed only limit-
ed concern for this issue (48.9 percent, lower-
end earners; 46.5 percent, upper-end earners).
Upper-end earners were almost twice as likely
not to answer: 14.0 percent as to 9.0 percent.

Black respondents were more likely than
white ones to express some concern about lack
of early school experience: getting on for half
of them (45.5 percent), as opposed to a little
over a third of whites (35.5 percent). Just
under half of both African-Americans and
whites showed only limited concern (47.9 and
44.3 percent, respectively). This racial division
represented the second-biggest cleavage on
this issue.

There was also something of a cleavage,
though not as much of one, when the figures
were parsed by gender. About one third of men
expressed reasonable concern about lack of
early school experience (35.4 percent). Among
women, the response was a higher 43.7 per-
cent. More men than women did not have an
opinion, 13.2 percent as against 8.0 percent.
More than half of men (51.4 percent) showed
only limited concern, compared to 48.3 percent
of females.

Like the previous question, this one revealed
its largest cleavage by household status. While
the level of concern among dual-parent house-
holds was lukewarm at best (a mere 37.7 per-
cent considered this of reasonable impor-
tance), a good deal more than half of all single
households (55.1 percent) expressed a high
level of concern. Interestingly, this was not
because of a dramatic difference in the propor-
tions of the respective groupings expressing
that this issue is a “very big problem” and giv-
ing it a score of 10, as was the case on some
other questions. In fact, there was not much
disparity there at all: 7.7 percent of single par-
ents gave this issue a 10, as compared to 5.9
percent of dual parents. Instead, the disparity
along household status lines was simply
because a particularly large number of single
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parents (17, or 21.8 percent) gave this issue a
6, compared with only 6.2 percent of dual par-
ents.

5.B.3. Violence-related Suspensions

Question: The next issue is student disrup-
tiveness and violent behavior. If school suspen-
sions are the measure of student disruptive-
ness, on a scale of 1 to 10, how big a problem
are student suspensions in Prince George’s
County?

Student suspensions placed fairly high in the
public’s mind, with a score of 6.91 out of 10
and a rank of sixth out of 13 indicators. It
ranked considerably lower in the LMB’s mind,
however, since statistical analysis showed the
county’s rate of violence-related suspensions to
be comparatively low. This issue was extreme-
ly divisive, in terms of responses, by household
status, but the cleavages in the other sub-
groupings were relatively small.

Neither income nor race made much difference
to a person’s response. Close to two thirds of
both upper- and lower-end earners thought
this a reasonable concern, 64.0 percent of
upper-end earners and 62.4 percent of lower-
end earners. As for race, on this issue, blacks
were slightly more concerned than whites, but
not by much: 68.0 percent of African-
Americans thought this issue reasonably wor-
rying, as did 66.1 percent of whites.

Women were just a little more concerned about
student suspensions than men. While 65.1
percent of male respondents said they were
reasonably concerned about this, 68.5 percent
of women did so. Similar proportions of men
and women thought this to be of only limited
importance (about 25 percent in each case),
but men were more likely than women not to
know: 9.0 percent, compared to 5.2 percent.

Viewpoints by residence showed more differ-
ence, with inside-beltway residents expressing
more concern about suspensions than out-
siders. While only 61.1 percent of beltway out-
siders thought this issue to be reasonably

troubling, 67.9 percent of beltway insiders
thought this to be the case. In fact, 24.5 per-
cent of beltway insiders gave this issue a max-
imum-concern 10 score, as against 15.4 per-
cent of beltway outsiders.

The greatest cleavage was by household sta-
tus. Among single parents, 46.2 percent were
reasonably concerned about school suspen-
sions. Among dual parents, the rate was dras-
tically higher: 72.7 percent. Not surprisingly,
dual parents were much less likely to say that
school suspensions were of little importance:
21.1 percent, compared to 43.5 percent of sin-
gle parents. Single parents were considerably
more likely to say they didn't know (10.3 per-
cent, single; 6.2 percent, dual). This disparity
is most surprising, considering the fact that
children from single-parent homes are at
increased risk of misbehaving at school
(Nelson et al. 2001).

5.B.4. Chronic School Absence

Question: The next issue is chronic absen-
teeism from school, that is, missing 20 or more
days of school a year. On a scale of 1 to 10, how
big a problem is chronic absenteeism from
school in Prince George's County?

The issue of chronic absenteeism — that is,
students absent 20 or more days a year from
school — is related to that of student suspen-
sions. Certainly, we considered both to be mea-
sures of schools’ conduciveness to learning,
and we found that county performance on this
indicator could be improved: statistically,
chronic school absence is of high concern. This
issue ranked low in the public’'s hierarchy of
issues, as did its sister issue, suspensions.
Scoring 6.26 out of 10, chronic school absence
ranked ninth of 13 indicators. There were no
particularly strong differences of opinion on
this issue between any of the demographic
subgroups.

Geographic location and race made the largest
difference to a person’s answer about chronic
absenteeism. Fifty-one percent of beltway-
insiders and 58.4 percent of beltway-outsiders
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were reasonably concerned about absen-
teeism. The proportions of whites and blacks
expressing reasonable concern looked quite
similar: 52.9 percent of blacks and 59.7 per-
cent of whites, though clearly the issue was
somewhat more important to whites.

In contrast to suspensions, men were more
concerned about absenteeism than women,
though neither set of respondents was as con-
cerned as it had been about suspensions.
Among women, 52.6 percent were reasonably
concerned about absenteeism; among men,
58.7 percent.

Income-wise, upper-end earners expressed
considerably less concern for absenteeism
than they had for suspensions: about 48 per-
cent were reasonably concerned, in this case.
And while 62.4 percent of lower-end earners
had been reasonably concerned about suspen-
sions, only 51.9 percent of them were similar-
ly concerned about chronic absenteeism. Also,
only 12.0 percent of lower-end earners called
absenteeism a “very big problem,” compared to
16.0 percent of upper-end earners.

When the respondents were categorized by
race, the story was similar. Whites expressed
rather less concern for absenteeism than for
suspensions: 59.7 percent reasonably con-
cerned about absenteeism, against 66.1 per-
cent for suspensions. But black concern was
even more diminished, compared to the dis-
quiet expressed over suspensions. While 68.0
percent of African-American respondents had
been reasonably concerned about suspensions,
only 52.9 percent were as concerned about
absenteeism. In fact, more blacks expressed
only limited concern about absenteeism than
whites: 38.1 percent to 30.6 percent. Whites
were just as likely not to give an answer as
blacks were: 9.0 percent to 9.7 percent, respec-
tively. This relatively diminished interest
among African-Americans is counter-intuitive
since black students are much more likely to
leave school before graduating than are whites
and since chronic absence seems likely to indi-
cate a level of disconnect that could well lead
to dropping out (CTDB 2005a). Are black
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Prince George’'s County residents simply
accustomed to students’ missing a large num-
ber of school days? If so, their lowered expec-
tations may account for some of the racial dis-
parity in opinion recorded in response to our
guestion about chronic school absence.

5.C. Result 3: Children Safe in their
Families and Communities

Under this result, the LMB considered not
only indicators of direct harm coming to young
people in Prince George's County (e.g., teen
deaths and child maltreatment), but ways in
which young people pose a threat to each other
and to the larger community (e.g., as criminal
perpetrators). The young people arrested for
the crimes mentioned at the end of this section
not only menace their neighbors — they are
engaged in activities that make it very unlike-
ly that they will achieve much success later in
life, or grow into anything other than a burden
on and cost to society. Nonetheless, our statis-
tical analysis found that juvenile crime rates
in Prince George’s County were not highly dis-
similar to those of its neighbors (juvenile vio-
lent crime and homicide arrests were of medi-
um statistical importance, while juvenile
property-crime arrests were of low statistical
importance), suggesting that, while many
issues related to young people in this county
call for urgent attention, crime-prevention
may not need to be the first priority.

5.C.1. Teen Deaths

Question: The next issue is the accidental or
violent death of teenagers, for example, in auto
wrecks or from homicide. On a scale of 1 to 10,
how big a problem is the death rate of
teenagers in Prince George’'s County?

In chapter 4, we discussed only violent juve-
nile deaths. As noted in chapter 4, there are in
fact very few homicides of teenagers in Prince
George’s County, just a handful annually, and
certainly too small a number from which to
generalize. For this reason, we asked the pub-
lic about both purposeful and accidental
deaths of teenagers in this question.

82



Though teen deaths were of low statistical
importance according to our analysis in chap-
ter four, the issue of deaths among county
teenagers was of relatively high concern to the
public. It ranked fourth of 13 in the hierarchy
of issues, with a score of 7.13 out of 10. Over
two thirds of each demographic subgroup
thought it to be of reasonable concern. The
only significant cleavage was by race.

Men and women, rich and poor — all were
almost equally concerned about teen deaths.
In each case, just over two thirds of respon-
dents considered the issue to be of reasonable
concern. Among lower-end earners, 72.2 per-
cent thought it a reasonable concern; among
upper-end earners, 68.5 percent. For men, 70.9
percent registered reasonable concern, as did
68.5 percent of women.

There was also no real difference of opinion
between inside-the-beltway and outside-the-
beltway residents, with the outsiders being
slightly more concerned about teen deaths
than insiders: 70.1 percent of outsiders
thought this a reasonable concern, next to 68.6
percent of insiders.

Dual parents were more concerned than single
parents, by a factor of 70.2 percent reasonably
concerned to 69.2 percent, though the differ-
ence is too small to be worth analyzing.

Finally, whites were notably more concerned
about teen deaths than blacks. Just under two
thirds of blacks thought this a reasonable
problem (66.4 percent), while just over three
quarters of whites were similarly concerned
(75.8 percent). But 28.7 percent of blacks
called this a “very big problem,” compared to
only 22.6 percent of whites. It is African-
American youth who face the largest risk of
dying young. To take the risk of dying by
homicide as an example, “[i]n 2002, the homi-
cide rate for black male teens was 53.3 per
100,000, nearly 14 times higher than the rate
(3.9 per 100,000) for white non-Hispanic
males,” while the rate for black female teens (8
per 100,000) was exactly 5 times that for white
female teens (CTDB 2005b).

5.C.2. Child Abuse and Neglect

Question: The next issue is child abuse and
neglect. On a scale of 1 to 10, how big a prob-
lem is child abuse and neglect in Prince
George’s County?

Scoring 5.86 out of 10, this issue ranked ninth
of 13 indicators, a slightly higher ranking than
our statistical analysis — which found the
issue to be of medium importance — might
have led us to expect. The greatest issue cleav-
ages were by gender and household status.

Inside-the-beltway residents were slightly
more concerned about child maltreatment
than were beltway-outsiders. Beltway-out-
siders thought this a concern of reasonable
magnitude to the tune of 51.6 percent.
Beltway-insiders were a little more concerned:
53.5 percent of them thought child maltreat-
ment to be reasonably problematic. Indeed,
12.6 percent of beltway-insiders thought this
to be a 10-scoring “very big problem,” com-
pared to only 5.0 percent of outsiders.

The response breakdown by household status
showed the largest cleavage. For child mal-
treatment, 59.0 percent of single parents con-
sidered this reasonably problematic, compared
to only 49.8 percent of dual parents. Perhaps it
is the case that the relative prevalence of
unstable relationships among single parents is
at least in part the cause of their concern.
Dual parents were more likely not to respond
than were single parents (7.3 and 3.8 percent,
respectively).

The subgrouping of gender showed the second-
biggest division in opinion, with women
notably more concerned about child maltreat-
ment than were men. Women considered child
maltreatment to be reasonably problematic in
55.9 percent of cases, next to 48.7 percent of
men. Not surprisingly, then, more men
thought the issue to be of limited importance
(45.5 percent, men; 37.1 percent, women).
Women were a little more likely to say they did
not know than men (7.0 percent to 5.8 per-
cent).
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Race showed the next most significant cleav-
age, but not much of one. An essentially simi-
lar 50.8 percent of whites and 52.9 percent of
African-Americans thought child maltreat-
ment to be of reasonable concern. The propor-
tions of blacks and whites giving the issue a
10-point, “very big problem” rating were simi-
lar as well: 8.2 percent and 7.3 percent, respec-
tively.

The cleavage by income was the smallest: only
53.5 percent of upper-end earners expressed
reasonable concern about child maltreatment,
while 52.6 percent of lower-end earners did so.
Just over one third of upper-end earners
thought the issue to be of only limited concern
(38.5 percent), compared to about two fifths of
lower-end earners (42.1 percent).

5.C.3. Juvenile Arrests

Our statistical analysis did not find particu-
larly pressing problems in any of the cate-
gories of juvenile arrests discussed below:
juvenile homicide arrests, juvenile property-
crime arrests and juvenile violent-crime
arrests. This is not to say that the county can
afford to be complacent on the subject, but
rather to point out that — as attention-grab-
bing as crimes committed by young people are
— the county’s rates of juvenile arrests in all
three categories are in line with those of its
neighbors. Juvenile violent crime and juvenile
homicides are the most worrisome, statistical-
ly speaking, though in neither case does the
county have the highest rate of such crimes in
the area. On the indicator of juvenile property
crime, the county in fact has the second-lowest
rate in the Washington suburban region.

5.C.3.1. Juvenile Homicide Arrests

Question: The next issue is the amount of
homicide committed by teenagers. On a scale of
1 to 10, how big a problem is homicide com-
mitted by teenagers in Prince George’s County?

Our statistical analysis did not find juvenile

homicide to be a particularly pressing problem
in Prince George’s County. Perhaps not sur-
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prisingly, however, given the sensational
nature of any such crime committed by a
young person, respondents considered this
issue to be a relatively important one.
However, while high homicide rates in general
continue to plague some parts of the county,
there would be little sense in positioning sig-
nificant resources to specifically target the
truly tiny number of homicides committed by
juveniles each year.

Those subgroups that might be associated
with higher incomes tended to be more con-
cerned about this issue than others. Beltway
outsiders thought homicides committed by
juveniles somewhat more of a problem than
did insiders: 67.4 percent, as compared with
64.8 percent of beltway insiders. Upper-end
earners were a little more likely than lower-
end earners to express concern: 69.0 percent
versus 67.7 percent. Males exceeded females:
67.2 percent of men and 65.3 percent of women
had reasonable concern.

Such demographic division as there was was
to be found along the household-status and
race faults. In what was the second-largest
cleavage on this question, whites showed
greater concern than blacks: 71.8 percent of
whites and 63.9 percent of blacks thought
juvenile homicides were of reasonable impor-
tance. As for household type, 68.9 percent of
dual parents expressed concern, compared to
57.7 percent of single parents. Though this
sort of result — higher concern among some
subgroupings who are less likely to be victim-
ized — may seem surprising, the explanation
may lie in an increased feeling of vulnerability
on the part of those who might be considered
the “haves,” who may worry that they are tar-
geted by the “have-nots.”

5.C.3.2. Juvenile Violent Crime Arrests

Question: The next issue is the amount of vio-
lent crime committed by teenagers. On a scale
of 1 to 10, how big a problem is violent crime
committed by teenagers in Prince George’s
County?
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Our statistical analysis found teenage violent
crime to be of moderate importance in Prince
George’s County, though the public believes it
to be of high importance. This issue ranked
third out of the 13 indicators, with a score of
7.22. To the rather small degree that there was
any opinion cleavage, it was by gender and
race.

Violent crime is often supposed to be an urban
phenomenon, but place of residence had little
effect on respondent attitudes. Close to three
quarters (71.9 percent) of beltway-outsiders
thought of teen violent crime as being a rea-
sonable concern, as did a similar 73.0 percent
of beltway insiders. Outsiders were also more
likely not to volunteer an answer: 3.2 percent,
next to 1.3 percent.

The largest division of opinion was by gender.
Women were more concerned about violent
crime than men, perhaps since rape is a com-
ponent of violent crime. While 69.3 percent of
male respondents proved reasonably con-
cerned about teen violent crime, a higher 74.6
percent of females did. Men were more likely
than women not to answer: 3.2 percent versus
1.4 percent.

There was some difference of opinion between
single and dual parents. The better part of
three quarters of each were reasonably wor-
ried about teen violent crime: 73.7 percent of
dual parents and 69.2 percent of single par-
ents.

Lower-end earners were a little more worried
about violent crime than upper-end earners,
with 74.4 percent of them expressing reason-
able worry, as opposed to 72.5 percent of
upper-end earners. Despite this overall simi-
larity in view, 27.0 percent of upper-end earn-
ers considered teen violent crime a “very big
problem,” compared to only 21.8 percent of
lower-end earners.

African-Americans were more worried about
violent crime than whites: 74.6 percent of
them said they were reasonably concerned,
while only 69.4 percent of whites did so. This

should not surprise us, as African-Americans
make up the overwhelming majority of victims
of violent crime. Comprising as they do a little
over a quarter of the state’s population, they
account for 82 percent of murder victims, 62
percent of rape victims, 79 percent of robbery
victims and 58 percent of aggravated assault
victims in Maryland (MSP 2000).

5.C.3.3. Juvenile Property Crime Arrests

Question: The next issue is the amount of
property crime committed by teenagers, that is,
crimes like vehicle theft, purse snatching, and
breaking and entering. On a scale of 1 to 10,
how big a problem is property crime committed
by teenagers in Prince George’'s County?

As large as violent crime loomed in respon-
dents’ minds, property crime was even more of
a concern, something of a surprise considering
that our statistical analysis found the county’s
performance on this indicator to be of only low
importance. With a score of 7.25 out of 10, this
issue ranked second in the public’s mind with
almost negligible differences in opinion among
the various subgroups.

Perhaps reflecting the perception that crime in
general, including property crime, is predomi-
nantly an urban issue, inside-the-beltway
respondents were slightly more likely to be
reasonably worried about property crime than
beltway outsiders: 74.8 percent as against 71.9
percent. Insiders were also a little more
emphatic in their views: only 1.9 percent
declined to answer, compared to 2.7 percent of
outsiders.

There was no serious division of opinion by
sex. Just under three quarters of men and
women were reasonably concerned about prop-
erty crime (72.0 percent of the former and 74.2
percent of the latter).

Dual parents were a bit less concerned about
property crime than single parents, 73.0 per-
cent compared to 75.6 percent. This finding
surprised us: single parents tend to have lower
income than dual parents and, as we shall see,
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Table 30

Relative Importance of Other Indicators:

Respondents’ Volunteered Answers to Open-ended Question

Rank Issue and Description Number of Respondents Giving this Answer
1. Increased school funding 31
2. Drug and alcohol abuse 17
3. Not enough after-school programs and activities 14
4. Quality of schools compared to others in Maryland 9
5. Day care access and cost 8
6. Gangs and gang violence 8
7. Counseling for children 7
8. Homelessness 6
9. Mentor programs 5
10. More/better birth control information and other sex education issues 4
11. Availability of health care 3
12. Lack of summer employment opportunities 3
13. Police harassing and/or “profiling” youth 2
14. Pollution and air quality 2
15. Peer pressure 2
16. Abortion 1
17. Not enough parks and recreation areas 1

lower-end earners are more concerned about
property crime than upper-end earners. We
therefore expected single parents to be more
concerned than dual parents. This was not the
case, and we have no explanation for this
unexpected finding.

Race had the second-largest effect on the opin-
ions expressed. Just under three quarters of
whites saw property crime as being of reason-
able concern (71.8 percent). More African-
Americans thought this, however: 75.0 per-
cent. But blacks were more likely to think of
property crime as only being a limited concern
(24.6 percent), as compared to 21.7 percent of
whites. This disparity — which is approxi-
mately the same size as the disparity between
blacks (0.4 percent) and whites (6.5 percent)
who selected “don’'t know” — was expected
since, in fact, blacks are disproportionately the
victims of property crime in Maryland, com-
prising only around a quarter of the state’s
population but making up 52 percent of break-
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ing/entering  victims, 53 percent of
larceny/theft victims and 72 percent of auto-
theft victims in Maryland (MSP 2000).

The largest opinion divergence was by income.
Among upper-end earners, 72.0 percent found
teen property crime to be a reasonable con-
cern. Among lower-end earners, however, the
figure was 75.9 percent. Only about one fifth of
lower-end earners dismissed property crime as
being of limited concern (21.8 percent), while
exactly one quarter of upper-end earners did
S0.

5.D. Open-ended Question

Question: Is there any issue | have not men-
tioned affecting children and youth in Prince
George’s County that you think is a problem?
As mentioned earlier, we decided against
allowing respondents to volunteer a series of

issues that concerned them. We were con-
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cerned that this would (a) lead to time-con-
suming “venting” at the survey telephone
operators, (b) result in a list of concerns not
within the purview of county policy makers
and (c) encourage respondents with no serious
concerns to make up issues on the spot in an
attempt to please the operators. However, we
did permit respondents one opportunity at the
end of the survey to volunteer any issue they
felt had been omitted by the survey menu.

The responses to this question were thought-
provoking. For one thing, more than a quarter
of respondents opted to suggest an issue (123
out of 402). Second, contrary to expectations,
most of these responses pertained to issues
well within the scope of county officials’
responsibilities, suggesting a high level of
realistic engagement on the part of these 123
respondents with the issues facing their com-
munities.

The 123 respondents’ volunteered answers are
shown in table 30. A plurality of responses had
to do with school-related concerns: 31
expressed concern that the public schools are
under-funded, while another 4 told of their
desire for changes to the sex education curric-
ula in use in the county. The second most pop-
ular topic was drug and alcohol abuse (17
responses) while the third most popular topic
was “not enough after-school programs and
activities” (14).

While the rest of the topics’ supporters num-
bered in the single digits, it is possible to dis-
cern a pattern tying a number of the respons-
es to this question together. A total of 41
respondents (around 10 percent of the total
respondents to the survey as a whole and fully
one third of those who chose to offer responses
to this question) expressed concerns that could
be described as relating to the problem of chil-
dren not having enough access to positive
experiences and good adult role models: “not
enough after-school programs/activities” (14);
the problem of gangs/gang violence (8); too lit-
tle counseling available for children (7); too
few mentor programs for young people (5);
lack of youth summer employment opportuni-

ties (3); police harassment and profiling of
juveniles (2); and negative peer pressure expe-
rienced by young people (2).

This cohesion among the spontaneously-
offered responses suggests that a good number
of Prince George's County residents would be
pleased to see programs that offer support and
positive, formative experiences to young peo-
ple — programs that might also help address
some of the statistically problematic indicators
discussed in chapter 4 of this report (high
rates of chronic school absence, teenage moth-
erhood and juvenile crime arrests, for exam-

ple).

Chapter 6. Focus Groups

On behalf of the LMB, consulting company
IGS also conducted three focus groups, (a) one
with teens, focusing on school absence and vio-
lence, (b) one with Hispanic mothers, focusing
on school readiness and (c) one with African-
American mothers, focusing on pre- and
neonatal issues.

6.A. Teens: School Absenteeism and
Violence

Aware that Prince George's County has a rela-
tively high chronic school absence rate when
compared with the rest of the suburban region
jurisdictions (see section 4.B.4 above), the
LMB elected to engage some local high school
students in a conversation on their attitudes
toward truancy in particular and the state of
their school more generally.

To this end, a focus group was convened on
June 3, 2005 at Suitland High School in
Forestville (one of the selected CDPs), where
29 percent of the school's 2,690 students
missed more than 20 days of school during SY
2003-04. The focus group was attended by
three members of the consultant’s staff, an
employee of the LMB and four Suitland High
School ninth graders. Due to strict end-of-year
scheduling requirements, the students were
not permitted to meet for longer than their
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Table 31

Teenagers’ Focus Group:

Characteristics of Participants

Question Participant 1 Participant 2 Participant 3 Participant 4
1. Age 15 15 14 15
2. Grade 9 9 9 9
3. ZIP code 20743 20743 20743 20744
4. Place of residence District Heights Capitol Heights Capitol Heights Not answered
5. Sex M M F F
6. Hispanic/Latino No No No No
7. Race Af.-Am. Af.-Am. Af.-Am. Af.-Am.
8. To/from school School bus School bus School bus School bus
9. No. of excused absences 0 1-4 5-10 5-10
10.  No. of unexcused absences 0 1-4 5-10 Not answered
11.  Skip sch. w/ or w/o friends? With With With With
12.  Arrested/questioned by PD? Yes No No Yes
13.  Witnessed viol. at/near school? Yes Yes No No
14.  Victim of viol. at/near school? No No No No
15.  Witnessed viol. near home? Yes No No No
16.  Victim of viol. near home? Yes No No No
17.  Witnessed viol. in home? Yes No No Yes
18.  Victim of viol. in home? Yes No No No
19.  Carried a weapon? Yes Yes Yes No
20. Used illegal drugs? No No No No
21.  Consumed alcohol? No No No No
22.  School more/less violent
this year? Less Less Less Less
23.  Neighborhood more/less
violent this year? Less More More Less
24.  Witness violence, tell whom? Friend, parent Parent Parent, principal No one
25.  School more/less prop. crime
this year? More Less Less More
26.  Neigh. more/less prop. crime
this year? More More Less Less
27.  Hours TV/week? 72 7 24 “All day”
28.  Hours video games/week? 0 0 0 0
29.  Hours internet/week? 0 0 1 “All day”
30. Have a curfew? No No Yes No
31. Rules at home: types/how
much TV/video games? No Yes Yes No
32. Grades Ds Fs Es Bs, Cs, Ds, “1" F
33.  Plan to attend college? Yes Yes Yes Yes
34. Have a best friend? No Yes Yes Yes
35.  Have boy/girlfriend? Yes No Yes No
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one-hour lunch period; nonetheless, the wide-
ranging conversation that ensued was thought
provoking and informative, and the students
participated with great enthusiasm.

The four students — two boys and two girls —
are referred to below as Malcolm, Melanie,
Roberta and Terrell (names have been
changed). One, Terrell, was at the end of his
second attempt at ninth grade; the other three
were first-time ninth graders. As a result of
their own chronic truancy, all four students
were participants in an in-school program
called “Truancy and Suspension Reduction.”
This program, then in place in five county
schools, is run by the Youth Services Bureau
under OCYF (now the Office for Children), and
is designed to intervene early in a troubled
high schooler’'s academic career with the
intention of preventing future problems with
truancy, poor grades and retention in grade. In
Suitland High School, the 2005 program had
begun with 22 students and was now down to
13 regular attendees. Students and staff mem-
bers spoke highly of the program.

Before the focus group facilitator engaged the
students in conversation, students completed
a two-page survey, which collected basic demo-
graphic information as well as students’ expe-
riences with violence, crime and other infor-
mation. Tallied results of the questionnaire
are shown in table 31. Once the survey was
complete, the facilitator explained the purpose
and nature of the discussion that was about to
take place, and then asked the following ques-
tions.

Question 1: Tell us about your experiences
with skipping school. When have you skipped
school or thought about skipping school? If you
have skipped school, why?

The four students’ answers to this question
were simple and to the point: they skipped
because they find their school to be a harshly
punitive and unpleasant environment in
which teachers and administrators “don’t hear
us out” and where students are “spied on” with

security cameras. Roberta, referring to what
she feels is a paucity of fun activities such as
field trips, complained that “we don’t get to do
anything.” Some, like Malcolm, gave more spe-
cific reasons for truancy.

“l skipped school because | didn't like the
teachers,” Malcolm explained. “I started skip-
ping because | didn't like the teachers’ atti-
tudes.” The perception that their teachers are
uninvolved and uninterested surfaced again
and again during the discussion.

At this particular high school, the students
explained, the layout of the campus makes it
especially easy for students to come and go as
they please during the school day. This is
because, while ninth graders at Suitland are
based in an annex building more than a quar-
ter of a mile from the main building’s
entrance, most attend one or more class in the
main building. The result is that many stu-
dents have perfectly legitimate reasons for
entering and exiting the ninth grade annex
building at all hours of the day, and those
doing so illicitly cannot be distinguished from
the rest.

Besides, explained Roberta, “[Administrators]
are always paying attention to so much [more
serious] stuff, they never know if you leave.
They need security guards on the front and
side doors.”

Malcolm was skeptical that any number of
guards would help, since, in his opinion, the
current guards are not particularly vigilant or
proactive.

Question 2: Tell us about your experiences
with violent crime, or violence in general, in or
near your school. Do you think your school is
more or less violent than it was a year ago, and
why? Keep in mind that violence can be physi-
cal, psychological or emotional.

Although all four students stated that their
school was safer in SY 2004-05 than it had
been the previous year (and credited the new
principal for that), they nonetheless described
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a school where, they said, they never feel con-
fident that they will not fall victim to violence.
Of particular concern is the fact that all four
students claimed to have personally seen guns
in school, with the actual number of guns
varying from “two” to “more than ten.” On the
accompanying survey, three of the four admit-
ted to having carried a gun or knife as a
weapon at some point.

“People get away with a lot of stuff,” said
Roberta, describing what she perceived as an
essentially lawless school where administra-
tors are aware of only a tiny proportion of the
dangerous and illicit activities that take place
on school grounds during school hours. As one
example, she told of the teacher she claimed to
have witnessed telling two scuffling students
to “go outside and fight.” The teacher, she said,
made no attempt to contact the front office or
to otherwise notify any other staff member of
the fight in progress. As another example of
“people get[ing] away with a lot of stuff,”
Terrell said he had heard of two students hav-
ing sex on the roof of the annex building, and
claimed to have observed sexual contact
between two students in a stairwell on cam-
pus.

Terrell asserted that any teacher attempting
to break up a fight would end up assaulted by
the fighting students’ friends.

“Besides, people don't really listen to the
teachers because they know [the teachers]
aren’t going to do anything,” he said.

A common trigger to violence in the school,
according to Roberta, is the perception that a
student may have informed on other students
to school officials or the authorities.

“Snitches get beat down,” Roberta stated mat-
ter-of-factly. She felt that this phenomenon is
related to the school’s truancy problem. “They
probably are hooking because they snitched on
someone.”

Finally, while clearly concerned about the
fights and attacks they witness on a regular
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basis, the four students had little or no per-
ception that casual violence is anything other
than a simple fact of life and expressed the
belief that their high school experience is typ-
ical. They seemed incredulous when the facili-
tator pointed out that, in fact, there are quite
a few high schools in this country where crime
and violence are relatively rare.

“[Violence] happens at all other schools,” said
Roberta, dismissively.

Question 3: Tell us about your experiences
with property crime. By “property crime,” |
mean specifically non-violent crimes, like van-
dalizing things, auto theft, etc. Do you think
there’s more or less of these kinds of crimes
than there was a year ago?

“I've seen people robbed over a belt, shoes,
jackets.” Malcolm made this statement to
underline his opinion that property crime is
rampant both in his school and in his neigh-
borhood. Indeed, to hear the students tell it,
every school day is another opportunity to
become a victim of property crime. Several
students described the widespread and docu-
mented practice of local adult criminals
attacking students while they wait for school
buses in the morning, making off with prized
articles of clothing such as North Face winter
coats.

As the four students discussed their experi-
ences with property crime in their school and
in their home neighborhoods, it became clear
that they were wrestling with some conflicting
attitudes. On the one hand, all four claimed
never to committed such crimes themselves,
expressing disapproval of law breaking in the
abstract. But when they began to offer specif-
ic examples — particularly examples of joy
rides in stolen cars, which two of the four
admitted to having experienced — their eyes
lit up and they spoke in impressed tones about
the many students they know who are, as
Melanie puts it, “pros” at such things as car
theft, able to disable alarms and rewire igni-
tions quickly and skillfully.
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“All my brothers’ friends steal cars,” said
Melanie, and Malcolm — who hastened to
emphasize that he had never stolen a car him-
self — claimed to have ridden in stolen cars
“plenty of times.”

When asked why so many of their friends steal
cars, Roberta offered this theory: “They steal
cars because they are desperate [to have a car]
and they know their parents are not going to
get them one.” Terrell added his opinion that
certain elements of popular culture, such as
certain video games, characterize auto theft as
something to be undertaken lightly, for fun —
that is, in his word, something “cool.”

Question 4: Do you think violence is some-
thing that people learn? If so, where do they
learn it?

The four students were quick to point to
movies and, in particular, video games (as
mentioned above) as influencing people
toward scofflaw behavior in general and vio-
lence in particular. Malcolm expressed disgust
at the current generation of hyper-realistic
video games in which players engage in crimi-
nal and violent behavior for points, and
bemoaned the fact that some young children
he knows are allowed to play these games for
hours. (Interestingly, all four students indicat-
ed on the accompanying survey that they
never play video games.)

As the conversation continued, several stu-
dents shifted the blame closer to home.

“Some people get violence from their parents,”
said Melanie. “They [are] worst of all. My
friend, all her parents and the people in her
house have guns.”

Terrell agreed, arguing that there would be
less violence “if parents paid more attention to
what their kids are doing.”

Melanie added that peer pressure played a
role. “Followers do violence because their
friends do,” she explained.

Question 5: What do you think would cause
the amount of crime and violence to change,
either for better or for worse?

At first, the students answered this question
cynically, as if resigned to being surrounded by
violence by crime. “Our generation is igno-
rant,” sighed Malcolm. “There is nothing we
can do.” To help them focus on specifics, the
facilitator asked a follow-up question: “What
would you do to improve this school if you were
the principal?” The answers to this question
suggested that the students blame a certain
incorrigible element in the school for the lion’s
share of the crime and violence that occur
there.

“I would put all the smart students in one par-
ticular classroom,” Malcolm proposed.
“Students that didn't want to learn, | would
kick them out.”

Elaborating on Malcolm’s idea, Roberta said
that she “would get a program for students
who can't keep their grades up. | would have a
counselor with an open door policy.”

“Only pick honor roll students for the school,”
said Melanie.

Terrell had a practical suggestion: “I would
lock all the doors to keep outsiders from com-
ing in,” he said.

Roberta concluded that, rather than more
punishments and exclusions, it is the quality
of life in the school that needs improvement.

“What we need...are more activities and fund
raisers,” she explained, going on to describe a
disappointing field trip — the only one all year
— she attended. “The physics field trip was
not to a museum [as she said was promised],
but to a classroom where we just did physics
homework. Other schools go to amusement
parks, but they are probably scared to take us
out.... I just don’t think everyone should have
to suffer [for some students’ misbehavior].
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6.B. Hispanic Parents of Young Children:
Early School Experience

In the fall of 2002, nearly one quarter (23.4
percent) of Prince George’'s County’'s new
kindergartners had never before seen the
inside of a classroom or participated in formal,
organized day care of any kind. One year later,
this proportion had grown substantially:
almost one third (31.3 percent) of new kinder-
gartners in 2003 lacked early school experi-
ence of any kind. During both years, Prince
George’s County had the highest rate of
kindergartners with no early school experi-
ence in the suburban region (MSDE 2003a,
MSDE 2004a). In the CDPs selected for closer
study in this report, rates of preschool atten-
dance varied widely, of course, but the lowest
rate was in Langley Park, a low-income, pre-
dominantly Hispanic part of the county (BC
2000g). Accordingly, the LMB arranged a focus
group of Hispanic parents from Langley Park
with children in kindergarten to see what
light these residents might be able to shed on
the situation.

The focus group was convened on November
16, 2005 at the Langley Park facility of CASA
of Maryland, Inc., a non-profit organization
specializing in direct education, employment
and other services to recent Hispanic/Latino
immigrants. The focus group was attended by
three members of the consultant’s staff (one a
Spanish-speaking translator), an employee of
the LMB, two CASA of Maryland counselors,
and four Hispanic parents of young children —
one man and three women.

One participant indicated that she spoke a lit-
tle English, while the other three said they
spoke only Spanish. The participants were a
diverse group, each originating from a differ-
ent country: Peru, Honduras, Ecuador and
Mexico. Residence in the U.S. ranged from two
to eight years. All participants had children in
kindergarten, while two participants also each
had a younger child, three years old. None of
the children — either the older or the younger
ones — was, or ever had been, enrolled in
preschool, nursery school or formal day care.
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Before the focus-group facilitator engaged the
parents in conversation, participants complet-
ed a two-page survey that collected basic
demographic information on the parents and
their children, as well as the parents’ impres-
sions of the quality of their children’s educa-
tion in Prince George’s County schools. Tallied
results are shown in table 32. Once the survey
was complete, the facilitator explained the
purpose and nature of the discussion that was
about to take place, and then asked the fol-
lowing questions.

Question 1: Tell us about your experiences
reading to your child. How often do you or a
family member read to your child?

All four participants asserted their belief in
the importance of reading aloud to their chil-
dren, but complained of problems finding time
to do so. Only two participants indicated that
they read to their children regularly, both for
about an hour a day. This may not always be
formal reading, however, as participants
seemed to consider telling stories, singing
songs and reading aloud as interchangeable
activities. One reason for this may be a lack of
reading materials in the home; all four partic-
ipants stated that they did not have many
books in the home, and only two mentioned
regular visits to the library. One woman
observed that she simply does not have the
space for an extensive library; she was, how-
ever, one of the regular library users, bringing
her children to a local branch to select books
about twice a week. Another reason for a lack
of emphasis on reading aloud may be the fact
that most participants were not read to as
children; only one participant reported being
read to by her parents.

Question 2: Tell us about your child-care or
preschool arrangement.

None of the participants’ children was or ever
had been enrolled in a preschool, nursery
school or formal day-care program. Instead,
participants reported that they utilized low-
cost babysitting services in neighbors’ homes.
The parents expressed concern about the qual-
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Table 32
Child School Readiness Focus Group:
Characteristics of Participants

Question Participant 1 Participant 2 Participant 3 Participant 4
1. Age 39 35 38 38
2. ZIP code 20782 20903 20903 20903
3. Place of residence Hyattsville Langley Park Langley Park Langley Park
4. Hispanic/Latino Yes Yes Yes Yes
5. Race “Spanish” “Hispana” “Hispana” N/A
6. Marital status Separated Married Married Married
7. Number of children 2 4 2 N/A
8. Home computer access? No No No No
9. Highest education level Tech. school grad. Some tech. school Tech. school grad. High sch. grad.
10. 2004 household income <$8,980 <$8,980 <$8,980 <$8,980
11.  Weekly hours worked outside home  5-8 10 8 25
12.  Weekly hours watching TV/videos 15 10 3 12
13.  Weekly hours children watch
TVIvideos 0 14 5 4
14.  Children’s school performance Well Well Very poorly Well
Participants are confident that:
15. They know who to contact with
questions about children’s school
performance? Confident Not confident Not confident Not confident
16. Their children like school? Confident Very confident Confident N/A
17. They get needed information
about children’s school? Very confident Confident Confident N/A
18. They get useful information from
school on how to help their
children learn? Very confident Confident Confident N/A
19. They are satisfied with what their
children are being taught? Very confident Confident Confident N/A
20. They are satisfied with how their
children are being taught? Confident Confident Confident N/A
21. Their school treats them as
partners in their children’s
education? Confident Confident Confident N/A
22. They would know if their
children were having a
problem in school? Little confident Very confident Not confident N/A
23. Their children are learning what
they need to do well next year?  Confident N/A Confident N/A
24a. Children’s ages 3,5 5 3,5 4
24b. Children’s current school grade N/A N/A 1st N/A
24c. Attended preschool No No No N/A
24d. Currently attends afterschool care N/A N/A Yes N/A

Note: “N/A” stands for “not answered.”
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ity of such care, observing that some babysit-
ters simply leave children in front of the tele-
vision for extended periods, but explained that
they did not feel that they could afford better;
indeed, all four participants indicated that
their total household income for 2004 was less
than $8,980. Strikingly, only one parent had
even heard of Head Start, a federally funded
program designed to provide high-quality
school preparation and nutrition to children
from low-income families.

Question 3: Tell us about any problems you
experienced trying to get your child enrolled in
preschool.

The question turned out to be irrelevant, as
none of the participants’ children had ever
been enrolled in a preschool. As noted above,
the reason given was expense, not difficulty.
Participants reported no difficulties enrolling
their children in kindergarten.

Question 4: How did you help prepare your
child to enter school?

In general, participants’ reactions to questions
concerning preparing their children for school
and on the topic of “school readiness” or chil-
dren being “ready to learn” suggested a com-
munication barrier that was due to more than
simply language: such concepts did not seem
to be understood by these parents in the same
way that they are understood by U.S. educa-
tors.

Only one parent described activities intended
to prepare her child for school academically,
while the others seemed to consider the task of
preparing a child for school as consisting
mainly of the homemaking duties that provide
that child with nourishment, clothing and
good hygiene, in addition to impressing on the
child the importance of school and of paying
attention to teachers.

Question 5: What kind of resources would

have been helpful to you as you prepared your
child for school?
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Again, participants did not emphasize acade-
mic preparation of their children, though one
mentioned educational games and another
wished that her child had had some early help
with mathematics. Most seemed to feel that
they would have been able to do a better job of
helping their children prepare for school if
they had had more time at home with them in
their early years; similarly, they complained of
having to compete with the television for their
children’s attention.

Question 6: What do you think it means to be
“ready to learn” or “ready to enter school™?

Participants seemed to consider “school readi-
ness” to be a function of age, not ability. In
other words, children are “ready” to go to
school at a certain age, at which time — as
these parents seemed to conceive of it — the
school should be “ready” to teach their chil-
dren, regardless of their children’s ability
level. Along these same lines, several parents
seemed dissatisfied with the training provided
to county school teachers, specifically where
child psychology is concerned. One parent
specifically voiced concern that county teach-
ers are ill equipped to differentiate instruc-
tion; according to her, children in her child’s
class who are slower learners are not given
special attention by their teacher and are even
— translating her comments directly — “put
in the back of the classroom.” On a related
topic, one parent complained of “bad children”
in her child’s school (a problem she identified
as resulting from bad parenting), who engage
in fighting and bullying and causing other
children to grow reluctant to attend school.
None of the parents engaged this question in a
way that suggests they have a conception of
themselves as “their child's first teacher,” or
any of the other concepts attendant to the idea
of children arriving at school “ready to learn.”

Question 7: What is one thing that the county
could do or provide, that would help increase

children’s readiness for school?

Participants wished first and foremost for
more teachers, to reduce class sizes, as well as
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more bilingual teachers. One parent identified
conflicts at home as a major source of prob-
lems in school and expressed her desire for
counselors who could help children communi-
cate better with their parents, have more con-
fidence discussing school and other matters
with their parents, and deal with tensions
between their parents. Another parent sug-
gested similar counselors for parents. Finally,
all were united in their desire for more and
better information about available “extra
help” programs such as Head Start, Even
Start and so on.

6.C. New Mothers: Babies Born Healthy

The prenatal and neonatal indicators exam-
ined in section 4.A of this report give cause for
concern about the health of infants born in
Prince George’s County. County rates of infant
mortality, low birth weights (babies born
weighing less than 2,500 grams) and late pre-
natal care (third trimester or later) have all
been on the rise in recent years, and county
rates on all three of these indicators are con-
sistently higher than either the regional or
statewide rates. Meanwhile, relatively few
respondents to the LMB’s telephone opinion
poll considered infant health to be of any par-
ticular concern in the county.

Curious what light might be shed on this issue
by county residents themselves, the LMB con-
vened a focus group of mothers of young chil-
dren at the Surratts-Clinton branch of the
Prince George’s County Public Library, in
Clinton, on March 30, 2006. The focus group
was attended by two members of the consul-
tant’s staff, an employee of the LMB, and five
mothers of young children who were recruited
from among the attendees of a library story
hour. The mothers brought their children with
them.

The mothers, four African-Americans and one
Caucasian, ranged in age from 20 to 29; their
infants were between 8 and 13 months old.
None of the mothers had any children other
than the infants that were present, which
included one set of twins. All of the mothers

were married, and, while only three were col-
lege graduates, all had at least some college
education. All had annual household incomes
of more than $26,941, and three worked out-
side the home, from 24 to 30 hours per week.
All but one mother had home Internet access.

The mothers varied widely as to the point in
their pregnancies at which they had first real-
ized they were pregnant. Two detected their
pregnancies in the third week, two in the sixth
week and one in the twelfth week. Four of the
mothers received prenatal care starting in the
first trimester of pregnancy; one did not
receive prenatal care until just into the second
trimester. Four of the mothers said they visit-
ed the doctor at least once per month once
their pregnancies had been detected. Only one
of the mothers reported her doctor discussing
either nutrition or exercise with her during
her pregnancy.

None of the mothers reported consuming any
alcohol, illegal drugs or tobacco while preg-
nant. Two mothers reported eating junk food
and taking prescription medication.

Though three of the mothers mentioned
receiving non-routine or emergency medical
care during their pregnancies, none of the
infants had low birth weights. (The lightest
infant was 2,948 grams.) Two of the mothers
reported that their infants had needed non-
routine medical care during their first year.

Before the focus-group facilitator engaged the
mothers in conversation, participants complet-
ed a two-page survey that collected basic
demographic information about them and
their children and some information concern-
ing their pregnancies. Tallied results of this
mini-survey are presented in table 33. Once
the survey was complete, the facilitator
explained the purpose and nature of the dis-
cussion that was about to take place, and then
asked the following questions.

Question 1: Tell us about when you found out
you were pregnant.
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Table 33

Babies Born Healthy Focus Group:

Characteristics of Participants

Question Participant 1 Participant 2 Participant 3 Participant 4 Participant 5
1. Age 29 21 22 24 20
2. ZIP code 20735 20747 20746 20744 20735
3. Place of residence Clinton Clinton Andrews AFB Fort Washington Suitland
4. Hispanic/Latino No No No No No
5. Race African-American  African-American  African-American  African-American ~ Caucasian
6. Marital status Married Married Married Married Married
7. Education Some college Some college College grad. College grad. College grad.
8. 2004 HH income >$26,941 >$26,941 >$26,941 Not sure >$26,941
9. Home internet access? Yes Yes No Yes Yes
10.  Hours worked/week 28 0 30 24 0
11.  Family doctor? Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
12.  When learned preg.? 3 wks. 6 wks. 3 wks. 6 wks. 12 wks.
13.  When 1st dr. visit? 9 days later 4 days later 3 wks. later 2 wks. later 2 wks. later
14.  Freq. of dr. visits? As recommended 1/mo. As recommended As recommended  As recommended
15.  Non-routine med. care? Yes No No Yes Yes
16.  Dr. discussed nutrition? Yes No No No No
17.  Dr. discussed exercise? Yes No No No No
18.  If had >1 child, rec’d same
prenatal care for each? Yes 1 child 1 child 1 child 1 child
19.  Children
a. Number 2 1 1 1 1
b. Age 8 mo., 8 mo. 9 mo. 8 mo. 11 mo. 13 mo.
c. Birth weight (grams) 2,948; 3,175 3,311 3,234 3,220 3,692
d. Med. care during preg.? Yes; yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
e. Special medical care
while child <1 yr. old? No; no Yes No No Yes
20.  While pregnant, consumed:
a. Alcohol? No No No No No
b. lllegal drugs? No No No No No
c. Presc. drugs? No Yes Yes No No
d. Tobacco? No No No No No
e. Junk food? Yes No Yes No No

Four out of the five mothers indicated that
their pregnancies were planned, although
three admitted that they were surprised by
how quickly they became pregnant once they
ceased using birth control. One mother
described detecting her pregnancy with a
home test, only to be told by her doctor that
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she was not pregnant. It was not until her doc-
tor performed a second test that the home-test
results were confirmed.

The mother whose pregnancy was not planned

said that she continued to have her period dur-
ing the beginning of her pregnancy, and so did
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not have any reason to test herself or ask her
doctor to test her. A routine blood test in the
twelfth week of her pregnancy gave the first
indication that she was pregnant. This delay
was potentially dangerous for this mother,
who is diabetic, and whose baby was born
almost one month early.

Question 2: Tell us about what you ate and
did while you were pregnant.

Interestingly, only one of the mothers reported
receiving pregnancy-related nutritional advice
from her doctor, though another woman whose
pregnancy made her hypertensive was advised
to reduce salt intake as a result. Nonetheless,
four of the mothers reported making signifi-
cant changes to their diets while pregnant,
based on personal research and advice from
friends and family members. In general, these
changes consisted of reducing intake of sugar,
artificial sweeteners and salt, and increasing
consumption of protein such as chicken,
turkey, nuts, and so forth. One mother report-
ed specifically increasing her consumption of
fruits and of seeking additional iron sources,
including leafy green vegetables and supple-
ments. All of the mothers said they would have
welcomed more pregnancy-related nutritional
advice from their doctors.

None of the mothers reported adopting an
exercise program as a result of being preg-
nant, and the hypertensive mother said that
she was told by her doctor to suspend her
ongoing exercise routine during the pregnancy
because of her condition. Other than the latter,
all of the mothers reported that their doctors
offered no pregnancy-related exercise advice.

Question 3: Tell us about social support dur-
ing your pregnancy. If you were living with oth-
ers during your pregnancy — spouse, partner,
friend, family — did their eating and exercise
habits affect yours?

All of the mothers reported a high level of sup-
port from their spouses while pregnant. Most
of the mothers said that they and their hus-
bands almost always ate the same things dur-

ing the pregnancy, with three of the mothers
reporting that it was their husbands who did
the cooking during the pregnancy. One mother
reported feeling too sick to eat very much until
the sixteenth week of her pregnancy, and that
her husband tried to convince her to eat dur-
ing this period and worked to find appealing
dishes. This same mother said that her hus-
band also tried to talk her out of what she
described as her “more bizarre cravings.”

Question 4: How often did you see your
health-care provider during your pregnancy?

Each mother saw her doctor at least once a
month while pregnant, once the pregnancy
was detected. The mother whose pregnancy
was detected late (twelfth week) eventually
came to the conclusion that she should have
been going more often, and that she should
have been seeing a fetal health specialist due
to her diabetes. However, her doctor never
referred her to one. Two mothers saw their
doctors more often than once a month during
certain stages of their pregnancies, one
because her cervix began opening at the eigh-
teenth week (for the next six weeks she saw
her doctor weekly). The hypertensive mother
saw her obstetrician/gynecologist monthly and
also, due to her hypertension, made monthly
visits to a fetal health specialist. None of the
mothers reported feeling that she needed to
visit the doctor more often but was prevented
by circumstance from doing so.

Question 5: Describe any complications or
problems you might have had during your
pregnhancy.

Three mothers experienced some sort of com-
plication during pregnancy. One went into pre-
mature labor at week 29, which she associated
with unknowingly consuming a food to which
she was allergic the day before. This mother
was hospitalized for four days and the labor
ceased. There were no apparent adverse
affects on her pregnancy; in fact, her baby was
born two weeks after the predicted delivery
date.
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One mother delivered nearly one month early,
with the baby suffering no other apparent ill
effects beyond those normally associated with
premature delivery.

The hypertensive mother was placed on a reg-
imen of bed rest for the final weeks of her
pregnancy as a precaution. However, her blood
pressure eventually grew so elevated that her
baby was delivered via C-section one week
before the predicted delivery date, because of
concerns for the health of both the baby and
the mother. The mother said that her baby suf-
fered no apparent ill effects.

A fourth mother reported no problems other
than the fact that her delivery was late. One
week after her predicted delivery date, doctors
chemically induced her labor and she deliv-
ered a healthy baby without incident.

The fifth mother observed that it seemed as
though she was hearing of induced deliveries
commonly taking place earlier than in the
past. She said that she thought that doctors
used to wait until the delivery was two weeks
late; now, she says, one week is typical.

This concluded the scripted portion of the
focus group. As a follow-up question, the facil-
itator asked the mothers what additional pro-
grams, information or other resources they felt
that the county should make available to
expecting mothers. All of the mothers agreed
that no mother should have to go without
childbirthing classes in the weeks before deliv-
ery, which would acquaint a mother-to-be with
what to expect at the hospital and how best to
prepare. The women wondered if such classes
were available for low-income mothers; if they
are, these mothers, several of whom felt that
they would probably have qualifies, had never
heard of them. In a similar vein, one mother
wondered if the county could make classes or
information concerning breast feeding avail-
able, noting that the advice she had received
from a lactation consultant had been invalu-
able to her own success with this process.
Another mother agreed that this was neces-
sary, as she had been unable to obtain any use-
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ful advice on the subject from her pediatrician.

One mother wondered what sort of follow-up
treatment and observation is performed for
babies delivered prematurely to low-income
mothers. A friend of hers who is a military
dependent had delivered prematurely, this
mother explained, and military medical per-
sonnel had checked in on the baby at home
several times a month for the first year or two
of its life. The mother in the focus group who
had delivered prematurely said that, if the
county had such a program, she was unaware
of it.

Finally, all of the mothers agreed that they
could have used more pregnancy-related
nutrition information. One mother suggested
that the county prepare an information packet
that would contain not only this information
but also contact information for all county
pregnancy- and early-childhood-related ser-
vices, which could be given to county doctors
for distribution to their patients.
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Part I1l: Future Focus

Chapter 7. Concluding Focus

This chapter summarizes this report's main
findings, compares the statistical analysis to
the public opinions collected through polling
and focus groups, and suggests possible steps
for the future.

7.A. Statistical Analysis

The Prince George’s County LMB recommends
a continued special focus on at least two of the
three result areas examined in this report.

7.A.1. Babies Born Healthy

The county has its work cut out for it as it
strives to achieve this result. Among the met-
ropolitan suburban region jurisdictions,
Prince George’s County has the highest rates
of low birth weights, infant mortality and
mothers receiving late or no prenatal care. The
county has the second-highest rate of births to
teenage mothers.

The county’s rate of low birth weights has been
considerably higher than the state’s or the
region’s since at least 1995, and has increased
over that time period as well. The county rate
increased more than the statewide rate,
although less than the suburban region’s rate.

The county’s infant mortality rate has declined
since 1995, more than the region’s decrease
but less than the state’s. Nonetheless, the
county rate consistently exceeds the state and
regional rates.

The proportion of county mothers receiving
late or no prenatal care has been rising steadi-
ly since 1997, and the increase in the county
rate substantially exceeds the increases seen
state- and regionwide. As well, the county rate
has been consistently higher than the state or
regional rate since 1995, notwithstanding a
period of sharp decrease in the county 1995-
1997.

The rate of births to teenage mothers in Prince
George’s County has been declining steadily
since at least 1995. The county rate was very
similar to the state rate over this time period,
although the county saw a slightly larger
decrease than the state. However, the county
rate greatly exceeded the regional rate during
these years.

Prince George’s County should be proud of the
reduction in the rate of births to teenagers
described above. However, it is clear that the
other statistics on county births give cause for
concern.

7.A.2. Children Successful in School

According to their scores on the state-mandat-
ed Work Sampling System, Prince George’s
County kindergartners start school relatively
less prepared than students in any neighbor-
ing jurisdictions.

On a related note, the county’s kindergartners
are also least likely to have some form of early
school experience (nursery school, preschool,
day care, etc.), compared to other kindergart-
ners in the suburban region.

This lack of preparation suggests itself as one
possible cause of the county’s relatively low
scores on state performance assessments.
Though the Maryland School Assessment
reading scores for county third graders have
risen since SY 2002-03 (the first year the tests
were administered), they remain lower than
the scores in any other suburban region juris-
diction. And the county was one of only three
suburban region jurisdictions to see a decline
in third-grade reading scores on the superced-
ed Maryland School Performance Assessment
Program test administered through SY 2001-
02. The proportional decrease in county third
graders achieving a “satisfactory” score on this
test was the largest in the region, at a time
when the state and region saw slight increas-
es.

County performance on the indicator “vio-
lence-related suspensions” does not give much
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cause for concern, but the county’s rates of
chronic school absence at all grade levels are
unacceptably higher than the rates seen in the
other suburban region jurisdictions, the region
as a whole and the state itself.

Of course, any discussion of education-related
shortcomings risks appearing to cast blame on
parents and the schools, but such is not the
intention here. Rather, the intention is to
point out in a dispassionate way that problems
exist, as a first step toward solving them.

7.A.3. Children Safe in their Families
and Communities

When all tracked categories of child maltreat-
ment are combined, Prince George's County
has the highest rate in the suburban region,
exceeding as well the state and regional rates.
However, when the categories of abuse are
broken down, it is only in the physical abuse
category that the county leads its neighbors.
Incidents of neglect and of sexual abuse are
lower in the county than in all but two of its
neighbors. This is not to minimize the county’s
physical abuse problem, but rather to show
that (a) this is a multi-part indicator and (b)
the county is doing well on two of its three
parts. Concentrating on the third at this point,
it may be hoped, can only bring improvement.

It is so rare that juveniles die violent deaths in
this area that the data on this indicator are
highly unstable, and any conclusions drawn
therefrom must be considered tentative in the
extreme. That said, the county had the second-
lowest rate of such deaths in 2002 and saw a
much larger proportional decrease 1999-2002
than either the state or the region as a whole.

There is also no real cause for concern about
the county’s rate of arrests of juveniles for
property crime: the county has the second-low-
est rate of such arrests and the second-highest
rate of decrease in such arrests 1994-2003 in
the region.

Also, even though the county has the highest
rate of arrests of juveniles for murder in the
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region, it had a higher decrease in the rate of
such arrests 1994-2003 than any of its neigh-
bors. Besides, the actual number of these
arrests tends to be so small (two in 2003, for
example) as to render murders by juveniles
almost statistical non-events.

And though a higher proportion of county
juveniles are arrested for violent crimes than
in all of the other suburban region jurisdic-
tions save one, it must be pointed out that —
among the suburban region jurisdictions —
Prince George’s County saw the largest pro-
portional decrease in such arrests 1994-2003.

7.B. Focus Groups

The LMB convened three focus groups to help
improve understanding of several issues that
seemed particularly problematic, at least
when the county’s performance is compared to
that of its neighbors: chronic school absence;
lack of early school experience; and too many
mothers receiving late or no prenatal care.

The high-schoolers who attended the chronic
school absence focus group shared personal
experiences and observations that are dis-
tressing to anyone concerned about the state
of education in this county. Their weariness
with teachers they find unresponsive and
uncaring, their blithely accepting attitude
about violence and crime, and their cynicism
regarding the prospect of improvement sug-
gest that the quality of the day-to-day educa-
tional experiences of some county students
leaves much to be desired.

The second focus group was concerned with
low rates of preschool attendance in the coun-
ty, particularly among Hispanic children, and
consisted of Hispanic parents of young chil-
dren. Indeed, the parents in attendance — all
relatively recent immigrants with little to no
ability in conversational English — said that
none of their children were or ever had been in
attendance at any kind of formal preschool or
other early school experience. The reason
given was expense, which made it all the more
striking that only one attendee had ever heard
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of preschool programs aimed at low-income
families, such as Head Start. All of the atten-
dees expressed a desire for more and better
information about such programs, although it
was not clear that these particular parents
saw a distinct link between preschool and
“school readiness,” at least as the term is used
among U.S. educators.

The Hispanic parents also voiced concerns
about the training of the county teachers they
had encountered, pointing specifically to what
they saw as a lack of preparation in child psy-
chology (partly manifested in what they
described as “bad behavior” among their chil-
dren’s classmates) and in differentiating
instruction for different ability levels. All of
the parents wished for more (and more bilin-
gual) teachers and smaller class sizes, and
several mentioned that they would like coun-
seling to help them reduce parent/child con-
flict in the home.

As for the focus group for mothers of new-
borns, this group was a little hard to draw con-
clusions from, seeing as how all the mothers
seemed essentially to have done the right
things and to have taken care of themselves
reasonably well. However, the four partici-
pants’ repeated mention of the need for more
publicly availabile information on nutrition
should perhaps been taken into consideration
by the county.

7.C. Polling Data

The LMB commissioned a random telephone
survey as another information-gathering tool.
The main goal was to compare the significance
of certain issues as determined through statis-
tical analysis with the emphasis placed on
these same issues by members of the public.
The three issues that were of highest concern
to survey respondents were teenage mother-
hood, property crimes by teenagers and violent
crimes by teenagers. Statistical analysis found
cause for real concern on only one of these
issues, teenage motherhood, though there was
less cause for concern on this indicator than
there was with each of the other three birth-

related indicators.

In general, the public’s expressed concern
tended to group the indicators almost exactly
as this report does: with little exception,
crime-related indicators ranked high in the
minds of the public, behind only teenage moth-
erhood; school-related indicators ranked just
behind crime; and birth-related issues (except
for teenage motherhood) ranked lowest, even
though it is in the area of birth-related health
issues that the county compares least favor-
ably with its neighbors. In other words, public
concern did not match the statistical analysis
particularly well.

7.D. Planning Implications

An analysis of this nature can only identify
topics and issues worthy of closer examination
and estimate in a very general way the reso-
nance of such topics and issues with the public
at large. In other words, it is manifestly not
the purpose of this report to set policy or defin-
itively identify one issue as “more important”
than others. Ultimately, it is up to the county’s
leaders and its populace to set priorities and
determine the steps necessary to accomplish
those priorities. That said, the statistical and
public opinion data in this report suggest
numerous research questions and possible
next steps.

7.D.1. Future Research Questions

This report may be thought of as one step in
an ongoing process of analysis and improve-
ment. The statistical data reported here raise
many questions for future study. The list
below presents possible research questions for
selected indicators under all three results.

7.D.1.1. Result 1: Babies Born Healthy

(a) Low birth weights: Among the five subur-
ban region counties, Prince George’s County
has the highest rate of low-birth-weight babies
(i.e., born weighing less than 2,500 grams).
The county rate has been trending upward
since 1999.
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Possible research questions about LBW:

= Why is the LBW rate increasing?

= |s it increasing among all mothers, or
among members of specific ethnic/racial
groups?

= |s it increasing among mothers of all ages?

= What correlations exist in this county
between LBW and early prenatal care?

= Are mothers who recently immigrated to
the U.S. more or less likely to have a low-
birth-weight baby?

= What do mothers who experience LBW
have in common?

(b) Infant mortality: Among the five suburban
region counties, Prince George’s County has
the highest infant mortality rate. The county
rate has been trending upward since 2000.

Possible research questions about infant mor-

tality:

= Why is the county’s infant mortality rate
increasing?

= |s it increasing among all mothers, or
among members of specific ethnic/racial
groups?

= |s it increasing among mothers of all ages?

= What correlations exist in this county
between infant mortality and early pre-
natal care?

= Are mothers who recently immigrated to
the U.S. more or less likely to experience
infant mortality?

= What do mothers who experience infant
mortality have in common?

(c) Prenatal care: Among the five suburban
counties, Prince George’s County has the high-
est rate of mothers receiving late (third-
trimester) or no prenatal care. This rate had
been decreasing (an improvement) until 1997,
when it turned sharply upward.

Possible research questions about prenatal

care:

= Why is the county’s rate of women receiving
late or no prenatal care increasing so
dramatically?

= What policy changes or other events in or
around 1997 might have triggered the
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ensuing increase in the rate of women
receiving late or no prenatal care?

= |Is the rate increasing among all mothers, or
among members of specific ethnic/racial
groups?

= |s it increasing among mothers of all ages?

= Are mothers who recently immigrated to
this country more or less likely to receive
late/no prenatal care?

= How cognizant are county residents of the
importance of prenatal care?

7.D.1.2. Result 2: Children Successful in
School

(a) Kindergarten readiness: As shown by their
scores on the Work Sampling System assess-
ment, Prince George’s County kindergartners
arrive in school less “ready to learn” than do
kindergartners in the other four suburban
region counties. One possibly related factor
might be the low rate of early school experi-
ence (i.e., preschool, nursery school, day care,
Head Start, etc.) among county Kkindergart-
ners. Out of the five suburban area jurisdic-
tions, Prince George’'s County has the lowest
rate of kindergartners with some form of early
school experience; the county rate also wors-
ened between SY 2002-03 and SY 2003-04.
Among the CDPs chosen for study in this
report, predominantly Hispanic neighbor-
hoods had the lowest rates of kindergartners
with some form of early school experience.

Possible research questions about early school

experience:

= |s the county’s rate of kindergartners with
no early school experience growing accord
ing to other measures?

= If so, is it growing among all ethnic/racial
groups?

= Is it as pronounced among county
Hispanics as the data here suggest?

= If so, what cultural reasons might there be
for this?

= Are recent immigrants more or less likely
to ensure that their children have early
school experience?

= How cognizant are county residents of the
benefits of early school experience?
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(b) Third-grade reading scores: Prince
George’s County third graders consistently
score lower on standardized tests of reading
ability than third graders in the other four
suburban area jurisdictions, going back to
1994. Further, from 1994 to 2002, the propor-
tion of county third graders scoring “satisfac-
tory” in reading on the state’s MSPAP stan-
dardized test decreased substantially, unlike
every other suburban region jurisdiction save
Montgomery County. (The MSA, introduced in
2003, is too new to provide reliable trend infor-
mation.)

Possible research questions about third-grade

reading scores:

= Which county third graders achieve at
grade level on state and other assessments?

= Do students from particular schools score
higher than students at other schools, or do
most schools show widely varying results?

= Do students from particular parts of the
county score higher than students from
other parts of the county?

= What factors and strategies do Prince
George’s County and Montgomery County
have in common? (Both counties saw
almost identical rates of decline in third
grade reading achievement on MSPAP,
1994-2002.)

= Do the state assessment instruments
provide fair measures of minority student
achievement?

= Are high scores on statewide tests like MSA
(MSPAP’s replacement) associated with
high academic achievement later on?

= What do county students, parents and
teachers think would help solve this
problem?

(c) Violence-related suspensions: The available
data suggest that Prince George’s County is
not doing particularly better or worse than its
neighbors where this indicator is concerned.
However, differences in definitions of “vio-
lence-related” from one county to another may
cloud the issue.

Possible research question about violence-
related suspensions:

= |s it accurate to say that Prince George’s
County schools are less violent than the
schools in some neighboring counties, or is
it the case that violent students are
handled outside of the suspension system
(expulsion, arrest and so on)?

= Do those neighboring counties with higher
violence-related suspension rates truly
have more violent schools than Prince
George’s County does, or do they have
stricter behavior codes and/or enforcement?

= How much violence is tolerated at the
micro level (students, teachers) in county
schools without being reported, compared
to schools in neighboring counties? In other
words, is violent and/or threatening
behavior more accepted in one county’s
schools than in another’s?

(d) Chronic school absence: An extremely large
proportion of county students misses 20 or
more days of school per year, much larger than
in neighboring counties. In fact, almost one-
third of county high schoolers missed 20 or
more school days in SY 2003-04.

Possible research questions about chronic

school absence:

= Why is it so easy for students to skip
school?

= How tolerant of school absenteeism are
county parents?

= Why do so many students want to skip
school?

= How many county students skip school
because of fears of violence?

= What do students who are skipping school
do instead of going to school?

= What do county students, parents and
teachers think would help solve this
problem?

7.D.1.3. Result 3: Children Safe in Their
Families and Communities

(a) Juvenile violent deaths: Statistically, this
indicator is of little concern in the county. But
that does not mean that county juveniles are
not exposed to lesser forms of violence.
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Possible research questions about juvenile’s

exposure to violence:

= How much violence are county youths
exposed to?

= How many county youths are hospitalized
because of violence?

= How many county youths are afraid that
they might become victims of violence?

= How likely are young victims of violence to
commit violent crimes later?

(b) Child abuse and neglect: The county’s over-
all rate of “indicated” child abuse and neglect
cases is higher than that of its neighbors,
though Anne Arundel and Charles counties
have rates similar to the county’s. This overall
rate is composed of various subcategories,
however, and it is only in one of these (physi-
cal abuse) that the county’s rate exceeds the
rates in the other suburban region jurisdic-
tions. Prince George’'s County’s rates of child
neglect and sexual abuse (the other two main
categories) tend more toward the middle of the
suburban region jurisdictions’ rates.

Possible research questions about child abuse

and neglect:

= What cultural practices and traditions
might contribute to the county’s relatively
high rate of child physical abuse?

= What relationship, if any, exists between
race/ethnicity and likelihood of child
physical abuse?

= What are county parents’ and caregivers’
views on corporal punishment of children?

= How cognizant are county parents and
caregivers of the county’s and state’s laws
and guidelines concerning the physical
punishment of children?

= Are the children of recent immigrants more
or less likely to be abused?

= What sort of acts are typical of child
physical abuse in this county?

= How easily can county parents access
support services (e.g., counseling, hotlines,
information about alternatives to physical
punishment, etc.) that could help prevent
child abuse? Are there any such
resources available 24 hours per day?
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= What do county parents think would
improve this situation?

(c) Juvenile arrests: This report considered
juvenile arrests for property crimes, violent
crimes and homicide. The only one of these
indicators that seemed problematic for the
county was juvenile violent crime arrests.
Prince George’'s County had the second-high-
est rate of such arrests in the suburban region,
although it should not be overlooked that this
rate decreased 1994-2003.

Possible research questions about juvenile

arrests:

= Do juvenile arrest rates paint a realistic
picture of juvenile crime in this county?

= How many unsolved crimes bear hallmarks
of youthful perpetrators?

= How did the county lower the rate of
juvenile violent crime arrests? Can this
success be expanded?

7.D.2. Next Steps

In prioritizing the next steps and research
guestions the county elects to pursue, some
consideration must be given to the general
public's perception of these and other issues
concerning the health and well-being of coun-
ty children. It would be a mistake to concen-
trate only on those issues on which the public
holds strong opinions, since some of these
(juvenile homicide, for example) seem much
more important to the public at large than the
statistical analysis performed for this report
would suggest. But it is important to find a
balance between the public’s interest in and
the statistical importance of the issues the
county chooses to address first.

This report’s statistical analysis, when consid-
ered in combination with the results of the
public poll, suggests that the county would do
well to concentrate on education-related issues
as a first step. Prince George's County lags
behind its neighbors on several measures of
student achievement, and the public’s con-
cerns about education were exceeded only by
its concerns about crime (and teenage mother-
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hood). Also, the poll's open-ended question
returned more comments related to education
than to any other topic. It therefore seems
likely that any programs perceived by the pub-
lic as improving the quality of county schools
would meet with wide support, at least among
parents with children (the population that was
surveyed). Though the public was more con-
cerned about juvenile crime than it was about
education (perhaps to an extreme not support-
ed by the available data), it seems possible
that improving the county’s schools and pro-
viding more extensive mentoring, counseling
and after-school and summer programs might
improve some of the county’s juvenile crime
statistics as well.

The guestion of maternal and neo-natal health
issues (under the result “babies born healthy”)
is more difficult. It is arguably on such issues
that the county is most out of step with its
neighbors; however, these issues did not
appear particularly compelling to survey
respondents. The three official birth-related
indicators selected for this project ranked
toward the bottom of the list of public con-
cerns, even though teenage motherhood — a
related issue though not one of the officially
selected indicators — topped the list. Clearly,
the problems of infant mortality, mothers
receiving late or no prenatal care and low-
birth-weight babies deserve urgent, ongoing
attention, and yet it appears that the public
would welcome more aggressive intervention
into other issues entirely. However, the fact
that public concern about teenage motherhood
runs so high provides an “in”: any public cam-
paign to reduce the rate of teenage mother-
hood — a campaign which the poll suggests
would meet with popular support — could
quite naturally include components that
address these other birth-related issues, and
could even grow out of or link to the after-
school and summer programs alluded to
above. (That increased education is needed on
the importance of these issues is made clear by
the fact that, on the public opinion poll, the
three official birth-related indicator questions
received the three highest proportions of “don’t
know” answers: DKs were 30.3 percent of

responses to the infant mortality question,
28.4 percent of responses to the low birth
weights question, and 10.4 percent of respons-
es to the prenatal care question.)

Whatever courses of action are taken, and as
the public opinion poll made clear, Prince
George's County has a particularly valuable
resource that greatly improves its chances of
success in any and all endeavors: a diverse,
engaged and informed populace, truly con-
cerned about the health, safety and well-being
of the county’s children, youth and families.

The End
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Appendix 1: Glossary

This glossary gives the meaning of some of the
more frequently encountered technical terms,
acronyms and abbreviations in this study.

AAFB: Andrews Air Force Base.

CCYF: Commission for Children, Youth and
Families (Prince George’s County’s Local
Management Board or LMB).

CDP: Census designated place.

CDP-ZIP: Approximate equivalencies used to
compare information organized by CDP with
information organized by ZIP code.

CIP: Census incorporated place.

DK: People who answered “don’'t know” to a
given telephone survey question.

Dual parents: Telephone poll respondents who
are part of a two-adult household with chil-
dren, as opposed to single parents.

Early school experience: Umbrella term for all
formal pre-school experience, including Head
Start, Even Start, preschool, nursery school
and various forms of day care facilities.

IGS: InterGroup Services, Inc., a Baltimore
consulting company.

LBW: Low birth weight.

LMB: Local Management Board.

Lower-end earners: Respondents to the tele-
phone survey with annual household income
of zero to $64,999.

MSA: Maryland School Assessments, state-
mandated standardized tests administered
yearly since 2003.

MSPAP: Maryland School Performance

Assessment Program, state-mandated stan-
dardized tests administered yearly 1993-2002.

Commission for Children, Youth and Families

OCYF: Office of Children, Youth and Families,
former name of the state agency now known as
the Governor’s Office for Children.

PNC: Prenatal care.

SCYF: Subcabinet for Children, Youth and
Families, a state-level group of the heads of all
state agencies whose purview includes ser-
vices, of any sort, to infants, children and
youth; a sort of state equivalent to the coun-
ties’ LMBs.

Suburban region: Anne Arundel, Calvert,
Charles, Howard, Montgomery and Prince
George’s counties.

SY: School year.

Unemployment rate: A percentage based on
the number of respondents to a telephone sur-
vey who actively sought work in the four
weeks before the survey. Unemployment rates
do not include people not seeking work (such
as homemakers, discouraged job-seekers and
prisoners and other institutionalized popula-
tions).

Upper-end earners: Respondents to the tele-
phone survey with annual household income

of $65,000 and higher.

WSS: Work Sampling System.
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Appendix 2: LMB Members

Appendix 2 lists the members of the Prince
George’s County LMB, or Commission for
Children, Youth and Families, as it is officially
known.

Chair:

Maralita L. Freeny
Director

Memorial Library System
Prince George’s County

Director:

Dr. Judy M. DuBose

Administrator

Administration for Children, Youth and
Families

Prince George’s County

Members:

Adrienne L. Bennett

Director

Department of Family Services
Prince George’s County

Dr. Wesley Boykin

Division of Strategic Planning

Prince George’s County Public Schools
Prince George’s County

Capt. Victoria Brock

Youth and Family Services

Prince George’s County Police Department
Prince George’s County

Gwendolyn Clerkley
Acting Director

Health Department
Prince George’s County

Rev. John Henry Coursey
Citizen Representative

Thomas R. Hendershot
Council Member

Prince George’s County Council
Prince George’s County

Dr. James A. Dula

Deputy Chief Administrative Officer
Health and Human Services

Office of the County Executive
Prince George’s County

Karyn Lynch
Department of Social Services
Prince George’s County

Darilyn E. Marinelli
Maryland National Capital Parks and
Planning Commission

Douglas Mohler
Department of Juvenile Services
Prince George’'s County

Joseph Puhalla
Business Representative
Workforce Services Corporation

Thomas M. Thompson

Director

Department of Housing and Community
Development

Prince George’s County

Christine Waddler

Director

Core Service Agency
Department of Family Services
Prince George’s County
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Appendix 3: Project Consultants

Appendix 3 gives details on InterGroup
Services, Inc. the project's prime contractor,
and Gonzales Marketing and Research
Strategies, Inc., the polling subcontractor.

Prime Contractor:
InterGroup Services, Inc.

1GS’s principals have a combination of over 25
years’ experience in directly managing, or
managing projects for, non-profits, advocacy
coalitions and government agencies. IGS’s net-
work of 11 regular staff and over 30 consul-
tants includes professionals with extensive
experience in research methodology, project
management, communications, data manage-
ment, systems development and data analysis.
IGS is a U.S. Small Business Administration-
certified small and disadvantaged business
and a Maryland Department of Transportat-
ion-certified minority-owned business. IGS
personnel involved in this study were:

Cyd T. Lacanienta, M.S.W.
Chair & CEO

Douglas P. Munro, Ph.D.
President, COO & CFO

Sutton R. Stokes
Policy Analyst

Rebecca A. Abernathy
Editor and Senior Health Analyst

Lauren E. Koontz
Project Specialist

Daurice Y. Gorham
Office and Business Administrator

116 E. 25th Street
Baltimore, MD 21218

T: (410) 662-7253
F: (410) 662-7254
E: igs@intergroup services.com
W: www.intergroupservices.com
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