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Executive Summary

The purpose of this evaluation was to examine tleeteveness of the Teach Me To
Read At Home™ program. The evaluation included dshifioom two years of the program,
2007-2008 and 2008-2009, and sought to answenqfrestions:
(1) What was the extent of participation in the progfam
(2) What was the fidelity of the intervention?
(3) How did the program affect parents’ literacy bebaviat home, as indicated
by parent report?
(4) What was the effectiveness of the program?
(5) Were there differences in emergent literacy skiéisveen groups during the
prekindergarten year?

The Teach Me To Read At Home™ program providesimé&tion to parents about
enhancing their children’s literacy skills durirgetyear prior to kindergarten. The program
consists of five sessions which parents attend thigir children, and each session presents a
different topic: Book and Print Awareness, LettecBgnition, Vocabulary Building, Sound
Awareness and Letter Sounds. The sessions teaghtpabout the selected literacy skill and
appropriate activities to develop that skill thraugpth large group and small group sessions. In
addition, the parents engage in guided practidbevfictivities with their children, and can
receive feedback from the presenters as needed.

The extent of participation in the program wasnexeed across both years. Participation
was defined as attending at least one sessionalDvée program had a high participation rate,
with 67% of families who had preregistered for lenghrten attending during 2007-2008 and
48% of the families who had preregistered for kigdeten attending in 2008-2009. Specific
information about attendance varied across thesy&at most participants attended either the
first or the second session. The greatest numbianafies attended one session only, and very
few families attended all five sessions. Therefarest families did not receive the intervention
in its entirety.

The fidelity of the intervention was examined B08-2009 to determine whether the
program was implemented in the manner in whichais mtended. All of the large group
sessions were observed, and a random sample sindilégroup sessions was observed across
the year. Overall, both the large group and snmallig sessions were conducted with fidelity.
The large group sessions had nearly 99% fidelibe 3mall group sessions varied, but overall,
they had nearly 87% fidelity. In general, when shaall group presenters did not include all of
the planned material it was due to limited timej #rey reduced the amount of time for practice
with adults. However, they generally presentedBthe material, modeled the activities and



provided time to practice with the children. Theuks from the fidelity observations indicate
that the intervention was typically implementeglned, so information about the results of
the intervention can be interpreted with more aberfice than if the intervention did not have
fidelity.

Information was also collected from the parents watiended the program to examine
parents’ perceptions of whether the sessions afiidideracy-related activities at home. The
majority of parents reported that they had previpaagaged in many literacy-related activities,
but after attending the sessions, they modifiedatags in which they conducted these activities.
Parents indicated the program provided them wiheater awareness of the ways in which to
develop their children’s literacy skills. Specitibanges included an increase in the amount of
activities, the use of specific techniques learaietthe sessions, and having more fun when doing
literacy activities with their children. In additipparents noted that they focused more on certain
key skills and were able to incorporate literadg iather activities throughout the day.

Therefore, according to many of the parents, thane some changes in literacy activities at
home after attending the sessions.

An examination of student outcomes was conductetidth cohorts, as well as for the
two cohorts combined to increase the power of tiayaes. The literacy skills of students whose
parents participated in the program (the intergengroup) were compared with the skills of
students whose parents did not participate in thgram (the comparison group). With the
2007-2008 cohort, DIBELS scores were examined adinglergarten and first grade, and with
the 2008-2009 cohort, DIBELS scores in kindergawwene examined. In kindergarten, the
DIBELS measures are Initial Sound Fluency (ISF}tdreNaming Fluency (LNF), Phoneme
Segmentation Fluency (PSF) and Nonsense Word RIU®&WF). ISF is assessed in the fall and
winter, LNF is assessed in the fall, winter andrgprand PSF and NWF are assessed in the
winter and spring. In first grade, LNF is colleciedhe fall and PSF and NWF are assessed in
the fall, winter and spring. In addition, Oral ReapFluency (ORF) is assessed in the winter and
spring. The instructional recommendationgraénsive, Strategic andBenchmark, based on
DIBELS scores, were also examined to assess stidevel of risk. These were examined
across kindergarten for both cohorts, and firstgrar the 2008-2009 cohort.

The first set of analyses examined the DIBELS scoréhe fall of kindergarten, to
determine whether there were any significant dififiees in students’ literacy skills between the
two groups. It was expected that the greatestréifiees would be found at the beginning of
kindergarten, given that Step By Step Learfiings involved with the school district to help
teachers with providing appropriate interventiongtudents in kindergarten and first grade. The
results of these analyses indicate that studentsevparents participated in the Teach Me To
Read At Home™ program entered kindergarten withiaantly higher skills in Initial Sound
Fluency and Letter Naming Fluency. Students froenitibervention group began kindergarten



with significantly higher skills in both letter namg and phonological awareness than students
whose parents did not participate in the program.

Another set of analyses were conducted to assestharrstudents had differences in
their DIBELS scores over time. Although the studantthe intervention group began the year
with significantly higher scores than the comparigooup, differences across the year were not
significant for most measures. However, differeroesveen the groups remained significant
over time for Letter Naming Fluency. With substahtimounts of intervention being given to
students throughout kindergarten and first grade,would expect that there would not be many
differences over time. However, for Letter Namirigdncy skills, the differences between the
groups continued across the kindergarten year.

A final set of analyses involved examining the instional recommendations of the
DIBELS, which indicate students’ level of risk. 8&nts whose parents participated in the Teach
Me To Read At Home™ program entered kindergarteh l@ss risk related to their literacy
skills. The differences between the groups decrkaser time, which is likely due to the level of
intervention received during the year. Howeverdstis from the intervention group continued
to have less risk across kindergarten and througirstigrade than students whose parents did
not attend the program. In addition, among thoséestts who began kindergarten most at risk,
the students in the intervention group consistemaly lower percentages lotensive risk level
by the end of kindergarten year and throughout §irade than found among the comparison
group students.

After finding that the intervention group begandangarten with higher scores, a
guestion needed to be raised as to whether oramehi{s who participated in the Teach Me to
Read At Home™ program were already more involveigathing their young children early
literacy skills compared to those parents choosigo attend the program. Students’ emergent
literacy skills during the prekindergarten year &gekamined, to determine whether there were
differences in skill levels between the groups.skhskills were assessed through the CIRCLE
measures of Rapid Letter Naming, Rapid Vocabulaagnhg, and Phonological Awareness
Screener. Analyses found that there were no statiigt significant differences between the
groups in their emergent literacy skills. The assents were collected at different points during
the year, so there are limitations in the examamatif group differences. However, these
findings suggest that the groups had similar dédyacy skills during the year before
kindergarten, which provides further support fa #ffectiveness of the program.

The results of the evaluation indicate effectivenafsthe program. Specifically, the
program helped children to have higher literacyislkit kindergarten entry, and the letter naming
skills remained constant over time. In additiom, tisk levels of students were lower among the
program participants, and these results persistedighout kindergarten and first grade. Note



that these results were found with most parengmdiihg only one or two of the program
sessions. This suggests that even with attendilygooe session, parents gained an increased
awareness of enhancing students’ literacy at harddleat they were engaging in relevant
activities with their children. Indeed, parent remuggested that families were altering the ways
in which they interacted with their children to anlee literacy skills.

In summary, these findings support the effectivertdshe Teach Me To Read At
Home™ program in improving selected literacy skiischildren, so that children are entering
kindergarten with more skills in letter naming grftbneme awareness, and they continue to
have greater letter naming skills over time. Iniadd, the program helps children to begin
school with less risk than students whose paredtaat attend the program, and to have less
risk throughout kindergarten and first grade.



Key Findings

The Teach Me To Read At Home™ program helped stasdarier kindergarten
with significantly higher skills in initial sounduency and letter naming fluency
than students whose parents did not participatieeiprogram.

Students whose parents attended the program cedtiolhave significantly
higher skills in letter naming fluency across tledergarten year.

Students of the program entered kindergarten w#h tisk in their literacy skills
than students whose parents did not attend thegrog

Across kindergarten and first grade, students wipasents participated in the
program continued to experience less risk in thteiracy skills.

Among those students who began kindergarten mostkathe students of
program participants consistently had lower per@ges ofntensiverisk level by
the end of kindergarten year and throughout firatlg than found among the
students whose parents did not attend the program.

Overall, the Teach Me To Read At Home™ program drbktudents to have
higher literacy skills in kindergarten and to expece less risk in their literacy
skills throughout kindergarten and first grade.

Students from both the intervention and compargronips had similar levels of
literacy skills before entering kindergarten, whfarither supports the
effectiveness of the program.




Introduction

The Pleasant Valley School District and Step BgpStearnin§ conducted a series of
five parent training sessions to provide parentk wiformation about enhancing their children’s
literacy skills before their children enter kindartgn. This program is called Teach Me To Read
At Home™, although the school district refers tagtReady Set Read. An evaluation of the
effectiveness of the program was conducted fordalworts of the program: the 2007-2008 and
2008-2009 program years. An evaluation of this paogincludes an examination of student
outcomes after students entered school, to asdexthaey there were differences in students’
literacy skills between students whose parentsqgieated and students whose parents did not
participate in the program. In addition, the evaliraexamines the extent of parent participation,
the fidelity with which the intervention was condedt and parental reports of literacy behaviors
at home.

Program

The Teach Me To Read At Home™ program providésmmation to parents about the
development of literacy skills, appropriate skiiat should be enhanced during the
prekindergarten year, and ways in which parentshedm children develop those skills. The
program consists of five sessions, which both garand children attend. (Note that the current
version of this program has six sessions, but gnsion implemented during this evaluation had
five sessions.) While the parents attend the lgrgap session and smaller breakout sessions, the
children meet separately with other school persbame volunteers to engage in literacy-related
activities. Toward the end of the session, thedcéil join their parents at the breakout sessions
and the parents practice the activities with thiikdren.

Each session focuses on a selected literacy tBpigk and Print Awareness, Letter
Recognition, Vocabulary Building, Sound Awarenesd better Sounds. The sessions begin
with a 30-minute large group session, in whichghesenter provides an explanation of the topic
and discusses ways to develop that skill. Aftensaparents meet in smaller breakout sessions,
in which the presenter provides more specific &gt to enhance the targeted skills and
provides opportunities for parents to practiceabtvities while they can get feedback from the
presenter. The breakout sessions meet for apprtedynane hour; during the first half-hour, the
presenter explains and models the activities, andris can practice with one another. The
children join their parents for the second halfh@und the parents and children engage in the
activities, with assistance from the instructormnesded.



Measures

Student outcomes were examined through the Dynlardicators of Basic Early Literacy
Skills (DIBELS) (68" edition) assessments. Five DIBELS measures weheded: Initial Sound
Fluency, Letter Naming Fluency, Phoneme Segmemt&tioency, Nonsense Word Fluency, and
Oral Reading Fluency. Initial Sound Fluency (ISFBasures phonological awareness through
examining children’s skill in recognizing the begiing sound in words. Letter Naming Fluency
(LNF) examines students’ ability to identify uppase and lowercase letters. Phoneme Segmentation
Fluency (PSF) measures phonological awareness\ansense Word Fluency (NWF) measures
letter-sound correspondence. In addition, oralirepfiuency is assessed by the Oral Reading
Fluency (ORF) measure. The DIBELS were administénege times per year. In kindergarten, the
fall assessments include ISF and LNF, winter assests include ISF, LNF, PSF and NWF, and
spring assessments include LNF, PSF, and NWF. griaste assessments include LNF, PSF and
NWEF in the fall, and PSF, NWF, and ORF assessmetke winter and spring.

During the prekindergarten year, students alsoGI&LCLE assessments to examine their
emergent literacy skills. The CIRCLE assessmenudes Rapid Letter Naming, Rapid Vocabulary
Naming, and Phonological Awareness Screener. Tp&Ra&tter Naming measure examines
students’ ability to identify letters. Rapid Vocddmy Naming assesses students’ skills in naming
common objects. The Phonological Awareness Scres@anines several skills, including listening,
rhyming, alliteration, syllabication, segmentinginces and onset/rime. This assessment occurred
once for each child, although the assessmentsmectat different times across the school year.

Evaluation Questions

The purpose of the evaluation was to determinetteetiveness of the program. This
included an evaluation of several aspects of tbgnam. First, attendance at the sessions was
examined, to determine the number of students wpasents participated and the number of
sessions that most families attended. Second véileagion assessed whether the intervention
was implemented in the manner in which it was idegh(that is, whether it was conducted with
fidelity). If the intervention was not administeresth fidelity, interpretations of its results
would be limited. Third, parents reported the g/péliteracy activities they provide for their
children, to learn about ways in which the prograight affect children’s literacy experiences.
Fourth, the evaluation examined student literadyssk kindergarten and first grade, to
compare the outcomes of students whose parentsipatid in the program with those of
students whose parents did not participate in thgram. Finally, additional analyses examined
whether the groups had differences in their eadydcy skills that could have affected student
outcomes in kindergarten.



Specifically, five questions were examined:

1.
2.
3.

What was the extent of participation in the progfam

What was the fidelity of the intervention?

How did the program affect parents’ literacy bebaviat home, as indicated by
parent report?

What was the effectiveness of the program?

Were there differences in emergent literacy skidsveen groups during the
prekindergarten year?



Evaluation Question 1: What was the extent of partipation in the program?

Families received information about the Teach MeREad At Home™ program from
the school district after preregistering for kingnten in the fall before the kindergarten year.
Information about participation is based on the banof students whose parents preregistered
and therefore were aware of the program. (Notettleahumber of students who eventually
enrolled in kindergarten is higher than the nundfestudents who were preregistered, and
therefore the numbers used for participation infation differ from the numbers of students
used for the evaluation of the program effectiver)eRarticipation was defined as attending at
least one session. Several families had more tharstudent who was registered for
kindergarten; however, all participation informatis based on the total number of families who
attended the program. Therefore, the informaticouathe number of families who attended is
slightly lower than the total number of studentoowiad a parent attend. Participation in the
program was examined separately for the 2007-26682808-2009 cohorts. For each cohort,
the following information was examined: (1) attenda at each session, (2) number of sessions
attended, and (3) the amount of new families atteneach session.

2007-2008 Cohort
Attendance

A total of 145 families attended at least one efskssions, out of a total of 215 who had
preregistered for kindergarten. This resulted jpagicipation rate of 67%. Some of the families
who attended had more than one child who was goiadtend kindergarten, so the total number
of students who had parents participate was 154ur€il provides information about the number
of families who attended each session. Sessioml 2hgagreatest number of participants, with
slightly smaller numbers of attendees at sessiargdl4. Sessions 3 and 5 had lower turnouts.
Percentages of attendees for a particular sessoa ealculated by using the numbers in Figurel
and dividing them by the total number of particitsafi45). The resulting percentages indicate
that among the participants, 53% attended sessib8% attended session 2, 36% attended
session 3, 54% attended session 4 and 41% atteadsn 5.
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Figure 1. Number of Families Attending By Session

Attendance at Family Sessions:
2007-2008 Cohort

90
80

prdi |
77 78
70 39
60 52
50
40
30
20
10
0 T T T T
1 2 3 4 5

Sessions

Number of Families

Number of Sessions Attended

Information was also examined about the total nemalb sessions attended by each
participant. Figure 2 indicates that among theili@amwho participated, 54 families (37%)
attended 1 session only. The amount of families attended two, three or four sessions was
similar (23%, 22% and 19%, respectively), and 5%hefparticipating families attended all five

sessions.

Figure 2. Number of Sessions Attended
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New Participants

After session 1, each session had new participatlit®ugh none of the subsequent
sessions had as many new participants as thedssion (see Figure 3). For sessions two
through five, the greatest number of new particip@ame to session 2 (23% of the participating
families), and session 5 had the least amountwfpeaticipants (4%).

Figure 3. New Participants At Sessions Two Throbiyle
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To summarize, 67% of the families who were awarthefprogram attended at least one
session. The second session had the highest nwihparticipants, with the lowest amount of
participants attending session 3. The greatest atradyarticipants attended one session only,
and very few families attended all 5 sessions.rAfession 1, the session with the greatest
number of new participants was session 2.
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2008-2009 Cohort
Attendance

A total of 123 families attended the program in @009, out of a possible 254 families
who had preregistered their children for kindergadnd were aware of the program. This yields
a participation rate of 48%. One family had twoldtgn who were going to attend kindergarten,
so the total number of students who had parentggeate was 124. Figure 4 indicates the
number of families that attended each sessionanmaunt of families attending each session
was similar across all sessions, ranging from 50%l participating families (for session 1) to
37% of all participating families (for session 2).

Figure 4. Attendance at Each Session

Attendence at Family Session:
2008-2009 Cohort
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Among the participants, the greatest amount of lfamattended one session only (48%)
and the smallest amount of families attended &l iessions (7%). Figure 5 displays this
information by number of families.
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Figure 5. Participation Across Sessions

Participation Across Sessions:
2008-2009 Cohort
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At each session, new families attended (see Figurafter the first session, the greatest
number of new families (19% of participating famed) came to session three and the least
number came to session 5 (5% of participating fias)il

Figure 6. Number of New Families Attending By Sessi
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In summary, the 2008-2009 cohort had a somewhatroate of participation than the
previous cohort (48% compared to 67% the previaas)y However, during 2008-2009, a
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greater number of families preregistered theirdskih for kindergarten than in the prior year.

The amount of families attending each session needlafiairly consistent across sessions, with
the greatest amount of families at the first sesaind the least amount of families at the second
session. In addition to Session 1, the third sedsaml the greatest amount of first-time attendees.

Overall, the program had a high participation maken examining the amount of families
who attended at least one session. Although speoibbrmation about the session attendance
varied across the two years, in general the highasier of participants came to either the first
or the second session. In addition, the greateabeu of families attended one session only and
very few families attended all five sessions. Mafsthe first-time attendance occurred at one of
the first three sessions. These results indicatentost families did not receive the intervention
in its entirety.
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Evaluation Question 2: What was the fidelity of theintervention?

Each Teach Me To Read At Home™ session includasgea lgroup session and smaller
breakout sessions. In the large group sessionedaer presents information about a selected
literacy topic, including a description of the g§kén explanation of its importance, research that
supports the need to focus on that skill, and diets/to develop the skill. Information is
provided through a PowerPoint presentation and dxaisd Afterwards, the parents meet in
smaller groups to learn more specific activitiest tiney can do and to have guided practice with
other parents and with their child. The preserfarghe small groups are provided with a
detailed guide that describes the activities thaukl be discussed and indicates the explanations
that should be given, as well as a list of alltthedouts and materials that parents should
receive.

To examine whether the intervention was conductegtle manner in which it was
intended (i.e., with fidelity), observations wenducted of the large group sessions and
randomly selected small group sessions acrossetie lyor the large group sessions, the
observer indicated whether the presenter includmation from all of the slides and provided
the appropriate handouts. Each of these sessiansomaucted by the same presenter. For the
small group sessions, the observer recorded whttbgrresenter discussed all of the
information from the guide, provided the appromiataterials and handouts, and provided
separate opportunities for guided practice witrepts and with the children.

Fidelity assessments of the large group sessiahsaite that at four of the five sessions,
the presenter included 100% of the planned infoonaand at one session, most of the
information was presented, resulting in 93% figelverall, the fidelity across the five sessions
was 98.6%. This indicates that the large groupi@essvere conducted in the manner in which
they were intended, and that the parents receixattipally all of the information that was
meant to be communicated.

Each parent session included multiple small gragsisns. Observations were made at
each parent session, and the particular sessicesvaa were randomly selected. At some parent
sessions, multiple presenters were observed, antthett sessions, one presenter was observed.
Figure 7 displays the fidelity of each observedlsgraup session. Overall, the fidelity was
86.9%, indicating that the intervention was conddah the manner in which it was intended.
Although fidelity varies across the presentershiuld be noted that in general, the presenters
followed the guide and provided the appropriatenmiation but often ran out of time before
they could cover all of the material. Session particular had a lot of activities for the parents
to learn, and having enough opportunity to presaotel and practice the activity was more
difficult. In general, when presenters did not héwee to present everything, they described and
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modeled the activity but did not engage in as nqetice with the other adults before
practicing with the children.

Figure 7. Fidelity of Small Group Sessions
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In summary, the intervention was conducted witlelftg. The large group sessions were
consistently conducted in the manner in which theye intended. Among the small group
sessions that were observed, the intervention hweaa conducted with fidelity. Although
certain sessions did not provide as many opporesnibr practice as other sessions, the session
leaders generally explained and modeled most chc¢hieities.
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Evaluation Question 3: How did the program affect @rents’ literacy behaviors at home, as
indicated by parent report?

During the 2008-2009 year, questionnaires wereiliged to parents at the end of the
sessions to learn more about the types of liteaatiyities that parents engaged in at home, and
whether there were any changes in literacy behsvafter attending the parent sessions. Note
that there are limitations with interpretation bistinformation; in particular, there is no way to
know how much parent behavior has changed sinerdittg the sessions or to compare it with
the behavior of parents who did not attend thei@essHowever, the questionnaires can
highlight some of the literacy experiences at hoamg, indicate ways in which parents perceive
that the program has affected these experiences.

According to parent report, parents engaged indewange of literacy-related activities
with their children. Although the majority of patsr(78.9%) indicated that they had engaged in
many activities before attending the parent sessitiey noted many differences in the ways in
which they interacted with their children and désed additional types of activities they
provide. Table 1 summarizes some of the most &efydifferences in behavior that parents
report. As the table indicates, parents reporeatgr awareness of the ways in which to develop
their children’s literacy skills. Specifically, there doing more activities at home, using
techniques that they learned at the sessions,anddimore fun when engaging in these
activities.

Table 1. Selected Differences in Literacy Behavisrslome After Attending Program

Engages in literacy activities more often

Asks more open-ended questions

Provides more discussion about books

Provides more fun activities /Has more fun

Uses specific techniques learned at parent sessions

Can now incorporate literacy activities into eveay@ctivities such as errands

Provides more emphasis on certain skills, includmgning, vocabulary, letter sounds, letter
recognition, and syllabication

Provides more book and print awareness (e.g., @irayithe title, naming the author, using
finger to point to words)

To summarize, the parents’ comments suggesthbagdassions provide families with
useful and fun strategies for developing literakijlssat home. Moreover, it appears that parents
are more aware of the importance of using thedks skid are engaging in literacy activities
more often. Therefore, according to the paren{sore the knowledge gained during the sessions
informed their behavior at home for a majority loé¢ fparents.
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Evaluation Question 4. What was the effectivenes$ the Teach Me To Read At Home™
program?

To determine the effectiveness of the Teach Me gadRAt Home™ program for
improving children’s literacy skills, the 2007-2088d 2008-2009 program years were
examined. The students whose families participatelde program were thatervention group,
and students whose parents did not participateamptogram comprised tleemparison group.

The data from each year was examined separatedgldition to being combined across the two
years to increase the power of the analyses. Tidests in the 2007-2008 year are referred to as
the 2007-2008 cohort and the students from the 2008-2009 year areresféo as th@008-2009
cohort. When discussing the data that was combined sithestwo years, the resulting group is
referred to as theombined cohort.

A primary objective was to determine whether stuslerhose parents participated in the
Teach Me To Read At Home™ had significantly higliteracy skills in kindergarten than
students whose parents did not attend the proggawen that Step By Step Learnfhgas
working with the schools during these years andesits were receiving substantial amounts of
intervention when needed during the school yeargettpectation would be that the greatest
differences in scores would be found at the begimwoif the school year, prior to students
receiving intervention. Therefore, the fall DIBEkEores were examined to assess whether the
groups had any significant differences in seletitedacy skills at the beginning of kindergarten.

Another objective of the evaluation was to examitiat happens to students’ scores
over time. For both cohorts as well as the combowtbrt, the scores were examined across the
kindergarten year. For the 2007-2008 cohort, tR@d9-2010 first grade scores were also
examined. With Step By Step Learnihgorking in the schools, students received intetioen
across the year, so the expectation would be thatlfferences between groups in the
beginning of the year would decrease over time.

Finally, the evaluation examined the instructiomgiommendations based on DIBELS
scores to determine whether there were any difte®between the groups. The percentages of
students classified @&enchmark, Srategic andlintensive were compared across groups at the
beginning, middle, and end of kindergarten and §rade for both cohorts and the combined
cohort.

In summary, the evaluation examined the followingstions: (1) Did the intervention
and comparison groups have significant differencd3IBELS scores at the beginning of
kindergarten? (2) How did the DIBELS scores oftilie groups compare over time? (3) Were
there differences in the instructional recommeruhestj based on DIBELS scores, between the



two groups across the school year?
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A. DIBELS Scores at the Beginning of Kindergarten Bp@

The kindergarten DIBELS scores at the beginninthefyear were examined for each
cohort and for the combined cohort, to determinetivar the groups differed significantly in
their performance prior to receiving any interventat school. The mean (average) scores of
each group were compared, and analyses examineslgamifycant differences. The DIBELS
measures for the fall include Initial Sound Flueaoyl Letter Naming Fluency.

2007-2008 cohortTable 2 provides the means and standard devidiorke 2007-2008 cohort
for the fall kindergarten DIBELS in 2008-2009. Bdlkte Initial Sound Fluency and the Letter
Naming Fluency scores were higher for the intemeangroup than for the comparison group. A
Multiple Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was conduckéo determine where there were any
significant differences between the groups. ThedihSound Fluency scores were significantly
higher for the intervention group, and no significdifferences were found between the scores
for Letter Naming Fluency.

Table 2. Means and Standard Deviations for KindéegaDIBELS 2008-2009 by Group

Measure Intervention Group (N=143 Comparison Grigug224)

Mean Standard Mean Standard

Deviation Deviation
Fall ISF* 17.2 12.8 14.0 11.9
Fall LNF 20.3 13.8 17.6 13.7

*Difference between groups is significant at p<.05.

2008-2009 cohortAt the beginning of kindergarten for the 2008-2@@hort, the intervention
group had higher mean scores than the comparisup dor both DIBELS measures. Table 3
displays the means and standard deviations for g@acip. A MANOVA was conducted to
determine whether the differences in scores wegrfgiant. Both Initial Sound Fluency and
Letter Naming Fluency were found to be significarigher for the intervention group.

Table 3. Means and Standard Deviations for KindéegaDIBELS 2009-2010 by Group

Measure Intervention Group (N=113 Comparison Grgug210)
Mean Standard Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation
Fall ISF * 17.4 15.8 13.9 11.1
Fall LNF** 25.9 15.3 15.7 134

* Difference between groups is significant at [&<.0
**Difference between groups is significant at p<100
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Combined cohort. The scores of the students from both cohorts wemgbmed to further

examine these differences with a larger group, igmg more power for the analyses. As
indicated in Table 4, the intervention group haghler scores than the comparison group for both
DIBELS measures. The results of a MANOVA found thath the Initial Sound Fluency and
Letter Naming Fluency scores were significantlyhagfor the intervention group.

Table 4. Means and Standard Deviations for Combitiedergarten Years by Group

Measure Intervention Group (N=256 Comparison GrgngpA24)
Mean Standard Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation
Fall ISF ** 17.3 14.2 13.7 11.5
Fall LNF ** 22.8 14.7 16.4 135

**Difference between groups is significant at p<100

In summary, the results of these analyses indibatestudents whose parents
participated in the Teach Me To Read At Home™ paogentered kindergarten with
significantly higher skills in initial sound fluep@nd letter naming fluency. Participants in the
intervention group began kindergarten with sigifity higher skills in letter naming and
phonological awareness than students whose pateht®t participate in the program.



B. DIBELS scores over time
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2007-2008 cohortThe performance of students across the kindenggear was examined for
the 2007-2008 cohort. As seen in Table 5, studarttge intervention group have higher scores
than students in the comparison group. The difiegdretween the groups for the ISF scores
increased over time. However, the differences betvike groups decreased over time for LNF,
PSF, and NWF, with scores for these measures Ineiady the same at the end of the year (see
Figures 8-11). A repeated measures Analysis ofaviag was conducted to determine whether
there were significant differences between the gsan their scores over time. No significant
differences were found for any of the measures.

Table 5. Means and Standard Deviations for KindeegaDIBELS 2008-2009 by Group

Measure Intervention Group Comparison Group
N Mean Standard N Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation

Fall ISF 143 17.2 12.8 224 14.0 12.3
Fall LNF 143 20.3 13.8 224 17.6 14.1
Winter ISF 139 48.0 34.6 232 39.1 31.1
Winter LNF 139 40.0 13.7 232 37.4 15.2
Winter PSF 139 29.6 11.8 231 26.7 13.6
Winter NWF 139 27.5 14.3 232 24.4 14.2
Spring LNF 138 51.2 13.2 234 50.3 14.5
Spring PSF 138 52.9 10.0 233 50.2 13.4
Spring NWF 138 42.7 16.1 234 41.7 17.9




Figure 8. Kindergarten ISF Scores for the 2007-200Bort
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Figure 9. Kindergarten LNF Scores for the 2007-2C080rt
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Figure 10. Kindergarten PSF Scores for the 2008 ZDghort
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Figure 11. Kindergarten NWF Scores for the 2007800hort
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Students’ performance in first grade was also erathiThe means and standard
deviations for the DIBELS scores are presentedhinld 6. Across the year, the scores were the
same for both groups for the NWF and ORF meastitesPSF scores at the beginning of first
grade were slightly higher for the interventiongwdout were comparable at the middle and end
of year assessments. Figures 12 through 14 pravajshic illustrations of the progress of the
groups across first grade. A repeated measures ANWAS conducted and found that there
were no significant differences in the groups’ ssoover time for any of the first grade DIBELS.
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Table 6. Means and Standard Deviations for Firstd@DIBELS 2009-2010 by Group

Measure Intervention Group Comparison Group

N Mean Standard N Mean | Standard

Deviation Deviation

Fall LNF 133 44.7 13.3 249 43.§ 15.2
Fall PSF 133 45.0 11.6 249 41. 15.0
Fall NWF 133 36.4 18.9 249 35.8 20.1
Winter PSF 133 59.8 8.2 248 58.11 9.5
Winter NWF 133 71.0 22.6 248 71.% 23.7
Winter ORF 133 45.8 30.1 248 45.0 29.9
Spring PSF 131 58.3 8.4 245 56.9 8.1
Spring NWF 131 93.3 26.9 245 93.0 26.9
Spring ORF 131 75.3 27.2 245 74.6 29.9

Figure 12. Grade 1 PSF Scores for 2007-2008 Cohort
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Figure 13. Grade 1 NWF Scores for 2007-2008 Cohort
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Figure 14. Grade 1 ORF Scores for 2007-2008 Cohort
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2008-2009 cohortThe same analyses were conducted for the 2008-@flort. A comparison
of means found that the intervention group had éngitores across all measures (see Table 7
and Figures 15-18). To determine whether any etifferences in scores over time were
significant, a repeated measures ANOVA was condudle significant differences were found
for any of the measures.

Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations for KindéegaDIBELS 2009-2010 by Group

Measure Intervention Group Comparison Group

Mean Standard Mean Standard

Deviation Deviation

Fall ISF 17.4 15.8 13.9 11.1
Fall LNF 25.9 15.3 15.7 13.4
Winter ISF 36.7 13.3 32.7 13.9
Winter LNF 45.9 13.4 38.3 15.3
Winter PSF 32.7 13.5 30.7 14.3
Winter NWF 32.9 14.3 27.0 15.0
Spring LNF 55.7 13.7 49.3 15.2
Spring PSF 53.0 11.9 50.9 10.4
Spring NWF 47.3 17.1 41.0 17.5

Figure 15. Kindergarten ISF Scores for 2008-200BdCb
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Figure 16. Kindergarten LNF Scores for 2008-2000&@b
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Figure 17. Kindergarten PSF Scores for 2008-200%€0@0
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Figure 18. Kindergarten NWF Scores for 2008-2008d2b
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Combined Cohort. Whenboth cohorts are combined, the mean scores rengtierhfor
the intervention group across all measures (sekeBabnd Figures 19-22). A repeated measures
ANOVA was also conducted and found significanteli&nces over time for Letter Naming
Fluency. No significant differences were found dol other measures.

Table 8. Means and Standard Deviations for Combitiedergarten Years by Group

Measure Intervention Group Comparison Group
Mean Standard Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation
Fall ISF 17.3 14.2 13.7 11.5
Fall LNF 22.8 14.7 16.4 13.5
Winter ISF 43.0 27.8 36.0 24.8
Winter LNF 42.6 13.9 37.5 15.1
Winter PSF 31.0 12.7 28.6 13.9
Winter NWF 29.9 14.6 25.3 14.6
Spring LNF 53.2 13.6 494 14.7
Spring PSF 53.0 10.9 50.2 11.9
Spring NWF 44.8 16.7 41.0 17.6




Figure 19. Kindergarten ISF Scores for CombineddZoh
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Figure 20. Kindergarten LNF Scores for Combined @bh
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Figure 21. Kindergarten PSF Scores for Combinedo@oh
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Figure 22. Kindergarten NWF Scores for Combinedd&bh
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most measures. However, the results of the comhakdrt indicate that for Letter Naming
Fluency, the differences between the groups rerdasignificant over time. With substantial

amounts of intervention being given to studentsubghout kindergarten and first grade, one

would expect that there would not be many diffeesnaver time. However, for Letter Naming
Fluency skills, the differences between the graxgginued across the kindergarten year.
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C. Instructional Recommendations

Students’ overall instructional recommendationsedam the risk levels of each DIBELS
measure were examined across the year. The instrattecommendations includ@enchmark,
Strategic, andintensive. As with the DIBELS scores, the expectation wet ainy differences
between groups would be greatest at the beginriikopdergarten, before any intervention
occurred at school. However, the instructional nec@ndations were also examined across the
kindergarten year to determine whether any diffeesrremained. In addition, the instructional
recommendations for first grade were examinedHer2007-2008 cohort.

2007-2008 cohortFor the 2007-2008 cohort, a higher percentageualestts from the
intervention group entered kindergartermBatchmark level, with a difference of 13 percentage
points (see Figure 23). Further, the interventimug began kindergarten with a substantially
lower percentage of students at thiensive level, with the percentage of students at intensiv
being three times higher for the comparison gréugooss the year, both groups demonstrated
gains in the percentage of studentBadichmark. By the end of the year, the comparison group
increased the percentage of studenBeathmark and decreased the percentage of students at
Intensive and approached the percentages of the intervegtaup. However, the intervention
group continued to have higher percentage8éochmark andintensive students than the
comparison group.

Figure 23. Kindergarten Risk Levels for 2007-20Q@8hart
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Figure 24 provides information about the instroél levels at first grade. The
comparison students continue to approach the iab¢ion group in the percentages of students
at benchmark and intensive and by the end of the ylee percentage of student8atchmark
was similar between the groups. However, the diffee between the groups in the amount of
students akntensive is more substantial.

Figure 24. First Grade Instructional Recommendation 2007-2008 Cohort
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2008-2009 cohortThe 2008-2009 cohort also demonstrated differemcesstructional
recommendations between the groups (see Figurd B&)intervention group entered
kindergarten with a substantially higher percentaiggtudents aBenchmark level, and a
substantially lower percentage of studenthnsive level than the comparison group. By the
end of the year, the two groups had similar peagps of students Benchmark. However, the
difference in students at thetensive level was more substantial. Although the comparigmup
approaches the intervention group with the perggntd students &enchmark at the end of the
year, the intervention group continues to have nstudents aBenchmark and less students at
Intensive.



Figure 25. Kindergarten Instructional Recommenatatimr 2008-2009 Cohort
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Combined cohort. The instructional recommendations across kindézgaxere also examined

for the combined cohorts. At the beginning of teary the intervention group had a substantially
higher percentage of studentBahchmark level and a substantially lower percentage of

students at thintensive level. By the end of the year, both groups hagdancreases in the

percentage of studentsBenchmark, and the comparison group approached the inteorent
group in the amount of students at this level. Hvethe percentage of student8atchmark
remained higher and the percentage of studentseative remained lower for the intervention

group (see Figure 26).
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Figure 26. Instructional Recommendation Levels OIBKindergarten for Combined Cohort
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In summary, these results indicate that studentse/lparents participated in the Teach
Me To Read At Home™ program entered kindergarteh less risk in their literacy skills. Over
time, the differences between the groups decreagedh is likely due to the level of
intervention received throughout the year. Howestrgdents whose parents participated in the
program continued to have less risk across kindengand throughout first grade than students
whose parents did not attend the program. In addiamong those students who began
kindergarten most at risk, the students in therwetation group consistently had lower
percentages dhtensiverisk level by the end of kindergarten year and digiwut first grade
than found among the comparison group students.
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Evaluation Question 5. Were there differences in eargent literacy skills between groups
during the prekindergarten year?

After finding differences between the groups upatering kindergarten, a question
needed to be raised as to whether or not parerdatticipated in the Teach Me to Read At
Home™ program were already more involved in teaglieir young children early literacy
skills compared to those parents choosing nottemdithe program. Examining students’
literacy skills during prekindergarten would begfal in answering this question, by
determining whether students in the interventiaugrhad higher literacy skills during
prekindergarten than students whose parents didttestd the program. CIRCLE assessments,
which measure emergent literacy skills, had bedeated for students during the
prekindergarten year. It should be noted that thesessments were collected at different points
throughout the year, so they do not indicate thikssi all students at the same point. Ideally, al
students would be compared prior to the start @intkervention. However, parents also began
the intervention at different points, so not ateivention students received the intervention for
the same amount of time.

The majority of the CIRCLE assessments were adit@red between October and April.
Any assessments that were given after April wetaneduded in the analysis. Table 9 presents
the means and standard deviations for each mefsute combined cohort. The mean scores
for each measure were compared by group, throtegtd-analyses. No significant differences
were found for any measure. This indicates thainduhe prekindergarten year, the students
from both groups did not differ significantly ingin literacy skills, as assessed by the CIRCLE.
Although the limitations of the timing of the asse®nts must be kept in mind, these results do
suggest that students from both groups had simenNads of literacy skills during
prekindergarten.

In summary, these findings provide further supparthe effectiveness of the Teach Me
To Read At Home™ program, suggesting that stud#idtaot differ significantly in their
literacy skills prior to kindergarten. Thereforeetfinding that students from the intervention
group entered kindergarten with significantly highkills can be interpreted with more
confidence.



Table 9. Means and Standard Deviations for CIRCt&&s of Combined Cohort
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CIRCLE Intervention Group Comparison Group
Measure
N Mean Standard N Mean Standard
Deviation Deviation

Rapid Letter 243 16.09 11.45 260 17.47 11.80
Naming
Rapid 243 20.53 5.89 261 25.54 60.69
Vocabulary
Naming
Phonological 243 23.43 7.43 257 23.87 9.33
Awareness
Screener
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Conclusions

The results of this evaluation are supported byfithedity with which the intervention
was implemented. Given that most parents did regive the intervention in its entirety, the
significant student outcomes are particularly nalay. This suggests that even after attending
one session, parents are engaging in more acsitgienhance their children’s literacy skills.
Parent report indicates that this is indeed the;dhst parents provide more activities and have
more skill with which they conduct the activiti@he evaluation is further supported by the
finding that the groups were similar in their laey skills during the prekindergarten year,
although the variations in the timing of the asses#s limits a more complete understanding of
group differences during that year.

In conclusion, the results of this evaluation supfite effectiveness of the Teach Me To
Read At Home™ program. The students whose paranti€ipated in the program were found
to have significantly greater skills in letter nagiand phoneme awareness at the beginning of
kindergarten than the students whose parents didttemd the program. The letter naming skills
persisted over time, despite the high level ofrirgation provided across the kindergarten year.
The program also helped students enter kindergarithriess risk, and to continue to have less
risk throughout kindergarten and first grade. Hadpchildren to enter kindergarten with literacy
skills is particularly important for students’ aesuic trajectory. In addition, finding ways to help
parents develop these skills in their children beefandergarten is useful for enhancing
children’s readiness for school and for establigljnod connections between the home and
school. This program can therefore help schoolga s@eeral important goals as they transition
children to kindergarten, by developing childrelitsracy skills and reducing their risk of
academic failure, and establishing important cotioes between the school and families during
the transition to kindergarten.



