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Abstract

Program Evaluation of Making Great Readers. Bullard, Shelly L., 2010: Digsgrta
Gardner-Webb University, EdD Program in Educational Leadership, Elementary
Schools/Phonics/Reading Readiness/Reading

This study was conducted to evaluate the Making Great Readers program a$ich w
piloted in two small Title | elementary schools in western North Carolinagithe
2009-2010 school year. The study was designed to evaluate the effectiveness of the
program based on teacher perception and impact on student achievement.

A logic model was used to evaluate this pilot program with a focus on short-,
intermediate-, and long-term outcomes. The research questions examined sadlagt r
achievement and teacher perspectives through a concurrent mixed methodshapproac
Quantitative analysis of phonemic awareness scores were taken fromtbatadyasing

the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELassessment tool. Growth
from baseline assessment data to posttest data suggested a positiupeiffetudent
achievement. Additionally, data from teacher surveys and focus groups were coded usi
numerical scores. Frequencies, percentages, and summation of numerical scales reve
teachers perceived the phonics program to have a positive impact on student
achievement.

An analysis of the data suggests that the Making Great Readers programsprovide
students with a strong foundation in phonemic awareness which translates to future
success in reading. Although findings suggest positive effects on student phdaksnic s
gualitative data from teacher surveys and focus groups identified the traintegdbers

as an area possibly needing improvement. These findings can be used by educational
planners to guide program selection, implementation, and training to help gedreatte
students and teachers are better prepared for reading instruction.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

Education, especially in the elementary school, is a process of taking the prior
knowledge of the students, presenting new material in a way that links to their prior
knowledge, and building upon a previous lesson and mastered material. When students
first enter school in kindergarten, they do not come with a blank slate. Students bring
individual prior knowledge with them into the kindergarten classroom. Educators view
this as the knowledge base for each student. Often there are gaps in the knowledge base
which will directly affect the ability to learn material presentechmfuture. Many
educators believe that teaching a child to read is the most fundamental aspsatind
education. “Reading failure has exacted a tremendous long-term consequence for
children’s developing self-confidence and motivation to learn, as well asciofdter
school performance” (Center for Improvement of Early Reading Achievel@deRA],

2001, p. 2). Beginning with kindergarten students, the goal of educators is to build a solid
foundation for each student which will provide the student the ability to build a solid
framework for future education.

Children come to kindergarten with vast ranges of backgrounds. Students come
from different family and home life situations. Some students enter kindamgaith
knowledge of the alphabet, colors, and letter sounds. Other students come to school with
no knowledge of letters, numbers, or colors. Kindergarten teachers are facddswith t
phenomenon every year. The challenge facing these teachers is taking g ito
them in terms of the students, diagnosing individual levels, and formatting a plan of
instruction. The most basic, fundamental aspect of education lies in the abiliay tane
early reading instruction. Norman and Calfee (2004) stated that “the gaalyfeading

instruction is to help students move as quickly as possible toward independent



comprehension” (p. 42). The kindergarten year is the time to build the foundation for
reading. Teachers must be focused and deliberate in their approach in teachirtg stude
read. They must “reach EVERY child in the classroom, not allowing any chilgto sli
through the cracks” (Wrighton, 1995, p. 2).

In studying the process of teaching reading, a teacher must analyzptharsd
milestones that must be reached in order to approach the teaching of reading in a
systematic sequence. The most basic building block for teaching children how i® rea
phonemic awareness.

CIERA (2001) noted:

Phonemic awareness is the ability to notice, think about, and work with the

individual sounds in spoken words. Before children learn to read print, they need

to become aware of how the sounds in words work. They must understand that

words are made up of speech sounds, or phonemes. (p. 2)

Students must have a sound knowledge of letters and the sounds that they make. They
must know that letters make sounds, and that when combined together, the sounds make
words.

Instruction in phonemic awareness is prescriptive with eight major components.
Phoneme Isolation is the ability to recognize individual sounds in words. Teachers
working on Phonemic Isolation may ask the student to tell them the first sound in the
word “dog,” or the last sound in the word “van.” Phoneme Identity describes the
student’s ability to identify the same sounds in different words. Teachersiagses
student’s Phonemic Identity skill would ask a student what sound is the same i, fat, fal
and fun. Phoneme Categorization refers to the ability of the child to recognize the odd

sound in a group of words. An example of assessing Phonemic Categorization would be



to ask a student of the words bug, bus, and rug, which word does not belong. Phoneme
Blending is the ability to take individual sounds and mesh the sounds into a word. In this
case, a teacher would ask the student, “What is the word /b/ /i/ /g/?” and the student
would answer, “big.” Phoneme Segmentation is the opposite of Phoneme Blending in that
students take the entire word and separate it into separate sounds. Phoneme Deletion and
Phoneme Addition are the ability to take a given word and recognize another wasrd wh
a phoneme is removed or added. Finally, Phoneme Substitution refers to the ability to
substitute one phoneme for another to make a new word.

In addition to phonemic awareness, students must also have a rich understanding
of phonics. “Increased attention to ‘proven practice’ particularly in the area of phonic
has led to a call for increases in the amount of time devoted to phonics instruction in the
primary grades” (National Reading Panel, 2000, p. 2). While sounding alike, phonemic
awareness and phonics are not the same thing. There is a subtle, yet importasttodisti
between phonics and phonemic awareness. Phonemic awareness is the understanding tha
different sounds make up words. Phonics concentrates on the ability to match sounds
with print. Phonemic awareness is the concentration on spoken sounds and the awareness
that those sounds work together to make words. Phonics is the understanding that there is
a predictable relationship between the letters that represent the sounds toomuske w
Phonics instruction “teaches children the relationships between the letsgisdigres) of
written language and the individual sounds (phonemes) of spoken language” (CIERA,
2001, p. 12). Phonics instruction is one gateway toward the goal of teaching reading by
providing students with the skills to decode unfamiliar words encountered in new and
unfamiliar passages (Norman & Calfee, 2004, p. 42). Wrighton (1995) also noted that

“knowing the sounds of letters is the best predictor of beginning reaching achi@vem



(p. 4).
The educational society, moving toward$'2&ntury standards, is deep-rooted in
producing globally competitive students while still embracing high-ststisg. The
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 has mandated that all public school students must
make adequate yearly progress (AYP) (No Child Left Behind Act, 2001). The school
culture is focused on making data-driven decisions in every aspect of education. “The
need for better decision making in our nation’s schools has grown in tandem with the rise
in standards-based reform and performance accountability systems” (Tagghnol
Alliance, 2007, p. 2).
The U.S. Secretary of Education, Margaret Spelling, explained the need for data-
driven decision making:
Information is the key to holding schools accountable for improved performance
every year among every student group. Datai@ ¢ur best management tool. |
often say that what gets measured, gets done. If we know the contours of the
problem, and who is affected, we can put forward a solution. Teachers can adjust
lesson plans. Administrators can evaluate curricula. Data can infornodecis
making. Thanks to No Child Left Behind, we're no longer flying blind. (Margaret
Spellings, U.S. Secretary of Education, Technology Alliance, 2007, p. 1)
This data analysis movement is the latest push of the educational field. Creighton, in
Schools and Dataargued that “for too long, many school leaders have made decisions
about instructional leadership with ‘intuition’ and ‘shooting from the hip.” All too often,
school leaders do not include data collection and data analysis in the decision-making

process” (as sited in Technology Alliance, 2007, Data-driven Decision Makind.ih K-



Schools section, para. 2). The focus has shifted from instruction to learning. The key is
analyzing assessment results and making instructional decisions from there.

Research from an educational research company, RAND Education, ctes dat
driven decision making (DDDM) in education as “teachers, principals, and
administrations systematically collecting and analyzing varigusstof data, including
input, process, outcome and satisfaction data, to guide a range of decisions to help
improve the success of students and schools” (Marsh, Pane, & Hamilton, 2006, p. 111).
Background of the Study

Two small elementary city schools located in western North Carolina pcovide
the setting for this study. These two elementary schools each independentigdyfcali
Title | status. Title | designation indicated that the school received addigdncational
funding from the federal government by qualifying as a low socioeconomic school.
School A had 68% of students that qualified for the free and reduced lunch program.
School B had 70.6% of students that qualified for the free and reduced lunch program.
The study schools housed prekindergarten through fifth grade, and were two of three
elementary schools in the city district. Both schools were ethnically disergmg low-
to-middle class families. Demographics for the schools, kindergarten throtiggré&tie,

are shown in Table 1.



Table 1

School Demographics

Demographic School A School B

N (%) N (%)
Total number of students 366 100% 453 100%
White students 176 47.5% 182 40%
Black students 101 25% 61 13.4%
Hispanic students 57 20.5% 137 30.2%
Other students 32 7% 60 13.2%
Economically disadvantaged 249 68% 320 70.6%
Students with disabilities 38 10.3% 62 13.6%

Feeling the pressures of NCLB and the call for all schools to have 100%
proficiency by 2014 (No Child Left Behind Act, 200dnd assessing the gaps in student
achievement, the schools in this study took action by addressing the need fomatsyste
approach to teaching phonics. Kindergarten assessment data, gathered frgmathe D
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) tool, showed a dledicboth schools
in phonemic awareness, which directly related to the ability to read. Thentéeyne
director and building level administrators, along with the kindergarten teacdessided
to implement a pilot program of Making Great Readletbe kindergarten setting
beginning in the fall of 2009.

Program Description
Making Great Readersas a program based on phonemic understanding without

the confusion of letter names which creates the practice of See the Sound-Think the



Letter (Howard, 2007). This phonics program utilized a 4-step process which revolved
around a triangular basis of connections. This foundation is letter sound, letterasithpe,
signal. Around that core, the program based the four components of the Making Great
Readers program:

1. The Sound Cards — four sets of cards that teach sound-letter connections
needed for independent reading;

2. Seeing the Sound in Text — time for children to practice using their sounds in
grade-level appropriate texts;

3. Model Writing — demonstrating actual transfer of sound-letter knowledge to
the writing practice; and

4. Independent Writing Practice — a time to practice writing what was see
during model writing.

Making Great Readers targeted phonemic awareness, knowledge of the alphabet
phonics, and concepts of print. The program used four types of sound cards (picture
sound cards, sound-letter connection cards, letter practice cards, and combination sound
and vowel diagraph cards) to move fluidly through the program. It was recommended
that only lower case letters be posted at the beginning of the year in the &iteterg
classroom. “Most text is lower case letters and this makes it eastbefyoung learner
to move into real text. Another reason is that the capital and lower case letteps €, u,

v, w, X, and z look exactly alike” (Howard, 2007, p. 20).

The suggested timeline of implementation of the Making Great Readers program
was loosely based on a 9-week model broken into four sessions. In the fist,dbssi
first 2 weeks were spent working with the picture sound cards (PSC), which inttoduce

35 sounds using a corresponding hand signal. This enabled the student to make an



auditory connection with a kinesthetic movement. The next session was a 3meek t
period which used the sound-letter connection cards (SLCC). These cards provided the
letter shapes with the 35 sounds. Suggested movement from the picture sound cards
(PSC) to sound-letter connection cards (SLCC) within the 3-week period wasaiven t
teachers as a point of reference guide. The third session was a 2-week Bassion t
utilized the letter practice cards (LPC). This set of cards had only the tasetetter
printed on them (taking away the picture prompt). The goal of this session was for
students to see the sound by visualizing the picture taught previously. The firal sessi
was a 2-week session using the combination sound and vowel diagraph cards (CSDVC).
This was a set of 50 letter combinations that provided the last phonemes to move students
to independent reading.
Program Implementation

This study evaluated the effectiveness of the Making Great Readeramriogts
initial implementation in two small elementary city schools in westemiNCarolina.
The Making Great Readers program was implemented in the kindergarsoatas at
both schools as their phonics instructional tool. Effectiveness was evaluateddyy usin
gualitative and quantitative data. Quantitative data was based on the DIBELs&ars]ic
an assessment of phonemic awareness of the kindergarten students. Qualitetias da
derived from teacher surveys and focus groups. Student improvement in phonemic skills
was not the only integral aspect of success in this program. Teacher enthusiasm,
understanding, and modification of educational practices were also integral cospone
to the successful implementation of this program, as well as lastingsesfesthool

improvement.



Participants

The target population for the Making Great Readers program was the
kindergarten students at the target schools in western North Carolina. During the 2009
2010 school year, 106 kindergarten students received instruction using the Making Great
Readers program. Only the students who were enrolled from August to March were
included in this study.

Written permission to conduct the study was obtained from the superintendent of
the school district as well as the school board to complete this study.
Procedures/Timeline

The researcher analyzed the baseline assessment data which wasingken us
DIBELS assessment tools. This data was collected in August within the diektaf
school to determine the current academic standings of each kindergartenegaiitis ito
phonemic awareness. The implementation of the pilot program began in Septethber i
six kindergarten classes. A progress monitoring check was completedire©and
December using the DIBELS progress monitoring tool with a final assessorepteted

in March as illustrated in Figure 1.

August September 2009-March 2010: March 2010:
20009: .
> Implementation of > Final
Baseline datq Making Great Readers Assessment
collected
v v
October December
20009: 20009:
Progress Progress
Monitoring Monitoring

Figure 1.Timeline.
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Program Evaluation Model

A logic model was used to evaluate this pilot program of Making Great Readers.
The logic model was used to link the problem (situation) to the intervention (our inputs
and outputs), and the impact (outcome). This model described logical links between the
program, activities, outputs, and audience, as they relate to short-, intermedidte-
long-term outcomes. In this case the problem was low phonemic awareness of
kindergarten students in a small city school in western North Carolina. For the poirpose
this study, short-term outcomes were concentrated around the level of understnding
the teachers as they implemented the pilot program. Intermediate outc@mesezl
behavior changes in the classroom teachers. Long-term outcomes focused es thang

the culture of the school. Figures 2 and 3 illustrate the framework for the study.

Need Activities Short-term Intermediate- Long-term
Outcomes term Outcomes Outcomes
-Low -Implement
Phonemic Making Great Understanding Behavioral Cultural Changes
awareness in Readers Changes
K students Program -Teacher level of -Impact of
understanding of || -Changes in the program on
-Systematic pilot program way teachers are| | phonemic skills
approach to teaching phonics of kindergarten
teaching -Teacher students
phonics attitudes towards | [ -Teachers
the program teaching phonics
systematically
| | |

Formative & Process Some Summative Summative

Figure 2. Logic Model — Making Great Readers.




Situation

-Low
Phonemic
Awarenes
sin K
students

Symptom
VS
Problem

-Lack of
skills to
decode
words

-Low
phonemic
awareness

-No
systematic
approach
to
teaching
phonics

Stake-
holder
Engage-
ment

-Lack of
engage-
ment

-No
systematic
approach

Priorities
Mission
Vision
Values

Local
dynamics

-low
Socio-
economic
levels

-low
parent
involve-
ment

Inputs Outputs Outcomes - Impact
_»
What we What we | Short Term | Intermediate Long Term
invest do
Under- Behavioral Cultural
-Staff - Staff standing Changes Changes
Training Training Changes
- Changes in -Impact of
-Time -Teachers | -Teacher the way program on
deliver level of teacher are | Phonemic
-Materials | services understand | teaching skills of
/Purchase -ing in phonics Klngergarten
of -Facilitate | using the students
Program qbserva- glrlcc));ram - Tea(_:hers DIBELS
tions of teachmg. Scores
program Teacher phonics ina
|mplemen— level of systematic LID
tation understand | W&
-ing in the NSW
need for
using a ISF
systematic
approach PSF
to teaching
phonics LNF
WUF
-Benchmark
- Mid-year
- EOY
-Running

Figure 3. Logic Model — Program Action.

Record Data
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Resear ch Questions

Adhering to the logic model, this study focused around five research questions
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that encompassed short-, intermediate-, and long-term outcomes.

Short-term outcomes.

1. How well do teachers understand the phonics program?

2. What are the teachers’ attitudes towards the program?

I nter mediate-ter m outcomes.

3. How have teachers’ behaviors changed as a result of program impleonéntati

4. To what degree has the program become a factor in school improvement?

L ong-term outcomes.

5. What is the impact of the program on phonemic skills of kindergarten
students?
Definition of Terms

In this study, the following definitions of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency,
and phoneme segmentation, as defined by The National Reading Council (1998), were
used. Definitions oDIBELS, Initial Sound FluencgndNonsense Word Flueneyere
defined by the DIBELS Data Systems (Center on Teaching and Learning, 2008).

Phonics.A form of instruction to cultivate the understanding and use of the
alphabetic principle, that there is a predictable relationship between phonleenes (t
sounds in spoken language) and graphemes (the letters that represent those sounds
written language) and that this information can be used to read or decode words.

Phonemic Awarenes$he ability to notice, think about, and work with the
individual sounds in spoken words.

Phoneme Segmentatiorhe ability to break a word into its separate sounds.

Fluency The ability to read a text accurately, quickly, and with proper expression

and comprehension.
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Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS&)set of procedures
and measures for assessing the acquisition of early literacy shitiskindergarten
through sixth grade. They were designed to be short (1 minute) fluency mesddse
regularly monitor the development of early literacy and early readitig. s

Measures of Phonemic Awareness:

Initial Sound Fluency (ISFAssessed a child’s skill at identifying and producing
the initial sound of a given word.

Phonemic Segmentation Fluency (PS%sessed a child’s skill at producing the
individual sounds within a given word.

Measure of Alphabetic Principle and Phonics:

Nonsense Word Fluency (NWRssessed a child’s knowledge of letter-sound
correspondences as well their ability to blend letters together to forrmiliafa
“nonsense” (e.g., ut, fik, lig, etc.) words.

Measure of Accuracy and Fluency with Connected Text:

Oral Reading Fluency (ORFAssessed a child’s skill at reading connected text
in grade-level materials.

Measure of Comprehension:

Oral Reading Fluency (ORF) and Retell Fluency (R ASsessed a child’s
understanding of verbally read connected text.

Measure of Vocabulary and Oral Language:

Word Use Fluency (WUFRAssessed a child’s ability to accurately use a provided
word in the context of a sentence.

Summary

The schools included in this study recognized the need for a systematic method of
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teaching phonics. The school administrators, along with the district elemdir&ntpr,

took interest in the Making Great Readers program. Two of the three eleyrsaitaols

in the district decided to pilot the phonics program in all of their kindergartenadassr

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the Making Great Readers phonics psogram a
it was implemented in the two elementary schools.

A mixed methods approach was used to evaluate the Making Great Readers
phonics program and the improvement of phonemic awareness skills, as well as reading
skills in kindergarten students. Teacher behavior and teacher attituddgdiar
program was also explored. A logic model was used to evaluate the Making Great
Readers program with a focus on short-, intermediate-, as well as the possHieriong
outcomes. The researcher explored these outcomes by examining how welkteacher
understood the phonics program, teacher attitudes towards the program, changeitin teach
behavior as a result of program implementation, the degree that the program hael becom
a factor in school improvement, and the impact of the program on phonemic skills of
kindergarten students. Information from this study was used to guide future deofsions

the continued implementation of the phonics program.
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Chapter 2: Review of Related Literature

“Teaching all children to read requires that every child receivdlertesading
instruction, and that children who are struggling with reading receive additional
instruction” (International Reading Association, 2000, p. 31). This program evaluation
inspected the value of the Making Great Readers program as an instructionaflomodel
phonics instruction in two small city schools in western North Carolina. A revielweof t
literature focused on the need for implementation of a phonics program in early
elementary grades.

Reading Skills

Ellery (2005) stated that “literacy is the basis for all other conteatlaarning”

(p. 4). The process of building an educational system that produces students with a firm
ability to read is at the forefront of the educational field. In today’s wovlehyechild

must become a reader. Reading is an essential skill that students need todsfusuncte
only in every part of education, but also in life. Because of the importance ofg@adin
education, the more proficient students become in reading, the better their chance of
success in school. Children who are poor readers tend to cultivate a negative attitude
towards reading, which directly affects their level of readingagament and eventually
their progress in later education (Stanovich, 1986; Torgesen, 2004). However, students
today are showing significant failures in the ability to read proficiently.

Extensive research has been conducted to establish the causes of reading
difficulties and to determine the best way to teach young children to read. Tibealat
Reading Panel stated that over 100,000 studies have been done on reading research since
1966. Over 15,000 studies were done prior to 1966 (National Reading Panel, 2000, p. 1).

There are four stages that children go through when learning to read. The firs
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stage, the emergent stage, occurs “when students begin to make connectioirg thrat pr
a page conveys a message” (Ellery, 2005, p. 8). Emergent readers are beginning to
understand the direct link of sounds to letters and letters to words. The second btage is t
early stage. In the early stage of reading, students are “less dependgmen rh
repetition, and patterns within text” (Ellery, 2005, p. 9). Students are moving towards
reading most high frequency words automatically. Following the eadg stiareading is
the transitional stage. The transitional reader is reading longer and mgrkexdoooks
and stories. Transitional readers are able to self-correct duritiggesnd are building
fluency. The final reading stage is the fluent stage. These studentlyizg oa text and
not picture cues for meaning. They can read independently for extended periods of tim
They have strategies to decode unknown words and read with expression. Norman and
Calfee (2004) stated that “the goal of early reading instruction is to helgnssumove as
quickly as possible toward independent comprehension” (p. 42).
Reading Instruction

At the most basic level, there are two conflicting approaches to teachtigge
One approach moved from the individual parts to the whole. The other began with the
whole and moved to the parts. Many debates have been based on this difference of
opinion with research supporting each side of the debate; however, “neither ted¢tasque
proven truly effective and fail safe” (Brooks & Brooks, 2005, p. 273). “One might
conclude pessimistically that even distinguished scholars are unable toaghee
scientific consensus about best practices in beginning reading instruction”2808, p.
372). In the 1950s, Rudolf Flesch authored a highly controversial best-selling/Mopk,
Johnny Can’'t Read and What You Can Do Abo(t965) Flesch, almost 30 years later,

publishedwhy Johnny Still Can’t Readhich helped to refuel the debate of the best way



17

to teach children to read (1991).
Phonics Instruction

“Phonics instruction teaches children the relationships between the letters
(graphemes) of written language and the individual sounds (phonemes) of spoken
language” (CIERA, 2001, p. 12). Reading involves “recognizing words and then
understanding the individual and collective meaning of those words, with the ultimate
goal being to get the meaning of the text” (Griffith & Mesmer, 2005, p. 367). “Children
are taught to use their knowledge of the alphabet to sound out, or decode, words”
(Foorman, Perfetti, Pesetsky, Rayner, & Seidenberg, 2002, p. 86). “The importance and
effectiveness of systematic phonics instruction, particularly in kindergante first
grade classrooms, is supported by the findings of three decades of reSEHEEA
2001, p. 113). CIERA (2001) stated:

Systematic phonics instruction helps children learn to identify words; it imseas

their ability to comprehend what they read. Reading words accurately and

automatically enables children to focus on the meaning of the text. The research i

quite convincing in showing that phonics instruction contributes to

comprehension skills rather than inhibiting them. (p. 113)

Learning to recognize and name letters is a crucial step for begieaiders;
however, the importance of intensive, systematic phonics instruction for children who
have difficulty learning to read cannot be emphasized enough. While some children can
make the connection without explicit instruction, most students need this direct
instruction or their reading skills will suffer.

Over the past 2 decades, much attention of reading research has been aimed at

phonics and phonological awareness. There is an increasing body of research which
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indicates that “instruction in phonological awareness is beneficial forehddten and
seems to be critical for others” (Chard & Dickson, 1999, p. 264). “Most recent reading
research advocates systematic phonics instruction as a critical elerseatessful
literacy interventions” (Liben & Liven, 2004, p. 59). Research on both phonemic
awareness and phonics has been the focus of a great amount of research over the past 2
decades (Anthony & Lonigan, 2004; Ehri et al., 2001; Shaywitz et al., 2002; Torgesen et
al., 1999). The National Reading Panel has identified five important reading skills for
students to master to improve reading: phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency,
vocabulary instruction, and comprehension. Jean Chall (1967) provided a strong
foundation to the phonics movement by reviewing research up through the 1960s. She
found that early, systematic phonics instruction resulted in better achievemeadling.
Since Chall's landmark research, other researchers have supported hes fiGHials
research has been consistently supported (Cantrell, 1999; Juel & Minden-Cupp, 2000).
More recently, the focus of research has moved to the teaching and delivery o§phoni
programs. Teaching practices that focus on phonemic awareness at an early
developmental age allows educators the avenue to provide students with appropriate
reading skills (Torgesen, 2004).
Whole-L anguage Approach

On the other side of the reading instruction debate is the whole-language method.
Since the 1980s, whole language has strongly influenced the way studentglatréotau
read and write. The whole-language method of instruction operated under the assumption
that students “acquire language rather than learn it through direct teabhirignguage
learning is child-centered, not teacher-dominated; that languagegsateie rather than

fragmented; that children learn by talking and doing rather than through pa&ssivad”’
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(Heald-Taylor, 1989, p. 16). This method was also referred to as literatuce-base
instruction or guided reading. The whole-language approach relies heavily on the
student’s experience with language (Foorman et al., 2002). Frequent exposure to
language is at the focus of whole-language instruction (Brooks & Brooks, 2GG&g A
root of the whole-language method is the aim to make reading enjoyable. Studsints m
enjoy reading the text that they are reading if they are to be succasdfable to
practice the strategy independently (Harvey & Goudvis, 2000). One of the keplesnc
is that the rules of phonics should not be taught directly. The connection between letter
and sounds should be learned through the student’s exposure to the text. Students should
not be corrected when they make errors in reading words (Foorman et al., 2002). The
belief that learning to read occurs naturally from whole to part as childzemmersed
in language-rich environments with print experiences is the center of the whgleabe
approach (Goodman, 1989; Harste, 1989).

A fundamental idea of the whole-language philosophy is to “keep language whole
and involve children in using it functionally and purposefully” (Goodman, 1986, p. 7).
“In a whole language classroom, students interact with text in various gue&ioning,
problem-solving, listening, writing, drawing, reading and orally responding” (@hurc
1996, p. 3). “Instructors using the whole language approach to instruction do not teach
spelling, vocabulary, and grammar as isolated events; rather, whole lamggtaggeion
teaches the functions of language contextually” (Brooks & Brooks, 2005, p. 272).

Teachers organize the classrooms and instruction to allow students to
independently and collectively engage in texts, at their own speed and often in their own
ways (Church, 1996). Many teachers adopted this approach because of its appkal to ma

reading fun for students. Kucer (1991) declared that a strength of the wholeglengua
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movement has been its “attempt to link classrooms and real world activities” (p. 532)
Another selling point for educators has been the philosophy behind whole-language
instruction which empowered teachers to compose their own curricula. This option led to
growing acceptance across America during the 1990s (Foorman et al., 2002).

Teacher Quality

“It is accepted that teachers play a major role in determining fbetigéness of a
reading instructional program” (Blair, Rupley, & Nichols, 2007, p. 432). In fact, “two
separate studies from the 1960s and the 1970s have shown that, generally speaking, 1Q
has very little bearing on early reading ability” (Foorman et al., 2002, p. 8@&gamnds to
the role that teachers play in helping children learn to read, Duffy-Hester &ta88], “I
am convinced that the teacher is more important and has a greater impact thiaglany
fixed reading program, method, or approach” (p. 492). Recognition that teacheas play
significant role in effective instruction is not a new concept. In 1985, the National
Academy of Education, the National Institute of Education, and the Center for tlye Stud
of Reading at the University of lllinois publishBécoming a Nation of Readers: The
Report of the Commission of Readifge authors stated that, “An indisputable
conclusion of research is that the quality of teaching makes a consideraiendif in
children’s learning” (Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985, p. 85).

The government is playing a larger part than ever in establishing quality
education. In 1997, Congress asked the National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development (NICHD) to convene a national panel to evaluate the current reading
research and advise Congress about the essential components of a reading program
(National Reading Panel, 2000). The findings of the National Reading Panel (2000)

showed that “teaching phonemic awareness to children significantly imphmares t
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reading more than instruction that lacks any attention to phonemic awarenessT(je 7)
panel focused specifically on what they considered to be the “five most important
teachable aspects in reading programs; phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency,
vocabulary, and text comprehension” (Lamont, 2006, p. 26). According to the National
Reading Panel (2000), any reading program which incorporates these eldralus s
improve students’ reading skills. The National Reading Panel’'s (2000) analysaed
that “systematic phonics instruction produces significant benefits for stuident
kindergarten through”Bgrade and for children having difficulty learning to read” (p. 9).
“The findings of the National Reading Panel report directly influenceddals g
of the Reading First portion of the No Child Left Behind Act” (Kim, 2008, p. 373).
United States federal legislation has implemented numerous mandates inttheding
requirement that the phonics component in federally funded initiatives be explicit and
systematic (Kim, 2008, p. 373; No Child Left Behind Act of 2001). The term systematic
refers to two connotations, scope and sequence. Scope includes the content, or range, of
instruction. Sequence defines an order for teaching. Along with the call for fgderall
funded initiatives to be systematic, they must also be explicit. This teens teflesson
delivery. A teacher must tell students directly what she is trying tb feathe lesson to
be considered explicit (Griffith & Mesmer, 2006, p. 370). Influencing this federal
initiative was the National Reading Panel’s (2000) repeeching Children to Read.
This report emphasized the importance of teacher quality. The report higtltgat
“teachers must be knowledgeable about the research on the teaching of readingeand ma
informed decisions based on this research data” (Blair et al., 2007, p. 433).
The International Reading Association (2000) issued its position listing six

research-based qualities of excellent classroom teacherse@hsndglair et al., 2007. p.



22

434):
1. They understand reading and writing development, and believe all children
can learn to read and write.
2. They continually assess children’s individual progress and relate reading
instruction to children’s previous experiences.
3. They know a variety of ways to teach reading, when to use each method and
how to combine the methods into an effective instructional program.
4. They offer a variety of materials and tests for children to read.
5. They use flexible grouping strategies to tailor instruction to individual
students.
6. They are good reading “coaches” (that is, they provide help strateyically
The educational spotlight has been focused on reading for some time. Intense
scrutiny has been placed on reading and phonics programs. For some time, coin@aring t
whole-language approaches to phonics-based approaches has captured thedpotlight
reading research. Studies by the National Assessment of Educationak® (buk&P,
2007) showed that reading skills were improving for fourth graders, particatadyg
lower- and middle-performing students. Fourth graders scored higher in 2007 than in all
previous assessment years, with higher percentages of students peréiraniagove
the basic and proficient achievement levels (NAEP, 2007).
Recent Findings
During the 1980s the differences between the opposing sides of reading
instruction began to be the focal point of reading research. At the same time, national
legislation began a push towards more outcome-based accountability. A studytedmple

in 1985 by Mary Ann Evans of the University of Guelph in Canada and Thomas H. Carr
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of Michigan State University compared two reading programs used in 20 fidg-gra
classrooms (Foorman et al., 2002). Half of the students were offered a phasecs-
traditional reading instructional program. The other half of the students ugit tesing
an individualized method of whole-language instruction that drew from student’s
experiences with language. The two groups were provided the same amount of reading
instruction, had similar socioeconomic profiles and were similar on measuaegjoage
maturity and intelligence. This study found that the first group of students scored highe
at the year’s end on tests of reading and comprehension (Foorman et al., 2002, p. 91). An
additional longitudinal study by Byrne, Fielding-Barnsley, and Ashley (2fa0did that
fifth-grade students who had been trained in phonics 6 years earlier (in kibeleyga
demonstrated significant reading skill gains over students who had not received such
training. Although over many decades educators and researchers haxveedisagthe
exact breakdown of how much phonics instruction and literacy-based instruction is
needed to successfully teach students to read, there seems to be agreement that a
student’s ability to understand the alphabetic principle (phonics) is cruciat¢essful
reading (CIERA, 2001; Morris & Slavin, 2003; National Reading Panel, 2000).

Over the past 3 decades, research in reading has uncovered critical data
suggesting that once students fall behind in early reading skills, they mostioftet
catch up (Foorman, Francis, Fletcher, Schatschneider, & Mehta, 1998). “Keith E.
Stanovich of the University of Toronto has shown that children’s ability to read in the
first grade usually provides a good indication of what thefkgrade reading proficiency
will turn out to be” (Foorman et al., 2002, p. 86). His theory is based on the premise that
reading requires practice, and those who excel in reading will practioegteduring

the schooling years. “Hence, the gap between more and less able readersanfdve fi
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grades generally grows over the years” (Foorman et al., 2002, p. 86). Thisng@sdée
urgent need for students to acquire reading skills in the early grades.
Summary

In summary, the review of the literature focused on the need for implermantati
of a systematic phonics program in the early elementary grades. Substse@ath has
been conducted to establish the best way to teach students to read. Two conflicting
approaches to teaching reading, whole-language and the phonics-based approach, still
consume much of the research. What is agreed upon is the critical need that students have
a solid foundation with a firm ability to read. Leaders in the educational field are
relentless in the fact that in today’s world, every child must become a reader.

CIERA (2001) endorsed “the importance and effectiveness of systematic phonics
instruction” (p. 113). Based on the research calling for systematic phonics iostyticé
need to address the gaps in student achievement, and the knowledge that while phonics
instruction is beneficial for most children (it seems to be critical for stfténard &
Dickson, 1999)), the schools in this study decided to pilot the Making Great Readers
phonics program in their kindergarten classrooms.

In this study, the researcher conducted a program evaluation of the Making Great
Readers phonics program. The researcher evaluated the program in regards/édl how
the teachers understood the phonics program during its implementation, tedcitesatt
towards the program, change in teacher behavior as a result of program imateme

and the impact of the program on phonemic skills of kindergarten students.
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Chapter 3: Methodology

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the Making Great Readers phonics
program. A mixed methods approach was used to evaluate the Making Great Readers
phonics program in regards to improvement of phonemic awareness skills as well as
reading skills in kindergarten students. Teacher behavior and teacher attitudis tinea
program was also explored. A logic model was used to evaluate the Making Great
Readers program with a focus on short-, intermediate-, and possible long-termesutcom

The impact of the Making Great Readers program was determined usirgd mi
methods approach. Quantitative data were gathered by examining thenasgessults
of running records, as well as specific skills. DIBELS assessments, gpsetedlures
and measures for assessing the acquisition of early literacy siitiskindergarten
through sixth grade, were the assessment tools utilized. These assessrents
specifically designed to be short (1 minute) fluency measures used talsegudaitor
the development of Initial Sounds Fluency (ISF), Letter Naming Fluenclf)(LN
Phoneme Segmentation Fluency (PSF), and Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF). The
measures are linked to one another, both psychometrically and theoretically, and have
been found to be predictive of later reading proficiency (Teaching and hga®08).
Combined, the measures formed an assessment system of early liteedoprewnt that
allows educators to readily and reliably determine student progress and to jprtedéct f
success of students in regards to reading skills. In a longitudinal studynfpousihe
prediction of reading skills in kindergarten students, Schatschneider, Fléichagis,
Carlson, and Foorman (2004) found that letter names, letter-sound knowledge, naming
speed, and phonological awareness were good indicators in the prediction af readin

outcomes in Grades 1 and 2.
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Problem Statement

This program was implemented with kindergarten students at two Title |
elementary schools in western North Carolina beginning in August 2009. A summative
evaluation of its impact needed to be conducted as student success with earty readi
skills is strongly predictive of success later in school (Lesaux, Rupp, & 6f#T).
Therefore, an evaluation of instructional methods and programs used at theitioakt cr
time in teaching young students to read is essential. The goal “of anittervis to
positively impact student achievement...not collecting data on student achievement (once
there is some evidence that the program has been implemented) is a isiaje ™
(Marzano, 2003, p. 166). This study addressed the need of implementing a systematic
approach to teaching phonics and provided the evaluation of the program.

A mixed methods approach provided both qualitative and quantitative data to
address the research questions of this program evaluation. The reseatisepasse
guantitative and qualitative approaches to enhance the findings within a single study
(Gorard & Taylor, 2004). The study does not focus on a single aspect of the pilot
program, but instead seeks to evaluate the Making Great Readers programtiretis e
as related to implementation and results of student phonemic skill growth. In addition,
this study is intended to reveal the workings of the program and find evidence eélits le
of perceived effectiveness (Hatch, 2002). Adhering to the logic model, this ssody al
incorporates a mixed methods approach which is recommended for evaluative studies
employing a timeline which focuses on a specific portion of an educational program
(Chatterji, 2004). The logic model had implications for school-wide programelbasv
individual classrooms. One of the greatest strengths of the logic moddlesilidity

and versatility (McLaughlin & Jordan, 2004).



27

The W. K. Kellogg Foundation (2004) provided literature that detailed the use of
three types of logic models: theory, activity, and outcome. The theory approach model
aligns the theory or theories behind the practice. It asks how or why the studiednprogra
will work. The activities approach logic model examines the process of progra
implementation. This model is beneficial for monitoring and managing the
implementation of a specifically studied program. The outcomes approach logic mode
emphasizes the relationship of resources (or activities/program) to @sicohe focus,
as in this study, is on intended results of the program.

There is no standard design of any type of logic model; each model may vary with
program needs. Evaluators may choose one type of logic model or combine any two or
three to meet the needs of the study (Kellogg, 2004).

Qualitative data were collected in this study through a teacher survetgtmuohe
the understanding, attitudes, and behaviors of the teachers in relationship to thg Maki
Great Readers program. The change of teacher behavior, as well as theirqmeroépt
the program in relation to teaching reading, was assessed as well whtr teaweys.

The teacher survey instrument (Appendix A) was assessed for contentyvalidi
using three methods. A team of subject matter experts was assembled tolreview t
instrument. Feedback from this team was utilized to refine the survey.ufe/ svas
also given to a group of peers in the educational field for review. Input from this group
was solicited and recorded. The final validation method was a pilot test whichweas g
to a random sample of teachers. Input was asked in relation to clarity of the questions
understandability. All responses were recorded and adjustments were rttaglsuosey
based on input from the three validation methods. The researcher determined face

validity prior to sending out the survey for content validity assessment.&8ixeties from
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both school A and school B were asked to participate in the teacher survey. These
teachers were considered a valuable source of information because theyenetethe
pilot program under evaluation.

Significance of the Study

This research was significant because the findings provided valuable insights a
the local level. The impact of a program on student achievement should be determined by
the comprehensive analysis of achievement data (Marzano, 2003). School sydtems tha
are examining the Making Great Readers program, looking for a systgrhatiics
program, or investigating other ways to increase phonemic awareness in yountsstude
may find this study relevant. Evaluations of a program’s effectivenegsenze to
inform school officials regarding the value of the program. This informationitiisat to
local school boards as they plan for literacy programs. Schools with similar
demographics may find this study useful in impacting decisions made in adoption of a
systematic phonics program.

Successful achievement in basic early literacy skills is a catahjsiter
educational success. Evaluating the phonics program that these two schools piloted wi
help ensure that the instructional practices and programs that are being wesszhbyst
are providing students with valid, high-yield results.

The findings of this study were reported to the local superintendent and school
board. The findings also had bearing on the implementation of a phonics program in the
two elementary schools in the study. The results were used to drive readinctiostr
approaches to phonics instruction, and to assist in decision making within the school in

regards to reading instruction.
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Resear ch Questions

Adhering to the logic model, this study focused around the following six research
guestions that encompass short-, intermediate- and long-term outcomes.

Short-term outcomes.

1. How well do teachers understand the Making Great Readers phonics
program?Teachers were asked to self-report on their own attitudes towards the program
in written form using a Likert scale to respond to survey questions. Statemesh&snus
ordinal scale of completely agree, somewhat agree, neutral, somewhatejisagre
completely disagree (Creswell, 2003; Fink, 2006). Surveys were used to assess the
understanding levels of the teachers with regard to the Making Great Reamdgesn.
Participant responses from the teacher survey were recorded for coalgaisaiMean
scores were presented to determine positive or negative relationships.

2. What are the teachers’ attitudes towards the progr&wm&in, teachers were
asked to self-report on their own attitudes towards the program in written form using a
Likert scale to respond to survey questions. The teacher survey contained questions
which related to teacher confidence level in using the program, training, ahdrtea
perceived benefits of the program. Surveys were used to assess the understagiding le
of the teachers with regard to the Making Great Readers program. Focuswgeoeps
held with teachers from both schools in attendance, in mid-September at school B and in
mid-November at school A. All teachers participating in the study attehddddus
group discussions. Response frequencies from the teacher survey were broken into
themes, tallied, and presented in a frequency table.

I nter mediate-ter m outcomes.

3. How have teachers’ behaviors changed as a result of program
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implementation?Qualitative data was collected from the surveys given to the teachers in
regards to their behavior change. Surveys were used to assess the clesigefor
change in teacher behavior with regard to teaching phonics.

Focus groups were held, with teachers from both schools in attendance. Response
frequencies were broken into themes, tallied, and presented in a frequeacitabl
document review of teachers’ schedules was also conducted to assessii$ teathe
incorporated a block of time for implementation of the program.

4. To what degree has the program become a factor in school improvefieat?
researcher conducted a document review of each of the participating scaadol
Improvement Plans for evidence of use of the program. Surveys were used to assess
teacher attitudes and levels of implementation with regard to the MakingR&adérs
program. Participant responses from the teacher survey were recorded. bfeamsre
presented to assess teacher attitudes and levels of implementation.

L ong-term outcomes.

5. What is the impact of the program on phonemic skills of kindergarten
students?Students were assessed on four literacy components usibgrihenic
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS). DIBELS waationally normed on
approximately 32,000 students from 638 schools in 235 school districts (Good &
Kaminski, 2002). The DIBELS assessments were a set of procedures and measures f
assessing the acquisition of early literacy skills from kindergartenghrsixth grade.

They were designed to be short (1 minute) fluency measures used to ragolaitlyr
the development of early literacy and early reading skills (Center on Tgeentd
Learning, 2008)Each measure has been thoroughly researched and demonstrated to be

reliable and valid indicators of early literacy development and predictiaeasfreading
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proficiency” (Center on Teaching and Learning, 2008, p. 1). The DIBELS measures
linked together to form an assessment system of early literacy develdpatesitows
educators to readily and reliably determine student progress (Good & Kaminski, 2002).

The three overall literacy components assessed were phonological agarenes
alphabetic principleand vocabulary. Each area had individual subtests that directly
related to the overall literacy component. Measures of phonological awaremess we
assessed by evaluating a student’s abilitgéntify andproduce the initial sound of a
given word called Initial Sound Fluency (ISF) and by assessing a chilt’atski
producing the individual sounds within a given word known as Phonemic Segmentation
Fluency (PSF). Phonemic Segmentation Fluency (PSF) consisted of tremassaity
stating words with three to four phonemes and asking the student to verbally produce the
individual phonemes of the word (Ruby, 200XIphabetic principal was evaluated by
assessing a child’s knowledge of letter-sound correspondences as well thgitcabil
blend letters together to form unfamiliar “nonsense” words known as Nonsense Word
Fluency (NWF). Words in this measure consisted of vowel-consonant and consonant-
vowel-consonant combinations. Measures of vocabulary and oral language sesseds
by evaluating a student’s ability to accurately use a provided word in titextof a
sentence called Word Use Fluency (WUF).

This study evaluated the results of each of the DIBELS kindergarten assesssme
The DIBELS assessment tool provided raw scores for subtests under the literary
components and a global instructional recommendation. The raw scores for each subj
are listed in Appendix B in the Percent of Change Table. It should also be noticix that
percent of each subject’s increase or decrease of performance was tistexhiy raw

data form, but in a calculated percent of change using the formuhkd/[§\/,]*100
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where \{is the baseline score andi¥ the final assessment score. The global
instructional recommendations were based on patterns of performance freubtidss

and are represented in the frequency table. Students that performed well onEb& DIB
subtests and have “patterns of performance with the odds in favor of achieving
subsequent goals” (Good & Kaminski, 2002, p. 48) were coded at a |é&ehofimark —
At Grade Levelln cases that a pattern of performance on subtests do not meet a clear
prediction or “where approximately 50% of students achieved subsequenttesalyyli
goals” (Good & Kaminski, 2002, p. 48), the instructional recommendatiorStwategic

— Additional InterventionFinally, if a student’s performance on the DIBELS subtests fell
in the range where predictor showed against achieving subsequent goalsrubgdnat
recommendation wdstensive — Needs Substantial Intervention

Participants

Participants in this study included all kindergarten teachers and all kingerga
students that were enrolled in school A and school B from August to March of the 2009-
2010 school year. The number of participating teachers per school varied actottmg
number of kindergarten classrooms in each school. The kindergarten student population
included in this study was 106 students.

The schools in this study were part of a small city school district theddse
approximately 3,000 students. These students were very diverse and from predominately
middle to low socioeconomic families. Both schools qualified for Title | statUustlé|
school was a school that receiatlitional educational funding from the federal
government based on poverty levels of the student attending the. Stiombls in
poverty were defined by theercentage of low-income students. Low-income students

were defined as those meeting free or reduced-price lunch criterile A §chool must
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have had either a percentage of low-income students that was at least aghiegh as
district's overall percentage, or have hakkast 35% low-income students (North

Carolina Department of Public Instruction [NCDPI], 20083hool A qualified for Title |
status with 69.72% of the students that qualified for the free and reduced lunch program.
School B qualified for Title | status with 70.64% of the students that qualified forethe

and reduced lunch program.

School A and school B were both ethnically diverse. The smaller of the two
schools, school A, was 47.5% White, 25% African American, and 20.5% Hispanic.
School B was 40% White, 30.2% Hispanic, and 13.4 % African American. A small
percentage of each school was made up of students with disabilities. School A had 10.3%
of the students labeled as disabled and school B had 13.6% of the students labeled as
disabled.

Limitations

School-level administrators worked with the elementary director and chose the
Making Great Readers phonics program as the pilot program for phonics implementation.
The possibility for teacher resistance in the implementation of the progaara w
limitation to this study. Another possible limitation was the degree oftfided related to
the execution of the program within individual classrooms. Some teachers may have
adhered to the protocol and followed the program guidelines more stringently than other
teachers.

Delimitations

This study may have been affected by several established constrairitswalyic

have affected the external validity. This study’s sample population wasditoite

kindergarten students enrolled from August to March at two elementary schools in
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western North Carolina. Due to the limited sample of participants, all kiadeng
students enrolled from August to March were included in the study. Data collecgon wa
limited to the 2009-2010 school year. Generalization of this study may be limited to the
early elementary school level.
Summary

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the Making Great Readers phonics
program as it was implemented in two small elementary schools. Succebgfubatent
in basic early literacy skills is a catalyst for later educatiomedesss. Evaluating the
phonics program that these two schools piloted will help ensure that the instructional
practices and programs that are being used by teachers are providing stittierdsd,
high-yield results.

A mixed methods approach was used to determine how effectively the Making
Great Readers phonics program improved phonemic awareness skills, as veslirag re
skills, in kindergarten students. Teacher behavior and teacher attituddgdiaar
program was also explored. A logic model was used to evaluate the Making Great
Readers program with a focus on short-, intermediate-, and long-term outcomes.
Information from this study was used to guide future decisions of the continued

implementation of the program.
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Chapter 4. Data Analysis

The most basic, fundamental aspect of education lies in the ability to read and
early reading instruction. In studying the process of teaching ggaieacher should
analyze the steps and milestones that need to be reached in order to approachinige tea
of reading. Making Great Readers was a program based on phonemic understanding
without the confusion of letter names which creates the practice of See theTdmind
the Letter (Howard, 2007). Making Great Readers is a prescriptive prolgaaprovides
a systematic approach to teaching phonics.

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the effectiveness of the Making Great
Readers program. The program was piloted by two small elementary citysskduatéed
in western North Carolina during the 2009-2010 school year. Six kindergarten
classrooms, approximately 100 students, piloted this program from August 2009 to
March 2010. Specific areas targeted in the study included phonemic awarengss skill
students with a focus on initial sound fluency, letter naming fluency, phoneme
segmentation, and nonsense word fluency. Teacher understanding, attitudes teavards t
program, and teacher change, or lack of, in instructional behavior were also @zhsider
when evaluating the success of the program.

A variety of assessment tools were utilized to collect qualitative and caisvetit
data on this pilot program. The qualitative measures used included surveys and focus
group discussions to identify the concerns of the teachers and teacher atiitedesds
to the Making Great Readers program. Focus groups were used to expose the perceptions
of the kindergarten teachers as related to the Making Great Readersmprbigesfocus
groups led to important insights about how teachers felt as related to the Makihg Grea

Readers program and allowed the facilitator to delve deeper into the group’s thinking
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based on scripted questions as well as topics that arose more spontaneousty. Teac
surveys were also used where teachers were asked to self-report on thetitogasat
towards the Making Great Readers program using a Likert scale to respunsdy
guestions.

The quantitative measures included data analysis fromyhamiclndicators of
Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS). The DIBELS assessmegatge raw scores for
subtests under the literary components and a global instructional recommentiad
three overall literacy components @renological awarenesalphabetic principleand
vocabulary. Each area had individual subtests that directly related to thi lteeaay
component. Measures of phonological awareness were assessed by evalstaiiegt's
ability to identify andproduce the initial sound of a given word called Initial Sound
Fluency (ISF) and by assessing a child’s skill at producing the individual southas avi
given word known as Phonemic Segmentation Fluency (PSF). Phonemic Segmentation
Fluency consisted of the assessor orally stating words with three to four gsoard
asking the student to verbally produce the individual phonemes of the word (Ruby,
2007).Alphabetic principal was evaluated by assessing a child’s knowledgieof le
sound correspondences as well their ability to blend letters together to formliamfami
“nonsense” words known as Nonsense Word Fluency (NWF). Words in this measure
consisted of vowel-consonant and consonant-vowel-consonant combinations. Measures
of vocabulary and oral language were assessed by evaluating the student’soabilit
accurately use the provided word in the context of a sentence called Word Useg Fluenc
(WUF).
Findings

This portion of the study reports the qualitative and quantitative data collected and
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is organized by the framework of the logic model, following the six researchianges

that encompass short-, intermediate-, and long-term outcomes. This stuchries out
through a mixed methods design approach. Separate quantitative and qualitative methods
were used to enhance the findings giving more complete insight and understanding of the
effects of the Making Great Readers phonics program. DIBELS scores provided
guantitative data while teacher survey results and focus group discussions provided the
gualitative results.

Short-term outcomes.

Research Question 1. How well do teachers understand the Making Great
Readers phonics programPeachers were asked to self-report on their own attitudes
towards the program in written form using a Likert scale to respond to survayogse
Statements used an ordinal scale of completely agree, somewhat agre&, sw@uewhat
disagree, completely disagree (Creswell, 2003; Fink, 2006). Surveys were ussest a
the understanding levels of the teachers with regard to the Making GreatdReade
program. The teacher survey contained questions which related to teacheanddegst
in using the program, teacher attitudes towards the program, training, aret teach
perceived benefits of the program.

Survey data were received from all six teachers participating in thg Stod
number of years of teaching experience ranged from 8 years to 14 yeaadedkdta

about the teachers can be found in Table 2.
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Teacher Demographic Data

38

Teaching Experience

Years

3 orless
4-8

9-15

16 or more

Educational Level

Bachelor’'s
Master’s
Specialist’s
Doctorate

Number of respondents
0
2
4
0

OO Ww

Questions from the teacher survey (see Appendix A) shown in Table 3 focused on

teacher understanding of the Making Great Readers program. Statements askiolah

scale of completely agree, somewhat agree, neutral, somewhat disagngetely

disagree (Creswell, 2003; Fink, 2006). Teachers reported positively to the survey

guestions relating to understanding of the program. The teacher survey yiwlde

highest positive results for teacher support of the Making Great Readerampyggt all

guestions under this topic yielded positive results. Views of teacher traimidgged the

lowest average response.
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Table 3

Teacher Survey Results — Understanding

Question Teachers
(n=6)
Mean responses
| feel confident in my ability to use the program with my students. 4.3
The Making Great Readers program meets the needs of my 4.3
students.
The teachers at this school are supportive of the Making Great 4.7

Readers program.

| am adequately trained to teach phonics through the Making Great 3.8
Readers program design.

| enjoy using the Making Great Readers program. 4.3

| believe the Making Great Readers program is user friendly for 4.6
me as a teacher.

Training for the program allowed me to fully implement all 3.7
components of the program.

Research Question 2. What are the teachers’ attitudes towards the program?
The researcher convened a focus group at each of the participating schubdsg&iten
teachers participating in the pilot program attended this session. The focus egauap b
with participants stating their names, level of degrees, and how manyh@ahat been
teaching. The focus group discussion (see Appendix C) commenced withielppats
being asked to react to the phrase “Making Great Readers” with thednd or phrase
that popped into their mind. The frequency of common themes was summarized
(Auerbach & Silverstein, 2003). Four categories were used to group ideagsddppthe

teachers: results, ease of use, standard way to teach phonics, and training. Thehumbe
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times each theme was reported was tallied. A summary of the findingabhet

attitudes toward the program is provided in Table 4. Comments from the teacheers we
positive and aligned with the implementation of the Making Great Readers progtam. Al
comments centered around the description of a new program for teaching phonics. The
focus group questions that related to teacher attitudes relating to thenpsogided

positive comments from participants. Comments included: “this program is quick and
straight-forward. It is a very manageable process to include in my ddggl‘the

program hits on the multiple learning modalities that my students have. It indegpora
movement, sound, and speech;” and “I have totally bought-in to this program. | see the
results.”

Table 4

Teacher Attitudes Toward the Making Great Readers Program

Overall themes Frequency of
response

Positive results 15

Ease of use 11

Standard way to teach phonics 3

Not enough training 3

Surveys were used to assess the attitudes of the teachers with regard to the
Making Great Readers program. Teachers were asked to self-report on thaitinwles
towards the Making Great Readers program in written form using a Liledettec
respond to survey questions. The teacher survey (see Appendix A) contained questions

that related to teacher attitudes in relation to the program. Teachergdgpuosttively to
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the survey questions relating to understanding of the program. The teacherysldesy

the highest positive results for teacher support of the program and the usBintess of

the program. Again, all questions under this topic resulted in high mean responses
ranging from 3.7 to 4.7 out of a possible 5 for each question. The mean response in
reference to the teacher training question produced the lowest mean responses of 3.7 and
3.8. Results of the teacher survey (see Appendix A) questions shown in Table 5 focused

on teacher attitudes in regards to the Making Great Readers program.

Table 5

Teacher Survey Results — Teacher Attitudes

Question Teachers
(n=8)
Mean responses
| feel confident in my ability to use the prograrithwmy students. 4.3
The Making Great Readers program meets the neeady sfudents. 4.3
The program design is developmentally appropridtaiyny students. 4.5
The teachers at this school are supportive of thkiiy Great Readers program. 4.7
| am adequately trained to teach phonics throughvthking Great Readers 3.8

program design.

| enjoy using the Making Great Readers program. 4.3

| believe the Making Great Readers program prepsiteents to become 4.2
successful readers.

| believe the Making Great Readers program is frssrdly for me as a teacher. 4.6
Training for the program allowed me to fully implent all components of the 3.7
program.

| find the program to be beneficial in teachingdieg to my students. 4.0
How has the Making Great Readers program met yxpgatations as an 4.1

instructional tool?

How likely are you to recommend Making Great Readera colleague? 4.3
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I nter mediate-ter m outcomes.

Research Question 3. How have teachers’ behaviors changed as a result of
program implementationThe focus group questions that related to changes in teacher
behavior in regards to the teaching of phonics in their daily schedules yieldedepositi
comments from participants. Focus group discussions about teacher behavior and change
in behavior in relation to teaching phonics produced two themes. Incorporation of a
standardized way of teaching phonics, positive results on student achievement, and the
ease of implementation were the three recurring themes. Commentsdn¢luata now
doing a standard way for teaching phonics;” “This is a manageable way to teaatsphoni
| never found it to be this easy before;” and “This program is easy to use. Thddids li
and | am seeing growth. | will continue to use this program even if it is not adopted by
our school.” One negative comment was, “I still have a hard time with not tedettarg
names or the upper case letters. But | guess it will grow on me.” Four casegere
used to group ideas reported by the teachers: results, ease of use, stantiatd achy
phonics, and training. The number of times each theme was reported was tallied. A
summary of the findings for teacher attitudes toward the program is providedlma:

Table 6

Change in Teachers’ Behaviors as a Result of Program Implementation

Overall themes Frequency of
response

Positive results on student achievement 15

Ease of implementation 12

Standard way to teach phonics 4
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Quantitative data was collected from the surveys given to the teacheraritsreg
to their behavior change. Specific questions on the teacher survey were useskstthasse
change, or lack of change, in teacher behavior in relationship to teaching phonicg. Surve
guestions produced positive relationships as reported by the teachers in theothange
their methods of teaching phonics. The mean score of the survey responses yielded score
ranging from 4.0 to 4.3 in teacher satisfaction. Results from this portion of the stevey a
listed in Table 7.

Table 7

Teacher Survey Results — Teacher Behaviors

Question Teachers
(n=8)
mean responses

| have the resources necessary to effectively teach phonics through 4.3
the Making Great Readers program.

| believe the Making Great Readers program produces the desired 4.2
results as demonstrated by local and state measures.

| believe the Making Great Readers program prepares students to 4.2
become successful readers.

| believe the Making Great Readers program provides students 4.1
with the strategies to become independent readers.

| find the program to be beneficial in teaching reading to my 4.0
students.
As a result of this program, | am systematically teaching phonics 4.1

more regularly.

In addition to the focus group discussions and the teacher survey, kindergarten

teachers from school A and school B submitted their classroom schedules (Appendix D)
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documenting when each teacher utilized the program with their students. im oévie
these documents, schedules showed the classroom teachers having a set blodkrof time
implementation of the pilot program.

Research Question 4. To what degree has the program become a factor in school
improvement?The researcher conducted a document review of each of the participating
school’'s School Improvement Plans (see Appendix E) for evidence of use of themprogra
and implementation into the daily school routine. In review of these documerits, eac
School Improvement Plan included the implementation of the Making Great Readers
program as one of the strategies used to teach phonics.

Surveys were used to assess teacher attitude and levels of implementation for
long-term school improvement with regard to using the Making Great Readerarprog
as a consistent phonics program. Again, survey responses were positive. Teacher suppor
of the pilot program yielded the highest results with a mean value of 4.7. Results of
survey questions relating to school improvement with the implementation of Making

Great Readers are noted in Table 8.
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Table 8

Teacher Survey Results — School Improvement Efforts

Question Teachers
(n=8)
mean responses

The teachers at this school are supportive of the Making Great 4.7
Readers program.

| believe the Making Great Readers program produces the desired 4.2
results as demonstrated by local and state measures.

| believe the Making Great Readers program prepares students to 4.2
become successful readers.

| believe the Making Great Readers program provides students with 4.1
the strategies to become independent readers.

| find the program to be beneficial in teaching reading to my 4.0
students.

| am getting good results using this program. 4.3
As a result of this program, | am systematically teaching phonics 4.1

more regularly.

L ong-term outcomes.

Research Question 5. What is the impact of the program on phonemic skills of
kindergarten students®tudents were assessed on four literacy components using the
Dynamiclndicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS). DIBELS wagioaally
normed on approximately 32,000 students from 638 schools in 235 school districts (Good
& Kaminski, 2002). The DIBELS assessments are a set of procedures and measures f
assessing the acquisition of early literacy skills from kindergartenghreixth grade.

They are designed to be short (1 minute) fluency measures used to regulatty theni
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development of early literacy and early reading skills (Center on Tepahd Learning,
2008).

At each school, a list of kindergarten students enrolled as of August 2009 was
obtained and compared to a list of students enrolled as of March 2010. This list was
limited to those students who were continuously enrolled from August 2009 to March
2010. When examined, 106 students fit the criteria for inclusion in this study.

Students in school A and school B were administered a pretest in August using
the DIBELS assessment measures in order to establish baseline dataisStede
progress monitored in October and December with the final assessment, or,gpetest
in March.

Analysis of DIBELS global instructional ratings in kindergarten, afterMaking
Great Readers program was implemented, showed that of the 78 students in theintensi
and strategic groups, 59 students were rated overall as achieving the benctetgmiyc
on the final assessment. Additionally, the overall number of students rated as b&nchma
increased from 28 students to 59 students. Figures 4 and 5 present the percentage

distribution for kindergarten students at school A and school B.
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Figure 4.Kindergarten Assessments — Percentage Distribution of Instructional
Recommendations for School A.
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Figure 5.Kindergarten Assessments — Percentage Distribution of Instructional
Recommendations for School B.

The raw scores from each of the DIBELS subtests are presented in Table 9
analyzing the percent of change by classroom setting. The percent clubgect’s
increase or decrease of performance along with the raw scores foubpat are listed

in Appendix B in the percent of change table. It should also be noticed that the percent of
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each subject’s increase or decrease of performance was not only listedlataigorm,
but in a calculated percent of change using the formula\);V1]*100 where \{is the
baseline score and,\6 the final assessment score.

Table 9

Raw Scores by Classroom — Initial Sound Fluency

School A School B
n=42 n=64

Baseline Posttest % Change Baseline Posttest % Change

Class 1 10 33.64 236.40% 14.50 31.54 117.51%
Class 2 9.89 27.52 178.26% 7.42 21.38 188.14%
Class 3 15.33 26.5 72.86% 10.61 28.23 166.06%
Table 10

Raw Scores by Classroom — Letter Naming Fluency

School A School B
n=42 n=64

Baseline Posttest % Change Baseline Posttest % Change
Class 1 16.23 46.11 184.10% 5.27 21.18 301.89%
Class 2 13.10 28.94 120.91% 10.61 28.95 172.85%

Class 3 10.33 36.83 256.53% 8.71 25.52 192.99%
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Table 11

Raw Scores by Classroom — Word Usage Fluency

School A School B
n=42 n=64

Baseline Posttest % Change Baseline Posttest % Change

Class 1 10.29 17.52 70.26% 5.81 21.09 262.99%
Class 2 2.37 15.15 539.24% 3.23 16.14 399.69%
Class 3 8.16 27.33 234.92% 16.33 21.42 31.16%
Summary

Data from the teacher surveys and focus groups were used to address each
research question. The teachers reported no disagree or completely disaamgefdhe
statements on the survey. The mean score of 4.7 revealed the strongest agvébment
the statement that the pilot program was supported by teachers. Adverselyahézes
agreement that the training that the teachers received was adequate.

Perceived strengths of the phonics program were revealed through focus group
discussions. Teachers identified student results as related to increased phonemi
awareness skills and ease of implementation as the strongest aspecsloff pnegram.
These results had a direct implication on the researcher’'s recommendatiactson.

Data from the DIBELS assessments were used to address the effestiviethes
Making Great Readers program on phonemic awareness skills. Results showed

significant growth in the skills of kindergarten students as related to phoskitfs.
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Chapter 5. Results

This study was conducted to evaluate the Making Great Readers program.
Specifically, the study aimed to evaluate the program'’s effects onlgadywhonemic
skills in kindergarten students. Phonemic awareness is an essential partrdf stude
readiness in preparation of beginning readers. Allington (2001) stated that thfe age
information dissemination “places far greater demands on the reader” (p. 7) than eve
before. Neglecting to teach reading effectively while children areeiearly elementary
years may lead to difficulty later in school and in life (Biehler & Snowman, 198&aC
& Kallick, 2000; Gardner, 1999; Slavin, 1998). Students must have a sound knowledge
of letters and the sounds that they make. They must know that letters make sounds, and
that when combined together, the sounds make words. Preparing students to face
increasing literacy challenges requires that educators addreasklwd teaching reading
and reading readiness with the most effective instructional practices.

However, student improvement in phonemic skills was not the only integral
aspect of success in this program. The researcher utilized a logic modeledhisii
program evaluation. The logic model had implications for short-, intermediate-, @ad lon
term outcomes which affected school-wide programming as well as indivedchiers
and classrooms. Teacher enthusiasm, understanding, and modification of educational
practices were also integral components to the successful implementatiapsbgram
as well as lasting effects on school improvement. Teacher understandingharsiasnt
directly related to the short-term outcomes of the employed logic modahdie
modification of educational practices was the outcome based on the intermedmte goa
the logic model, while successful implementation of the program, as waltag)

effects on phonemic awareness skills of the kindergarten students and, in turn, school
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improvement, was the goal of the long-term outcomes.

This study did not focus on a single aspect of the pilot program, but instead
sought to evaluate the Making Great Readers program in its entiretgtasl tel
implementation and results of student phonemic skill growth. In addition, this stgdy wa
intended to reveal the workings of the program and find evidence of its level eiveerc
effectiveness (Hatch, 2002). Adhering to the logic model, this study also inatagar
mixed methods approach which is recommended for evaluative studies employing a
timeline which focuses on a specific portion of an educational program (Gihaaed).

The logic model had implications for school-wide programs as well as individual
classrooms (McLaughlin & Jordan, 2004).

The Kellogg Foundation provided literature that detailed the use of three types of
logic models: theory, activity, and outcome (2004). The outcomes approach logic model
emphasizes the relationship of resources (or activities/program) to ostcbimnetype of
logic model was utilized in this study. The focus of this study was the imptation of
the pilot program and the evaluation of the program in regards to short-, intermediate-
and potential long-term outcomes. There is no standard design of any type of logic
model; each model may vary with program needs. Evaluators may choose one type of
logic model or combine any two or three to meet the needs of the study (Kellogg, 2004).
The researcher in this study chose the outcomes approach logic model because of its
emphasis on the relationship of activities/resources/programs to outcomesex desi
results. Short-term and intermediate outcomes were evaluated; howevderiong
outcomes were not proven due to the time restraints of this study.

Student assessment data showed that this pilot program was found to not only be

essential in building phonological awareness, but it provided a sound foundation for
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reading readiness. Analysis of each research question proved the successatdirige M
Great Readers program.

Research Question 1. How well do teachers understand the Making Great
Readers phonics programZccording to the theory of the logic model, one of the inputs
or investments in this pilot program is staff training. The fulfillment of stesrh
outcomes relied on teacher understanding, which was a two-prong aspect. One
characteristic of teacher understanding that was researched was hosachedrs
understood the need for using a systematic approach to teaching phonics. The second
characteristic of teacher understanding was the level of knowledge andtanderg of
the phonics program and how to implement the program in their classrooms. This
knowledge and awareness provided strong indicators that the short-term outcome, which
was understanding changes, had been met. The short-term goals being et direc
related to the intermediate goals, which focused on behavioral changes.

The teacher survey yielded the highest positive results for teacher soipihert
Making Great Readers program, in contrast to views of teacher traininly prioiduced
the lowest scores as can be seen in Table 3. This illustrates that tbachaisasic
understanding of the Making Great Readers program. These positive results provided a
strong foundation for building on the short-term outcomes of teacher support and
understanding. Again, because these short-term outcomes were met, the grourasvork w
laid for the intermediate- and long-term outcomes as stated in the logic model.

On the contrary, the teacher survey also indicated that teachers felt tieayotve
well trained and were in need of further professional development with regards to the
pilot program. This should be taken into consideration for future training and staff

development offerings.
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Research Question 2. What are the teachers’ attitudes towards the program?
This question also yielded a positive response in teacher enthusiasm and impiementa
of the program in the classroom setting. The focus groups at each of theatamtici
schools produced positive comments in relation to teacher attitudes about the program.
Teachers were encouraged by the efficiency and manageability obtiramr Teachers
also spoke to the inclusiveness of the multiple modalities that the program incatporate

When asked to self-report on their attitude toward the Making Great Readers
program teachers reported positively. The teacher survey yielded thet lpghiése
results for teacher support of the program and the user friendliness of treprdbrs
indicated that teachers would embrace the program as a systematichppri@aching
phonemic skills to their students. Again, this positive report of teacher attituales is
precursor that directly related to the intermediate outcomes in the logéd.riibe
researcher identified behavioral changes of the teachers, in regards to theytagacth
phonics, as the intermediate outcomes. Teacher attitudes towards the pilot program
positively affected the studied behavioral changes of the teachers.

I nter mediate-ter m outcomes.

Research Question 3. How have teachers’ behaviors changed as a result of
program implementationResearch Question 3 specifically analyzed the intermediate
outcomes as stated by the logic model used in this study. The intermediate sutcome
studied were to analyze the changes in the way teachers were teaching. ginsics
research question was answered by focus group discussions and from data menived f
the teacher survey.

Teachers self-reported on their change in behavior in relation to théaeyay t

taught phonics during focus group discussions as well as on the teacher survey.
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Two major themes occurred during focus group discussions. They were
incorporation of a standardized way of teaching phonics and the ease of implementati
Teachers stated that they were so encouraged by the program thalt lseveialready
adopted this method for teaching phonics. Teachers spoke to the past need of a
prescriptive method of teaching phonics and reported that the pilot program provided this
in an easy to use format. Again the theme of manageability resulted frodisthission.
Teachers reported that the program is a quick, manageable, easy to use firagram
equipped them with a systematic way to teach phonics. The reactions of the temchers
the researcher to deduce that they have significantly changed theictiostal approach
due to the pilot program.

Survey data derived from the teacher survey corroborated the focus group
discussion. Data collected from the survey produced positive relationships asdregorte
the teachers in the change of their methods of teaching phonics. These resuledindicat
that teachers have changed their instructional methods. There was a markedrchang
teacher behavior in that after incorporating the pilot program, teachertecefiaat they
did utilize a different way of teaching phonics. These results were also sgpgrthe
document review of classroom schedules which showed evidence of teachers having a
set block of time for implementation of the pilot program Survey data, coupled with the
responses from focus group discussions and document review, produced a positive
outcome in regards to change in teacher behavior.

Research Question 3 specifically analyzed the intermediate outcomateddst
the logic model used in this study. The intermediate outcomes studied were te dmalyz
changes in the way teachers were teaching phonics. The collected datiththat

teachers reported a change in their methods of teaching phonics. These intermediat
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measures, paired with the previously mentioned short-term outcomes, provided
implications that suggested teachers understood the need for a systematiteaahing
phonics and actually changed their methods of teaching phonics.

Research Question 4. To what degree has the program become a factor in school
improvement?The researcher conducted a document review of each of the participating
school’'s School Improvement Plans (see Appendix E) for evidence of use of themrogra
In review of these documents, each School Improvement Plan included the
implementation of the Making Great Readers program as one of the sgategjieto
teach phonics.

Surveys data that assessed teacher attitudes and levels of implementédiog- for
term school improvement with regard to using the Making Great Readers proggam as
consistent phonics program yielded positive results. Teacher support of the pilatrprogr
yielded the highest results with a mean value of 4.7 out of a possible 5. These results
indicated the teachers were supportive in adopting the Making Great Readeaspasg
their method of phonics instruction. In turn, this also implied that the pilot program, if
adopted, would have a lasting effect on school improvement in the future. Each of these
aforementioned factors contributed to the assessment of the program asodlated t
long-term outcomes of the logic model. The long-term outcomes concentrated on the
possible cultural changes within the school. The impact that the program had on school
improvement is proven by documentation of the pilot program as a reading stretiegy i
School Improvement Plans, positive data results from the teacher surveglwer tea
support of the program, and the impact that the program had on the phonemic skills of

kindergarten students.
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L ong-term outcomes.

Research Question 5. What is the impact of the program on phonemic skills of
kindergarten studentsAnalysis of practices and programs used at such a crucial time in
a student’s educational career must be based on evidence that “goes beyond $&st gues
or informed hunches about what is and is not working” (Conzemius & O’Neil, 2001, p.
14). Killion (2002) stated that “evaluation provides the analysis that informs future
decisions and policies. Without periodic, objective evaluation, practices maytaease
have the intended impact. Evaluation keeps us honest. If offers more than conjecture,
opinion, or individual preferences” (p. 12). This research question provided the basis for
the evaluation of the impact of the piloted phonics program on student achievement.

Students in school A and school B were administered a pretest in August using
the DIBELS assessment measures in order to establish baseline datatsStede
progress monitored in October and December with the final assessment, or,gpetest
in March. Students were assessed on four literacy components usihygntiraic
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS). DIBELS waationally normed on
approximately 32,000 students from 638 schools in 235 school districts (Good &
Kaminski, 2002). The DIBELS assessments were a set of procedures and measures f
assessing the acquisition of early literacy skills from kindergartenghreixth grade.

The DIBELS measures link together to form an assessment system diteaaty
development that allows educators to readily and reliably determine studensgrogre
(Good & Kaminski, 2002). Students that performed well on the DIBELS subtests and
have “patterns of performance with the odds in favor of achieving subsequent goals”
(Good & Kaminski, 2002, p. 48) were coded at a lev@8aichmark — At grade levéh

cases that a pattern of performance on subtests do not meet a clear predictlwrer “w



57

approximately 50% of students achieved subsequent early literacy goals” (Good &
Kaminski, 2002, p. 48), the instructional recommendationStesegic — Additional
Intervention Finally, if a student’s performance on the DIBELS subtests fell in the range
where predictors showed against achieving subsequent goals, the instructional
recommendation wadstensive — Needs Substantial Intervention

The three overall literacy components assessed were phonological agarenes
alphabetic principleand vocabulary. Each area was assessed using individual subtests
that directly related to the overall literacy component. Analysis of DEBgobal
instructional ratings in kindergarten after the Making Great Readersaprogas
implemented showed that of the 78 students in the intensive and strategic groups, 59
students were rated overall as achieving the benchmark category on tlassgsgment.
Additionally, the overall number of students rated as benchmark increased from 28
students to 59 students. It should be noted that the Benchmark goals grew during the
year. A score that would place a student at the proficient or benchmark lthes| at
beginning of the year would not equal a proficient, or benchmark, score at the end of the
year. As the year progresses the benchmark score is raised.

Benchmark scores from school A grew from 34% on the baseline assessment to
64% on the posttest. Benchmark scores from school B grew from 21% on the baseline
assessment to 50% on the posttest. In both cases, the proficiency level almost double
School B also showed a 13% decline in the number of students in the intensive (or well
below proficiency) level. It is apparent that the Making Great Readegsgm produced
growth in the phonemic skills of kindergarten students in both schools in this study.
These results show a strong support for the pilot program that this study evalsatbd ba

on student growth in phonemic skills.
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The raw scores from each of the DIBELS subtests showed success as well. The
percent of each subject’s increase of performance was also strongilyepdiswas found
that students showed significant growth on the DIBELS subtests in Initial Sound Fluency
Letter Naming Fluency, and Word Usage Fluency. Students’ average perckanhgé
in Initial Sound Fluency was over 150%. The average percent of change of kindergarten
students in Letter Naming Fluency was over 200%, and the average percengefiohan
Word Usage Fluency was over 250%, as shown previously in Figure 4 and Figure 5.

The DIBELS assessments that were given to the subjects in this study are
predictors of early literacy skills. Results of this study suggesttiba¥laking Great
Readers program was successful in raising the phonemic awareness of kiederga
students. According to the results of the DIBELS assessments, studentggiangicn
the Making Great Readers program lowered their chances of falling behirmtyin ea
literacy skills. Analysis of DIBELS global instructional ratings indergarten (see
Figures 4 and 5) revealed that out of 106 kindergarten students, 23 scored well below
proficiency expectations (or intensive) at the beginning of the year. l#dteg exposed
to the Making Great Readers program, 15 of the 106 (14.1%) students remained in the
below proficiency category. It should be noted that the DIBELS assessmyattisa
raised as the school year progresses. In other words, what is considereenprafici
August may not yield a proficient score in March as the target is raisefletct r
progression of the school year. In addition, of the 61 students who placed in the strategic
category at the beginning of the year, 25 of them moved to the benchmark category.
Results showed at the end of this study, 57% of the kindergarten students were
performing at or above grade-level expectations. The findings from dayesiaradl

Research Question 5 proved that the kindergarten students in this study showed
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phenomenal growth in relation to phonemic awareness skills.
Implicationsfor Future Change

This study provided evidence that the pilot phonics program implemented by the
two Title | elementary schools participating in this study was é¥eets it related to
increased phonemic skills of kindergarten students. According to Marzano (2003),
collecting and analyzing data to assess the effectiveness of prograofmiogs is
essential. It is imperative to evaluate teaching practices to ensutieeyatre having the
intended impact on student learning (Killion, 2002). Early success with reading skills
builds a solid foundation for students to build upon for years to come. Early reading
success has been connected to success in achievement up to 10 years later (Gunningha
& Stanovich, 1997).

The findings of this study provided insight as to the effectiveness of the Making
Great Readers phonics program. The use of the results of this study to guide program
selection, implementation, and training will help guarantee that students amnerseae
better prepared for reading instruction.
Recommendations

Findings of this study support that the Making Great Readers program is
effective. This is supported by numerous data sources. The DIBELS scores showed
impressive growth averaging approximately 200% in all assessed areastibnaddi
teacher survey results and focus group discussion showed that teacherqreotepée
program was that it was successful, effective, and had many strong point$orEhétres
the researcher’'s recommendation that the program be continued as the gypteonats
program in kindergarten. Findings of this study should be shared with the local school

board, school and district level administrators, teachers, and parents.
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Although the recommendation is made to continue using the Making Great
Readers program, the researcher suggests some changes should be considered. The
findings of the teacher survey and focus group discussion revealed that trainchecoul
improved. It is the recommendation of the researcher that a more systéathtic s
development plan should be devised with follow-up training and support for teachers
implementing this program being offered.

An additional recommendation for future study is to follow the kindergarten
participants as they move into the upper elementary grades to evaluatendioasig
differences in reading skills as opposed to students that did not participate indiis s
A longitudinal study on the participants of this study would be beneficial to aksess t
long-term outcomes and benefits of the Making Great Readers progranmpbssible
to ascertain the long-term effects as noted in the logic model in a 9-mongh stud
However, a longitudinal study, as mentioned above, would provide pertinent information
as related to the logic model referenced in this study. Possible ar¢adyof@uld
include analyzing a change in student attitude towards reading.

In the case of a replication study, the researcher recommends the addition of
observations of teachers using the Making Great Readers program. Dodiomerita
these observations would add an additional layer of validity to the study.

Conclusions

Allington (2001) stated that “American schools should be places where all
children can expect to be successful readers” (p. 7). The necessity for stadeEtisme
successful readers is more apparent now than ever. This study was relevant to the
educational community as an evaluation of the Making Great Readers program. Long

term effects may also serve as a catalyst for social change. Sutaebgfvement of
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learning tasks, such as reading, often leads to “academic and even caress, suiile
failure in reading may cause difficulty with later tasks, hinder succeddead to
disapproval by society (Havighurst, 1952, p. 2). Another study sites that individuals wit
higher literacy skills, namely reading skills, are more likely to eauséaining income

and are less likely to request public assistance (Kutner et al., 2007).

This study was needed to assess the effectiveness of the piloted prodram an
serve as guidance for making future programming decisions. The conclusions dmawn fr
this study are based upon the findings from quantitative and qualitative datasanalys
through the use of the logic model. The use of both quantitative and qualitative data
analyses increases the chances of finding answers to the researadngBstike,

Johnson, & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). The logic model is most informative when it answers
the research questions and provides useful information to the program (McLaughlin &
Jordan, 2004). This study utilized the short-, intermediate-, and long-term outcomes t
provide an evaluation of the Making Great Readers program.

Five of six teachers (83%) in this study strongly agreed that student achidgvem
was positively affected by the Making Great Readers program designalBeestrongly
agreed or agreed (83%) that the program was easy to implement and was supported by
the teachers in the two schools in this study.

Students showed gains in all areas assessed by DIBELS measures. Jimresnea
are linked to one another, both psychometrically and theoretically, and have been found
to be predictive of later reading proficiency (Teaching and Learning, 2008)bined,
the measures formed an assessment system of early literacypoheget that allows
educators to readily and reliably determine student progress. In Initial Saient¥|

which assessed the students’ skills at identifying and producing the iaurad f a



62

given word, students averaged a 159.9% gain from baseline data to the postetserin L
Naming Fluency, which assessed the students’ skills at identifyiegslethd their

names, students averaged a 204.8% gain from baseline data collection to the posttest.
Finally, in Word Usage Fluency, which assessed the students’ abilities to alycusat a
provided word in the context of a sentence, students showed an average of a 256.3% gain.

Analysis of DIBELS global instructional ratings in kindergarten afterMaking
Great Readers program was implemented showed that of the 86 students in the intensive
and strategic groups, 32 students were rated overall as achieving the benctetgmiyc
on the final assessment. Additionally, the overall number of students rated as b&nchma
increased from 37 students to 70 students. Figures 4 and 5 present the frequency
distribution for kindergarten students at school A and school B.

Teacher quality must also be considered when analyzing student gains. Students
who have qualified teachers who have strong knowledge of the content and the resources
they need are at an advantage (Darling-Hammond, 2000). Teacher responses from the
teacher survey revealed that all of the teachers in this study had teadreesdanging
from bachelor’s to master’s levels of education. In addition, the averageoye¢@ashing
experience of the teachers participating in this study ranged from 4 tos8ofyea
experience to 16 or more years of experience.

The literature supports that effective early phonics instruction has a positive
impact on student reading achievement and is predictive of later readingssucces
Instructional programs and practices used in the early educational settiagtical to
this success. Therefore, it is imperative that these programs be evaluateddifigs Df
this study suggest that the Making Great Readers phonics program provides stutients wit

a strong foundation in phonemic awareness which translates to future suceaskng.r
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Outcomes as related to the logic model were positive in relation to shoyt-term
intermediate-term, and possible long-term outcomes. The fulfillment aft&nor
outcomes relied on teacher understanding. One characteristic of teachstaunuliieg
that was researched was how well teachers understood the need for usiegatgyst
approach to teaching phonics. The second characteristic of teacher understasdimg w
level of knowledge and understanding of the phonics program and how to implement the
program in their classrooms. This knowledge and awareness provided strong isdicator
that the short-term outcome, which was understanding changes, had been nmatrtfhe s
term goals being met directly related to the intermediate goals, Ydugked on
behavioral changes. The positive report of teacher attitudes is a prebatstirdctly
related to the intermediate outcomes in the logic model. The researchdiedenti
behavioral changes of the teachers, in regards to the way they teach phonics, as the
intermediate outcomes. Teacher attitudes towards the pilot program posifieelgd
the studied behavioral changes of the teachers.

This study suggests that the Making Great Readers program was sugcessfull
implemented in school A and school B. Teacher understanding, attitude, and behavior
change all yielded positive results which directly related to the strontand
intermediate-term outcomes of the logic model. The positive change ireskilldf the
kindergarten students will have an impact on the long-term outcomes as stated in the
logic model. This improvement of reading skills will be a contributor to long-téange

and cultural change within the schools.
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Teacher Survey

Please answer the following questions based on your experience with the Makihg Gre
Readers (MGR) program.

1) | feel confident in my ability to use the program with my students
5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

2) The Making Great Readers program meets the needs of my students
5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

3) The program design is developmentally appropriately for my students
5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

4) The teachers at this school are supportive of the Making Great Readers program
5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

5) I am adequately trained to teach phonics through the Making Great Readessnpro
design

5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree
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6) | have the resources necessary to effectively teach phonics throughkimg K3reat
Readers program

5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

Please provide examples:

7) | believe the Making Great Readers program produces the desired assult
demonstrated by local and state measures

5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

8) | enjoy using the Making Great Readers program
5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

Why or why not?

9) | believe the Making Great Readers program prepares students to lsemmessful
readers

5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree
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10) | believe the Making Great Readers program is user friendly for enéeasher
5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

11) | believe the Making Great Readers program provides students withatiegists to
become independent readers

5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

12) | believe the Making Great Readers program meets the learyliegy st each of my
students

5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

13) Training for the program allowed me to fully implement all components of the
program.

5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

14) | find the program to be beneficial in teaching reading to my students
5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree
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15) | am getting good results using this program
5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

16) As a result of this program, | am systematically teaching phonicsretpriarly
5 = completely agree

4 = somewhat agree

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat disagree

1 = completely disagree

17) How has the Making Great Readers program met your expectations as an
instructional tool?

5 = completely satisfied

4 = somewhat satisfied

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat dissatisfied

1 = completely dissatisfied

18) How likely are you to recommend Making Great Readers to a colleague?
5 = very likely

4 = somewhat likely

3 = neutral

2 = somewhat likely

1 =not at all likely

19) Check all that apply:
Which group of students do you feel this program is most beneficial
at all achievement levels
at grade level
above grade level
below grade level

20) When using the Making Great Readers program, which aspect do you teachdirst: t
sound, signal, or both?
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21) Would you use upper case letters or lower case letters when implementing this
program? Why?

22) In your opinion, what are the strengths of the Making Great Readers prbgtas t
being used to teach phonics to kindergarten students.

23) In your opinion, what are the ways the Making Great Readers program could be
improved?

24) What would you consider to be the most valuable benefit of using the Making Great
Readers program? (Please choose one)

Motivates students

Provides students with success

Helps prepare students for reading readiness
Other: (Please list)

25) How many years have you been teaching
3 orless
4-8
9-15
16 or more

26) What is your educational level
Bachelor
Masters
Specialist/6 yr
Doctorate
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Subject’s Raw Scores/Percent of Change
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3%

1%

5%

%

D%

1%

6%

D%

D%

0%

8%

D%

3%

D%

D%

5%

0%

D%

D%

0%

ISFb ISFm | LNFb | LNFm| WUFb \r/nVUF % ISF %LNF %WUF

JA 6 19 1 60 6 8 216.67% 5900.002% 33.3]
JB 7 20 21 60 17 8§ 185.71% 185.71%  -52.9
JC 1 28 13 44 16 1% 2700.00%  238.46% -6.2
JD 9 38 1 38 6 28  322.22% 3700.00%  366.6
JE 1 39 25 44 7 29 3800.00%0 76.00% 314.2
JF 5 38 10 50 17 22 660.00%  400.00% 29.4
JG 15 45 1 45 28 16 200.00% 4400.00%  -42.8
JH 18 27 4 28 1 11 50.00%  600.00% 1000.0
JH 1 38 21 48 2 4 3700.00% 128.57%  100.0
JdJ 5 24 13 40 1 11 380.00% 207.69% 1000.0
Ji 10 35 20 45 17 16  250.00%  125.00% -5.8
J-

M 12 45 29 48 8 16  275.00% 65.52%  100.0
JN 13 33 39 47 1§ 24 153.85% 20.51% 33.3
JO 27 40 29 53 9 24 48.15% 82.76%  188.8
JP 16 42 8 44 4 15 162.50% 450.00% 275.0
JQ 14 26 24 47 13 32 85.71% 95.83% 146.1
JR 10 35 17 43 9 17 250.00%  152.94%  240.0
S-

A 1 8 1 16 4 30 700.00% 1500.00%  650.0
S-

B 1 4 1 12 1 0 300.00% 1100.00P6 -100.0
S-

C 5 32 1 28 1 1§ 540.00% 2700.00% 1500.0
S-

D 1 5 1 3 1 1 400.00%  200.00%0 0.00
S-

E 1 1 1 15 1 15 0.00% 1400.00p6 1400.0

D%




1

S+ 14 60 2 37 1 14  328.57% 1750.00% 1300.00%
S-

G 12 30 2 17 1 22 150.00%  750.00% 2100.00%
S 21 34 1 18 1 27 61.90% 1700.00% 2100.00%
SJ 7 32 49 37 1 16 357.14%  -24.49% 1500.00%
S-

K 20 30 4 27 3 33 50.00% 575.00% 1000.00%
S-

L 1 23 27 43 1 8 2200.00% 59.26%  400.00%
S-

M 4 38 31 39 3 G 850.00% 25.81% -100.00%
S-

N 1 7 14 42 1 1 600.00% 200.00P% 0.00%
S-

0] 9 9 1 3 1 1 0.009 200.00% 0.00%
SP 16 40 41 57 4 14  150.00% 39.02%  250.00%
S-

Q 11 46 31 43 17 24  318.18% 38.71%  100.00%
S-

R 24 34 9 43 1 37 41.67%  377.78% 3100.00%
S-S 16 48 19 47 9 24  200.00%  147.37%  380.0p%
S-

T 23 42 13 23 1 1§ 82.61% 76.92% 1700.00%
B-

A 2 20 3 28 14 20 900.00%  833.33% 42.86%
B-

B 6 8 3 12 6 14 33.33%  300.006 133.33%
B-

C 8 30 1 40 5 40 275.00% 3900.00%  700.00%
B-

D 17 32 3 38 1 21 88.24% 1166.67% 2000.00%
B-

E 19 39 13 39 1 25 105.26%  200.00% 2400.00%
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B-
F 40 30 39 64 22 44  -25.00%  64.10%  100.00%
W-
B 6 21 1 7 1 0 250.00% 600.00% -100.00%
W-
C 5 15 1 21 1 0 200.00% 2000.00% -100.00%
W-
D 3 36 1 4 25 24 1100.00%  300.00% 0.00%
W-
E 15 21 1 14 1] d  40.00% 1300.00% -100.00%
W-
F 8 39 1 20 1 3] 387.50% 1900.00% 3100.00%
W-
G 11 24 7 18 1] § 118.18% 157.14%  700.00%
W-
H 19 47 1 39 22 42 147.37% 3800.00%  90.91%
W-
| 12 15 1 16 1 17 25.00% 1500.00% 1600.00%
W-
J 8 24 1 23 1 24 200.00% 2200.00% 2300.00%
W-
K 14 45 1 26 1 34 221.43% 2500.00% 3300.00%
W-
L 10 39 4 30 1 22 290.00%  650.00% 2100.00%
W-
M 14 11 1 2 1 0 -21.43% 100.00p6 -100.00%
W-
N 8 22 1 7 1 9 175.00%  600.00%  800.00%
W-
o) 7 12 5 23 1 10  71.43% 360.00%  900.00%
W-
P 21 49 2 16 9 40 133.33% 700.00%  344.44%
W-
Q 28 52 3 22 1 1 85.71°T: 633.33%  0.00%
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W-
R 13 19 4 24 1 10 46.15%  500.00%0  900.00%
W-
S 20 33 1 8 14 35 65.00%  700.00%  150.00%
W-
T 24 24 24 28 1 31 0.00% 16.67% 3000.00%
W-
U 12 32 27 49 16 5% 166.67% 81.48%  243.76%
W-
\/ 31 50 16 46 11 23 61.29% 187.50%  109.00%
W_
W 30 64 12 23 16 46  113.33% 91.67%  187.50%
Ja-
A 2 22 6 23 1 0 1000.00%  283.33% -100.00%
Ja-
C 4 19 1 25 1 23 375.00% 2400.00% 2200.00%
Ja-
D 1 10 1 9 1 0 900.00%  800.00%6 -100.00%
Ja-
E 4 0 1 20 1 0 -100.00% 1900.00P%6 -100.00%
Ja-
G 1 20 2 12 1 9 1900.00% 500.00%  800.00%
Ja-
H 5 16 1 36 1 0 220.00% 3500.00%6 -100.00%
Ja-
| 1 11 1 24 1 1 1000.00% 2300.00% 0.00%
Ja-
J 6 17 11 37 1 21 183.33p6  236.36% 2000.00%
Ja-
K 8 32 1 11 12 1( 300.00% 1000.00% -16.677%
Ja-
L 3 26 21 46 1 5 766.67% 119.05%  400.00%
Ja-
M 12 23 7 35 18 44 91.67%  400.00% 144.44%
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0%

D%

0%

%

D%

D%

5%

0%

0%

0%

%

3%

D%

0%

5%

5%

Ja-
N 7 26 10 23 1 26 271.43%  130.00% 2500.0
Ja-
(@] 4 21 9 31 1 9 425.00% 244.44p6  800.0
Ja-
P 14 23 11 52 1 3( 64.29% 372.73% 2900.0
Ja-
Q 8 8 4 2 1 15 0.00% -50.00% 1400.00
Ja-
R 4 20 18 26 1 20 400.00% 44,4400 1900.0
Ja-
S 8 21 8 52 2 20 162.50%  550.00%  900.0
Ja-
T 29 45 46 41 16 31 55.17% -10.87% 93.7
Ja-
U 13 28 16 39 4 2( 115.38%  143.75%  400.0
Ja-
\Y/ 14 36 34 39 1 19 157.14% 14.711% 1800.0
Ja-
W 8 25 14 25 1 36 212.50% 78.57% 3500.0
C_
A 7 7 1 3 9 11 0.00%  200.00% 22.22
C_
B 1 13 1 17 6 8 1200.00% 1600.00% 33.3
C_
C 5 16 1 18 8 21 220.00% 1700.00% 162.5
C_
D 1 44 1 36 1 15 4300.00% 3500.00% 1400.0
C_
E 1 23 6 16 31 21 2200.00% 166.67% -32.2
C-
F 25 34 1 13 13 33 36.00% 1200.00%  153.8
C-
G 6 25 3 27 9 10 316.67%  800.00% 11.1

1%
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C-
H 12 18 3 28 5 q 50.00%  833.33% 20.00%
C- 9 15 3 11 16 2§ 66.67%  266.67% 75.00%
C-J 12 42 1 17 29 59 250.00% 1600.00%  103.45%
C_
L 1 26 30 30 27 30 2500.00% 0.00% 11.11%
C_
M 9 20 1 5 14 17 122.22%  400.00% 21.43%
C_
N 11 30 1 16 23 14 172.73% 1500.00% -39.13%
C_
(e 6 26 19 43 13 28 333.33% 126.32% 115.38%
C_
P 15 16 1 1 14 q 6.67% 0.00% -100.00%
C_
Q 36 64 32 53 18 30 77.78% 65.63% 66.67%
C_
R 12 50 15 34 24 21 316.67% 126.67% -12.50%
C_
S 14 30 24 60 28 16 114.29%  150.00% -42.86%
C-
T 15 41 15 27 48 23 173.33% 80.00% -52.08%
C-
U 16 20 9 56 3 24 25.00% 522.2206  700.00%
C-
\Y 9 33 15 25 4 35 266.67% 66.67%  775.00%
Ave
%chng
ISF LNF WUF
School
A
Class | 790.58| 989.94| 218.77
1 % % %




Class | 391.30| 674.49| 909.47
2 % % %
Class | 229.47| 1077.3| 896.03
3 % 5% %
School
B
Class | 176.18| 948.99| 882.99
1 % % %
Class | 404.77| 712.22| 1015.3
2 % % 1%
Class | 607.05| 735.21| 161.53
3 % % %
433.22| 856.37| 680.68

%

%

%
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Focus Group Questions

Each of you have been using the MGR program that we are here to talk about tbday wit
your kindergarten students. Your responses will be recorded and transcribeatdot c
analysis. All responses will be kept confidential.

1.

8.

9.

Tell us your name and how long you have been teaching.

When you hear the name, MGR, what do you think?

What do you like best about the MGR program?

If you were making the decision to purchase a phonics program, using what you
know now, would you purchase this program?

What barriers exist with this program?

Did anything surprise you about the program?

What are the strengths of the program?

What could be improved?

Most valuable benefit of the program?

10.Has using the Making Great Readers program changed the way you teach in

regards to reading instruction?

11.Do you feel that the implementation of the Making Great Readers program has

changes the way this school addresses teaching reading?
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Teacher’s Daily Schedule for Making Great Readers

Jarvis

9:30 - during SRA before we start our lesson.
10:00 - during whole group reading

1:45 - during guided reading groups

Fulbright
9:30 - during SRA before we start lesson
10:00 — (and any time during the day that we have extra time)

Caulder
12:50 - SRA groups to wrap up the lesson
*| pull them out for my lower reading group one time a week.

Standish
8:30 — beginning of each small group reading
1:30 — Daily wrap-up

Johnson
9:15 — Beginning of reading groups
12:30 — Circle time

Buff
8:45 — Group time
1:00 — Small group time
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School:

Original

Page

Newton Conover City Schools School Improvement Plan

South Newton Elementary

Goal: [X] Globally Competitive Students [_]21% Century Professionals

2008-11 Planning Cycle Year 2

[ |Healthy, Responsible Studen{s | Leadership for Innovation

[] 21* Century Systems

District SMART Objectives:

88

or Amendment

#

of

1.1.1 All schoolslinineet annual ABC Expected Growth Standards at or

above the State Average in all subjects as measyrdte EOGs each academic school year.

District Indicator:

ABC/AYP data - Growth Calations

School SMART Objective (Target):We will increase ogiading proficiency from 52.9% to 84.4%
proficient and achieve Expected Growth Status aasomed by the EOGs each academic school year

School Indicator(s):

DIBELS Assessments/Quart@dgessments ABC/AYP,

proficient in

Resources (Study) What Data (ACT)
Funding sources will
(PLAN) (DO) Sources Person(s) be used to | Based upon
. Responsible support quarterly
Team Smart Goal Action Steps or effectiveness results,
committee should/how
should
Reports strategies be
Quarterly To changed
Whom
@ = What are the|
@ o quarterly
o z results?
Grade Grade level | DIBELS -Small
Kindergarten will report Groups will
Small group results as be flexible
Reality: reading follows: based
T | Readng 2 | rom
Kinders were 36%
assessment

data from
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Reading Readiness Monthly Progress -Monthly DIBELS and
as measured by the Monitor using Progress Reading 3D
DIBELS reading DIBELS Monitoring
Assessment.
Making Great -Reports
Readers Monthly to
Grade
Grade__Kinder_ Level, IC,
Smart Goat Making the most of SIT qnd
Principal
small groups
We will increase
kindergarten
reading proficiency ITeveIed reading
from 36% to 80 % | library
proficient by May
2010 as measured
by the DIBELS
Reading
Assessment.
Grade __1 - Grade DIBELS -Small
Reality: level will Groups will
Sma!l group report be flexible
reading results as Reading 3D based on
st follows: results from
1% graders were 67
% proficient in assessment
Reading as Monthly Progress data from
measured by the | Monitor using -Monthly DIBE!'S and
DIBELS reading DIBELS Progress Reading 3D
Assessment. Monitoring
-We see a large ga _
between DIBIgLSg pMakm Great
Reading Readiness Readers -Reports
results and RR Monthly to
results Grade
Making the most of Level, IC,
Grade_1 Smart | small groups SIT and
Goal: Principal

We will increase 1
grade reading
proficiency from
67% to 85 %

Leveled reading
library
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proficient by May
2010 as measured
by the DIBELS
Reading
Assessment.

-Focus on low to

bring up
-Focus on RR
Grade __2 Small group - Grade DIBELS -Small
Reality: reading- targeting level will Groups will
instructional report be flexible
reading level results as . based on
9 } Reading 3D
nd follows: results from
2™ graders were
L assessment
38 % proficient in
. data from
Reading as Monthly Progress
. . DIBELS and
measured by the | Monitor using -Monthly Reading 3D
DIBELS reading DIBELS Progress g
Assessment. Monitoring
Makin Great
Readers -Reports
Monthly to
Grade_2 Smart Grade
Goal: . Level, IC
group Principal
We will increase
2" grade reading _
proficiency from ITeveIed reading
38% to 80 % library
proficient by May
2010 as measured
by the DIBELS
Reading
Assessment.
Grade _ 3 - Strategically Grade level | Quarterly Interventions
Reality: implement will report Assessment | will be
Protected time to results as Data aligned with
offer small group follows: results from
Teachers instruction to Quarterly
. students who need Assessment
administered a
. the extra help Data. Small
local reading -Quarterly group
pretest to take the | _ |mplement Assessment nstruction

place of the NC
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Pretest Wordly Wise Data will be
vocabulary strategy centered on
to facilitate the the areas of
development of need for at-

1st Quarter: . .

. vocabulary skills risk students

Current Reality:

Thirty-three out of

55 third graders ReDorts

scored 50% or -Utilize tutors to pt vt

higher. help provide small Quarterly to
group instruction Grade
for all students Level, IC,

SIT and

Grade_3 Smart Principal

Goal: 1% Quarter
Reflection:

Small reading
groups every day

We will have &

. Use RUNNERS &

grade Reading QARS with a

proficiency to 70% | reading selection

by May 2010 as | once a week

measured by the

EOG Reading Test, Tutors work with
reading groups
every day

18t Quarter Team Work through 1st

Goal: Forty-eight | duarter reading

out of 55 third assessment

graders will score

50% or higher.

Grade __ 4 Grade level | Quarterly Interventions

Reality: . will report Assessment | will be
- Strategically resultsas | Data aligned with
implement follows: results from
Protected time to

th Quarterly

4" graders WEre | offer small group Assessment

) ) Data. Small

in Reading as students who need -Quarterly group

measured by the | ihe extra help Assessment . .

. instruction

EOG reading Test. Data .

will be
centered on
- Implement the areas of

1% Quarter Current Wordly Wise need for at-

Reality: 16 out of vocabulary strategy risk students

37 fourth graders | tg facilitate the

scored 55% or development of -Reports

higher.

vocabulary skills

Quarterly to
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Grade
Level, IC,
-Utilize tutors to SIT and
help provide small .
Grade_4 Smart group instruction Principal
Goal: for all students
1% Quarter
We will increase | Reflection
4" grade reading Wordly Wise
proficiency from
52.8% to 60 % Weekly reading
proficient by May | selection from
2010 as measured| Reading Street
by the EOG
Reading Test. RUNNERS &
QARs
1% Quarter Team
Goal: 25 out of 37
fourth graders will
score 55% or
higher.
Grade _5 Grade level | Quarterly Interventions
Reality: . will report Assessment | will be
- Strategically results as | Data aligned with
implement follows: results from
Protected time to
h Quarterly
5 gr?ders WEreé | offer small group Assessment
58.9 %o proﬁment instruction to Data. Small
in Reading as students who need -Quarterly group
measured by the | the extra help Assessment nstruction
EOG reading Test. Data will be
- Implement centered on
Wordly Wise the areas of
vocabulary strate
1% Quarter Current uary 9 need for at-
. . to facilitate the .
Reality: Thirty- risk students
. development of
nine percent of .
. vocabulary skills
fifth graders scored ReDOrts
65% or higher. Quaprterly "
-Utilize tutors to (LBradIe Ic
help provide small evel, 1L,
group instruction SIT and
for all students Principal

Grade_5 Smart
Goal:
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We will increase
5" grade reading
proficiency from
58.9% to 65 %
proficient by May
2010 as measured
by the EOG
Reading Test.

1% Quarter Team
Goal: Sixty-four
percent of fifth
graders will score
65% or higher.

1% Quarter
Reflection
AR teams

Reading
conferences daily

Comprehension
strategies through
read aloud, small
groups

EOG-type
selections weekly

Data notebooks

Signature of Principal/Date Signature of 8lfair/Date  Signature of Superintendent

Plans must be checked and modified quarterly

SIT members must help develop plans.



School:

Original

Page

Newton Conover City Schools School Improvement Plan

Thornton Elementary

2008-11 Planning Cycle Year 2

Goal: [X] Globally Competitive Students [_]21% Century Professionals

[ |Healthy, Responsible Studen{s | Leadership for Innovation

[] 22 Century Systems

District SMART Objectives:

94

or Amendment
#

of

1.1.1 All schoolslinineet annual ABC Expected Growth Standards at or

above the State Average in all subjects as measyrdte EOGs each academic school year.

District Indicator:

ABC/AYP data - Growth Calations

School SMART Objective (Target): We will increasar reading proficiency from 52.9% to 84.4%
proficient and achieve Expected Growth Status assomed by the EOGs each academic school year

School Indicator(s):

DIBELS Assessments/Quartddgessments ABC/AYP,

(PLAN)
Team Smart

Goal

(DO)

Action Steps

Resources

Funding

Sources

(Study)

Person(s)
Responsible or
committee

Reports Quarterly

To Whom

What are the
quarterly results?

What Data
sources will be
used to support
effect-iveness

(ACT)

Based upon
quarterly
results,
should/how
should
strategies be
changed

On Site

Need
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Grade Grade level will DIBELS -Small
Kindergarten report results as Groups will
Reality: Small group follows: be flexible
reading Reading 3D based on
results from
Kindergarteners -Monthly assessment
were 23% Monthly Progress data from
L Progress o DIBELS and
proficient in g Monitoring .
Reading Monitor using Reading 3D
Readiness as | DIBELS
measured by the _Reports Monthly
DIBELS
. to Grade Level,
reading Making Great IC, SIT and
Assessment. Readers Principal
Making the
Grade most of small
Kindergarten groups
Smart Goal:
Leveled
We will reading library
increase
kindergarten
reading
proficiency
from 23% to 50
% proficient by
May 2010 as
measured by the
DIBELS
Reading
Assessment.
Grade 1 - Grade level will | DIBELS -Small
Reality: report results as Groups will
Small group follows: be flexible
1% graders were| reading _ based on
50 % proficient Reading 3D results from
in Reading as assessment
measured by the Monthly -Monthly data from
DIBELS P Progress DIBELS and
reading rogress Monitoring Reading 3D
Assessment. Monitor using g9
DIBELS
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-Reports Monthly
to Grade Level,

Grade _1 Makin Great IC, SIT and
Smart Goal: Readers Principal
We will Making the
increase 1 most of small
grade reading | groups
proficiency
fro50% t70 %
proficient by
May 2010 as | -eveled
measured by the reading library
DIBELS
Reading
Assessment.
Grade __ 2 | Small group - Grade level will | DIBELS -Small
Reality: reading- report results as Groups will
targeting follows: be flexible
mstrgchonal Reading 3D based on
nd reading level results from
2" graders assessment
were 50 % -Monthly
proficient in Progress data from
. o DIBELS and
Reading as Monthly Monitoring .
Reading 3D
measured by the Progress
DIBELS Monitor using
reading DIBELS -Reports Monthly
Assessment.
to Grade Level,
IC, SIT and
Makin Great Principal
Grade_2 Readers
Smart Goal:
We will
increase 2 Making the
grade reading most of small
proficiency groups
fro50% to 80 %
proficient by
May 2010 as Leveled
measured by the reading library
DIBELS
Reading

Assessment.
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Grade __3 - Strategically Grade level will | Quarterly Interventions
Reality: implement report results as | Assessment will be
Protected time follows: Data aligned with
to offer small results from
rou uarterl
Teachers g P . Q y
- instruction to Assessment
administered a -Quarterly
. students who Data. Small
local reading Assessment Data
need the extra group
pretest to take . .
help instruction
the place of the .
NC Pretest will be
- Implement centered on
Wordly Wise the areas of
vocabulary need for at-
Grade_3 strategy to REDOTS risk students
Smart Goal: facilitate the p
development Quarterly to
skills SIT and Principal
We will have
3 grade
Reading
proficiency to
80% by May
2010 as
measured by the
EOG Reading
Test.
Grade __4 Grade level will | Quarterly Interventions
Reality: _ report results as | Assessment will be
- Strategically follows: Data aligned with
implement results from
Protected time
uarterl
4" graders were| t5 offer small N /
63.8 % -Quarterly Assessment
o group Data. Small
proflc.lent in instruction to Assessment Data group
Reading as students who - -
instruction
measured by the need the extra .
EOG readin will be
9 | help centered on
Test.
the areas of
need for at-
risk students
- Implement -Reports
Wordly Wise Quarterly to
Grade 4 vocabulary Grade Level, IC,
Smart Goal: strategy to SIT and Principal
facilitate the
We will development
increase 9 of vocabulary

grade reading
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proficiency
from 63.8% to
80% proficient
by May 2010 as
measured by the

skills

EOG Reading
Test.
Grade __5 Grade level will | Quarterly Interventions
Reality: _ report results as | Assessment will be
- Strategically follows: Data aligned with
implement results from
Protected time Quarterl
5" graders were y
65% % to ofer smal Quarterl Assessment
. 0 =
. group y Data. Small
proflc.lent in instruction to Assessment Data group
Reading as students who : :
instruction
measured by the need the extra .
EOG readin will be
9 | help centered on
Test.
the areas of
- Implement
. need for at-
Wordly Wise .
risk students
vocabulary -Reports
strategy to Quatrterly to
Grade 5 _ facilitate the Grade Level, IC,
Smart Goal: development SIT and Principal
of vocabulary
skills
We will
increase 8 N
grade reading ;Utf;“Zle tUtorf:‘j
proficiency 0 help provide
from 65.9% to | Sl 9roup
rom 65.9% instruction for
75 % proficient | || students

by May 2010 as
measured by the
EOG Reading
Test.

Signature of Principal/Date Signature of SIT i@mte Signature of Superintendent

Plans must be checked and modified quarterly

SIT members must help develop plans
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