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Executive Summary

' Program Background

~In Ma:ch 1996 the Clnef Executwe Ofﬁcer of the Corporatlon for Natlonal Service (the S e
Corporation) approached the Superintendent of the District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) =

to explore ways the Corporation could assist students. The result was the DC Initiative, a
comprehensive plan to engage the Corporation in the District’s schools. Searching for

. commumty partners to help bring the plan to fruition, the Corporation identified Communities in

Schools of Washington, D.C. (Communities in Schools/CISDC) as an appropriate partner for -
“School Success,” a key component of the DC Initiative. In September 1996, Communities in
Schools enlisted AmeriCorps*Volunteers in Service to America (AmeriCorps*VISTAs), Foster
Grandparent Program (FGP) members, some Retired and Senior Volunteer Program (RSVP)
members, and other community tutors for a 1-year pilot tutoring program in one District of
Columbia elementary school for the 19961997 academic year. The tutoring program, “Book
Partners ” was implemented at 16 elementary schools the following year (1997-1998), thh

F ederal work/study students from local colleges and universities servmg as tutors.

The Year | (1997-1998) Book Partners‘ Program

Work study students from i11sti’rutions of higher education (about 180) and some RSVP seniors
(about 20) tutored first-graders in reading twice a week for about 1 hour during the school day.
Campus coordinators at the respective colleges and universities recruited, hired, and trained the

‘work study tutors, in addition to providing logistical and other support. The tutors were.

supervised and supported at the elementary schools by AmeriCorps*VISTAs. The
AmeriCorps*VISTAs, in turn, were supervised.and supported by project site directors from

‘Commumtles in Schools, the orgamzatlon managing the Book Partners tutoring program

‘ Com01d1ng w1th the collaboranve effort, DCPS had each of the pamc;patmg schools adopt a

“change model,” which provided teacher training and materials, as well as daily tutoring, to the ’

| necfdiest first-graders. The Book Partners program targeted first-grade students who did not |

recéive individual tutoring by means of a change model, yet needed assistance in reading.

‘ | Eva!uatlon :

To deterrmne what the tutonng program can ach1eve when it is reasonably well 1mplemented

" and what factors contribute to its success, the Corporatlon funded an evaluation of Book Partners

by Macro International Inc.. The evaluation was exploratory research, designed to identify the
benefits from and challenges of Book Partners. It did not attempt to address the rate of change i in

. tutored students’ reading performance, nor did it attempt to identify the relative contributions of

[
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Aspects Contributing Directly' to Program Benefits

The Corporation had previously identified eight essential features of high-quality tutoring
programs in its Principles and Key Components for High-Quality America Reads and National -
Service Program Initiatives. These principles were grounded in the literature on reading research.
This report enumerates the effective practices and lessons learned from Book Partners for each of
the components. The Corporation defines effective practices as the activities and methods a
program engages in to produce positive results. Lessons learned are the solutions implemented in
the program or envisioned as improvements for future programs, in response to the challenges
the program confronted. Though based on the Book Partners experience, they are framed here in
more genera.l terms to enhance their app11cab111ty to other tutoring programs. '

1. IUse of research-based elements to produce' reading achievement
‘Effective Practices. The Book Partners program was developed over a l-year period at a
school chosen as the pilot site. The program was based on both the Book Buddies program
developed by the University of Virginia and the Early Success reading program from
Houghton Mifflin. Book Partners was modified to make it both affordable and feasible for

nonprofessmna.l tutors us1ng a reduced teacher S curnculum

‘Lessons Learned. Although one-to-one adult attention may be desirable for many first-grade
! students, programs usually can tutor only a limited number of students. The selection of

j . children should be drawn only from those requiring reading support, as indicated by initial

- student assessments or teacher recommendations, in order to make the best use of a fixed
number of spaces. '

2. Well-structured tutoring sessions ln whlch the content and dellvery of mstructlon o

‘ are carefully planned

- Effective Practices. The Book Partners model offered a highly structured program that

| included three components: 1) Rereading Familiar Material, 2) Early Success Reading, and 3)
' Choice Time Reading. Activities within each lesson, as well as the progression from one to

‘ another were well defined (see Table I- 2 Book Partners Components)

" Lessons Learned. It is important to provide materia.ls appropriate to the age and skill levels
for all tutored students, even for those below the standard curriculum. When the model fails
to provide a curriculum that reaches all children at their current reading level, tutors have the
added burden of developing their own materials to engage children. For example, tutors
i working with pre-readers may require material not in the model to help children learn the
¢ letters and sounds of the alphabet. Tutors also need a sufficient. vanety of materials to keep

- all children 1nterested and challenged :

- vil



to part101pate or were pulled from sessions by their parents On occasion, tutor transportatlon
problems also affected regularly scheduled sessions.

. Garefulv evaluatlon, assessment, monitoring, and reinforcement of progress

{
H

Effective Practices. Individual reading assessments were admjnisteredfby experienced and

well-trained reading specialists and school psychologists. Reading performance tests were
aligned with the curriculum, were appropriate to the target population’s age and performance
level, and were carried out in a manner that would cause the Ieast disruption to teachers and
students

Throughout the project input was obtained from a variety of stakeholders — principals,
teachers, and parents. Focus groups and interviews were also conducted to solicit views of
tutors, AmeriCorps*VISTAs, project site directors, and campus coordinators. Other
important information was gathered from tutors’ progress logs and AmenCorps*VISTAs
quarterly progress reports.

Lessons Learned. The evaluation would have benefitted from revisions in the choices of
appropriate reading performance tests and from the use of a reading attitude assessment with.
fewer response categories. The need for simplifying and standardrzmg reporting in tutor
progress logs was also emphasized. : :

!

. Access to training and technical assistance resources

Effective Practices. Training and technical assistance resources available to tutorsineluded |
daily in-school support from about 30 AmeriCorps*VISTAs (one or two at each elementary

. school) A campus coordinator at each college and university developed service-learning and

leadershlp activities for tutors and provided training and support. Teachers responded to
tutors requests for technical support as needed :

B Lessons Learned. Additional technical assistance from school reading: specrahsts would have
helped tutors, particularly those working with children who appeared to have special needs.

To ensure availability of school reading specialists for the program, program staff could _
reach an agreement with principals on the amount of time readmg specrahsts will contribute -
(for example, 10 percent of their trme each week) : '

X Engendermg posmve, caring relatlonshtps among students, staff, ‘and tutors

Effective Practices. Many positive, canng relatlonshlps were formed between tutors and

'students and between AmeriCorps*VISTAs and students. Teachers, principals, and parents

§
i
|
!

‘commended tutors and AmeriCorps*VISTAs for their dedrcatron to helpmg students learn to -
‘read and for their concern for the students more generally -

X



X Chapter |. Introddction o

I

The story of the DC Reads Book Partners Program is the story of numerous groups—local and
federal, private and public—joining together to implement a tutoring program that helps District-

- of Columbla first-graders improve their reading (see Table I-1, Participating Organizations). The -

program, designed to use a variety of federal and community resources, was directed toward |
schqols targeted as needing high levels of academic and social assistance.

o Table I-1. Participating Organizations

.. District of Columbia Public Schools , | |

o ‘ ~ Corporation for National Service and four of its programs

i , . —AmeriCorps*Volunteers in Service to America

! A ~ —Foster Grandparent Program -

—Learn and Serve Amierica

. . —Retired and Senior Volunteer Program '

| - : .‘Commumtles in Schools of Washington, D.C.

| . Collaborative Initiative for Tutoring Youth

—American University =~ | -Georgetown Umver51ty

: . ~Catholic University - ‘ . —Howard University
| ~George Washington University - —Trinity College

Formmg the D.C. Collaboratlve |

. In March 1996, the Chief Executive Officer of the Corporanon for National Service (the

Corporation), Harris Wofford, approached Franklin Smith, who was then Superintendent of the
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS), to explore ways the Corporation could assist
students. The result was the DC Initiative, a comprehensive plan to engage the Corporation in the
District’s schools. Searching for community partners to help bring the plan to fruition, the

~ Corporation identified Communities in Schools of Washington, D.C. (Communities in

Schools/CISDC) as an appropriate partner for “School Success,” a key component of the DC
Initiative. In September 1996, Communities in Schools enlisted AmeriCorps* Volunteers in
Service to America (VISTAs), Foster Grandparent Program (FGP) members, some Retired and
Semor Volunteer Program (RSVP) members, and other community tutors for a 1-year pilot
tutonng program in one D.C. elementary school for the 1996-1997 acadermc year.

At about the same tlme that the Corporatmn and DCPS began talks in early 1996, representatives |
" from six D.C. colleges and universities began discussing ways they could collaborate to serve

I-1




ﬁrst-;graders in reading twice a week for about 1 hour during the school day. The program was |
based on both the Book Buddies program developed by the University of Virginia and the Early
Success reading program from Houghton Mifflin. Using input from various stakeholders —

: mcludmg principals, teachers, the participating colleges and universities, and Communities in -

Schools — Book Partners was modified to make the tutoring program both affordable and
feasible for nonprofessional tutors using a reduced teacher’s curriculum. : .

VThef Modified Model for Book Partners -

Accprding to the modified model, the Book Partners tutoring sessions were designed for tutors
and students to meet one-on-one twice a week for about an hour and cover three components (see
Table I-2, Components of the Book Partners Programs). First, tutors and first-graders would
reread familiar material. Next, using an adapted Early Success reading component, they would
engage in reading new material, shared reading, working with words, writing, coached reading,
and independent reading. Finally, in Choice Time reading, the child would select a book from the
collection the program provided or from other sources, and reading by the tutor, readmg by the
Chlld or shared readmg could take place

H
H

i

Table I-2. Components of the Book Partners Program
 Rereading Familiar Material

“» Early Success Reading
—Reading new material
~Shared reading- )
-Working with words -
—Writing '
—Coached reading -
-Independent reading

e Ch01ce Time Readmg o
-Readmg by the tutor -
. —Reading by the child
—Shared reading o

T/)e Management of the Program

Campus coordmators at the respecnve colleges and universities recnnted hired, and trained the
work study tutors and pr0v1ded logistical and other support The tutors were supervised and

'Af e L o ; I-3
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' Prog‘ram Challenges »

When DC Reads began tutoring early in November 1997 at most of the 16 schools, the program
faced several challenges. The first was making a partnership based on such recently established
relationships work efficiently. Another challenge was that DCPS was a school system in
transition: there had been three DCPS superintendents in 3 years. Because of rapid changes
oecurrmg in DCPS, it was difficult to ensure that information was communicated to all relevant
parties in the school system. :

1

|
Evaluation

The §Corporaﬁon for National Service asked Macro International Inc. to evaluate Book Partners to.
determine what the program could achieve and what factors contributed to its successes. The
evaluation was exploratory research, designed to identify the benefits from and challenges of
Book Partners. Without a more rigorous design, though, we could speak only to students’ final

' reading performance; we could not speak to the rate of change or to reading progress during the

|
year.

Furthermore, the e{raluation design could not separate effects of the Book Partners tutoring
program from the effects of maturation over the academic year or other reading-related

i interventions such as the schools’ “change models.” The evaluation, however, did collect data

from all groups of program participants and stakeholders. Firsthand observations drawn from the
perspectives of a wide range of stakeholders — principals, teachers tutors, AmeriCorps*
VISTASs, project site directors, campus coordlnators and parents — did address the role of Book
Parmers in students progress. :

l

Data Collection Study Sftes

: Data collection took place at all 16 schools, four of those schools were chosen for mtenswe data

collecnon (Figure I-3, Data Collection Act1v1t1es)

Four Intenswe Studz SltCS The four schools selected as 1nten31ve study sites were cons1dered

, well implemented for a variety of reasons—for example, a sufficient number of tutors were
‘ placed at those sites. The evaluation team conducted a battery of reading performance tests for all

tutored students at those schools, as well as to a reading attitude assessment of all first-grade
students. Data were extracted from the qualitative comments in the progress logs that tutors
maintained for each student and from the quarterly progress reports that AmenCorps*VISTAs
wrote The evaluatlon team interviewed pnncxpals and surveyed parents

Slxteen Schools. Data COllCCthl’l activities at all 16 schools included the folloﬁfing:ohservafcions

of tutoring; surveys of teachers; data extraction of quantitative variables in tutors’ progress logs;



i

i . Table 1-3. Reading Performance Assessments

i ' ‘ , o

The followmg tests were admrmstered by professronal test admmlstrators to all 103 tutored students at' the four E
study schools. - ‘ 4 .
Pre-print Concepts. The Concepts of Print is designed to measure "eminent literacy" in children from
prekindergarten through the beginning of first grade. The test assesses the prereading child’s understanding of the
funct;ion of print (that print carries messages) and the conventions of print (what people do when they read).

More than nine of every. 10 children properly demonstrated how to hold a book and how to turn pages, identified

~ |people engaged in reading activities, differentiated print from pictures and numerals from letters, explained what

words tell us, and identified components of written communication (a letter, the beginning.of a story, a period)..
i

Printing First and Last Names. Testers provxded children w1th w1de—imed paper and prrmary pencrls and

asked them to write their first and last names. . ,

More than nine of every 10 children wrote their first name with appropnate uppercase and lowercase letters (92
percent) More than er_ght of every 10 children wrote therr last name appropnately (83 percent).

i

‘ Identyfvmg Letters. This subtest of the Woodcoefc Readmg Mastery Test measures children’s abrhty to 1dent1fy

uppercase ‘and lowercase letters.
i

More than half of the chlldren (55 percent) correctly 1dent1ﬁed all 27 letters in the Capltal Letters subtest, and nearly
a tlurd (30 percent) had only one error. Nearly half of the chxldren (49 percent) correctly 1dent1ﬁed atleast 90
percent of the items on the Lowercase Letters subtest. .

Idepittfying Words. This subtest of the Woodcock Reading Mastery Test asks children to read printed words.
. 3 . . B

Students scored a mean of 96, orrly slightly (but to a-statistically signiﬁcant degree) below the national norm of '100.

I

Sounding Out Words In thls subtest of the Woodcock Reading Mastety T est, children identify sounds of non-"
words te sunu]ate how they would attempt to decode unknown words. .

, ,
Students had a mean score of 97 — equwalent to ornot statlstrcally different from the natlonal norm of 100

O?‘al Reading Comprehens‘ion. The purpose of this subtest of the Durrell Analysis of Readz‘ng Dzﬁ“ culty is to
provrde an estimate of children’s instructional reading level. Children use both decoding and context clues to read

- |the! passages and answer questlons about the content of the materral

- One-fourth of the children (25 percent) read above the ﬁrst-grade level, about one—half {52 percent) read at the ﬁrst-

grade level, and approxunately one-fourth (23 percent) read below the first-grade level.”

[

Listening Camprehension. This subtest of the Durrell Analysis of Readfng Diffi culty asks children to listen to
the test administrator read a paragraph aloud and then to answer questions about the matenal read

More than nine of every 10 children (92 percent) were able to understand material smtable for the ﬁrst-grade level

?

i
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. reading at study vsites, as well as observaﬁOnal data on both observed benefits and
~ implementation processes gathered from a range of program stakeholders..

Figure I-4. Effective Practices Model

Effective
Practicejs

Program Model , 1 _© Delivery System
J the what of the program , ' the how of the program
N} )
I L Features or activities drrectly relatmt7 to the ] e Features or activities relatmg to
. ‘benefits and outcomes of the program program implementation, including -
| » Features or activities directed toward the . 'the organizational infrastructure
targeted service recipients — in this case, o Features or activities relating to
; primarily the children who are tutored T assessment and evaluation -
|
3'
' .DC Reads: Book Partners tutoring model " DCReads: A collaborative organizational
and its various reading, writing, and _ structure that offers a diverse range of talent,
~* comprehension activities - . - an assessment of reading performance, and
R : e " observations on benefits and implementation
processes

|

' A summary of effective practices in the program model and delivery system for the Book .

Partners program is provided below (see Table I-4, Effective Practices of the Book Partners
Program) The practices are shown classified by the eight components in the Corporation’s -
Prmczples and Key Components for High-Quality America Reads and National Service Program

. Initiatives, wh1ch support a conclusron that the practlces are effectlve on the ba51s of previous

research
) .

$ummary of the Report

Chapter II, Accomplishments and Benefits, presents documented and observed benefits that
accrued to the tutored students as well as to other program participants. In Chapter I, Effective "
Practices and Lessons Leamned, we describe activities considered as having contributed to the
program benefits, as well as inferences drawn from the challenges the program confronted.
Following the report summary in Chapter IV, Conclusions, we have included appendices to
provide additional information on the evaluation methodology and supporting docurnentatron on
the Book Partners tutoring program.

; I I-9




Chapter Il. Accomplishments and Benefits

i
L
i

- The evaluation allowed the Macro team to describe some documented and observed benefits that

accrued to the students as well as to the other participants in the program. The provision of one-

on-one tutoring for first-grade students, mostly by trained college and university work study
students and some RSVP members using the Book Partners model, was effective across many
areas we assessed. This finding is especially noteworthy for a program in its first year of

- operation. The program was effective in producing a variety of achievements and benefits. (See

Table -1, Summary of Program Accomphshments and Beneﬁts )

", Table II-1. Summary of Program Accomplishments and Benefits

Student Benefits and Achievements o A
. l’ositive studernit reading performance at or only s1ightly below national averages
. Observed reading improvement ‘ A

. Improved student attitudes, mcludmg conﬁdence ~and 1rnproved behaviors. toward reading and
~overall school participation

e Estabhshment of strong relationships between tutors and students

Tutor and AmenCorps*VlSTA Beneflts .
. Rewardmg and educational expenences for tutors
. Personal and professxonal g:rowth opportumtles for AmenCorps*VISTAs

. Superv1sory support for tutors from campus coordmators at the consortium of local colleges
and universities

. Superwsory support for AmenCorps*VISTAs from Commumt1es in Schools prOJect site
dlrectors ‘

’ Prdgram Achieuements

| o . . - . o . . : :
. ?Implementation at 16 elementary schools targeted for social and academic assistance

. Tutonng of approxxmately 450 students in readmg skills -

. Creatxon of good will for the program at the elementmy schools

. Satlsfactlon w1th the program on the part of stakeholders — prmc1pals and teachers

I 11-1
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‘ Oral Reading and Listening Comprehension Results. Students scored mostly at grade level on

two subtests of the Durrell Analysis of Readzng Difficulty.

On the Oral Readmg Comprehension subtest, which asks students to read prose aloud and then
answer corresponding comprehension questions, one-fourth of the children read above the first-
grade level, about one-half read at the first-grade level, and approximately one-fourth read below..

: the ﬁrst-grade level (Table I1-3, Oral Readlng Comprehensmn Results)

' On the Llstemng Comprehensmn subtest wh1ch asks children to listen to the test administrator
- read a paragraph aloud and then to answer questions about the material read, more than nine of

every 10 children were able to understand material suitable for the first-grade level.

Table II-3. Oral Reading Comprehension Results for First-grade Students

i , o " Reading Level N 'i’eeeent o
e ‘ ' Above 2nd-grade level | 3 .29

| ond-gradelevel = - | 23| 223
o stgdeleve | 53] s1s
‘ : | ~_ Below Ist-grade level "] 24 233
TOTAL ~fi3 | 1000 -

. Observed Readmg Impfovement

A vanety of sources—teachers parents, and tutors—offered ev1dence that DC Reads children

- were reading more and better. More than 80 percent of teachers respondmg to a survey said that

theyr observed improvement in tutored students’ reading ability to a “great extent” or to “some”
extent due to Book Partners tutoring (20 out of the 33 teachers who responded).! One teacher
descnbed a tutored student who moved from the teacher’s lowest reading group to the highest:

' reading group. More than 90 percent of parents responding to a written survey said their child

was reading better because of pamcxpatlon in Book Partners (23 out of the 25 parents who

i
i

o

! Of the 56 teachers whose students were tutored at'all 16 schools by DC Reads, 33
teachers (58 percent) responded to a written survey. Throughouit the remamder of the report, this

response rate applies to-all numerical data reported for the teacher survey.

1




“was helping a child learn to read.” During interviews, campus coordinators and project site

i
.

of children don’t get that kind of support [the kind given by tutors] at home,” a teacher remarked |
. dunng a focus group d15cussmn

|
i

Tutor and AmenCorps*VlSTA Beneflts

Rewardmg and Educatlonal Expenences for Tutors -

!

The program allowed tutors to gain valuable experience. Tutors in the focus groups said they were
gratified to contribute to the lives of the children, both in terms of the children’s reading and in )
other, more intangible ways. “It makes me feel good that I made a difference in a child’s life,”
college tutor noted. A partlmpant in the RSVP tutors focus group said, “I felt good knowing that I

directors observed a “transformational experience” for tutors working in a community with which
they had previously had only limited contact. Tutors in focus groups also commented that they
appremated the opportunity to learn how to teach : .

Pe(sonai and Prafessional Growth Opportunities for AmeriCorps*VISTAs
The program gave AmeriCorps*VISTAs a chance to develop competencies in many areas.
According to interviews with project site directors, AmeriCorps*VISTAs made tremendous
progress. They gained supervisory experience and other helpful skills to enhance their resumes
and future employment prospects The program had “ glven them their wings,” a project site
dxrector said. ‘ ' . ' =

N |

‘ Saperwsory Suppon for Tutors and AmenCorps* VISTAs

The program provided effective support for tutors by campus coordmators ﬁom the consortium of
local colleges and universities. College and university tutors participating in a focus group were
highly pleased with the support they received. Campus coordinators were said to be “always
available,” and they offered tutors useful information (for example, they provided lists of ways to
motivate students and to instill confidence, and information on education levels). A tutor said, “I
talked to her [the campus coordinator] about one of my students, and she was very helpful.”.

The program also.provided effective support for AmeriCorps*VISTAs from Communities in -
Schools project site directors. AmeriCorps* VISTAs participating in a focus group were highly
pléaéed with the support they received. “She [the project site director] visits the schools ‘We have
her home number, pager, and office number. We can call her anytime, at any pomt '

vAmenCorps*VISTA said during a focus group.

H



that'some (though not all) AmeriCorps*VISTAs responded to requests from principals and
teachers to set up other programs (such as GED and ESL classes), help with non-DC Reads
children, and participate in a lengthy list of other activities. AmeriCorps*VISTAs accomplished
those activities. m addmon to tutonng children and supporting and supervising tutors.

Satlsfactlon Wlth the Program on the Part of Stakehalders — Principals and Teachers

Prin ;c1gals All of the principals were interviewed at the four selected schools, and all were pleased
to have the Book Partners program and wanted the program continued at their school. During

' 1ntemews, a principal stated, “It was'a dehght to hear we would have more help.” Another
elaborated:

The tutors made a believer of me of the power of volunteers. I hadn’t seen [before] a
i volunteer spend any significant amount of time. This program had more life and
energy. It sent a message to the community: more people care about your children;.
. youneedto get on the bandwagon.

Teachers. All teachers responding to the written survey indicated they would like to participate in -
the program next year. These consistently positive results need to be somewhat cautiously
1nterpreted because these responses represent a 58 percent response rate (n=33 out of a possible 56
teachers). Although this is a minimally adequate response rate, teachers who did not return a
completed survey may hold different views from those who did respond.

|
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Chapter lIl. Effective Practices and Lessons Learned

4

As v:ve noted in Chapter II, the evaluation design permifted us to describe some observed and -

- documented benefits to the children as well as to the other participants in the program. The

evaluation also allowed us to describe the practices that the program engaged in, which are
included in this chapter. The design of this evaluation did not permit us to make the causal
connections to support that the practices presented in Chapter III actually did cause the benefits -

_ or outcomes reviewed in Chapter I, but previous research allowed us to make the reasonable-

assumption that the practices contributed to the benefits and were therefore thought of as
effectlve pracnces (see Table I-4, Effective Practices of the Book Partners Program).

Prevmus research in reading was the basis for the Corporation’s 1dent1fylng elght essential A
features of high-quality tutoring programs in its Principles and Key Components for High-
Quality America Reads and National Service Program Initiatives (see Table III-1, Key Program _

' Components) This chapter enumerates the effecnve pracnces and lessons leamed frorn Book
- Partners for each of the components. -

I

The Corporatlon deﬁnes eﬁ?zcrzve practzces as the activities and methods a program engages into
produce positive results. Lessons learned are the solutions implemented in the program or
envisioned as improvements to future programs, developed in response to the challenges the
program confronted. Though based on the Book Partners experience, they are framed here in -
more general terms to enhance their applicability to other tutoring programs. Appendix B notes

’ the sources supporting the effective pract1ces and lessons leamed descrlbed in this chapter.

' X Table III—1 . Key Program Components

|1 Use of research-based elements to produce readmg achlevement

2.1 Well-strucmred tutoring sesswns in which the content and dehvery of i mstruetlon are
carefully planned : : 0

3.1 Close coordmanon with schools, sohool adrmmstratxon and the classroom and/or readmg

! teacher
) . y . B
4., Intensive and ongoing training and supervision for tutors

5 Frequent and regular tutoring sessions-
6 Careful evaluation, assessment, momtonng, and remforcement of progress

7 Access to 1Iam1ng and techmcal assistance resources

8 Engendermg pos1t1ve, canng relatlonshlps among students, staff and tutors

-1
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that reaches all children at their current reading -iéV31,‘ tutors have the added burden of

~ developing their own materials to-engage children. For example, tutors working with pre-

readers may require material not in the model to help children learn the letters and sounds of

* the alphabet. Tutors also need a sufficient vanety of matenals to keep all children mterested

3.

and challenged

Close coordlnatlon with schools, school admlmstratlon and the
classroom and/or readmg teacher

’jEffective Practices

g . . . . o .

fComrnunities in Schools, local colleges and universities, and the Corporation formed a
ppartnership with the District of Columbia Public Schools, allowing for close collaboration.
:DCPS administrators chose appropriate elementary schools to participate in DC Reads. At 9

of the 16 targeted assistance schools, more than 90 percent of the children were eligible for

"federally funded free and reduced-price lunch; at another five schools, more than 80 percent
‘of the children were eligible (according to the DCPS School-by-School Results for Spnng

o 1997 on the Stanford 9 Achlevement Test).

*Commumnes in Schools worked with teachers and principals to select students for tutoring.

t Principals and teachers within each of the 16 schools cooperated in making children available
 for one-on-one tutoring. The schools provided office and tutoring space for the program and
 helped resolve academic and other issues as needed. AmeriCorps*VISTAs were available at
: the schools daily to serve as hmsons between tutors and teachers, the program and the -
schools ' :

h

 Lessons Learned

i ' Encourage support from school principals and teachers by keeping them informed.

' Commumcatmg information about the program in advance to the teachers and pnnc1pals

fosters support for the program

, Orzentatzons Orientations should be held w1th all key stakeholders at the schools
teachers, reading specialists, and principals. Information needs to be communicated ,
. directly to all parties at the start of the program, rather than relying on the principal or .
some other key staff member to disseminate the information to teachers and reading
specialists. Orientations provide a critical opportunity to gain support for the program.
Without teacher support, for example, children may not be conSIStently released from
" class to attend tutonng :

1I1-3



Lessons Learned

The initial orientation/training should prepare tutors for the difficulties they are likely to
encounter. The initial orientation/training should refrain from painting an idealistic picture of
what tutors can expect. Tutors need guidance to deal with children’s limited attention spans,
behavioral problems, and reading performance below the lower boundary of the tutoring
program’s curriculum. An understanding of children’s cognitive development, cultural
d1fferences and a variety of techniques to teach them how to read would strengthen the
‘tutors’ training curriculum. Alternatives are also needed for tutors who are unable to attend
scheduled training. Tralmng is cntlcal if tutors are to be able to 1mplement the model as
lintended. - : : ' '

l . .o .
‘In-school training provides hands-on experience for tutors. Tutors would benefit from a -
ichance to tutor a child and receive feedback on their tutoring, rather than role-playing with

' another tutor or watching a demonstration session with an “exemplary” student. Without -
appropnate training and appropriate expectatlons tutors may become frustrated and w1thdraw
from the program. . - *

! AmenCorps*VISTAs need tra.lmng ona mde range of toplcs AmenCorps"‘VISTAs should
; be trained in teaching phonics (so they can better support tutors), children’s cognitive
development and several techniques for teaching reading. Training should also cover aspects
" of AmeriCorps*VISTAs” supervisory role: lines of communication, supervising tutors, and

group dynamics. Lack of such training may neganvely impact the college student and retired

N semor tutors who look to the AmenCorps*VISTAs for support.

| Provide extensive cultural diversity training. G1v1ng an understandmg of urban cultures to

t people who have had little contact with them will facilitate program operations and partner
. relationships. Tutors and AmeriCorps*VISTAs should participate in extensive, perhaps
* periodic, diversity training. Doing so will not only help tutor and AmeriCorps*VISTA

interactions but will also assist tutors in their relationships with their students. One teacher
.surmised, for example, that cultural differences were at the root of tutors’ reluctance to
dlsmplme children who were misbehaving.

. Frequent and regular tutoring sessions

 Effective Practices

First-grade students were tutored 2 days a week in reading. Each tutoring session lasted
approximately 1 hour. The sessions could not have occurred more frequently than that, owing -
to the schedules of the college work study students and the time reqmred to transport college
students to and from the elementary schools

LS
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. Lessons Learned

Follow the student selection plan. The actual selection of children needs to follow the
selection plan, be documented appropriately, and be consistent across schools. The selection -
“of children should draw from all children who need assistance — and only from those
children. Any changes regarding which children are tutored should be noted, along with an
explanation for the change. This information is critical for improving a key program process
'(student selection) and for ensuring a high quality of data for the evaluation (enabling the
examination of the extent of change in readmg perfarmance with respect to the amount of
tutonng recelved) -

‘Reﬁne choices of appropriate tests in the reading performance battery. After tests have been
‘selected to meet the broad criteria (measure the skills stressed by the tutoring model; age- :
approprlate and so forth), factors should be considered that may affect children’s being able
‘to demonstrate their reading skills. For example, assessments should be examined for
awkward wording in test items or the use of different fonts that may cause problems for
‘ chlid:en problems unrelated to their reading skills. Pilot testing could address such issues. ‘
| Simplify response patterns for the reading attitude assessment. First-grade students have ‘
' difficulty making graded responses. That is, they have trouble distinguishing between varying
| degrees of happiness (a picture denoting the “happiest” expression versus a picture denoting a
;‘ “slightly smiling” expression) and between varying degrees of sadness (a picture denoting a
 “mildly upset” expression versus a picture denoting a “very upset” expression). An attitude
assessment that offers only three response categones ea511y distinguishable from one another,
i is most appropriate for young children. : :

Sunphfy and standardize reportmg in tutor progress logs. Tutors’ progress logs can yield a .
. great deal of useful information, but they must be completely and consistently filled out..
" Logs should contain information on each session, and information should be recorded in each’
+ field. One page of the log can contain multiple rows — one for each tutoring session — so as
" to reduce the number of pages needed and minimize the total amount of information
! recorded Tutor training should stress the importance for the evaluation of fully completing
progress logs — without complete, con31stent data, the evaluation cannot paint an accurate -
* picture of the program. To document why a session did not occur, AmeriCorps* VISTAs
" could complete part of the log on days when a tutor fails to come in.
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* irecruited for tutonng An early start to the recrultmg process and realistic estimates are .

probably critical factors

The AmenCorps*VISTA position recjl.lifes persons who can handle a great deal of

E 'respon51b1hty In addition to a focus on recruiting from within the community, it is important

. ,to ensure that AmenCorps*VISTAs are mature enough to handle their supervisory
§responsxb111t1es including supervising RSVP tutors. During recruitment, programs should
;ensure that applicants have a realistic expectation of the responsibilities of their position.

. Teachers were disconcerted by AmeriCorps*VISTAs who acted inappropriately, and
principals were displeased with high turnover among the AmenCorps*VISTAs Giventhata
_, goal of many tutoring programs is the development and maintenance of relationships with
 schools, AmeriCorps*VISTAs — as school liaisons — fulfill a key role. Therefore, sufficient
tlme and resources should be accorded to recruiting for this position. It may be better to hire
fewer AmeriCorps*VISTAs (one for each school, as opposed to two) rather than to enhst
people who may be ill suited to the demanding posmon ‘

L Reduce staff turnover by providing realistic job expectatidns and on-the-job support.

' . Maintaining a large proportion of the staff throughout the year and from one year to the next |

* is important for the continuity and betterment of the program. At all levels, personnel .
, turnover affects the program: high turnover adds to confusion about roles and communication |
.. channels. During interviews for staff positions, applicants should be given a realistic

.. portrayal of the job being considered. Support mechanisms should be in place for hired staff.

e



| Chapter IV. Conclusion

i
The evaluation allowed us to describe some observed and documented benefits accrumg to the

: students and to the other participants in the Book Partners program. Providing one-to-one _

tutormg for first-grade students, mostly by trained federal work/study students and by some
retired seniors (RSVPs) using the Book Partners model, was effective across many areas we
assessed. This result is especially noteworthy for a program in - its first year of operation.

Aépects Contributing to Program Benefits and AcC‘ompiishments

The Corporation identified eight essential features of high-quality tutorlng programs in its
Principles and Key C’omponents for High-Quality America Reads and National Service Program
Initiatives. The principles were grounded in the literature about reading research. This report
enumerates the effective practices and lessons learned from Book Partners for each of the
components The Corporation defines effective practices as the activities a program engages into
produce positive results. Lessons learned are the solutions implemented in the program or
envisioned as improvements to future programs, in response to the challenges the program
confronted The lessons here, though based on the Book Partners experience, are framed in more
general terms to enhance thelr applicability to other tutoring programs

For each key pnnc1ple of high-quality tutoring programs, we present below a summary of the

‘ effecﬁve practices of Book Partners, followed by a summary of the lessons learned.

1. Use of research-based elements to produce readingochievemeht‘

. Effective practices. The Book Partners program, modeled on both the Book Buddies progra:n
"1 developed by the University of Virginia and the Early Success reading program from - '
Houghton Mifflin, was developed over a 1-year period at a school chosen as the pilot site.

! Lessons learned. Initial student assessments or teacher recommendations should be used to
select children for tutoring, in order to assure that those most in need of reading help will
receive one of the limited number of spaces. :

|
y ’, s
2. Well-stmctured tutoring sessions in wh:ch the content and dekvery of instruction

are carefully planned

- . Effective practices. The Book Partners model offered a highly structured program that
included three components: 1) Re-reading Familiar Material, 2) Early Success Reading, and
3) Choice Time Reading. Activities within each lesson, as well as the progression from one
to another, were well deﬁned
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Lessons learned. The evaluation would have benefitted from ‘a consistently followed student
selection plan, refined choices of appropriate tests in the reading performance battery, and
sunphﬁed response patterns for the reading atntude assessment.

i

7. ,Access to trammg and techmcal ass:stance resources

Effectlve practlces Training and techmcal a351stance resources avallable to tutors 1ncluded
‘in-school support from AmeriCorps*VISTAs, service-learning and leadership activities led
I‘by campus coordinators, and some technical support from teachers. :
: ' Lessons learned. Additional technical assistance from school reéding specialists would have
helped tutors, particularly those workmg with chlldren that appea.red to have spec1a1 needs.

8.. Engendermg pasmve, carmg relat:onshlps amang students, staff, and tutors -

Effectlve practlces Teachers, prmc1pals and parents commended tutors and
| AmeriCorps*VISTAs for their dedication to helping students learn to read and for thelr '
i concern about the students generally :
A . . ,
LeSsens 1ea‘med Identiﬁed improvements to be made to the program included making sure
that enough tutors are recruited to meet the number agreed upon with schools, a.llevxatmg -
; problems with tutor absences, paying attention to the quality of college and university
f students recrmted for tutonng, and providing reahstlc job expectatlons and on-the-job

| support. : » :

{
Summary of Beneflts and Accomphshments

Fi trst-grade stadents tutored by DC Reads Book Partners scored near the national averages or
at grade level on tests of reading performance at the end of the school year. A battery of .
accepted tests was administered by trained testers. On subtests of the Woodcock Reading Mastery
Test, students read at or only slightly below national averages. Scores from the oral reading - -
comprehenswn and listening comprehension subtests of the Durrell Analyszs for Reading
Dzﬁ‘iculty were mostly at grade level. :

Stakeholders, such as prz'ncszals and teachers, were confident that the tutoring made a
difference in the reading ability of children. Improved reading ab1l1ty, increased desired to read

. and increased self-conﬁdence were reported effects. -

‘ Benef' ifs accrulng to tutors and AmeriCorps*VISTAs were observed and reported. .Personal,

educational, and professional growth was observed and reported for tutors and
AmenCorps*VISTAs
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Appendix A. Methodology

Evaluatlon Desngn ‘

The evaluatlon was designed as a "post -only" assessment of students’ reading performance.
Whﬂe a "pre/post" design with a comparison group would have been preferable, the timing and
loglsncs of the first-year program did not allow for testlng to occur at the start of the prcgram or

: wnh all (tutored and nontutored) students

Ihe original plan for student selectlon relied on a random sample of students from all first- -

graders in the DC Reads schools who had not been selected for individual tutoring from the .-~
Success for All (SFA) or National Institutes of Health/National Institute of Children’s Health and
Human Development (NIH/NICHD) change models. On the basis of initial assessments

A conducted by SFA and NIH, children who scored in the lowest 30 percent (for SFA) or the

lowest 15 percent (for NIH) were slated to receive individual tutoring from the change model.
Qut of the remaining group of students, DC Reads randomly selected children from those who

still needed additional reading assistance. Principals and teachers, however, often reviewed the
list of students selected and made changes in order to ensure that the neediest students recelved

tutonng

In addition to the testing of students, we solicited comments from all stakeholder groups on
various aspects of program implementation and administration. We collected data from
participant and stakeholder groups at all 16 schools participating in Book Partners, although

more intensive data collection activities took place at four selected schools. On the basis of
recommendations from DC Reads administration, we chose four schools that seemed to have
implemented the Books Partners program well. Two of the schools had adopted the SFA change ‘

: model and two had adopted the NIH/NICHD change model

| .
Each of the data collectlen act1v1t1es is described below (see F1gure I-3, Data Collection

Act1v1t1es for a summary of data collection activities conducted at the four study sites and -
activities conducted at all 16 sites). Appendix C provides coples of the evaluatmn mstruments
used in the data cellectmn activities. ‘

Readmg Performance Assessment

' Professmnal educators and psychologlsts admxmstered a battery of readmg tests to- 105 tutored -
;. chlldren at four DC Reads schools. We selected test components that would assess the variety of

reading skills that Book Partners focused on that could be completed in 1 hour — the length of
the students’ tutoring session. Six testers administered the individual test battery to 103 first-
grade students and two second-grade students. Testers rotating among the schools administered -
the battery in the rooms that tutors had used for their sessions, in the same afternoon time block .

§
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followmg child reads to tutor, child reads. silently, tutor reads to child, tutor mentors child, tutor
helps child with specific skills (for example, phonics/decoding sounds, context clues, -
ciomprehensmn, spelling, rhyming), and tutor and child discuss what was read.-

Ih the second section, observers noted what materials the tutor and child used, as well as how .
. much time they spent with each. Book Partner materials consisted of structured reading
. matenals, picture books, Joumals, letter t1les and trays, a sound box, and sentence

stnpsfenvelopes

1

‘ The third section on the protocol required the observer to rate the tutor/chlld interaction on

different factors. For each, the researcher noted the extent to wluch she had observed that aspect
of the relationship ("very much," "quite a bit," "somewhat," or "not at all"). Items covered the

tutor’s confidence, tone in speaking to the child, enthusiasm about and encouragement of the -

child’s efforts, and enjoyment in being with the child. Other items were child centered; they ‘
looked at the extent to which the child enjoyed bemg with the tutor and the extent to which the
Chlld was on task most of the nme

, The final section allowed the researcher to note observations not other\mse recorded on the

protocol For example, observers commented on the tutoring setting (for example, the suitability
of the room used, the number of tutor/child pairs in the room, other distractions), discipline
problems, diagnosed learning disabilities (if reported to the observer), language deficiencies,

. perceived reading levels (for example, pre-alphabet) use of pre—pnnted lesson plans, and
techniques tutors used :

Pfogress‘ Logs

Tﬁtors maintained page-a-day progress logs on each of their students. The logs revealed detailed
information on the day-to-day tutoring experience: the actual number of tutoring sessions '
received, the number of tutors involved per student, tutor and student attendance, and the
cdnsistency and continuity of tutoring, as well as other information. At the completion of the
Book Partners program, we attempted to collect a sample of the progress logs. We selected 10
percent of the progress logs from each school (with a minimum of two progress logs selected per
school), using random number tables to select particular progress logs. After collecting a total of
38 progress logs from 13 schools (we were unable to obtain progress logs from three schools),

we extracted and analyzed data for a number of quantitative variables. In addition, we reviewed-

100 percent of the progress logs from the four schools where we assessed reading performance.

In, ‘the 104 progress logs collected frorn those schools, we focused on the quahtatlve comments
recorded by tutors. S ,

Although the progress logs yielded a great deal of useful information, they suffered from two
sources of incompleteness. First, pages seemed-to be missing from the progress logs, which are
not bound documents. In many cases, missing pages may reflect a tutoring session that failed to

' take place in other cases, pages may have been lost or mlsplaced Second many of the log pages

A3



| .
Focus Groups and Interviews

We conducted two focus groups of tutors (one of college tutors and one of RSVP tutors), two.
focus groups of teachers, one focus group of AmeriCorps*VISTAs, and one of campus
coordinators. Tutors discussed their motivation to join tutoring program, relevant prior
expenence, orientation and training, overall responsibilities, communication, support and

‘ superv131on successes and challenges, and thoughts on areas in which the program needed

improvement. Teachers discussed their perceptions of the program’s successes; challenges;

~ relationships with tutors, AmeriCorps*VISTAs, and others; and thoughts on areas for the
prograrn to improve. AmeriCorps*VISTAs gave input on their relationships with tutors, teachers, -

students, and project site directors; and benefits and challenges of the program. Topics for the

campus coordinator focus group included their respons1b111t1es selection and training of tutors,
relationships with other partners, perceptions of the program’s successes, and areas that could be
1mproved Participants for all focus groups represented all 16 schools.

We interviewed project site directors and pnnc1pals singly or in pairs. Topics for the project site
director interviews included their responsibilities, recruiting and hiring of AmenCcrps*VISTAs
AmenCorps*VISTA assignments to schools, relationships with other partners, the program’s
successes and challenges, and areas in which the program could improve. Principals discussed -
their perceptions of the program’s successes and challenges, relationships with other partners,

and areas needing improvement. Principals were chosen from the four selected schcols All three

~pr01 ect site dlrectors were interviewed.

i
i
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o Appehdix B. Selected .So.u'rﬂces‘

Appendlx B presents the sources supportmg the effectlve practlces and lessons learned that were
descnbed in Chapter III ~

Well-structured tutonng sessions in whlch the content and dehvery of
instruction are carefu"y planned - o -

§
i

Effect:ve P{actxees

Observations of 47 tutor/student pairs in 14 of the 16 schools confirmed that the tutors followed
a highly structured plan in the tutoring sessions. Tutors spent about one-third of the session on .
structured reading materials, and they made use of letter tiles and trays journals, picture books, -
sentence strips, and other materials.

i

Lessons Learnedl

The model did not reach children at the lower (pre-reading) level. In 14 percent of the progress
los gs that tutors maintained on their students (15 of the 104 progress logs), the tutors wrote that

. their students had little to no grasp of the alphabet — either the letters themselves or the sounds

the letters make. The tutors developed their own matenals to engage the chlldren in alphabet-
learning activities. -

|
Close coordlnatlon with schools the school admlnlstratlon and the

classroom and/or reading teacher .
Effectlve Practlces

After students were randomly selected for tutoring, principals and teachers reviewed the lists;

- some made modifications to ensure that students receiving tutoring were in need of it. Slightly

more than half of the teachers responding to a written survey said they helped to select the ,
children to be tutored (17 teachers, or 52 percent of the 33 teachers ,responding‘ to the survey).

Some principals supplied furniture for a DC Reads office in their school. During an interview, a”
pro;ect site director noted, “We had said we were commg fully equipped, but schools gave us
desks and chairs.” :



views on appropriate teaching techniques may have been formed in the absence of any training
— for example, views on the role of memorization as a precursor to learning to read. In-service

. training did not meet the needs of tutors participating in the focus groups. Tutors wanted the

opportunity to tutor a child (rather than role-play w1th another tutor) and receive feedback on
the1r tutonng »

AmeriCorps*YISTAs in the focus group, while generally pleased with training, wanted
additional training topics included. Suggestions from focus group participants included
expanding the information provided on teaching phomcs (so that they could support the tutors
better) and covenng additional techmques for superv1s1ng tutors. .

i o
Frequent and regu!ar tutorlng sessions
! .

Effective Practfces

Tutors and teachers voiced general satisfaction with the scheduled length of the planned tutoring
sessmn — 1 hour with each student. Tutors participating in a focus group said the hour-blocks
worked well and should be maintained. Teachers participating in a focus group said it was a
reasonable amount of time. They noted that if a child were tired or hyperactive on a particular
day, the tutor had leeway to stop, discuss other matters with the child, take a walk, or the like.
One teacher added, for compartson purposes, that the ﬁrst-grade classes paxtxcxpated in 2-hour
hteracy blocks

I.e_ssons Leamed
Tutoring sessions were intended to last one hour each. On the basis of the 10 percent of tutors’
prdgress logs collected from all schools (38 logs — one per student), sessions lasted from 20 to -
66 mmutes with an average of 43 minutes. According to a review of comments in 100 percent of

the! 'progress logs from the four selected schools (104 Iogs), tutormg time was abbreviated in 71
_ sessions. : :

i

Access to training and technical assistance resources

Effective Practices

! : : .
Most of the participants in tutor focus groups received additional training at the school where
they tutored. The content of that training varied across schools, though all covered the tutoring
materials to be used (such as sentence strips and Early Success books). Sometimes a D.C. Public
Schools employee (it was unclear to focus group participants whether the employees were '
teachers or reading specialists) demonstrated tutoring with a child. Then the tutors were showna
video that they had already seen at the orientation/training. Tutors in the focus group also spoke
of AmenCorps*VISTAs who got supplies for the tutors, gave them outlines of what to do each
day, and told them what teachers and chlldren were domg in the classroom.
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Appendix C. Oth'er Pertinent Sources

Appendlx C lists other sources of information on Book Partners that pertams to the elght
components of high-quality tutoring programs '

1,

B

Use of research-baSed' elements to oroduce reodihg achievement
Effective Praotices | o

~«  Program documentation -

. Lessons L';earrréd

L Program documentation =~

Well-structured tutormg sessions in whlch the content and dehvery

!
. of mstructlon are carefu!ly planned
Effect:ve Practlces ‘

* Review of Book Partners materials
. Observation of 47 tutor/student pairs

{ :
SI Lessons Leamed

§

I's  Tutor focus groups :
.+ AmeriCorps*VISTA focus group .
. »  Project site director interviews

Cle Qualltatlve analysis of tutor progress logs T

! Close coordmatlon wnth schools, the school admlmstratron and the:
. classroom and/or readmg teacher

1

;Effecttve Practices

‘s DCPS school-by-school results for sprmg 1998 on the Stanford 9 Achrevement Test '
‘Program documentation

' ;- AmeriCorps*VISTA focus group

'
i
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1
A
i
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1
1
1
!
i
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(;5. Careful evaluatlon, assessment momtormg, and reinforcement of
. progress :

, + Effective Practices
|+ Evaluation documentation
+ Lessons Learned -

'« Program documentation
* Evaluation documentation

Access to training and technical assistance resources
Effective Practices

+ Tator focus groups

» Campus coordinator interviews .
» AmeriCorps*VISTA focus group
i » . Teacher focus groups

Lessons Learned

i« Tutor focus groups

» Campus coordinator interviews

, *+ AmeriCorps*VISTA focus group

.« Project site director interviews

~« Informal discussions with program staff

i ] )

8. Engendermg posmve caring relatlonshlps among students, staff,

~and tutors |

‘ Effective Practices -

‘[« Tutor focus groups
i+ AmeriCorps*VISTA focus group
t»  Teacher focus groups

-+ Principal interviews

, » Parent survey

s Pm]ect site director mterv1ews
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Tutor Focus Group Protocol

A. Introduction = - i -

Purpose (overview of evaluation, importance of tutor feedback)
i Confidentiality (no names in report, only aggregate reportcd)
. Note taking (first names only) -
i Time (definitelyend by ) , :
i Introduce selves (where from, which university, what major whmh elementary school)

B. Experience and Training

L How did you end up becommg a tutor with DC Reads?
Prompr What appealed to you about DC Reads compared to other work study options?
(e g., give back to the connnmnty, work with children, develop teachmg SklllS justa job)

2 What previous experience did you have that was helpful to your work w1th DC Reads')
i a. Tutoring of other topics/populations , :

b Working with children
.c. Activities spec1f1cally focused on 11teracy

3. What did you thmk about the onentatxonftrmmng at GW‘?

(Motwauonal speakers, Ages&Stages, Tutoring 101, Book Partners Model)

: Prompt: Did it give you a realistic idea of what bemg a DC Reads tutor would be hke‘?
Prompt ‘What else should it cover" :

4. Tell me about the initial u'almng you received from the program (Rdg. Spec Bk Prtnrs Mdl).
‘2. How much training did you receive? (days/hours?)
{b. What topics did the training cover? (tutoring SklllS behavior management, other)
-ic.  Which topics were the most useful? v
'd. How confident did you feel going into the tutoring?
e. What was rmssmg from the training? (mformatmn on learmng disabilities, dlsmplme)

- 5. IWhat additional training did you receive after the initial trzumng"
~‘a. How much training did you receive? (days/hours?) ‘
‘b. What topics did the training cover? (tutoring skllls behavxor management other)
" ‘c. Which topics were the most useful? ‘
" 'd.- 'What was missing from the treumng‘? (mformatmn on learmng dlsabxlltles dlsc1p11ne)
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Successes and Challengestxpectatnons

. . When you think back on your DC Reads experience, what do you feel best about‘? What do -
. you think were the benefits: :

a. For the first-grade students? (friend/mentor, interest m!mcrease/better readmg, mcreased ,
self-esteem/confidence, general motivation in school, overall academic behavior)
Probe: How do you know? (e.g., teacher said, child said, tutor saw, attendance)

b. For yourself? (understanding of children, teachers, schools, environment)

. What were the most significant problems:

a. Your students encountered?
b. You encountered? -

. To what extent were your overall expectations for the experience met? (1st-graders, schools,

duties/responsibilities, relat1onsh1p with AmenCorps*VISTAs, reading specialists, teachers,
principals ‘

a. Which expectanons were most fully met?
b. Which expectations were largely unmet?

." Suggestions for Improvement

What suggestions do you have for i 1mprov1ng the DC Reads program’? |
a. Training

Tutoring model (e g., session, actwmes progress 10g)

b.
. €. Materials used
d.

Organization, scheduling of tutonng sessions (e g more time for other activities
structured by the program such as mentormg, doing fun thmgs together)

Length of tutormg sessions

Overall operation of DC Reads

g. Other (probe for solutsons to challenges mentzonea’ above)

™o



- 1.

2.
" a. Tutoring of other topics/populations

B.

i
)
i
l
l
|
1
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AmeriCorps*VISTA Focus Group Protocol

. Introduction .

i Purpose (overview of 'eva.luation importance of AmeriCorps*VISTA feedback)

Confidentiality (no names in report, only aggregate data reported)

Note taking (first names only) -

Time (definitelyend by ) .. .

Introduce selves (where from which elementary school whether have chlldren in schools)

Experlence and Trammg

How did you end up becom1ng an AmeriCorps*VISTA with Commumt1es in Schools”
Prompt: What did you think you would like about it?

(E.g., g1ve back to the commumty/school work wnh ch11dren 1mprove teachmg skﬂls)

What previous expenence did you have that was helpful to your work w1th DC Reads”

t b. Working with children (your own or others)

I
i

i
|
3.

c. Activities specifically focused on literacy

. d. Management or supervisory experience

Tell me about the initial training you received from the program.

' a. How much training did you receive? (days/hours”)

, b. What topics did the training cover? .
i ¢. Which topics were the most useful? :
. d. "How confident did you feel going into the schools in the beg1nmng’7

i
!

4.

e. What was missing from the trammg”

' What add1t1onal tIalmng did you receive after the 1mt1a.l trammg”
"a. How much training did you receive? (days/hours”) '

- b. What topics did the training cover?.

5.

» 'c.  Which topics were the most useful?
d. What was missing from the training?

,Roles and Communication '

l
i

Tell me about your respons1b1l1t1es for DC Reads. Prompt: Descnbe a day at your school
‘a. How many tutors do you supervise? How often do you meet? For what purposes?
'b. - How would you characterize your relationship with your tutors?

: Prompt, if other than positive: Can you explain the challenges in the relat1onsh1psr>

;¢. Do you tutor any students?
‘i d. What other admlmstratlve respons1b1l1t1es do you have” (with teachers rdg. spec1a.l1sts)

lWhat do you think the role of the AmenCorps*VISTA should be?

;
| , ' . 1
| - A " '




Teacher Focus Group Protocol

Introductxon

*Purpose (overview of evaluatron unportance of teacher feedback chance for more m-depth
| feedback than on the 1-page survey)
3 «Confidentiality (no names in report, only aggregate data repoxted) o '
: +Ask that they also keep private anything said during our discussion (don t reveal anythmg
i -that would relate to an individual or specific school) :
i *Note taking (first names only)
; +Time (definitely end by ___ ) : : '
. *Introduce selves (where from, which elementary school, whether have ehﬂdren in schools)

: Pérceptions of Success

1 What partlcular needs did the DC Reads program fill in your sehool’?

2 In what ways has the DC Reads program been sggmally successful‘?
(e.g., recruiting effective tutors, delivering a high-quality literacy intervention, improving the
-! reading skills of students, increasing self-esteem/self-confidence of students helpmg the -
' elassroom env1ronment the teacher, the school; other) :

Prompt What aspects of the program made it partlcularly beneﬁcml‘?

3. What challen: g s did the DC Reads program face‘? In what ways has the program been

| esgec1allx unsuccessful?
| (e.g., recruiting effective tutors, delivering a hlgh-quahty hteracy intervention, improving the .
' reading skills of students, increasing self—esteenx/self-conﬁdence of students, other)

' Relatlonshlp with Staff Tutors

4. What changes would you like to make in your relationship w1th the AmenCorps*VISTAs‘? '
‘a. How often did you meet? (e.g., formal/informal meetings, written/verbal, 1:1/group)
'b. For what purposes? (plan, problem solve, critique, discuss individual tutors/students) .
!: ¢. What kind of contact was most useful? Wh‘at would you like to see more of in the future?
! R
5. ) What changes would you hke to make in your relat1onsh1p with the mtors‘? T
.a. How often did you meet? (e.g., formal/informal meetings, written/verbal, 1:1/ group)
b For what purposes? (plan, problem solve, critique, discuss individual tutors/students)

Co c. What kmd of contact was most useful? What would you like to see more of in the future?

i
i
|
|



~ Principal Focus Group/Interview Protocol .

_ Introduction

: °Purpose (overview of evaluatmn importance of teacher feedback, chance for more in-depth
feedback than on the 1-page survey)

| *Note taking/confidentiality (no names in report, only aggregate data reported)

*Ask that they also keep private anything said during our discussion (don’t reveal anything

1 that would relate to an mdmdual or spec1ﬁc school)

L. 4
Perceptions of Success
i

1.' What particular needs did the DC Reads program fill in your school?

' Prompt: What aspects of the progfam made it particularly beneﬁcial?

1

\ 2.' In what ways has the DC Reads program been especially successful? '

. (e.g., recruiting effective tutors, delivering a high-quality literacy intervention, unprovmg the
", reading skills of students, increasing self-esteem/self-confidence of students helpmg the
s classroom env1ronment the teacher, the school; other) :

3. What hallenge has the DC Reads program faced? In what ways has the program been

. especially unsuccessful?
| (e.g., recruiting effective tutors, delivering a hlgh-quahty literacy mtervenuon 1mprov1ng the
readmg skills of students, 1ncreasmg self-esteem;’self-conﬁdence of students, other)

Relationship with Staff, Tutors

!

4. , What changes Would you like to make in your relanonsh1p with Commumtxes in Schools
- Prolect Site Directors? -

‘a. How often did you meet? (e. g formal/mformal meetmgs wnttenfverbal 1: l/group)
'b. For what purposes? (plan, problem solve, critique, discuss individual tutors/students)

“ ic. 'What kind of contact was most useful? What would you like to see more of in the future? - |
| .

5. | What changes would you llke to make in your relatlonsh.lp w1th Communities in Schools

AmenCorps*VISTAs‘?

;a. How often did you meet? (eg. , formal/informal meetings, wntten/verbal 1:1/group)

'b. For what purposes? (plan, problem solve, critique, discuss individual tutors/students)

'c. - What kind of contact was most useful? What would you like to see more of in the future?
.

i
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|
|
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‘ Prdject Site Director Interview

Introduction

i

Purpose

Qverall Responsibiliﬁes

7.

Tell me about your overall responsibilities. Prompt: Describe a typical day or week.
a. How many AmenCorps*VISTAs do you supervise? (How many schools are you
responsible for?) .
How often did you met? For what purposes?
How would you characterize your relationship with your AmenCorps*VISTAs‘7
(If other than positive:) Can you explain the challenges in this relationship?
- What other administrative responsibilities do you have? (with teachers, reading speclsts.) -

o0 o

A Recruiting and Hiring AmeriCorps*VISTAs -

How many AmenCorps*VISTAs does CIS have‘7 .
What did you look for in recrmtmg and hiring AmenCorps*VISTAs‘7
(e.g., tutoring of other topics/populations, working with children, activities spec1ﬁcally

focused on literacy, management or supervisory expenence)

What did you consider in assigning AmenCorps*VISTAs to partlcular schools‘7 What did

. you consider in assigning one versus two AmenCorps*VISTAs‘7

How would you charactenze the AmenCorps*VISTAs‘7 ' ‘
a. About what percentage are parents of chlldren in the targeted schools‘7

b. How many are female? -
c. Other‘7

In terms of AmenCorps*VISTAs strengths what differences did you note between those
AmenCorps*VISTAs who were parents of children in the school and those who were not‘7

Relatlonshlp with CNS/Campus Coordmators/DC Reads
' !

'What kind of contact did you have with staff at the elementary schools? -

| a.” How often did you meet? (e.g., formal/informal meetings, written/verbal, 1: l/group)

b. For what purposes? (plan, problem solve, critique, discuss individual tutors/students)

1 ¢. What kind of contact was most useful? What would you like to see more of in the future?

i d. What support would you have liked to receive but did not? -

What changes would you like to make in your relationship with Corporation staff?



ki ' Campus Coordinator Focus Group Protocol

Introdnction
Purpose

Responsibilities |

1. What are your responsibilities related to work study students tutoring with DC Reads?

a. How many work study students from your program tutor with DC Reads?

~ b. How often do you meet with the work study students?

c. For what purposes do you meet? (planning, problem solvrng, critiquing, d1scussmg
individual students, other) : :

i

Experience and Training

2 How were work study students selected for DC Reads? (e g their chome, Educatlon majors,
. those with tutoring expenence) -

3. How would you characterize the DC Reads tutors? (e g. percentage of freshmen SOphomore
etc.; of undergraduates and graduates; of women and men) ~

4. Does your work study program prov1de an onentanon or tralmng for the college students?

LIf yes: Please descnbe

' Relatlonshlp with CNSICISJ’DCPS

. 5 What changes would you hke to make in your relatlonshrp wrth Corporatlon staff‘7 '

6 ‘ What changes would you hke to make in your relatlonshlp w1th CIS’? ' -
: 7 What changes would you llke to make in your relatlonshlp wrth DCPSV ;

: 8‘ What other literacy programs are your work study students mvolved m‘? ‘
| Y progr Yy



| TUTOR

. MATEI_{[ALS

7

: bear Parent/Guardian: We need your help. Please tell us what you think about the
. DC Reads program. Your child was tutored in this reading program twice a week during

s'chool hours. (We do not ask for and will not report any children’s names to anyone.)

1 What did your chlld think about the followmg" (please check 1 box in each line)

a. The tutoring program . . . . ... S I GREAT CIPRETTYGoOD [JOKAY [I1POOR
b. Hisorhertutor.......................CJGREAT [JPRETTYGOOD [JOKAY [JPOOR

' ¢. The materials (books, jOurnal ietter tiles) . ] GREAT D PRETTY GOOD [JOKAY [JPOOR

: 2 Please tell us what your child liked best and liked least for each of the followmg

l

WHAT MY CHILD LIKED BEST ABOUT... WHAT MY CHILD LIKED LEAST ABOUT...

a.
TUTORING
PROGRAM

HIS OR HER

o
THE

3 Has your child brought home: (please check 1 box in each lme)

' a. Any work to show you from the tutoring sessions? ................... OYES ONO
+ b. Any other materials fromthe tutor? ........... ... ... .. .o L O YES ONO -

4‘ What changes have you seen in your child that you believe result from your child
~ participating in the DC Reads tutormg program? (please check 1 box in each line) - -
i a. Is more interested inreading . .................. e e OYES ONO .

' b. Reads better . .. .. PP S e e evieweieenee..e... OYES ONO
"I'c.'Reads faster . .......... e e eiiiieiiie........ OYES ONO
i d. Seems to understand more of what s/he reads ..... FRUP s OYES ONO -

' e. Reads more forpleasure ................... e OYES ONO

L Seemsmoreconﬁdentaboutdomgwellmschool ciiiiiiiiiiie....... OYES ONO

. g. Goes to school more often ...... ... .. .. ... ... e OYES ONO -

5, Would you recommend DC Reads to parents of other 1st—grade students? O YES OJNO

6. What did YOU like most about the DC Reads program‘?

i ,
i
1

What hange would you like to see made next year in the DC Reads program"

P
i

- Please mail the survey to Macro International Inc. in the postage-paid envelope provided.

Macro a private firm, was hired by the Corporation for National Service to evaluate DC Reads

Thank you very much for helping us tmprove the DC Reads program.

!



]

- Dear Teacher: The Corporation for National Service has asked Macro International Inc., a
- private firm, to evaluate the DC Reads tutoring program. Please tell us what you think about DC

Reads Your opinion matters! (The survey is confidential. We will not use any teacher names
‘or school names in any communications with anyone in the schools, DCPS, or any reports. We

!

ﬁame V . ~ ' School

réquest names only to see whether students in different classrooms have different experiences.)

1:. How many students from your first-grade classes participated in DC Reads?
2, Did you help select the children to be tutored through DC Reads" OYES ONO
: If yes: What criteria did you use to select students for tutoring through DC Reads"
" . (checkall thatapply)
- D a.Observed reading performance =~ =~ . Ob. Student attltude toward readmg
' O e. Student behavior during reading activities. [ d. Student attitude toward school
' O e. Standardized tests/assessment tools (specify: - - - )
! O £. Other (specify: A )
i . v B
If mor‘eDC_ Reads tutors had been available, would you have . L
i wanted more first-grade students of yours to be tutored? OYES ONO
{ .
4. How many of your students partlclpatmg in DC Reads do you thmk have special needs"
i Many Some Few None
| a English for Speakers of other Languages (ESL) .. ... m o o O
. b. Attention Deficit Disorder (ADD) ................ O ] ] a
| ¢ Learning disabilities ......... e P O 0 0
*d. Other (specify) o )..D ' - O ‘D‘ O
t R
5[ Did the students tutored through DC Reads receive individual tutormg through any "
. other reading programs this year? (check all that apply) N ‘
i [0 a. Success for All (SFA) Change Model [ b. NIH/NICHD Change Model - _
' Oec. ALEM Change Model o j ) EI d.Other tutormg program (specyﬁz )
6 If DC Reads could offer any format, would you recommend tutormg first-graders
».a. When? .......0OBeforeschool O After school - [ During school
. b. How often? .. 002 days/week - [ 3 days/week [J4 days/week [15 days/week
7. How frequently: - ‘ I ) 2-3 times- 2-3 times
: ' Daily aweek _amonth Never
. a. Did you communicate with the VISTA(s) at your school? . O] O o 0O
. b. Would you like to communicate with the VISTA(s)? . . ... O o O 0
8| How frequently: A | 2-3 times 2-3 times.
. ) S ' o . Daily aweek _amonth Never
. a. Did you communicate with the tutors at your school? .. O O .o o
. b. Would you like to communicate with the tutors? . . .. .. = o o - O
9. How satlsfied were you with.. . Very .  Fairly  Notatall
.. -satisfied  satisfied - satisfied .
. a Yourstudents DCReadstutors’? P o - o
b The DC Reads tutonng program overall? ... ....... o oo

. @(please fum to othet' side)



§
a. School
¢

- e. Day (date) __ f Start Time

. DESCRIPTION

. Tutor

" b. Student__

OBSERVATION PROTOCOL

(Observe 3-4 tutoring sessions at each site. Allow 30 minutes each.)

d. College/Community Vol.

ACTIVITIES
Activity

!Q —

g. Stop Time

a. Tutor and child talk about pictures

b Tutor reads aloud to child .

¢. Child reads aloud to tutor

d. Child reads silently

e. Tutor helps child with specific skills

1. Phonics/word attack/decoding (sounds)

2. Context Clues“(logic, pictures,‘, etc.) "

3. Comprehension

. 4. Spelling .

5. Rhyming

6. Other (specify)

f. Tutor, child talk about what child has read

1. Other (specify)

g. Child writes about what s/he has read

h. Mentoring (discussing unrelated topics)

Activity

1-5 J 6-10 -

11-15 | 16-20 | 21-25 | 25-30

j. Tutor provides corrective feedback to child

k. Tutor encourages child to sound out word

1. Child asks tutor for help with meaning of word

m. Tutor encourages child to reread for meaning -

n. Tutor asks comprehension question

—

11-15 | 16-20 21~25]25-30

ﬁ
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