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Introduction

Book Harvest is a non-profit agency dedicated to providing books to low-income children in
central North Carolina. Book Harvest distributes books to children via programs in schools and
through community partners such as health clinics, social services, and libraries. In 2012, Book
Harvest and Durham Public Schools (DPS) began a partnership to implement the Books on
Break program. Books on Break provides age-appropriate books to elementary school children
(grades K through 5) in order to stem the flow of summer learning loss for low-income students
at low-performing elementary schools within the DPS system. The low-cost Books on Break
intervention is based upon research indicating that having books in the home is a predictor of
academic success?, yet only one-third of low-income American children have books in their
home2.

In 2018, Book Harvest worked with DPS to secure grant funding to expand upon the Book
Harvest-DPS collaboration and create the Summer Learning Partnership (BH-DPS: SLP). This
program was designed to expand upon the existing summer book provision program by
providing at-risk students with individualized instruction in addition to books during the
summer. As part of BH-DPS: SLP, DPS selected two elementary schools in which high-risk first
graders received home visits from a trained teacher. The teachers visited each student three
times over the summer prior to the start of 2" grade. During each visit, the teacher provided
five new books for the child to keep, and also worked with the child to practice reading aloud,
writing, and word work. At each home visit, teachers also spent approximately 15 minutes on
caregiver instruction. Through this instruction, caregivers received guidance on specific
activities that they could do to help their children become stronger readers.

The Center for Child and Family Policy (CCFP) at Duke University designed and implemented the
evaluation of these programs. The initial evaluation was conducted over the summer of 2018,
and will be used to inform program design and implementation in the second year of the BH-
DPS: SLP program. This report provides a summary and review of the data collected in year one
of the project.

Evaluation Methods
The goals of the evaluation were twofold:

1) Assess the potential impacts of the Books on Break program at eight schools where all
children received 10 free books prior to summer break; and
2) Evaluate the pilot home visiting component offered at two selected schools.

The eight schools included in the evaluation for the book provision component were Y.E. Smith,
Forest View, Lakewood, Glenn, Merrick-Moore, C.C. Spaulding, Eastway, and Burton. The two
schools selected for the home visiting pilot were Hope Valley and Club Boulevard Elementary

1 McQuillan, Jeffrey (1998). The Literacy Crisis: False Claims and Real Solutions. Heinemann.
2 Suskind, Dana. (2015). Thirty million words: Building a child’s brain. New York: Random House.
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schools. For the pilot home visiting program, students were selected based on teacher
recommendation, assessment, and mCLASS literacy data. Students who had an mCLASS text
reading comprehension (TRC) level in the red range (the lowest of three possible levels, and
indicating a very strong need for intervention) were given priority for enroliment. However,
teachers also referred students with a TRC level in the yellow range (still indicating literacy skills
below grade level) if space was available. A letter describing the program, as well as the
consent form, were sent home with identified students in May of 2018. Parents had the option
to participate in the program but decline to be a part of the evaluation.

For the book provision only component, 2017-2018 mCLASS end of year (EQY) scores were
compared to 2018-2019 mCLASS beginning of year (BOY) scores for all students in grades K
through 4 at the eight schools. mCLASS data included Text Reading Comprehension (TRC)
proficiency levels in an aggregated format by school and grade from DPS.

The pilot home visiting intervention had four data sources including:

1) Program data collected by home visitors (i.e., demographic data, information about
activities/interventions provided during home visits, barriers and successes, areas of
need, and engagement level).

2) Parent pre/post surveys that collected information about home reading habits, reading
activities, and caregivers’ confidence in helping to improve their child’s literacy skills.

3) Adirect literacy assessment of participating students in June of 2018 (just before
summer break) and again in the fall of 2018 as they began second grade. Students’
literacy skills were measured using two subtests of the Woodcock Johnson Tests of
Achievement-IV: Letter Word Identification and Sentence Reading Fluency.

4) Identified 2017-2018 mCLASS EOY and 2018-2019 BOY data for consented children,
which was provided by DPS.

The examination of these data allowed evaluators to measure changes both before and after
participation in the BH-DPS: SLP program to enhance understanding about whether or not
summer learning loss can be stemmed through the provision of free books, and if including a
home visiting component can further this goal for a sub-sample of rising 2" graders.

Demographics — Pilot Home Visiting Program

Basic demographic information about children and families identified for the pilot home visiting
program was collected by the schools. Relevant information included the child’s age at the start
of the program, gender, and race/ethnicity, as well as the gender of the caregiver involved in
the intervention and the primary language spoken in the household. Of the 37 children
identified and consented to enroll in the pilot program, five children/families never actually
participated in a home visit therefore, no additional program data is available for these children
and their families.
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As shown in Table 1, the majority of children were seven years old at the end of their first-grade
year. There were also more males enrolled in the program than females. Nearly half of the
participants (49%) were Hispanic, and the other half was comprised of children identified as
African-American or Middle Eastern.

Table 1. Child Demographics: Pilot (n=37)

Number of Percent of

Children Children

Age of Children

6 years 7 19%
7 years 25 67%
8 years 4 11%
Not Indicated 1 3%
Child Gender

Female 15 41%
Male 22 59%

Child Race/Ethnicity
Hispanic/Latino 17 46%
African American 9 24%
Middle Eastern 8 22%
Hispanic/White 1 3%
White 1 3%
Unknown 1 3%

Table 2 shows that a large majority of caregivers involved in the Books on Break home visiting
pilot were female (89%), with only three male caregivers. One household had both a male and a
female caregiver participate in the home visits.

Table 2. Gender of Main Caregiver(s) -Pilot

Number of Percent of
Caregivers Caregivers
Female 33 89%
Male 3 8%
Blank 1 3%

Figure 1 shows the primary language spoken in each household. Spanish was the most
frequently reported in 17 households, while English was spoken in 10 and Arabic in 7.
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Figure 1. Primary Household Language: Pilot (n=36)
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Note. The number of households totals 36 because the study had one set of twins.

Implementation — Pilot Home Visiting Program

The majority (65%) of children/families identified for participation in the program participated
in all three scheduled home visits. As noted previously, five (14%) children/families never
participated in a home visit, and eight children/families (22%) participated in one or two of the
planned home visits (see Table 3).

Table 3. Number of Home Visits: Pilot

# of Visits Frequency % of
Children/Families

0 5 13%

1 4 11%

2 4 11%

3 24 65%

Total 37 100%

Parent Questionnaires

During the first home visit, and again at the third (and final), each caregiver was asked to
complete a survey. The survey asked caregivers to rate their confidence in helping their children
read and develop literacy skills, to rate their knowledge of specific activities to improve literacy
skills at home, and to rate their comfort level in asking their child’s school for help. Caregivers
rated responses using a 5-point Likert-scale ranging from “strongly agree” to “strongly
disagree.” As shown in Table 4, the number of caregivers agreeing that they had confidence,
knowledge, and comfort with helping to develop their children’s literacy skills increased from
pre (n=30) to post (n=23). This would indicate that the program was very effective in helping
parents to cultivate these important skills over the three home visits.



Book Harvest-DPS Summer Learning Partnership

Table 4. Parent Questionnaire Responses: Confidence in Helping Children’s Literacy Skills

Confident Working Know Specific Activities Comfortably Asking for
~on Reading Skills to Develop Skills Help from School

Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
Strongly Agree 7% 17% 10% 17% 20% 52%
Agree 53% 57% 43% 52% 57% 44%
Neutral 30% 26% 23% 26% 10% 0%
Disagree 10% 0% 23% 0% 10% 4%
Strongly 0% 0% 0% 0% 3% 0%
Disagree

Caregivers were also asked to respond with the average number of days per week that their
child practiced reading, writing, and word work (see Table 5). The number of days per week
that the caregiver reported reading aloud with their child increased over the summer, from an
average of three days a week at the beginning of the program to an average of four days a
week at the end. Similarly, the average number of days per week of working on writing
increased from 1.75 days to 2 days after the program, while the number of days per week of
word work held constant at an average of two days. Importantly, the percentage of caregivers
reporting working on writing and word work with their children less than one day a week

decreased over time.

Table 5. Parent Questionnaire Responses: Changes in Daily Literacy Activities Over Time
Days Reading Aloud Days Working on Days with Word Work

Writing
Pre Post Pre Post Pre Post
< 1 Day/Week 0% 0% 37% 17% 33% 22%
1-2 Days/Week 33% 35% 30% 53% 37% 48%
3-4 Days/Week 47% 39% 23% 26% 10% 22%
5-7 Days/Week 20% 26% 7% 4% 20% 9%

Visit Checklists

After each visit, teachers were asked to complete a checklist of activities completed with the
child and/or caregiver. The activities varied based upon the visit in order to build on the skills
learned during each visit, as well as to provide activities tailored to the specific books provided
to the child, and associated literacy support needs.

Checklists for all visits included:
e Reading aloud
e Writing
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e Word work

e Providing books to the child

e Reviewing the child’s summer reading routine and reading log

e Completing the practice card and scheduling the next visit

e Contacting the Book Harvest office to select more books and summer event
e Offering/promoting Ready4K

Checklist items specific to a particular visit included:

e Visit 1: Administering the caregiver survey and defining reading loss;

e Visit 2: Practicing asking and answering questions about a book and introducing —ed and
—ing words; and discussing real vs. make believe, compound words, rhyming words,
looking for clues in the story, recalling and retelling the story, looking for chunks in
words; and,

e Visit 3: Discussing dates important to the beginning of the school year and during the
school year.

As shown in Figures 2 and 3, during Visits 1 and 2, most of the activities were completed, with
the exception of Ready4K, which was completed in less than half of all three visits.? Visit 2
shows a reduction by half in the number of times “Book Harvest office to select more books and
participate in summer event” was completed. Visit 3 shows a slight reduction in the various
word work activities that were completed. This may be accounted for by the increased variance
in the length of Visit 3; while almost all of Visits 1 and 2 were 60 to 90 minutes, 25% of Visit 3
visits were less than 60 minutes. Similarly, there were simply more word work activities during
Visit 3 than other visits, so it’s likely that not all students got through all the planned activities.
It is not clear as to why the average length of Visit 3 was shorter in duration, but this could be
an area for focus in program planning for Year 2 based on feedback from teachers/program
implementers.

3 CCFP did not receive visit checklists for all completed home visits. Thus, the numbers presented in Figures 2-4
only reflect those visits for which checklists were completed or provided.
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Figure 2. Visit 1 Checklist

Ready4K

[y
(%]

Select books and event

Card and SChedUIE s s —————————————————————— 28
Routine and Log | 28
Define Reading Loss — 28
Questionnaire — 28
Book Provision — 28

GG s ————=— 27
T —————S— 26
Read Aloud — 28

5 10 15 20 25 30

o

" Not completed m™ Completed

Figure 3. Visit 2 Checklist
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Figure 4. Visit 3 Checklist
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In the BH-DPS: SLP program, the three teachers conducting the home visits rated the children
and caregivers on a number of criteria after each visit. Although this data can be used to see
what areas of need, barriers, successes, and opportunities for improvement were identified
most frequently, the data cannot be used to see whether these areas improved over time or
were present for some children but not others. This is because different teachers
independently provided areas of success or challenges, rather than ranking how well children
did in specific pre-established areas. For instance, one teacher consistently mentioned issues
with decoding while others did not, therefore different teachers may have focused on different
successes or problems. For Year 2, program leadership may want to create areas on the home
visiting form where teachers can select from options listed to create greater consistency across

all participants.

Table 6 shows the mean score, out of 10, that teachers provided to rank the level of
engagement for both child and caregiver during each visit. In general, the engagement scores
improved after each visit, but it is difficult to evaluate whether the engagement improved
overall because it appears that one teacher occasionally ranked engagement on a one to five

scale rather than one to ten.
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Table 6. Child and Caregiver Engagement Scores (range: 1-10)

Caregiver Engagement Mean Child Engagement Mean
Visit 1 7.6 7.5
Visit 2 7.8 7.8
Visit 3 7.2 7.3

The following is a list of the successes and positive observations that teachers mentioned most
frequently across all three home visits:

e Caregiver engagement (37 mentions)

e Child’s focus or motivation (34 mentions)

e Child’s independent reading skills (15 mentions)

e Child’s ability to discuss or retell the story (12 mentions)

e Child’s word work skills (10 mentions)

e Child’s reading comprehension (9 mentions)

e Child’s writing ability (9 mentions)

e Child’s sight word recognition (5 mentions)

The following is a list of the areas for improvement that teachers mentioned most frequently
across all three home visits:

e Child’s focus or motivation (23 mentions)

e Child’s writing ability (18 mentions)

e Reading routine or timing of the visit (16 mentions)

e Child’s word work skills (14 mentions)

e Caregiver’s reading activities or comprehension questions to ask the child (14 mentions)

e Child’s reading comprehension (13 mentions)

e Child’s ability to discuss or retell the story (9 mentions)

e Child’s decoding skills (9 mentions)

e Child’s sight word recognition (8 mentions)

The following is a list of the barriers to learning that teachers mentioned most frequently across
all three home visits:
e Caregiver’s English skills (26 mentions)
e Books in both English and native language would be useful (6 mentions)
e Many people in the house made it difficult for child and caregiver to focus (6 mentions)
e Child’s siblings needed care from the caregiver during the lesson (6 mentions)
e Child was too tired to be engaged (6 mentions)

10
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Outcomes — Pilot Home Visiting Program

Woodcock Johnson IV Subtests: Pilot Home Visiting Program

Students who returned an informed consent were administered two subtests of the Woodcock
Johnson IV (WCJ-1V) prior to the start of the intervention (pre-test) in May of 2018.

e Letter-Word Identification (LWI) is a measure of reading decoding, including the ability
to identify the names of several uppercase and lowercase letters and the ability to
identify words.

e Sentence Reading Fluency (SRF) is a measure of reading speed and rate. The task
requires the ability to read and comprehend simple sentences quickly.

Each test yields a W score, which is based on the Rasch measurement model, and yields a
norm-referenced equal-interval scale (a score of 500 is the approximate average performance
of a 10-year-old; McGrew & Woodcock, 2001; Woodcock, 1999). This means that change over
time is measured in an equivalent way regardless of age; a difference of 10 points represents
the same amount of growth regardless of where on the scale it falls. Of the 35 students who
were pre-tested, 27 were available at the start of the 2018-19 academic year for post-testing
after the intervention had concluded. The student was the unit of analysis and paired t-tests
were applied to examine the differences in WCJ-IV W scores both before and after the
intervention for the 27 students with both a pre- and post-test. Table 7 below provides gender
and race/ethnicity of the sample of children indicating that the majority were male (63%) and
identified as Hispanic (41%).

Table 7. WCJ-IV Sample (n=27): Child Demographics
Frequency Percent

Gender

Female 10 37%

Male 17 63%

Race/Ethnicity

White 1 4%
Africa American 6 22%
Hispanic 11 41%
Arabic 8 30%

Missing 1 4%

The majority (n=19; 70%) of children/families received all three planned home visits over the
summer, with eight families (30%) receiving less than the full intervention (see Table 8).

11
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Table 8. WCJ-IV Sample: Number of Completed Home Visits

Frequency Percent

Number of Visits

1 4 15%
4 15%
3 19 70%

For the Letter-Word Identification subtest, analyses showed that the mean W score after the
intervention was significantly higher than before the intervention (n=27; p=.02; see Table 9).
Similarly, the mean W score on Sentence Reading Fluency subtest after the intervention was
significantly higher than before the intervention (n=18; p=.01). These findings indicate that, on
average, summer literacy learning loss was prevented for this group of students, and gains
occurred with respect to letter-word identification and reading fluency skills. However, in order
to conclude that this improvement is a direct result of the intervention, a control or comparison
group would be necessary to measure the result in the absence of the intervention. For Year 2,
program leadership could consider working with DPS to identify additional schools to
participate in the home visiting program. This would increase the potential sample size of
students, and allow for random selection into the program.

Table 9. WCJ-IV Change Over Time: LWI and SRF
VELELES Post Pre Difference

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SE P value
Letter Word  426.74 37.83 419.96 31.53 6.78 2.62 0.02
ID W Score
Sentence 403.17 32.43 390.78 36.90 12.39 4.02 0.01
Reading
Fluency W
Score

mCLASS Data -Pilot Home Visiting Group

This section of the evaluation report will focus on change over time with respect to mCLASS
Text Reading Comprehension (TRC) levels and Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills
(DIBELS) literacy assessment data. Durham Public Schools (DPS) provided mCLASS data for 35 of
the 37 participating children as well as demographics, and designation as special education and
English as a second language (ESL). Importantly, not all of the 35 children were administered
the mCLASS assessments at both EQY and BOY points in time; however, for the majority of
students, mCLASS was administered in late spring of 2018 and again in the fall of 2018 at the
start of second grade by DPS classroom teachers/staff.

12
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mCLASS TRC proficiency levels (i.e., far below, below, at proficiency, above proficiency) are
calculated based upon reading level goals for grade and benchmark period (i.e., BOY, MQY, or
EQY). These goals are measured utilizing letters as scores and increase by benchmark period
and grade. The DIBELS is comprised of multiple measures that serve as indicators of important
skills that every child must master to become a proficient reader. The DIBELS measures are brief
and used to monitor the development of early literacy and early reading skills. Designed for use
in identifying children having trouble in the acquisition of basic early literacy skills, DIBELS data
serves to ensure the provision of support early and prevent the occurrence of later reading
difficulties. The specific DIBELS measures included in these analyses are the Nonsense Word
Fluency- Correct Letter Sounds (NWF-CLS) and Whole Words Recorded (WWR), and Oral
Reading Fluency, Accuracy, and Retell Quality. The resulting analyses show changes in scores on
each individual measure and across measures administered by classroom teachers at the
beginning of the school year (BOY) and again at the end of the year (EQY).

Non-parametric paired tests (Wilcoxon signed rank test) were applied to examine the
differences in mCLASS assessments before the summer home visiting intervention began and at
its conclusion. While analyses of change over time on mCLASS are useful in describing the
possible impact of the program for participating children, in the absence of a control or
comparison group, it is not possible to evaluate fully whether participation in this home visiting
intervention reduces summer learning loss or improves academic growth over the course of the
summer. As such, these analyses should be interpreted with caution, as without an appropriate
control group, it is impossible to know how these students would have fared in the absence of
the intervention.

Table 10 below highlights the demographic characteristics of the sample based on data
provided by DPS. The majority of participants were male and identified as Hispanic. Most of the
participating students (60%) were recruited from Hope Valley Elementary School. Just two of
the 35 students were classified as special education and nearly half (48%) as English Language
Leaners.

Table 10. Demographic Characteristics for Students with mCLASS and DIBELS Data

Gender

Female 14 40%
Male 21 60%

Race/Ethnicity
White 1 3%
African American 8 23%
Hispanic 17 49%
Arabic 8 23%

13
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Unknown 1 3%

School
Club 14 40%
Hope Valley 21 60%

Exceptional Child Designation

No 30 86%
Yes 2 6%
Unknown 3 9%
ESL Designation
No 15 42%
Yes 17 49%
Unknown 3 9%

Tables 11 highlights the TRC proficiency levels at EQY and BOY for participating students. The
data show that 78% of students were far below benchmark at the end of 1% grade (25/32),
while only 61% were at BOY of 2" grade (20/33). Analyses showed the mean TRC proficiency
levels after the intervention were significantly higher than before the intervention (1.57 vs.
1.23; p<.05).

Table 11. TRC Proficiency Level by Time of Administration
EOY BOY
# of students  # of students

TRC Level
Far Below 25 20
Below 7 8
Proficiency 0
Above 0 1
Total 32 33

Table 12 shows that of the 30 students for whom we have both BOY and EQY data, eight
students made improvements in their TRC benchmark level (27%), while 21 demonstrated no
change (70%), and only one student (3%) had worsening results from EQY to BOY. This finding
suggests that while most students did not experience gains over the summer, it also appears
that they did not lose ground with regard to literacy skills.

14
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Table 12. Changes of TRC assessment

# of Students Percent

TRC Level Change

Improved 8 27%

No change 21 70%
Decreased 1 3%

Total 30 100%

The analyses of the multiple DIBELS subtest data resulted in mixed findings. Overall, the DIBELS
Composite score had a moderately significant increase from EQY to BOY (EOY m =74.71; BOY m
=84.97; p = .07). In contrast, however, the mean Nonsense Word Fluency-Correct Letter
Sounds scores were significantly lower after the intervention (EOY m = 44.45; BOY m = 37.65;
p<.05). Overall, the vast majority of participants remained below, or far below benchmark from
EQY to BOY. The declines for NWF-Whole Words recorded were not statistically significant (EOY

m =9.53; BOY m = 7.54; p>.10). Many students decreased from EQY to BOY on this measure,
and more children were below, or far below benchmark at BOY than at EOY.

Table 13. Nonsense Word Fluency Change over Time

NWF-CLS EQY BOY
# of students # of students
Far Below 22 20
Below 5 6
Benchmark 3 2
Above Benchmark 3 3
Total 33 31
# of students Percent
Improved 6 19%
No change 21 68%
Decreased 4 13%
Total 31 100%
NWF-WWR EOY BOY
# of students # of students
Far Below 15 19
Below 6 7
Benchmark 9 3
Above Benchmark 3 2
Total 33 31

15
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# of students
5
16
10
31

Table 14. DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency, Accuracy, and Retell

Percent
16%
52%
32%

100%

For DORF Fluency, significant change from EQY to BOY was not observed (EOY m = 65.94; BOY
m = 68.32; p>.10). However, for DORF Accuracy and Retell, significant change over time was
observed. For DORF Accuracy, significant improvements from EQY (m = 24.55) to BOY (m =
28.77) were found (p<.05). For DORF Retell, however, the average score significantly decreased
after the intervention (EOY m = 13.69; BOY m =6.75; p<.05). It is important to note, however,
that only 16 children had both EQY and BOY scores for the Retell measure. Thus, this finding
may not be representative of change for all children participating in the program.

DORF FIuency

Far Below

Below

Benchmark
Above Benchmark
Total

Improved
No change
Decreased

Total

DORF Accuracy

Far Below

Below

Benchmark
Above Benchmark
Total

# of students
25
2
2
4
33

# of students
10
20
1
31

EOY
# of students
25
3
1
4
32

# of students
16

# of students
15
8
5
3
31

Percent
32%
65%

3%
100%

BOY
# of students
20
6
1
4
31

Percent
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Improved 4 12%
No change 27 87%
Total 31 100%
DORF Retell EOY BOY
# of students  # of students
Far Below 0 15
Below 10 7
Benchmark 2
Above Benchmark 7 1
Total 19 29
# of students Percent
Decreased 16 100%
Total 16 100%

MCLASS - Books Only Group

The eight schools included in this larger aspect of the Books on Break program were Burton,
C.C. Spaulding, Eastway, Forest View, Glenn, Lakewood, Merrick-Moore, and Y.E. Smith
Elementary schools. Many of these schools have been receiving 10 books per student by Book
Harvest prior to the 2018 summer break for multiple years:

e Burton: 1year

e C.C.Spaulding: 2 years

e Eastway: 3 years

e Forest View: 6 years

e Glenn: 6 years

e Lakewood: 4 years

e Merrick-Moore: 2 years, and
e Y.E. Smith: 5 years.

It is important to note that these schools serve a high number of minority and/or
economically disadvantaged children, most of whom qualify for free or reduced cost lunch.
With the exception of Forest View, the percentage of students attending these schools in
2018 that qualified for free and reduced cost lunch was 98%. More than half (59%) of Forest
View students are also considered economically disadvantaged. Figure 5 below highlights
the race/ethnicity of students served by these schools during the 2017-18 academic year.
The majority of students at the eight schools are Hispanic or Black, with the exception of
Forest View where a higher proportion of the student population is White (30%).

17
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Figure 5. Race/Ethnicity by School
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The size of the student body at the selected schools vary considerably, ranging from a low of
248 at C.C. Spaulding to a high of 762 at Forest View. Table 15 highlights the total number of

students by grade and school.

Table 15. Students Population by Grade and School
p

Grade

Burton

CC Spaulding
Eastway
Forest View
Glenn
Lakewood
Merrick-
Moore

YE Smith

K

18.5%
14.9%
17.0%
19.8%
15.2%
13.3%
14.7%

17.0%

1

14.4%
18.1%
0.2%
15.7%
15.3%
16.2%
13.4%

17.5%

16.8%
20.6%
15.2%
15.0%
20.9%
21.1%
17.0%

19.7%

19.3%
15.3%
18.4%
16.9%
14.8%
14.0%
20.1%

17.8%

4

18.2%
14.5%
18.9%
17.6%
17.3%
19.9%
16.5%

14.5%

5

12.8%
16.5%
14.6%
15.0%
16.5%
15.5%
16.7%

13.4%

Total # of
Students
368
248
512
762
660
413
606

365

Additionally, most of these schools received a D or F report card rating by the North Carolina
Department of Public Instruction (NCDPI) in the 2016-17 academic year, with the exception of
Burton and Forest View who both received C ratings. Importantly, five of the eight schools did
show improvement by meeting or exceeding academic growth goals in that same year,
including Burton, C.C. Spaulding, Forest View, Merrick-Moore and Y.E. Smith.

18
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Aggregated mCLASS data provided by Durham Public Schools was utilized to assess whether
children experienced learning loss specific to literacy skills over the summer at the eight schools
where Books on Break provided children with 10 free books just prior to summer break. Data
were available for grades K through 4. Table 16 below summarizes mCLASS proficiency levels at
the end of the 2017-2018 academic year (EQY) and again at the beginning of the 2018-19
academic year (BOY) by school and grade. In instances where the percentage of children scoring
in the proficient, or above proficient range increased, the numbers are bolded.

The data indicate that many students across grades at the eight selected schools showed
improvements in mCLASS scores, with a higher percentage scoring in the proficient or above
proficiency range at BOY as compared to EQY. The percentage of students who moved into the
proficient, or above proficienct levels increased across all grades at Burton, Glenn and
Lakewood. However, grade specific improvements were made at all participating schools. It is
important to note that without an appropriate control or comparison group of schools, it is not
possible to know if improvements or declines would have resulted in the absence of the
provision of 10 free books.

Table 16. BOY and EOY mCLASS Proficiency Levels by School and Grade: All 8 Schools

EOQY EQY BOY BOY
% Below % Proficient or % Below % Proficient or
Proficient Above Proficient Above
Burton
Kto 1st 83.9 16.1 57.1 42.8
1stto2nd 67.3 32.7 44.2 55.8
2"4to03rd 80.4 19.6 39.3 60.7
3dto 4th 88.7 11.3 49.1 51
C.C.
Spaulding
Kto1lst 36.4 63.6 36.4 63.7
1stto 2nd  25.6 74.4 25.6 74.4
2" to03rd 26 73.9 6.5 93.5
3"dto 4th 71.9 28.1 43.7 56.3
Eastway
Kto 1st 74.7 25.3 25.3 74.7
1tto 2nd 40.8 59.2 35.5 65.5
2"9to3rd 24.3 75.8 27.1 72.9
39to 4th 33.3 66.6 14.1 85.9
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EOY EOY BOY BOY
% Below % Proficient or % Below % Proficient or
Proficient Above Proficient Above
Forest
View
Kto1st 57.8 42.2 55.5 44.4
1tto 2nd 45.9 54 48.6 51.3
2"to3rd 55.3 44.7 42.7 57.3
39to4th 61.7 38.3 51 49
Glenn
Kto1st 79.5 20.5 39.8 60.2
1tto 2nd 67.1 33 57.5 42.6
2"to3rd 64.7 35.3 37 63
3"dto 4th 72.8 27.2 17 83
Lakewood
Kto1st 48.9 51 38.7 61.2
1tto 2nd 41.3 58.7 39.7 60.3
2" to3rd 53.1 46.9 25.4 74.7
39to 4th 41.1 58.8 35.3 64.7
Merrick-
Moore
Kto1st 35.4 64.6 354 64.7
1tto 2nd 30.8 69.2 371 62.8
2"9to3rd 16.7 834 15.6 84.5
3"9to 4th 53 46.9 24.4 75.5
Y.E. Smith
Kto1st 38.5 61.5 19.2 80.8
1tto 2nd 31.1 68.9 42.6 57.4
2"9to3rd 54 46.1 46 54
3"9to 4th 66.7 33.4 40.8 59.2
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Summary & Recommendations

The goals of the evaluation for year 1 were twofold. The first goal was to assess the potential
impacts of the Books on Break program at eight schools where all children received 10 free
books prior to summer break; and 2) to evaluate the pilot home visiting component offered at
two selected schools. For the Book provision only group, this was achieved using 2017-18
mCLASS end of year (EQY) scores compared to 2018-19 mCLASS beginning of year (BOY) scores
for all students in grades K through 4 at the eight schools. The mCLASS data included Text
Reading Comprehension (TRC) proficiency levels provided in an aggregated format by school
and grade from DPS.

The second goal was to evaluate a pilot home visiting intervention. This portion of the
evaluation had four data sources including: 1) Program data collected by home visitors (i.e.,
demographic data, information about activities/interventions provided during home visits,
barriers and successes, areas of need, and engagement level), 2) Parent pre/post surveys that
collected information about home reading habits, reading activities, and caregivers’ confidence
in helping to improve their child’s literacy skills, 3) A direct literacy assessment of participating
students in June of 2018 (just before summer break) and again in the fall of 2018 as they began
second grade. Students’ literacy skills were measured using two subtests of the Woodcock
Johnson Tests of Achievement-IV: Letter Word Identification and Sentence Reading Fluency,
and 4) Identified 2017-2018 mCLASS EQOY and 2018-2019 BOY data for consented children.

Program data collected by home visitors indicated that most families (24 out of 37) received the
full intervention comprised of three home visits during the summer of 2018. Parent pre/post
survey results showed increasing levels of confidence reported by caregivers specific to working
with their children on reading skills, knowledge of activities that develop these skills, and
comfort asking for help from school staff. Similarly, the number of days per week that
caregivers reported reading aloud with their child increased as did the number of days per
week spent working on writing activities over the summer.

Analyses of the Woodcock Johnson-1V literacy subtests indicated that students showed
significant improvements on the Letter-Word Identification and Sentence Reading Fluency
subtests from pre- to post-intervention. Thus, on average, summer literacy loss was prevented
for this group of students and indeed gains occurred with respect to letter-word identification
and reading fluency skills. Analyses of mCLASS data for this group of students showed that TRC
proficiency levels after the intervention were significantly higher at BOY (after the intervention)
as compared to EQY (before the intervention). Results from the DIEBELS data analyses were
more mixed with performance on the Nonsense Word Fluency-Correct Letter Sounds
significantly lower after the intervention, yet performance on the DORF Accuracy measure
significantly higher. Significant change on the overall DIBELS composite and other DIBELS
subtests were not observed. It is important to note that these results should be interpreted
with caution because without an appropriate control or comparison group, it is not possible to
know how these students may have fared in the absence of this intervention.
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For the book provision only group, students at the eight schools made improvements on
mMCLASS from EQY to BOY across grades. Students at Burton, Glenn and Lakewood showed gains
across all grade levels; however, all schools showed some improvements in some of the grade
levels.

In subsequent years of both programs, leadership should consider expanding the evaluation to
allow for a more rigorous design of the Home Visiting Program through the addition of a control
group. Likewise, the inclusion of comparison schools in neighboring counties for the Book
Provision only group is also advisable. It is not appropriate to utilize DPS schools as a
comparison because each of the 30 schools within the district receive some Books on Break
resources, albeit at varying levels. These changes to the evaluation would allow for a causal
analysis of these programs, resulting in the ability to examine with certainty how selected
students would fare over the summer in the absence of either of these interventions.
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