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Room 3524 Switzer Building — CFDA No. 84.024

(202) 205-9045
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Via Express Mail

Re: Montana Early Literacy Grant (H024B960034-99)
Dear Dr. Houle:

It is my pleasure to submit the enclosed Final Grant Performance Report for the Montana
Early Literacy Project: Building Early Language and Literacy Skills During the Early
Childhood Years, a Model Demonstration Project for Young Children with Disabilities
(84.024B). Enclosed please find the project summary as well as supporting
documentation, a child impact study, and several publications.

This final report includes the goals of the project and a discussion of the corresponding
accomplishments. We are pleased by the progress made on the Montana Early Literacy
Project and continue to sustain what we fondly refer to as “MELP” disseminating it
across the state of Montana.

We thank you for your assistance and guidance over the past six years, and we look
forward to working with you in the future.

Sincerely,

N

Richard A. van den Pol, Ph.D.
Principal Investigator
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Project
Summary

The Montana Early Literacy Project
Project Summary

“Books tell the stories of human events and the human condition and not simply the facts . . .
Literature does more than change minds. It changes people’s hearts. And people with changed
hearts are people who can move the world.”

(Gillespie, Powell, Clements, & Swearingen, 1994)

The Montana Early Literacy Project (MELP) developed a Model for fostering emerging
literacy and language skills in young children with disabilities. The Model promotes the belief
that literacy is one of the primary avenues by which an individual gains access to full community
participation and attainment of personal potential. The foundation for the Model builds
partnerships between families, échools, and community members through which children and
families receive developmentally appropriate language and early literacy services that are family
centered as well as individually and culturally sensitive. Additionally, the Model provides
teaching and staff support with the knowledge and assistance necessary to implement these
comprehensive services.

The Model was developed over the first three years of the grant at two demonstration
sites, the CO-TEACH Preschool Program at The University of Montana and the Special
Education Preschool at the Cherry Valley Elementary School in Polson, Montana on the Flathead
Indian Reservation. Each program serves young children 3 to 5 years of age who have identified
disabilities, children who are at risk of developing social and academic challenges, and children
who are typically developing in inclusive settings.

The remaining years of the project included replicating the Model into settings that serve

children with disabilities and have risk factors related to poverty, developing materials

describing the Model, and evaluating the impact of the project on children’s learning. The




replication sites were the Missoula Head Start and the Missoula County Special Education
Preschool program both in Missoula, Montana and the Awesome Discoveries Day Care aﬁd
Smart Start Preschool program both in Polson, Montana. One classroom in the Missoula Head
Start participated in the total replication of the Project and demonstrated high fidelity to the

Model. The other sites participated in partial replication and demonstrated low to medijum

fidelity to the Model.
The goals of the project were to:

1. Build partnerships between families, schools, and community members through which
children and families receive family-centered, culturally sensitive, and developmentally
appropriate early language and literacy services.

2. Provide teaching and support staff the knowledge and assistance necessary to
complement family-centered, culturally sensitive, developmentally appropriate early
language and literacy activities with young children with disabilities and their families.

3. Develop written, audio, and visual materials that describe the procedures used to establish
the model practices of the proposed project.

4. Disseminate the findings of the proposed project to appropriate professional,
paraprofessional, parent, and community groups, and to agencies that serve young
children with disabilities and their families.

5. Evaluate the management model, use of the project resources and project results on an
ongoing basis.

The following provides an overview of the accomplishments made on each goal.
Documents that are described in each goal are included in the appendices.

Goal 1: Build partnerships between families, schools, and community members
through which children and families receive family-centered, culturally
sensitive, and developmentally appropriate early language and literacy
services.

Many partnerships were made over the course of the project between families, schools,
and community members through which children and families received family-centered,

culturally sensitive, and developmentally appropriate early language and literacy services. The
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two demonstration sites facilitated relationships with the families served in each setting. Site
visits and numerous contacts via telephone and e-mail were made by many other educators
interested in the project. The CO-TEACH Preschool Program staff provided the support to
extend the project to Head Start in Missoula and to the Missoula County Special Education
Preschool Program. The project staff at Cherry Valley Special Education Preschool extended the
project into Awesome Discoveries Day Care, a program that provided childcare to children from
low-income families and for many of the preschool students who participated in the school’s
program. A second replication site was in the Smart Start Preschool Program in Polson, which
serves as a private preschool for children with and without disabilities in Polson.

Initially, the staff at the tribal Head Starts in Arlee and Summers, Montana were
interested in participating in the project. Several tribal issues on the Flathead Reservation, which
were not able to be resolved, impﬁcted their ability to work with grant personnel. Initial training
for project replication has begun in the Northern Cheyenne Head Start in Lame Deer, Montana.

The impacts of child learning from participating in the model were quite rewarding,.
Appendix 1 includes case studies from the CO-TEACH Preschool Program illustrating the kinds
of change and the types of progress made by children with disabilities. Also included are the
reports from the Special Education Preschool program at Cherry Valley Elementary School.

Goal 2: Provide teaching and support staff the knowledge and assistance necessary

to complement family-centered, culturally sensitive, developmentally
appropriate early language and literacy activities with young children with
disabilities and their families.

Teaching and support staff were provided with the knowledge and assistance necessary to

implement family-centered, culturally sensitive, developmentally appropriate early language and

literacy activities with young children with disabilities and their families. Evaluative feedback




from teachers using the Model indicated that, during the first year of implementation, site visits
to the demonstration programs and visits from project staff were most supportive. During the
second year of implementation, the MELP manual provided the foundational information of the
project, explaining why activities were done, and describing how to make adaptations and
accommodations in individual settings. On-site visits by project staff were not as critical. The
third year of implementation, not surprisingly, was reportedly the easiest. Teachers were able to
expand the activities and incorporate more ideas. Additionally, they could focus on the children
specific needs and aspects of certain skills.

Information describing the foundation of the project were described for numerous local,
regional, state, national, and international audiences which were comprised of early childhood
educators, paraprofessionals, administrators, care providers, and families. The presentation
information is included in Appendix 2. Additionally, approximately 200 university students
participated in a practicum experience at the CO-TEACH Preschool Program during the course
of the project. Part of their learning opportunities included learning about language and literacy
development and using strategies and activities inc]ﬁded in the project with the children
attending the CO-TEACH program.

Goal 3: Develop written, audio, and visual materials that describe the procedures
used to establish the model practices of the proposed project.

A variety of written, audio, and visual materials that describe the procedures used to
establish the model practices of the project were developed. The Montana Early Literacy Project
Manual is the focal piece of the project. The comprehensive manual describes MELP Model, its

components, and the replication in a variety of early childhood settings such as: special and




general education preschool classrooms; Head Start classrooms; and specialized childcare
centers. Each component is described in detail in the manual.

The MELP Manual describes the use of existing classroom and home routines to build
literacy directly into children’s ongoing experiences rather than designing activities that would
be added onto their classroom programs and home schedules. The Model incorporates five key
components: 1) Literacy activities are embedded throughout young children’s daily preschool
routines; 2) Preschoolers with disabilities have developmentally appropriate emerging literacy
goals specified in their Individualized Education Programs (IEPs); 3) Home/School partnerships
are nurtured by providing opportunities to share early literacy activities, strategies, techniques,
and information; 4) Preschool literacy themes and activities are sensitive to and celebrate
individual differences and cultures; and 5) Teaching and support staff along with families are
provided with the knowledge to develop and support the skills and abilities necessary to
implement the model. The manual is included in the Final Report Packet. It is also available on
the MELP website at www.umt.edu/ders/MELP.

Thematic units were developed that provide the “vehicle” for the project implementation.
Each unit includes a written booklet that provides a description and rational of the activities
within the unit, the expected outcomes, the materials included, and an example of a parent
newsletter. The thematic tubs that were developed included (by tub title — brief thematic
description): 1) The Wheels on the Bus - transportation; 2) Heads, Shoulders, Knees and Toes —
All About Me; 3) Itsy Bitsy Spider - Spiders; 4) Rainbow Fish ~ Caring, Sharing, & Friendship;
5) The Very Hungry Caterpillar — Spring & Butterfly Life Cycle; 6) Alike and Differént -

appreciation of diversity and tolerance; and 7) Native American Stories — Native American




Indians & Oral Traditiéns. The booklet for “The Very Hungry Caterpillar” Literacy Tub is
included in the Final Report Packet.

As an extension of the original tubs, a series of traveling tubs were developed to be
“checked out” and implemented by other early childhood educators, childcare providers, and
families across the state and broaden the scope of the MELP project. The traveling tubs include
the seven original MELP tubs as well as the following thirteen additional tubs: 1) Dinosaur Roar
- Dinosaurs; 2) Twinkle, Twinkle, Little Star - Astronomy; 3) We’re Going on a Bear Hunt -
Bears; 4) Barn Dance — Fall Harvest & Farming; 5) Growing Vegetable Soup — Health, Spring,
& Gardening; 6) The Mitten — Winter & Forest Animals; 7) The Very Grouchy Ladybug —
Friendship & Bully Prevention; 8) Peanut Butter and Jelly — Food & Cooking; 9) Is Your Mama
a Llama? — Baby Animals; 10) Eggs - Hatching; 11) Chicka Chicka Boom Boom — Alphabet,
Numbers, Shapes, & Colors; 12) Snowballs — Family & Winter; and 13) My Five Senses —
Seeing, Hearing, Touching, Tasting, & Smelling. Seven original MELP tubs plus thirteen
additional traveling tubs equals a total of 20 literacy tubs available for use among special
: evducat'ors, speech and language pathologists, preschool teachers, childcare providers and families
across the state of Montana. To date, MELP literacy tubs have been implemented in the
following Montana communities: Butte, Dillon, Eureka, Frenchtown, Heart Butte, Kalispell,
Lame Deer, Laurel, Libby, Missoula, Ronén, and Thompson Falls.

Materials were developed for promotional activities including a brochure and a web site.
Each describes the project and has been used for promotional, informational, ana dissemination
purposes. Additionally, the project was described in the Early Childhood Report and the
University of Montana’s School of Education Newsletter. These documents are included in

Appendix 3.

10




Other written materials included published manuscripts authored by project personnel.
Promoting the Gift of Literacy: 101 Literacy Lessons was written by Dr. Rhea Ashmore (2001),
a literacy professor in the School of Education who consulted on the project. This book is a
resource providing a series of activities and strategies to develop literacy skills in children.
Another manuscript entitled Building Early Literacy and Language Skills written by Paulson,
Noble, Jepson, and van den Pol (2001) describes early literacy development along with strategies
and activities that facilitate the development of skills that lead to reading and writing. A copy of
these publications are included in this report.

Several articles were produced during the project. One article written for the project by
Ashmore is entitled “Phonological Awareness in Children: A Review of the Literature” and
provides a literature review of phonological and phonemic awareness. Improving the
phonological awareness skills in young children is an important component of the Project. The
MELP manual specifically describes how to create developmentally appropriate activities that
focus on improving children’s phonological awareness skills.

Another article, “The Effects of Phonemic Awareness Drills on Phonological Awareness
and Word Reading Performance in a Later Learned Alphabetic Script” by Ashmore, Farrier,
Paulson, and Chu (in press) describes the effect of a phonemic awareness skills training program
on reading development of Chinese children learning to speak English. The results describe the
positive impact of providing phonological awareness instruction for children learning English as
a second language and whose language skills are underdeveloped. Both of these articles are
included in Appendix 3.

A video tape was produced that describes literacy at school, at home, and in the

community. This tape is a great resource for families and care providers and how they can




promote early literacy skills in all settings. Other professional development materials include a
series of power point presentations that describe early literacy and language development, social
communication skill development, strategies and activities to facilitate the development of these
skills, techniques that promote positive behavioral supports and strategies that address
challenging behavior; and issues addressing cultural responsiveness especially with Native

Americans.

Goal 4: Disseminate the findings of the proposed project to appropriafe
professional, paraprofessional, parent, and community groups, and to
agencies that serve young children with disabilities and their families.

Project findings were disseminated to professional, paraprofessional, parent, and
community groups, and to agencies that serve young children with disabilities and their families.
One of the most important findings includes the results of a study that was conducted of a group
of children in Head Start that participated in the MELP project and a group of children in Head
Start that participated in the standard Head Start curriculum. The results identified a significant
increase in the language and literacy skills of children partiCipating in the MELP project over
those who did not.

The study compared pre- and post-test results of children’s language and literacy
development in the Head Start classroom serving as the primary replication site with a similar
group of children attending Head Start who did not participate in the project. The results describe
significant gains in the early literacy and language skills in children participating in a classroom
using the MELP model. This particular Head Start classroom was noted to have “exemplary

literacy practices” by an accreditation team for the National Association for the Education of

. Young Children (NAEYC).
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An article, “The Effects of and Early Reading Curriculum on Language and Literacy
Development of Head Start Children” by Paulson, Kelly, Jepson, van den Pol, Farrier, and
Ashmore (in preparation for submittal) has been written which describes the effect of the MELP
curriculum on language and literacy development of child in Head Start. This article and the
NAEYC documentation are included in Appendix 4.

Two showcase project conferences were organized for families, childcare providers, and
educators. The Cherry Valley Early Literacy Conference was held on October 16, 1999. The
presentation topics included: Literacy Through Play, Tools for Early Reading Assessment,
Storytelling, The Early Literacy Project, Improving Communication: How to Encourage
Language Development, Using Assessment to Plan for Reading Instruction, Writing in the Early
Years, Extending the Story, Selecting Resources for Reading Instruction, Literacy From Birth,
Phonological Awareness: A Link to Literacy, Browsing Children’s Literature and Storybook
Weaving. The conference was well attended. Conference and evaluation information are
included in Appendix 4.

Another conference was held on February 10, 2001at Cherry Valley Elementary School.
This conference focused on literacy in the classroom, literacy at home, and literacy in the
community. Many families participated in this interactive conference. Conference and
evaluation information is included in Appendix 4.

Goal 5: Evaluate the management model, use of the project resources and project
results on an ongoing basis.

The model management, use of the project resources, and project results were evaluated
on an ongoing basis. The primary challenge in project management was operating two

demonstrations sites, 70 miles distant, with one located on the Flathead Indian Reservation.
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Attention to model fidelity after the demonstration phase required close communication, and was
aided by conducting a number of joint activities. These included co-sponsored Parent-Child
Reading Conferences, Literacy Workshops for Child Care Providers, Project Summer Institutes,
and National Conference Presentations (e.g., DEC). Nevertheless, the advantages of this

~ collective approach greatly outweighed the weaknesses. Project products reflect responsiveness
to tribal cultural issues including the value of native language, avoidance of print or videotaping
of stories that traditionally have been shared through oral traditions, and strategies for
encouraging developmentally appropriate language and literacy experiences for culturally
diverse young children with disabilities.

The Montana Early Literacy Project Model identifies an effective procéss to facilitate the
development of vital language and emerging literacy skills in young children with disabilities,
those at risk of developing challenges learning to read and write, and those who are typically
developing across a variety of settings. By providing young children with developmentally
appropriate activities and including their families in culturally and individually sensitive
manners, the Model helps to build important foundations in language and literacy develobment,

so children all can reach their fullest potential.

10
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| Appendix 1

Case Study One

CO-TEACH Preschool, a model demonstration site for the Montana Early Literacy
Project (MELP), is an inclusive preschool program designed for children ages 3 to 5. The
following case study describes how an Individualized Education Program (IEP) team developed
an IEP for a child with a speech and language delay using Component 2: IEP Connections and
Component 3: Family Connections of the MELP model.

Courtney came to CO-TEACH as a 4-year-old with an IEP in place September of 2001.
According to Ber parents and brevious service providers, the goals and objectives on her current
IEP had not been met and were deemed appropriate for continuation. Courtney was receiving
speech and language, physical therapy, and self-help/independence services as per her Child
Study Team Report.

The Early Literacy Screening, a tool used in Component 2 of the MELP model which
provides critical information to identify children’s emerging literacy strengths, was administered
to Courtney in November 2001 and April 2002. Courtney’s initial Early Literacy Screening in
November 2001 showed low results with a screening total of 42%. She received a score of 53%
for Print Awareness, 47% for Language Use, and 28% for Phonological Awareness. During the
screening, Courtney was visibly frustrated and tried to manipulate the screener by ﬁsing
avoidance behaviors.

As the school year continued, Courtney sh'owed_little, if any, progress towards her IEP
goals and objectives. By April, she was unable to sing her ABC’s, count to 5 consistently,
expressively identify the letters in her name, and re-tell a story with three main events from a
storybook. Courtney’s classroom/special education teacher was concerned that she may be

struggling with more than a speech and language delay. A second Early Literacy Screening was
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administered in April 2002, which suggested that although she had made considerable progress
in Language Use, Courtney was definitely not making progress comparable to that of her peers in
Phonological Awareness and Print Awareness. Courtney’s screening total was 48%. She
received a score cf 47% for Print Awareness, 73% for Language Use, and 28% for Phonological
Awareness. A delicate conversation between Courtney’s special education teacher and her
parents concerning her progress resulted in her parents wanting to do some further testing to
determine if Courtney had additional needs that needed to be met. On the Stanford-Binet
Intelligence Scale, Courtney obtained an overall composite sore of 96, which fell within the
average range. Results suggested that Courtney’s strengths were in visual memory and visual
learning. A significant weakness was demonstrated in auditory memory. Overall, the results on
the Stanford-Binet and other ﬁssessments ruled out Courtney possibly being cognitively delayed.
As aresult of further testing and the IEP team’s concern for Courtney’s academic
success, we wrote another IEP addressing specific foundational skills that would positively
impact Courtney’s later reading and writing acquisition. New IEP goals and objectives targeting
emerging literacy skills described in the MELP manual and coupled with parent training
(Component 3: Family Connections) in the areas of print and phonological awareness, and
language use, Courtney demonstrated marked success. By October 2002, Courtney increased her
overall score on the Emerging Literacy Checklist by 25 points with 60% compared to that of
35% in May of 2002. It is very likely that Courtney’s progress on current IEP goals and
objectives can be attributed to the IEP team’s focus on Component 2: IEP Connections and

Component 3: Family Connections of the MELP model.
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Case Study Two

I work as an Early Childhood Special Education Teacher at CO-TEACH Preschool at the
University of Montana. CO-TEACH is an inclusive preschool program that serves children ages
3 to 5 with and without disabilities. CO-TEACH is also a model demonstration site for the
Montana Early Literacy Project (MELP).

The following case study describes the progress made by a young preschool student at
CO-TEACH who was diagnosed with autism at the age of 4. Cody came to CO-TEACH shortly
after this diagnosis with some challenging behaviors typical of a child who falls on the autism
spectrum. During the course of six months, Cody made significant gains in the areas of
behavior, engagement and participation, communication, and social interaction. The
implementation of the MELP literacy tubs played an integral role in Cody’s progress. In the
following study I would like to first describe some of Cody’s initial behaviors, then some aspects
of the literacy tubs that helped engage him, and finally some of the spécific gains made by Cody
in his first 6 months at CO-TEACH.

When Cody first came to CO-TEACH, he had a difficult time separating from his family.
He expressed his dislike of separation from family and for new and unfamiliar places through
aggressive/disruptive behaviors. He would spend most of the day tantrumming, screaming,
spitting, and throwing himself on the floor. He did not want to'be left at school, take off his
jacket, or participate in any activities. It took approximately two weeks before his tantrums
started to decrease and before some sign of interest in classroom activities began.

With the reduction of tantrums, Cody started to exhibit an excessive preoccupation with
particular routines. After taking off his coat, Cody insisted on going up to the bathroom, using

the toilet to urinate or to just look at it if he didn’t have to urinate, and then flushing both the
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toilet he used and the toilet adjacent to it. He would then wash his hands in the sink on his right
and then in the sink on his left. This ritual seemed to alleviate feelings of anxiety and allowed
him to proceed with preschool activities.

In these first weeks of preschool, Cody rarely communicated verbally and did not display
an interest in any kind of social interaction. The number of verbal words spoken was minimal
and when he did speak, he often used echolalic speech. He would usually repeat words and two
to three word phrases that he had heard in other settings.

At CO-TEACH we implement literacy tubs as described in the MELP manual. Cody did
not engage in any of these activities in the first two weeks of school, but he was exposed to the
songs, stories, activities, and conversations that revolved around a single theme and repeated
throughout the day; day after day. We did not realize it at the time, but he had been listening to
and memorizing these songs and stories even though he did not appear to be engaged. His
parents reported later that he had been singing and reciting them at home.

Over the course of the next few months, Cody began participating in learning center
activities, attending to whole group activities that included repeated readings and repeated song
and finger plays, using words related to literacy tub themes, and showing an interest in using
these words to communicate with others. The repetitive nature of the literacy tubs appealed to
Cody’s desire for sameness in routine. He learned this routine very quickly after the reduction of
his anxiety and tantrums. He began to look forward to activities throughout the day that included
his new favorite songs and stories.

By the end of his fourth month at CO-TEACH, Cody was attending to whole group
activities 88% of given opportunities; participating to whole group activities 50% of given

opportunities; following one-step instructions 59% of given opportunities; using words to request
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desired activities or items 54% of given opportunities; and playing interactively with others 22%
of given opportunities. By the end of the school year, two months later, Cody made significant
progress in each of these areas. He was attending to whole group activities 93% of given
oppénunities; participating to whole group activities 63% of given opportunities; following one-
step instructions 79% of given opportunities; using words to request desired activities or items
100% of given opportunities; and playing interactively with others 55% of given opportunities.
The implementation of the MELP literacy tubs provided us with a too] to help engage a
child with significant needs and challenging behaviors. The repetitive nature of the tubs
appealed to this child and helped engage him in the literacy activities that he grew to expect and

enjoy. Engagement in these activities initiated progress in multiple areas of development.
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Case Study Three

The Montana Early Literacy Project has had a powerful impact on helping children with
disabilities develop the foundation skills needed for learning to read and write. The following
case study documents the growth of a young child who during his preschool years displayed
many of the predictive characteristics related to later difficulty in learning to read and write.

Matthew began his educational career as a young three-year-old by attending a private
preschool program known for its high quality. At the end of the school year his mother expressed
concern that Matthew was not learning at the same rate as other children his age. A referral to
special education was completed resulting in a comprehensive evaluation when Matthew was 3
years, 10 months. The Child Study Team Report indicated that Matthew qualified for special
education services as a child with a disability including preschool special education,
speech/language therapy, and occupational therapy.

Matthew’s initial Individual Education Program (IEP) included goals addressing fine
motor skills (copying shapes, cutting), pre-academic skills (rote counting, color identification,
name recognition, letter identification, and matching), speech intelligibility and sentence
structure, and phonological awareness (rhyming, blending, and segmenting). The educational
setting chosen to provide the special educational services was the CO-TEACH Preschool
Program at The University of Montana. The related services were provided by the Missoula Area
Education Cooperative. Matthew and his family also received language and literacy services
through‘ the Western Montana RiteCare Language and Literacy Clinic.

The results of his initial Emerging Literacy Screening showed a low level of early and
emerging literacy skill development receiving a score of 13% for Print Development, 33% for

Language Use, 0% for Phonological Awareness with a screening total of 15% correct. Matthew




was 4 years, 2 months at the time of this assessment. He did not distinguish the difference
between words and pictures on storybook pages, did not recognize his name or know any letters
within his name, could recognize one shape, and could sing less than a quarter of the alphabet
song. His speech was difficult to understand and his sentence structure contained many
grammatical and syntactical errors. He was able to identify only a few basic concepts and did not
convey a narrative with more that one related event. His phonological awareness skills were
essentially nonexistent.

After 8 months of preschool using the MELP model and coordinated speech/language
services through the language and literacy clinic, Matthew showed substantial progress
increasing his early and emerging literacy skills. On his second Emerging Literacy Screening
conducted in April, he received scores of 53% for Print Development, 60% for Language Use,
50% for Phonological Awareness with a screening total of 54% correct.

Matthew returned to the CO-TEACH Preschool Program for a second year of preschool
services as a five-year-old. The Child Study Team determined that another year of preschool
services would allow him to continue to build his foundation skills for early literacy before going
to kindergarten. The results of the Emerging Literacy Screening at the beginning of his second
year of preschool were similar to the results obtained at the end of the previous school year. Over
the summer with continued stimulation at home, but with no direct intervention, Matthew
maintained his skills and showed minimal growth. The results of the third screening given in
October were scores of 53% for Print Development, 73% for Lanéuage Use, 50% for
Phonological Awareness with a screening total of 58% correct. At this time Matthew was
beginning to use his finger in a left to right sweep as he “read” words from a familiar book. He

could identify shapes, print symbols, and his name. He was not able to write his name or identify
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any letter names and he could sing about half of the alphabet song. His speech was becoming

easier to understand but still contained several sound pattern errors. His sentences were longer

and more grammatically correct. He understood many basic concepts and could tell a narrative

with three related events. As with the alphabet song, he was only able to sing about half of

another familiar song in a rhythmic fashion. His phonological awareness skills were developing

with some concept of rhyming, and blending and segmenting of words from syllable units.

Screening Chronological Print Language Phonological | Screening
Date Age Development Use Awareness Total
9-99 4-2 13% 33% 0% 15%
4-00 4-8 53% 60% 50% 54%
10-00 5-3 53% 73% 58% 58%
10-01 6-3 100% 87% 90% 92%

During Matthew’s second year of special education preschool services, the Child Study
Team determined that he needed additional intensive intervention with letter knowledge and
phonological awareness. This service was provided at his elementary school on an individual
basis helping him learn the letter names and begin developing an understanding of the alphabetic
principle. |

By the time Matthew entered kindergarten, he knew most of the upper and lower case
letter names, several letter/sound associations, and could sing the entire alphabet song. He could
write using mock and random letters. His speech was understandable to the average listener and

his sentences were more grammatically correct. He could match words that rhymed, produce
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words that rhymed, blend words from syllables and sounds, and segment words in to syllables
and beginning sounds.

When Matthew turned six years of age, another Child Study Team meeting was held to
determine eligibility for continued sp;:cial education services and a more specific category of
disability. It was determined that Matthew had a documented learning disability. The intensive
services he had received duﬁng preschool had been very effective in Helping Matthew develop
thé foundation skills needed to learn to read and write. It was also evident that he needed direct
instructidn and intervention to help him continue to learn. The CST meeting at his elementary
school decided to continue the intensive spedial education services in helping Matthew progress
with his reading and writing instead of determining that his skills were age and grade
appropriate, discontinuing services, and wait to see what happened.

At the end of his kindergarten year, Matthew had a sight vocabulary of over a hundred
words, he could sound out words using phonetic skills, and he would write sentences and short
stories in a semi-phonetic and phonetic manner. He could produce strings of rhyming words,
blend words from sounds, and segment words into sounds. His speech was clear, his sentences
were correct and he could relate long stories in sequence.

Matthew made wonderful progress during his years attendin g the CO-TEACH Preschool
Program. He made considerable growth in developing his early literacy skills by participating in
a preschool program that embedded literacy throughout the day, focused early literacy outcomes
in his IEP, worked closely with his family, and recognized his individual strengths and needs
with teaching staff who had acquired the skills to help him develop age level competencies in
early literacy. The early intervention services that Matthew received did not eliminate his

learning disability. However, he was able to start school with emerging literacy skills that




outpaced many of his classmates. MELP was an important part of Matthew’s early intervention

program.
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August 30, 2000

Dr. Rick van den Pol

University of Montana

Department of Educational Research and Service
University of Montana

Missoula, MT 59812

Dear Dr. van den Pol,

This is a final report regarding the individual contract work for the Montana Early Literacy
iViodei compieted by Eiaine Meeks and Debra Hogenson from Juiy 1, 2000 to August
15, 2000. During this period we were not under contract with the Polson School District,
allowing us to engage in intensive work with the replication site in the Polson community.

Replication work included becoming familiar with all components of a literacy tub and the
design of daily lesson plans. We drafted a letter to parents explaining the upcoming tub
implementation as well as collaboration with the University of Montana. We purchased all
necessary materials and the food for snacks. We met with staff from the replication site on
several occasions and provided staff development on the activities in the tub.

We implemented the model at the replication site with their staff observing and working
alongside us in a supportive role. Each day, we conducted an evaluation session with the
staff to discuss the perceived successes and challenges of the day’s activities.

Even with this intensive level of support, we discovered limitations to successful replication
of the Montana Early Literacy Model: ,

* There is a requisite level of knowledge that is
necessary for successful replication of the model.
LEARNING THEORY:
Brian Cambourmne’s model of the Conditions for Literacy Learning,

emergent literacy perspective, language - literacy link, the role of the
teacher and the role of the student ; a constructivist approach, the
teaching - learning cycle, etc.

DEVELOPMENTALLY APPROPRIATE PRACTICES:
Adequate amount available literacy materials, positive interaction with
children, modeling as an instructional strategy, creating a stimulating,
language rich environment that addresses all early childhood domains,

etc..
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* There needs to be a greater emphasis on student outcomes. Activities and
materials should be selected based on student learning needs as determined by
assessment. The literacy tubs serve as the means by which literacy is integrated
throughout the day. The use of the tubs alone do not necessarily result in student language

and literacy leaming.

* There are specific personal qualities of staff working with young children that promote
positive learning experiences. This includes verbal and non-verbal behaviors.

* Cultural and diversity components need to be relevant to the child and their
community.

In addition, as part of our independent contract work, we have written outlines and drafts for
sections of the manual being collaboratively developed with University personnel.

We have attended and participated in two working team meetings. We are in the process
of creating a tub relevant to the Salish-Kootenai culture.

‘Please contact us if you need further information.

Sincerely,

Hoiine NMee ko /B&éra_ /44%“

Elaine Meeks - Debra Hogenson
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Report of Independent Contractor Services
Montana Early Literacy Model
7-1-00 to 8-15-00

As independent contractors, we engaged in replication efforts with a |ocal
private day care facility in Polson during the summer of 2000. We
provided professional development to the staff and director of the facility.
This included demonstration teaching as well as evening workshops. We
found that this was a necessary step for implementation of the tubs. Using
the environmental scan instrument, we found that the site lacked many of
the basic materials required for literacy activities to take place throughout
the day.. We met with the staff and selected and ordered appropriate
materials to set up the environment for literacy learning. Professional
development also centered around the role of the staff members in
promoting oral language development through developmentally
appropriate activities.

The Rainbow Fish , Head, Shoulders, Knees and Toes, and Wheels on
the Bus literacy tubs were implemented in the day care facility. The first
two tubs were implemented with considerable support from us. This
included helping to write the lesson plans, gathering materials, and
modeling the teaching. The staff of the day care implemented the third tub
with much less support; indicating an increase in knowledge and skilis. In
the fall, they also implemented Itsy BitSy Spider. Appropriate evaluation
forms were submitted to the University. |

We also met several times with University personnel and assisted in the
development of the training manual for the project. Ms. Meeks drafted a
section on family involvement for the manual and Ms. Hogenson drafted a
section on cultural diversity. We also worked with Cherry Valley staff to
provide a family take home bag development process as well as
descriptions of specific bags. Sample 1EP objectives were also provided.

Elaine Meeks Debra Hogenson
2280 Baypoint Road 113 Jim’s Dr.
folson, MT 59860 ' Polson, MT 59860°
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CHERRY VALLEY
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

(February 15, 2001

Dr. Rick van den Pol

Division of Educational Research and Service
University of Montana

Missoula, MT 59812

Dear Rick,

Please find enclosed the Year 4 deliverables report and the report of our
summer independent contractor work. Thank you for taking the time to
answer my questions today. I decided to stay and finish this before heading
home to the couch and the cat. I hope the reports are adequate. Please let
me know if you need further information. . :

I look forward to seeing you in Washington D.C at the NECTAS conference.

Sincerely,
fE(a/Qm

Elaine Meeks

\_ 111 4th Avenue East, Polson, Montana 59860 -2181 Ph. (406) 883-6333
Fax. (406) 883-6332 Internet Site: www.polson.k12.mt.us
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Montana Early Literacy Model _
Cherry Valley Elementary School Demonstration Site
Scope of Work Services / Deliverables
Year 4 - September 1, 1999 - August 30, 2000

1. Three Early Literacy Model thematic kits were implemented in the
Cherry Valley preschool classroom during Year 4:

Head, Shoulders, Knees and Toes

Wheels on the Bus

Rainbow Fish
The fourth kit, Itsy Bitsy Spider, will be implemented in the fall of 2001.
All appropriate forms have been submitted to the University.

2. A number of visitors from the area visited our preschool during the
school year. Several of these visitors are parents of the preschool
children who attend the Cherry Valley preschool. Others are parents who
weekly attend “Little Cherries”, the parent-child literacy time in our school
library. The other visitors are early childhood educators from the region.
A list of the visitors is attached. '

3. A half day early literacy conference for early childhood educators and
child care providers in the Mission and Flathead valleys was held at
Cherry Valley school in October of 1999. It was attended by 103
participants. Evaluative data was summarized and shared with the
University within one month of the conference.

4. Site Coordinator, Elaine Meeks and Curriculum Specialist, Debra
Hogenson, attended a one day summer work session in June 2000. We
met with University personnel and shared a case study type summary
during the session. We discussed challenges to the replication work that
was scheduled to begin in late June or early July at the child care facility in
Polson.
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CHERRY VALLEY
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

~ | ™

March 10, 2001

Dr. Rick van den Pol

Division of Educational Research and Service
University of Montana
Missoula, MT 59801

Dear Rick,

Enclosed please find a summary of the evaluations by partici;'ga_nts of the Early Literacy
conference at Cherry Valley School on February 10, 2001. This completes #3 deliverable
of the year 5 subcontract. Please contact me if you need further information.

Sincerely,
Elaine
Elaine Meeks
—_ 111 4th Avenue East, Polson, Montana 59860 -2181 Ph. (406) 883-6333 _)
o Fax. (406) 883-6332 Internet Site: www.polson.k12.mt us \
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October 31, 2002

Montana Early Literacy Project
End of Year Report

Submitted by Debbie Hogenson
Cherry Valley School

Polson School District

111 East Fourth St.

Polson, Montana 59860

The following is a report documenting information from three sources, Cherry Valley Pre-
school, Smart Start, and Awesome Discoveries Daycare/Pre-school. Cherry Valley Pre-
school serves special needs students aged three and four, Smart Start is a privately owned
pre-school that serves students aged four and five, and Awesome Discoveries is a state
funded special needs pre-school/daycare that serves infants through grade school children.

Tubs implemented and time.of implementation during the school year 2002-2003: Cherry

Valley implemented all six tubs in the school year, each for a period of one month. Smart
Start implemented four tubs (Rainbow Fish, We are all Alike/Different, The Hungry
Caterpillar, and Heads, Shoulders, Knees, and Toes), each for a period of two weeks.
Awesome Discoveries implemented all six tubs, each for a period of one month.

Student responses/likes: Cherry Valley students didn’t seem to be engaged in the books,
were not interested in books, and didn’t choose to read books at free time. Note: in _
addition, this group of children showed little or no interest in library time. Smart Start
students loved the art projects and the activities, and seemed to enjoy the repeated
readings. Awesome Discoveries’ students liked the stories, chose to read the books at free
time, the older students enjoyed reading the books to the younger ones, the students liked

the visuals that were displayed on the walls.

Teacher satisfaction: Cherry Valley’s teacher enhanced the tubs with various other
materials in efforts to engage the students, given, their age and ability. Many of the centers
were difficult for the students as they needed adult supervision. The behavior of the
students interfered with real learning. The time for centers was limited as time for
classroom instruction and circle time was a priority. Smart Start’s teacher commented
that the physical environment of the pre-school did not have enough room for all the

centers, also said students could not manage many of the centers on their own. Awesome
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Discoveries’ teacher said the themétic approach of the centers “helped to get everyone
thinking the same”, the staff and the students. The teacher noted she is working on
incorporating math into the tubs. She is currently enrolled in a math course and now has a
“whole new look” and is “looking at the tubs mathematically”. She is supplementing the
literacy tubs with math manipulatives, math books and math concepts and language. She

commented that “Literacy is the base for everything.””

Support needed: Cherry Valley’s teacher said monetary resources were needed to replenish
the tubs and buy additional books to accompany the tubs, perhaps with more appeal for
young learners. Smart Start’s teacher said more personnel was necessary to fully
implement the learning centers effectively. Awesome Discoveries’ teacher said supplies to

replenish the tub were needed.

Student learning outcomes: Cherry Valley’s teacher commented that the tubs taught the
goals of the students’ EPS. Academic objectives were evident in the implementation of the
tubs. Language usage and vocabulary development were not assessed. Smart Start’s
teacher observed the students’ knowledge of the large concept within the context of the
stories. The students’ literacy acquisition was enhanced and highlighted with the
implementation of the tubs. Awesome Discoveries’ teacher noticed an increased attention
span of her students. Long term memory was improved due to the repeated phrases in the

selected stories, rhymes, poems and songs.

Visitor log: Cherry Valley loaned a tub to the America Reads coordinator to_present to
colleagues for a state-wide workshop. A local Lutheran Pre-school teacher borrowed a few
of the tubs and incorporated them into her program. Smart Start did not lend out the
tubs. Awesome Discoveries loaned parts of the tubs (activities, games) to families of long-

time enrolled students. The teacher shared the tubs with colleagues and math professor.
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Appendix 2

Appendix 2
The following presentations were given by project staff:

Jepson, S., & Guilfoyle, S. (October, 2001). On Track Curriculum and Assessment and
Addressing Challenging Behavior in-service. San Juan School District, San Juan, Utah.

Jepson, S., Foster, A., Guilfoyle, S., Paulson, L., & Scoles, G. (March, 2001). The Montana
Early Literacy Project. Montana Council for Exceptional Children Conference, Missoula,
Montana.

Paulson, L., van den Pol, R., & Jepson, S. (December, 2002). Building Early Literacy and
Language Skills: favorite strategies and activities. National Division of Early Childhood

Conference, San Diego, California.

Jepson, S. (November, 2002). Inclusion, Collaboration, and Communication. Head Start In-
Service, Butte, Montana.

Kelly, K., Jepson, S., Guilfoyle, S., & Bunce, M. (August, 2002). The Montana Early Literacy
Project. Region V - Montana Comprehensive System for Personnel Development
(CSPD) Conference, The University of Montana, Missoula, Montana.

Jepson, S., Guilfoyle, S., & Wolferman, A. (June, 2002). Storytelling: We Learned it All in
Preschool. Montana TALES Fourth Annual Conference, The University of Montana,
Missoula, Montana.

Paulson, L., Noble, L., & Jepson, S. (April, 2002). Building Early Literacy and Language Skills.
Montana 2002 CEC Conference on disABILITIES, Missoula, Montana.

Jepson, S. (March, 2002). The Montana Early Literacy Project. Essential Connections Grant,
Nurturing Center/Summit, Flathead Association for the Education of Young Children,
Kalispell, Montana.

Paulson, L., Jepson, S. & van den Pol, R. (December, 2001). The Montana Early Literacy
Project. National Division of Early Childhood Conference, Boston, Massachusetts.

Jepson, S., Scoles, G., & Kuehn, J. (October, 2001). The Montana Early. Literacy Project.
Montana Association for the Education of Young Children (MtAEYC) Early Childhood
Conference, Kalispell, Montana.

Jepson, S. (September, 2001). The Montana Early Literacy Project. Cherry Valley Elementary
School, Polson, Montana.

Jepson, S. (August, 2001). The Montana Early Literacy Project: Making books with young
children. Region V Montana Comprehensive System for Personnel Development
(CSPD) Conference, The University of Montana, Missoula, Montana.
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Paulson, L. (January, 1998). Using Good Talking Words at Home, Head Start Parent Training,
Helena, Montana.

van den Pol, R., Paulson, L., & Jepson, S. (February, 1998). Best inclusive practices in early
childhood education: On Track Curriculum and Assessment, behavior management and
social skills training, language/literacy connections, and family/school partnerships.
United States Department of Defense Dependent Schools, Yokosuka, Misawa, and
Okinawa, Japan and Seoul, Korea.

van den Pol, R., Paulson, L., & Butterfield, S. (February, 1998, December, 1997). Best Inclusive
Practices in Early Childhood Education: Behavior Management and Social Skills
Training, Language/Literacy Connections, On Track Curriculum/Assessment, and
Family/School Partnerships, United States Department of Defense Dependent Schools,
Seoul, Korea, Yokosuka, Misawa, and Okinawa, Japan, and Kaiserslautern, Wuertsburg,
and Frankfurt, Germany.

Paulson, L., van den Pol, R., Vincent, L., Jepson, S., Whedbee, L., Efinger, B., & Hould, T.
(April, 1998). The language literacy connection: phonological awareness and
developmentally appropriate activities to enhance emerging literacy skills. Montana
Council for Exceptional Children Conference, Missoula, Montana.

Paulson, L. & van den Pol, R. (April, 1998). Prosocial Communication Skills: A Program to
Develop Social Communication Skills for Young Children, Council for Exceptional
Children Conference, Missoula, Montana.

Butterfield, S., Efinger, B., Hould, T., Paulson, L., van den Pol, R., & Whidbee, L. (April, 1998).
The Language Literacy Connection: Phonological Awareness and Developmentally
Appropriate Activities to Enhance Emerging Literacy Skills, Council for Exceptional
Children Conference, Missoula, Montana.

Paulson, L. & van den Pol, R. (July, 1998). The Literacy Connection: Enhancing Emerging
Literacy Skills, Sopris West Summer Institute, Snowmass, Colorado.

Paulson, L. & van den Pol, R. (July, 1998). Good Talking Words: A Social Communication
Skills Program for Preschool and Kindergarten Children, Sopris West Summer Institute,
Snowmass, Colorado.

Paulson, L., Jepson, S., & Daday, C. (September, 1998). Training on Good Talking Words and
On Track, B.E.S.T. Project, Salt Lake City, Utah.

Paulson, L. (September, 1998). The Language Literacy Connection: Enhancing Emerging
Literacy Skills, Southern Alberta Professional Development Consortium, Lethbridge,
Alberta, Canada.




Paulson, L., van den Pol, R., & Hould, T. (October, 1998). The Language Literacy Connection;
Enhancing Emerging Literacy Skills through Phonological Awareness, Montana Speech-
Language and Hearing Association Convention, Helena, Montana,

Jepsoﬁ, S., Daday, C., Paulson, L., & Bruce, C. (January, 1999). On Track and Family
Participation, Lame Deer Head Start, Lame Deer, Montana.

Paulson, L., Jepso'n, S., Daday, C., & Bruce, C. (January, 1999). Language Literacy Connections
and Prosocial Skills, Region I CSPD, Mile City, Montana.

Paulson, L., Daday, C., Bruce, C., & Jepson, S. (January, 1999). Language and literacy
connections and prosocial skills. Region I CSPD Conference, Miles City, Montana.

Paulson, L., Noble, L., & Spiegle, D., (February, 1999). Enhancing Emerging Literacy Skills,
Interactive Teaching Network Teleconference, University of Georgia, Athens, Georgia.

van den Pol, R. & Paulson, L., (February, 1999). Good Talking Words and On Track, Louisiana
Federation Council for Exceptional Children 19™ Annual Super Conference on Special
Education, Baton Rouge, Louisiana.

Grosfield, J. & Paulson, L. (March, 1999). To Hear — To Speak — To Understand: All You
Wanted to Know About the Scottish Rite Childhood Language Disorders Clinics,
Montana Council for Exceptional Children Conference on Disabilities, Missoula,
Montana.

Paulson, L. & Bruce, C., (March, 1999). The AAC’s of Literacy, Montana Council for
Exceptional Children Conference on Disabilities, Missoula, Montana.

Hart, J., Paulson, L., & Hart, J., (March, 1999). The Sibling Support Project, Montana Council
for Exceptional Children Conference on Disabilities, Missoula, Montana.

Paulson, L., (March, 1999). Good Talking Words, DSQIC Head Start Disabilities Training Day,
Missoula, Montana. '

Paulson, L., (July, 1999). Enhancing Emerging Literacy Skills in Young Children, Reaching the
Tough to Teach, The Island Institute, Jekyll Island, Georgia.

Paulson, L., (July; 1999). Developing Social Communication Skills in Young Children,
Reaching the Tough to Teach, The Island Institute, Jekyll Island, Georgia.

Paulson, L., (July, 1999). Extending Observation and Participation for Early Childhood Settings,
ABCDS: Activity-Based Curriculum for Developmental Sequences, 1999 Alabama
Summer Mega Conference, Mobile, Alabama
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Vincent, L., Jepson, S., & Park, L. (August, 1999). Montana Early Literacy Project. Head Start,
Missoula, Montana.

Jeps~on, S. (August, 1999). Montana Early Literacy Project. Head Start, Missoula, Montana.

Paulson, L., (August, 1999). Keynote: ABCs to Ponder, Montana Region I CSPD Conference,
Glendive, Montana.

Paulson, L., (August, 1999). Enhancing Emerging Literacy Skills in Young Children, Montana
Region I CSPD Conference, Glendive, Montana.

Paulson, L., (August, 1999). Developing Social Communication Skills in Young Children,
Montana Region I CSPD Conference, Glendive, Montana.

Paulson, L., (September, 1999). Good Talking Words in the Head Start Classroom, HRDC Head
Start, Bozeman, Montana.

Paulson, L., (October, 1999). Facilitating Pro-Social Communication Skills in Children,
Montana State Foster/Adoptive Parent Conference, Butte, Montana.

Paulson, L., (October, 1999). Enhancing Emerging Literacy Skills in Young Children, Rocky
Mountain Development Council/Head Start, Helena, Montana.

Paulson, L., (October, 1999). Good Talking Words in the Head Start Classroom, Rocky
Mountain Development Council/Head Start, Helena, Montana.

van den Pol, R. & Paulson, L., (October, 1999). How Safe Is Your School?, Council for
Children with Behavioral Disorders Conference, Ogden, Utah.

Jepson, S. & Paulson, L., (October, 1999). On Track, Utah’s BEST Project, Ogden, Utah.

Paulson, L. H., Jepson, S. & Daday, C., (October, 1999). ABCDs: Activity-Based Curriculum
For Developmental Sequences, Montana Early Childhood Conference, Bozeman,
Montana.

Paulson, L. H. & van den Pol, R., (October, 1999). Developing Social Skills in Young Children,
Council for Children with Behavioral Disorders Conference, Ogden, Utah.

Paulson, L., (October, 1999). Language Literacy Connections: Enhancing Emerging Literacy
Skills in Young Children, Council for Children with Behavioral Disorders Conference,

Ogden, Utah.
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Paulson, L. H. & Guilfoyle, S., (January, 2000). Prosocial Communication Skills: Developing
Social Communication Skills in Young Children. 10"™ Annual Mid-Winter Early
Childhood Conference “Preparing Educators for the Millenium,” Wolf Point, Montana.

Paulson, L. H. & Guilfoyle, S, (January, 2000). Language Literacy Connections: Enhancing
Emerging Literacy Skills In Young Children. 10" Annual Mid-Winter Early Childhood
Conference “Preparing Educators for the Millenium,” Wolf Point, Montana.

Paulson, L. H., (January, 2000). Keynote: ABCs to Ponder, 10™ Annual Mid-Winter Early
Childhood Conference “Preparing Educators for the Millenium,” Wolf Point, Montana.

Paulson, L., & Guilfoyle, S. (January, 2000). Good Talking Words and behavior management.
10™ Annual Mid-Winter Early Childhood Conference, Wolf Point, Montana.

van den Pol, R. & Paulson, L. H., (February, 2000). Identification and Prevention Strategies for
Serious Behavior Problems in Young Children. Northwest Educational Service District
189, Mount Vernon, Washington.

Paulson, L. H. & Johns, R., (March, 2000). Good Talking Words: Developing Social
Communication Skills in Young Children, Montana Council for Exceptional Children
Conference of disABILITIES, Billings, Montana.

Johns, R. & Paulson, L. H., (March, 2000). Good Talking with You: Language Acquisition
through Conversation, Montana Council for Exceptional Children Conference of
disABILITIES, Billings, Montana.

Paulson, L. H., (March, 2000). How Language and Literacy Are Connected; Keys to Unlock the
Connection; Language/Literacy Skills at Home; and Using Good Talking Words at Home
and at School. Regional Preschool Conference, Roosevelt, Utah.

Paulson, L. H. & van den Pol, R., (April, 2000). Developing Social Communication Skills in
Young Children, Comprehensive System of Professional Development, Great Falls,
Montana.

Paulson, L. H. & van den Pol, R., & Jepson, S., (May, 2000). Social Communication Skills:
What to Teach and How to Teach It, Northwest Educational Service District 189, Mount
Vernon, Washington. '

Paulson, L. H. (June, 2000). Good Talking Words, 2000 MBI/Bi g Sky Summer Institute,
Bozeman , Montana.

Paulson, L., & Guilfoyle, S. (June, 2000). Good Talking Words. Montana Behavioral Initiative
Annual Summer Conference, Bozeman, Montana.
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Paulson, L. H. & van den Pol, R. (July, 2000). How Safe Is Your School?, Smoky Mountain
Institute, Gatlinburg, Tennessee.

Paulson, L. H. & Noble, L. (July, 2000). Enhancing Emergmg Literacy Skills, Rocky Mountain
Institute 2000, Breckenridge, Colorado.

Paulson, L. H. & Jepson, S. (August, 2000). Emerging Literacy, Comprehensive System of
Professional Development, Missoula, Montana.

Paulson, L. H. (September, 2000). Prosocial Communication Skills: Developing Social
Communication Skills in Young Children, Early Childhood Special Education
Conference 2000, Logan, Utah.

Paulson, L. H. (September, 2000). Language Literacy Connections: Enhancing Emerging
Literacy Skills in Young Children, Early Childhood Special Education Conference 2000,

Logan, Utah.

Johns, R. & Paulson, L. H. (October, 2000). Challenging Behaviors in Early Childhood Settings/
Teaching Social Communication Skills. Head Start Generation 2000 Preconference

Training, Colorado Springs, Colorado.

Paulson, L., Guilfoyle, S., & Jepson, S. (November, 2000). Good Talking Words and
challenging behavior. Butte Head Start, Butte, Montana.

Paulson, L. H., Jepson, S. & Guilfoyle, S. (November, 2000). Social Communication Skills:
What to Teach and How to Teach It, Head Start, Butte, Montana.

Paulson, L. H. & van den Pol, R. (December, 2000). Social Communication Skills: What to
Teach and How to Teach It, Poster Session, DEC International Early Childhood
Conference on Children with Special Needs, Albuquerque, New Mexico.

Van den Pol, R.A. (December, 2000). School violence: What do the data say? Monthly Meeting
of the Rotary Club, Missoula, MT.

Guilfoyle, S, & Paulson, L. (February, 2001). Learning at school and how it connects at home.
Celebrating the First Five Years, Cherry Valley Elementary, Polson, Montana.

Guilfoyle, S. & Paulson, L. H. (February, 2001). Literacy Leaming at School, Early Literacy
Family Conference, Polson, Montana. :

Jepson, S., Foster, A., Guilfoyle, S., Paulson, L., & Scoles, G. (March, 2001). The Montana
Early Literacy Project. Montana Council for Exceptional Children Conference, Missoula,
Montana.
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Paulson, L., Jepson, S., Guilfoyle, S., Scoles, G., Wolferman, A. (March 2001). Montana Early
Literacy Project. Montana Council for Exceptional Children Conference, Missoula,
Montana.

Jepson, S., Paulson, L., & Noble, L. (March, 2001). Language Connections to Early Literacy.
Montana Council for Exceptional Children Conference, Missoula, Montana.

Jepson, S., Foster, A., Guilfoyle, S., Paulson, L., & Scoles, G. (March, 2001). The Montana
Early Literacy Project. Montana Council for Exceptional Children Conference,
Missoula, Montana. ‘

Paulson, L. H., Noble, L, & Jepson, S. (March, 2001). Language Connections to Literacy,
Montana Council for Exceptional Children Conference of disABILITIES, Missoula,
Montana.

Jepson, S., Guilfoyle, S., Paulson, L. H., Scoles, G., & Wolferman, A. (March, 2001). The
Montana Early Literacy Project, Montana Council for Exceptional Children Conference
of disABILITIES, Missoula, Montana.

Paulson, L. H. (March, 2001). The Language : Literacy Connection: Facilitating the
Development of Emerging Literacy in Young Children, The BEST Project, Ogden Utah.

Paulson, L. H., van den Pol, R., & Connell, N. (March, 2001). Using Good Talking Words, Head
_Start, Missoula, Montana.

Van den Pol, R.A. (March 2001). Project RIDE: Responding to Individual Differences in
Education. Annual Conference of the Montana Council for Exceptional Children,
Missoula, MT.

Paulson, L. H. (August, 2001). Phonological Awareness: Issues Relating to Assessment and
Treatment, Missoula Area Special Education Cooperative, Missoula, Montana.

Paulson, L. & Noble, L. H. (August, 2001). Phonological Awareness for Beginning Readers:
Facilitating the Development of Early Literacy in Young Children, Helena School
District, Helena, Montana.

Jepson, S. (August, 2001). The Montana Early Literacy Project: Making books with young
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Montana Early Literacy Project Page 1 of 1

"Books tfell the stories of human events and the
human condition and not simply the facts . .
Literature does more than change minds. It changes
people’s hearts. And people with changed hearts are
people who can move the world."
(Gillespie, Powell, Clements, & Swearingen, 1994)

@Projecf
@‘Principle Director @ProJecT
Investigator Lucy Hart Coordinator
Rick van den Pol Paulson Stacia Jepson
Demonstration @ We—x @ co-TEACH
Sites: m’l Preschool
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Montana Early Literacy Project ‘ Page 1 of 1

Model Description:

The Montana Early Literacy Project is a Model that fosters early literacy
and language skills in young children with disabilities. The Model builds
partnerships between families, schools, and community members with
developmentally appropriate language and early literacy services that
are individually and culturally sensitive and provides teaching and staff
support with the knowledge and assistance necessary to implement
these comprehensive services.

Model Settings:

The model was developed at the CO-TEACH Preschool Program at The
University of Montana and the special education preschool program at
Cherry Valley Elementary School on the Flathead Indian Reservation.
Replication can be achieved in a variety of early childhood settings such
as: special and general education preschool classrooms; Head Start
classrooms; and specialized childcare centers.

BESTCOPY AVAILABLE
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Montana Early Literacy Project Page 1 of 1

MELP Components:

There are five components to the Montana Early Literacy Project:
Literacy Throughout the Day, IEP Connections, Family Connections,
Diversity Connections, Professional Development. Each of these

w w components play an important role in the success of the project.

Component 1 | Component 2 | Componen‘r3 | Component 4

| Component 5

48
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Montana Early Literacy Project Page 1 of 1

MELP Manual:

The MELP Manual will be online soon!

Q 49
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Montana Early Literacy Project ' Page 1 of 2

Description of Phonological Awareness
(from Building Early Literacy and Language Skills)

Phonological awareness is the explicit awareness of the sound structure
of language and the ability to reflect on and consciously manipulate the
syllables and sounds of speech. An awareness of the sound structure of
language develops when children realize that the words they say are
separate from the things they represent and that the words are
comprised of sound segments that can be rhymed, pulled apart, and put
back together. Phonological awareness consists of a wide range of
sound play that includes rhyming, isolating the first or last sound in
words, and detecting or substituting syllables and sounds. It also
includes blending and segmenting words by syllables and sounds. When
children develop an awareness that our language has a meaning as well
as a structure, they develop a sense of phonological awareness.

Three Important Phonological Awareness Skills:

@Rhyming - focuses on sound correspondence of the endings of words written or spoken and is the first
phonological awareness skill to develop. When young children participate in saying rhymes, finger plays, and
songs, they are developing a sense of the phonological structure of language. By saying these rhyming patterns
over and over, children develop the ability to recognize, identify, and then produce rhymes

@Blending is the ability to combine a sequence of isolated syllables or sounds together to produce a
recognizable word. Blending is an important skill needed later when children are learning to decode or sound out
printed words phonetically. Preschool children, as young as age three, demonstrate the ability to blend syllables
into words. ‘

@Segmenting is the identification of individual syllables and sounds within words. When children acquire this
skill, they are able to hear a word, analyze the components, and pull it apart into syllables and then individual
sounds. It appears that once children are able to recognize that speech can be segmented and that these
segmented units are represented by letters, the systematic relationships between letters and sounds are easier
to grasp and use in both reading and writing.

Phonological Awareness Development
Ages Skills Begin to Develop
1. Rhyming
- produce rhymes, finger plays, and songs 2-3 years
- match and produce rhymes 3-4 years
2. Alliteration
;(;iz%gsnize and produce words with common initial 3-4 years BESTCOPY AVAILARLE
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Montana Early Literacy Project

3. Blending

- combine a sequence of isolated syllables to produce
words

- combine a sequence of isolated sounds to produce
words

4. Segmenting
- identify syllables in words
- identify sounds in words
5. Manipulation

- change words by deleting, adding and switching
sounds

3-4 years

4 years

3-4 years

5-6 years

6-7 years

Page 2 of 2
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Montana Early Literacy Project Page 1 of 1

Appendicies:

The Appendices contain all the forms and protocols used in the Early
Literacy Project and include:

@Literacy Acquisition Perception

Profile @Classroom Literacy Checklist
@Emerging Literacy Screening @Literacy Lesson Plan Format
@Book Analysis @weekly Planning Form
@Safety hierarchy @Tub Example

Resources Include:

@ Building Early Literacy and Language Skills by Paulson, Noble, Jepson, and van den Pol (in print) Sopris
West -

@ On Track by Neilson, S., van den Pol, R., Guidry, J., Keeley, E., and Honzel, R.

@' Promoting the Gift of Literacy: 101 Lesson Plans for Oral and Written Language by Ashmore

ERIC 02
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EIGHT AND A HALF WAYS

TOSKINATX

The debate about teaching readmg

by Patrick Hutchins

Rhea Ashmore and Rick

van den Pol, who study

how to best teach read-
" ing, Indulge in some Dr.
. Suess.

t Mabel B. Wesley Elementary School in
Houston, Texas, the debate about the best way to
teach children to read is over. A recent
Associated Press story in the Missoulian
described a typical classroom in the poor, most-
ly black school: Students sit alertly, “hands on the table, feet on the
floor, eyes on the teacher or board” and recite in unison~vowel sounds,
prepositions, sentences. This direct instruction, as it is known, has
brought the barbed-wireencircled school to national prominence
because of its efficacy in raising test scores. First graders at Mabel B.
Wesley ranked in the top thirteen of Houston’s 182 schools in reading;
the other twelve schools were all from the well-heeled parts of town.

This would seem to be irrefutable proof of the superiority of “skills-
based” reading techniques and a call to arms for the “Readin’, 'Ritin’
and 'Rithmetic” crowd. On the flipside are the “whole language” advo-
cates who argue that only a reading curriculum based in literature can
teach children the love for learning necessary for a well-rounded edu-
cation. According to two University of Montana literacy specialists,
both sides have it wrong. And right.

Learning to Read from a Hippopotamus
Rhea Ashmore and Rick van den Pol are professors in the School of

1998 MONTANAN
EKC

Education—Ashmore in llteracy studles and van* den Pol in specnal
education. Van den Pol also dlrects UM’s CO-TFJ\CH/DMSlon of
Educational Research and Service, whlch aSsnsts children with disabili-
ties. Under a grant from the federal Offioe ‘of - Spectal Education
Programs, they have been wrkmg with four othier 6 univeisity professors
and six public school teachers to discovei How best to teach reading.
Their research has given them msnghts into"the‘ 'sklllsbased versus
whole language debate, * -~ .

On one side are the worksheets and dA" that use repetition to
ingrain grammat, syntax and’ rules:'i befdre e except after ¢ or when
sounding like a as in neighbor or wetgh. ajl _used these easy-to-
remember references that we leamed by Tot ag»k'xds. That’s skillshased
llteracy, and it’s a highly effectlve way tq leam f()r mos - p

,,,,,,

Night Moon were: teachmg us ab'outw it the same time they
were delighting us. Just as listening t6 muisic'ié a gobd way to start think.
ing about notes, keys and chords, 50 hearmg a stc)ry that uses grammar,
syntax and other language components lmaﬁnatwely is 2 good way to
begin understanding: how language works. Ashmore says this is the
beauty of using literature to teach readmg' "Say 'you're reading a book
about a hippopotamus. Hippopotamus. What a’ great word to let you
talk about syllables, nouns and vowels. It; doesnt come from a work-
sheet; it comes from reading. And |t's fun.” " o

Lessons from China

To see how an eclectic phllosophy—whlch combmes sklllsbased and
whole language approaches to reading—works i in practice, Ashmore and
van den Pol have turned to China, Korea and ]apan, whiere early liter.
acy can mean the difference between a good job or a lifetime of
drudgery. Van den Pol points to an openness in Asian educators: “They
aren’t hung up on one way being better than another They use a holis.
tic approach that lets kids know there’s something fun about this spuff ”
Ashmore concurs. “Play is considered the basic method for achieving
curricular content” :

Chinese education policy favors using literature in teaching lan.
guage. “According to the Chinese, if a child can memorize 300 poerms
from the Tang Dynasty, she or he is considered very dever,” Ashmore
observes. “One of my Chinese graduate students testified that, indeed,
many children between the ages of three and ten can perform this feat,”
Yet children also are drilled in vocabulary and other “skillsbased”
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POPOTAMUS

modalities. In other words, for the Chinese there is no debate about
which way is superior; both have their applications.

Children in Asian countries also tend to start school two to three
years earlier than in the United States. Due to the fierce competition for
prized spots in the higher education system, children are ushered into
school programs at age three by parents who look upon them as a kind
of social security: The more successful the kids are, the more comfort-
able the parents’ retirement will be. Although lessthan-altruistic, this
motivation gives children exposure to education at a time when they are
naturally open to receiving it. Physiologically, socially and developmen-
tally, children from three to six years are like thirsty sponges ready and
eager to learn. Ironically, these are precisely the years when many
American kids are home in front of the television.

The Trouble with TV

Television, even quality children’s programs, is worrisome for edu-
cators like Ashmore and van den Pol because television is essentially a
passive process, denying children the opportunity to test, experiment
and make connections on' their own. “Television,” Ashmore says, “is
essentially brainwashing.” Moreover it fails to provide kids with crucial
skills—such as the coordination between hand, eye and brain needed for
writing. Reading to children, on the other hand, stimulates their imagi-

nations while allowing them to ask questions and relate the story to
their own experience.

Eight and a Half Kinds of Intelligence

Another reason Ashmore and van den Pol favor an eclectic approach
o literacy is because, as any parent of more than one child knows,
vhat works for one often doesn’t work for another. Ashmore
ites the work of Howard Gardner, an educational psychologist who
poke at UM’s 1996 Genesis Conference. Gardner has identified eight-
nd-a-half different kinds of intelligence, each occupying its own sepa-
ate niche in the spectrum from left to right brain. Each kind of intelli-
ence responds to its own particular teaching method—some children
espond more to verbal stimuli, others to visual, for example. Given this
iversity of children in the same classroom, a wide range of teaching
chniques would seem to ‘make sense.

How then does one explain the startling results from Mabel B.
Vesley Elementary School? Obviously skillsbased techniques work, but
ie final results of a program relying solely on them may still be unclear.”
e study found increased behavioral problems later on in chil
ren who have taken part in similar programs. Ashmore also
ispects that this direct_instruction is not as onesided as it
pears in the news clips. Books and literature, she notes, are
obably still part of the curriculum, even if they don’t
ceive the press attention. ;

ERIC
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Reading Begins in the Womb

For parents trying to make sense of the literacy debate, Ashmore
offers this advice: “Start reading to them in the womb, and don't stop.”
She says evidence suggests that children who have been read to before
they could speak or understand the language had an easier time learn
ing it later on. Another piece of advice: Limit children’s exposure to tele-
vision; it robs them of time better spent exploring the real world that
surrounds them. Preschools and other settings where three., four- and
five-year-olds are exposed to quality books and appropri-
ate language skills also will give them a valuable
head start.

What kids will experience in the classroom
will depend on the approach that is favored by
their school. For the most part, though, as
teachers return to UM to renew their certifi-
cates and get exposed to the latest thinking
in literacy studies, Montana’s schools have
adopted an eclectic philosophy toward teaching
reading. According to Ashmore and van ;
den Pol, that’s all to the good. Because,
from spelling drills to story time,
there’s more than one way to skin a
hippopotamus. M :

Patrick Hutchins ’87 is a free-lance
writer in Missoula.
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| Article by Gerie Burns — C e
{. Chair, Health and Human Performance

ithin the liberal arts tradition of The University of Montana and the '
mission of the School of Education, the Department of Health and Human
Performance engages in professional education, scholarly activity, and
meaningful public service. The department emphasizes all dimensions of health and
human movement to enhance the longevity and quality of life.

The undergraduate curriculum in Health and Human Performance prepares
graduates to be competent entry-level professionals in health and human perfor-
mance-related occupations or candidates for advanced study in related disciplines.
Undergraduate options include Athletic Training, Exercise Science — Applied and
Graduate Preparation emphases, and Health Studies ~ Health Enhancement and
Health Promotion emphases.

The graduate curriculum in Health and Human Performance prepares post-
graduates to become effective professionals and/or competitive candidates of ad-
vanced study in related disciplines through a comprehensive program of study and
| guided research. Graduate options include Exercise Science, Health Promotion, or
| Exercise and Performance Psychology.

Contmued on page 10
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M.E.L.P. “Tubs” Help Clean-up Illiteracy

rticle by Amy Foster Wolfermari

With policy makers from Presi-
tt Bush on down advocating that
leave no child behind, particu-
y in the area of literacy and
eloping reading skills, it is
ortant for educators and fami-
to understand the impact that
eloping early literacy skills has
uture reading success. The
ntana Early Literacy Project
E.L.P.) has developed a model
fosters early literacy and
suage skills in young children
1 and without disabilities. The
lel builds partnerships between
ilies, schools, and community
nbers using developmentally
ropriate language and early
acy services that are individu-
and culturally sensitive. Teach-
and staff support are provided
| the knowledge and assistance
ssary to implement the com-
ensive services in the Model.
[here are five basic components
e Model. The first component
integrate Literacy Throughout
Jay. The Model provides
icy tubs that are based on two-
< thematic units. The units

ide developmentally appropri- .
; janalyzed and:

ctivities throughout the day .
support the theme of the unit.
second component is making
ridualized Education Plan
ections that target early

Icy goals and objectives. The

| component is making Family
wections that enhance literacy
rtunities in homes and com-
ities. The fourth component is
ng Diversity Connections that
rate cultural and individual
rences. The fifth component is
iding Professional Develop-

Q

ment, which supports the develop-
ment of skills that are necessary to
implement the Model.

There are two demonstration
sites for the Montana Early Literacy
Project: the CO-TEACH Preschool
Program at the University of Mon-
tana in Missoula, Montana, and
Cherry Valley Elementary School
on the Flathead Indian Reservation
in Polson, Montana. Demonstra-
tion sites are currently practicing
the project model. There are

several replication sites that are

learning to implement the Model
which include Awesome Discover-
ies Daycare and Smart Start Pre-
school in Polson, Montana, and
Head Start and Missoula County
Public School’s Special Education
Preschool in Missoula, Montana.
The Montana Early Literacy
Project staff is available to provide
consultation services and workshop
presentations. Literacy Tubs are
available to be checked out and

‘used in schools, homes, and

childcare programs.
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entified. through research thaf address charactenstrcs '
4 'ffrelated to'a safé school climate:‘How do bullymg, mentormg, social -
.:skills, bus: safety~rssues bomb- threats gang. achVIty, hostile visitors, -
% conﬂrct resolutlon, acadermc engagement cnsrs planmng, and commu—:
. .Amty mvolvemen affect ‘school safety" ' - S
. After a school has taken t_h_e survey, data’are gathered on—lme, S
. \en given to chool adrmmstrators The results of the .-
¢ 'survey allow. adnurustrators to'view their areas of strength and areas . ’,-,"
> .,unprovement Resources addressmg each of the school i
i 'safety characteristics, are provrded along with the results of the survey. *
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ministration in;coming up with strategies to reduce bullying in their- - -
“school: The survey can be taken year after year in order to help bench- . *

'mark nnprovements over time.

: The survey is available'at no cost to all Montana schools and is
made possible’ by the Division of Educational Research and Service’s

- Safer Schools and Commumtles Pro]ect at The Umversrty of Montana.

' Funding for this project is provided by grants from the U.S. Department
: of Educatlon and the U S Department of ]ustlce i o
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Support group aids parents of preemies
Program allows families to meet, share experiences, fears

hen Lois Johnson gave birth to
premature twin boys about five
years ago, she found it difficult

to find the supportshe needed to get through
the days of doctors visits, medicine and
oxygen machines.

“It can be traumatizing, not knowing if a };

day you’ll go to the [neonatal intensive care unit] and things are fine. The
next day, the baby next to your baby has passed away. It's very painful and
very hard to deal with.”

As the family support coordinator at the Baltimore Infants & Toddlers
Program, she helped found the program’s first support group for parents
of preemies to assist those experiencing the same difficulties she faced and
to educate them on problems that can arise from premature births.

Johnson urges any organization catering to infants and toddlers with
disabilities to consider forming a similar group to provide the much needed,
yet hard-to-find support these parents require. W

Don’t punish children; teach positive
behavioral supports instead

Address negative actions of young children in IEP

OSTON — Many educators treat challenging behaviors of
Byoung children the wrong way, says Melissa Olive of the
University of Texas at Austin.

Rather than punishing children, your
teachers should instruct preschool chil-
dren in correct behaviors and provide
‘I supports in the Individualized Education
| Program, Olive told attendants of the
‘| Council for Exceptional Children’s Di-

. vision of Early Childhood convention.
“We need to teach, not punish,” she said. “We need to do positive
behavioral supports ... I like to think of problem behavior as a skill —
a skill we want to decrease.”

But positive behavioral supports need to be practical, teach indepen-
dence or improve communication, be monitored and analyzed and based

(See BEHAVE on page 6}
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Early childhood programs
get $33 million increase

Under the new FY 2002 compromise
education spending bill, Part C, grants
to infants and toddlers, will receive a
total of $7.6 billion, a $33 million in-
crease over current levels.

The compromise spending bill, H.R.
3061, will boost special education by
approximately $1.2 billion next year. It
was signed by President Bush this
month.

Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act programs would receive a
total of $7.6 billion next year.

Lawmakers compromised on H.R. 3061
to a halfway increase ~—$1.2 billion over
current spending levels — that fell be-
tween the House's proposed $1.4 billion
hike and the Senate’s $1 billion boost.

Bush, too. had proposed a $1 billion
increase for IDEA. H

No Child Left Behind
bill becomes law

President Bush signed into law the
No Child Left Behind education reform
bill, successor to the Elementary and
Secondary Education Act, which pro-
vides more spending flexibility to dis-
tricts but holds them accountable for -
results.

The reauthorization package, signed
at an event in Hamilton, Ohio, aims to
narrow the achievement gap between
disadvantaged students and their more
affluent peers. Proposals to provide man- _ 3T TS BTN
datory Individuals with Disabilities ~[:Yorondandquidas 5 gonga

ir.| Education Act funding to schools and yand fiatural bri v'ronmems a‘sa
581).| alter IDEA discipline policies were not . | T A S 9?“‘?” Who
included in the final bill. W
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Preliminary study results: Early inclusion has pos

What are the benefits of inclusive education at the
preschool setting?

Educators often ask experts that question, advocating
inclusion at an early age:

Through the Office of Special Education Programs-
funded Project Spiral, researchers have been following a
group of students for eight years, studying the impact of
preschool inclusion on their transition to primary grades,
as well as studying other impacts that affect the child’'s
success.

“We're looking at children who had been in inclusive
preschool settings and [then] looking at them years
later,” Eva Horm, one of the principal investigators,
explained at the Council of Exceptional Children’s
Division of Early Childhood convention. “We're trying to
understand how things change across time for individual
children. How the child progresses is not just a matter of
classroom.”

For years researchers followed Grant, a teenager with
Down syndrome. He plays drums in his high school band,
participates in school-sponsored events and has formed
friendships with many classmates.

Without the early intervention services in inclusive
settings he received as a child, hemight not have achieved
the same success, the researchers say.

Investigators are looking back between five and eight
years, studying students originally involved with another
federally funded project, Circle of Inclusion, an ongoing
model demonstration project providing the support for
setting up inclusive preschool options in the Lawrence,
Kan., area. ' ‘

Right now, information is available on only some of the
students they intend to study. By next year, the group
plans to have data on more than 20 students.

Atage 2, Grant moved into his first preschool program.
But it wasn’'t until he began an inclusive preschool
program that he really began to thrive. The doors to
inclusion opened as he entered Montessori school in
Lawrence, Kan. His parents’ described preschool inclu-
sion as “the dramatic turning point for us” as they
watched peers include him in classroom activities.

Researchers for Project Spiral hope all children have
opportunities like Grant’s to thrive in an inclusive envi-
ronment.

Horn said the study also examined societal influences,
community factors, school policies and programs and
children in their classrooms and with their families.

“If we understand what the future might hold for the

children we serve, it may help us better focus our inter-
ventions,” Horn said. “It will enhance the likelihood that
they will be successful in future placements.” _
For Sheronda, a child with autism, moving from a self-
contained environment at age 3 to an inclusive preschool
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brought her closer to peers and allowed them to help the
teachers monitor and help her, said Susan Palmer,
research assistant professor at the Beach Center on
Disability at the University of Kansas.

Sheronda had the habit of running away. When re-
searchers visited her in her inclusive classroom during
elementary school, students would casually put their

“arms around her shoulders while walking down the
hallway, which included her as a peer and prevented her
from running away from the class.

“Her peers took responsibility,” Palmer said. Older
students in her multi-age kindergarten through grade
three classroom often read to her or worked on tasks,
taking the place of paraprofessionals, creating a natural
network of supports, she said.

Horn said the supports — from teachers, families and
the community — have made the most difference, for
Grant in particular as he transitioned from preschool to
primary school to his current place in high school.

“The number one thing [for educators] is supporting
the family and being the child’s best advocate,” she
said. R

JANUARY 2002

60 BEST COPY AVAILABLE



4 EARLY CHILDHOOD REPORT

Program assumes all children can learn to read

Project uses ‘literacy tubs’ to teach
language, reading fundamentals

Prekindergarten teachers at Cherry Valley Elementary
School on the Flathead Indian Reservation in Montana
spend several weeks at a time reading to children from
similar books, completing activities and sending home
information on one common
theme. :

These children, both with
and without disabilities, are

the proecthas a unique way of
| focusing on Individualized
] Education Program connec-
tions and developing necessary
.| skills for reading.

Funded through a grant
%! from the U.S. Department of
id:| Education, the literacy project
§%] attempts to expose children
] with disabilities to early lit-
/| ¢racy and language opportuni-
:: ties.

!l “The Philosophy is with the
;| notion that children with dis-
| abilities are dble to learn to
| read and they have a much

{ to read if they are exposed to
literacy and language activi-
ties as early as possible,” says
Stacia Jepson, Project coordinator. Early doesn’t mean age
3, she says, but €xposing children to literacy and language
opportunities at birth. ‘

When team members 'developed the structure of the
Program, they identified three critical areas of focus for both
teachers and parents to use:

*® Print awareness.

* Phonological awareness.

* Language use.

'They worked to find curricula appropriate for
prekindergarten students with and without disabilities and
addressed the three areas of focus.

The result came in the form of big tubs — literacy tubs —
intended to help_prekindergarten programs build partner-
ships with families, schools and communities to infuse
language and literacy in young children’s daily routines.

The project enlisted two schools to act as demonstra-
tion sites — Cherry Valley Elementary and the coO-

ERICT ™™ BESTCOPYAVAILABLE
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TEACH Preschool Program through the University of
Montana, where Jepson serves as Preschool coording -
tor. The program created Seven tubs, each with a differ—

activities focused on the theme.

“What we did was choose a children's book and then
repeat the reading throughout the two weeks — reading it
every day,” Jepson explains. *“We'ddo a songand finger play
to it every day.”

But instructors presented that same material in different
ways, such as a simple oral reading one day, and repeating
the story another using a flannel board or Puppets.

“By the second week, the children are very, very familiar
[with the story), including the kids with disabilities,” she
says. “Then we Support that with other theme-relateq
books.”

Elaine Meeks, principal at Cherry Valley, says the tup
approach flowed well into the school's preschool program
and made an impact on children with disabilities,

“What I've seen is, those children with disabilities com-
ing out of their preschool experiences [at Cherry Valley] are
much more prepared.” M
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Literacy tubs — a vehicle of the Montana Early
Literacy Project — focus on five components, says
project director Stacia Jepson, to teach early language
and literacy skills to prekindergarten-aged children.

“Idon’t think people make the connection necessar-
ily that we acquire language very similarly to how we
acquire literacy,” she says.

“There are parallel steps to take when learning how
to read and walk, and I think that's something that’s
not necessarily known by early educators.”

In the Montana literacy model, the five components
for early literacy are:

1. Literacy throughout the day. “Literacy takes
place throughout the day in the school setting and
home setting,” she says. Akey area for building literacy
awareness, she says, is keeping a focus on literacy
throughout the day in the typical classroom curricu-
lum. “If you're doing a cooking activity at snack time,
it's taking the opportunity to [teach] literacy skills,
such as having things labeled, or having kids identify
symbols and pictures.” Parents may want to try this at
home, too.
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2. IEP connections. “It's really bringing an aware-
ness to professionals and making sure parents under-
stand that it’s important for children with diagnosed
disabilities to focus on different language and literacy
objectives,” she says.

3. Family connections. “It's basically enhancing
the literacy opportunities in the homes and communi-
ties by providing them with information, instructional
materials and pointing out to them already existing
materials in their own environment,” she says.

. One example is encouraging parents to take their
children to the grocery store and asking them to point
out different items on the shelves.

4. Diversity connections. Consider both cultural
and individual differences, she says, and ensure chil-
dren and teachers have respect for them.

For instance, read a book about a wheelchair-bound
student, s0"he knows he’s not alone.

5. Professional development. “It’s basically all of
those things combined,” she says. )

“It's really helping (teachers] to develop and support
the skills to implement the entire model.” H
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Collect data to monitor
effectiveness of interventions

You might find Melissa Olive in a classroom moving
pennies from one pants pocket to another. While a
casual observer might consider the activity odd, a young
child playing in the room is unmindful that Olive is
recording the number of times the child exhibits a type
of behavior.

Olive, of the University of Texas at Austin's Depart-
ment of Special Education, says when educators ad-
dress the challenging behaviors of young children in

their preschool classrooms, they often fail to collect .

enough data to ensure any behavioral supports imple-
mented are effective. . .

When interventions are written in a child’s Individu-
alized Education Program, recording a child’s progress is
imperative to ensuring the correct supports have been
put in place. .

“You should be collecting data on every child in your
class,” Olive says. “I recommend [collecting data] a
couple times a week so you're able to change your
instruction.”

Once a functional behavioral assessment is con-
ducted and behavioral supports are put in place, teach-
ers must decide on a system to collect data to show the
child’s progress. Olive recommends teachers decide
what behaviors they intend to change, what the in-
tended outcome is and then implement the easiest data
collection system for that specific behavior.. Educators
may want to choose from the following in their class-
room:

* Frequency. Use this to record every behavior in a
certain time period. Olive suggests putting a piece of
masking tape to your wrist and writing either + or - signs
for the child, depending on what needs to be recorded:

Another technique is putting a handful of paper clips in

one pocket and moving them one at a time to the other
pPocket as the child exhibits the type of behavior being
recorded. :

* Interval recording. Teachers should pick ' a block
of time, such as five-minute intervals for an hour, and
watch to see if the child acts up during each interval
within the time block. “If the behavior occurs during any
part of an interval, mark a Plus,” she said. The key is
always choosing the same hour, such as the hour before
‘snack time.

* Duration/latency. Use a stopwatch and hit “start”
when the behavior begins and “stop” when the behavior
ends. For latency, the teacher should also use a stop-
watch and time how long it takes for the child to listen.
For example, the teacher could ask the children to line
up and time how long it takes Johnny to stop resisting
and get in line.

Q
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* Discrete trials. During class time, the teacher can

-embed these trials in activities. An example is giving the

child a direction, such as “Look at me!” If the child looks,
record it as a plus, give positive feedback and try the test
later on. If the child does not look, record a negative sign
and repeat later.

* Task anmalysis. Break tasks into parts, recording
each step completed properly. An example is asking a
child to dress himself for outdoors and recording a plug
for the child’s ability to put his right arm in, left arm in,
zip up, put on hat, etc.

Once data are recorded, teachers should chart it ang

"modify interventions accordingly. Ideally, the children

should exhibit steady progress and modifications shoylg
be made to interventions whenever necessary.

“We have to make sure we're starting at point A and
going to point B,” she said. “If we're not checking ... and
changing our interventions” it could lead to legal
problems. &

63
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Use FINESSE to meet ideals in your service program

Early intervention providers need to ensure that how
they operate meets their ideals. Using FINESSE can help
them reach their goals, said Robin McWilliam of the
Frank Porter Graham Child Development Center at
the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill.

By using the 17-question Families In Natural Environ-
ments Scale or Service Evaluation survey tool McWilliam
developed (see chart below), professionals can see the
discrepancies between how they want to run their
programs and what is actually done, and work to improve
the services provided to infants and toddlers and their
families. .

“[FINESSE] is really important for self evaluation,”
said Melissa Raspa of the Graham Center. The evaluation
examines four content areas to improve family-centered
services to children birth to 5 with special needs: first
encounters, intervention planning, functionality, class-
room and home. It uses two measures for each item
identified — one scale for typical practices and one where
the program would like to be. The evaluator rates each of
the components in the content areas on two different
scales of one to seven.

“The way the scale is devised — where we think
programs should be —is the seven,” Raspa said. However,
two scales are included for each because what one
program believes is ideal may vary from another.

“Very often, what we come across in programs is, there
are real problems of families wanting more and more

services,” McWilliam said. “|[Providers] often present pro-
grams in terms of, 'Here are the services’ and families
think the services are going to result in improvements in
the children.”

In this instance, the provider may not believe writtemn
program descriptions should contain too much informa-
tion. McWilliam said many schools would be inclined to
circle six or seven, ostensibly to do the best job possible
for parents. Increased levels of parent demand, however,
might make it wiser to shoot for a level of four or five, them
gauge the success of those efforts.

Of the roughly 150 programs nationwide Raspa and
McWilliam have collected data on, Raspa said most
programs typically have the largest discrepancies in inter--
vention philosophy, focus of intervention and written
program descriptions.

Raspa and McWilliam will work with interested pro-
gram providers to lessen or correct the discrepancies. In
one instance, the two visited a Maryland program three
times over about eight months, having providers grouped
into teams to complete a FINESSE survey and other
discrepancy tools to track their progress during each
visit and directed two-day training sessions.

Once the evaluation is complete, directors need to look
for discrepancies between ideals and typical practices to
make effective change. “[Providers] can target training
for those areas where they really need the help,” he said.

Contact Raspa at Melissa_ Rasﬁa@unc edu. B

" Ideal practice.

R

"\ Souice: Frank Porter G}aham‘ Child 'Develbpmehtiéénte .
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Many parents with children in the Baltimore Infants
& Toddlers Program have questions they need to have
answered. .

Why is my child this way? Why isn’tmy premature baby
doing what other babies do? How can I keep up this
schedule of doctor’s appointments and therapy sessions?

Abigail McNinch of the program, and Brenda Hussey-
Gardner of the University of Maryland's Department of
Pediatrics, wanted to find ways to provide families of
premature infants with desperately needed support.

“There are a lot of support groups {for parents] while
their babies are in the [neonatal intensive care unit], but
no support groups after the discharge,” says Hussey-
Gardner. So she and McNinch wrote and acquired a
demonstration model grant through Maryland’s Infants -
& Toddlers Program and setout to create a program to
help parents of premature babies cope.

Any parents with babies born under 1,200 grams (2
pounds, 10 ounces) are elig'ible for intervention services
through the program. A New England Journal of Medicine
study published last year reported as many as 50 percent
of premature babies will exhibit physical and mental
disabilities.

The Baltimore Infants & Toddlers Program used a low-
budget approach to begin the preemie support group by
advertising in its own newsletter, producing its own
brochures and using targeted mailings to parents of
babies in the NICU. They contacted doctors, therapists
and other professionals to present informatioh to parents
on everything from potty training to brain development.

McNinch brought in Lois Johnson, a parent of twin
premature boys, for the role of family support coordinator
and the two created surveys to help identify the families’
needs.

They met with families on an individual basis to ask
their questions, when a support group would work best
and the format of the group meeting they would prefer. IRV P NV s s Y

“[We asked] anything we needed to consider priortothe  hold two sessions of six meetings held every other week.

conception of the group,” McNinch said. “And the evalu- Johnson said families wanted to remain in the pro-
ation component was really instrumental in telling us gram once the session finished, which led to the birth of
what not to do.” their Mix and Mingle program, which provides similar
Parents had questions, from trying to understand their support for any parents with babies born prematurely or
child’s prematurity to finding ways to help family mem- infants and toddlers exhibiting developmental delays.
bers understand how to adjust chronological age for a A year after it started, the preemie group has dissolved
prematurebaby. and everyone now can receive support through the larger
While McNinch had all the training necessary for Mix and Mingle group.
running a support group, Johnson had the real. life “It’s all about sharing and being there for one another,”
experience many families found comforting, McNinch Johnson said. “Things can be overwhelming and [many]
said. need the support. We have all stuck together as friends,
“That role of having a facilitator be someone with a helping each other out. Ithas been awonderful experience.”
child born prematurely is just vital,” she said. Forinformationon starting supportgroups, contact McNinch
Six families joined the program’s first preemie support at amcninch@friend.ly.net or the Baltimore Infants and

@ ~oup. Initially, McNinch and Johnson had planned to Toddlers at (410) 396-1666. B
eRjc
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NEW OSEP RULING

IFSP team determines frequency,
intensity of intervention services

Case name: Letter to Byrd, 35 IDELR 217 (OSEP 2001).

Ruling: Responding to an inquiry whether an outside
agency can override the individualized family service plan
process to determine the frequency and intensity of early
intervention services, the Office of Special Education
Programs stated the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
cation Act requires those services to be determined solely
by the IFSP team based on the results of the child’s
evaluation and assessments.

What it means: A child’s [FSP must include a state-
ment of the specific early intervention services necessary
to meet the unique needs of the child and his family to
achieve certain identified results. The document must
specify the frequency, intensity and method of delivering
the services, the natural environments in which the
services will be provided, the location of services and the
payment arrangements, if any. 20 USC § 1436.

Summary: The IFSP team, which includes the parents,
has the decision-making responsibility to identify early
intervention services that meet the child’'s and family’s
requirements related to enhancing the child’s develop-
ment. The OSEP noted the services must be provided at no
cost to the parent, unless a particular service is one that
is subject to fees under the Part C program. It stated

Q though Part C funds are to be used only as a “payor of

@ESTCOPY AvAILABLE  ©7

last resort,” circumstances may exist under which all, or
a portion of the services provided to a particular child,

- must be paid by the lead agency. For example, if the ISFP

team decides five-times-per-week services are required for
a child and an outside funding source, such as Medicaid,

only offers services three-times-per-week, the lead agency-
must assume financial responsibility for the remainder of
the required services. B

NEW OCR RULING

District will investigate reasons
for preschooler’s expulsion

Case name: Shelby County (IN) Sch. Dist., 35 IDELR
228 (OCR 2001).

Ruling: The district resolved a complaint alleging a
student with autism was expelled from an independently
operated preschool program for behavior relating to his
disability. The district advised the Office for Civil Rights
if a child with a disability is about to be excluded from
child-care services for misbehavior, it would participate
with the provider to-ascertain whether the child’s disabil-
ity is the cause of the misbehavior.

What it means: Section 504 .of the Rehabilitation
Act requires an evaluation of the’__relationship between a
student’s disability and an act of misconduct must be

. undertaken in connection with disciplinary actions, such

as expulsion, that constitute a significant change in
placement. 34 CFR 8§ 104.35. However, unlike the Indi-
viduals with Disabilities A¢t, the term “manifestation
determination” does not appear in Section 504’s regula-
tory language.

Summary: If it was determined the student’s misbe-
havior that caused his dismissal from the preschool
program was related to his disability (and provided his
presence, with reasonable modifications in place, did not
constitute a direct threat to the safety of others), the
district stated it would negotiate with the care provider to
furnish the parents with credit against future services for
the time the child was excluded from the program. It also
said it would require the current provider to agree to place
the child in “readmit” status, subject to review.

For future issues of whether a child’s disability affected
her ability to participate fully in a child-care program, the
district stated it would participate with the prowfider to
ascertain what modifications of the provider’s policies
were necessary to include the student in the program. B

Got news?

Are you aware of any best practices you believe should be
featured in Early Childhood Report?
Please let us know! Contact Editor Angela Childers at
(561) 622-6520, Ext. 8779 or achilders@lIrp.com.
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NEW SEA DECISIONS
ILLINOIS

Preschool program is 5-year-old’s
stay-put placement

Case name: Will County Sch. Dist. No. 92, 35 IDELR 231
(SEA IL 2001).

Ruling: An impartial hearing officer determined a
child’s stay-put placement was her current preschool
program because the district’s proposed cross-categorical
placement of the 5-year-old $tudent with Williams syn-
drome had not yet been implemented.

What it means: The Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act's stay-put rule is codified at 20 USC
§ 1415(j). it provides that during the pendency of any
proceedings conducted pursuant to the act, unless the
state or local educational agency and the parents other-
wise agree, a student with a disability shall remain in his
then-current educational placement.

Summary: Although the Individualized Education
Program team decided to adopt the district's recom-
mended placement of the student in its cross-categorical
program, that program had not yet commenced at the
time the parents filed their due process request. Accord-
ing to the IHO, the operative factor was the IEP's “imple-
mentation.” An unimplemented IEP does not control
stay-put placement and the implementation of the IEP
occurs only when it is put into effect, the IHO stated. He
added to accept the district’s position, “one would have to
accept the proposition that an IEP is implemented by the

‘passage of time.” Therefore, the child’s preschool pro-
gram, operated by a special education cooperative, be-
came the student’s stay-put while DP pended. W

MASSACHUSETTS

5-year-old doesn’t need
summer camp ESY program

Case name: Northampton Pub. Schs., 4 ECLPR 318
(SEA MA 2001). '

Ruling: An impartial hearing officer ruled that a 5-
year-old student’'s participation in a mainstream camp
program, inaddition to a five-week summer preschool and
daily home education program, was not necessary to
prevent regression in his language and social skills. The
IHO determined the Summer components of the district’s
Individualized Education Programs offered a free appro-
priate public education to the child.

What it means: An important factor in any standard
weighing the appropriateness of an extended school year
program is a regresslon/ recoupment analysis.

LRP Publications - Reproduction Prohibited
EKC 182/02/$2 + $1.50
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Generally, that analysis entails consideration of
whether the student will experience significant regres-
sion in the absence of a program and whether the time
it will take to relearn those lost skills is excessive.

If the child will experience regression during the break -
from school that he will not be able to recoup within the
required time upon return, then ESY services should be
made available. W

NEBRASKA

Child’s evaluation, services meet
federal, state standards

Case name: Lincoln Pub. Schs., 4 ECLPR 317 (SEANE
2001).

Ruling: The district demonstrated its evaluation re-
port and Individualized Education Program developed for
a child with a developmental delay offered a free appropri-
ate public education in the least restrictive environment.
The student, who was enrolled in early childhood special
education classes, made significant progress in the pro-
gram, an impartial hearing officer ruled.

What it means: Courts have interpreted the Individua-
als with Disabilities Education Act to require that a
student make more than de minimis educational progress
to satisfy the “basic floor of opportunity” requirement for
FAPE. Polk v, Central Susquehanna Intermediate Unit 16,
441 IDELR 130 (3rd Cir. 1988). However, the IDEA does
not require public schools to “makimize” a child’s poten-
tial or provide the best education possible. W

NEW YORK

IEP lacks goals, objectives; parents
reimbursed for home instruction

Case name: Board of Educ. of the Syosset Cent. Sch.
Dist., 4 ECLPR 312 (SEA NY 2001).

Ruling: The Individualized Education Program devel-
oped for a 5-year-old with autism did not include the
annual goals and short-term objectives recommended by
the district's special education committee, a state review
officer found. Accordingly, the SRO ruled the parents were
entitled to reimbursement for expenses incurred for the
home instruction they provided to their daughter.

What it means: Reimbursement for unilateral private
placement or private services is warranted upon an
administrative officer’'s finding that the district failed to
demonstrate the appropriateness of its recommended
program. The parents must also show the private educa-
tional services they selected were appropriate. Addition-
ally, equitable considerations must support the parents’
claim. H
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TEXAS

‘Punishment’ component
not found in student’s BIP

Case name: North East Indep. Sch. Dist., 35 IDELR 229
(SEA TX 2001).

Ruling: The district's behavioral program for a student
with attention deficit hyperactivity disorder did not rise
to the level of “punishment” that should have warranted
intervention by the state department of education, an
impartial hearing officer ruled. The IHO rejected the
parents’ contention the ED had the obligation to take
over their son’s special education services. They claimed
the district used punishment rather than positive behav-
joral interventions. The IHO found the district's disci-
plinary options were an acceptable part of the student’s
behavior improvement plan. : : '

What it means: Under the Individuals with Disabili-
ties Education Act, state agencies have significant
responsibilities for administration and implementation
of the act. A state educational agency must provide
special education and related services directly to children
with disabilities residing in a school district if the agency
determines the district is unable to establish and main-
tain programs of free appropriate public education that
meet IDEA requirements. 20 USC § 1413(d)(1); 34 CFR
§ 300.360(a)(2). W

INDIANA

Appeals board backs district’s IEPs,
eligibility findings for child

Case name: Mooresville Consolidated Sch. Corp., 4
ECLPR 319 (SEA IN 2001).

Ruling: A state board of appeals found no reason to
disturb an impartial hearing officer’s decision supporting
the district’s 2000-01 Individualized Education Program
for a 6-year-old student. The board also upheld the IHO'’s
determination the student did not qualify for services as
with an autism spectrum disorder, but was eligible under
other health impairments.

What it means: IDEA regulations at 34 CFR § 300.510
provide little instruction on the standard of review to be
employed by the state educational agency on an appeal of
an [HO's decision. The review officer or panel is obligated
to conduct an independent review based on the entire
record on appeal. However, due deference also must be
given to the decision of the fact-finder below, as the review
is clearly not a hearing de novo. A review officer must
perform a careful balancing act to decide how much
deference is due, while still conducting an independent
review. B

Q
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CALIFORNIA

Special day class meets needs
of preschooler with Down syndrome

Case name: Anaheim City Sch. Dist., 4ECLPR 311 (SEA
CA 2001).

Ruling: The placement offered by the district to a 4—
year-old preschool student with Down syndrome wass
designed to meet his needs and provide educational
benefit in the least restrictive environment, an impartia}l
hearing officer ruled. The district offered evidence that a

. general education program would not provide the chilq

with language, cognitive and self-help assistance.

What it means: Courts and administrative officerss
consider many factors to determine the least restrictives
environment, including comparing educational benefits
available in general and special education classrooms
the nonacademic benefits of interaction with nondisableq
students and the effect of the student’s presence on the
teacher and other students. B
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Phonological Awareness and Preschool Children: A Review of the Literature

This manual reviews research on phonological awareness and preschool children.
“Phonologicél awareness...refers to the general ability to attend to the sounds of
language as distihct from its meaning. Notic.ing similarities .between words in their’
sounds, enjoying rhymes, counting syllables, and so forth arel indications of sﬁch
“metaphonological” skill (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998, P- 52). In other words the
ability to blend, segment, rhyme,. and in other ways manipulaté the sounds in spoken
language is phonological awareness.

Several terms relate to phonological aneness. The following definitions are
included for clarification: -
1. Phonemes are the speech phonological units that make a difference to meaning (e.g.,

~ the spoken word r;)pe is comprised of three phonemes: /t/, /o/, and /p/.
2. Phonemic awareness is the insight that-époken words are composed of a sequence of
sounds or phonemes. Accordiﬁg to Fox.(2000):

Phonemjc awareness is the ability to think analytically about the word, syllable,

rhyme, and sound segments of language and the ability to act on the basis of thlS

analysns Children...can (1) separate spoken language into words syllables,

rhymes, and sounds; and (2) blend mdxvndual sounds together to pronounce

words. These children deliberately arrange, rearrange, add, and delete the.sounds :

in words” (p. 27). | |

In the literature, thc_e terminology “phonemic awareness” and “phonological

awareness” are frequently used interchangeably.
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3. Phonics is the relationship between the letters in written words and the sounds in
spoken wc;rds. Phonics refers to instructional practices that’ emphasize how spellings
are related to speech sounds in systematic ways.

4, Phonological decoding or decodihg refers to the aspect of the reading process that .
involves dériving a pronunciation for a printed sequence of letters based on
knowledge of spelling-sound correspondences.

5. Phonology and phonological‘ refer to the sound structure ofspeech and, in particular,
to the perception, representation, and productions of speech sounds. As such, the
phonological aspects of language include its prosodic‘dimensions——int.onation, stress,
and timing—as well as its articulatory units, including words, syllables, and
phonemes.

Overall, young children are aware of the phonology of language because they can
understand and use the sounds of languagé. In other words, they can speék and listen. Bpt
phonemic awareness and phonological awareness denote children can hold up language

. and its sounds to conscious observation. They can respond to rhymes or alliteration and

produce these language features. They can segment and analyze words: phoneme-b_y-
phoneme and/or by syllables. |

In the absence of phonological ‘awallcness, childreri_ perceive speéch as a continuous,
undiv.ided stream. Therefore, they lack insight into the basic premise of written
language—that print represents speech at the sound level. If children are to leam to read

English, they have to understand that our writing system connects sounds and letters ’

‘(Nunes, Bryant, & Bindman, 1997).
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Phonological awareness develops in a predictable sequence: Awareness of the words

in everyday conversations develops first. When children 'explore ﬁursery rhymes and
poetry in day care, preschool, and at home, they develop awareness of rhyme in language.
As children develop awareness of rhyming sounds, they become aware of the beginning
sounds in words. Later, when kindergartners and first graders have opportunities to
explore spoken and written language, they discover that words and rhymes are comprised
of individual speech sounds.
According to the New Standards Primary Literacy Committee (1999), learning the
print-sound code is like putting together ajigsa;av puzzle:
The task is difficult at first because thgre are so many c;ptions, but it gets easier
and goes faster as the pattern becomes clearer and the options become fewer. To
begin ajigsaw puzzle, it helps to put the straight-edgled pieces together first;
they’re easy to spot and form a neat frame. This is comparable to students first
learning the basic idea that létters stand for sounds-and that sounds can be
combined to make words, a primary task for kindergarten. Once the frame is
completed, the next siep is filling in the middlé. This takes more time because
thgre are more thioﬁs, and it tak_es a while to work through the possibilities.’This
is comparable to student_s leéming many new spelling;sound-correspondenées
and, at the same time, developing the Skill of recognizing the words-they make,
the primary work of first grade. Finally, once many pieces of the jigsaw puzzle
are in place, the pattern provides more clues, and the oétions diminish. At -this

point, the puzzle practically finishes itself. Likewise, for primary school students,
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the more they learn of the print-sound code, the easier and faster it is to learn
more. (p. 20)

Overview of Language Acquisition

Language acquisition entails three components. One is the language to be
acquired. Another is the child and the abilities and predispositions that she brings to
language acquisition. Third is the environmental setting, the language that the child hears
and the speaking context (Rice, 1996). How these three elements combine affects
language acquisition.

Language consists of four major dimensions: phonology or the sound system,
semantics or the system of meanings, morp.hology or the rules of word formation, and
syntax or the rules of sentence formation. In addition language Has important social |
aspects. The social setting requires adjustment of both the topic and the style of language
used, and it determines how language is interpreted. All five aspects affect language; the
entire package is termed communicative competence (Hymes, 1972).

Knowing a language does not require a conscious awareness of the various
systems involved in that language: phonology, morphology, syntax, semantics,
pragmaticé, and vocabulary. Practically from birth, infants are able to distinguish all the
souhds of any human language even though their productive repertoire is lirpited to
nonspeéch sounds and babbling for much of th.e first year of life (Werker & Lalonde,
1988). Rice (1996) summarizes normal language development as follqws:

There is a remarkable similarity in the general acquisition sequence for language

skills across language and cultures, although there is considerable individual

variability in learning strategies and rate of acquisition. Children learn language
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asa means of talking about what they know so they can accomplish social go;ls

) import-ant to them. Explicit language teaching from adults is not necessary. In |
fact, if adults try to StructL.ll’e and direct a child’s language leaming, the c;utcome
may be interference with, instead of enhancement of, a child’s language skill.
Language emerges from a child’s explorations of tﬁe world in a rich $ocial setting.
Although children’s cognitive and social knowledge contributes to language
mastery, they do not full account for language development. Not all aspects of
language have close parallels to general cqgnitive or social skills. The specifics of
how children manage to combine their mental resources with the eﬂvironmental
input to master 'la.nguage continue to elude scholars, but much progress has been
made in terms of the empirical validity of explanatory models. (p. 9)
Chomsky (1968) déscribes the child’s acquisifion of language as theory

construction: |

The child discovers the theory of his language with only small amounts of data
from lthat language. Not only does his “theory of the language” have an enormous
predictive scope, but it also enables the child to reject a great deal of the very data
on which. the theory has been constructed. Normal speech consists, in large part,
of fragments, falseé starts, blencis, and other distortions of the underlying idealized
fc;nns. Nevertheless, as is evident from a study of the mature use of language,
what the child learns is the underlying ideal theory. This is a remarkabie fact. We
must also bea; in mind tﬁat the ch.ild constructs this idéal theory without explicit
instruction, that he acq.uires this knowledge at a time when he is not capable of
complex intellectual achievements in many other domains, and that this

AN
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achievement is relatively independent of intelligence or the particular course of
experi;ncg. (p. 26). |

Language development is a key educational objective for preschoolers, and
children’s play is a primary source of language enrichment. Providing many and varied
opportunities for a child to interact with objects and events and other children is essential. -

As language proficiency grows, children .also gain “metalinguistic™ skills. These
involve the ability not just to use. language but to think about it; play with it, talk about it,
analyze it componentially, ana make judgments about accepfable versus incorrect forms
(Pratt, Tunmer, & Bowey, 1984). Research dembnstrate,s that some children exhibit
rudimenfary metalinguistic skills by age 3 or even younger and that many children
‘acquire a considerable degree of metalinguistic insight about sentences, Qords. and
speech sounds by age 4 to 5 years, before they enter school (Snow, Bums, & Griffin,
1998). These skills continue to improve throughout the school years.

Direct instruction in language teaching drills is usually nét appropriate. Most
children do not require to be taught language, but they do need opportunities to develop
language. The adult’s role’in language facilitation is to follow the child’s interests,
paraphrase what the child says with simple elabofatidns, and interact in a conversatidnai ‘
manner about objects and events on which the child’.s'atte.ntion is focused.

Some children do need language instruction. A déﬁciency in language skill
requires careful asseésment of the child and the family by trained professionals to identify
causal factors. Then, specialized sFrategies can be desigﬁed to tﬁe needs of the child.

Overall, an appropriate preschool is one designed to enhance language, in which

the teacher input is adjusted to the children’s comprehension levels, communication:
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opportunities are socially engineered in the context of meaningful play activities, and
speciﬁc linguistic skills are targeted as goals for individual children (Fey, 1986).
Continued languége development forms and expands the foundation for children to

effectively develop their abilities to decode and comprehend (Cooper, 2000).

Overview of Reading Acquisition

Reading is a language-based activity. In Becoming a Nation of Readers: The

Report of the Commission on Reading (_Anderson, Hiebert, Scott, & Wilkinson, 1985),

the Commission reported that:
Reading must be.seen as art of a child’s general languagg development and not as
a discrete skill isolated from listening, speaking, and writing. Reading instruction
builds espec'ially on oral language. If this foundation is weak, progress in reading
- will be slow and hncertain. (p- 30)
In order to foster emerging literacy; in children six years of age and younger,
extended conversations at home with parents and experiences with written language are
- essential. The Commission emphasized conversations that require reflection and help
children to exercisé their memories by giving details and telling complete stories.
Regarding experierices with written language, .reading aloud to children is a
priority. Also, children must acquire knowledge about.written language related to both
form (e.g., turning the pages from front to back) and function (e.g., reading can .entertain, '
instruct, or direct). In addition, children need to acquire khowledge of letter names and
knowledge about the relations_hips between letters and sounds. Learning to write and
_encouraging invented spellings (e.é., such as tm for tame) facilitates the acquisition of

letter-sound correspondences.
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What is reading? Definitions include the following:

For me, reading is a transaction that takes place between a reader and a text in
a particular situation. The reader constructs meaning by actively processing
graphic, syntactic, and semantic cues representing language, and by actively
using memories of past experiences to aid in building new thought and/or
revi-sing, reinforcing, or expanding current thoughts. (Gipe, 1998, p- 13)
Reading is a social, developmental, and interactive process that involves

learning. It is a process incorporating a person’s linguistic knowledge that can

" be powerfully influenced by an insightful teacher as well as other

nonlinguistic internal and external conditions. It can be developed by self- |
directed learning experiences as well as by direct instruction and in
increasingly important in the information age in which we live. (Leu &
Kinzer, 1999, p. ll)

Reading is a complex developmental challenge that we know to be
intertwined with many other developmental accomplishments: attention,

memory, language, and motivation, for example. Reading is not only a

cognitive psycholinguistic activity but also a social activity. (Snow, Burns, &

Griffin, 1998, p. 5)

Reading is a complex skill that involves strategies for puzzling out meaning
and gauging understanding. It requirés students to recognize words on a page,
comprehend what they mean and say them aloud in ways that clearly convey
their meaning. The ultimate goal of reading is getting the meaning. (New

Standards Primary Literacy Committee, 1999, p. 17)
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The definitions support that a variety of factors are inherent in the reading process, and

one of the factors is phonological awareness.

Folr children learning an alphabetic language, like English, research has.supported
the importance of phonological awareness in Eelatioﬁ to leaming tc; read (Ball &
Blachman, 1991). The printed symbols or letters (graphemes) systematically represent the
component sounds (phor_lenies) of the language. For example, the word cat has three
phonemes and three graphemes. Understanding the basic alphabetic principle, the idea
that each sound of the language is represented by a graphic symbol, requires an.
awareness that spoken language can be analyzed into strings of separable words and
words, in turn, into sequences of syllables and phonémes.

The alphabetic principle is not learned naturally By most children (Eldredge, |
1995). It must be explicitly taught (Adams, 1990). If children have not yet acquired
phonological awareness, instruction in letter-sound associations will not be effective in
helping them decode words.

Researchers (Adams, 1990; Eldredge, 1995) have identified levels of phonemic
awareness. The elements commonly identified include:

. Rhymiing words: being able to tell that two words rHynie (hot-not);

. .Counting words in sentences: being able to tell that the following is é 4-word
sentence, This is my m_otﬁer;

*  Counting syllables in words: being able to tell that horse has one syllable and listen

has two syllables;

* Counting phonemes in words: knowing that cat has three sounds:
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e Segmenting and blending syllables: hearing the woyd happy and stating the two
syllable; is segmenting, while hearing the two syllébles and then stating the word is
blending;

e Segmenting and blending onset and rime: hearing the word brook and identifying the
onset /br/ and the rime /ook/ is segmenting, while hearing the onset /c/ and the rime
/ard/ and being able to state the word card is blending;

e Segmenting and blending phonemes: hearing the word hot and stating its three

. phonemes is segmenting, while hearing the three separate phonemes and then saying
the word is blending;

" o Substitution of sounds: taking the word hot and substituting the sound /c/ for /h/ and
saying the word cot..

Materials and activities for developiﬁg phonological awareness are employed in the
Early Literacy Project model. Materials include the Early Childhood Top Ten list of
songs, nursery rhymes, rhyming books, and word-books (see Table X). Activities include
the use of songs, fingerplays, rhymes, reading aloud, puppets, storytelling, memory

games, and computer activities.

Helping Preschoolers Develop Phonoiogical Aw;clreness

studies suggest' that enhancing phonological awa.r-eness prior to kindergarten
augments young children’s literacy development. Research findings are summarized
below.

According to MacLean, Bryant, and Bradley (i987), children as 'your.lg as three
years may be sensitive to rhyme, and 'kinderg'artens:who have experience with poetry and

rhyme are gé_nerally quite good at identifying rhyming words (Treiman & Zukowski,

80



Phonological Awareness 12

1991). [n addition, kindergartners who are aware of rhyme are better readers later'in
school than kmdergartners who are not sensitive to rhyme (Bradley & Bryant 1978).

Rhyme awareness is a link between awareness of words and awareness of
individual speech sounds. It primes children to look for the letters in written words that
represent the thyme in spoken words. Also, the concept of rhyme gives writers insight
into ways to spell words that rhyme and to use rhyming language (Fox, 2000). The four-
year-old who says that call and fall sound alike is aware of rhyming language. The first
grader who gives examples of rhyming words, such as pay, say, and ray, is paying
attention to rhyming sounds. Also, children show rhyme awareness when they clap for
rhyming words 1s poetry. .

When children increase awareness of rhyme, their reading ability also improves
(Bradley & Bryant, 1983). Awareness of rhyme helps reading ability regardless of -
children’s age, intelligence, or their mothers’ education (Bradley, MacLean, Crossland, &
Bryant, 1989, reported in Bradley & Bryant, 1991). As some children do not develop
rhyme awareness by simply participating in normal classroom activities with the rhyme
in poetry (Layton, Deeny,'Tall, & Upton, 1996), explicit instruction in rhyme is necessary
to develop this awareness.
| Brady, Fowler, Stone, and Winppry (1994) stirdied 42 inner-city children aged 4
to 5 years. Initially, fewer than half could generate rhymes, and none could segment
simple words into phonemes or read any words. Twenty-one children received training
(experimentalgroup) and were matched to 21' who did not (control group) on receptive _

~ vocabulary, age, and initial phonological abilities. Training took place in small groups for

a total of 18 hours over four months, with three 20-minute sessions per week.
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" The training exercises first directed the children’s attention to rhyme,
segmentation of morphemes and syllables, categorization of sounds, and identification of
syllables occurred. Next, exercises were devoted to illustrating phonemic contrasts, for
example, /p/ vs.l /b/. through relevant articulatory gestures and segmentation and
identification games at the phoneme level. Finally, the phonemes in two- and three-
phoneme words were segmented.

After the treatment, all bﬁt one of the experimental group could generate rhymes,
and six succeeded in full phonemic segmentation. In contrast, 12 of the 21 in the control
group still were unable to generate any rhymes, and only one could segment any words
into phonemes.

Dorval, Joyce, and Ramey (1980) investigated the effects of phonological
instruction on 4-year-olds. They selected 22 children from one cohort of the _Abecédarian
Project: 11 from the experimental group \;vho received the preschool day care intervention
and 11 from the control group who were matched on familial risk factors. The program’s
* reading readiness component included individual tutoring in phonological awareness and
letter-sound knowledge, in 3 to 10 minute sessions, twice per week over 45 weeks.

The training methdd involved several steps that wére completed for a single
phoneme/ lette;r before proceeding to the. next one to bé learﬁed. First, there were oral
exercises in phonological awareness alone, including repeating Qords aloud beéinning
with the target phoneme, choosing which of two pictures begins with the target phoneme,
and identifying if a picture begins with that phoneme. Second_, the child traced and then

_drew the letter of the target phoneme. Third, the child matched letters to pictures or

spoken words on the basis of their beginning sounds. Finally, the child attempted to
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differentiate the target item from two other phoneme/letter items that were previously

trained.

On the posttest, for each of five phonemes in tumn, five picture pairs were shown
successivély. The child attempted to néme the pictures and to point to the one that began
with the phoneme pronounced by the examiner. Also, the child attempted to select one of
three letters represented by the pronounced phoneme. On phoneme recognition the
a\}erage of the experimental group fan; exceeded the control group (88 versus 58 percent-
coﬁect). Likewise, on letter recognition, the experimental group outperformed the control
group (62 versus 31 percent). |

In a longitudinal study of the Abecede}rian Project, Campbell and Ramey (1994)
examined the long term effects of the enriched day care in which infants in the
experimental group received activities that stressed language and cognitive development
through age 5. At follow-up testing, the children in the experimental group demonstrated
statistically significant higher reading achievement from age 8 (grade 3) through age 15
(grade 8). |

Experimental stu;‘iies of progra_msdesi gned to teach children phonological
sensitivity show positive effects on children’s reading and spélling skills (Ball &
Blachman, 1988; Bradley & Bryant; 1985; Lundberg, Frost, & Petersen, 1988;
Torgensen, Morgan, & Davis, 1992), and programs that include létter-souna training
produce larger results (Wagner, 1996). The majority of these programs teach children
how to -categorize objects on the basis of certain sounds (e.g., initial p.honcmes). Other
programs explicitly teach children phonemic analysis and synthesis skills. For example,

Torgesen et al. (1992) compared the effects of training synthesis skill only to training
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both analysis and synthesis skills. During a 7-week program, groupé of three to five
kindergarten children in the combined training group worked with an adult to learn how
to identify. and pronounce the initial, final, or middle sounds in two- and three- 'phoneme
words (analysis). These children were then taught héw to pronounce words after hearing
their phonemes in isolation. Children in the synthesis condition received only the
blending training. A cqntrol group listened to stortes, engaged in discussions about the
stories, and answered comprehension questions. Results indicated that both training
groups experienced increases in synthesis skills, whereas only the combined group
increased in their analysis skills and scored higher than the other two groups on a reading
analog task.

Byme and Fielding-Barnsley (1991b) found that preschool children with the mean

age of 55 months exposed to 12 weeks of their Sound Foundations prograxn demonstrated

greater increases in phonological sensitivity than a group of control children exposed to
storybook reading and a semantic organization program. The intervention program
consisted of teaching children six phonemes in the initial and final positions by drawing
attention to the sound in words, discussing how the sound is made by the mouth, reciting
rhymes wi_th the phoneme in the appropriate position, aﬁd encouraging children to find
objécts in a poster that had the sound in the initial or final position. Worksheets in which
children identified and colored items with the phoneme in the correct position were used,
and the letter for the phonerﬁe was displayed. A final training exercise introduced
children to two card games that required matching objects on the basis of initiai and final
phonemes. Some of the gains made were maintained through the first and second grades

(Byme & Fielding-Bamsley, 1993, 1995). However, an uncontrolled trial using regular
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preschool teachers and classrooms found substantially smaller effects and a large degree
of variability in the fidelity of program implementatidﬁ (Byme & F ielding-Barnsley,

'l 995), findings which question the potential success c_>f a staff-implemented phonological
training prog?am under nénexperimental conditions in children’s preschool
ex_Mronments.

According to Bus and van Ijzendoorn (1999), the best way to determine the causal
relationship between phonological awareness and reading acquisition is through
controlled experimental studies. The main difference between phonological awareness
studies lies in the choice of program. Programs may or may not present a linkage with
~ letters or written words. The aim of their meta-analysis was to determine the best type of
' training to-devélop phonblogical awareness. The study compared programs involving
eexplicit letter and word linkages with exclusively phonetic programs. Because long-term
effects of preschool instruction in phonological awareness can also help determine causal
effects, the final aim of the study was to test the hyéothesis that phonological awareness
training does.have long-t.erm effects on ;eading skills.

Bus and van [jzendoorn (1999) compared 36 studies (N =3,092) testing the
effects of training programs on phono.l‘ogical awa}eness and 34 studies (N=2,751) testing
effects on reading skills. Some of the studies overlapped the two areas of concerns so the
numb‘er's.of participants cannot be added together. This review of current literature tested

six hypotheses:
* Training phonological awareness affects learning-to-read processes in a

positive and substantial way.
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Phonological training is more effective when the program combines

phonological training with written letters or words.

¢ Starting early with phonological training is more effeétive than starting:
later in childhood.

e  Children with reading problems prdﬁt more from phonologicai awareness
training than children who develop reading abilities in a normal way.

e More carefully désigned experimental studies rﬁay show systematically
smaller effect sizes, because experimental artifacts éannqt inflate the
outcome.

e Experimenits using simple posttests limited to the use of letter-sound rules
may seem more effective than experiments using posttests with real-word
identification. (Bus and van Ijzendoomn, p. 405)

Th_e results of the anaiysis showea that for both phonological awareness and
reading exclusively phonetic programs were equally effective as programs embedded in a
letter training, or a training using reading and writing practice. However, for
phonological awareness aione, training embedded in reading and writing tended to be lgss
effective than training with letter practice. The analysis also seems to settle the question '
of the causal relationship to acquisition of reading ski.lls. In statistical terms, the
researchers assert that “over 500 studies with null effects would be needed to negate the
current research” (.Bﬁs & van [jzendoorn, p. 411). However, the analysis does not
~ support, conclusively, the proposition that bhonolo_gical awareness is the single strongest

indicator of reading development.
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| Programs such as Sound Foundations, which include letter training, have the
greatest positive effect. The anlalysis shows that an early start with phonological training -
profits children more than waiting. [n other words, préschoolers profit more thaﬁ |
kindergartners, who, in turn, profit more than primary school children frbm training.
Because the results show a greater effectiveness of .programs utilizing letter or reading
and writing practice than phonetic games alone, the analysis strengthens the case fora -
balanced approach in reading inst.ructiorj rather than a literaturé-based program or a skill-
based program used in isolatipn.

The majority of studies on phonological awareness training and its effects u.pon
reading acquisition skills focus on preschool_, kindergarten, and p;rimary school children
developing normally. In contrast, van Kleeck, Gill‘am, and McGadden (1999) investigated |
childreh with specific language impairments (SLI_). The children in this study (V =24)

were signi'ﬁcantly lower in phonological awareness skills than age-matched normally

. developing children. The training itself involved 16 children divided into two 8-person

/

~ groups given mini-lessons of 10-15 minutes in smaller groups of 3-4 twice a week during
the two 12-week sessions. Students focused on rhyming ac—tivities during the first 12-
week semester and on phoheme awareness during thg second 12-week semester.
Rhyming activities followed a prescribed pattern:

¢ Read aselected book | ' )}

¢ Show and model five matched fhymg pairs

¢ Present the rhyme activities.

* Play a rhyme identification game.
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In the second week, the process would also include a rhyme generation game. The
process would repeat with a new book in the third week. In the secc;nd semester,
phonemic awareness training followed a similar model. Teachers were specifically asked
not to provide any special instmctioh on phonological awareness outside of the planned
training sessions.

The researchers noteq significant improvement in phonological awareness at the
end of the study. Both groups of eight children showed improvement. Moreover, the
researchers were interested in the long-term effects of the training. They compared the
tested children against other students who had attended the same preschool and pre-
kindergarten. The trained groﬁp was tested at the beginning of their kiﬁdergarten and first .
grade year; they were on average 13.7 months older than the other preschool children and
2.5 months older than the pre-kindergarten children when they were post-tested (van
Kleeck. Gillam and McFadden, 1999). While the study could not attribute the increase in.
rhyming ability to their training, the researchers did confidently attribute the increased
phonemic awareness to the training.

The study supports tl;le hypothesis that the earlier the intervention the greater the
results an_d long-term effect;. Also, it supports the hypothesis that children at greate.r risk
of reading deficiencies profit significantly from such éarly training and intervent%on. The
instruction was most helpful for students with little or no éhonological awe;reness training
prior to the program. The study additionally haé implications for preschool programs in

that it focused on classroom-based interventions of a relatively short nature (twice a week

for 10-13 minutes), but implemented over a long period (24 weeks). Finally, the training
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involved books and materials already available in the preschool program, thus requiring
| _no additional oetlays of funds. |

O’Connor, Jenkins, Leicester, and Slocum (1993) examined the feasibil.ity of
teaching phonological manipulation skills to prescheol children with disabilities. Forty-
seven children, 4-6 years old, enrolled in a special education preschool[, were randomly
assigned to receive train_ing in one of three categon'esof phonological tasks (thyming,
blending, and segmenting) or a control group. After seven weeks of training, results = -
indicated that the children exhibited significant p.rogress in each experimental category,
but they demonstrated littie or no generalization either within a categery (e.g., from one
type of blending task to another type of blendmg task) or between categories (e. g., from
blendmg to segmenting). Although the children’s level of cognitive development
significantly predicted some learning outcomes, it did not limit the learning of the
phonological tasks.

O’Connor, Jenkins, and Slocum (1995) examined-the effects of instructional -
treatments on the development of specific and generalized phonological skills for lon-
skilled kindergarten childreﬁ. Sixty-six children with low phonological manipulation
skills were_ randemly assigned to 1 of2_ treatments or a eontrol condition: (a) auditory
blehdiﬂg and segmenting with limited letter-sound correspondences; (b) a global array of
ph_onolegical tasks, with letter-sound.corfespondences; or (c) only letter-sound
instruction. Children in both treatments showed improved phonological abilities, which
transferred to a reading analog task. Tregted children achieved a level of phonological

awareness comparable to that of higher skilled children. The combination of blending and |

segmenting instruction encouraged generalized phonological awareness; however, the

89



Phonological Awareness 21

ability to blend and segment accounted for more variance in reéding analog scores than
did other phonological tasks

Overall, the research results indicate that phonological awareness can be
successfully enhanced through training in young children. Strategies and exercises that
foster literacy and help children to discover the alphabetic principle are etfective. To
increase school preparedness, instruction in phonologicol awareness should be
accompanied by training in letters and letter-sound associations. Children who enter
school with these competencies will be better prepared to benefit from formal literacy
instruction.

Children in high-risk groups and those who have been identified as having
~ language or cognitive délaysor other impairments require more intensive prevention
_efforts. Intensity, quantity, and maintenance of the highést quality of interactions around
language and literacy are criticai. Coupled with family-focused efforts and preschools -

that provide rich opportunities to learn and to practice language and literacy-related skills

in a playful and motivating setting, children with risk factors can succeed.
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Abstract

This study examined the effectiveness of phonemic awareness drills on phonologicél
awareness and word reading performance in En glish of Mainland Chinese students in
primary school. Employing a nonequivalent control group design, the research questions
explored: (a) whether phonemic awareness drills promoted phonological awareness with
the English language; (b) whether phonemic awareness drills enhanced word reading in
English; and (c) whether the treatment on phonological awareness and word reading was
generalizable across gender or if the findings were specific to gender. Participants were
202 students in grades 1 and 2, 95 who were female, attending a private elementary
school in Hangzhou, China. Over a period of 10 weeks, 101 students in the experimental
group engaged in phoneme production/replication, phbneme isolation, phoneme
segmentation and counting the sounds, phoneme blending, thyming, phoneme deletion,
and phoneme substitution with English sounds. Assessments were subtests of the

' \Comprehensive Test of Phonological Processing (Elision, Blending Words, and
Segmentiqg Words) and the Test of Word Reading Efficiency (Sight Word Efficiency).
Analyses showed an important and consistent difference in words learned and
phonological awareness gained by members of the experimental group, whether male or
female. The findings strongly support explicit instruction in phonemic awareness

| promoted phonological awareness and word reading in English of Chinese primary

school children.
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The Effects of Phonemic Awareness Drills on Phonological Awareness and Word
Reading Performance in a Later Learned Alphabetic Script

Phonemic awareness (PA) is the conscious ability to analyze spoken language
into its component sounds (phonemes) and to perform mental operations on these smaller
linguistic units (Liberman & Shankweiler, 1985; Wagner & Torgesen, 1987). It requires
the ability to hear and manipulate distinct speech sounds apart from meaning or the
representation of speech sounds in print. As stated by Sodoro, Allinder, and Rankin-
Erickson (2002), “It is the awareness of sounds in spoken language separate from the
representation of sounds by written language” (p. 223). PA is an aspect of phonological
awareness, which is a more .encompassing term referring to an awareness of larger
spoken units such as syllables and rhyming words (Ehri, Nunes, Wilows, Schuster,
Yaghoub-Zadeh, & Shanahan, 2001). Tasks such as tapping out the number of syllables
in a word, rhyming words, telling the number of phonemes included in single words,
identifying separate words in a spoken sentence, and deleting initial or final phonemes of
a word demonstrate phonological awareness.

PA specifically refers to the “insight that every spoken word can be conceived as
a sequence of phonemes” (Snow, C. E., Burns, M. S., & Griffith, P., 1998, p. 52). For
example, bat is one word, but it is composed of three phonemes: /b/, /a/, and /t/. PA is the
knowledge that discrete speech sounds constitute words and that manipulating speech
sounds can create new words (Greene, 1997). It is not the same as phonics (learning
letter-sound correspondences) but can be considered a prerequisite to success in phonics

instruction (Adams, 1990; Juel, 1988; National Reading Panel, 2000). Tasks involving
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blending, deleting, substituting, or moving phonemes within or between words require
PA or the ability to detect and manipulate individual sounds.

Phondlogical awareness is a strong predictor of reading acquisition (Blachman,
1984; Bradley & Bryant, 1985; Byrne & Fielding-Barnsley, 1991, 1993; Calfee,
Lindamood, & Lindamood, 1973; Hatcher, Hulme, & Ellis,-1994; National Reading
Panel, 2000; Scarborough, 1998). It has been documented in the research literature
(Adams, 1990; Bradley & Bryant, 1983; Uhry, 1993, 1999) as an associate of beginning
word reading in young children. Training studies (Ball & Blachman, 1991; Bradley &
Bryant, 1983; Cunningham, 1990; Lundberg, Frost, & Petersen, 1988; Torgesen, Wagr\ner,
Rashotte, Alexander, & Conway, 1997; Uhry & Shepard, 1993) show an advantage in
learning to read for children trained in phonological awareness in comparison with
children without this training. Specifically, Lundberg et al., (1988), Cunningham (1990),
Ball and Blachman (1991), and Hatcher et al., (1994) all demonstrated that comparison
children exhibited greater improvement in reading performance than controls after
explicit training on sound segmentation skills. Likewise, the National Readin g Panel
(2000) conducted a quantitative meta‘-analysis of 52 studies evaluating the effects of PA
instruction on learning to read and spell. Findings revealed that teaching PA to children
significantly improved their literacy development and essential foundational knowledge
in the alphabetic system.

The correlation between phonological awareness and word reading has been
widely researched. Many studies in this area are developmental in nature and emphasize
both the predictive power and practical si gnifiéance of phonological awareness.

McDougall, Hulme, Ellis, and Monk (1994) found that English-speaking children’s (aged
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7 to 10 years) rime judgment and phoneme deletion abilities were positively correlated
with their read-aloud performance, and that such a correlation was independent of the
contribution from short-term memory. Leather and Henry (1994) and Gathercole, Willis,
and Baddeley (1991) reported similar findings with younger children ranging in age from
4 to 7 years.

As the structure of the English writing system is alphabetic, PA is-thoughtto
contributes to children learning to read. Words have prescribed spellings that consist of
letters symbolizing sounds in fairly predictable ways while spoken language has no
breaks in signaling where one phoneme ends and the next one begins. The task of
distinguishing the separate phonemes in word pronunciations so that they can be matched
to letters is difficult. The discovery and identification of phonemic units are facilitated by
explicit instruction in the structure of language (Ehri, Nunes, Wilows, Schuster,
Yaghoub-Zadeh, & Shanahan, 2001). This is demonstrated by research revealing that
people who have not learned to read and write have difficulty performing PA tasks
(Morais, Bertelson, Cary, & Alegria, 1987), and people who have learned to read in a
non-alphabetic script, such as Chinese, have difficulty segmenting speech into phonemes
(Mann, 1987; Read, Zhang, Nie, & Ding, 1987).

In addition to literacy acquisition in English, studies suggest that an understanding
of the phonological constituents of words is an important determiner of reading success
in many other alphabetic orthographies such as Spanish (Carrilo, 1994; Defior & Tudela,
1994), Portuguese (Cardoso-Martins 1995; Carraher, 1987; Cary & Verhaeghe, 1994),

German (Wimmer & Hummer, 1990; Wimmer, Landerl, & Schneider, 1994), Turkish
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(Oktay & Aktan, 2002), Norwegian (Lundberg, 1991), Italian (Cossu, Shankweiler,
Liberman, Katz, & Tola, 1988), and Greek (Aidinis & Nunes, 2001; Porpodas, 1‘989).

The idea that phonological awareness promotes reading in the alphabetic system
has been extended to the non-alphabetic Chinese script. Chinese is a logographic writing_
system in which the smallest pronounceable unit is the character, and each character is
associated with é syllable. Speech sounds are coded at the level of the syllable; individual
phonemes are simply not represented in the script. Over 80% of Chinese characters are
compouncis containing a phonetic and a semantic component. The phonetic part provides
information about the pronunciation. According to Tzeng (1981), this feature relies on a
certain form of pn'nt-soﬁnd regularity and constitutes an example of phonological
recoding, although it does not operate at the phonemic level as in the alphabetic system.
The semantic component encodes the meaning. Furthermore, Chinese has a large number
of words with the same pronunciation but a different meaning. What distinguishes these
words is their tonal quality. Mandarin has four tones: high, rising, falling-rising, and
falling. For example, t.he word mai with falling, or 4™ tone, means “sell,” and mai with
falling-rising, or 3rd tone, means “buy.” Every syllable is pronounced on one of these
four tones, except when it is unstresséd. Then, the tone distinctions disappear, and th¢
unstressed syllable is pronounced light and short (McNaughton, 1979).

In Mainland China children leamn to read logographic Chinese with the aid of
Pinyin, “...a set of symbols used to transliterate Chinése characters and combine speech
sounds of the common speech into syllables” (Beijing Languages Institute, 1989, p- 37).
Pinyin uses the Latin alphabet, modified to meet the needs of the Chinese language. It is a

shallow alphabetic orthography with a regular grapheme-phoneme correspondence,
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which differs from that of English in a number of ways. For example, the letter g need
not be followed by u, and the corresponding phoneme sounds like /ch/ as in the word
church. Tone is marked with diacritics.

Liow and Poon (1998) examined the impact of phonological awareness in English
and Chinese with 57 multilingual, grade 3 students whose language backgrounds were
English, Chinese (Mandarin dialect), or Bahasa Indonesia (a member of the Malay
language family common among ethnic Chinese Indonesian children). Assessments were
a homophone decision task; an English spelling test comprised of reguiar words, irregular
words, and non-words; and a Pinyin spelling test. All three groups of students were
studying English and Chinese in the same school in Singapore. The Bahasa Indonesia
group exhibited the highest levels of alphabetic phonological awareness, followed by the
English group, and then the Chinese group. In Mandarin, the students’ performance on
the Pinyin spelling test suggested that tonal phonological awareness is relatively
independen; of alphabetic phonological awareness, and that this may affect children’s
strategies for the subsequent acquisition of a sec;ond written language.

Huang and Hanley (1977) investigated whether a child’s phonological awareness
and visual skills before ipstruction in school had any predictive power for later Chinese
reading ability among 40 grade 1 students in Taiwan. The study also examined the extent
to which phonological awareness and visual skills varied in three separate testing sessions
during grade 1: before the children learned the alphabetic system Zhu-Yin-Fu-Hao (a
system where each phoneme is represented by a distinctive visual symbol), immediately
after the children learned Zhu-Yin-Fu-Hao, and at the end of the school year. The results

showed that phonological awareness at the first testing session was significantly related
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to the ability to read Chinese characters at the end of the first year. However, the
predictive power of early phonological awareness decreased markedly when the effects
of preschool reading scores were factored out. In addition, the 10 weeks of inAstruction in
the alphabetic system led to an increase in performance on all tests of phonological
awareness. This is consistent with the view that learning an alphabetic script improves
phonological awareness ability.

Holm and Dodd (1996) investigated tHe effect of first-learned scripts on the
acquisition of English literacy skills. Using a battery of tests, they looked at English
segmentation and reading/spelling performance among four groups of undergraduates
using different first-learned scripts. The Vietnamese and Australian undergraduates had
adopted the alphabetic system early in their literacy development. The Mainland Chinese
and the Hong Kong participants both used the logographic Chinese script; however, the
former group had learned to read the characters with the help of Pinyin whereas the latter
group had not. Although performance on real English words was equivalent, the Hong
Kong participants performed poorly in English segmentation tasks compared to the other
groups, even though they had the longest‘hisiory of reading in English (averaging 15
years, compared to 10.4, 4.9, and 14.4 years for the Mainland Chinese, Vietnamese, and
Australian subjects, respectively). The researchers concluded that the non-phonemic
strategy developed in reading Chinese without Pinyin was so dominant that it applied to
reading in the later-learned English script.

This study investigated the effectiveness of PA drills on phonological awareness
and word reading performance in English of Mainland Chinese students in grades 1 and

2. The research questions explored: (a) whether PA drills promoted phonological
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awareness with the English language, given a tonal primary language; (b) whether PA
drills enhanced word reading in English, given an initial logographic writing system; and
(c) whether the treatment on phonological awareness and word reading was generalizable
across gender or if the findings were specific to gender.

Method
Sample

The sample was expected to consist of approximately 200 first and second grade
Chinese children from four classrooms attending school in Hangzhou, China. The sample
was a convenience sample based upon availability and access to existing classrooms. The
experimental and control groups were randomly chosen.

In the educational system of the People’s .Republic of China (PRC), nine years of
compulsory education (grades 1-9) are required. Students are taught Chinese using Pinyin
ts-taught starting in grade 1, and English is jast-being introduced in grade 3. Children
begin their schooling at six years of age, and students attend upper middle school or high
school only if their test scores are acceptable. At this elementary school, students were
nstruction—was taught English in grades 1-6, 35 minutes per class, five classes per week.
The English lessons consisted of listening and repeating words or story lines, saying and
doing actions, and chanting or singing. Neither PA nor letter-sound correspondence in
English was taught explicitly.

Procedure |

Campbell and Stanley’s (1963) nonequivalent control (comparison) group design

structured this quasi-experimental study. A priori, an experimental difference of two

additional correctly identified words would constitute an important finding while an
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alpha level of .05 was required for experimental data consistency. Inherent in the
nonequivalent control group design is the internal validity threat of selection. To control
for the nonrandom assignment, an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was used in the
statistical analysis.

Measures of word reading and phonological awareness were determined using the
following means:

Word reading. The Sight Word Efficiency (SWE) subtest of The Test of Word
Reading Efficiency (TOWRE) (Torgesen, Wagne'r, & Rashotte, 1999) assesses the
number of printed real words in English that can be accurately identified within 45
seconds. The subtest has two alternate forms, Form A and Form B, listing 104 words
each. Materials needed are a stopwatch, the profile/examiner record booklet, and the
appropriate form of the Sight Word Efficiency Reading Card.

Phonological awareness. The Elision (EL), Blending Words (BW), and
Segmenting Words (SW) subtests of the Cofnprehensive Test of Phonological Processing
(CTOPP) (Wagner, Torgesen, & Rashotte, 1999) were used to assess phonological
awareness. All three subtests contain 20-items each. No materials, except for the
profile/examiner record booklet, are required.

The EL subtest measures the extent to which an individual can say a word, and
then say what is left after dropping out a designated sound. For the first two items, the
exafniner says a compound word and asks the student to say that word, and then say the
word that remains after dropping one of the syllables. For the remaining 18 items, the
student listens to a word and repeats that word, and then is asked to say the word without

a specific sound. For example, the examinee is instructed, “Say bold.” After repeating
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“bold,” the student is told, “Now say bold without saying /b/.” The correct response is
“old.” Testing stops when the examinee misses three consecutive items.

The BW subtest measures an individual’s ability to combine sounds to form
words. The examinee listens to a séries of separate sounds and then is asked to put the
separate sounds together to make a whole word. For example, the examinee is asked,
“What word do these sounds make: t-0i?” The correct response is the word “toy.” Testing
stops when the examinee misses three consecutive items.

The SW subtest measures the ability to say the separate phonemes that make up a
word. The examinee is told to repeat a word, then to say it one sound at a time. For
example, the examiner tells the examinee to say “beast’”” and then to say it one sound at a
time. The correct response is “b-e-s-t.” Testing stops when the examinee misses three
consecutive items.

Training Phase

Participants were trained over a period of 10 weeks, during which five 10-minute
PA sessions were conducted every week, totaling 50 sessions (500 total minutes) for the
experimental group. Training took place during English class where class size
approximated 50 students, and individuals recited as a whole or were called upon singly.

With the cooperation of the school administration, two English teachers in the
school were responsible for the trainin g: Teacher A taught the experimental group in
grade 1 and the control group in grade 2; Teacher B taught the control group in grade 1
and the experimental group in grade 2. The investigator met weekly with the teachers to
review the week’s drills and to ensure their adherence to the training protocols. The

teachers were aware of the purpose of the study.
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Sounds and Letters for Readers and Spellers (Greene, 1997) was the resource
used for the PA instruction. The text contains 18-units of scripted PA drills, each unit |
consistiﬁg of nine stages or activitie.s: 1. phoneme production/replication, 2. phoneme
isolation, 3. phoneme segmentation and counting the sounds, 4. phoneme blending, 5.
rhyming, 6. phoneme deletion, 7 phoneme substitution, 8. phoneme reversal, and 9. Pig
Latin recitation. For the purposes of this study, the teachers presented two units per week,
encompassing stages 1-7. The following describes these seven stages:

Stage 1 Phoneme production/reblication. The teacher says a phoneme and the
students repeat the sound. Example: “Say /m/.”” The response is “/m/.”

Stage 2 Phoneme isolation. The teacher says a word containing two to four
phonemes; she then instructs the students to isolate a certain phoneme. Example: “Say
mat.” (Response: “mat.”) “Say the first sound in mai.” (Response: “/m/.”)

Stage 3 Phoneme segmentation. The teacher says a word containing more than
one phoneme; she then instructs the students té say the sounds in the word. Example:
“Say dad.” (Response: “‘dad.”) “Say the sounds in dad.” (Response: “/d/ /a/ /d/.”)

Stage 4 Phoneme blending. The teacher says several phonemes. The students
repeat what the teacher says until the word in pronounced. Example: “Listen and repeat:
/fa/ fm/, /a/ /m/, am. (Response: “/a/ /m/, /a/ /m/, am.”)

Stage 5 Rhyming. The teacher says a word. The students respond with a word that
thymes. Example: “Say a word that rhymes with mat.” (Response: “hat,” “bat.”)

Stage 6 Phoneme deletion. The teacher says a word containing more than one
phoneme; she instructs the students to delete a phoneme and say the remaining sound(s).

Example: “Say cat. Say cat without the /2/.” Response: “/ka/.”
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Stage 7 Phoneme substitution. The teacher says a word containing more than one
phoneme; she instructs the students to change one of the sounds to another sound and say
the new word. Example: “Say bat. Now change the last sound in bat to /m/. ” Response:
“/bam/.”

After 10 weeks of instruction, all groups were post-tested using the Sight Word
Efficiency subtest of the TOWRE and the Elision, Blending Words, and Segmenting
Words subtests of the CTOPP.

Results
Initial Considerations

At the initiation of the study, the researchers obtained permission to conduct the
study from both the American university and the Chinese authorities. Then they
consulted with the administrators and teachers at the school site. At the request of the
principal, two English teachers in the school were responsible for the training: Teacher A
taught the experimental group in grade 1 (n = 50) and the control group in grade 2 (n =
51); Teacher B taught the control group in grade 1 (n = 50) and the experimental group in
grade 2 (n = 51). Both teachers were 25-year-old females with similar training who
started teaching English at the school in 1998.

Participants

Participants were all first grade (n = 100) and all second grade (n = 102) Chinese
children from four classrooms attending school in Hangzhou, China. Of the 202 children
in the sample, 95 (47%) were females, and 107 (53%) were males. At the first testing
session, the students ranged in age from 74 to 109 months, with a mean age of 91 months

with a standard deviation of 8 months. In the judgment of the children’s two teachers,
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none of the students had perceptual or neurological problems, and none were mentally
deficient.

The children attended a private, boarding, elementary school (grades 1.—6) located
in Hangzhou, the capital city of approximately 1.69 million people, in Zhejiang Province.
Based on test scores, the school admits 102 new students annually. The children came
from middle to upper middle class families who lived in this province, ex‘cept for one boy
in grade 2 who lived in Hong Kong. The language spoken in school was Putonghua
(Mandarin); however, at home the children spoke dialects dependent on the region of
their residence. For example, a child from Wenzhou, a city in southeastern Zhejiang
Province, pronounced words quite différently from a child who lived in Hangzhou.

The pre-teéting took place in February 2002 during the first week of the second
semester of the school year. After 10 weeks instruction in phonemic awareness drills, the
children were post-tested. During each testing session, th‘e children were assessed
individually in a quiet room in the school by one of the researchers or by one of the three
trained educators. Total testing time per session was about 15 minutes. Measures of word
reading and phonological awareness were administered to all participants.

Reporting Conventions

The findings are réported with values rounded to the nearest integer, the same
level of precision of the data collected. The posttest scores reported are the adjusted
scores as determined by ANCOVA procedures. It is noted that the posttest scores were
only slightly adjusted by the procedure, usually in the order of plus/minus .02 words to

plus/minus .2 words per group. This low level of adjustment indicates the groups
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generally began the research at very nearly the same level of achievement thus providing
the effect of random assignment.
Statistical Findings

Word reading. The Sight Word Efficiency subtest calculated an initial
identification of five words for both the control and experimental group. After the 10
weeks of intervention, the control group scored eight words while the experimental group
scored 10 words. This provided the control group with a gain in recognition of three
additional words, and the experimental group having gained five additional words over
their pretest scores. The eiperimental group gain of two words per student has a
consistency reflected in the p-value of 0.0004.

Phonological awareness. The Elision (EL), Blending Words (BW), and
Segmenting Words (SW) subtests provided a measure of phonological awareness. The
EL scores were again identical, to the nearest word, for both the control and experimental
groups, each scoring five points on the pretest. The posttest scores fouﬁd an experimental
difference of two words with the experimental group outscoring the control group by two
words per student with a p-valued calculated at 0.0001.

The BW subtest resulted in a larger experimental difference with the experimental
group outscoring the control group by foﬁr words per group member. This difference is
supported by a p-value of 0.0001. |

The SW subtest had the highest experimental difference, five words per group
member, with the experimental group outscoring the control group. The five words per
student gained by the experimental group are supported by a p-value of 0.0001.

These results are evident when plotted against each other (see Figure 1).
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[insert Figure 1 here)
Male/Female Differences

There were no differences in scores between females and males, either in the
pretest scores or the adjusted posttest scores over all or when contrasted by control and
experimental groups. There were also no differences in gain scores between femal_es and
males in the control group and their counterparts in the experimental group.

These findings may also be expressAed by calculating a Pearson r correlation on
the posttest scores. The expeﬁmentél group scores gorrelate well among subtests having
r-values that range from .40 to .59. The control group correlations are not asA strong or
consistent, having r-values ranging from .21 to .62. All correlations met the required p-
value of .05 or less.

Discussion

Initial Hypothesis

| This research considered a priori that an important experimental difference would
be established,'by a finding in which the experimental group’s average gain exceeded the
control group’s average gain by at least two words and sufficient experimental
consistency of the data would be established ét an alpha level of .05. Theée experimental
requirements were met on all measurements; i.e., each of the subtest scores indicated an
important and consistent difference in English word reading and phonological awareness
gained by the members of the experimental group that were provided with the
intervention. These fihdings not only support the contention that the PA drills serve to
improve Chinese primary students’ English literacy achievement, but the intervention

does so at an important difference consistently and across several measures.

122



Phonemic Awareness 17

Explicit instruction in PA illustrates the structure of words and how words can be
pulled apart, manipulated, and put back together. An awareness of this structure is a vital
component of literacy development of children who are native English speakers. PA
instruction for children who are learning to speak English as a second language provides
an opportunity for those children to learn about word structures, which is a basic
foundation of language. The results of this study determined that yoimg Chinese children,
speakers of a tonal primary language, could be taught to segment, blend, and manipulate
the phonemes in English words. This provides evidence that differs from previous
findings that people who have learned to read in a script that is not graphophonemic have
difficulty segmenting speech into phonemes (Mann, 1987; Read, Zhang, Nie, & Ding,
1987). In addition, the children were successful in developing phonological awareness
when the PA instruction focused on more than two types of phoneme manipulation. This
counters the Center for the Improvement of Early Reading (2001) report that stated,
“Phonemic awareness instruction is most effective when it focuses on only one or two
types of phoneme manipulation, rather than several types” (p. 7). The fiﬁdings of this
study strongly support explicit instruction in PA using several types of phoneme
manipulation promotes phonological awareness, including segmenting words, and word
reading in English of Chinese primary school children.

Anecdotal accounts from the teachers of both the experimental and control groups
indicated that the children who received the PA instruction showed increases in their oral
language use of English. The children in the ex perimental group were using more

vocabulary and combining more words together in creating novel sentences in English.
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The correlations that were calculated provide additional research information.
The experimental group receiving the PA drills had consistent and moderately strong
positive correlations among posttest subtest scores ranging from .40 to .59. This finding
indicate; that the treatment provides consistent improvement across all subtests for the_
students in this research. The correlations for the control group were, however, not as
consistent or as strong. These correlations ranged from a low of .21 to a high of .62,
indicating that those students not receiving the treatment could not be expected to do well
across all of the measures used in this research.

A student who received PA drills could anticipate a total of 12 additional points
on ali subtests combined than had the same student not received the intervention. For a
population of just 100 students, this increase represents 1,2Q0 more cotrect responses
with the intérvention than in its absence. Furthermore, the intervention appeared to have
contributed to providing students with improvement at a higher level of consistency
throu.ghout subtest scores (.40 contrasted with .21) without sacrificing improvement at
the highest level of consistency between the two groups (.59 contrasted with .62).
Recommendation

China has the world’s largest education system. The 1986 Law on Compulsory
Education requires that children receive nine years of formal schooling comprised of six
years of primary education and three years of junior high education. As mandated by the
State Education Ministry of the People’s Republic of China and commencing September
2001, English will becdme a nationwide reéuired subject for all students in grade 3 and
above by 2005. Prior to the mandate, most urban, public schools offered English as an

elective to students in grades 5 and 6, two lessons per week, 40 minutes per lesson.
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According to the new curriculum standard, 3 to 4 lessons will be offered per week, 40
minutes per lesson. As all students in the urban areas will soon be studying English in
grades 3-9, large numbers will receive instruction.

Chinese teachers of English are currently trained to teach English in the
communicative way, with attention attached to developing student interest and oral
English. Those who teach English in grade levels 1-6 are required to have three years of
study in English at the college level. As English is now so critically needed, many
teachers lack adequate training both in English language proficiency and teaching
methodology. Although not previously trained in PA, the two Chinese teachers in this
study learned quickly the sounds in the intervention and taught the lessons well. Chinese
teachers of English who lack PA could benefit from the drills to enhance their
phonological awareness skills in English. Furthermore, as the drills are scripted,
sequential, and cumulative, the intervention is straightforward to administer.

This research determined that Chinese students in grades 1 and 2 improved their
English literacy achievement by an important and consistent amount. Further, the PA
drills were found to be unbiased in its benefit for improving both male and female
students’ English language development. The educational benefit of this intervention is
well supporteq by the findings of this research. Therefore, PA instruction that fosters
phonological awareness and word reading of English is recommended. This intervention
would contribute to the critical skills required for the learning of English, as mandated by
the most populated country in the world. That many Chinese students have difficulty
mastering English word spelling shows their inadequate knowledge of sounds and the

link to spelling. PA instruction can help most students learn to spell (Center for the
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Improvement of Early Readin g Achievement, 2001). In addition, the drills could be
added to the resources to te:’:lCh English in China. Currently, a new series of English
textbooks for primary, junior high, and senior high schools are being published. The
textbook content does not include PA instruction. The drills woula provide linguistic
activities the promote reading and spelling.

Implications for future research include investi gating the effectiveness of PA
drills not only on Chinese students in grades 3 and higher, but also on Chinese adults
learning English. Research could also examine changes in vocabulary development and
spelling as a result of PA instruction. I;A can be taught, and for those who never mastered

it, this intervention may provide the missing component to English literacy.
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Figure 1. Effects of phonemic awareness drills on si ght word efficiency (SWE), elision

(EL), blending words (BW), and segmenting words (SW): Adjusted control group (CON)

vs. experimental (EX) group scores.
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 Appendix 4
1

The Effects of an Early Reading Curriculum on Language

~and Literacy Development of Head Start Children

Lucy Hart Paulson, Karen Kelly, Stacia Jepson, Rick van den Pol,

Shannon Guilfoyle Neilsen, Rhea Ashmore

Literacy is defined as the ability to read and write and is usually acquired in a relatively
predictable manner beginning at birth and continuing throughout life, assuming that the
- appropriate exposure and instruction are present (Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 1998). Early literacy
refers to behaviors seen in very young children, typically, two- to three-year-olds as they attempt
reading and writing acts without the awareness or understandi_ng of letter-sound relationships.
Emerging literacy refers to behaviors observed in four- to five-year-old children when an
awareness and understanding of letter-sound relationships begins to develop. This process builds
as children develop their oral language structures, gain an awareness of the sound structure of
language, and find meaning in the symbols around them (Braunger, Le_wis, & Hagans, 1997,
Lonigan, Bloomfield, Anthony, Bacon, Phillips, & Samwel, 1999).

Children use strategies from learning oral language to help them make sense of
environmental print. In this way, language competent children are able to grasp the processes of
reading and writing in a timely manner (Katims & Pierce, 1995). More than tWo decades of
research on early and emerging literacy emphatically demonétrates that children can, and do,
learn a great deal about reading during the preschool years in preparation for reading
independently (Adams, 1990; Lonigan et al., 1999; Snow et al., 1998; van Kleek, 1998). The
likelihood that a child will succeed in first grade depends most of all on how much she or he has

already learned about reading before getting there (Adams, 1990).
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In order to facilitate the development of young learners, many who exhibit a wide range
of nelads and abilities, the question of preschool curriculum must be addressed. Goffin (2000)
acknowledges the dilemma currently faced by early childhood programs as she notes:

Driven by public demands for positive child outcomes, the sense of urgency surrounding
school reform, and the prevalence of poor-quality child care, early childhood curriculum
models are being promoted as a way of ensuring that public dollars are wisely spent and

o that éhildren enter school ready to learn. (http://askeric.org/plweb-cgi/obtain.pl. para 14,

| retrieved 9-18-02)

A number of early childhood curriculum models, generally based on theories of child
devei_opment, have been in use for several decades. However, previous investigations of the most
commonly used models are genefally outdated and fall short of providing a clear picture of the
actual practices that are used to link assessment to the curriculum (Pretti-Frontczak, Kowalski, &
Brown, 2002). Given that our current national agenda presents é compelling argument for early
childhood programs to establish a strong language and literacy environment, research-based

teaching/learning models that support early reading principles across the curriculum are

“necessary. In particular, the demand for curriculum models that provide guidance for the

development of print-rich learning environments, oral language activities, and phonological
awareness has received consid;arable attention in response to the current National Reading Panel
(2000) and the National Research Council’s (1998) recommendations for ev’idence-based
approaches to early reading instruction.
Early and Emerging Literacy

Three major areas found to be critically important in the development of éarly and

emerging literacy skills have been identified (Braunger et al., 1997; Lonigan et al., 1999; Snow
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et al., 1998; Whitehurst & Lonigan, 1998) as: (a) a strong foundation in oral language skills, (b)
an awareness of the sound structure of language, and (c) many exposures and experiences with
print. A strong foundation in oral language skills develops as children gain an understanding of
the structures and meaning of language. When children begin to realize that the words they say
not only have meanings but also have structures which can be manipulated, they are developing
phonological awareness, which is the explicit awareness of word structure — syllables, sounds,
etc. — that can be changed depending on the context. As children are provided with opportunities
to see and play with written symbols, they develop an awareness of print.

Clearly, there is a strong connection between language and literacy development
(Braunger et al., 1997) particularly during the early childhood years, birth through eight
(Schickedanz, 1999). Families, caregivers, and early childhood educators have a significant
impact on children’s language and emerging literacy skills. Those who work with young children
have a critical window of opportunity to offer support in helping them acquire rich language and
emerging literacy skills (Moats, 2000). Literacy development is affected by language and literacy
experiences shared by family members and teachers, the books and written material found in the
home and at school, and the attitudes of the family and school toward literacy. Children who are
provided with a wide variety of experiences and opportunities to talk, tell stories, read
storybooks, draw, and write are generally successful in learning to read and write (Braunger et
al., 1997).

Early Identification of At-Risk Readers

Children who exhibit difficulty learning oral language are at significant risk for having

problems learning to read (Adams, 1990) as are children growing up in poverty (Rush, 1999).

Academic success is highly correlated to economic status (Brint, 1998; de Marrais & LeCompte,
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1999). Hodgkinson (2000) claims that povérty is a universal handicap citing that 20 percent of
the children in the United States live in poverty. Hart and Risley (1995, 1999) determined that
family economics was a significani factor in children’s language development finding that
children in low-income families heard less language and said fewer words.

Children who are at risk for reading disabilities can be identified before experiencing
reading failure in elementary school, providing the assessment, curricular strategies, and teacher
knowledge are in place that are r\esponsive to early recognition. Catts, Fey, Zhang, and Tomblin
(2001) investigated kindergarten predictors of second grade reading outcomes and identified five
key variables in their longitudinal study. They concluded that children in second grade who were
struggling with reading had difficulty with letter identification, sentence structure, phonological
awareness, and word recall .when they were in kindergarten. Another predictive variable was the
education level of the children’s mother. Each of these skills related directly to oral language,
phonological awareness, and print awareness.

Bishop and Adams (1990) developed a “critical age” hypothesis suggesting that young
children who experience difficulty acquiring language anq who are able to develop age- |
appfopriate language skills before the age of five to five and a half have a much greater chance
of learning to read and write without experiencing difficulty. However, children, whose delays in
languagé development persist after the age of five and.a half, tend to have a much greater chance
of also experiencing similar difficulties learning literacy skills.l Unfortunately, many early
childhood centers may not provide the learning experieﬁces and teaching strategies that empirical
evidence suggests clearly supports early literacy development. In a study of four-year-olds in

Head Starts, Title I kindergartens, and child care centers, Layzer, Goodson, and Moss (1993)
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noted that more than 25% of the classrooms did not have a story time and only 10% of teacher’s
time was spent in individual language interaction.

The development of emerging literacy skills in young children is too important to allow a
“wait and see” approach. To facilitate the development of literacy skills, children need to acquire
oral language skills, develop phonological awareness skills, and have many varied exposures and
experiences with print. Identifying children’s strengths and needs in language and emerging
literacy skill development allows educators to plan early and appropriate interventions (Marvin
& Wright, 1997). Current research overwhelmingly supports the importance of facilitating early
and emerging literacy skills in preschool-aged children as a critical foundation for literacy
development.
Montana Early Literacy Project

The Montana Early Literacy Project (MELP) offers a curricular approach that emphasizes
early reading activities for preschool children. The purpose of the Model is to build early literacy
and language skills in young children, especially those with disabilities, by developing
partnerships with families, schools, and community members and by using developmentally
appropriate services that are individually and culturally sensitive. The Model recognizes and
expands upon everyday events and existing routines of classroom and home ‘environmc‘ants to
build literacy and language directly into children’s daily experiences. Additionally, the Model
provides teaching aqd'staff support with the knowledge necessary to implement these ~ — "~
comprehensive services.

The Model incorporates five key components that describe how to develop literacy and

language skills in young children with and without disabilities. Component One identifies

procedures using developmentally appropriate thematic units with specific strategies,
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interventions, and activities that embed literacy and language throughout children’s existing
rbutines during the school day. Component Two provides a method to identify early literacy and
language needs of individual students and to design Individualized Education Program (IEP)
goals and objectives that meet children’s needs. Component Three provides strategies to foster
farﬁily participation in literacy and language activities, both at home and at school. Component
Four addresses means of providing inclusive, respectful, and culturally responsive literacy
services that celebrate individual differences of children and their families. It also focuses on the
understanding and appreciation of the cultural practices, beliefs, and traditioné of Native
Americans in Montana. C;)mponent Five provides teachers, support staff, and families with the
knowledge and skills necessary to implement the Model.

The MELP Model was developed at two demonstration sites: CO-TEACH Pres.chool,
located on The University of Montana - Missoula campus, and Cherry Valley Elementary
School, located on the Flathead Indian Reservation, for fostering emerging literacy and lan guage
skills in young children with diverse abilities. The MELP Model also was replicated at four sites
in Montana: Head Start, Missoula; Awesome Discoveries Daycare, Polson; Missoula County
Public School (MCPS) Preschool Program, Missoula; and Smart Start Preschool, Polson.

;I‘he purpose of this study was to investigate the impact of the MELP Model for
improving the early and emerging literacy skills of young children who are at risk of developiﬁ g
reading difficulties. The main question addressed was: What effect does the Montana Early
Literacy Projecf Curriculum have on the language developfnent of children in Head Start?

Method

Participants
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Children from three Head Start classrooms participated in this study in either a combined
Montana Early Literacy and traditional curriculum classroom or a traditional curriculum only
classroom. All children in the study were reported to be at risk for developing challenges with
academic success given the low social economic status criteria for participation in the Head Start
program. The MELP curriculum group began with 18 children participating in the Head Start
classroom and concluded with 14 children. One child moved during the middle of the study, and
three children did not complete all of the testing. This group was comprised of 7 girls and 7 boys
and the average chronological age was 4 years, 2 months during the pre-test and 4 years, 9
months during the post-test. Two children in the group received special education services under
the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). Three of the children in this sample

were learning English as a second language.

The traditional curriculum group included 32 children enrolled in the two Head Start
classrooms using the standard curriculum at the beginning of the study. Eleven children moved
during the middle of the study, and six children were unable to complete the testing, which
resulted in 15 children included at the end of the study. Of this group, 8 were girls with an
average chronological age of 4 years, 3 months during the pre-test and 4 years, 10 months during
the post-test. Two children were receiving special education services under IDEA, and one child
was learning English as a second language. Table 1 presents the sample characteristics for the
children participating iﬁ the study.

[Insert Table 1 here]
Procedure and Measures
The study included the collection of assessment data on early and emerging literacy and

language skill development using a pre-test, post-test control group design (Campbell & Stanley,
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1963). The children were assigned to each classroom before the beginning of the school year.
The education coordinator for the area Head Start selected three classrooms to participate in the
study based on consistency in teaching styles, behavior management, and classroom structure.
Two classrooms using the traditional Head Start curriculum served as the control group. One
classroom using the MELP Model curriculum in addition to the traditional curriculum served as
the comparison group. The teacher and assistants were trained in the use of the Model. ‘

Pre-test data were obtained in Septémber at the beginning of the school year, and post-
test data were gathered in May af the end of the schooi year. Two assessments were used: the
Emerging Literacy Screening in Building Early Literacy and Language Skills (Paulson, Noble,
Jepson, & van den Pol, 2001) and the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test — 111, (PPVT-III) Form A
(Dunn & Dunn, 1997). Assessments were conducted individually in a quiet room near fhe Head
Start classrooms by project staff who were specifically trained in each measurement. In order to
further evaluate fhe impact of the MELP curriculum on children’s expressive language
development, individual spontaneous language samples were collected for each bf the
participants. Sampling occurred in October, prior to the introduction of the MELP curriculum,
and again in April, approximately six months later.

The Emerging Literacy Screening includes developmentally sequenced skills in -three
foundation areas of literacy development: language use, phonological awareness, and print
development. The results provide a raw score and a percent correct score for each of the three
areas as well as a total composite raw score and percent correct score.

The PPVT-III is a standardized, norm-referenced measure of receptive vocabulary
development. The resu}ts provide a raw score, a percentile rank, a standard score, and an age

equivalent.

143



Language samples were obtained using a set of softbound wordless picture books by
Mercer and Marianna Mayer (1967, 1971, 1974, 1975). Individual children were; seated at a
small table in their classroom, and the researcher prompted them to “Look at the book and tell
me what is happening.” Children were encouraged to describe the activities in two of the books
for the fall sample and two similar books for the spring sample. The researcheré prompted
children to “Look at that!” and “Tell me what else is going on.” However, the children were
allowed to guide the speed and duration of each session. Sessions ranged from 10 to 20 minutes,
and all utterances were tape recorded for analysis.

Tape-recorded language samples from each child were transcribed and entered into the
Systematic Analysis of Language Transcripts, Research version 7.0 (SALT) computer program.
SALT is a software package developed by the Language Analysis Laboratory at the University
of Wisconsin- Madison (1984-2002). Using SALT and guided by a specific transcription
protocol, researchers obtained an analysis of language performance at the word, morpheme,
utterance, and discourse level for each child. Data from fall and spring were trénsferred into
EXCEL spreadsheets and grouped into three categories for analysis of expressive language
growth: (a) Total utterances; (b) Mean Length of Utterance (MLU); and (c) Different Word
Roots (vocabulary growth). MLU in morphemes‘ corresponds to chronological age as well as to
stages of linguistic development and is considered to ve a valid index of language development
when the MEL is between 1.0 and 4.5 morphemes (Bailey and Wolery, 1989). Analyses.included
calculation of gain scores, percentage of change within individuals and within groups, magnitude
of effect size within groups, and independent t-tests to note significant differences between

groups.
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The null hypothesis of this study assumed there would be no important or statistically
reliable difference between the adjustea average post-test scores of the Head Start classes using
the traditional curriculum and the classroom using the MELP Model curriculum. An important
difference was defined as 10 percentage points on the adjusted mean scores of the Emerging
Literacy Screening. An important difference on the PPVT-III was defined as an increase of 10
points on the raw score. This amount reflects an approximate increase of seven months (the
duration of the study) in receptive vocabulary for four-year-old children. Statistical reliability
waé set at @ =.05 for both assessments. An expected developmental increase in MLU from pre- :
test to post-test was predicted .to be approximately .6 using the equation: age (in months) + MLU.
(Mller, 1981). An analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was calculated for each of the
assessments: the Emerging Literacy Screening, the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-II1, and the
language sample data.

Results

At conclusion of the study, the MELP curriculum group included 14 children who
participated in the Head Start classroom using the MELP Model curriculum. Fifteen children in
the two Head Start classrooms using the traditional curriculum served as the control group (n =
29).

On the Emerging Literacy Screening, the MELP group received a mean percent correct
score of 41.4% on the pretest, an unadjusted mean score of 71.7%, and aﬁ adjusted mean score of
68.2% on the post-test, an increase of 30.3 (unadjusted) ana 26.8 (adjusted) percentage points.
The traditional group received a mean score of 33.7% on the pre-test score, an unadjusted mean
score of 48.8%, and an adjusted mean score of 52.0% on the post-test, an increase of 15.1

(unadjusted) and 18.3 (adjusted) percentage points.
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On the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test — III, the MELP g}oup received a mean raw
score of 51.9 on the pre-test, an unadjusted post-test mean score of 58.0, and an adjusted post-
test mean score of 55.2. The traditional group received a pre-test mean raw score of 44.1, an
unadjugted post-test mean score of 53.5, and an adjusted score of 56.1.

For the results of the Emerging Literacy Screening, homogeneity of variance was
established between the sample groups, which were relatively the same size. The F-test
conducted for the homogeneity of regression resulted in an F-value of .36 and a p-value of .55.
The F-ratio was determined to not be statistically reliable indicating that the two samples had
common slopes. Therefore, an analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) was run. The ANCOVA
resulted in an F-ratio of 20.85 and a p-value of < 0.0001.

Homogeneity of variance was_again established between the sample groups for the raw
score results of the PPVT-IIL. The F-test conducted for the homogeneity of regression resulted in
an F-value of 1.00 and a p-value of .33. The F-ratio was determined to not be statistically reliable
indicating that the two samples had common slopes. Therefore, an analysis of covariance
(ANCOVA) was run. The ANCOVA resulted in an F-ratio of .04 and a p value of .84.

An important difference was set at 10 percentage points a priori for the results of the
Emérging Literacy Screening. The class using the MELP Model curriculum outscored the class
using the traditional curriculum by 22.91 (unadjusted) and 16.19 (adjusted) percentage points.
An important difference of 10 points in the raw score of the PPVT — I1I was set a priori. The
results comparing the pre- and post-tests of the PPVT-III did not indicate an important difference
between the groups.

Results of fall and spring language sampling for the MELP curriculum classroom (n =

14) and the traditional curriculum classroom (n = 15) are displayed in the attached tables. Table
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7 illustrates each child’s Total Utterances during the language sampling sessions. Table 8 lists
Mean Length of Utterance (MLU) for each child and each classroom. Table 9 highlights each
child’s use of Total Different Word Roots, a strong indicator of vocabulary development.
According to paired sample t-test results, significant differences were not indicated between
groups on any of the fall (pre) measures. It should be noted that the mean length of utterance for
both groups was measured on the pretest to be within Brown’s Early Stage IV, which
corresponds to the 42-46 month age range, indicating an average range delay approximating 4 to
nine months_. In the spring, t-test analyses indicated statistically significant differences noted in
’fotal Utterances (p=.004) and Different Word Roots (p=.009) between the two groups. Within
group analysis revealed that the classroom using the MELP curriculum had significantly greater
gains in Total Utterances (90%), moderate gains in MLU (13%), and large gains in Different
Word Roots 80%). When reviewing individual children’s growth, minimal decreases in MLU
.were noted in four instances.

In the traditional classroom, the children demonstrated moderate gains in Total
Utterances, (23%) minimal changes in MLU (7%) and moderate gains in Different Word Roots
(26%). Individual children evidenced significant decregses in 14 instances across all three
language areas, a troubling outcome considering these children already evidenced language h
delays.

In the traditional classroom, the children demonstfated moderate gains in Total
. Utterances (23%), minimal change in MLU (7%), and moderate gains in Different Word Roots

(26%). Individual children evidenced significant decreases in 14 instances across all three

language areas.

. 147



13

More specifically, in all three of the areas assessed, the children in the MELP curriculum
classroom made substantially greater gains than those using the traditional curriculum.
Vocabulary growth, as indicated by children’s gains in Different Word Roots, was the most
significantly impacted as the magnitude of the effect size of the change (80%) from fall to spring
exceeded 2.9 (.5 to .8 is considered to be a moderate effect; anything higher is considered a large
effect (Cohen, 1988). Children receiving the traditional curriculum also increased their
vbcabulary by 25%, with a corresponding moderate effect size of .7.

Children in the MELP classroom demonstrated a si gnificanf increase (90%) in Total
Utterances during the spontaneous language sampling with a large effect size of 1.8. In
comparison, the traditional curriculum classroom demonstrated change (12%) that was relatively
small in effect size (.27). Growth in MLU, while mildly significant for the MELP classroom (ES
= .44; 13%), was minimal for the traditional curriculum classroom (ES = .26; 7%), indicating
substantially slower growth in linguistic development, particularly in the development of
grammatical rules. Table 3 presents the ANCOVA summary of adjusted means for each
assessment.

[Insert Table 3 here]

The results from each section of the Emerging Literacy Screening provide an interesting
comparison. Pre-test levels between the MELP and traditional groups were fairly consistent
across all assessment measures, including language sampling. The test total score averages were
similar. The pre-test scores of the language use section had a higher level of skill attainment than
the print development and phonological awareness scores. The results of the post-test indicated
growth for both groups in language development. The MELP group increased by 21 percentage

points and the traditional group increased by 12 percentage points. The print development and
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phonological awareness sections were even more compelling. The MELP group showed an
increase in the mean score of 40 percentage points while the traditional group showed an
increase of 24 points in print development. For phonological awareness, the MELP group began
atl29 and rose to 63, an increase of 34 points. The traditional group began at 18 points and
gained 11 percentage points. Table 4 presents the subtest scores of the Emerging Literacy
Screening for both groups.

[Insert Table 4 here]

Discussion
The Montana Early Literacy Project developed a model that provides early childhood

educators with the needed supports to expand upon everyday events in existing routines in

- classrooms and homes to build language, literacy, and early reading activities directly into

children’s daily eXpen’ences creating language and print rich environments. The results of this
study determined that the Model ‘was successful in develoi)ing language and literacy skills in
youﬁg children who. are at risk of experiencing challenges learning to read and write.

Children who participated in the classroom using the Model demonstrated significant
increases in the foundation skills in language, phonological awareness, and print development.
They were using longer and more complex sentences with richer vocabulary. They were
developing a sense of the structure of language by rhyming, blending, and segmenting words.
They learned many print conventions and they were Wdt;rs. |

The results of this study determined that the class using the MELP Model curriculum
gained an average of 31percentag€ points on the Emerging Literacy Screening in eight months

during the Head Start preschool program. The class using the standard curriculum gained an
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average of 15 percentage points during the same time period. The children using the MELP
Model curriculum outscored the other class by 23 unadjusted and 16 adjusted percentage points
on post-test scores of early literacy tasks. Statistical reliability was determined to be < .0001
exceeding the established level of reliability at .05. A statistically reliable and important
difference was found. Children in Head Start who participated in the MELP Model curriculum
had higher levels of early literacy skill devélopment than those participating in the traditional
curriculum.

In addition, children who experienced the MELP curriculum made significant gains in
narrative discourse development as evidenced by the 89% increase in Total Utterances from the
fall to the spring language sampling. They not only had more to say about the topics presented,
they also used a broader vocabulary, which serves as a critical precursor to reading
comprehension. Certainly some of this gain can be attributed to expected developmental growth
over the time period between language samplings. However, when compared to the gains made
by the children using the traditional curriculum (23%), these data indicate a significant
curriculum effect.

Comparatively, the results of the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-111 indicated that both
groups gained an average of seven months growth in their receptive vocabulary skills. This
increase in vocabulary is an expected gain due to typical development and participation in
language-rich environments. These results provide an interesting contrast to the datagathered
from the other measurés and may be related to the challenges of conducting fox;mal standardized
assessment with young children, in particular the potential lack of test sensitivity to the time

period between assessments (NAEYC, 1998).
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This study demonstrated that young children who participateded in a Head Start classroom
using the MELP Model had higher levels of learning in early and emerging literacy skill
development compared to young children who participated in the standard Head Start curriculum. -
The researchers recommend that additional studies be conducted to determine what specific
strategies and activities are most effective in developing early literacy skills in preschool-aged
children. lLarger sample size and additional classes are recommended for future studies to determine
the efficacy of the MI‘ELP Model.

Implications for Practice

| The results obtained from this study suggested that children from low-income families, and
those at risk for early reading failure were able to make considerable gains in their early literacy and
language skills by participating in a language and print rich environment where literacy activities
were intentionally embedded into existing routines and evenis. These critical skills provide the
foundation for learning to read and write. Curricula such as described in the MELP Model and
similar efforts in Head Start classrooxﬁs are vital for providing optimal opportunities for children
who are most at risk for developing challenges with literacy.

As early childhood professionals continue to adopt practices that promote early reading skills
among young children it is imperative that developmentally appropriate practices be considered in
curriculum design. Children need teachers who will offer a variety of literacy 6ppominities
throughout the day, using curriculum that is meaningful, engaging and cognitively challenging for a
range of abilities and interests. The Montana Early Literacy Project appears to be a viable curricular
option for Head Starts and other early childhood ceﬁters where early reading skills are facilitated

through developmentally appropriate language and literacy activities.
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Table 1 Participant Characteristics

MELP Curriculum (n=14) Traditional Curriculum
(n=15)
Gender 7 girls, 7 boys 7 girls, 8 boys
Chronological Age Pre-Test 4 years, 2 months (50 mo.) 4 years, 3 months (51 Mo.)
Post-Test 4 years, 9 months (57 mo.) 4 years, 10 months (58 mo.)
Children with Disabilities 2 ' 2
English Language Learners 3 1

Table 2 Pré- and Post-Test Mean Scores for the Emerging Literacy Screening, the Peabody

Picture Vocabulary Test-1II, and Language Sampling
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MELP Group Traditional Group
Pre-Test Post;Test Pre-Test Post-Test
Emerging Literacy Screening
Unadjusted Mean % Correct Scores 41.4% 71.7% 33.7% 48.8%
Adjusted Mean % Correct Scores 68.2% 52.0%
Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test-1I1 4
Unadjusted Mean Raw Scores 519 58.0 44.1 53.5
Adjusted Mean Raw Scores 55.2 56.1
Standard Score 95.6 974 91.2 92.0 -
Language Sampling
Total Utterances 42 80 51 57
Mean Length of Utterance 3.46 3.92 3.43 3.68
Total Different Root Words 67 121 73 91
Table 3 ANCOVA Summary of Adjusted Means
Emerging Literacy Screening
Source | Sum of Squares | dF | Mean Squares | F-Ratio Probability'
Between | 1838.41 1 |1838.41 20.86 | <0.0001
Error 2291.73 26 | 88.14
Total 4130.14 27

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test - III
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Source | Sum of Squares | dF | Mean Squares { F-Ratio | Probability
Between | 4.90 1 14.90 04 .84
Error 3168.25 26 | 121.86
Total 3173.46 27
Language Sampling:
Total Utterances
Source | Sum of Squares | dF | Mean Squares | F-Ratio Probability
Between | 4730.84 1 14730.84 13.06 |.001
Error 9420.88 26 | 362.34
Total 14151.72 27
Mean Length of Utterance
Source Sﬁm of Squares | dF | Mean Squares | F-Ratio Probability
Between | .34 1 |.34 37 546
Error 23.51 26 | .90
Total 23.85 27
Different Root Words
Source | Sum of Squares | dF | Mean Squares | F-Ratio Probability
Betweén 8518.46 1 |8518.46 19.00 |.0002
Error 11653.80 26 | 448.22
Total 20172.27 27
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Table 4 Subtest Scores of the Emerging Literacy Screening

Print Development
Language Use
Phonological Awareness
Total

Acknowledgments:

MELP Group

Pre Test
31
66
29
41

Post Test

71
87
63
72

Traditional
Group
Pre Test Post Test
26 50
59 71
18 29
34 49
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HEAD START
WHITTIER SCHOOL PHONE: (406) 728-5460

1001 WORDEN 1-800-223-1841
MISSOULA, MT 59802 FAX: (406) 728-5566

IE

November 12, 2002

Montana Early Literacy Program Personnel
University of Montana
Missoula, MT 59812

Dear MELP Leadership:

I am writing to confirm that being part of the Montana Early Literacy Program for the past few years has
had a very positive effect on Head Start classrooms throughout our five county region. The development
- of the literacy tubs has been a fantastic addition to our library. Their use has been constant.

In my opinion, Gail Goodner, as teacher in the Dolphin classroom, has accomplished the most extensive
personal and classroom management improvement by being intertwined in the regular support, screening,,
observation, and outcome growth for the students she serves. She has facilitated guidance to other staff
about use of the literacy materials, presented at state conferences, and frequently contributed ideas at
education component meetings. Her skills seem to have blossomed in a way that is becoming contagious
to other classrooms. I am aware that she even worked through the summer on new literacy crates and that
she is currently working hard to be even more talented at using a digital camera and computer technology
to develop books. ' '

On October 22, Child Start, Inc. (our Missoula Head Start) was observed in an attempt to be National
Association for the Education of Young Children (NAEYC) accredited. The final decision will happen in
sixty days, however, during the exit interview I took notes about comments the two validators made about
specific rooms. The Dolphin group had “exemplary literacy practices.” I was told that the observer
thought the monthly books were great! She appreciated being able, at a glance, to see a police officer had
visited, that the children attended a firefighter puppet show, could read exact comments from the

children, and was delighted that for parents the photographs and text showed each child. She also
commented about terrific writing books and dictation from the children evident in the room. Her
complimentary comments and rating of “3-Fully met” in each language and literacy category for this
classroom was exciting to see. :

As far as the entire program goes, use of the laminator and spiral binder now seem essential to more and
more classes. Digital cameras seem a bit threatening still, but we are delighted to be gradually learning.
As a program, there is plenty of room for growth apart from the Dolphin class. In fact, [ am charged with
implementing a new national mandate to improve literacy skills. Istand in awe of the changes made in
the Dolphin class, and [ know we must work to spread those skills elsewhere.

With a grateful heart, I sigp as sincerely vours,

{

;\IOM ‘
O luehn

EMCr / Education\Coordlinator } 59 -

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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Cherry Valley Early Literacy Conference

Saturday, October 16th 1999

8:00 - 8:30am Reglstratlon, Sessnon Slgn-Ups, Coffee and Conversatlon

8:30 - 9:00am Welcome, Opening Remarks in Gym.

f Literacy Through Play

In this session you will learn how to

your home. You will participate in
activities to create ready to use literacy
| play centers.

Presenter: Amanda Thompson
Early Childhood Specialist

Room 7

Location:

4 Storytelling

“Above all else stories are perhaps the
best presents children can receive for
they are beyond the power of money to
buy or the world to take away.”

This workshop will inspire you to find
your hidden storyteller.

Presenter: Bill Starkey

School Counselor

25 ;ﬁﬁl RS

create meaningful literacy play centers in |

/ Tools for Early

Reading Assessment

Participants will have the opportunity
to explore a variety of early reading
assessment tools such as running
records and the Observational Survey.
This session will be adapted to meet the
needs of the group attending.

This session leads naturally to “Using
Assessment to Plan for Reading

 Instruction” offered in section two.

Presenters: Joyce & Doug Crosby
Literacy Specialists

Location: Room 12

f *The Early Literacy Project

This session will share methods for using §
the natural routine and activities of the
preschool classroom to foster early
literacy development. Participants will
examine their beliefs about how children
become literate. They will share how to
use common children’s songs and books.
Actual materials that are used for
opening circle, learning centers, library,
art, free play, and music will be
displayed.
*This workshop repeated in section three.
Presenters: Lisbeth Vincent, Linda
Whedbee & Stacia Jepson U of M

Room 11 - lerary




(ﬂnproving Communication: How to
Encourage Language Development §

The purpose of this session is to teach
parents and care givers specific
interaction styles to improve
communication with young children.
These interaction styles will help
encourage speech and language
development. Use of daily routines to
improve communication and language -
skills will be discussed. Red flags for
early identification of speech and
language delays will be shared.

Presenter: Colette Salmon
Speech Pathologist

Room 7

Location:

4 -Writing in the Early Years

This session will focus on early
writing. Participants will learn how to
identify various stages of writing and
how to promote writing development
in the home and classroom.

Presenters: Mickey Hanson
Principal Lakeside Elem.
Debbie Hogenson
Literacy Specialist

Location: Room 11 - Library

9:50 - 10:30am Section Two

N ST T AR R e TR

[ Using Assessm.ent to Plan for
Reading Instruction

Participants will have the opportunity to
see how the results from early reading
assessments are used to determine next
learning steps for our students.

This session will be adapted to meet the
peeds of the group attending.

This session naturally leads to “Selecting
Resources for Reading Instructlon
offered in section three.

Presenters: Joyce & Doug Crosby
Literacy Specialists

Room 12

Location:

4 *Extending the Story

In this session you will see several
examples of activities and questions
you can use to extend the stories you
read in your day care. After seeing
some examples you will have the
opportunity to make up your own
extension activities for a well known
children’s book. Take a copy of all the
ideas presented with you for ready to
use activities.

*This session repeated in section four.

Presenter: Julie Duford
Primary Multiage Teacher
Locatlon Room 18
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10:45

rLiteracv Through Play
in_the Classroom

In this session you will learn how to
create meaningful literacy play centers
in your classroom. Natural literacy
assessment and the teacher’s role in the
literacy play center will be discussed.

Presenter: Amanda Thompson
Early Childhood Specialist

Location: Room 7

- 11:30am _Section Three

TR Sz

*Literacy From Birth

This session will explore the path to
literacy starting at birth. We will
discuss the essential role that language
plays in creating the foundations of
literacy. This information would be of
interest to anyone working with babies,
toddlers or preschool children.

*This session repeated in section four

Presenter: Joyce Crosby
Reading Specialist
Location: Room 12
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Selecting Resources for
Reading Instruction

This session will focus on how to select
texts designed for specific learning needs
which have been evaluated from reading
assessment. Small group instruction will
be addressed. A discussion about the
challenges and supports the text offers
will be incorporated.

Presenters: Debbie Hogenson &
Doug Crosby
Literacy Specialists

15

Location: Room

PR, AR L Doy g Teme

(~  *The Early Literacy Project
This session will share methods for using
the natural routine and activities of the
preschool classroom to foster early
literacy development. The presenters will|
help the participants to examine their
beliefs about how children become
literate. They will share how to use
common children’s songs and books.
Actual materials that are used for opening
circle, learning centers, library, art, free
play, and music will be displayed.

*This session is a repeat from section one.

Presenters:Lisbeth Vincent, Linda
Whedbee & Stacia Jepson U of M

Location: Room 11 - Library




11 35 - 12:20am_Section Four
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f Phonological Awareness: - *Extending the Story
A Link to Literacy In this session you will see several
The purpose of this session is to share examples of activities and questions
research findings with teachers about the you can use to extend the stories you
relationship between phonological read in your day care. After seeing
awareness and literacy skills. The stages some examples you will have the
of phonological awareness development opportunity to make up your own
will be discussed. Several activities to extension activities for a well known
incorporate various phonological children’s book. Take a copy of all the
awareness skills in the classroom will be ideas presented with you for ready to
reviewed. A reference list of research use activities.
articles and additional resources on this § *This session is a repeat from section two
topic will also be provided. Bl | Presenter:  Julie Duford
Presenter: Colette Salmon Primary Multiage Teacher
Speech Pathologist Location: Room 18

/ *Literacy From Birth ﬁBrowsinjLChildren’s Literature /

' Storybook Weaving
School, public librarians and America
Reads will present tips for utilizing
children’s literature and web sites.
Come contribute to a storybook weaving.
Have in mind a favorite book from your
childhood or as an adult. This creative
art activity is appropriate for all ages
and settings.

Presenters: Dale Hannon & Lou Ann
Kranz - Librarians
Roxanne Hovenkotter -
America Reads

This session will explore the path to
literacy starting at birth. We will
discuss the essential role that language
plays in creating the foundations of
literacy. This information would be of
interest to anyone working with babies,
toddlers or preschool children.

*This session is a repeat from section three

Presenters: Joyce Crosby

Reading Specialist | Co Carew - Social Worker
Location: Room 12

Gym
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(This collection of articles written by Cherry Valley Sta \
outlines some of the ways in which we ag a staff and
you ag parents can help children become confident,

L capable, independent readers and writers.

Q
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r Literacy

Literacy is defined as being literate or able to read, write and speak effectively.
Children begin their journey to literacy long before entering school. When young
children look at picture books and understand the “story”, when they mimic adults or
older siblings by scribbling on paper or when the letters in their name become known,
the child is on their way to becoming literate. From these beginnings the child realizes
that they can make sense of their world and gain praise from the important people in their
lives. :

Each child then begins school as an emerging reader and writer with their own
knowledge of literacy and with great expectations of continued satisfying experiences.
The purpose of reading and writing is to communicate meaning so the teacher will plan
meaningful activities to reinforce the emergent skills that students bring to school. They
will then seek to help children develop strategies so they will succeed in new reading,
writing and speaking endeavors.

Teachers constantly demonstrate how to use strategies when they read big books,
when they write classroom news,and when they read and write with small instruction
, groups.

An emerging reader may use pictures to gain meaning and will learn to move from
left to right and top to bottorn when they look at a page of text. A developing reader will
use meaning and pictures and beginning and ending sounds of words. Finally a fluent
reader uses the meaning of the story while cross-checking with words and the structure
. of the sentence.

This approach to literacy instruction is not anti-skills. In fact, phonics and spelling
are important strategies that are taught in context as part of a whole, exciting, meaningful
and appropriate program for the child. Each child is an individual, progressing on this
journey at their own rate. Together, parents and teachers can support and celebrate as
our children grow in their own ability to read, write and speak.

DODDUOUDOODDDUODGDUDDDDDDDDUOODDDBDDBDDDOGDDDD

IF THERE IS ONE THING THAT YOU CAN DO!!

Research shows us that “the single most important activity for
building the knowledge required for eventual success in reading - is
reading aloud to children.” It's as simple as that! It is through
reading to our children that we give them a chance to develop
listening, vocabulary, sentence structure, prediction and problem
solving skills. These skills and strategies are the tools we use to
become life long readers.

Just 15 - 20 minutes a day spent reading to your child will make the
world of difference. This is not only true for young children, read to
your child all the way through school. A child may be able to read
very well when they are in third grade but they are also able to listen
to and understand books written for much older children. By reading
to these children you continue to increase their knowledge of words

and the world around them.
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What About PPhonies? ’ )

Teachers are often asked about their methods of phonics instruction in the
classroom literacy curriculum. At Cherry Valley School we believe effective
teaching interweaves phonics instruction within the context of connected,
informative and engaging text.

Phonics is the blending of each letter sound by matching it to a letter
symbol . Traditional phonics instruction used to teach children to go from symbol
to sound and was presented in a predetermined sequence, often as an isolated
skills task.

Now children are taught to hear a sound first as it occurs within a word and
then to identify it with its symbol. These sound-symbol relationships are reinforced
as children begin to read and write from the first days of school.

Phonics can be a powerful word identification tool. But we know reading is
more than decoding letter-sound relationships.

Teachers give beginning readers guidance in how to apply phonic strategies,
along with using the meaning and the language of the text to read. Early and
frequent exposure to large quantities of print is the key to developing an

awareness of sounds when both reading and writing. o
Research has shown that an early awareness of letter-sound relationships is

an important factor in children’s success in beginning reading. Young children are
sensitive to the sounds of language around them. Even before school entry they

begin to sift, sort and categorize language they hear and use.
Parents can help foster this phonemic awareness in their children by talking

and reading to them. Poetry, songs, nursery rhymes and, of course, storybooks
are wonderful ways to increase your child’s awareness of the sounds of our j

Klanguage.

4 READING STRATEGIES )
What you can say when gomeone

ig stuck on a word, says the wrong
word or_ig confuged,

- do you want more time or help?

What you can say next.

- Iliked the way you tried to figure that out.

- what do you know that might help you? - GoodJob! You checked the picture
- what can you do to figure that out? and checked the word.
- look at the picture and the first letter of the word, - You worked that out all by yourself.
- what word do you know that looks like that? -Youcandoit.
- what part of that word do you know? (are there any - Goodtry.

small words in the big word) - You're thinking about the story
- skip the word and read to the end of the sentence. and what would make sense.
- try that again, re-run the sentence. - That’s good reading.
- think about the story, does that make sense? - It’s fun to listen to you read.

- Wow! You found the tricky part

- does that look right, does it sound right? :
O " 'you like me to tell you the word? and figured it out all by yourself.

RIC ™ 168 /




a The Gift - )
Give your child the gift of literacy. As adults we can help our children
become literate by reading to them daily. Read books, signs on the street,
menus, shopping lists, where ever children come into contact with print is
an opportunity that should not be over looked. It is through encounters
such as helping find the can that says “Tomato Soup” at the grocery store
that gives print meaning to the child. Encourage them to write to loved
ones even before their print can possibly make sense to anyone. You can
send along a copy of what they wanted to say, just in case. Giving
children the gift of understanding - what they think, they can say - what
they say, they can write - what they write, they can read and share! )

N\

Independent Strateqgieg

_———a

When I get stuck on a word in a book.
There are lots of things to do.

I can do them all, please, by myself;

I don't need help from you.

I can look at the picture to get a hint.
Or think what the story’s about.
I can “get my mouth ready” to say the first letter,
AXind of “sounding out”
Ican chop the word into smaller parts,
Like on and ing and Iy
Or find smaller words in cormpound words
Like raincoat and bumblebee.
I can think of a word that makeg sensge in that place,
Guegs or say “blank” and read on
Until the sentence has reached it’s end,
Then go back and try thege on;

“Doeg it make senge?”

“Can we ¢ay it that way?”

“Does it look right to me?”
Chances are the right word will pop out like the sun
In my own mind, can’t you see? '

If I've thought and tried out most of these things
And] still do not know what to do,

Then Imay turn around and ask -

For some help to get me through.

Jill Marie Warner
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4 Reading Together )
Here are some important tips to help you when your child is
reading books to you, that they have brought home from school
in their purple book bags.

-find a quiet place away from the TV
or other distractions.

-Choose a time when your child is
not tired, hungry or keen to do something
else, and you can enjoy reading together.
-Give your child a chance to thinkabout
the word and the meaning of the story
before you try to help or correct.

-Do not isolate words or sounds.

-If a word is unknown, tell your child and if the
book becomes too difficult, read to your child instead.

-Provide encouragement and praise.

anoy the story! )
READING RECOVERY

Cherry Valley School is currently providing an early intervention program for -
first-grade students called Reading Recovery. Reading Recovery is
designed to assist children in the first grade who are having difficulty
learning to read and write. Eligible children are tested and identified to
receive a short-term, individually designed program of instruction that
allows them to succeed before they enter a cycle of reading failure. The
goal of Reading Recovery is to bring children up to the average reading
level of their class within 12-20 weeks.

Begun more than 30 years ago in New Zealand, Reading Recovery is now
being implemented in six countries, including four Canadian provinces, 48
U.S. states and the District of Columbia. Approximately 60,000 North
American children were served by more than 5,000 trained Reading
Recovery educators during the 1993-1994 school year. National and
international Reading Recovery research data confirm the effectiveness of
this early intervention. Similarly, Reading Recovery at Cherry Valley has
helped children to become confident, independent readers.
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]| and wondered where your kindergartners meet such characters?

“J| predict the inside of a book by its cover and match the meaning of
il vocabulary to the text. =

=]l Children initially learn about reading by listening to others read to

"Big Books [

Have you heard about “Mrs. Wishy Washy"” and "Hairy Bear"

The answer is - Big Books. Big books are just that. They have
enlarged text and illustrations for modeling the writing process.
Big books are used in many ways. Children learn to predict
what will happen through pictures and shared reading of the book. -]
They also learn about parts of a book, that we read from left to right -
and that words match our speech as we read. The mechanics of ]
reading is also a concept of the big book - letter, word, sentence -
knowledge, spacing between words and punctuation marks. We

In kindergarten your child will be exposed to hundreds of
books read to them by their teachers. The greatest gift you can give 3
to your child is to read aloud to them and continue the process. ]

them!

Sustaiined Silllemt Readimg

At Cherry Valley this is a time during the school
day where students choose books and silently
read on their own. This is a very important time
because it allows the students to choose a book
that they are interested in and on their own they
can look very carefully at the words and pictures
to gain meaning from the story. Most students
would do this on a daily basis, anywhere from 5
to 20 minutes depending on their age and

interest.

J
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( Literacy in the Preschool Setting )

Cherry Valley currently has a preschool program for children identified with special
needs. Literacy components, reading, writing and speaking are a part of everyday. The
children are not only listening and learning through the books we read, but are
beginning to think of themselves as "readers”. In setting the stage for these
preschoolers to grow in their literacy skills, we have learned that GOOD READERS:

Can find the title of a book. Know the meaning of Author and Illustrator-.
Can find the first page. Turn the pages one at a time from the top.
Use pictures to find meaning. Follow the print with their finger left to right

Guess at what is going to happen next. = Ask questions if they don't understand.
Print goes from the left page to the right.
Have FUN reading . Read outloud.

New to the Prekindergarten this year are take home books with book bags just like the
BIG KIDS!

— | y

Draft Writin At N
: ‘:,5,\_'*M"‘="'=x'""MA-*-—-"M~=-'-“MA"-='"ﬁ;@%&%ﬂﬁ%}%ﬁﬁ;&%}:ﬁﬂ&xSA-E--_%‘
4% Draft Writing is a very X - A
important part of the way S M 17 34 2
we teach writing at Cherry Valley. Itis ES T e (B &
through writing that children learn to R L em &
writel When writing in their draft writing § & < - A A
books, children are encouraged to write R T = 2
from their own experiences to create I R i U
: : , R 1 (R T miy P 3 X
stories, letters or journal entries. When R e oo A S DRSS A
children write in these books they use a N e 5 it T e ad T &
process known as developmental spelling. § % ek : X
Typically over time, children move from X oI T &
writing the first letter of the word to st MR The(ps &
writing other letters they can hear and M= N O E
finally to the correct spelling. Once they L - - "7
have completed their draft writing the ~ § & L wove _hel " che 5 2
teacher will have a conference with the A ARG e Talf Tra; A
child to correct any misspellings before & . A
g A —Y (L 2
publication. S T 2
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[ - The Writing Processi')

y Writing.

other writing.

and punctuation.

completed and illustrations added.

begins again.

y The writing process is a technique that can be used with children of
any age in order to give them an understanding of how we go about

The process involves several stages which are taught to the children by
, demonstration and modeling. The stages are as follows :
-PLAN , the student comes up with an plan for a story, poem, or

-DRAFT , a draft copy is written using childs own ideas, spelling

-EDIT , the student then edits their paper looking for changes that
could be made to improve the writing. The writing may also be
edited by another member of the class.

-CONFERENCE , a conference with the teacher takes place where
the teacher also suggests changes that could be made.
-PUBLISH , the piece is rewritten, a title page and cover are

-SHARE & ENJOY - the work can now be shared and the process

& %
A Leprechaun tricked some cheetahs
with his magic and the cheetahs went
aaach! bong! beg! crash! boom! brake!,
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Computer Writing
This year many of the children in
kindergarten and first grade are
learning how to write their stories
and journals on the Macintosh
computer. We use a program
called Kid Pix which allows the
students to first write, using the
keyboard then illustrate using
various tools including colored
pencile and stamps. We can then
put thege stories and journals
together as a slide show and add
children’s narration and video to
@ce a computer presentation. .




4 Great Web Sites for Kide on the Internet )

Hei'e are some web sites that have hundreds of links to other interesting placing for kids and they are
all created with the child, parent and teacher in mind.

Cherry Valley School www.digisys.net/cherry

One of the best web sites on the Internet!! Check out the lunch menu, monthy newsletter, individual
clagses and a wonderful page of Fun & Interesting links to some great sites.

Interesting Places for Kide www.crc.ricoh.com/people/steve/kids. Here
you can find numerous links on art & literature, music, museums, exhibits, science & math, artg &
crafts, toys, games, movies and lots of web pages made by and for kide.

Uncle Bob’s Kids’ Page gagme.wwa.com/~boba/kids. is even bigger with more
graphics and has seven sections loaded with listings of great places to explore. Check out CyberKids
Launchpad, visit Sea World or the Ontario Science Center and surf through LEGO Information, NASA.
outer space, the space telescope, the White House, Muppets, spotlights on Disney’s current movies
and tons more. Bob Allison has several links for parents concerning Protecting Children in Cyperspace
and the National Parent Information Network.

Bill Nye the Science Guy nyelabs.kcts.org/ Visit Nye Labs Online and get the
Demo of the Day that goes with the daily PBS epicode, email Bill Nye, take a look around Nye Labs
and learn about Physical, Planetary and Life Science by surfing over two hundred unique web pages
complete with sounds, quicktime videos, and some funny Bill Nye sayings .."Science Ruleg”
International WWW Schools Registry web66.coled.umn.edu/Schoole. 6o
here to view interesting web pages of schools from around the world. See and learn about students,
their schoole and culture,

Global Rigby Keypals www.reedbooks.com.au/rigby/global/keypal

H you want an email penpal or “keypal” from anywhere in the world here ig the place to look. You can
leave your email address or write to one that is listed as either an individual or teacher & clase entry,

Happy Surfing! And let us know your favorite Web Sites for Kids by
\ email: cherry@digisys.net

g Art & Literac

The contribution of art to literacy is multilayered. Since most young
children are wildly creative, experiences in various artistic mediums allow for
expression of this creativity.
The opportunity to discuss a piece of art with a sensitive adult not only helps
a child clarify his thoughts and feelings about his piece, but also validates
his perceptions. Discussion of a child’s art work enables the teacher to gain
insight into the child’s interests, hopes and dreams in an unobtrusive way,
thereby increasing her understanding of the child. Art projects provide a
natural springboard for oral and written language activities, which are an
integral part of literacy. What better way to encourage speaking and writing
skills than to speak or write about that which you have created yourself and

know best?
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Once upon a time.... Fairy tales and folk tales provide one of
the most enjoyable experiences in children’s literature. Folk/fairy
have been part of children’s cultural heritage for centuries. The
stories help children understand the customs and cultures of people
all over the world. Folk/fairy tales deal with important themes:
good triumphs over evil; clear thinking solves problems;
perseverance and hard work pay off; unselfishness is rewarded; and
justice will be done. While some tales are violent, they provide an
acceptable way for children to deal with violence. The stories
stimulate a child’s imagination with their wonderful, rich
vocabulary, and appeal to all children. Most importantly, children
feel connected with parents grandparents by reading the same tales
that past generations have read. So dust off those old tales! A large
selection is available at the Cherry Valley or Polson Public Library.

Enjoy them with your child.
RN rﬂdf\i\t%\‘\(y};@
D

Literature is no one's private sound.literature is common ground; let us trespass
freely and fearlessly and find our own way for ourselves.
Virginia Woolf

o~ 35
B St A S AU
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Build Memories Through Reading

Build memories through reading,
Through actions and from your heart.
Show children you love them,
From a very early start.
it doesn’t take a rich man,

A poor will surely do.

Books can be bought, or borrowed,
They are treasures old and new.
Children should be loved and cuddled,
Show them that you care,

Build memories through reading,
The ones only you can share.

T B L
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by Penny Hirschman
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Read to your child each dayll!
(even just 18 miRwes)

Help tham - bulild yocabulany

- develope criticallistening skills
-iImprove their attention span

- devalon problem somnq skills

- l.ie*-rlnp prlmt ward refationships

-develop skills making predictions

-develop left to right and top to bottem directionality
- learnto want to rea diiil

Talk 1h- wtwwhat is happening in the stornylll Ask therm what they might
do It they were one of the people in the story, ask what they think might
ruappwnnn.«t!! Talk about new vocabulary. You canevenread” books with
nowords - talk aboutwhat is happening inthe pictures,

The schoollibrarian, the city librarian, or your childs’ teacher
can help you find appropriate and popular stories. Take vour child to
the Ilbmry’md letthem pick a bookllt  Some authors that frequently
show up in the book club offerings are:

Eri¢c Carle Pat Hutchins
Audreyood  DOr . Suess
Leo Lionni Chris YonaAllsburg

Mercer Mayer  David ‘Aiesner

Make reading togethera part of your everyday fun routine with
wour kids. Enjoythe sp cialtime togetherand help ensure thesir
becorming rvadér and successiul studentsiitiii
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"Celebrating the First Five Years”

Workshop Evaluation Summary

Of the 32 evaluations returned 72% stated they were parents, 31% day care providers,
13% teachers, and 3% marked other. With some marking two categories, ie: day care provider
and parent.

A unanimous tone was expressed throughout all the evaluations, that the workshop was
well organized, informative, useful, and fun. Below is a break down of the overall view from each
question asked on the survey:

Question #1 What did you like best about the workshop? People expressed that they liked the
handouts, hands on activities, and the useful, practical advice that they felt they could easily apply
to their daily lives. They enjoyed the enthusiasm of the presenters, the rotating schedule and
length of each session, and the fact that this workshop was held on a Saturday which enabled
them to attend. ‘

Question #2 What was the most informative? People enjoyed the hands on activities and being
able to see already made materials and ideas from the tubs. They felt this gave them the -
experience and materials to actually go out and use what they made and saw. Many expressed
that the information about learning in the community, and at home was very helpful, practical and
easy to incorporate into their schedules. Making the community a learning experience and
learning how to read to your child, was some valuable information to some.

Question #3 What will you do differently? From parents to daycare providers to teachers,
they stated how they would use the activities shared at the workshop into their daily lives.
Parents liked the community bags, and how you can teach your child literacy/educational lessons
while out doing your errands. Every parent stated how they were going to do things differently
after this workshop. Some were going to read more to their child, make a busy bag and use the
community as an educational tool, and some were going to be more creative. Day care
providers got many useful tips and ideas from the tubs, hands on activities, and sessions. They
stated how they were going to use this useful information back in their daycare, plus share the
information with the parents of the children they watch. Teachers expressed that they would use
* the check out bags for students to take home, plus they received many art and literacy ideas from
the tubs that they were going to use in their classrooms.

Question #4 How can we improve this presentation? Many stated that they could not see a
way to improve, they thought the whole workshop was excellent. Others came up with some
wonderful ideas such as; repeating the workshop, and having the people who attended it, promote
it, as to reach out to more parents/daycare providers. Another mentioned that it would be nice to
have a workshop with your child in attendance. Getting to put some of this practical information
into practice while you attend the workshop. Many recommended getting more people to attend
because they felt this information was so important.

Q
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Question #5 What other information would be helpful? Many daycare providers stated they
would like to see a session dealing with discipline/behavior modification, stress management and
organization. Some stated that it would be nice to have a similar workshop about another subject
area such as math, or incorporating another subject area into this workshop. Some others stated
they thought a workshop dealing with the age’s five and beyond would be nice. One comment
made pertained to multiple intelligence, and one comment about brain developmental stages, both

wanted to learn more about these areas.

Again, this workshop was so well received. People expressed their thankfulness for such a
program, amazement that it was free, and that the bus service, lunch, and childcare were a very
nice touch. By reading all the evaluations it is apparent that this conference was a huge success.
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orkshop Evaluation|

"Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Che_rry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lam a: parent | Vv child care provider service provider

teacher student ' other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?

2. What was the most mformatlve’?

Be_,

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop?

UQMMW/U/ WAl W 9 Thrr o ears”

4. How can we improve this presentation?

S. What other information would be helpful?
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orkshop Evaluation

"Celebrating the First Five Years”

Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama: D parent child care provider service provider

teacher student other:

——

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?

AN Do oredt " Red s on (andm‘?) i thn '_Kf 'y

2. What was the most informati\_/e?
Lowenthn

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop?

4. How can we improve this presentation?

5. What other information would be helpful?
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Workshop Evaluation

“Celebrating the First Five Years” -
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lam a: @ parent

teacher student other:

child care provider service provider

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?

' 2. What was the most informative?
learnins, 10 Fo Commmenit
3.. What will you do di&erently becadse of this workshop? | |
Wi st ever)ipos /
4. How can we improve this presentation? |

. | _ ole .
jgno/ﬂc ’Wayﬁ/ww/ Imora PZW/ﬁ

5. What other information would be helpful?

Lo bst o resovrcg 1 Hhe
memxwmm for _/}%wag / % W.#«s.\
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orkshop Evaluation|-

“"Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

i ama: X parent

—__ teacher student other:

child care provider - service provider

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why? |
idﬁ&.g 1%\’ ac A\/ . b&@f — al fE,V/’LQ_?LL\/e.S"‘—?LO
V‘c’add’\y booleg ~ 1= (d«)»a.v chdel , Ye Al /

~feachig - L ft’mua/

2. What was the mo mformatlve’?

lots of %’oo& @\Fe—sdr\oo\ e v oo,

3. What will you do differently because of thjs workshop?
aco. more :
Cko C\},udi- torieg Y\Or\ veadl (A_\OOO‘Q \«QOfc(“CW‘
worde and. point ou- Keny Hnm%e o o ook

4. How can we irprove this presentatlon’7

& voas OS\&OA’

5. What other information would be helpfui’?
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orkshop Evaluation

“"Celebrating the First Five Years"

Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

child care provider - service provider

L teacher - student other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop7 Why?

—Tha \/oqna)\%j

2. What was the most mformatlve')

Tl meling e busy bags and aﬂuﬂ@g ail
 rendods ! ~

3. What will you do differéntly because of this workshop?

5?“\'& ot +ume Vcad'i(\j COrHh @ch;/oérm

. 4. How can we improve this presentation?

Tk os %(co\}' |

5. What other information would be helpful? *

Expoownd on @Jivw caurricedadr aveay
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orkshop Evaluation| -

"Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lam a: X__parent

_teacher student ' other:

child care provider service provider

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why'7

W Nkt W deaa D At GO S Gvencing 3 Gt
sl Thoree (hat o S Wure Jout & dort Yk
odost . Ol Wk woanMohopo i LouCokis 3 N ey ra st
Sk Ao oy i e

2. What was the most informative? : - N X |
Werkahep AW cuane epodl 3 anfomative ~aul g
Hao v Jout D N2 CVHUo wdtre Kl oo
O woadd wat U ot

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop?

MQMM J&MM&@L{ &Citbkw Lo

4. How can we improve this presentation? -
DL wao o St prtasnlation 580 Wankpd o
W opeudorcty Mo atonel

5. What other information would be helpful?
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orkshop Evaluation| -

“Celebrating the First Five Years"

Saturday, February 10, 2001

Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lam a: X parent

teacher

child care provider service provider

student ' other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?

Wengthing- Very
gmﬁr wWorkshop

1mMforongdtt ve- leasrud lots

oF nNew ideas .

2. What was the most informative? X _. :
’eamihg Aierert ways ,degs on’ how o applg_ -
“hese. fo Mj c)f{n)dmm + Hreir " kza/n'ahg

3. What will you do differeﬁtly because of this workshop?
be more Oreative, +ole more ime w) my
¢ i ' [ 4 ‘
 Children- use. oot oF —+he 1deas

4. How can we improve this presentation?

—

5. What other information would be helpful ?
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"Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lam a: 2S parent Z child care provider service provider

teacher student ' other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why’P

TN MW\M fao\/\mcdm Vi (@Qa&srﬂw’\
I uﬂ\\ \AS,e,

2. What was the most informative? :
H'OLU %Wwdﬁ QU{VL&A_OUQ %L(S 1S 1/V1<690VW

n C/‘/\‘\&WQV\B LMVV\\\’B
3 Whatwnll you do differently because of this WOI'kShOp"
;ﬁ 02@{5 N Owr homy 3’5{4(0@Ch/6
auyz Z / ”’%V‘ 070 Lasre Condypts Do~
w‘%\ M\&{Vens G\V\%ua%c & il /g § fmc(wa

4 How can we improve this presentation?

/10 50& ad— FF\UaS QM%W
*5. What other information would be helpful?

-dtéupl«m
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orkshop Evaluation

"Celebrating the First Five Years"
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama: D parent _:A child care provider service provider

teacher ___student other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop?. Why?
I Can v z\ S SOW\ & @*‘

To wse ia wy dayore.

a;l\ ok T\IQ\ ’M@\g,

2. What was the most informative? T(N__ ~}\,\'\Os HE%N +\r\<
CodE=er o e L \/c/v'«i' rnLarmative,

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop‘7 e N
U o\ e Ke_ C\A\\ Vew . Sko‘“—\{ TL\W’ : « \s 7
Pony  attention - Cen &P

N’\Pof—}o-v\"\- o

L.-aufv\ gygw\ *\]"‘AW/\ ’

4. How can we improve this presentatlon‘7 _—[—IW\,@/ . T+ 'S |‘W\|Oo4 }owb‘/F +0

,._,l eand M ove
[,Qa\_/V\ S Yow ae., S -(0\/\_ r;a,l/y . ) i. ¢)z’
+h, & Presentation T+ weas P/ ect A
v eV wWe oV A, |

5. What other information would be helpful? MC’“Y be, _ @[5 ' f)D}\;/\ﬁ FachicS
Loy , \/OV\V\SOV\}-—g’ '
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Celebrafmg the Fu'sf Flve Years' .
Saturday February 10 2001 |
_Cherry Valley School-, Polson, Montana

lam a: parent

|~ teacher

child care provider service provider

student ___ other

1. What did you like best about the'worksho'p? Why?

Opehed V\/wa m(mde, ‘)—0 So Ma\nv) novne .LQO»B.
o preseiny 4, %erac,j

2. What was the most informative?

Weryito prny parents pppe information

3. What wull you do dlfferently because of this workshop?

Open wp The \,()Q(‘ld @{il
-‘GOFCK( ldV‘Qm

4, How can we improve this presentation? It wa¢ (WO //;5/ ’FM, /

4€m u}

S. What other information would be helpful?

= I‘W‘Med- d[mt
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Celebrafmg fhe FII"S'I' Flve Years
Saturday February 10 2001 _
Cherry Valley Schoal, Polson, Montana -

lama: ¢ ¢ parent- | ‘/child care provider serViCe provider
teacher . student . other

%é‘oZaa/u@worL | |

W *O’W’ Pracentins. \MLM MMC/
o, o like handp on activibio e p/gi? ;(0,:!3,41 ,
2. What was the most informative? 3 ﬁ 5

W@-ﬂaf)c/ oo W /&,@m%// |

. What did you ke best about the workshop? Why‘7 d\%caﬁ/
( ( Qg dclen

3. Whatwill you do differently because of this workshop? .

vipgriari Yoo @ Lomesanin W Q,M/q”o/ |
:g"lC/ mcﬁ aurell™ o e C/Iu[v/ﬁf/ﬂm aducarrsr

4 How can we impfove this presentat:on”

‘5. What othermformatlon would be helpful? / %u) 6 WW"%’Q’ A § 4
g/pa’() % WWL«%?Q/ M/c&mj
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Workshop Evaluatloﬂ

Celebra'rmg the Flrsf Flve Years
- Saturday, February 10 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama: parent v/ _ child care provider __service providér

teacher studé_nt __ other:

1. What did you like best about the workshOp'? Why"

2. What was the most mformatnve"

B(’_,

3. What will you do dlfferently because of this workshop'?

JMJXJWJW WA ﬂk@,;{’ ﬂ%wzovww

]

4. How can we improve this presentation? -

5. What other information would be helpful?
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"Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Vallsiy Schobl, Polson,_ Montana

lam a: parent - )/__ child care provider service provider

teacher student ' other:

1. Whatdid you like best abo the workshop? Why?

S oaperenlll B

2. tV§1at was the most i fbnnativz ?
RS
)Z 7

differently, because of this workshop?

3. What will you

3

5. What other information would be helpful?
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Celebrafmg the Fu'sf Five Years”
Saturday, Feb_ruary 10, 2001

. Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

I ama: _Lparent' ‘

teacher ____student ____ other:

child care provider service provider

-—d

. What did you like best about the workshop'? Why? ' O‘
T loved 4he hands on achvrhes. T wouldn't

Lt

be Surpr\scd s ﬂms 'S a\SD WOoS ﬂ”nc WOy
my chldran  Leara . |

2. What was the most informative?

T found alot oF nformafion n ane-class __
$rom Roxanne and  Lisa. They had o \ol,mch
o(— wondcrful \dfas I WI‘)h T WOuld have,

nmy Ch | \drﬁﬂ

wW. .

4. How can we lmprove this presentatlon'7

How Gbout A Cl&65 wWhere Hhe Chil d\ren aﬂﬂﬂd
and +hey work © on CoNCep+s ern vrhe Parem<

5. What other information would be helpful?

Moybe o clags or H~D \w\aJr Y\as hel Pw‘ml
tools  Sor D\dﬁf ch\dven
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Workshop Evaluation|

“Celebraﬁng the First Five Years”
| .Satufday, February 10, 2001

: : Cherry Valley Séhool, Poléon, Montana

Il am a: _X'_ parent -

teacher | student other:

child care provider __.service provider

-

. What did you like best about the workshop'? Why? , o
The fon mz‘dmr;(go/ Wi th the T o
' . I+5 Qg'feai—lﬁ/é?\/ }-@ /ec?//’ Qf’

. an Qd e
2. What was the most informati/e?

AU o+

3. What will you do differehtly because of this worksho'p?

alot o€ mMore @ngoi,}z;L

- 4. How can we improve this presentation?

5. What other lﬁformatlon would be helpful?
Tezdwzg ks C’ﬁ’@f vsefol ’f/ﬂtwfﬁ

- Llﬂe 6/6571/1/}{7 up |
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“Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama: _x parent' ' Z child care provider service provider

teacher student ' other:

1. What did you ||ke best about the workshop'? Why”
%27 MM/—?—- 4—/62%77,2%

2. What was the most lnformatlve'7

e proe &@,‘%
M. O»Ctu.»tcu_,

3. What will you do difféerently because of this workshdp?

I+¢r&% _ QJ/\A/QJJW\ A e W

4. How can we improve this presentation?
Reay o Lr mete & W ohout

5. What other mformatnon would be helpful?
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"Celebrating the First Five Years"
Saturday, February 1d, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama: _\~ parent. ~_child care provider sérvice provider

teacher student ____other:

1. Whatdid you like best about the workshop? Why?

toal/ or‘Ja»\//'z el

Worksheet~ Aand ov?s -Lorre very 44//7{,/ ~ So Mocq
Jtormatssa cas Covered [ X Shor7m e

2. What was the most informative? f ;o ]
oCovcaging  Ch/drew ot TR /evl/w;?: SEH Pre, oo
wt sy i g = W el o
hos Py ace oy Fom T M oo Py
-é%//O/-‘e - 7Aeve \/\_/e—«-u', SAs L .éue/"/ /A2 ey
3. What will you do differently because of this workshop? o .
o perate Mo e (2crpn '~ 4.5744.//7.‘/@5‘%&)4,/6
V’U’V"/"’j_ erre ~4s

4. How can we improve this presentation? S
O%/gfﬂ) m;z} 2 Male Cegies oF Coma ox Ny
&Va#fz e and ook book s _

5. What other information would be helpful?
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Celebraﬂng the First ane Years |
| Saturday February 10 2001 |
Cherry Valley School Polson Montana

lam a: ! parent - child care provider service provider

: teacher student ' other:

2. What wajothe most informative? 1—'/ m:t J C&" 10.1;4/3 .:' ¢ me. 0/33%'&
ad (/ . S

%thuaﬂ%d_ué«:@

3. What will you do dlfferently because of this workshop‘? |
._;a«ée a.%w ,e,x‘bwv Lecond , n W 7:7{/’6“34
0\ a4 o/,ofze ‘_ come Af 7 -oncoafncﬂéa @u‘—é{,

T ————

4 How can we improve this presentatlon’? M M\— M
&m‘d‘ﬂw@ Wai Ao guea at “d 45

M‘d )o“%‘aoﬂmw 59’1 //nfa‘wuem.amf

5. What other mformataon would be helpful?
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“Celebrating the First Five Years" .
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Mantana

| ama: parent ‘ child care provider service provider
teacher student > other: _ ¥¢m\\~', Hc\dca&g:_,
1. What did you like best about the .workshop? Why? _— . '
Tihe Workshopd W ese Well 0(‘7an;2¢-) - T hiked the_

\tn&-l:k ) hands o Qv - é:ﬂ:e,\u& People 4eaching - T 1}5‘:
W \OC\‘WZ 3 Sedoo) Cleavning envifo nment ] Indtead o; a L“’_é

2. What was the most informative?

Secy ﬂa e wibecad 0 -tk,TQ,bs/
' Lc_u n'\wa"q v tle d_om m\.m‘r\(:]

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop?
. PuXx oce £ ime ' AW\é,\Csna, \cAapM
E—Y\C) #e—\‘;\“cl VWore ‘b‘\VV\Q. "G\" ‘L&TMA@

4. How can we improve this presentation?
Advertise. Mo €

5. What other information would be helpful? - .
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Celebra'hng the Fu'sf Fwe Years”
Saturday_, Fe_brqary 1_0. 2001
_Ch'erry Valley School, Polson, Montana

child care provider service provnder

/other Panenf— Educato—
WO

lam a: parent-

teacher : student

1. What did you like best about the workshop‘? Why'?
Cﬂy J/}axdo (ﬂac/\,a’ Aove ;//aa/uwm/m/ Hharv éun/z. 4
qju c o

2 What was the most mformat

Uik he J/%Mﬂflo’l\_) W aro WWW”‘%

- 3. What will you do dlfferently because of thls workshop?

W@///rrwu, /oa/wf?/ v‘u m{é&;\y

4 How can we improve th|s presentatnon”

U;wa £ u/*u% M

wew  a Lon ;o2

5. What other.r(ffmfuld be helpful? W | % §
7%,10 Myﬂ fo Teach puTnS2 He M % §A
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orkshep Evaluatien

“Celebrating the First Five Years"
Saturday, February 10, 2b01
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

fama:. _ -~ parént' o ¢ child care provider - service provider

teacher student ' ‘other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why'7 :
2. Whatwas the most informative?

HO\O mporm,\» M %\'tt\ul(v\ﬁ ~_JDOFI~ .

pfe%ckoo\e rsS .

3. What will you do differently because of thls workshop'7

\%W\Smrg Lvne, ot %3 Few‘*“*‘)'tb ad s

4. How can we improve this presentatuon”

OOh—\ f\é’ﬁd o\.\%‘ lm@rOUemeﬁf

5. What other information would be helpful?
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Celebrafmg fhe Flrsf Flve Years

Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

_child care provider X serv:ce provider

X __teacher student _____ other: I Mm Fépoces

. What did you like best about the workshop'? Why'?
Juat h%@\j‘awvu:wy\j\aj' ‘f'WY\Q -k lCecL mﬁd‘\rl(f MDW
df)lr RS - WS on aeh Vi r\\ecy

. What was the most mformatlve‘7 '

1 wno MW ool /%.:;S /[g;(/n:%&.&é af/wlf%e

. What will you do dufferently because of th|s WOl'kShOp7 ' ,

o M W\p /\nuona@.A-..

. How canvv‘ve_ improve this presentation? |

- What other information would be helpful?
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Workshop Evaluatio

“Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama: _ 1 parent child care provider service provider

teacher student other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why? o
Th@. "tleas  on W faf o do her )’Oq/’ /ﬂ/dé’@
%

Z also [feally Iiked . +he ideéas o1 read, d-//;,,/_.,,,,z Y

2. What was the most informative? _
L _’%a%# /./ <)) wus ,;M/’d/ﬂ%?éﬁ-e.
aglyed +o me. ' |

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop? . o
I wiil fake mé/ 778 [/17° ia;% it S JPIAES A

Ao fun Mf’lyb -L())‘M i+

4. Hovscan we improve this presentation?

S. What other information would be helpful?
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Celebra'rmg the Flrsf Flve Years”
Saturday, Febr}u}ary 10.’ 2001
Cherry Valley School, Pelson Montana

: i . a,"Q i&acﬁr*— B .
lam a: " parent - \/chti care provuder service provider

teacher ____student . _other:. Pubo\ic \A%H'L/SJ"MJ

1. What did you like best about the workshop7 Why? : o
/-\_\{ \"\P&z’\ﬁc\m& o K Lc,d\«‘ S e~ ek \ch-v.‘ ’\3

2. What was the most informative? —~— =, s o\ e

deed.

3. What will you do dlfferently because of this workshop'? : ~
. 1 o v\ Se “o \Qc(h.')\ ~ Q&/\'\‘QQ.S

W\c..\/_.v\ LS o o_cg v\¥u\ \Q&,&% ‘er‘ M Qi AL
SM}L d«;\&PQH

4. How can we lmprove this presentatlon"

5. What other information would be helpful?
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Workshop Evaluation|

"Celebrating the First Five Years"
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Monfan_a

~lama: N\ parent child care provider service provider

teac_her _student otHer:

1. What did you like best about the workshop'? Why?

TR wRree . a @o*——c;{) }\xﬂ-pg& ’F"(G«‘—*'%—& M
C&vﬁ» TS Canrl Yo t,\w“'g:o\-—m NS Qe

M' Qaﬁ&a GPP«—W H\n., WWS 4‘\&
2. Whitwas IREFEarRmamEr = (8- U

LS %&WN\.TJQD Prowa, — ‘”"a oot e
3. What will you do dlfferently because of this workshop'?

Qoo c9~o Nr~oCe_ aP—('z/&: \.:\J\Jl.,t\; \\‘W) CL\QS

- 4, Hﬁfan ‘Ne |mprove this presentation?
O copSd O I Se Yeoren o Sl A

5. What other information would be helpful?
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hNorkshop Evaluatlo N

Celebrafmg 'l'he Flrsf Flve Years
Saturday, February 10 2001 -
Cherry Valley School Polson Montana

|l ama: é parent

_teacher ' student R other:

child care provnder service provider

1. What d|d you like best about the workshop’? Why?

MQ/V\ , N Le 7
2l to dW%&%%

2, What was the most informative?

3. What will you do dlfferently because of this. wotkéhop" i ZQ,
U @p/éwm PAOE %455 T
| fea(/h,uquo,d | |

4. How can we improve this presentation?

Cg;z_p [/P Fh W L,Q@/l(_

‘5. What other information would be helpful?
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"Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

| am a: parent i—_ child care provider service provider

_teacher student : other: _

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?

2. What was the most informative?
3. What will you do differently because of this workshop?

4. How can we improve this presentation?

5. What other information would be helpful?
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orkshop Evaluation
"Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana -

I am a: tx parent'_ o ‘child care provider | __service provider

teacher ' student other: =

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?

AW Vv %\féé\."%jéoa$ o Qt&clﬂﬂg w:«ﬂ\ _\("15-;

2. ‘Wh_at was the most informatiye?

64;( b\\w‘

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop?
4. How can we improve this presentation?

5. What other information would be helpful?
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orkshop Evaluation = ¥

"Celebrating the First Five Years"”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

I am a: @ parent child care provider service provider

teacher student other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?

7 /W & ald-

2. What was the most mformatlve'?
ZW% e %L &MW %yf

3.. What will you do differently _because of this workshop?
i os€ ‘&V//Vg%wj /

4. How can we improve this presentation?

) - | o ,073& -
fnd a Wﬂyﬁ Am/_a 1074 W%W/év

5. What other information would be helpful?

4 Lt (rﬁ Vz/gm///@d [o— T
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orkshop Evaluatloﬂ

Celebra‘rmg 'rhe Flrsf Flve Years
Saturday, February 10 2001
Cherry Valley School Polson Montana

lam a: x parent

_teacher student - other: |

child care provide'r service provider

1. Whatdid you like best about the workshop‘7 Why‘7

/docLs 1%»' CLC?‘»\/, b&@f ' a,[faw;@f,ve's o
V‘chcﬁd’\y boo/cg + eru/ C/l/ldc( (/{"/“ %’/‘)//
Teach i~ [ fffccaa/

2. What was them mformatwe"

lots of %OOC‘L @Y*e Sdnoo\ M’(:‘Q)TVV\OC{'D*\-

3. What will you do dlfferently because of this workshOp’?

Ao c\},ede étomes 'Y\O_\ veod c,e\oook wor c(’(lw'
Wworde andl @O\f\'\‘ OUJ'V Ke,tj Wm%’? e ook

4. How can we mprove this presentatlon’?

it veas O&v(tlf*’ N

5. What other,in_formatiqn would be helpfut?
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orkshop Evaluation

"Celebrating the First Five Years"
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

_child care provider service provider

. student ______other:

1. ‘What did you like best about the workshop'7 Why?

m uqu)t\«j

2. What was the most informative?
T b m@bv\\j s, bus\\j bags and 30“—\'19 atl w
\rorndguds ! - '

3 What will you do differently because of this workshOp'?

Spend o Hime veads o oith gy childier

4. Hdw can we improve this presentation?

Tk VoS %fcov\' |

5. What other information would be helpful?

. o ,
Expand on ol cwricdar aweas
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Workshop Evaluation] -
“Celebrating the First Five Years”
~ Saturday, February 10, 2001

Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama: _X parent -

__ teacher std_d'ent ___other:_

_child care provider service provider

1. What did you like ~besf about the workshop” Why” :

DLk W idiaa O apt @lndL &8()%/\7 3 64t
et Thonee nat o il Workie Jout & deort Yawnk
adosw . o Wiy WRNNQNOPO  LRAL Lol catiNg 3 mﬁc\rﬁa}aw
Sk ko oy g Ldao

2. What was the most informative? S - o
WAool ep 93\& ANC &3%&%% CUL(%
Han vane Jdout D Yol Chm wwdene iy oo

\D Loddd - os ke roge. |

3. What will you do dlfferently because of thls workshop"

M‘U\Lm \%\_wmaaqac,t ‘l«w fm

4 Héw can we improve this presentaﬁon” ' ' : |
DL wao o Wp\wmdmmxswmmu@ub@q
- Wa opreuduncty o aterel.. S

‘5. What other information would be helpful?

' [KC BESTC@PYAVAHLAILE

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




f\_Norkshop Evaluation] - %

Celebrafmg the Fll"S‘l' Five Years
_ Saturday, February 10 2001
Cherry Valley School Polson Montana

lam a: x parent - child care prov:der service provider

teacher . student

othér:

1. What did you like best about the workshop'? Why‘7

@UCI:\_fH’l . Ve I’H?Corma:ﬁ e - Ieafruci lG"S
rq U"j OF new ideas
gca;\" \NOHLS]/NSP '

2. What was the most lnformatlve?

’earrung d%cm‘ woys i degs on ho»bapply
“hese. 4o mj clfu)dnem+ ‘H’velr Hﬁaﬂuhg

3. What will you do dlfferently because of this workshop'?
‘be more UCOJhVC Fole more time. W) j
Children- use aJo+ OF +he - ideas

4. How can we improve this present'ation? _

e ———

S. What other information would be helpful?

T}W\JLW] 212
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5-’?-’[\1Vorkshop Evaluatlo

Celebrafmg ﬂ'le Fu'sf Flve Years

| Saturday, February 10 2001 |

Cherry Valley Schooln “Pelson Monfana ' _
lam a: _K parent _L chlld_ care provrder S eewiee brdvider

teacher stﬁaeﬁf R 'other: -

| 1. What did you like best about the workshop” Why’7 : -
% ¢ lftQ{ﬁ dfmw\aﬂ faokm@ouw 74¥3 thQ&SW\
whl - |

2. What was.the most mfonnaﬁve” ) -
How. shadlo_euq vx.ad\;,u&__ Josle
S C/‘f\‘\&f«em*z. wavhl\g
| 3/0;'VZhatwﬂl yo;%dz dlffere Mty because of this workzllzp? o 4 C{
S in o . @Cl/ €
i}fq 7 r V’/LQ WWMC;OF é@e ﬁaé/bz?a/afx %74
P (AJl%\ QL\%{L@,\ av\%ua%g, 3 U)V"ﬁ/\g 8 rﬁd”‘? A

4 How can we improve this presentatlon'?

5. What other mformatron would be helpful’?

Oltéup LML
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Mlorkshop Evaluatlo -

| _“Celebra'rmg fhe Fll"S‘l’ Flve Years
Saturday, February 10, 2001

Cherry Valley School Polson, Montana
lam a: kaarent '

_7\ child care provider

_service provider
teacher ' student . other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop’7 Why?
I

Can \&‘\‘\Z Zc, some ot cgn ol T\*J\ /15(6‘3\%-
To wse ia Wy daycse.

2. What was the most informative? Tl

-}.wbS T W -}«\/\L_
CO\";\f‘?C( C—\ u/»c, Yo

. \/r,v'«{ inCarmasive,

v

3. What will you do dlfferently because of this workshop"
Moy taflee )

N | iow\.\—e Ay e— Vc,»’y
WPorfanty  +O @“\/ ‘\'\jf‘“‘L‘o"\ '

C,c\.vx

e\ Y &)

4. How can we improve this presentation?

TW\L . I ois imfof ot +o
learn w3 yow  ao. Se e relly  gant improve
s Presemtation. Tt was Po/-fcc_-k €0/l Fhao s
2TV Ve  WwWe W A,

5. What other information would be helpful?
Loy YorAg ovu <

oy b

Disciplne  vactics
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orkshop Evaluatloﬁ]
w e 'Q\ch-ué.»

Celebratmg the Flrsf Flve ‘/ear's
Saturday February 10 2001 -

- Chermry Valley School, Polson. Montana
I am a: X parent .

child care provider

—____service provider

teacher student ___ other:

What did you like best about the workshop? Why?
Heonlds o o A\ Scr\Stsﬂ.l
> Lk Groco 3{’\3"{_.

Seeoch 51 er
Q. -\—- u\ Sorm &P
What was the most mformatlve;fi v <

= Knewdlegen & SKON\ A\
Py Dovgh Dsakes | pmdmng @S TR
MK L«e,*:&cxc}- Also LKe. - M*ﬁ\z?k‘z‘ X
Asmall 3B16)) e
éﬁi’fﬁi :Usclc, 5 oy 2swafl “ l;ez.,muwl LS —Qu‘\
ALE- ‘3. What will you do dlfferentlyebecauL‘e of tms work :

shop? - .
aomg! 1 (;u;wae cu;_s =1 W P;q,:( e Oac Awnw-v
w\l\ QAL N S emoe l‘ff’-"hfh& ore m&e;h&,ow_(
For Groueny Sheppin ¥ hsTs

4 How can we improve this presentation?

\Ase gckon G:\\\\no\\\ow\ ‘sr(\a\ﬂ \f\O\

P o VW g@ny@/\_‘ phcmc\e:\'lc_, O\p\f‘ol;}\ +‘D
~\QQQ)f\.\ C_&p \s

We o Tooy= Cae ‘WS‘C‘J
S oaddgwa U T 01
S. What other information would be helpful'? Bo¥ Lalo gc)noo\
TGN Sprngsr areuinag
O(%,\ u/ huqe_ Smcc;t,?S
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Vorkshop Evaluation] .+

"Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lam a: parent _ child care provider service provider

_ X teacher

student A other:

1. What did you like best.aboutthe'workshop? Why? ’

Honds -On Ac,‘t‘lv"lfles) 8ocd nfer nation and hasd~ewts
)P porents connect wth schods i \Le_adn'mS Veroe u-
ot home - - ' kd‘

2. What was the most informative? . » |
T liked being able 10 see phdt drer ey Jalled  does —s
- -ppcelly the porerit falke home packets 40 cneck ot
L owd alet of {eca wfor mation thene  and 30‘\“
_\SCQA ‘\é’Q(ﬁ’ (-\:O\’ VA ;\E) ‘hem _ . ' )
3. What will you do differently because of this workshop?

U\C\\Z,Q “cke home .}o(,\ ckets 'pm’ ?Q\‘&i’\%s ‘t@
Check ow. - . |

Alse hove students  shkort ’\BCL\\’\"\Q\S i dass
4. How can we improve this presentation? - | A
Ty to et moe te Come —s well preserte
material . - |

S. What other information would be helpful?

Q " | 218
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Workshop E\;aluétfo'_ -

"Celebrating the First Five Years”
~ Saturday, February 10, 2001
Che_rry Valley Schdbi, Pofsoﬁ». Montana

lam a:

v’ parent - _ child care provider service provider

teacher student ' other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why
AU F

fhe jdeRs, Obvioest, , z lat— of puork. and RSS/0);

/e Yés /3,4-,/9/0&:1 ar. e bes/. .

2. What was the most informative?

Encsd 3essitr was L@;Z‘//%;mﬁk &t sessirr el

YA Y a/a_rcam«cvn 7 476

lzs7. e ey jraf ydeas .

3. What will you do differeﬁtly écause of this'wo'rkshop?_\ | .
[ wi be Aaé}ﬁ Z}’ prone ppriusi fies to A’J/’ e
Childlren read Gebr. [ fearied m? Jret Leny, cons

a. How can we improve this presentation? - .
It nef- Seere . TUTS eolrole %‘:7 was woll A

5. What other information would be helpful? . . oL o
Edercahim s constomttle puelvisg, Every frme .
bhol a roorkshep Lkt ¢4r3, - by et

7o

jntro decced . Lohgt wold be prore ;‘4’%"/ MM/& o

prere cosvksleaps

. R
BEST COPY AVAILABLE <17



Workshop Evaluation

“Celebrafing the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
/ Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama: . \/ parent child care provider service p'royider

teacher student other:

1. What did you like best aboutthe.wor-kshop'?’ Why? '
T lowedt the ielevent WBUS you C‘.eu’\ et
w ’Jﬁms ‘l‘D Y\/\.ﬂkLa V&M“nﬁ .

2. What was the most informative?

\O\CC\ Ao c\o's -}QLDN}'S O—Q V-QCLC‘U’\QJ

amal Ww\k-hr\a‘) 1 \MVNA ﬂODd ""“’“’Jﬂ
o —hat
3. What will do diffe entlybe s fthlsworkshop'7 -
j H\o\u\ oy,-lvwra\&-e' %‘tu/kev%_— =) M—Ye\/\, |

Yoo and PC“'( more wrbh vy CA

| 4. How can we improve this presentation? BESTC@PYAVMLAEL -

-y @6\ ot ave. cpu,lcl- be, sovm Cop g Q’G
Songys Yhat You Can 51k 3cw Chuldren,,

“M‘r% s :*f‘wﬁ o0y Mﬂ%f&“
5. What other information would be helpful? el P

Gthar Pafewk Csic(:\ SSWa's not veall

| cxa’w—e zﬁm st (' 1o Jom N 218_:

FRIC \% Y\Qc—‘a—ﬁs“\f )’fw I e @ oresy- ‘b
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Mlorkshop. Evaluétio

- “Celebrating the First Fi\)e Years”
| Saturday, February 10, 2001 |
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lam a: parent child care provider ' service provider

teacher ' student - \/ other: Qoorouflct{‘or'
1. What d|d you like best about the workshop7 Why'?

/ ms AOW-L"% 74;( 7[;’“‘" :
yg %ﬁ .-,O{QM\}DS/\NUO/&QGAW

| | v bock b
2. What was the most mfonnatlv; ng //lfd' L\&aa/ .
- cSee,T‘g (;fjg %aj,é wn ra/
Aa \:’\% /C'S . : . -
3. What will you do dlfferenﬂy because of this workshop7 '
B wak
élt Fun . JM oo J/)‘%U\ oi\ VEGZK 0‘%
V‘ZOOV\@‘A% Mwﬂwgo g_@)b f)a/uw&’ IOWLZ/a—

4. How can we improve this presentation? ox (A)I'\@(_L /ef ﬁ

S‘f\* V:K — M Mm /’J A\ DLD ojif@v\o( - A
| uk&r‘uoi l+ So YAase WO\J(‘ od?é@/x\o&p/ Qa~—
5. What other mformatlon would be helpful? w % "Q(Aﬂ( / 7[3

it s SR

EMC BESTCOPYAVAILABLE 219

Rt T



Workshop Evaluation

"Celebrating the First Five Years”

Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

parent child care provider ___service provider

teacher ___student A other: ¥c\,m\\~|; ﬁé\km&:u

- What did-you like best about the workshop? Why?

The W UOorKslnopA \U'G(\L\&)L\\.O(‘?Q,V\;Z.‘-()" I |\\&QC) ‘QLK

k’“&“‘) hands o aekivity. - (\?—ﬂ:eaul" P¢0\ﬁ(+eu_\,qv\ - T ke
jre \OC\WZ [T - WP e Cleavning envifo nmuJJ ndbead o; a l-\oée)

; What was the most informative?

Sec r\a Yo vabecads v ‘fk:\—vdos,
Lecayr n‘ma‘a n the (\,om m\un‘\(:]'

- .What will you do differently because of this workshop?
P\k& ‘(Y\b(e_,‘b.\mg ‘wnke W\c‘/\ﬁ\r‘\a, ‘CMPM :

| ‘é,né -Ee)(.‘u_\cl Wore £ivvie 'Gr. \c_a\rv\,ww@

. How can we improve this presentation?

V\é ver£Se. Mofe

. What other information would be helpful?

Beain Deddopmendt Foc T\)e_\o\ch and Nouwto Worke
Wit % _ |
- =
[ henkyoodor e Bus
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orkshop Evaluation -

“Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lam a: parent childf-care provider service provider
teacher student i other: Firent Ecucato~
' e

1. What did you Iike best about the workshop? Wh}?

2. What was the most mW"

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop?

Wp,/z/mou /OM fo atend

4. How can we improve this presentation?

\!%W #Mﬁ»&w\ﬁwﬁ |
/LM@'\ véoc/nal\_/ et

Wo’(kﬂluﬁ bue/u/ a . W W,
5. What other mformatlon would be helpful’7

ﬂumyﬂfo Jeach  parnts #\bm&o&%

prtodd] wi s Childy
j n W
@OPYAVAELA@LEHW X Wﬂfd Hom. 4 Ingage 25

serice 4§ Mumchs wan mido— ek as apety) me%




oerkshep Evaluatien|

"Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama: v~ parent r~_ child care provider service provider

teacher student other:

—————

?

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why? _
2. What was the mostmformatlve’? '

. HO\U v\mportw ea)\bv\’\ 8\&\%% Jbor“

presduoo\ers

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop?

\%wxﬁ NOC, dtre d,b MSL,S reud-wvf}“tb \(—‘d%

4, How can we improve this presentation?

Cory need a«% IMQFOQEMQV\‘\“

S. What other information would be helpful?
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orkshop Evaluation|

"Celebrating the First Five Years"
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley 'School, Polson, Montana

child care prov'id'er 25 service provider

X teacher student other: lecn garztand FRhoes

1. What did you like best about the workshop'? Why'?
Juat hy\)\\mw\uy\j\"aj' +tmo - ltheaL mf?u‘mcf atov g
dﬁ.r RS ~ hayds on achVitves

2. What was the most informative?

Fno ekl in ook 1agS [ lpaymiig et at hoire

- 3. What will you do differently becaUse of this workshop'?

frrenls W yz¢ muoch’L@A

4. How can we improve this presentation?

5. What other information would be helpful?
v‘/mrof\&w o m.aﬁ_/af W
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orkshop Evaluation!

"Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, Fe_bruary 10, 2001
. Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama:. _ |~ parent ' chiid care provider ___ service provider

teacher student other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why? _
The deas on what o do When Yoo /o prales |
Z also feally liked the idéas on read; 77 A-Affeont o)

2. What was the most informative?

L thought 7« w5 I Hve.

s e/y'py/&( the presitos! pard, But Aol Foe/ [/
agolyed +o me. '

3. What will you do differently bécause of this workshop? ' ] ) /
I will fake my N //17e ,é% OFh oS PIACES  arkg

A fun Hhisgs with it

4. How can we improve this presentation?

5. What other information would be helpful?
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Workshop Evaluation

“Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

o o oNQ. D COr Ae
lam a: v parent \/chlld care prg\:;l%er service provider
teacher student ___ other: ﬁk\o\ e (4l /S koot
] Nwsa.

1. 'What did you like best about the workshop? Why?
e ‘Pl Nerie ol Recduin ~ o~ ~ ek \Qw,v:,\\x

2. What was the most informative? —<— cs =\ Very

%oodl

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop? |
Yl o N Se D Necr s ~ C—‘QJ\‘\‘Q%

Do . o e \e o =3 ccbso i Q9 el QC“QCUJ\Q >

NaV P VP a ol \oa.&g Lar W Qo
SM«L C_&/\_‘\&FQ &‘4’\

4. How can we |mprove this presentatnon”

5. What other information would be helpful’7
NN Sor NN O O A~ A
KLY %\OL"\P S oot ¢ oo i ™S
Tl o Ly Tl ?g@nw\)g SR

Qs @ \; e ._\‘ SS"“'?_S
Qck e AQOV\( v
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orkshop Evaluatlon

Celebrcmng the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
~Cherry Valley School Polson, Montana

~ ltama: \ parent child care provider ___service provider

teac_her : student other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?

T hece woce . @ @,o*—c’:{-) hLelgD Focted Lduias
%""“‘ A"\'\CTYC—%\ Y W@VFDVUG& \r\&b O a2

s 0 0950 o d Hoa AL e Hos—
2. WWE‘S‘TFI-E SRRt EIvSy == (3 L NA—

CHIAABs. DB g%’ Cnb &%&os%
3. What will you do dlfferently because of this workshop'7 '
«V@Nwwa_?f__w Y= w‘('(k&_ e
O e o rrwre— \Q,e,a—rv\,._.,._é Cl.c:tw&\Aoo»\ o
4. H%I:l /ve.lmprove this presentation?
O ComSd Lk WP S veore o T g

5. What other information would be helpful?

X—"\,eruz_. uﬁ\_@ Chr L\ow\‘ﬂv% &._\)_\&/o




orkshop Evaluation|

"Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

| am a: é _parent

teacher ' student othef:

child care provider service provider

1. Whatdnd you like best about the workshop? Why?

= al V/NTE S 17
M dm%&%%

2. What was the most informative?

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop? z(d
z&() @p/éwm POC %&5 5

feamn%

4. How can we improve this presentation?

L@p L/P Fh Wf (JL)@AC_

5. What other information would be helpful ?

mye hand Ongs !

[KC @EST@@PYAVAHAILE _27
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orkshop Evaluation]

“Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lam a: parent .~ _child care provider service provider

teacher student other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?

2. What was the most informative?
3. What will you do differently because of this workshop?

4. How can we improve this presentation?

5. What other information would be helpful?

FRIC  BESTCOPYAVAILABLE <28
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orkshop Evaluation]

Me&,u ( > vt )

"Celebrating the First Five Years"
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama: X parent child care provider service provider

: teacher student other:

- What did you like best about the workshop? Why?
| | Heonds o~ Ml Senmml
> Wik Groo Stare

Seench e | | -
, L-»?:EL Qo v % aau\ Sorm S0 _‘52- \. ~
What was the most informaftive™ Knswles €. X SN \

" L]

' \ : VGRS o
ﬁtu«.‘ ana H S snales a"QSQLQiI_‘.)\\\rw\ ‘Pﬂ
Lloc¥s 2 & C S small & a@&ﬂl Yrew— Kids S
o P\ Co e g | C,é:ﬁ PR Learor q L3 wm N
ol Ty What will you do differentlyebecau of this workshop?

| Laca as &%@M _Y\\m()ao'mc‘ o5« W‘_efw" J
Be dorq™ T fore o spenct, Pag Be Do mygurks

Wl AS AR S emaNe  Plashe gre. rode 4
- for (oroweny J\q@'pmtf AN M

4. How can we improve this presentation? : ‘
| \Use gchon 6_\\\\1\0\\% -‘rm\n \f\O\
Pawabh seny p-hcr_\o\e:\“lc,, O\'Q\f‘d&ﬂ)\ “"’0

Vot o W Wehe st Lo~ Cagwe letbers-Gug

5. What other information would be helpful?' BoX\~ \.o\cj N c)/\oo\
T Cold Springr ace WK AG
Ocdon~ W huge SwectsSs
Bt~ Requloc & RedoreR
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orkshop Evaluation -

“Celebrating the First Five Years"
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Che_rry Valley School, Polson, Montana

| am a: parent child care provider service provider

' X _teacher

student ' other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why? )
Honds -0On Ac,‘t\\\/"l'tié-Sj SOCd e t\\c_i'ion and }\Qr\A*CLaf\S
N[»D Y\GJ\-P Pore,ﬂ'tS COT\Y'\QC,‘t U\)}‘th S(.J’\OO\5 ‘il’\ '\'Q_&d\\\‘(\\g) \‘\-erac\d»
ok home -
2. What was the most iﬁfo_rmativé? ; : | |
T liked being ob\e tD see u?\r\oi drey oy Jatked  doeg—
9,590_(,\0..\\%. the porerﬁ, toke home (Da.ak\e’rs 4o ched ot -

T fowd alot of geod wier mation i\ Ahenc ond qar
Jeed dens Sov ok N fhem |

3. What will you do differently because of this wdrkshop?

Moke ~ake home packers {o¢ parents 10
Check ogt . |

Alse howe 5%w§eﬂi\‘_-_5 start QOL\\f\-\Q\s e dass

4. How can we imprdvef this presentation? 0{
g to et o 1o Come —> vl presente
material . |

5. What other information would be helpful?
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"Celebrating the First Five Years”
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Che__rry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama: v~ parent child care provider service provider

teacher student ' other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why ]
AU Fe jAoes, C)bw'aar:s/l/ , % Lot~ of poork. aad fRSS/00,

et jofes Ftis wbrAS/bolb. The. pwﬂ& whoe malke -‘f‘kfh;;
[ike V4ls fappen am tthe best.

ifprma e | (Facds SESSirvy e S

2. What was the most informative?
@C/( SCESI6r1 wes Ler, Jafe :
}4< lzs?. Ma“; jnzaf )dcas .

& reinforctenen? o

3. What will you do differehtly becausé of this workshop? _
[ ewitf be Zszséﬁ? /;;v F7ione a/ofdfﬁu»i fres Fo /Le/f e 7
Clildren read “Gelier. [ fesrnod 147 Jreat, Lony, ooy s
fo Ao SO _ : .

4. How can we improve this presentation?

/ :ii Nep- Srevee 7,‘4»7"3 Ry Y/ %‘7 was woll Arne

5. What other information would be helpful? \ | o
EAeccalim s «onstamdle, puelur :Z«/ El/@"/ %7”‘*’ / Le
ol a roorkshes LRE (s, sdems it 1 e
/\”757._0. dl{cgzé/ . /{)/Zi[‘"/ A(JONL/J( é)C. Ao rg /'Lé%’%ﬁ/ LG '
fo di. mmare covrk s Ieps

me <31
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/ Cherry Vélley School, Polson, Montana

| am a: \/

parent child care provider service provider

teacher student other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?_ '
Tlowed +he chElvent WBYS you Can ek
W games b nake read ing, aF

2. What was the most informative?

T lowed e do's + dord’s of  yead iy
and Wm‘%f\a‘) - ’\QVMJ ﬂood g
Lo ot T o

3. What wil yo\u\do qiffe[gw beguse’ gjhis workshop? '
VLM and play  yove wrth my childven,
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4.- How can we improve this presentation? : , .
T Rel +hat Hoe could loe sore copus
Song)s That you can St to Your Chuldren,
eXPCallvg que/m"(:s Ve e vt ke CLC%L;

- L\aar T Woko  at Logh j"‘; Luri Hen covon

5. What other information would be helpful? e P “'P‘/Y ‘ -

Gthar patert (glep) Oa's net veall
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lam a: parent child care provider service provider

teacher student \/ other: Coo roquCC@or

1. What d|d you like best about the workshop? Why'?

/T_ems AOM"' % VQ/" 7(;‘%‘
v} k -/O&m % S/\Q/\SL W/&&QZM/E‘—‘

- }’Vg O L koolv_ kué/
2. What was the most informative?
Seeing Mer alzé / /l/éj“ wﬂzz\ -
Aav\'g | Vaﬁ “’\/OS . Va/
3. What will you do dlfferently because of this workshop?
% wak Yo g ¥An
élL/L/ JMOOM Mook/uo\l& i VE%« 0&4
Co or\e/\i' M“ﬂt wb 000/@\29: /OMA—

4, Hov‘:?c(;n we improve this pres:?:::lon’? o Nl\cﬁt& /(f‘%
Shrong - arm  mow ﬁ& o aﬁw oL
u\&f-\&o\* /+ So % WOO(’ 017(76@/1/\0&0/ Ca~—

5. Whatotherlnformatlon would be helpful? W % V\Bd\ﬂ( /f?

Q{MML cJo#M ,q 8”‘“&%
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lam a: parent ____ child care provider ____service provider

|~ teacher student ' other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?

OFQU\ ed My minde +p 50 Moy rore Wos
o Presein} A,ﬁamc‘j

2. What was the most informative?

U\M\thLo ﬁf,r\ﬁ P(Z,V‘eh"’(j Vhor&»r»«CO\;fmp,vL/on

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop?

O)DQV\ wp-*l.'/hq \,«)O("d @ﬁ )i\\}er.ﬁlCﬂ
“FUFCLLI Ldr@m ’

4. How can we improve this presentation? T+

was W O@c/ﬁb/

5. What other information would be helpful?

/“@Wmed- QIO}
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“Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, Fe_bruary 10, 2001
Che.rry Valley School, Polson, Montana

| am a: L/;)arent mild care provider service provider
teacher student | other:

1 What did you I|k best about the workshop? Why” dﬁca/@/ A ’#
( @Qf_ dclinlnt hay, éb bart, (ot y=
/JW \,wzﬂ O/)’;Mb‘%gc/

4, cﬁmﬁf%@m{o 9 ackiitics /7%5 WW

2. What was the most informative?

WO oo dlias frome asion 4,

3. Whatwill you do differently because of this workshop?

JWW Yiroe Lcdvao & all et _pParer tbo

mw%a/u‘r RN orcenstin eton C’,%/(jo/ |
%c/ Zﬁbﬁmﬁ o ure L™ 0.0 o Q/iu'/n/j mm_m(w‘/an

4. How can we improve this presentation? |

5. What other |nformat|on would be helpful? / %U) é WW . Wh

O?M MM W OWQWS 9;2 Wué C’Zﬁu/c(/&/m
[KC% atz Q%‘”> 035 BEST COPY AVAILABLE




orkshop Evaluation|

"Celebrating the First Five Years"
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Che'rry Valle;y School, Polson, Montana
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1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why? '
&M 0B
2. What was the most informativer; -' | : | |

S

3. What will you d differently, because of this workshop? |
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"Celebrating the First Five Years”
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lam a: X _ parent

teacher . student other:

child care provider service provider

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?

T loved the hands on achvrhes. T wouldn't

be surpnsed i this 1S also wWas the  way
my Childron  Learn .

2. What was the most informative?

T found alot of informahon n —he class
from KRoxanne and Lasa. They had o punch
of wonder-ful 1deas, T wish T would have

AR oS 0 L. OIS ago |

3. What'will you do differently becausd 6f this’works ? ,

Tl be More Eamve 5o dne reeds of ai
my Children. | -

4. How can we improve this presentation? -

How about- & class where Hhe Children atierd,
S ond Hhey Work on Concepts it rhe parerm's,

5. What other information would be helpful ?

Maybe a clags or Wb ot has hel pfu
Yools oy older  chldven.
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Cherry Valley School, Polson, Montana

| am a: x . parent

child care provider service provider

teacher student other:

-
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. What did you like best about the workshop'? Why?

The Fon it Mixeat Witk e 1o e T o
I?"5 9‘9[‘32% V/(?\/ }“ﬁ /e.gf/; af

an Qe,

. What was the most informa

Q// o£ 1+

. What will you do differently because of this workshop?

alot € more @QQ&@%

How can we improve this presentation?

. What other information would be helpful?

'/_625‘\(@ -(0(5 oﬂw vseful ’fhwff

Liee C/ezmm7 up
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fama: _x parent g child care provider service provider

teacher student other:

1. What did you llke best about the workshop’? Why’7
2. What was the most informative?

3. What will you do differently because of this workshOp’?

Frtiea dildrsn A en W

4. How can we improve this presentation?
R"-drl o M et A& W s lect

5. What other information would be helpful?
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"Celebrating the First Five Years"
Saturday, February 10, 2001
Che_rry Valley School, Polson, Montana

lama: parent ~__ child care provider service provider

teacher student ' other:;

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?
(4,.0-// or‘JqAJI"C-QJ

WOr ks hee +— AHlaadoots - iwonre VQ"j AQ//%/"‘ S ""UC4
,'/ur%f/"la‘//a/v e S Cauerﬂo" s sAod‘ 74,/’16

2. Whét was the most informative? '
C/UCour‘o-j /g C4///reru at 719’ /euP./ 07(/5/(/// 7)“6 a ro
b espenty wih er By m AT Setys Correc i
@K//or,e 7heve \/Vl-«-u e P e ue/c,/ /{Q“_,

3. What will you do differently because of this workshop? y
meospernte  move (2copn.' s AchiuHies wib /o

ruM‘”"j erre s

4 How can we improve this presentatlon'?

O//p/‘/unﬂf 7!) Malp C@??/(’f o~ fam oX  Txp
ﬁa#ﬁfﬂ/{ ////6/ WO/‘/CAOO%; —

5. What other information would be helpful?
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"Celebrating the First Five Years”
- Saturday, February 10, 2001
Cherry Valley Schooal, Polson, Montana
lam a: _JL parent child care providef

service provider

teacher student - other:

1. What did you like best about the workshop? Why?
Aove Learned so mush A"‘Edez,%. Fhanh

pee J g Queh WMW w4 oo m«c:/\.%.

| 2. Whatwajo the mo’s’t inf?ﬁr/r‘nizti‘\)/.é? bt Qﬂ CM‘ 7(1(:,/3&(,'&;{ m_ 9/9%%,&.,1-

3. What will you do differeﬁtly because of this workshop?
Joks 0—%&0 Latrar peconds. , o W mu%zgf )
,j;u. dm& | a“_\; O,FP@MM Come /"7" /Q _m.cod/}na_rﬁa ..ﬁ uyg‘ ]

4. Howc_anweimprove_ this presentation? ¢ [ J W ,ZM M ‘D/
&/wa g WaL Ao guat o |

w pua%ﬂdm 59», ,L.mu/yzawe.«wwﬁqﬁ /

'5. What other informat_ionvw0uld be helpful? o L | 's

'\/ Wﬂ%{ ,Z’,a/znip/ o7 ﬁc ,Lf/’éa.‘ ﬁ/ Wﬁ{t
Ddoltins o f ol Mt o _toorn Aow B interpr
e “,An/‘@éfwa.me&_, " Tach o chddd
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