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Since 1963, Hope Network has been committed to supporting underserved individuals 
such as those mental illness, neurological injuries, and developmental disabilities with a 
recent focus on children through services including literacy intervention, trauma-informed 
care, and residential treatment.  Hope Network serves 240 plus communities, with 2,800 
staff members, to more than 20,000 people annually throughout Michigan. 

 

 

 

 

 

MEC Reading Corps is based on the successful Minnesota Reading Corps, the largest 
AmeriCorps tutoring program in the country. A rigorous study conducted by the University 
of Chicago confirms that Reading Corps is a proven model that significantly accelerates 
literacy achievement for children age 3 to grade 3. By combining the people power of 
AmeriCorps with evidence-based practices, Reading Corps tutors in Michigan are part of a 
multi-state effort helping more than 40,000 struggling students learn to read each year. 
ServeMinnesota provides the evaluation, training, and technical support to ensure fidelity 
of Reading Corps implementation across the country. 
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Background of Reading Corps 
Reading Corps is an AmeriCorps program that provides trained literacy tutors to support 
reading development for students in PreKindergarten through grade 3. Reading Corps 
tutors are trained to implement evidence-based literacy instruction and assessment 
protocols. Tutors are supported by a multi-level coaching model that includes site-based 
(“Internal”) and external (“Master”) coaches.  
 
The vision of Reading Corps is to broadly impact literacy outcomes for children, with the 
following primary goals:  
 
 All children, age 3 to grade 3, who qualify for Reading Corps, will have access to Reading 

Corps and will meet reading standards by third grade.  
 AmeriCorps tutors, through the training, development, and service opportunity 

provided by Reading Corps, will pursue education related careers and/or continue to be 
ambassadors for children's literacy throughout their lives. 

 Schools and community institutions/organizations, through their experiences with 
Reading Corps, will understand and incorporate the Reading Corps methods for 
increasing literacy; those institutions will, in turn, build awareness of Reading Corps 
literacy interventions with their colleagues. 

 
Evidence 
Over two school years, external researchers from the University of Chicago independently 
evaluated Reading Corps and found meaningful, significant effects across ages. Students 
who participated in Reading Corps accelerated their literacy skills and performed better 
than comparable students who did not1. Moreover, students with greater risk due to 
socioeconomic factors made noteworthy gains toward closing their learning gap. Reading 
Corps is an effective model for improving student literacy outcomes.   
 
 
Research-based Service Delivery 
 
The Reading Corps model aligns with Response-to-Intervention (RTI) or Multi-Tier System 
of Supports (MTSS), which are two descriptions of a framework for delivering educational 
services effectively and efficiently2. The key aspects of that alignment include the following:  
 

• Clear literacy targets at each level from PreKindergarten through grade 3  
 

1 Markovitz, C.; Hernandez, M.; Hedberg, E.; Silberglitt, B. (2014). Outcome Evaluation of the Minnesota Reading Corps K3 Program. NORC at the 
University of Chicago: Chicago, IL. 
Markovitz, C.; Hernandez, M.; Hedberg, E.; Silberglitt, B. (2015). Outcome Evaluation of the Minnesota Reading Corps PreK Program. NORC at 
the University of Chicago: Chicago, IL. 
2 Burns, K.M., Jimerson, S.R. VanDerHeyden, A. M., & Deno, S.L., (2016). Toward a unified Response-to-Intervention model: Multi-tiered systems 
of support. In S.R. Jimerson, M.K. Burns, & A. VanDerHeyden (Eds.), Handbook of Response to Intervention, 2nd Ed. (pp. 719-732). New York: 
Springer. 
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• Benchmark assessment three times a year to identify students eligible for 
individualized interventions  

 
• Evidence-based interventions  

 
• Frequent progress monitoring during intervention delivery  

 
• High-quality training in program procedures, coaching, and observations to support 

fidelity of implementation  
 
In the RTI, or MTSS framework, data play the key roles of screening student eligibility for 
additional services and monitoring student progress towards achieving academic goals 
(i.e., benchmarks). Reading Corps screens students for program eligibility three times a 
year (i.e., fall, winter, spring) using empirically-derived grade- and content-specific 
performance benchmarks. Eligible students (defined as students scoring below target 
scores) are determined potential candidates to receive supplemental Reading Corps 
support. 
 
Reading Corps is focused on intervention in the “Big Five Ideas in Literacy” as identified by 
the National Reading Panel, including phonological awareness, phonics, fluency, 
vocabulary, and comprehension. Tutors at the PreKindergarten level are embedded into a 
classroom to collaborate with teaching staff to implement literacy-rich practices for all 
students and targeted, more intensive interventions for students who need them. Full-time 
tutors in Kindergarten through grade 3 work with approximately 15-20 at-risk students for 
20 minutes each day. The tutoring interventions align with the Big Five literacy targets 
(Shanahan et al., 20083 and Snow, Burns, & Griffin, 19984) and are supplemental to the core 
reading instruction provided at each school. The goal of the tutoring is to raise individual 
students’ literacy levels so that they are on track to meet or exceed the next program-
specified literacy benchmark. 
 
Coaching and Support 
 
As mentioned above, Reading Corps provides multiple layers of supervision to ensure 
integrity of program implementation. Site-specific Internal Coaches, who are typically staff 
literacy specialists, instructional coaches, or curriculum leaders, serve as immediate on-site 
supervisors, mentors, and advocates for tutors. The Internal Coach’s role is to monitor 
tutors and provide guidance in the implementation of Reading Corps’ assessments, and 
interventions, as well as the literacy rich schedule (PreK only).  As the front-line supervisor, 
the Internal Coach is a critical component of the supervisory structure.  
 
The external, or Master Coach, is a literacy expert who provides site staff (i.e., Internal 
Coaches and AmeriCorps tutors) with expert consultation on literacy instruction and 

3 Snow, C., Burns, M., & Griffin, P. (Eds.), (1998). Preventing reading difficulties in young children. Washington DC: National Academy Press 
4 Shanahan, T.; Cunningham, A.; Escamilla, KC.; Fischel, J.; Landry, S.; Lonigan, CJ., et al. (2008). Developing early literacy: Report of the national 
early literacy panel. Washington DC: National Institute for Literacy.   
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ensures implementation integrity of Reading Corps program elements. In addition to these 
two coaching layers, a third layer consisting of AmeriCorps program support helps ensure a 
successful year of AmeriCorps service.  Program support staff are MEC Reading Corps 
employees who provide administrative oversight for program implementation to sites 
participating in Reading Corps.    
 
Training 
 
Prior to the start of each school year, MEC Reading Corps hosts a three-day Summer 
Institute to train returning and new Master Coaches, Internal Coaches, and AmeriCorps 
tutors. This intensive, information-filled training provides foundational training in the 
research-based literacy interventions employed by Reading Corps.  During several sessions 
at the Reading Corps Summer Institute, tutors learn the skills, knowledge, and tools needed 
to serve as literacy interventionists.  Tutors are provided with detailed literacy manuals as 
well as online resources that mirror and supplement the contents of the manual (e.g., 
videos of model interventions and best practices).  Both the manuals and online resources 
are intended to provide tutors with just-in-time support and opportunities for continued 
professional development and skill refinement.  Additional training and coaching sessions 
equating to about 90+ hours are provided throughout the tutors’ year of service.   
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Overview of the Evaluation  
 
This evaluation report addresses the requirements outlined in the Fiscal Year 2017 State 
School Aid Act, Section 35a(7).  The evaluation report is organized around seven questions 
that provide the required data and information by the grant as approved by the State Board 
of Education.  Data for the evaluation are collected and recorded by the implementers of 
Reading Corps.  MEC Reading Corps collects data about tutors and sites, including survey 
responses regarding MTSS.  MEC Reading Corps tutors collect data about student dosage 
and literacy outcomes.  Coaches collect specific details about tutor implementation of 
interventions and assessments.  These data are used to answer the following questions: 
 

1. What is the scope of the Reading Corps program in Michigan? 
 
2. How well is the Reading Corps program implemented in Michigan? 

 
3. What are the primary outcomes of Reading Corps in Michigan?  

 
4. What do key stakeholders and implementers report regarding how 

participation in Reading Corps has affected their beliefs, opinions, and/or 
professional practices? 
 

5. To what degree have participating schools included MEC Reading Corps 
program data in their school improvement process and plans? 
 

6. To what degree have participating schools included the MEC Reading Corps 
program and program data in their MTSS implementation? 
 

7. To what degree has MEC Program and volunteer staff worked with school 
district, intermediate school district, and MDE staff to refine the role of the 
MEC program within overall MTSS processes?  

 

Appendices to the report provide additional details regarding Reading Corps Assessments 
and Interventions, School Improvement Plan Guidance, and Family Literacy Program.   
              Appendix A:  K-3 Assessment Measures and Procedures 

Appendix B:  Assessment Research Base 
Appendix C:  Intervention Research Base 
Appendix D:  School Improvement Plan Guidance for Reading Corps 
Appendix E:  Family Literacy Program 
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1. What is the scope of the Reading Corps program in Michigan? 
 
Sites and Tutors 
 
Reading Corps tutors served in Michigan for a fifth year in 2016-2017.  As summarized in 
Table 1 and Figure 1, the year saw considerable growth in the number of Reading Corps 
tutors at the PreK and K-3 level.  There was over 50% growth in K-3 tutors and nearly 
double the number of PreK tutors than in 2015-16.  Since the purpose of this report is for 
funding through State School Aid (35a), which is for K3 Reading Corps, the PreK Reading 
Corps outcomes data will not be provided here.  T available upon request to Dr. Holly 
Windram, Executive Director, Michigan Education Corps, at hwindram@hopenetwork.org 
or 616/389-6266. 
 
Note: In 2014-2015, MEC piloted another reading intervention program with about 20 
tutors; hence, the decrease in tutors and sites implementing Reading Corps.   
 
Table 1: Number of Sites, Coaches, and Tutors Serving During the 2016-17 School Year  

Category Sites Internal Coaches Master 
Coaches Number of Tutors* 

PreK 7 6 2 15 
K-3 44 40 6 97 

Total 51 46 8 112 
*Defined as having entered tutoring minutes for at least one student in the Reading Corps data management system.   

 
Figure 1: Number of Tutors by Year 
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Students Served 
 
The increase in the number of tutors corresponded with an increase in the number of 
students served, as presented in Table 2 and Figure 2.  Reading Corps sites focused on 
serving students in grades 1-3 until December.  Starting in December/January, sites began 
serving Kindergarten, so intervention did not ‘get ahead’ of core literacy instruction.  As a 
result, Kindergarten had the least number of students served overall.  Note: there were 317 
children age 3-5 who participated in Preschool Reading Corps.  The majority of those 
children (79%) were age 4.  Again, only K3 outcome data are provided in this report.  
 
Table 2: Number of Students Served  

 

 
Figure 2: Number of Students Served by Year  

 
 
At the K3 level, students who are tutored in previous years are assessed or “benchmarked” 
three times per year, which provides schools and staff important data about previously-
tutored students’ literacy skills.  If a student scores below grade level, he or she is eligible 
to again receive tutoring.  
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Students who were tutored in previous years and benchmarked but never tutored during 
the 2016-2017 school year are not counted as students served in Table 2 because they did 
not receive tutoring.  However, Reading Corps still attempts to track the progress of these 
students.  Table 3 shows that 125 previously served students were benchmarked but not 
tutored during 2016-17. 
 
Table 3: Number of Students Benchmarked as Follow-up to Tutoring in Previous Year  

Grade Number of Students 

Grade K 3 
Grade 1 29 
Grade 2 49 
Grade 3 44 

Total 125 
 
Reading Corps tutors also record the demographic information of students they serve. 
Table 4 shows that 58% of K-3 students were students of color and the majority (83%) 
were not identified as English Language Learners. 
 
Table 4: Student Demographics 

 
Gender Ethnicity English 

Learner Status 
K-3 51.0% Female  

 
49.0% Male 
 

44.8% Black or African American 
41.6% White 
7.1% Hispanic/Latino 
3.1% Multi-Racial 
2.2% Asian  
0.9% American Indian or Alaskan Native 
0.2% Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific 
Islander 

8.8% Yes 
 
83.1% No 
 
8.0% Unknown 

 
Kindergarten to Grade 3 Tutoring Dosage  

Tutors at the K-3 level work with students every day for 20 minutes. Table 5 shows that 
students were tutored for an average of about 67 minutes per week. Kindergarten students 
averaged fewer tutoring sessions and weeks of tutoring than the older grades, potentially 
due to faster growth and subsequent exit from tutoring.  
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Table 5: K-3 Tutoring Dosage by Grade 

Grade Students 
Tutored 

Average Tutoring 
Sessions 

Average Tutoring 
Weeks  

Average Tutoring 
Minutes Per Week 

Grade K 209 44.6 13.4 64.7 
Grade 1 513 66.1 19.6 66.5 
Grade 2 622 68.7 20.0 67.8 
Grade 3 570 62.9 18.9 65.9 

Total 1,914 63.7 18.9 66.6 
 
2. How well is the Reading Corps program implemented in 
Michigan? 
 
Ensuring accurate, effective implementation is a core principle of Reading Corps. In 
addition to formal training sessions, ongoing coaching is provided throughout the school 
year.  In coaching sessions, Reading Corps Master Coaches and Internal Coaches observe 
tutors administering assessments and delivering interventions.  These observation allow 
for coaches to build on the tutor’s formal training and to help tutors improve their 
implementation of the Reading Corps model. 
 
Coaches are required to observe tutors administering each assessment at least three times 
per year, prior to collecting seasonal benchmark data. If tutors do not properly administer 
the assessment, coaches will provide targeted training and observe the tutor delivering the 
assessment again. Ongoing observation and coaching continues until the tutor achieves 
95% accuracy in K-3.  This process helps to ensure assessment data are properly collected 
and that the results accurately measure each student’s literacy skills.  
 
Coaches are also expected to observe tutors administering interventions. These 
observations provide an opportunity for coaches to provide ongoing tutor training and to 
ensure the interventions are delivered effectively and in accordance with their evidence 
base.    
 
Table 6 displays the total number of assessment and intervention coaching sessions 
conducted by Master Coaches and Internal Coaches during the 2016-17 school year and the 
average number of coaching sessions each tutor received. A coaching session is defined as a 
day where a coach completed at least one fidelity observation.  
 
The average number of assessment coaching sessions per K-3 tutor is slightly below the 
expectation of 3 times per tutor per year (i.e., each season). This is a result of some tutors 
not completing a full year of service.  The average number of intervention coaching 
sessions at the K-3 level shows that tutors are being observed at least once per month, 
implying that tutors are receiving consistent coaching and support.  
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Table 6: Coaching Sessions by Internal and Master Coaches 

 Assessment  Intervention 

 Total Coaching 
Sessions 

Average Coaching 
Sessions per 

Tutor 

Total Coaching 
Sessions 

Average Coaching 
Sessions per 

Tutor 

Range of Coaching 
Sessions per 

Tutor 
K-3 267 2.7 1,104 11.3 1-26 

 
Tutor Fidelity  
 
After completing each assessment and intervention fidelity observation, coaches enter the 
number of checklist items that the tutor delivered correctly into an online data system.  The 
percent fidelity is then calculated by dividing the number of items delivered correctly by 
the total number of items. 
 
Table 7 displays the range and average fidelity for each assessment. High levels of average 
fidelity were noted for all measures (at least 99%), meaning 99% or more of the steps 
involved in administering the assessments were completed accurately. These high levels of 
fidelity imply the assessment data collected by Reading Corps tutors accurately reflect the 
literacy skills the assessments were designed to measure.  
 
Table 7: Fidelity of Assessment Administration 

Measure 
Total 

Checks 
Collected 

Range Average 
Standard 
Deviation 

K-3     
Test of Letter Names 400 62-100% 99% 0.04 
Test of Letter Sounds 412 69-100% 99% 0.03 
Test of Nonsense Words (Eng.) 398 85-100% 99% 0.03 
CBMReading 1,345 85-100% 99% 0.02 

 
Results from Table 8 show that all interventions were conducted with high degrees of 
fidelity (>95% accuracy), which means they were implemented as intended.  The range was 
33%-100%.  Given that each intervention has an extensive evidence base (see Appendix C), 
high fidelity means the interventions were implemented in accordance with their 
established evidence base.  
 
Table 8: Fidelity of Intervention Implementation  

Intervention 
Total Checks 

Completed 
Range Average 

Standard 
Deviation 

K-3     
Blending Words 287 67-100% 97% 0.07 
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Duet Reading 671 56-100% 98% 0.05 
Great Leaps: Any 379 33-100% 95% 0.08 
Letter Sound 
Correspondence 

211 50-100% 96% 0.08 

Newscaster Reading 231 64-100% 97% 0.06 
Pencil Tap 25 88-100% 99% 0.03 
Phoneme Blending 95 56-100% 97% 0.07 
Phoneme Segmenting 30 80-100% 97% 0.06 
Repeated Reading with 
Comprehension Strategy 
Practice 

221 44-100% 95% 0.06 

Stop Go 4 100% 100% 0.00 
 

3. What are the primary outcomes of Reading Corps in Michigan? 
 
Kindergarten to Grade 3 Measures of Early Literacy  
 
Data for K-3 literacy outcomes are reported from student performance on measures of 
early literacy that are designed for students in Kindergarten through grade 3. The 
measures assess phonics skills (i.e., knowing letter names, sounds, and simple word-level 
phonetic relationships) and reading fluency skills (i.e., how well the student reads 
connected text).  The specific measures are listed below (see Appendix B for the research 
base):  

• Test of Letter Names 
• Test of Letter Sounds 
• Test of Nonsense Words (English) 
• CBMReading (measure of oral reading fluency) 

 
The measures are administered by Reading Corps tutors at each screening period or 
“benchmark window” (fall, winter, and spring). Tutors assess students who were 
previously served by Reading Corps and students identified by classroom teachers as 
potential candidates for tutoring. Benchmark scores are compared to seasonal grade level 
targets that predict future reading success. Students who score below target are eligible to 
receive Reading Corps tutoring (see Appendix A for more information). 

The literacy assessments are also used to measure the progress of students while they are 
receiving tutoring. Tutors “progress monitor” each student they are tutoring one time per 
week and track their progress toward the proficiency targets. Students’ weekly scores are 
used by coaches to determine if students have made enough progress to “exit” the program 
and no longer receive tutoring. 
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Kindergarten to Grade 3 Student Performance  
 
A student’s weekly progress monitoring score allows the program to measure their growth 
while receiving tutoring. This growth can be compared to the measures “target growth” 
which is the amount of weekly growth a student who is on target in the fall would need to 
maintain throughout the year to remain on target in the spring.  
 
A basic premise of Reading Corps in K-3 is that students are below their grade level target, 
and thus need growth rates above target growth if they are going to meet future grade level 
targets. In other words, these students need to make more than a year’s worth of growth if 
they are going to “catch up” and close their individual achievement gap.  
 
Table 9 displays the average weekly growth rate for students receiving at least three weeks 
of Reading Corps tutoring compared to the target growth rate. For all measures, the 
average growth rate exceeded the target growth, meaning the average student was closing 
their individual achievement gap and on pace to make more than a year’s worth of growth.  
 
The last row of Table 9 shows the percentage of students who had an above average target 
growth rate.  Nearly 70% of all students served were catching up to their grade level 
targets, with Kindergarten and grade 3 having the highest percentage of students above 
target growth.  Slightly more than half of grade 1 students had above target growth for 
CBMReading, reflecting the potential for further improvement in accelerating reading 
growth for students in this grades.  

Table 9: Participant Average Growth  

 Grade K Grade 1 Grade 1* Grade 2 Grade 3  

 

Test of 
Letter 

Sounds 

Test of 
Nonsense 

Words (Eng.) 
CBMReading Total 

Average Growth 
per Week 2.28 2.36 1.92 1.99 1.73  

Target Growth 
per Week 1.21 1.59 1.88 1.61 1.06  

Number of 
Students** 204 441 415 608 563 2,231 

Number of 
Students Above 
Target Growth 

174 298 195 405 464 1,536 

Percent of 
Students Above 
Target Growth 

85.29% 67.57% 46.99% 66.61% 82.42% 68.85% 

*Students in this group may have also participated in Grade 1 Test of Nonsense Words (Eng.). 
** Students must have at least 3 progress monitoring data points to be included in the growth rate calculations.  
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Figures 3-7 visually represent the average student growth rate (blue line) compared to the 
target growth (yellow line).  The figures show that the average student started below target 
in the fall. They also show that for all five measures, the average student achieved above 
target growth and was closer to the grade level target in the fall than they were in the 
spring. In Kindergarten Test of Letter Sounds and Grade 1 Nonsense Words (English), the 
average student achieved enough growth to be above target by the spring.   
 

Figure 3: Kindergarten Letter Sound Growth 

 
 
 
Figure 4: Grade 1 Nonsense Word (English) Growth 
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Figure 5: Grade 1 CBMReading Growth 

 

 

 
 
 
Figure 6: Grade 2 CBMReading Growth 
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Figure 7: Grade 3 CBMReading Growth 

 
 
Table 10 provides information about the percentage of students who successfully exit the 
Reading Corps program by meeting grade level targets who then later meet the spring 
benchmark near the end of the school year (see Appendix B for more information on the 
Reading Corps targets). This is an important measure on students’ maintenance of the 
reading skills they developed during tutoring. In total, 55% of students who exited the 
program also met or exceeded the spring benchmark target score. Kindergarten had the 
highest percentage of students who exited and later met the spring benchmark, continuing 
a trend of strong outcomes for Kindergarten students.  
 
Table 10: Percentage of Students Who Exit and Also Meet the Spring Benchmark 

Grade 
Number 

of 
Students 

Number 
Exited* 

Exited and Have 
a Spring 

Benchmark 

Exited and 
Met Spring 
Benchmark 

Percent 
Exited and 
Met Spring 
Benchmark 

K 209 91 89 55 61.8% 
1 513 123 114 53 46.5% 
2 622 158 153 87 56.9% 
3 570 193 181 98 54.1% 

Total 1,914 565 537 293 54.6% 
* “Exited” indicates student progress was at or above expected grade-level trajectories for skill improvement. Practically, 
Reading Corps determines at or above grade-level trajectory as having 3-5 consecutive weekly points above a target growth 
line plus 2 points above an upcoming seasonal benchmark target score.  
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4. What do key stakeholders and implementers report regarding 
how participation in Reading Corps has affected their beliefs, 
opinions, and/or professional practices?  
 
In the spring of each program year, Reading Corps staff distribute an online survey to 
tutors, Internal Coaches, site administrators, and classroom teachers of participating 
students.  
 
The survey – tailored to each role within Reading Corps – asks a wide-range of questions 
regarding the implementation and impact of Reading Corps during the past year. Each 
question asks the respondent to rate their agreement with various statements by selecting 
if they “Strongly Agree”, “Agree”, “Disagree”, or “Strongly Disagree” or have “No Opinion”. 
 
For the 2016-17 school year, Reading Corps received complete survey responses from the 
following stakeholders and implementers: 
 

• 95 tutors – 100% response rate 
• 40 Internal Coaches – 98% response rate 
• 32 administrators – 67% response rate 
• 96 teachers – 55% response rate 

 
Reading Corps Impact on Sites and Students 
 
Two of the most important questions on the survey are respondents’ opinions of the impact 
Reading Corps on their students and on their site.  Figure 8 displays the percent of each 
type of respondent who agrees or strongly agrees that Reading Corps had a positive impact 
on students. The majority of all respondents strongly agree or agree that Reading Corps is 
having a positive impact on their site and students with the percentages for all types of 
respondents relatively strong for 2016-2017. The results from this year are compared to 
the survey results from each of the past two years.  There was a significant increase in the 
participation rate for Internal Coaches and Administrators.  
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Figure 8: Survey Respondents Opinion Regarding the Impact on their Students 

 

Figure 9: Survey Respondents Opinion Regarding Impact on their Site 
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most comments were quite positive and had some specifics about the impact on students 
and reading, there was some feedback on areas for continuous improvement, also.   

Tutor Impact 
In addition to the positive outcomes reported for students and sites, Table 11 shows 
Reading Corps also benefits tutors.  Over 90 percent of tutors reported that participation in 
Reading Corps had a positive impact on them personally. After their service, many tutors 
are considering a career in teaching or education and nearly all tutors are dedicated to the 
ongoing promotion of childhood literacy. 
 

Table 11: Tutor Survey Results 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
No 

Opinion 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Participation in Reading Corps had 
a positive impact on me this school 
year.  

58.9% 31.5% 6.3% 2.1% 1.0% 

I am considering a career in 
teaching or education.  

47.3% 20.0% 14.6% 11.5% 6.3% 

I am dedicated to ongoing 
promotion of childhood literacy.  

73.6% 22.1% 2.1% 2.1% 0% 

 

5. To what degree have participating schools included MEC Reading 
Corps program data in their school improvement process and plan?  
 
During the 2015-2016 program year, MEC Reading Corps staff worked closely with a 
variety of stakeholders to develop specific guidance for schools on how to include Reading 
Corps in their annual School Improvement Plans (See Appendix D).   These stakeholders 
included staff from an Intermediate School District in School Improvement, staff from the 
Michigan Department of Education, and building administrators.   The guidance was then 
distributed to all schools in May that would be partnering with MEC Reading Corps in 
2016-2017 so language could be added (if not already present for returning schools) in the 
School Improvement Plans that are typically completed by the end of June of the school 
year.   In spring of 2017, MEC provided data specific to each building using the SIP language 
guidance for schools to use for reporting outcomes on Reading Corps in the SIP.    MEC will 
continue to revise and share this document with participating schools, and also work to 
ensure that Reading Corps is a part of the school’s plan and Reading Corps data are applied 
in their school improvement planning process.  Beginning spring 2018, a survey item will 
be added that specifically asks Principals to indicate whether Reading Corps is included in 
their school improvement process and plan. 
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6. To what degree have participating schools included MEC Reading 
Corps program and program data in their MTSS implementation? 
 
The survey included a specific question asking school administrators, Internal Coaches, and 
teachers on the degree to which they agree Reading Corps is an integral part of the school’s 
multi-tier system of supports.  Between 90-97% of teachers, Internal Coaches and 
Administrators strongly agreed or agreed that Reading Corps is integral to their MTSS 
framework.   Of Administrators, 97% strongly agreed or agreed, whereas 3% had no 
opinion.  This suggests MEC Reading Corps program staff are effectively communicating 
and partnering with schools throughout the program year to ensure shared understanding 
of how MTSS is defined, and ensuring Reading Corps is part of a school’s MTSS framework.  
Of the Internal Coaches, 95% strongly agreed or agreed whereas 5% disagreed.  Of 
teachers, 90% strong agreed or agreed while 4% had no opinion, and 5% disagreed or 
strong disagreed.  While Administrators and Internal Coaches are strongly aligned, a place 
for on-going work continues to be ensuring shared understanding across school staff, 
particularly teachers, of how Reading Corps is explicitly part of a school’s overall MTSS 
framework.  

Figure 10:  Survey Respondents Opinion Regarding Reading Corps & MTSS  

 

 
In addition, the survey asked specific questions related to MTSS implementation including 
areas of literacy interventions and assessments, the use of data to drive instruction, and the 
use of research-based strategies.  Table 12 and Table 13 show that the vast majority of 
Internal Coaches and Administrators agree or strongly agree that Reading Corps is having a 
positive impact on sites in these areas.  In perhaps the strongest endorsement, more than 
88% of Internal Coaches and 96% of administrators would recommend the Reading Corps 
program to others. 
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Table 12: Additional Internal Coach Survey Results 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
No 

Opinion 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Reading Corps supports our site in 
implementing a rigorous, aligned, 
and developmentally appropriate 
system of literacy interventions and 
assessments. 

57.5% 37.5% 0% 5.0% 0% 

Reading Corps participation has 
accelerated our strategic use of 
data to drive literacy instruction 
and intervention. 

37.5% 42.5% 10.0% 10.0% 0% 

Reading Corps fosters successful 
schools through the use of 
research-based strategies. 

50.0% 45.0% 2.5% 2.0% 0% 

Reading Corps training and 
experience provides meaningful 
preparation for tutors interested in 
entering the field of education. 

40.0% 50.0% 7.5% 2.5% 0% 

I would recommend the Reading 
Corps program to others in my 
network. 

62.5% 25.0% 7.5% 2.5% 2.5% 

 

Table 13: Additional Building Administrator Survey Results 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
No 

Opinion 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Reading Corps supports our site in 
implementing a rigorous, aligned, 
and developmentally appropriate 
system of literacy interventions and 
assessments. 

40.6% 56.2% 3.1% 0% 0% 

Reading Corps participation has 
accelerated our strategic use of 
data to drive literacy instruction 
and intervention. 

28.1% 56.2% 6.2% 9.3% 0% 

Reading Corps fosters successful 
schools through the use of 
research-based strategies. 

40.6% 56.2% 3.1% 0% 0% 

Reading Corps training and 
experience provides meaningful 

37.5% 46.8% 15.6% 0% 0% 
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preparation for tutors interested in 
entering the field of education. 
I would recommend the Reading 
Corps program to others in my 
network. 

57.1% 39.2% 3.5% 0% 0% 

 

Table 14 shows that the vast majority of teachers feel positive about having their students 
participate in Reading Corps, and that they see Reading Corps as positively impacting 
students in their classroom.  This is an important outcome as teachers are an essential 
component of student selection and the scheduling of interventions.  Their engagement 
helps ensure alignment with core instruction and the Reading Corps intervention. 
 

Table 14: Additional Teacher Survey Results 

 Strongly 
Agree 

Agree 
No 

Opinion 
Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

I feel positive about having 
students in my classroom 
participate in interventions 
through Reading Corps. 

65.6% 27.0% 3.1% 3.1% 1.0% 

Reading Corps tutors are a 
valuable component of our 
school's reading resources. 

61.4% 29.1% 4.1% 1.0% 4.1% 

Participation in Reading Corps 
increased students’ confidence in 
reading.   

57.2% 33.3% 6.2% 3.1% 0% 

Participation in Reading Corps 
increased students’ love of reading.   46.8% 37.5% 10.4% 3.1% 2.0% 

 

7. To what degree have MEC Program and volunteer staff worked 
with school district, intermediate school district, and MDE staff to 
refine the role of the MEC program within overall MTSS processes? 
 
In order address this question, MEC used three information sources: survey results, the 
process of developing and sharing the School Improvement Plan Guidance (Appendix D), 
and the number of opportunities MEC staff had meetings or discussions with stakeholders 
specific to the role of MEC within overall MTSS processes.   
 
Previously reported survey results reported by administrators, Internal Coaches, and 
teachers under question #6 speak to the degree to which these stakeholders interpret and 
implement MEC in accordance with their school’s MTSS framework and practices.  In 
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general, at the school level, staff report a strong integration of Reading Corps into their 
MTSS framework.  Notably, there was a significant increase (76% to 97% for 
Administrators and 90% to 95% for Internal Coaches) in engagement of both 
Administrators and Internal Coaches in the surveys indicating that Reading Corps is a part 
of their MTSS Literacy framework from 2015-2016.  This suggests that intentional effort on 
the part of MEC staff and Master Coaches have generated increased engagement and shared 
understanding of how Reading Corps fits within MTSS.    Another explicit way this is 
articulated is through School Improvement Plans.  While there are not specific data 
available, anecdotally, numerous administrators indicated they would be using the data 
provided by MEC  in the spring for their year-end SIP reports due in the summer.  
 
In 2015-2016, the development of the School Improvement Plan Guidance included 
multiple meetings and conversations with School Improvement staff and staff from 
Teaching and Learning from the Kent Intermediate School District and MDE staff.   Staff 
from the KISD also reviewed this guidance with other School Improvement team members 
within their network for feedback.   In the winter of 2017, the guidance created was 
reviewed by ISD staff again to ensure the language and guidance was still sufficient to 
distribute to schools for the following school year.  
 
There are numerous touchpoints with multiple stakeholders throughout the program year. 
The individuals involved vary based on the purpose for the meeting; however, the majority 
of conversations center around student outcomes, Reading Corps fidelity, and how Reading 
Corps is being integrated as part of a school’s overall MTSS practices for literacy.  For 
example, Master Coaches and Internal Coaches meet with tutors monthly to review each 
Reading Corps progress monitoring graph. They identify strengths and areas of concern, 
analyze the reasons for success or lack thereof, develop a plan (may include maintaining 
the intervention, making an intervention change, or adding an additional intervention), 
discuss how fidelity will be established (if needed), and then determine a timeline for next 
steps.  This process is referred to as problem-solving.   Further, coaches discuss the impact 
of core literacy instruction on new, exiting, and returning students, and which students will 
be referred for more intensive intervention.  Coaches will also discuss factors impacting 
Reading Corps progress such as attendance and behavior, which may require different, 
additional intervention.  
 
MEC Reading Corps program staff provide at least two reports to schools and districts: one 
at the mid-year and one at the end of the year.  Further, all MEC staff have regularly 
scheduled, in-person visits to schools occurring multiple times throughout the school year. 
As a result, there is usually an MEC staff person at the school site at least 1-2 times per 
month in addition to the Master Coach.  Depending on the primary purpose of the visit, staff 
connect with the Administrator, the Internal Coach, and tutors.  They often observe 
tutoring.  
 
In addition, MEC Reading Corps staff are frequently asked to present outcome data at the 
mid-year and end-of-the year to administrative teams, School Boards, and other 
stakeholders.  These are also opportunities to clarify and ensure the MTSS process and 
Reading Corps are working together at the school site.   
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All tutors are required to have a mid-year evaluation conducted by the AmeriCorps 
Program Director.  This person not only collects detailed survey information from Internal 
Coaches and Tutors, but includes a lengthy in-person site visit to review the information 
and discuss any concerns.  
 
Last, MEC Reading Corps staff are frequently asked to present to administrative teams, 
ISDs, and other large audiences who are interested in implementing Reading Corps.  We 
emphasize throughout that, by definition, Reading Corps is a tier 2 intervention.  Further, it 
follows all of the research-based elements for a tier 2 intervention within an MTSS 
framework.  By starting the conversation of partnership with schools early and 
emphasizing this message frequently, as well as providing resources like the School 
Improvement Plan Guidance, we significantly increase the likelihood of fidelity and 
integration of Reading Corps into schools’ MTSS frameworks. 
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Appendix A:  Kindergarten through Grade 3 Assessment Measures and 
Procedures 
 
The following table depicts which measures are used at each grade across the school year. 
BOLDED measures are used to progress monitor (Grade 1 students are monitored for 
progress with two measures during part of the winter).    

 
For each eligibility assessment, a target score was identified as the goal for the beginning, 
middle, and end of the school year. The original Reading Corps target scores using 
AIMSweb brand passages were based on research conducted at the St. Croix River 
Education District in Minnesota, which documented the predictive and concurrent validity 
of these measures with the state reading proficiency assessment. As a result of the strong 
correlations between performance on the selected AIMSweb fluency measures and the 
statewide reading assessment, a series of cut scores were originally identified. These 
original benchmark scores, or target scores, defined levels of performance on the fluency 
measures that strongly predict future success on the grade 3 statewide reading assessment.   
 
In the 2014-2015 school year, Reading Corps continued using FAST brand passages. 
However, with increased performance expectations for 3rd grade students on state 
accountability tests across the country, the target scores were updated to reflect 
performance that predicts proficient state test performance.  
 
The table below specifies assessments given at each grade level and the FAST benchmark 
scores for each assessment during several points throughout the school year that maintain 
their predictive nature with the state reading proficiency assessment targets. 
 
 

Grade Fall  Winter  Spring 
Kindergarten  Test of Letter 

Names 
 Test of Letter 

Sounds 

 Test of Letter Names 
 Test of Letter 

Sounds 
 Test of Nonsense 

Words (English) 

 Test of Letter 
Names 

 Test of Letter 
Sounds 

 Test of Nonsense 
Words (English) 

Grade 1  Test of Letter 
Names 

 Test of Letter 
Sounds 

 Test of Nonsense 
Words (English) 

 Test of Nonsense 
Words (English) 

 CBMReading  
(3 passages) 

 CBMReading  
(3 passages) 

 

Grade 2  CBMReading  
(3 passages) 

 CBMReading  
(3 passages) 

 CBMReading  
(3 passages) 

Grade 3  CBMReading  
(3 passages) 

 CBMReading  
(3 passages) 

 CBMReading  
(3 passages) 
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Grade Measure Fall 
September 8-25 

Winter 
January 4-22 

Spring 
April 25-May 13 

Kindergarten Test of Letter Sounds 8 27 48 
Grade 1 Test of Nonsense 

Words (Eng.) 
36 63  

Grade 1 CBMReading  52 82 
Grade 2 CBMReading 63 97 116 
Grade 3 CBMReading 100 122 135 

 
The target scores for each assessment grow across years from Kindergarten to Grade 3, 
which results in benchmarks for reading performance that students should maintain in 
order to predict future reading success. Within a single year, these benchmarks are used to 
establish the rates of growth at which a student should grow to maintain that likelihood of 
success. For example, the fall Grade 2 target score is 63 on CBM-Reading. The spring Grade 
2 target score on this measure is 116. To grow from 63 to 116 in one academic year, a 
student would need to gain 1.61 words correct per minute per week on the CBM-Reading 
assessment. Thus, 1.61 words growth per week becomes the expectation for Grade 2 
growth rates.  
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Appendix B:  Assessment Research Base 
 
Assessment tools were selected for use in Reading Corps because of their well-established 
statistical reliability and validity for screening and progress monitoring purposes. The Test 
of Letter Names, Test of Letter Sounds, Test of Nonsense Words, and Curriculum-based 
Measures for Reading (CBMReading) are measures of early literacy skills that have been 
supported by decades of thorough research, most recently as part of the Formative 
Assessment System for Teachers (FAST). Reading Corps uses measures from FAST, which 
are some of the strongest available measures for assessing the skills targeted by Reading 
Corps.  CBMReading provides an assessment of connected text reading. Early and ongoing 
research on this measure has also been conducted at the University of Minnesota. All these 
measures fit under the umbrella of “Curriculum-Based Measurement (CBM) and are 
fluency based assessments, meaning that students respond to an unlimited number of 
items within a fixed amount of time and the number of correct responses is counted. The 
information that follows summarizes empirical findings related to the statistical reliability 
and validity of the measures used in Reading Corps.  
 
Test of Letter Names: 

• r= .94 inter rater reliability 
• r= .90 2 week test retest reliability 
• r= .88 1 month alternate reliability 
• r=.93 alternate forms reliability 
• r= .70 with WJ-R Readiness Cluster 
• r= .70 with WJ Psychoeducational Battery 
• r= .53 to .58 with CTOPP Composite 
• Predictive r= .65 with WJ Total Reading Cluster 
• Predictive r= .71 with R-CBM 
• ELL Predictive r = .67 with a composite of DIBELS NWF and R-CBM 

 
Sources: 

• Assessment Committee Report for Reading First. (2002). Analysis of Reading 
Assessment Measures.  Retrieved February 21, 2007, from 
http://dibels/uoregon.edu/techreports/dibels_5th_ed.pdf. 

 
• Good, R.H., Kaminski, R.A., Shinn, M. Bratten, J., Shinn, M., & Laimon, L. (in 

preparation).  Technical Adequacy and Decision Making Utility of DIBELS (Technical 
Report).  Eugene, OR: University of Oregon. 

 
• Good, R.H. III., Kaminski, R.A., Simmons, D., Kame’enui, E.J. (2001).  Using Dynamic 

Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS) in an outcomes-driven model: 
Steps to reading outcomes.  Unpublished manuscript, University of Oregon at 
Eugene. 

 

 

http://dibels/uoregon.edu/techreports/dibels_5th_ed.pdf
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• Elliot, J., Lee, S.W., Tolefson, N. (2001).  A Reliability and Validity Study of the 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills – Modified. School Psychology 
Review, 30 (1), 33-49. 

 
• Haager, D. & Gersten, R (April, 2004).  Predictive Validity of DIBELS for English 

Learners in Urban Schools.  DIBELS Summit conference presentation, Albuquerque, 
NM. 

 
• Hintz, J.M., Ryan, A.L., & Stoner, G. (2003).  Concurrent Validity and Diagnostic 

Accuracy of DIBELS and the CTOPP.  School Psychology Review. 
 

• Kaminski, R.A. & Good, R.H. (1996).  Toward a Technology for Assessment Basic 
Early Literacy Skills.  School Psychology Review, 25, 215-227. 

 
• Rouse, H., Fantauzzo, J.W. (2006). Validity of the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 

Literacy Skills as an Indicator of Early Literacy for Urban Kindergarten Children. 
School Psychology Review 35 (3)3 341-355. 

 
Test of Letter Sounds: 

• r= .83 2-week test-retest reliability 
• r=.80 alternate form reliability 
• r= .79 with Letter Naming Fluency 
• Predictive r=.72 with R-CBM 

 
Sources: 

• Elliott, J., Lee, S.W., & Tollefson, N. (2001). A Reliability and Validity Study of the 
Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills – Modified.  School Psychology 
Review, 30 (1), 33-49. 

 
• Fuchs, L., Fuchs D. (2004). Determining Adequate Yearly Progress from 

Kindergarten through Grade 6 with Curriculum Based Measurement.  Assessment 
for Effective Intervention 29 (4) 25-37. 

 
• Howe, K. B., Scierka, B. J., Gibbons, K. A., & Silberglitt, B. (2003). A School-Wide 

Organization System for Raising Reading Achievement Using General Outcome 
Measures and Evidence-Based Instruction: One Education District’s Experience. 
Assessment for Effective Intervention, 28, 59-72. 

 
• Scott, S.A., Sheppard, J., Davidson, M.M., & Browning, M.M. (2001). Prediction of First 

Graders’ Growth in Oral Reading Fluency Using Kindergarten Letter Naming 
Fluency. Journal of School Psychology, 39(3), 225-237. 

 
• Ritchey, K.D (2008).  Assessing Letter Sound Knowledge: A Comparison of Letter 

Sound Fluency and Nonsense Word Fluency.  Exceptional Children 74 (4) 487-506. 
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Test of Nonsense Words: 
• r= .83 one month alternate form reliability 
• r=.36 to .59 with WJ-R Readiness Cluster 
• Predictive r= .82 with Spring R-CBM in Spring of grade 1 
• Predictive r = .65 with oral reading and .54 with maze in grade 3 
• Ell Predictive r= .63 with a composite of DIBELS NWF and R-CBM 

 
Sources: 

• Burke, M. D., Hagan-Burke, S. (2007). Concurrent criterion-Related validity of early 
literacy indicators for middle of first grade. Assessment for Effective Intervention. 
32(2), 66-77. 

 
• Good, R.H., Kaminski, R.A., Shinn, M. Bratten, J., Shinn, M., & Laimon, L. (in 

preparation).  Technical Adequacy and Decision Making Utility of DIBELS (Technical 
Report).  Eugene, OR: University of Oregon. 

 
• Good, R.H., Kaminski, R.A., Simmons, D., & Kame-enui, E.J. (2001).  Using DIBELS in 

an Outcomes Driven Model: Steps to Reading Outcomes.  Unpublished manuscript, 
University of Oregon, Eugene. 

 
• Haager, D. & Gersten, R (April, 2004).  Predictive Validity of DIBELS for English 

Learners in Urban Schools.  DIBELS Summit conference presentation, Albuquerque, 
NM. 

 
• Howe, K. B., Scierka, B. J., Gibbons, K. A., & Silberglitt, B. (2003). A School-Wide 

Organization System for Raising Reading Achievement Using General Outcome 
Measures and Evidence-Based Instruction: One Education District’s Experience. 
Assessment for Effective Intervention, 28, 59-72. 

 
• Kaminski, R.A. & God, R.H. (1996). Toward a Technology for Assessment Basic Early 

Literacy Skills.  School Psychology Review, 25, 215-227. 
 

• Ritchey, K.D (2008).  Assessing Letter Sound Knowledge: A Comparison of Letter 
Sound Fluency and Nonsense Word Fluency.  Exceptional Children 74 (4) 487-506. 

 
• Rouse, H., Fantauzzo, J.W. (2006). Validity of the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early 

Literacy Skills as an Indicator of Early Literacy for Urban Kindergarten Children. 
School Psychology Review 35 (3)3 341-355. 

 
• Vanderwood, M.., Linklater, D., Healy, K. (2008).  Predictive Accuracy of Nonsense 

Word Fluency for English Language Learners.  School Psychology Review 37 (1) 5-
17. 

 
Curriculum Based Measurement – Reading (CBMReading): 

• r= .92 to .97 test retest reliability 
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• r= .89 to .94 alternate form reliability 
• r= .82 to .86 with Gates-MacGinite Reading Test 
• r= .83 to Iowa Test of Basic Skills 
• r = .88 to Stanford Achievement Test 
• r= .73 to .80 to Colorado Student Assessment Program 
• r= .67 to Michigan Student Assessment Program 
• r=.73 to North Carolina Student Assessment Program 
• r=74 to Arizona Student Assessment Program 
• r=.61 to .65 to Ohio Proficiency Test, Reading Portion 
• r= .58 to .82 with Oregon Student Assessment Program (SAT 10) 

 
Sources: 

• Barger, J. (2003). Comparing the DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency indicator and the 
North Carolina end of grade reading assessment (Technical Report). Ashville, NC: 
North Carolina Teacher Academy. 

 
• Baker S. et. al,. (2008).  Reading Fluency as a Predictor of Reading Proficiency in 

Low-Performing, High-Poverty Schools.  School Psychology Review 37 (1) 18-37. 
 

• Burke, M. D., Hagan-Burke, S. (2007). Concurrent criterion-Related validity of early 
literacy indicators for middle of first grade. Assessment for Effective Intervention. 
32(2), 66-77. 

 
• Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P. K., & Chiang, B. (1982). Identifying valid measures of reading. 

Exceptional Children, 49. 36-45. 
 

• Howe, K. B., Scierka, B. J., Gibbons, K. A., & Silberglitt, B. (2003). A School-Wide 
Organization System for Raising Reading Achievement Using General Outcome 
Measures and Evidence-Based Instruction: One Education District’s Experience. 
Assessment for Effective Intervention, 28, 59-72. 

 
• Hintze, J.M, et al (2002).  Oral Reading Fluency and Prediction of Reading 

Comprehension in African American and Caucasian Elementary School Children.  
School Psychology Review, 31 (4) 540-553. 

 
• Hintze, J. M. & Silberglitt, B. (in press). A Longitudinal Examination of the Diagnostic 

Accuracy and Predictive Validity of R-CBM and High-Stakes Testing. School 
Psychology Review. 

 
• Marston, D., Fuchs, L., & Deno, S. (1987). Measuring pupil progress: a comparison of 

standardized achievement tests and curriculum-related measures. Diagnostique, 11, 
77-90. 
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• Marston, D. (1989). Curriculum-based measurement: What is it and why do it? In M. 
R. Shinn (Ed.), Curriculum-based measurement: Assessing special children (pp. 18-
78). New York: Guilford Press. 

 
• McGlinchey, M. T., & Hixson, M. D. (2004). Contemporary research on curriculum-

based measurement: Using curriculum-based measurement to predict performance 
on state assessments in reading. School Psychology Review, 33(2), 193-204. 

 
• Schilling, S. G., Carlisle, J. F., Scott, S. E., & Zeng, J. (2007). Are fluency measures 

accurate predictors of reading achievement? The Elementary School Journal, 107(5), 
429-448. 

 
• Silberglitt, B. & Hintze, J. M. (in press). Formative Assessment Using Oral Reading 

Fluency Cut Scores to Track Progress Toward Success on State-Mandated 
Achievement Tests: A Comparison of Methods. Journal of Psychoeducational 
Assessment. 

 
• Shaw, R., & Shaw, D. (2002). DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency-Based Indicators of the 

third-grade reading skills for Colorado State Assessment Program (CSAP) (Technical 
Report). Eugene, OR: University of Oregon. 

 
• Shinn, M., Good, R., Knutson, N., Tilly, W., & Collins, A. (1992). Curriculum-based 

measurement of oral reading fluency: A confirmatory analysis of its relation to 
reading. School Psychology Review, 21, 459-479. 

 
• Stage, S. A., & Jacobsen, M. D. (2001). Predicting student success on a state-

mandated performance-based assessment using oral reading fluency. School 
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• Tindal, G., Germann, G., & Deno, S. (1983). Descriptive research on the Pine County 

Norms: A compilation of findings (Research Report No. 132). Minneapolis, MN: 
University of Minnesota Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities. 

 
• Vander Meer, C. D., Lentz, F. E., & Stollar, S. (2005). The relationship between oral 

reading fluency and Ohio proficiency testing in reading (Technical Report). Eugene, 
OR: University of Oregon. 
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Appendix C:  Intervention Research Base 
 
The interventions used in the Reading Corps program are designed to provide additional 
practice that is supplemental to the core reading instructional program offered by the local 
school site. The interventions target automaticity and fluency of important reading skills 
that have been introduced by local classroom teachers. It is important to note that Reading 
Corps participation is in addition to, not in replacement of, a comprehensive core reading 
instructional program, and that the Reading Corps program should in no way be viewed as 
a substitute for high quality core instruction.  
 
A unique feature of Reading Corps is the consistent use of research-based intervention 
protocols with participating students to provide this additional support. School-based 
Internal Coaches select from a menu of research-based supplemental reading interventions 
for use with participating students as listed below. For each intervention protocol sources 
of empirical evidence for intervention effectiveness are listed. 
 
Repeated Reading with Comprehension Strategy Practice 
 

• Nelson, J. S., Alber, S. R., & Grody, A. (2004). Effects of systematic error correction 
and repeated readings on reading accuracy and proficiency of second graders with 
disabilities. Education and Treatment of Children, 27, 186–198. 
 

• Staubitz, J. E., Cartledge, G., Yurick, A., & Lo, Y. (2004). Repeated reading for students 
with emotional or behavioral disorders: Peerand trainer-mediated instruction. 
Behavior Disorders, 31, 51–64. 

 
• Therrien, W. J. (2004). Fluency and comprehension gains as a result of repeated 

reading: A meta-analysis. Remedial and Special Education, 25, 252–261. 
 

• Moyer, S.B. (1982). Repeated reading. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 45, 619-623. 
 

• Rashotte, C.A., & Torgeson, J.K. (1985).  Repeated reading and reading fluency in 
learning disabled children.  Reading Research Quarterly. 20, 180-188. 

 
• Samuels, S. J. (1979). The method of repeated reading.  The Reading Teacher, 32, 

403-408.  
 

• Samuels, S.J., (1987). Information processing abilities and reading. Journal of 
Learning Disabilities, 20(1), 18-22. 

 
• Sindelar, P.T., Monda, L.E.,  & O’Shea, L.J.  (1990). Effects of repeated reading on 

instructional and mastery level readers.  Journal of Educational Research, 83, 220-
226. 
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• Therrien, W.J. (2004). Fluency and comprehension gains as a result of repeated 
reading: A meta-analysis.  Remedial and Special Education. 25(4) 252-261. 

 
• Morrow, L. M. (1985). Retelling stories: A strategy for improving young children’s 

comprehension, concept of story structure, and oral language complexity. The 
Elementary School Journal, 85, 646–661. 

 
Duet Reading 
 

• Aulls, M.W., (1982).  Developing Readers in Today’s Elementary Schools.  Allyn & 
Bacon: Boston. 

 
• Blevins, W. (2001).  Building Fluency: Lessons and Strategies for Reading Success.  

New York: Scholastic Professional Books. 
 

• Dowhower, S.L. (1991).  Speaking of prosody: Fluency’s unattended bedfellow.  
Theory into Practice, 30 (3), 165-175. 

 
• Mathes, P.G., Simmons, D.C., & Davis, B.I. (1992).  Assisted reading techniques for 

developing reading fluency.  Reading Research and Instruction, 31, 70-77. 
 

• Weinstein, G., & Cooke, N. L. (1992). The effects of two repeated reading 
interventions on generalization of fluency. Learning Disability Quarterly, 15, 21–27.  

 
 
Newscaster Reading 
 

• Armbruster, B.B., Lehr, F., & Osborn, J. (2001).  Put reading first: The research 
building blocks for teaching children to read.  Washington, DC: US Department of 
Education, National Institute for Literacy. 

 
• Dowhower. S.L. (1987).  Effects of repeated reading on second-grade transitional 

readers’ fluency and comprehension.  Reading Research Quarterly. 22, 389-406. 
(listening to a tape) 

 
• Heckelman, R.G. (1969). A neurological-impress method of remedial reading 

instruction.  Academic Therapy, 4, 277-282. 
 

• Daly, E. J., III, & Martens, B. (1994). A comparison of three interventions for 
increasing oral reading performance: Application of the instructional hierarchy. 
Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 29, 507–518. 

 
• Skinner, C. H., Adamson, K. L., Woodward, J. R., Jackson, R. R., Atchison, L. A., & Mims, 

J. W. (1993). The effects of models’ rates of reading on students’ reading during 
listening previewing. Journal of Learning Disabilities, 26, 674–681. 
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• Rasinski, T.V. (2003). The fluent reader: Reading strategies for building word 

recognition, fluency, and comprehension.  New York, NY: Scholastic Professional 
Books. 

 
• Searfoss, L. (1975). Radio Reading. The Reading Teacher, 29, 295-296. 

 
• Stahl S. (2004).  What do we Know About Fluency?:  Findings of the National 

Reading Panel.  In McCardle, P., & Chhabra, V. (Eds)  The Voice of Evidence in 
Reading Research. Brookes: AU. 

 
Stop Go 
 

• Blevins, W. (2001).  Building Fluency: Lessons and Strategies for Reading Success.  
New York: Scholastic Professional Books. 

 
• Rasinski, T., & Padak, N. (1994). Effects of fluency development on urban second-

graders.  Jorunal of Education Research, 87. 
 

• Rasinski, T.V. (2003). The fluent reader: Reading strategies for building word 
recognition, fluency, and comprehension.  New York, NY: Scholastic Professional 
Books. 

 
 
Pencil Tap 
 

• Hattie, J., & Timperley, H. (2007).  The power of feedback.  Review of Education 
Research. 77(1), 81-112. 

 
• Howell, K., W., & Nolet. V., (2000).  Curriculum-Based Evaluation: Teaching and 

Decision Making 3rd Ed. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. 
 

• Lysakowski, R.S., & Walberg, H.J. (1982).  Instructional effects of cues, participation, 
and corrective feedback: A quantitative synthesis.  American Educational Research 
Journal Vol 19(4), 559-578. 

 
• Tenenbaum, G., & Goldring, E. (1989). A meta-analysis fo the effecta of enhanced 

instruction: Cues, participation, reinforcement and feedback and correctives on 
motor skill learning. Journal of Research & Development in Education. Vol 22(3) 53-
64. 

 
Great Leaps 
 

• Mercer, Cecil D., Campbell, Kenneth U., Miller, W. David, Mercer, Kenneth D., and 
Lane, Holly B. Effects of a Reading Fluency Intervention for Middle Schoolers with 
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Specific Learning Disabilities. Learning Disabilities Research and Practice, 15(4), 
179-189. 2000. 

 
• Meyer, Marianne. Repeated Reading: An Old Standard is Revisited and Renovated. 

Perspectives, 28(1), 15-18. 2002. 
 
Word Blending 
 

• Adams, M.J. (2001).Alphabetic anxiety and explicit, systematic phonics instruction: 
A cognitive science perspective.  In S.B. Neuman & D.K. Dickinson (eds.), Handbook 
of Early Literacy Research (pp. 66-80).  New York: Guilford Press. 

 
• Goswami, U. (2000). Causal connections in beginning reading: The importance of 

rhyme.  Journal or Research in Reading, 22(3) 217-240. 
 

• Greaney, K.T., Tunmer, W.E., & Chapman, J.W., (1997). Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 89(4) 645-651. 

 
Letter Sound Identification 
 

• Adams, M.J. (1990).  Beginning to read: Thinking and learning about print.  
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

 
• Adams, M.J. (2001).Alphabetic anxiety and explicit, systematic phonics instruction: 

A cognitive science perspective.  In S.B. Neuman & D.K. Dickinson (eds.), Handbook 
of Early Literacy Research (pp. 66-80).  New York: Guilford Press. 

 
• Chard, D.J., & Osborn, J. (1999). Word Recognition: Paving the road to successful 

reading.  Intervention in school and clinic, 34(5), 271-277. 
 
Phonological Awareness Interventions 
 

• Bus, A. G., & van IJzendoorn, M. H. (1999). Phonological awareness and early 
reading: A meta-analysis of experimental training studies. Journal of Educational 
Psychology, 91(3), 403. 
 

• Hatcher, P. J., & Hulme, C. (1999). Phonemes, rhymes, and intelligence as predictors 
of children's responsiveness to remedial reading instruction: Evidence from a 
longitudinal intervention study. Journal of experimental child psychology, 72(2), 
130-153. 

 
Phoneme Blending  

 
o Adams, M.J. (1990).  Beginning to read: Thinking and learning about print.  

Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 
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o Bos, C.D., & Vaughn, S. (2002).  Strategies for teaching students with learning and 

behavioral problems (5th Ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
 
o Ehri, L.C., Nunees, S.R., & Willows, D.M. (2001).  Phonemic awareness instruction 

helps children learn to read: Evidence from the National Reading Panel’s meta-
analysis.  Reading Research Quarterly, 36(3). 250-287. 

 
o Elkonin, D.B. (1973). U.S.S.R. In J. Downing (Ed.), Comparative Reading (pp.551-

579). New York: MacMillan. 
 
o National Reading Panel. (2000). Teaching children to read: An evidence-based 

assessment of the scientific research literature on reading and its implications 
for reading instruction.  Bethesda, MA: National Institutes of Health. 

 
o Santi, K.L., Menchetti, B.M., & Edwards, B.J. (2004).  A comparison of eight 

kindergarten phonemic awareness programs based on empirically validated 
instructional principals.  Remedial and Special Education, Vol 25(3) 189-196. 

 
o Smith, C.R. (1998).  From gibberish to phonemic awareness:  Effective decoding 

instruction.  Exceptional Children, Vol 30(6) 20-25. 
 
o Smith, S.B., Simmons, D.C., & Kame’enui, E, J. (1998).  Phonological Awareness: 

Research bases.  In D.C. Simmons & E.J. Kame’enui (Eds.), What Reading research 
tells us about children with diverse learning needs: Bases and basics.  Mahwah, 
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 

 
o Snider, V. E. (1995). A primer on phonemic awareness: What it is, why it is 

important, and how to teach it. School Psychology Review, 24, 443–455.  
 

Phoneme Segmentation  
 

o Adams, M.J. (1990).  Beginning to read: Thinking and learning about print.  
Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. 

 
o Blachman, B. A. (1991). Early intervention for children’s reading problems: 

Clinical applications of the research on phonological awareness. Topics in 
Language Disorders, 12, 51–65.  

 
o Bos, C.D., & Vaughn, S. (2002).  Strategies for teaching students with learning and 

behavioral problems (5th Ed.). Boston: Allyn & Bacon. 
 

o Ehri, L.C., Nunees, S.R., & Willows, D.M. (2001).  Phonemic awareness instruction 
helps children learn to read: Evidence from the National Reading Panel’s meta-
analysis.  Reading Research Quarterly, 36(3). 250-287. 
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o National Reading Panel. (2000). Teaching children to read: An evidence-based 
assessment of the scientific research literature on reading and its implications 
for reading instruction.  Bethesda, MA: National Institutes of Health. 

 
o Santi, K.L., Menchetti, B.M., & Edwards, B.J. (2004).  A comparison of eight 

kindergarten phonemic awareness programs based on empirically validated 
instructional principals.  Remedial and Special Education, Vol 25(3) 189-196. 

 
o Smith, C.R. (1998).  From gibberish to phonemic awareness:  Effective decoding 

instruction.  Exceptional Children, Vol 30(6) 20-25. 
 

o Smith, S.B., Simmons, D.C., & Kame’enui, E, J. (1998).  Phonological Awareness: 
Research bases.  In D.C. Simmons & E.J. Kame’enui (Eds.), What Reading research 
tells us about children with diverse learning needs: Bases and basics.  Mahwah, 
NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates. 
 

o Snider, V. E. (1995). A primer on phonemic awareness: What it is, why it is 
important, and how to teach it. School Psychology Review, 24, 443–455. 
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Appendix D:  School Improvement Plan Guidelines for Reading Corps 
 

 
 

                          Michigan Education Corps Reading Corps 
                        Guidance for Schools: School Improvement Plans 

 
Introduction 

Hope Network’s Michigan Education Corps (MEC) Reading Corps program is designed to be an 
integrated part of a school’s overall Multi-Tiered Systems of Support (MTSS) Framework.  Further, each 
Michigan school is required to develop an annual School Improvement Plan that articulates, among 
other things, the components of a school’s MTSS framework.  To that end, this guidance provides 
suggested language for MEC Reading Corps schools to use in the Goals and Plans section of their School 
Improvement Plan Report specific to MEC programming and data use with the school’s MTSS 
framework.  

Overview of MEC Reading Corps and MTSS 

The Reading Corps model aligns with Response-to-Intervention (RTI) or Multi-Tiered System of Supports 
(MTSS), which are two descriptions of a framework for delivering educational services effectively and 
efficiently5. The key aspects of that alignment include the following:  

• Clear literacy targets at each level from Preschool through grade 3  
• Benchmark assessment three times a year to identify students eligible for individualized 

interventions  
• Evidence-based interventions  
• Frequent progress monitoring during intervention delivery  
• High-quality training in program procedures, coaching, and  
• Observations to support fidelity of implementation  

 
Reading Corps is focused on the foundational skills needed for learning to read that include concepts of 
print, phonological awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary & oral language, and comprehension6; 
Referred to as ‘Tier 2’ within an MTSS framework, Reading Corps screens students for program eligibility 
three times a year (i.e., fall, winter, spring) using empirically-derived grade- and content-specific 
performance benchmarks.  Eligible students (defined as students scoring below target scores) are 
candidates to receive supplemental, i.e., Tier 2, Reading Corps support.  Tutors in Kindergarten through 
grade 3 work with approximately 15-20 students, one-to-one, for 20 minutes each day. The tutoring 
interventions are supplemental to core instruction and align with foundation skills for learning to read, 
i.e., concepts of print, phonological awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary & oral language, and 
comprehension. The goal of the tutoring is to accelerate student growth so that students catch up to 
their grade level targets.  Each intervention is scripted.  Multi-faceted instructional coaching with direct 

5 Burns, K.M., Deno, S.L., & Jimerson, S.R. (2007). Toward a unified Response-to-Intervention model. In S.R. Jimerson, M.K. Burns, & A. 
VanDerHeyden (Eds.), Handbook of Response to Intervention (pp. 428-440). New York: Springer.   
6 Gersten, R., Compton, D., Connor, C. M., Dimino, J., Santoro, L., Linan-Thompson, S., & Tilly, W. D. Assisting Students Struggling with Reading: 
Response to Intervention (RtI) and Multi-Tier Intervention in the Primary Grades. 2009 Retrieved from http://ies. ed. 
gov/ncee/wwc. PracticeGuide. Aspx;  Kosanovich, M., & Verhagen, C. (2012). Building the Foundation: A Suggested Progression of Sub-Skills to 
Achieve the Reading Standards--Foundational Skills in the Common Core State Standards. Center on Instruction; National Early Literacy Panel 
(É.-U.). (2008). Developing early literacy: Report of the national early literacy panel. National Institute for Literacy. 
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observation is provided regularly to tutors to ensure fidelity for overall program implementation. Once a 
student successfully exits, another eligible student may begin tutoring immediately. 
 
School Improvement Plan Language 

There are two parts of the SIP in which MEC Reading Corps program data/information can (and should) 
be reported. First, the School Data Analysis and, second, Goals and Plans.  

School Data Analysis: Achievement Outcome Data 

In 19a, 19b, and 19c, schools can report specifically on FAST student performance data for those 
students receiving the Reading Corps intervention.  Please see below for suggested, example language 
to be used for reporting Reading Corps program data.   
 
From the Data Analysis Template:  
“Achievement/outcome data tell us what students have learned. These include classroom-level, 
benchmark, interim and formative assessment data as well as summative data such as standardized test 
scores from annual district and state assessments. If the school completed the Student Performance 
Diagnostic for the AdvancED External Review, please insert ‘See Student Performance Diagnostic’ in 
each text box”. 
 

***********EXAMPLE************** 

19a. Reading - Strengths  

As of [insert date] of the Sunnyside Elementary served 67 students with the Reading Corps intervention. 
Those students received an average of 70 tutoring minutes per week7, and 90% were performing at or 
above their goal line on FAST assessments used by Reading Corps.  Of the students who have 
successfully exited Reading Corps,8 75% also met the spring FAST target benchmark for their grade level.                                                                                                              

19b. Reading –Challenges 

There are still 22% of students who successfully exited Reading Corps but did not achieve the spring 
benchmark target for their grade level.  

19c. Reading-Trends  

In [insert school year here], 90% of students were performing at or above their goal line on FAST 
assessments used by Reading Corps.  This is slightly above the 2014-2015 school year.   

Of the students who successfully exit Reading Corps, 78% met or exceeded the spring benchmark target 
for their grade level. 

 2015-2016 2014-2015 

Percent of students 
performing at or above 
the goal line 
 

90% 87% 

7 Note: some weeks are shorter due to school holidays, snow days, early dismissal, etc. 
8 “Exited” indicates student progress was at or above expected grade-level trajectories for skill improvement. Practically, Reading Corps 
determines at or above grade-level trajectory as having 3-5 consecutive weekly points above a target growth line (as depicted on the internet-
based progress monitoring system) plus 2 points above an upcoming seasonal benchmark target score. 
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Of the students who successfully exit Reading Corps, 75% met or exceeded the spring FAST benchmark 
target for their grade level. This is about the same as in 2014-2015. 

 2015-2016 2014-2015 

Percent of students who 
successfully exit who 
meet the spring 
benchmark target 
 

75% 71% 

 

19d. Reading - Summary 

Since not all students at are reading proficiently at grade level, Sunnyside Elementary will continue to 
build capacity for effective Tier 1 core literacy instruction through implementation of Professional 
Learning Community with all certified educators.  Grade-level professional learning teams meet two 
times per month to review school-wide literacy screening data and classroom level common formative 
assessments.  These teams also regularly review curriculum maps to assure alignment to Michigan State 
Standards as well as vertical and horizontal alignment across grade levels at the school and district 
levels.  

Sunnyside Elementary will continue to implement Reading Corps with students identified as reading just 
below grade level on school-wide screening data, and the FAST assessments utilized by Reading Corps.  
Students participating in Reading Corps will be progress monitored weekly and those data/student 
graphs reviewed monthly.  In addition, Sunnyside Elementary will continue to monitor and assess 
Reading Corps implementation fidelity. 

Writing Goals in SI Plans 

MEC Reading Corps and Stakeholder Partnerships on School Improvement and MTSS 

MEC will provide an aggregate data update for each school on school year Reading Corps 
implementation at or around June 20th of the current school year.  Unfortunately, student growth rates 
for the current school year cannot be provided until late summer/early fall as this requires a more 
complicated and lengthy statistical analysis. 

An example template for a goal is below.  A few notes: 

1) Schools should add the position title of the individual who is assigned as the Reading Corps 
Internal Coach for their building under ‘Staff Responsible’ 

2) Title IIA is indicated as a resource only in the event that it is needed to fund the Internal Coach 
for Reading Corps trainings, e.g., on a non-contract day. 

3)  Funds from 31a, Title 1, and/or another grant or source may be used to support Reading Corps 
in your school.  Please use your discretion to indicate the appropriate funding source. 

  

 



 

***********EXAMPLE GOAL************* 
 

Goal 1: All students will be proficient in reading by third grade. 

Measurable Objective 1:  75% of students participating in Reading Corps will be above target 
growth rates on FAST measures and/or will be meeting the benchmark target for spring at the 
grade level by the end of the school.  
 

Strategy 1: Within an MTSS framework, implement MEC/Reading Corps as a Tier 2 intervention for 
students reading just below grade level.  

Research Cited: 

Gersten, R., Compton, D., Connor, C. M., Dimino, J., Santoro, L., Linan-Thompson, S., & Tilly, W. D.  
(2009). Assisting Students Struggling with Reading: Response to Intervention (RtI) and Multi-Tier 
Intervention in the Primary Grades. Retrieved from http://ies. ed. gov/ncee/wwc. 

 
Hernandez, D.J. (2011). Double Jeopardy: How Third-Grade Reading Skills and Poverty Influence  

HighSchool Graduation. Annie E. Casey Foundation. 
 
Lonigan, C. J., & Shanahan, T. (2009). Developing Early Literacy: Report of the National Early Literacy  

Panel. Executive Summary. A Scientific Synthesis of Early Literacy Development and 
Implications for Intervention. National Institute for Literacy. 

 
Markovitz, C., Hernandez, M., Hedberg, E., & Silberglitt, B. (2014). Impact Evaluation of the Minnesota  

Reading Corps K-3 Program. 
 

  

  



 

Tier: 2 

Activities: 
 

 
 

Activity  Activity 
Type 

Tier Phase Begin Date End Date Resource 
Assigned 

Source Of 
Funding 

Staff Responsible 

Children reading below grade level in grades K-
3 will be identified through school-wide 
screening.  Eligible children, i.e., those who also 
are below grade level reading proficiency on 
FAST assessments used by Reading Corps, will 
work with a MEC/Reading Corps tutor daily, 1:1, 
for 20 minutes.  

 

Academic 
Support Tutor 

Intervention and 
Assessment 

2 Implement 09/00/2016 06/00/2017 $10,000 INDICATE 
FUNDING 
SOURCE: 

-31a 
Title 1 
-Title II Part A 
-Name of grant 
 

 

Principal 

[insert name or 
position  of 
Internal Coach] 

Tutors will benchmark all past and current 
Reading Corps students three times per year 
(fall, winter, spring) using Reading Corps FAST 
assessments 

Academic 
Support Tutor 

Intervention and 
Assessment 

2 Implement 09/00/2016 06/00/2017 See above See above Principal 

[insert name or 
position of 
Internal Coach] 

Tutors will progress monitor students receiving 
the Reading Corps intervention weekly with 
Reading Corps FAST assessments. 

Academic 
Support Tutor 

Intervention and 
Assessment 

2 Implement 09/00/2016 06/00/2017 See above See above Principal 

[insert name or 
position of 
Internal Coach] 

  



 

Appendix E:  Family Literacy Program: RAH, RAH, RAH! Read at Home! 
 
Family Literacy Programs 
 
Reading Corps students participate in family literacy programs that are designed to engage 
families and provide students with additional practice.   The K-3 family literacy program is 
called “RAH, RAH, RAH – Read at Home, Read at Home, Read at Home!” Each time a student 
completes a reading passage or a page of words during a tutoring session, the tutor will 
send a copy of that passage or an early literacy activity home with the student. The student 
reads the passage or completes the early literacy activity three different times at home and 
a family member signs a form as a record of each completion. Tutors record the number of 
passages or activities sent home with each student and the number of signatures returned. 
 
Table 15 reports over 60% of K-3 students were sent at least one set of family literacy 
program materials. Of those students who were sent a book, story, or early literacy activity, 
83% of K-3 families returned at least one completed journal or signature, indicating at least 
one night of family engagement. The average participating K-3 student received 21 stories 
or early literacy activities and read or completed the activities 32 times. 
 
Table 11: Family Literacy Program Participation Rates 

 K-3 

Number of books/stories/activities sent home 23,736 

Number of signatures returned* 36,814 

Number of families that were sent at least one book/story/activity 
(percent of all families) 1,155 (60.3%) 

Of those who received at least one book/story/activity, number 
(percent) of families with at least one signature  963 (83.4%) 

Average number of books/stories/activities sent home to participating 
families 20.6 

Average number of signatures returned for families receiving at least 
one book/story/activity 31.9 

* Three possible signatures for each K-3 item sent home. 
 

  


	Section 1701(2) PA 340 of 2016 Cover
	August 1, 2017

	Section 1701(2) PA 340 of 2016 Report
	Research-based Service Delivery
	Coaching and Support
	Training
	Overview of the Evaluation
	1. What is the scope of the Reading Corps program in Michigan?
	Sites and Tutors
	Students Served
	Tutor Fidelity

	3. What are the primary outcomes of Reading Corps in Michigan?
	Kindergarten to Grade 3 Student Performance

	4. What do key stakeholders and implementers report regarding how participation in Reading Corps has affected their beliefs, opinions, and/or professional practices?
	Reading Corps Impact on Sites and Students
	Tutor Impact

	5. To what degree have participating schools included MEC Reading Corps program data in their school improvement process and plan?
	6. To what degree have participating schools included MEC Reading Corps program and program data in their MTSS implementation?
	7. To what degree have MEC Program and volunteer staff worked with school district, intermediate school district, and MDE staff to refine the role of the MEC program within overall MTSS processes?
	Appendix A:  Kindergarten through Grade 3 Assessment Measures and Procedures
	Appendix B:  Assessment Research Base
	Appendix C:  Intervention Research Base
	Appendix D:  School Improvement Plan Guidelines for Reading Corps
	Measurable Objective 1:  75% of students participating in Reading Corps will be above target growth rates on FAST measures and/or will be meeting the benchmark target for spring at the grade level by the end of the school.
	Activities:
	Appendix E:  Family Literacy Program: RAH, RAH, RAH! Read at Home!


