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Multi-­‐tiered	
  Early	
  Literacy	
  
Approach	
  
•  Response	
  to	
  Interven,on	
  (RtI)	
  focuses	
  on	
  preven&ng	
  
children’s	
  later	
  academic	
  delay	
  through	
  a	
  systema,c	
  
problem-­‐solving	
  process;	
  allows	
  for	
  early	
  recogni,on	
  and	
  
data-­‐based	
  methods	
  to	
  evaluate	
  effec,veness	
  of	
  instruc,on	
  

	
  
•  Goal	
  of	
  preschool	
  &ered	
  interven&on	
  (Pre-­‐3T):	
  prevent	
  or	
  
ameliorate	
  delays	
  by	
  providing	
  supports	
  at	
  the	
  earliest	
  stages,	
  
monitoring	
  effects	
  systema,cally,	
  and	
  adjus,ng	
  delivery	
  
inten,onally	
  to	
  support	
  individual	
  needs	
  

	
  



•  Emphasis	
  on	
  universal	
  level	
  (Tier	
  1);	
  high	
  quality,	
  research	
  
based	
  interven,ons	
  to	
  ensure	
  all	
  children	
  access	
  to	
  high	
  
quality	
  language	
  and	
  literacy	
  experiences	
  

	
  
•  Targeted	
  interven,ons	
  (Tier	
  2)	
  provide	
  intensified	
  efforts	
  for	
  
children	
  needing	
  extra	
  supports	
  

	
  
•  Individualized,	
  intensive	
  services	
  (Tier	
  3)	
  are	
  focused	
  on	
  
individual	
  student	
  via	
  a	
  structured	
  problem-­‐solving	
  process	
  

Multi-­‐tiered	
  Early	
  Literacy	
  
Approach	
  



Tier 1	
   

Tier 2 

	
  Tier 3 
Individualized instruction (1-2 
children) 

Targeted instruction (4-5 
children) 

Universal instruction (all 
children) 

Traditional	
  3-­‐Tiered	
  Models	
  



Pre-­‐3T	
  Conceptualization	
  



Purpose	
  of	
  the	
  Pre-­‐3T	
  Project	
  
•  Over	
  a	
  three	
  year	
  period,	
  we	
  partnered	
  with	
  agencies,	
  
literacy	
  coaches,	
  teachers,	
  and	
  families	
  to	
  develop	
  and	
  
pilot	
  a	
  mul,-­‐,ered	
  preven,on	
  model	
  (universal,	
  targeted,	
  
individualized)	
  in	
  early	
  educa,on	
  for	
  children	
  at	
  risk	
  of	
  
reading	
  difficul,es.	
  

•  Exis,ng	
  universal	
  (Tier	
  1)	
  programming	
  was	
  leveraged	
  to	
  
develop	
  and	
  implement	
  effec,ve	
  targeted	
  and	
  
individualized	
  (Tier	
  2	
  and	
  Tier	
  3)	
  interven,ons.	
  

	
  
•  Target	
  language	
  and	
  literacy	
  skills:	
  oral	
  language,	
  
phonological	
  awareness,	
  and	
  alphabet	
  knowledge	
  

	
  



Core	
  Elements	
  of	
  Pre-­‐3T	
  Model	
  
•  Evidence-­‐based	
  Interven,ons	
  

•  Differen,ated	
  Grouping	
  

•  Progress	
  Monitoring	
  

•  Data-­‐based	
  Decision	
  Making	
  

•  Family	
  Engagement	
  
	
  
•  Professional	
  Development	
  
	
  



Data-­‐Based	
  Decision-­‐Making	
  
•  A	
  responsive	
  data-­‐based	
  decision	
  making	
  protocol	
  was	
  
collabora,vely	
  developed	
  with	
  project	
  partners	
  
(preschool	
  teachers	
  and	
  literacy	
  coaches)	
  and	
  field	
  
tested.	
  	
  	
  

•  The	
  purpose	
  of	
  this	
  presenta,on	
  is	
  to	
  describe	
  the	
  
decision-­‐making	
  process	
  and	
  preliminary	
  results	
  
demonstra,ng	
  its	
  feasibility	
  and	
  effec,veness.	
  	
  



Decision-­‐Making	
  Protocol	
  
•  Each	
  child’s	
  performance	
  on	
  key	
  pre-­‐literacy	
  indicators	
  
was	
  monitored	
  regularly	
  using	
  a	
  mul,-­‐informant,	
  mul,-­‐
method	
  approach	
  
•  Standardized	
  and	
  curriculum-­‐based	
  measures	
  
•  Classroom	
  assessments	
  and	
  natural	
  observa,ons	
  from	
  teachers	
  
and	
  parents	
  

•  Spanish	
  and	
  English	
  assessments	
  were	
  collected	
  for	
  dual-­‐
language	
  learners	
  

•  Resul,ng	
  data	
  were	
  used	
  by	
  teachers	
  as	
  a	
  basis	
  for	
  
making	
  instruc,onal	
  decisions	
  



Data-­‐Based	
  Decision	
  Making	
  
Literacy	
  coaches	
  supported	
  educators	
  to	
  	
  
(a)	
  iden,fy	
  children’s	
  strengths	
  and	
  concerns;	
  	
  
(b)	
  analyze	
  condi,ons	
  (skills/environment)	
  contribu,ng	
  
to	
  needs;	
  	
  
(c)	
  generate	
  hypotheses	
  for	
  children’s	
  difficul,es;	
  	
  
(d)	
  iden,fy	
  hypothesis-­‐driven,	
  responsive,	
  research-­‐
based	
  strategies;	
  	
  
(e)	
  monitor	
  interven,on	
  integrity	
  in	
  the	
  classroom;	
  	
  
(f)	
  evaluate	
  outcomes	
  of	
  interven,ons.	
  	
  	
  



Data-­‐Based	
  Decision	
  Making	
  
n  The	
  process	
  maximized	
  accuracy	
  in	
  skill	
  selec,on,	
  

ensured	
  fidelity	
  of	
  implementa,on	
  in	
  instruc,onal	
  
strategies,	
  and	
  evaluated	
  children’s	
  responses	
  to	
  
strategies	
  using	
  con,nuous	
  and	
  sensi,ve	
  data	
  collec,on	
  
procedures.	
  	
  	
  

n  This	
  problem-­‐solving	
  framework	
  was	
  applied	
  to	
  assess	
  
children’s	
  progress	
  and	
  make	
  decisions	
  regarding	
  how	
  to	
  
differen,ate	
  instruc,on	
  and	
  interven,ons	
  across	
  home	
  
and	
  school.	
  	
  	
  







Green= on track to meet end of year (K entry) targets  
Yellow = progress below benchmark targets 









Guiding	
  Questions	
  for	
  
Evaluation	
  
• What	
  was	
  the	
  progress	
  of	
  children	
  who	
  
experienced	
  the	
  mul&-­‐&ered	
  and	
  the	
  intensified	
  
universal	
  interven,ons?	
  	
  

• What	
  was	
  the	
  classifica,on	
  distribu,on	
  of	
  
children	
  at	
  the	
  fall	
  and	
  spring	
  assessment	
  
points?	
  

• What	
  percentage	
  of	
  children	
  experienced	
  
meaningful	
  gains	
  as	
  a	
  func,on	
  of	
  the	
  Pre-­‐3T	
  
interven,on?	
  	
  	
  

• Did	
  the	
  gains	
  vary	
  by	
  language	
  (English,	
  
Spanish)?	
  



Sample:	
  Year	
  3	
  Pilot	
  Test	
  
• Nebraska	
  and	
  Kansas	
  early	
  childhood	
  programs	
  
(e.g.,	
  Head	
  Start)	
  

•  66	
  children	
  and	
  their	
  families	
  
•  All	
  children	
  were	
  4	
  years	
  old	
  and	
  Kindergarten-­‐bound	
  

•  35%	
  English-­‐speaking	
  
•  65%	
  Spanish-­‐speaking	
  

•  Average	
  age	
  of	
  parent	
  =	
  30	
  years	
  old	
  
•  88%	
  mothers;	
  12%	
  father	
  
•  36%	
  less	
  than	
  high	
  school	
  degree	
  
•  60%	
  not	
  working	
  or	
  working	
  part-­‐,me	
  



Primary	
  Outcome	
  Measures	
  
•  Test	
  of	
  Preschool	
  Early	
  Literacy	
  (TOPEL;	
  Lonigan	
  et	
  al.,	
  2007)	
  

•  Defini,onal	
  Vocabulary	
  subscale	
  
•  Mean	
  =	
  100;	
  SD	
  =	
  15	
  

•  Get	
  Ready	
  to	
  Read	
  (GRTR;	
  Whitehurst	
  &	
  Lonigan,	
  2009)	
  
•  Total	
  Score	
  
•  Range	
  =	
  0	
  -­‐	
  25	
  

•  Woodcock-­‐Munoz	
  Language	
  Survey	
  (WMLS;	
  Fredrick	
  et	
  al.,	
  
2010)	
  
•  Picture	
  Vocabulary	
  subscale	
  
•  Mean	
  =	
  100;	
  SD	
  =	
  15	
  



Spring Goal Line 

Spring Goal Line 



Spring Goal Line 

Spring Goal Line 







Implications	
  &	
  Lessons	
  Learned	
  
•  For	
  the	
  majority	
  of	
  English	
  speaking	
  preschoolers	
  in	
  our	
  
sample,	
  an	
  intensive	
  universal	
  interven,on	
  appeared	
  
appropriate	
  and	
  effec,ve	
  for	
  gejng	
  them	
  “on	
  track”	
  for	
  
Kindergarten.	
  

	
  
•  The	
  mul,-­‐,ered	
  interven,on	
  was	
  par,cularly	
  salient	
  for	
  
Spanish	
  speaking	
  children,	
  for	
  whom	
  intensive	
  universal	
  
programming	
  was	
  insufficient	
  to	
  close	
  the	
  gap	
  by	
  the	
  end	
  
of	
  preschool.	
  



Implications	
  &	
  Lessons	
  Learned	
  
•  Support	
  features	
  essen,al	
  for	
  effec,ve	
  implementa,on:	
  

•  Coaching	
  
•  Administra,ve	
  support	
  
•  Time	
  for	
  coaching,	
  planning	
  
	
  

•  Programma,c	
  varia,ons	
  influence	
  implementa,on:	
  
•  Half	
  day	
  vs	
  full	
  day	
  programming	
  
•  Presence	
  of	
  evidence-­‐based	
  curriculum	
  
•  Previous	
  teacher	
  professional	
  development,	
  
experience	
  

•  Availability	
  of	
  support	
  staff	
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