
RTI Tier 2 Preschool Emergent Literacy Instruction: Program Outcomes and the 

Impact of Child and Home Environment Factors 
 

Cynthia Zettler-Greeley, Marika Ginsberg-Block*, Kandia Lewis*, & Laura Bailet 

Nemours BrightStart!, Jacksonville, Florida, & University of Delaware, Newark, DE * 

DISCUSSION 
• Significant treatment effects were found for the GRTR, TOPEL print knowledge, 

TOPEL elision, and ALL rhyme 

• Children who received intervention significantly reduced the achievement gap 

with their non-intervention peers by spring 

• Children who were in the mild risk range on the GRTR at fall screening (those 

who scored 7 or 8) had the highest scores by spring  

• Children who were in the high risk category in fall made the most gains of any 

risk group by spring 

• Children in the high risk category had significantly fewer books in the home, 

played significantly more video games during the week, had lower family 

incomes, and were less likely to respond to intervention than children in the 

mild risk category. 

• Gender differences were evident in both qualifying for and response to 

intervention; males were more likely to qualify for intervention than females 

(59.5%-40.5%) and were also less likely to respond to intervention. 
 

Conclusions 
• Gains made by children receiving immediate intervention occurred for all 

variables assessed, with the exception of blending, as compared with the 

delayed group. It was not the case, however, that children did not improve in this 

area; children in the immediate and delayed intervention groups both 

significantly increased their scores, washing out the possibility of finding a 

treatment effect 

• This may have been due to an increased focus on phonological awareness 

activities in the classrooms resulting from a new state-wide reading test 

being put into place at that time, or it may reflect a natural chance 

fluctuation in children‘s development of a new skill 

• Although the achievement gap was significantly reduced for the children 

receiving intervention by spring on GRTR, significant differences remained 

between children receiving intervention and those who did not qualify.  

• The mean number of lessons received was 16.21, so children received almost 

the entire program on average. 

• Though most children who qualified for intervention fell into a mild risk 

category, risk status was associated with home environment factors that 

predicted response to intervention, including the amount of time spent playing 

video games during the week. 

Future Directions 
• Continue to focus on factors that predict children’s response to intervention  

    
* 

        

INTRODUCTION 
Learning to read is a challenge for many children. 

Socioeconomic and other home environmental 

factors, genetic contributions, and the basic 

opportunity to learn can differentially impact a 

child’s ability to learn to read. Children who are 

faced with these challenges and fall behind their 

peers are likely to remain behind without early 

identification and treatment. Fortunately, research 

indicates that at-risk children identified as early 

as pre-kindergarten can significantly improve 

their reading readiness skills and be on course 

with their peers at the start of kindergarten when 

differentiated instruction occurs in pre-

kindergarten (Bailet et al, 2009; Bailet et al., 2011).  

Nemours BrightStart! has developed a unique 

pre-kindergarten early literacy RTI Tier 2 program 

that has resulted in significant improvements in 

multiple early literacy domains for young pre-

readers across the first three years of its 

program. This poster reports outcomes for Year 

4; cluster-randomized trials enabled the 

assessment of treatment effects across five 

domains of early literacy skills and a range of 

home environment factors among a cohort of 415 

at-risk four-year-old children nested in 

preschools and child-care centers.    

Procedure 
 

Screening 
•  All children were screened in the fall and spring of their pre-k 

year with the GRTR (n=2079) 

•  Children who scored below 9 on the fall GRTR assessment 

qualified for intervention (n=415) 

•  Children who received intervention received assessments 

(TOPEL, ALL) in fall, winter, and spring in addition to the GRTR 
 

Intervention 
•  Delivered by degreed Nemours BrightStart! teachers at 

preschools and childcare centers in a large, urban city in the 

Southeastern United States 

•  Eighteen 30-minute lessons delivered over 4-5 months 

•  Designed as a RTI Tier Two “push-in” intervention; small 

groups consisted of no more than 4 children 

•  Standardized, systematic, multi-sensory instruction covered 

developmentally-appropriate areas such as: syllable 

segmentation, letter identification, letter sounds, blending, 

elision, and rhyming 

•  Delayed control group research design; approximately half 

of the students received intervention in the fall and the other 

half received it in the spring 
 

 

Table 1. Experimental Design 

 

  

 

• Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) (n=415) 

• Used to calculate treatment effects of the immediate 

intervention group relative to the delayed intervention 

group at the winter time point 
 

• Treatment Effect Sizes (Cohen’s d): 
• GRTR (d= .21) 

• TOPEL Print Knowledge (d= .24) 

• TOPEL Elision (d=. 26) 

• TOPEL Blending (d= -.05) 

• ALL Rhyme (d= .33) 
 

Figure 1. Catch-up growth of children who received 

intervention (solid bars) on the GRTR (n=2079) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

• Children who did not qualify for intervention shown in hatched bars;  

• Error bars represent standard deviations                                * (p < .05) 
 

• Risk Status 
• Of children who received intervention, the child’s risk 

status on the GRTR in fall was defined as: 

• Mild Risk= score of 7 or 8 (77.1%) 

• Moderate Risk= 5 or 6 (18.1%) 

• High Risk= 0-4 (4.8%) 

• Children in the mild risk group scored an average of 3.71 

points higher in spring on the GRTR than children who 

were high risk (14.83 vs. 11.12, respectively) 
 

• Child and Home Environment Factors of 

Children Receiving Intervention (n=379) 

• Children with higher risk had significantly fewer books in 

the home than children who were milder risk 

(F[2,330]=3.577, p < .05) 

• Children with higher risk played significantly more hours 

of video games during the week than children who were 

milder risk (F[2,336]=4.585, p = .01) 

• Children with higher risk had lower family incomes than 

children who were milder risk (F[2,351]=5.06, p < .01)  

• Children with lower family incomes were significantly less 

likely to respond to intervention (F[1,321]=8.764, p < .01) 

• Males were significantly less likely to respond to 

intervention than females  (F[1,334]=6.571, p = .01) 

RESULTS 
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METHOD 
 

Participants 
• 2079 pre-kindergarten children screened (48.9% 

Female; 53.3% White, 22.0% African American, 6.1% 

Hispanic) 

• 415 qualified for and received Nemours BrightStart! 

Tier 2 early literacy intervention 
 

Measures 
•  Get Ready to Read (GRTR; Whitehurst, 2001) 

• 20-item early literacy screening tool that 

assesses print knowledge and phonological 

awareness  

•  Test of Preschool Early Literacy (TOPEL; Lonigan et    

al., 2007) 

• Standardized test ; 36-item print knowledge and 

27-item phonological awareness subtests used 

•  Assessment of Literacy and Language (ALL; 

Lombardino et al., 2005) 

• Standardized test; 20-item Rhyming subtest used 

•  Parent Research Questionnaire (PRQ) 

• 20-item demographic questionnaire developed by 

Nemours BrightStart! 

•  Family Early Literacy Practices (FELP) Questionnaire 

(Ginsburg-Block et al., 2007) 

•  52-item early literacy child and home 

environment questionnaire 

Table 2.  Pre-kindergarten assessment scores of 

children who received Nemours BrightStart! program  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

N Mean SD Min Max 

Fall GRTR 415 6.53 1.56 0 8 

Fall Print Knowledge 413 6.60 5.62 0 33 

Fall Elision 413 4.10 2.17 0 12 

Fall Blending 413 4.92 2.72 0 13 

Fall Rhyming 413 3.12 1.83 0 14 

Winter GRTR 415 12.01 3.62 3 20 

Winter Print Knowledge 415 16.04 9.69 0 35 

Winter Elision 415 5.29 2.43 0 12 

Winter Blending 415 7.53 3.47 0 15 

Winter Rhyming 415 4.59 3.54 0 19 

Spring GRTR 383 14.34 3.42 3 20 

Spring Print Knowledge 382 21.92 10.01 0 36 

Spring Elision 381 5.90 2.72 0 12 

Spring Blending 381 8.43 3.47 0 15 

Spring Rhyming 379 5.88 4.56 0 19 

Number of lessons 409 16.21 2.30 0 18 

Age in months 415 52.97 3.14 48.10 59.93 

RESULTS 
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