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Pearson Research Overview
Pearson Education is committed to using scientific, evidence-based methods in the development of its 
educational curricula. A research team, comprised of educational research methodologists, has been 
working with Pearson for eight years to integrate scientific research practices into the development of its 
curricula. Pearson also collaborates with regional education laboratories, universities, and private research 
companies to independently evaluate the effectiveness and usability of its curricula. These studies are 
designed to meet the rigorous standards of the What Works Clearinghouse.

Four phases of research are incorporated into the development of each new curriculum. Pearson 
established such extensive research methods to ensure that every program enables all children to learn  
the skills and concepts they need for academic success. 

During the first phase of the research process, previous editions of the curricula are evaluated to 
determine best instructional practices as demonstrated by scientific evidence. These practices will be 
incorporated into the new curricula to begin establishing a scientific research base.  

During the second phase the authors and researchers conduct extensive literature reviews on content, 
instructional practices, and education standards. The data is synthesized and embedded into the curricula.  

During the third phase, formative research is conducted on the curricula under development. Classroom 
field tests investigate usability, teacher and student feedback, and preliminary curricula effectiveness. 
School administrators, content specialists, and classroom teachers systematically evaluate the curricula  
in development.  

The final phase of research examines the implementation and effectiveness of the curricula. Independent, 
randomized control trial studies are conducted to provide scientific evidence of student achievement on 
standardized assessments. Implementation and best practices are documented throughout the study 
period for synthesis into revised and future curricula, further contributing to their effectiveness. Pearson 
believes that research needs to be ongoing with continual feedback to inform product revisions to meet 
student and teacher needs.
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My Sidewalks Foundational Research
My Sidewalks is a research-based, intensive elementary reading intervention program. It is designed for 
students who are unable to read and comprehend grade-level materials and who are unable to benefit 
adequately from the strategic intervention that supports their core classroom reading instruction.  
My Sidewalks follows the Response To Intervention Model and is built on instruction in the priority skills 
of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, comprehension skills and strategies as well as 
student motivation and engagement as defined necessary by the National Reading Panel for student to 
attain critical reading skills. Findings regarding instructional emphasis show that emphasizing the essential 
elements of reading improves outcomes. My Sidewalks teaches strategically, focusing on the priority 
skills that are critical for student success. Highly specified instruction accomplishes more than less specific 
instruction. This program contains a Teacher’s Guide that features explicit, consistent, easy-to-follow 
lessons. An effective intervention program must be intense, including fast-paced instruction delivered to 
small groups of two to five students for at least thirty minutes per day in addition to their core classroom 
instruction. My Sidewalks provides this type of small group instruction to not only Tier III students but also 
and Tier II students.
 

Instructional Emphasis
Each week in My Sidewalks an essential question is introduced to develop one aspect of the unit theme.  
This question guides instruction as students explore new concepts and literature. Each unit theme 
connects to learning in science and social studies. Lipson and others (1993) stress the importance of 
teaching with themes to “promote a view teaching and learning as meaningful enterprise” which can 
provide a framework for students to make connections among text.

Gaskins (2003) states the most progress is made by students when their progress is systematically 
evaluated. In My Sidewalks, the priority skills of phonemic awareness (at Levels A-B) phonics, fluency, 
vocabulary, and comprehension are covered daily. Progress in the priority skills is monitored frequently by 
utilizing ongoing assessments found on Day 5 each week in the Teacher’s Guide.

An effective intervention program must be intense, including, fast-paced instruction delivered to small 
groups of two to five students for at least thirty minutes per day in addition to their core classroom 
instruction. Every activity in My Sidewalks was designed with struggling and at-risk students in 
mind.  Instruction is intended for small groups providing students with additional teacher modeling 
and feedback, more scaffolding, multiple opportunities for practice and more time on task. Teaching 
through small groups increases the likelihood of student success through student-teacher interactions of 
individualized instruction and teacher monitoring of student progress (Vaughn et al. 2003). The activities 
last only five to ten minutes and are organized in a carefully planned sequence of skills. A study conducted 
by Vaughn and others (2001) found spending, “30 minutes per day of highly specific and carefully 
designed instruction that focuses on the phonologic, alphabetic, and orthographic features of reading  
can yield statistically and educationally significant results…”
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Word Work
Research has shown programs built upon priority skills are successful in bringing struggling readers 
up to their grade level. My Sidewalks introduces Word Work to students through practicing phonemic 
awareness, phonics, and working with decodable texts. Each phonemic awareness lesson is tied to phonics 
instruction and prepares children for the blending lesson that follows. Adams (2002) showed phonemic 
awareness was most effective when students were taught using letters allowing students to make the 
transfer to reading and writing words (Ehri et al. 2001). Phonemic awareness activities in My Sidewalks 
incorporate letters and focus on blending and segmenting sounds. Children write the letters as they say 
the sounds. Including letters in phonemic awareness activities helps students develop the skills they need 
to benefit from phonics instruction. “Segmenting words into phonemes and blending phonemes into 
words contributes more to learning to read and spell well than any other phonological awareness skills” 
(Vaughn and Linan-Thompson 2004). 

In Levels A-C in My Sidewalks, initial instruction for phonics skills uses a blending strategy routine. The 
routine provides explicit instruction for letter-sounds and word parts and includes connecting to previous 
learning, writing for sounds, modeling, group practice, corrective feedback, and individual practice. 
According to Adams (2002), “the very process of sounding a word out requires controlled attention to 
its separate letters and letter-sound correspondences as well as to the relationships among them that 
collectively determine the word’s overall pronunciation and meaning.” Among successful classrooms for 
reading students of “low” ability, phonics instruction was very ‘hands-on’ requiring active decision making 
and thought to compare and contrast sounds and spelling patterns…” (Juel, et al. 1999). In Levels D-E, 
phonics skills are taught within the context of decoding multisyllabic words. Word parts and syllable 
patterns are explicitly taught, and vowel sounds are taught within syllables. Word meaning is integrated 
into every lesson. With the majority of words introduced in fourth and fifth grade being multisyllabic, 
it is vital students be capable of decoding these words. “An emphasis on multisyllabic word reading is 
critical because of the number of novel words introduced in intermediate and secondary textbooks and 
the potential for failing to learn from materials if the words cannot be read. From fifth grade on, students 
encounter approximately 10,000 words per year that they have never previously encountered in print” 
(Nagy & Anderson, 1984, from Archer 2003).

Chard and others (1998) stress the importance of students reading decodable words in stories as they 
learn to sound and blend. The Student Readers for Levels A, B, and the first half of C in My Sidewalks 
provide students with immediate practice in reading words with the phonics elements they have just 
learned. Students apply these skills in contextual, meaningful text that is constructed to have 100 percent 
potential for accuracy, that is, no untaught word types appear in the selections. 

In Levels A-C of My Sidewalks, a Fluent Word Reading Routine is used each week to encourage children 
to preview, or think about all the sounds or word parts in a word, before they read the word. Ehri 
(2004) suggests students need to be taught how to decode a word’s spelling and as students practice, 
connections are made between letters and sounds forming these words into memory. The routine and 
related activities in My Sidewalks give practice in all the week’s phonics skills. Fluency is important because 
of its direct connection to comprehension: in that, a reader must be able to identify words quickly for 
good comprehension of text (Samuels 2002).
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“Since approximately 300 words account for 65% of the words in texts, rapid recognition of these words 
during the primary grades forms the foundation of fluent reading” (Heibert 1998). The high-frequency 
words taught in this program are both irregular words and regular words that are not decodable at the 
point of introduction. A routine for learning these words involves saying the word, spelling it aloud, and 
then saying it again. Students are encouraged to decode the parts of the words that are decodable.

Vocabulary
The priority skill of Vocabulary is practiced in My Sidewalks through both oral vocabulary and concept 
vocabulary. Research indicates vocabulary is best taught and learned through direct, explicit instruction.  
The vocabulary taught each week reflects the science or social studies concept for the week. Vocabulary 
was selected to build broad knowledge for understanding grade-level text and content area concepts.  
“Much of the trouble students have comprehending informational materials relates to the specific 
vocabulary that communicates major concepts. Students’ active involvement in identifying and learning 
vocabulary is critical to vocabulary learning and related content learning” (Ogle, at al. 2002). Edwards 
and others (2004) state students learn word meanings by receiving explicit instruction through diverse 
strategies, and Beck (2002) recommends thought-provoking follow-up after direct instruction. Each week 
in Levels A and B of My Sidewalks students learn a set of conceptually related Amazing Words. An Oral 
Vocabulary routine introduces each word with a student-friendly definition, gives one or two examples, 
demonstrates the word’s meaning, and gives children an opportunity to apply the word. Words are then 
displayed and used throughout the week in multiple contexts.  

McKeown and others (2004) found rich instruction in vocabulary led to knowledge of word meanings 
and improved students’ comprehension of stories containing these same words. Concept vocabulary 
found in Levels C-E of this program first uses a concept web to build understanding of the meanings and 
relationships among words in the lesson. A semantic map not only allows students to see the relationship 
between words allowing students to generate new information and expanding their understanding of 
central concepts in the content area, (Blachowicz, et al. 2002). The teacher then addresses decoding the 
word by modeling the multisyllabic word strategy, guiding students to look for meaningful parts, and then 
chunking words with no recognizable parts. Edwards and others (2004) recommend “providing struggling 
readers a systematic and sustained program of vocabulary instruction that teaches them more important 
words and efficient strategies in less time.”

Building Concepts
In the Build Background section each week the My Sidewalks Student Reader selections focus on one 
aspect of the unit theme. The first selection every week is nonfiction. Its purpose is to increase students’ 
background and concept knowledge for the topic of that week’s reading selections. Students’ text 
comprehension depends on their having some relevant prior knowledge. Gaskins (2003) stresses the 
importance of teachers helping students build a more comprehensive background knowledge since 
students’ understanding of what they read is based on their own experiences and knowledge. 
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Two main selections follow the background building selection each week in My Sidewalks. These sections 
consist of one informational text and one narrative text. This high proportion of nonfiction is intended 
to help struggling readers build the concepts they need to succeed with content area materials. Palincsar 
and others (2004) compared students using informational texts against a control group. Results showed 
students using the informational texts progressed more quickly and showed higher overall reading and 
writing ability by the end of Grade 1 than the control group.

Duke and others (2002) indicate the importance of students reading a range of text genres to become 
excellent comprehenders of any given type of text. The Student Readers for Levels C-E  in this program 
have the same organizational structure of Levels A-B. Instruction for the background-building selections 
in these levels includes genre and text structure. “Students who learn to use the internal organization and 
structure of information text are more able to comprehend and retain key ideas” (Ogle, et al. 2002).

Comprehension
Comprehension skills and strategies in the instruction of My Sidewalks include the skills that struggling 
readers need to become proficient readers: main idea, compare and contrast, sequence, and drawing 
conclusions. According to Morrow (1996) retelling instruction and practice results in comprehension 
development and sense of story structure in students. The week’s comprehension skill is taught on Day 3 
in Levels A-B in My Sidewalks. The teacher begins by introducing and then modeling the skill and asking 
students to apply it to a familiar example. As students read the selection in the Student Reader, they 
answer questions that focus on the comprehension skill. After the rereading, children retell the story, 
with a focus on the same comprehension skill. “Research has demonstrated that instruction and practice 
in retelling are likely to result in the development of comprehension, a sense of story structure, and oral 
complexity in a student’s use of language” (Morrow 1996).

Dickenson and others (1998) assert that diverse learners are typically performing behind their peers in 
reading comprehension, have difficulty identifying patterns in text as well as recalling information resulting 
in the need for additional instruction enabling them to independently access the text for comprehension. 
In My Sidewalks at Levels C-E, a comprehension skill is taught each week on Day 2. The teacher defines 
the skill, explains why it is important, models his or her thought process by thinking aloud, and provides  
a graphic organizer to help students practice using the skill.  

In My Sidewalks, as students read the day’s selection, the teacher guides reading through the use 
of questions that help students practice using the comprehension skill. “Instruction and practice in 
summarizing not only improves students’ ability to summarize text, but also their overall comprehension  
of text content” (Duke, et al. 2002).

Fluency
In the My Sidewalks program students develop fluency by rereading for fluency and through the teacher 
modeling fluent reading. On Days 1-4 in Levels A-C students reread a selection from the My Sidewalks 
Student Reader to practice fluent reading. This includes multiple activities such as choral reading, oral 
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reading, paired reading, or reading along with the AudioText. The Fluency Routine Card details ways to 
support students as they develop fluency by providing corrective feedback and modeling fluent reading.  
Kuhn (2003) comments that repeated readings, such as rereading for fluency, is one of the best known 
strategies to improve fluency and students enjoy being able to see the progress they have made through 
tracking changes. At Levels D-E, students continue to reread for fluency practice. On Days 1-4, students 
reread a selection from the Student Reader to practice fluent reading. Rereading activities include choral 
reading, oral reading, paired reading, reading along with the AudioText, or Readers’ Theater. “The 
National Reading Panel report came out strongly in favor of repeated reading as a method for achieving 
fluency for nonimpaired students at least through grade 4, an on students with a variety of reading 
problems from elementary school through high school” (Samuels, 2002).

On Day 4 in My Sidewalks, the teacher uses the Student Reader selection to model an aspect of fluent 
reading, such as rate, accuracy, expression, intonation, attention to punctuation, or characterization. The 
students reread chorally for fluency. Samuels (2002) stresses the importance of a student being capable to 
read a passage with expression as it indicates their level of fluency and that reading orally is an important 
accomplishment and confidence builder for struggling students.

My Sidewalks Summative Research
Pearson strongly believes that its products must demonstrate proven effectiveness in increasing student 
learning. As such, it contracted with Magnolia Consulting, LLC, an external, independent consulting firm 
specializing in educational evaluation, to conduct an independent study of its My Sidewalks curriculum 
materials. Magnolia Consulting conducted this study for Pearson during the 2007–2008 school year. This 
report summary presents the evaluation design and methods, an assessment of program implementation, 
student performance results, and a discussion of findings.

Study Design and Research Questions   
The purpose of this study was to evaluate the teachers’ implementation of the My Sidewalks program and 
to assess the effectiveness of the materials in helping students attain critical reading skills. The evaluation 
study employed a randomized controlled trial (RCT) design with the random assignment of students to 
treatment and control groups. That is, students within a class were randomly selected to participate in a 
pullout intervention employing either My Sidewalks materials or the materials teachers typically used with 
intervention students. This study design was utilized in order to meet all of the What Works Clearinghouse 
(WWC) design requirements without reservations. Specifically, the study addressed the following 
overarching evaluation questions: 

1.  Do students in treatment groups demonstrate significant learning gains in reading during the  
study period?

2.  How does the reading performance of students in treatment groups compare to that of students in 
control groups?

3.  How do teachers implement the My Sidewalks curriculum?
4.  What are teachers’ perceptions of the quality and utility of the My Sidewalks program?                                  
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Evaluators conducted the RCT to examine the efficacy and implementation of My Sidewalks as a pullout 
intervention. The findings of the RCT are the primary focus of this report. Teachers also can implement  
the My Sidewalks program in classrooms.

Participants and Settings
The participants implementing My Sidewalks across all sites were comprised of pullout intervention 
teachers. The final analytical sample for the study included 278 students in second grade (52%) and third 
grade (48%). Study participants for these seven sites, located in the Northeast, Midwest, and Southeast, 
included 20 reading facilitators who taught both a treatment group and control group of students. Each 
of the teachers worked with second grade, third grade or both groups. The student sample size for Sites 
A through G consisted of 142 treatment and 136 control students. The sample for the study represents 
16 schools across seven districts throughout the country. Table 1 presents demographic information for 
students in the treatment and control conditions.

Characteristics Percent n Percent n Percent n

Grade Level

       Second 50% 72 50% 72 52% 144

       Third 52% 70 48% 64 48% 134

Gender

       Male 50% 75 50% 75 54% 150

       Female 52% 67 48% 61 46% 128

Ethnicity

       African-American 50% 10 50% 10 7% 20

       Hispanic 44% 17 56% 22 14% 39

       Caucasian 54% 107 46% 91 73% 198

       Other 40% 6 60% 9 6% 15

Free/Reduced Lunch (FRL)

       FRL 50% 67 50% 67 54% 134

       Non-FRL 51% 59 49% 56 46% 115

Limited English Proficiency

       LEP 50% 11 50% 11 8% 22

       Non-LEP 51% 131 49% 125 92% 256

Special Education

       Special Ed. 40% 6 60% 9 5% 15

       Non-Special Ed. 52% 136 48% 127 95% 263

Treatment
Students
(n=142)

Control
Students
(n=136)

Total
Students
(n=278)

Table 1 – Student Demographics by Group
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Measures  
Multiple measures were used to assess student achievement and program implementation. In order to  
measure program implementation and teacher perceptions, evaluators collected data through observations  
and interviews with reading teachers. Reading teachers completed weekly implementation logs and 
participated in end-of-year focus groups. Evaluators also conducted classroom observations and interviews 
with a sample of classroom teachers in the second and third grades. These data provided critical insight into 
the nature of use and the effectiveness of the reading materials used with treatment and control students. 

Evaluators employed two student measures to assess changes in students’ reading skills during the  
2007–2008 school year. Evaluators selected the Group Reading Assessment and Diagnostic Evaluation (GRADE) 
as a norm-referenced assessment and the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills™ (DIBELS™) as a 
fluency progress-monitoring assessment. These assessments have broad visibility and acceptance in the field, 
demonstrate high technical merit, and align well with the My Sidewalks program. The assessments were 
given to all treatment and control students. The GRADE is a group-administered assessment that was chosen 
for this study because it measures students’ reading readiness skills, vocabulary, comprehension, and oral 
language. Teachers administered the GRADE assessment at the beginning of the year and at the end of the 
year. The GRADE offers alternate forms, A and B, which were used in fall 2007 and spring 2008, respectively. 
The publisher of the GRADE, Pearson, Inc., provided scoring services and a variety of scores for the GRADE, 
including raw scores, grade equivalents, normal curve equivalents (NCEs), and growth scale values (GSVs) for 
total scores, all of which evaluators used in the analysis of student performance. 

The DIBELS assessment was chosen for this study because of its widespread use and acceptance across  
schools, technical merit, and compatibility with the My Sidewalks program. DIBELS is a validated, diagnostic 
measure that educators use for screening and grouping children as well as monitoring progress over time.  
It is individually administered. DIBELS scores predict success or failure on end-of-year summative tests in that 
low scores indicate the likelihood of failure and high scores indicate the likelihood of success. The scores for 
each DIBELS subtest are sensitive to small gains—even after short intervals—because of effective instruction. 
Administration periods for DIBELS occur at the beginning, middle, and end of the school year, and subtests  
are designed for administration across multiple years. 

Implementation
Through the implementation logs, evaluators gauged the breadth and depth in which teachers used the  
My Sidewalks materials. The program provides 30 weeks (150 days) of instructional materials. However, 
given the different sites’ start dates in the study, the total possible days of implementation ranged from 121 
to 166 days. On average, teachers across sites implemented the program for 3.89 days per week with a range 
of 3.5 days (a Site 1 teacher) to 4.16 days (a Site 2 teacher). The overall implementation percentage involved 
comparing teachers’ weekly self-reports of My Sidewalks use to the benchmark for 28 variables in second 
grade and 27 variables in third grade. The variables used for the fidelity rating reflected implementation 
guidelines provided to teachers at the beginning of the study and pertain to the frequency with which 
teachers implemented program components and materials. Second-grade teachers (n =14) had an overall 
implementation rating that ranged from 51% to above 100%. Third-grade teachers (n =12) ranged from 60% 
to above 100% in meeting the established benchmark. Overall, the third-grade teachers had the highest level 
of implementation (82%) versus the second grade teachers (80%). The implementation grand mean for all 26 
teachers was 81%, which indicates that, overall, the teachers did implement the program appropriately and 
with fidelity. 
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Perceptions of My Sidewalks
Teachers reported via the weekly log on the ease of preparation of the My Sidewalks materials for the 
activities. All teachers reported that preparation for them was between “very easy” and “easy” overall. 
During the end-of-year focus group, some teachers indicated they spent extra time making copies for 
certain lessons and organizing their materials. The majority of teachers found that they spent less time 
preparing My Sidewalks lessons than previously, especially the teachers who used homegrown programs. 
As one facilitator explained, 

I like it because it’s all there, I don’t have to pull from other places. It’s the first time I could use it 
with my special education students and also with lower achieving students, and not have to pull 

from 15 other sources. And I like that. [Facilitator, May 2008, focus group]

In general, teachers indicated that the program’s structure minimized their planning time once they settled 
into a routine.

The structure of the My Sidewalks program posed an instructional shift for many teachers. The program 
asks teachers to follow a fast-paced routine and script through a curriculum that introduces students to 
a new concept or skill and then spirals back to the concept or skill throughout the program’s scope and 
sequence. Although teachers ultimately felt comfortable with the fast-paced nature of instruction, several 
commented it went against their tendency to slow down instruction for students struggling to grasp 
a concept or skill. Overtime, they could see how the curriculum spiraled through concepts and skills to 
provide comprehensive instruction to students. The following teachers shared their experiences:

My Sidewalks has opened my eyes to teaching reading in a different way—much faster. We 
work through the skills and spiral back to those skills that haven’t been mastered. I’m okay with 
students not mastering things the first time because I know it will come back again.  
[Facilitator, May 2008, focus group]

Via the weekly logs, teachers rated the adequacy of the materials in meeting the needs of their students.  
Teachers perceived the materials as “very adequate” to “adequate” in meeting the needs of their 
students.  One teacher described how My Sidewalks allowed her to differentiate her instruction 
for students:

As a reading teacher, I appreciated that My Sidewalks put all of the elements of reading together 
in one lesson at a time. What I really enjoyed was that I had the time now to differentiate and 
make little changes here and there depending on what each individual child needed to connect 
to that lesson in any of those areas or on any of those elements. As a reading teacher, I’ve always 
been right at the computer, right at the drawing board trying to figure out, “all right, how am I 
going to make materials for all of these children and make sure that I address all of these areas.” 
How can I do it? Now this great team of people is already doing it for me. That’s been a real 
challenge for me and My Sidewalks solves that for me as a reading teacher. [Facilitator, May 

2008, focus group] 

Most teachers with English language learners (ELLs) in their groups believed My Sidewalks addressed 
their students’ needs. They commented that the program allowed for in-depth concept and vocabulary 
development, which was important to extend student practice beyond decoding. The following teacher 
shared her observations of how the program worked for ELLs in her groups:

My ELL students are responding to My Sidewalks very well. They are moving through the 
linguistic structures. One of them is my top fluency performer and he isn’t stumbling when he 
reads. [Facilitator, March 2008, interview]
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Student Engagement and Motivation
Teachers agreed that the My Sidewalks reading materials were very interesting to students and of very high 
quality. Students particularly enjoyed the “magazine” format of the readers, using the whiteboards, and the 
individual attention they received during pullout sessions. Teachers agreed that My Sidewalks had a positive 
impact on students’ motivation to read. They noted that their students were readers that are more confident 
and wanted to read more and even asked to take readers home.  

My Sidewalks is more motivating because the selections are way more interesting, non-fiction, up-to-
date. It’s more current. The illustrations are important because they don’t have strong vocabulary. Kids 
want to re-read stories. Kids also feel like it’s more like grade-level even though it’s on the lower end of 
grade-level. There is less of a stigma because the My Sidewalks looks like regular second-grade stuff. 

[Facilitator, March 2008, interview]

Reading teachers perceived positive impacts on student learning because of student participation in the  
My Sidewalks program. Most frequently, teachers observed the greatest improvement in students’ vocabulary, 
despite some teachers feeling it was too difficult for their lowest readers. As one teacher commented, “It’s 
helped with their fluency because of the repetition. The use of the vocabulary has helped them to see and use 
it in context.” Other teachers indicated how well the program allows students to make connections to their 
lives through its social studies and science content. Another teacher reflected, “I think it [MSW] is increasing 
their ability to make connections and it is making connections that give meaning to what they read.” A third-
grade facilitator observed the following positive impacts of the program on student learning:

The students really grew with the spiraling of the vocabulary, the word work and the comprehension 
skills…. The students are now making the connections between these important elements of reading. 
They’re using that more fluidly, more automatically when they read. I now have three of four making 
benchmarks in DIBELS. So what I love most about My Sidewalks is that it’s been delivering on its 

promise. [Facilitator, May 2008, focus group]

Although teachers reported that their instruction engaged both treatment and control students, they indicated 
that treatment students showed greater interest in their reading materials than control students did. According 
to teachers, the appearance of the materials attracted the students. As one teacher described during a  
focus group, 

You sort of hated pulling out [the comparison program] sometimes, because the students would  
see My Sidewalks when they came in and ask, “Why can’t we use these books?” So I like the way 

My Sidewalks is taught and the way it’s presented. [Facilitator, May 2008, focus group]

Teachers reported that because of the content connection to social studies and science, treatment students 
could relate to the My Sidewalks materials more than control students could. Teachers appreciated the cross-
content connections that most of the comparison programs lacked. As one teacher pointed out, “The stories 
were very good at covering all subject areas and I liked that, because it touched every aspect of every subject. 
It was history, it was science, and it was very good.”
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Student Performance Results
Students participating in the My Sidewalks program demonstrated significant gains and large effect sizes on 
the DIBELS and GRADE assessments. Specifically, second- and third- grade students participating in the My 
Sidewalks program demonstrated a combined average increase of 49 percentile points on the DIBELS ORF 
test, which reflects a very large effect size d = 2.38. These students demonstrated large gains on the GRADE 
Vocabulary test (d = 1.21), Comprehension test (d = 1.13), and Total test (d = 1.36), translating to 38, 37,  
and 41 percentile points, respectively. These results indicate that participating in the My Sidewalks program for 
the duration of this study was associated with large gains in reading fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension.

Second- and third-grade students who participated in the My Sidewalks program demonstrated large gains 
throughout the duration of the study. Specifically, second-grade students averaged a very low oral reading 
fluency score of 26.38 (SD = 11.5, n = 71) at the beginning of the year and progressed to an average score  
of 70.43 (SD = 21.2, n = 70) by the end of the year. This reflects a very large effect size on the DIBELS 
ORF test (d = 2.65) from the beginning to end of the year. For ease of interpretation, this translates 
into an average percentile gain of more than 50 points. Third-grade students began the school year 
significantly below benchmark with a oral reading fluency score of 49.8 (SD = 14.6, n = 69) and ended 
the year with a score of 85.65 (SD = 19.9, n = 69), thus demonstrating a large effect size on the DIBELS 
ORF test (d = 2.08) with an average percentile gain of 48 points. These gains can bee seen in Figure 1.

 

 

Table 2 displays the results, which demonstrate that students participating in the My Sidewalks program 
demonstrated significant gains and large effect sizes on the DIBELS and GRADE assessments. Specifically, 
second- and third- grade students participating in the My Sidewalks program demonstrated a combined 
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Figure 1 – Treatment group DIBELS scores at beginning, middle, and end of year.
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Evaluators conducted descriptive analyses to determine the effectiveness of the My Sidewalks program in 
helping struggling readers read on level. Figure 2 displays treatment students’ performance from the beginning 
to the end of the year as evident by grade equivalent scores on the GRADE. As displayed in Figure 2, second-
grade students improved in reading by 1.3 grade levels on average during the school year, and third-grade 
students improved by 1.8 grade levels on average during the school year. Although the majority of students 
did not reach end-of-year oral reading fluency benchmarks, it is important to note their significantly low initial 
fluency levels and the magnitude of their gains over the school year.

Evaluators conducted analyses comparing how My Sidewalks students performed in comparison to the control 
classroom students. Results reveal that second-grade treatment students scored slightly higher, on average, 
than control students by the end of the year in oral reading fluency. Subsequent analyses will demonstrate that 
these differences are not significant, however. The resulting effect size from analyses of average treatment and 
control group gains is zero, indicating that the average second-grade treatment student performed comparably 
to the average second-grade control group student in oral reading fluency.  

Second-grade treatment and control students demonstrated comparable gains on most GRADE subtests. 
Treatment students gained slightly more than control students on all subtests except for Sentence 
Comprehension in which the average control student gained about eight percentile points more than the 
average treatment student did. On all other subtests, treatment students gained anywhere from one to six 
percentile points more than control students.  

Students in treatment and control groups at the third grade performed comparably on pretest and mid-year 
assessments of the DIBELS ORF. Findings indicate that control students performed, on average, about two 
percentile points greater in oral reading fluency than treatment students by the end of the year  
(d = –0.05). This slight difference in performance was not statistically significant.  Third-grade treatment 

Outcome Measure Coefficient Standard
Error t-value Approx. df p-value Effect Size Percentile 

Gain

DIBELS ORF 40.04 2.00 19.99 14 0.000* 2.38 49

GRAdE Vocabulary 17.36 2.46 7.06 14 0.000* 1.21 38

GRAdE Comprehension 18.93 3.09 6.13 14 0.000* 1.13 37

GRAdE Total 18.19 2.77 6.58 14 0.000* 1.36 41

Table 2 – Mean DIBELS and GRADE Gains for Treatment Students

Figure 2 – GRADE 
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students demonstrated slightly greater mean pretest-posttest gains on the GRADE Total test (d = 0.11) 
and the Word Reading (d = 0.14), Passage Comprehension (d = 0.13), and Listening Comprehension 
(d = 0.28) subtests. Treatment and control students demonstrated comparable gains on the Sentence 
Comprehension subtest. Third-grade control students demonstrated slightly greater pretest-posttest gains 
on the Vocabulary subtest (d = –0.03), which translates to a one-point percentile difference in average 
scores between groups.

Discussion
This study of the My Sidewalks program was conducted to measure the effectiveness of the program on 
student learning in reading as well as to gain a better understanding of teachers’ implementation of the 
program and their perceptions of its quality and utility. The findings in this report represent a sample of 
20 second- and third-grade facilitators and 278 students involved in the randomized controlled trial of 
My Sidewalks as a pullout intervention. Students were randomly assigned to treatment or control groups 
for the 2007–2008 school year, which were facilitated by the same reading teacher at each grade level. 
Sixteen schools across five districts participated in the study. Based on study findings, teachers highly value 
the My Sidewalks program and perceive it to be of high quality and utility. Teachers found the program 
easy to implement overall and commended the structure and organization of the Teacher’s Guide.  
Teachers valued how the program supported the development of students’ foundational skills in order  
to accelerate learning.  

Students in the second and third grades, who participated in the My Sidewalks program, demonstrated 
significant learning gains during the study period. Students’ fluency gains in the second and third grades 
were significant by mid-year, and by the end of the year, the gains were large and reflected a combined 
effect size of 2.38. Significant learning gains in vocabulary and comprehension with a combined effect 
size of 1.21 in vocabulary and 1.13 in comprehension. These results indicate that participating in the 
My Sidewalks program for the duration of this study was associated with large gains in reading fluency, 
vocabulary, and comprehension.

Study findings suggest that the gains experienced by My Sidewalks participants, overall, were comparable 
to those experienced by children in other reading intervention programs. In the second grade, treatment 
students performed comparably overall with no significant differences, although treatment students 
demonstrated greater gains in word reading, word meaning, passage comprehension, and listening 
comprehension, and control students had greater gains in sentence comprehension. In the third grade, 
treatment students demonstrated greater gains in word reading, passage comprehension, and listening 
comprehension, whereas the groups showed no differences in sentence comprehension and control 
students exhibited greater gains in vocabulary. None of the differences between treatment and control 
students was statistically significant.

In sum, the results of this study indicate that the My Sidewalks program is useful to teachers in providing 
a comprehensive Tier III intervention to struggling readers. The program positively influences student 
interest, motivation, and confidence in reading. These are critical components in getting students to 
sustain effective reading skills and whose importance in the learning process cannot be underestimated. 
This study revealed that during the first year of implementation, the program demonstrated comparable 
effectiveness to existing programs used by highly trained and skilled teachers for multiple years. Results 
indicate that the program is successful in significantly improving children’s reading skills in the areas of 
fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension.
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