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Introduction  
 
This brief outlines the key findings from the evaluation of Family Engagement Lab’s 2018-19 
implementation of the FASTalk program in Redesign Schools (RSL; formerly Celerity Schools) 
in Baton Rouge, Louisiana. The FASTalk program uses text messages to help families learn 
strategies to support 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade literacy development, with weekly messages 
aligned with the school’s ELA curriculum. At the beginning of the 2018-19 school year, Family 
Engagement Lab trained RSL 3-5th grade teachers on the FASTalk program aligned with the 
ELA Guidebooks curriculum. Teachers then personally signed up families who received three 
text messages per week to support literacy development at home. Weekly messages were sent 
for 8 weeks from January-March 2019. 

Family Engagement Lab launched FASTalk at two RSL schools during the 2018-19 school 
year. A total of 99 students were enrolled in the program. 59 students were in 3rd grade, 30 
students were in 4th grade, and 10 students were in 5th grade. FASTalk students made up 
33% of the total 3rd-5th grade enrollment at the two schools with FASTalk.  

This evaluation uses a standard regression and t-testing within a quasi-experimental research 
design (non-randomized) to help determine the relationship between FASTalk and literacy 
assessment performance during the 2018-19 school year. Data from 231 students were 
included in the current analyses: 69 FASTalk students and 162 students who did not participate 
in FASTalk. (Note: while the original dataset included 301 students, 70 students were excluded 
due to incomplete observations). The evaluation focuses specifically on the data collected from 
iSTEEP literacy assessments in the fall and spring of the academic year. The evaluation 
analyzes student growth between these assessments. Broadly, the evaluation explores two 
questions:  

● Did FASTalk increase achievement among all participating students compared to a 
matched comparison group of non-participating students?  
● Did the effects of FASTalk vary significantly by grade?  
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Key Findings  
Finding 1: It is very likely that FASTalk positively affected participants’ spring literacy 
assessment scores. There was a 95% likelihood that FASTalk had a positive effect on 
students’ scores on the spring assessment based on the confidence interval of all three of the 
regression models produced as a part of this review (p<.05). There were not enough 
participants within each of the individual grades to produce conclusive results for each grade 
level independently. 

Finding 2: When comparing FASTalk participants and non-participants with similar 
characteristics, a statistically significant (p=.01, Table 9) larger portion of FASTalk 
participants scored at or above average in the spring assessment despite scoring 
slightly lower than non-participants in the fall assessment. This conclusion stems from the 
95% likelihood that the FASTalk group will outperform non-participating groups based on 
two-sided t-tests completed on participants grouped by the third and fourth grade. 92% of the 
3rd grade FASTalk participant group scored at or above average while only 65% of 
non-participants with similar characteristics scored at or above average in the spring 
assessment. 100% of the 4th grade FASTalk participant group scored at or above average 
while only 84% of non-participants with similar characteristics scored at or above average in the 
spring assessment. The 5th grade group of participants was too small to produce statistically 
significant results. 

Finding 3: When comparing FASTalk participants and non-participants, FASTalk 
participants had a statistically significant (p=.02, Table 5) higher average score (4.6 out of 
8) than non-participants (3.9 out of 8) in the spring assessment. In addition, an analysis of 
the statistical dispersion revealed that 75% of FASTalk participants achieved a four or higher in 
the spring assessment, but only 55% of non-participants achieved a four or higher in the spring 
assessment. The fall assessment was completed earlier on, and FASTalk participants had a 
lower average score (3.3) than non-participants (3.4) on that initial test, which supports the 
finding that FASTalk had a positive effect on participants' assessment scores. FASTalk 
participants also had higher average scores than non-participants within each of the three 
grades, but these samples were not large enough to produce statistically significant results 
independently. 
 

Key limitations  
This methodological approach has some important limitations that should inform the 
interpretation of the results.  

● Given that participating families and teachers opted in to participate in the FASTalk 
program, self-selection bias may affect the results of the evaluation.  
● There were a total of 231 participants in the spring assessment, but more participants 
are needed to obtain more conclusive results within different subgroupings like grade. 

 



Technical Appendix 

This appendix provides the underlying regression and distribution data supporting this 
analysis. Reach out to the FASTalk team for the full dataset. 

Table 1: Spring Assessment Scores 

Non-FASTalk students’ mean score = 3.9, FASTalk students’ mean score = 4.6  

 

Table 2: Fall Assessment Scores 
Non-FASTalk students’ mean score = 3.4, FASTalk students’ mean score = 3.3  

 

 



Table 3: Spring Assessment Scores by Grade 

 

Table 4: Fall Assessment Scores by Grade 

 

 



Table 5: Primary Regression 

 

Table 6: Secondary Regression 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 7: Tertiary Regression 

 

Table 8: Participants by Score 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 9: Similar Characteristic T-Test 

 

Table 10: Special Education Regression (Includes only special education students) 

 

 


