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Executive Summary 

Introduction 

ETI’s analyses using the corrected Imagine Learning (“IL”) dataset showed that IL had a greater 

impact on student learning than what was originally reported in the September, 2015, HB513 

Evaluation Report (“HB 513 Early Intervention Software Program Evaluation 2014-2015 School 

Year”). In the original evaluation, IL had a slight, positive impact in only one grade level 

(kindergarten), and did not produce effects in any other grade. Compared to the other software 

vendors, IL had the least effect on student learning in literacy. The updated results show the IL 

program hovering around third and fourth (depending on the grade level) compared to the other 

vendors, with slight, but positive, effects on student learning in Grades K-2. Of further note, IL 

was one of only two vendors in which software use was associated with a positive effect for 

students in second grade.  

Findings 

The key findings for the Imagine Learning program evaluation are summarized below, with the 

changes between the original and new results of the IL program highlighted, where possible.    

Program Implementation and Fidelity to Vendors’ Recommended Use 

 Imagine Learning had the second highest student average weekly use (across grades) of the 

five vendors, and the fourth highest percentage of students who used the program for more 

than 24 weeks. Both results are similar to those presented in the original report.       

 The percentage of IL students who met program fidelity improved slightly from the original 

report (29.5 – 31.2%); however, the new results did not change IL’s ranking among the other 

four software vendors. Imagine Learning was the vendor with the third highest percentage of 

students to meet the fidelity recommendations.   

Imagine Learning Impacts on Student Learning 

 ETI compared student achievement outcomes to a group of matched students who did not use 

the program (control students). The comparison was modeled after the analyses used in the 

original evaluation. The results did not show a difference between the original and new 

addendum report.  

 The results of the within treatment group analyses, in which the relationship between time 

and literacy achievement was studied, showed positive gains in EOY composite scores for 

every additional minute of IL software use. This trend was observed for students in Grades 

K-2.  
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Vendor Impacts Comparison  

 The original report showed IL as having a slight, positive impact on student learning in 

kindergarten, but no other grade levels, which identified IL as the vendor with the least 

impact of all five vendors.  

 With the corrected data, Imagine Learning exhibited a distinct improvement compared to 

the original report: 

o For students in Grades K-2, the new results show an increase in literacy outcomes 

for every minute of IL software use.  

o IL has the fourth highest impact on student learning in kindergarten, the third 

highest in first grade, and is one of two vendors to show any positive impacts for 

students in second grade.  
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Introduction 

The Utah State Office of Education (USOE) contracted with the Evaluation and Training 

Institute (ETI), a non-profit research and consulting organization, to conduct a yearly evaluation 

of the HB 513 Early Intervention Software Program. The HB 513 program (“HB513”) was 

designed to improve the literacy of Utah students in Grades K-3 through computer-based, 

adaptive software programs. Data from five software program providers (“vendors”) were used 

to conduct comprehensive analyses to generate program findings for fidelity (of program use) 

and to study student literacy outcomes. The results were presented to the USOE in August of 

2015 (“HB 513 Early Intervention Software Program Evaluation 2014-2015 School Year”).  

 

Imagine Learning, one of the HB513 software vendors, contacted ETI and the USOE to report 

that the program data file transferred to ETI for the evaluation contained errors. This information 

was presented after ETI had already submitted the evaluation findings to the state. The only way 

to determine if these errors affected the evaluation results was to conduct a second analysis with 

a corrected data file and produce an addendum report of the findings. The addendum report 

would benefit stakeholder groups seeking evidence of the program’s efficacy, such as literacy 

coordinators at school and district levels, USOE managers and state legislators.  

Overview of Imagine Learning’s Data Errors 

The original data from Imagine Learning contained student IDs that were incorrectly matched to 

program usage data (e.g. total time, number of log-ins, program start-and-end dates, grade, etc.). 

Imagine Learning staff reported that the data were accidently sorted incorrectly prior to being 

transferred to ETI. The second file submitted to ETI contained the same students, however, the 

usage variables were correctly linked to each student. In an attempt to portray how the error 

affected the original data file, we have provided a visual representation of the difference between 

the original and new data from Imagine Learning. As shown below, both files contain the same 

student IDs, but the usage data linked to each unique student has changed from the original to 

new file. Note: test scores and demographic information for students were not affected by the 

error because these were imported from other sources (state data files). 

 

Original IL Data Example    New IL Data Example 

ID Minutes  

Program 

Start 

Program 

End  ID Minutes 

Program 

Start  

Program 

End 

1 2 5 8  1 1 2 5 

2 4 10 11  2 2 1 3 

3 5 4 5  3 3 7 9 

4 10 3 5  4 3 9 11 

5 1 8 1  5 8 4 7 

6 3 6 9  6 6 3 8 

7 8 2 5  7 9 8 10 

8 6 1 2  8 7 6 8 

9 9 7 8  9 2 4 6 

10 7 9 10  10 4 6 9 
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This report includes the results from a second series of analyses of the Imagine Learning 

program data. Our main focus was to review the new results and to determine where they differ 

from the original results, and to present this information to stakeholders for review. To facilitate 

understanding and, where appropriate, comparisons, ETI included the results generated from the 

original HB 513 evaluation, “HB 513 Early Intervention Software Program Evaluation 2014-

2015 School Year” (2015). 

 

As a refresher, the research questions used in the original evaluation are presented in Table 1. 

Each research question is addressed in the findings section of this report.  

 

Table 1: Evaluation Research Questions 

Evaluation Questions Data Sources 

Program Implementation and Fidelity to Vendors’ Recommended Use  

1. How was the program implemented in terms of minutes of exposure per LEA 

per week and number of weeks of program use?  

Vendor data; 

Demographic data 

2. To what extent was the program implemented with fidelity? 
Vendor data; 

Demographic data  

Imagine Learning Impacts  

3. Did students who used the software program have better learning outcomes 

than those who did not as measured by DIBELS Next test scores? 

Demographic 

Data; Vendor data; 

DIBELS Next 

4.  How did the effects differ based on program dosage or student 

characteristics? 

Demographic 

Data; Vendor data; 

DIBELS Next 

Vendor-Specific Impacts  

5. What differences were there between vendor treatment effects? 

Demographic 

Data; Vendor data; 

DIBELS Next 

 

Research Methods 

The research process followed similar steps to the original evaluation (for more information, 

please see, “HB 513 Early Intervention Software Program Evaluation 2014-2015 School Year”; 

2015), with one important exception: prior to conducting any statistical analyses (reporting 

results, etc.) ETI conducted a data file review process to determine that IL had transferred the 

same student cases to ETI in the new data file. We compared the new data file to the original 

data file, and analyzed the variable distributions and central tendencies (for more details, see 

“data file review process” below). The data file review was a pivotal step to ensure that the 

students in the new data file were the same as the ones originally submitted.  

Data File Merge Procedure 

ETI merged data files using the SSID as the key variable in the following order: first ETI merged 

the demographics data file with the DIBELS data file to make a student outcome file, then ETI 
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merged this file with the usage data file from Imagine Learning to make a master data file for 

analyses containing treatment and potential control students.  

Data File Review Process 

The new Imagine Learning data file (submitted to ETI in September of 2015) was compared to 

the original data file (submitted to ETI in June of 2015) to confirm that the data files contained 

an equivalent number of cases and ID numbers. Once ETI determined that the IDs were 

consistent, ETI conducted a more thorough comparison of the merged1 data to determine if the 

files contained:    

1. The same student demographic information; 

2. The same student testing data (DIBELS Next BOY and EOY);  

3. New usage data that IL reported was correctly aligned with student IDs. 

CEM Treatment-Control Group Matching Process 

Before analysis of program effect, treatment students were matched to a comparison group. This 

matching process began with the selection of 75,638 non-participating students from Utah 

districts. Combining these students with 5,998 Imagine Learning software users with complete 

beginning and end of year DIBELs composite scores produced a database of 81,636 students. 

Students from the two groups (program and comparison) were then matched using a procedure 

called Coarsened Exact Matching (CEM), which found an exact match or twin (see the full HB 

513 report for additional details on the CEM process).  

Sample 

Table 2 presents the demographic characteristics of ETI’s matched treatment and control groups, 

with equivalent demographic characteristics depicted in both groups. The matched data file was 

used to conduct the between group analyses, in which the literacy outcomes of the treatment (IL 

participants) and control (non-program participants) were compared.  

 

Table 2. Imagine Learning Matched Sample: Student Characteristics 

 Treatment Control 

 N 
% Total 

Sample 
N 

% Total 

Sample 

Gender     

   Female 2550 49.2% 2550 49.2% 

   Male 2630 50.8% 2630 50.8% 

Race/Ethnicity     

   White 4327 83.5% 4327 83.5% 

   Hispanic 553 10.7% 553 10.7%  

   Other 102 2% 102 2% 

                                                 
1 In order to conduct a comparison of the two data files used in the analyses, ETI needed to first merge the IL data 

with state (USOE) student data and DIBELS Next testing data. The same merging process was used for both files 

(for a full description please refer to the 2015 HB513 Evaluation Report).  
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 Treatment Control 

 N 
% Total 

Sample 
N 

% Total 

Sample 

Title 1 School Status     

   School-wide 1569 30.3% 1569 30.3% 

   Targeted Assistance 339 6.5% 339 6.5% 

Low Income Family 1952 37.7% 1952 37.7% 

English Language Learner 217 4.2% 217 4.2% 

Special Education 447 8.6% 447 8.6% 
Source: Matched Data file (Vendor Data; USOE data; DIBELS Next data) 

Data Analyses 

For this report, ETI reran the analyses conducted in the original HB 513 evaluation, “HB 513 

Early Intervention Software Program Evaluation 2014-2015 School Year”, with the new Imagine 

Learning data. Analyses included:   

 Descriptive statistics to describe Imagine Learning program implementation and software 

use; 

 Between group analyses: Multi-level regression models were computed to compare 

treatment students (Imagine Learning participants) to control students (non-program 

participants) on DIBELS Next composite scores and literacy subscales while controlling 

for other factors that could influence achievement;  

 Within treatment group analyses: Multi-level regression models were computed for 

Imagine Learning participants to determine the relationship between time and literacy 

outcomes while controlling for other factors that could influence achievement. The 

results of the Imagine Learning within treatment group analyses were compared to the 

results of the other vendors, which were generated for the original 2014-2015 HB 513 

evaluation (vendor comparison analyses results).   

 
Findings 

Findings in this evaluation study are presented here in the following subsections: 1) Data file 

review results; 2) Description of Imagine Learning program implementation and fidelity to 

recommended use; 3) Imagine Learning impacts; and 4) Vendor-specific impacts comparison. 

The evaluation research questions, and the answers to each question, were included in text boxes 

throughout this section to orient the reader to the key findings in each subsection. In addition, 

ETI has included a summary of the differences between the original and new IL results at the end 

of each subsection in which vendor-specific results were reported in both the original and 

addendum reports.    
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Data File Review Results 

The data file review was crucial for ensuring that the cases submitted to ETI for the full 

evaluation were the same in the original and new data file submitted for the addendum analyses 

and reporting. By ensuring that the students were the same, ETI could proceed with confidence 

that IL did not change the sample of students used (and therefore effect the results due to 

sampling, etc.). ETI reviewed the merged data files, which consisted of 6,006 cases each, based 

on three criteria (demographic information, student testing data, and usage data) in order to 

determine that the new IL data is valid. The results are provided below:  

 

Criteria 1: The cases contained the same student demographic information  

The demographic variables used in the data file review process were equal between files. The 

files contained the same male-to-female ratio (52% males vs. 48% females) and number of cases 

in each grade level.  

 

Criteria 2: The same student testing data (DIBELS Next BOY and EOY) 

The student testing data used in the data file review process was equal between files. Both files 

contained the same averages for BOY and EOY DIBELS Next composite scores (123 at BOY 

and 213 at EOY).  

 

Criteria 3: New usage data that IL reported was correctly aligned with student IDs 

As expected, total time of use changed (1075 minutes on average in the original data set vs. 1336 

on average in the new data set), as well as the average number of sessions per student (71 in the 

original data set vs. 91 in the new data set).  This dataset was expected to change because the 

original data file prepared by IL had incorrect total time and number of sessions associated with 

correct student identifiers (SSIDs).    

 

Based on the above three criteria, the new IL merged data contains the same cases as in the 

original merged data file, which was used in the 2015 HB 513 program evaluation (see Table 3 

on the following page for detailed results).   

 

  



2014 - 2015 HB 513 Imagine Learning Addendum Report 

Evaluation and Training Institute                  8 
 

Table 3. Merged Data Review Results 

 

Original New 

Female 

 Freq. PercentCum. 

Male 3,117 51.90 51.90 

Female 2,889 48.10 100.00 

Total 6,006 100.00 

 Freq. PercentCum. 

Male 3,117 51.90 51.90 

Female 2,889 48.10 100.00 

Total 6,006 100.00 

 

Grade Level 

 Freq. PercentCum. 

K 1,624 27.04 27.04 

1 2,153 35.85 62.89 

2 1,511 25.16 88.05 

3 718 11.95 100.00 

Total 6,006 100.00 

 

 Freq. PercentCum. 

K 1,624 27.04 27.04 

1 2,153 35.85 62.89 

2 1,511 25.16 88.05 

3 718 11.95 100.00 

Total 6,006 100.00 

 

Total Time 

Obs Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max 

6006 1075.063 1131.075 8 14771 

 

Obs Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max 

6006 1335.653 1511.889 8 14774 

 

Total sessions 

Obs Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max 

6006 71.36663 73.89973 1 1144 

 

Obs Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max 

6006 90.52747 102.5112 1 1144 

 

Ave. BOY Comp 

Obs Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max 

5998 123.7201 98.53759 0 656 

 

Obs Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max 

5998 123.7201 98.53759 0 656 

 

Ave. EOY Composite Score 

Obs Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max 

5986 213.9302 121.2892 0 718 

Obs Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max 

5986 213.9302 121.2892 0 718 

 

Ave. Weekly Use 

Obs Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max 

5890 37.79015 31.37844 .6

 399.2162 

 

Obs Mean  Std. Dev. Min Max 

5933 41.98255 39.32706 .4375 369.35 

 

Source: Merged Data (Vendor Data; USOE data; DIBELS Next data) files  
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Description of Program Implementation and Fidelity to 
Recommended Use 

Local Education Agencies (LEA) use of the Imagine Learning software is described in this 

section, as well as a review of LEAs fidelity to Imagine Learning’s recommended minimum 

usage requirements.  

 

Q:  How was the IL program implemented in terms of minutes of exposure per week and number 

of weeks of program use? 

 

A: Average weekly use across grades was approximately 51.6 minutes, with third grade students 

using the IL program the least (39.6 minutes) and first grade students using it the most (56.5 

minutes). 

 

A: A majority of students used the IL software for 24 or more weeks (74%). 

 

As shown in Table 4, students used the software programs an average of 51.6 minutes per week 

across all grades. Students in kindergarten and grade three had the lowest level of program use, 

averaging approximately 45.5 and 39.6 minutes per week, respectively. In contrast, first grade 

students used the software the most, with an average of 56.5 minutes per week of program use.  

 

Table 4. Average Weekly Use (Minutes) by Grade Level 

Grade 
Imagine Learning 

Average Weekly Use (Minutes) 

Kindergarten 45.5 

Grade One 56.5 

Grade Two 55.0 

Grade Three 39.6 

Average 51.6 
Source: USOE Demographic Data; program vendor data 

  

A majority of students in each grade used the software program for 24 weeks or more, with the 

highest percentage of students with 24 weeks or more of use being in first grade (78.9%) and the 

lowest in third grade (56.3%). On average, approximately 74% of students used the program for 

24 weeks or more across grade levels.  

  

Table 5. Number of Weeks of Program Use by Grade Level 

 
1-23 Weeks 

of Use 

24 Weeks or 

More 

Kindergarten 24.0% 76.0% 

Grade One 21.1% 78.9% 

Grade Two 29.6% 70.4% 

Grade Three 43.7% 56.3% 

Average 26.0% 74.0% 
Source: USOE Demographic Data; program vendor data  
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Comparison of Implementation Results from Original to New Report 

Original: Students used the IL software for 50.7 minutes per week on average, and 74.9% of 

students used the IL software for 24 weeks or more.  

 

New: Students used the IL software for 51.6 minutes per week on average, and 74% of students 

used the IL software for 24 weeks or more.  

 

Change: Slight differences were noted between the original and new results: average weekly use 

increased by almost a minute (.9 of a min) and the percentage of students who used the software 

for more than 24 weeks decreased by a little less than one percent (.9%). However, the 

overarching trends in Imagine Learning software use did not change. Imagine Learning remained 

the vendor with the second highest average weekly use across grades and the fourth highest 

percentage of students who used the software program for 24 weeks or more.  

 

Fidelity of Minimum Recommended Use 

 

Q:  To what extent was Imagine Learning implemented with fidelity? 

 

A: The majority of students did not meet minimum recommended use as defined by Imagine 

Learning. This was especially true in third grade, where only 15.7% of students met fidelity.     

 

 

 

Table 6 shows the average weekly use, Imagine Learning’s recommended minimum weekly use, 

and the percent of students who met the fidelity requirements for each grade. Overall, the 

percentage of students who met fidelity was low, regardless of grade, with the highest percentage 

of students who met fidelity in kindergarten at nearly 40 percent. Students in the third grade had 

the fewest number of students meeting program fidelity (15.7%).  

 

Table 6. Summary of Program Fidelity by Grade Level 

 
Ave Weekly Use  

(Minutes) 

Recommended  

Usage 

% Met 

Fidelity 

Imagine Learning 51.6 -- 31.2% 

   Kindergarten 46.5 45 39.5% 

   1st Grade 56.5 60 34.8% 

   2nd Grade 55.0 75 19.9% 

   3rd Grade 39.6 75 15.7% 
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Comparison of Fidelity Results from Original to New Report 

Original: 29.5% of students who used IL met fidelity (e.g. the minimum dosage requirements) 

across all grade levels, with the highest percentage of students meeting fidelity in kindergarten 

(46%). 

 

New: 31.2% of students who used IL met fidelity (e.g. the minimum dosage requirements) 

across all grade levels, with the highest percentage of students meeting fidelity in kindergarten 

(39.5%). 

 

Change: Fidelity by grade went up for all grade levels in the addendum report except for 

kindergarten, in which fidelity decreased from 46% to 39.5%. Although ETI observed minor 

difference between the original and new fidelity results, these results did not affect the overall 

placement of IL compared to the other four vendors: Imagine Learning remained third out of five 

vendors for the percentage of students who met the fidelity recommendations.    

Impacts on Student Learning 

ETI conducted analyses to determine if the IL data changed any results from the original report. 

The impacts on student learning were measured by the DIBELS Next literacy assessment. The 

analyses are grouped into three main categories:  

 Program-Wide Treatment and Control Groups Analyses: In this analysis, all vendors 

are aggregated and treatment students are compared to control students 

1. Following the original between group analyses method, we merged the new 

Imagine Learning data into our program-wide (i.e. across all vendors) data set 

and studied the differences in EOY DIBELS Next test scores between program 

students (“treatment”) and non-program students (“control students”) matched 

using Coarsened Exact Matching (see the original evaluation report for a 

description of the matching procedure).  

 Imagine Learning Within Groups Analyses: where the relationship between program 

use (time) and student outcomes is studied; and, 

 Vendor Impacts Comparison: where the effects of the program are compared among 

the software vendors.  

Our goal was to highlight any differences in results from the above analyses that were based on 

the new Imagine Learning data.  
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Between Groups Analyses Results 

Q: Did students who used the software program across all vendors have better learning outcomes 

than those who did not as measured by DIBELS Next test scores? 

 

A: If we do not account for time using the software, there are no differences between the original 

results and the addendum analyses: treatment students still have a slight advantage over control 

students in kindergarten, and score about 6% higher on year-end composite test scores; however, 

the positive effects do not occur in first, second or third grade. 

 

A: If we do account for time using the software (dosage), the results are similar but slightly more 

positive than the original report: program students increase their year-end composite test scores 

at a rate of approximately .22 points gained for every additional minute of added to their average 

weekly use (up from approximately .16 points in the original report).   

 

 

Results Without Accounting for Treatment Dosage 

In the original HB513 report the between group analyses consisted of comparing a control group 

(non-program students) to a treatment group (program students), which was comprised of 

students who used one of five software programs. This analysis was used to answer the research 

question, “What is the program effect on all students who were enrolled, no matter how much 

they used the program, when compared to a matched control group?” Dosage, the average 

weekly use time, is not accounted for in this analysis. The analysis includes all matched 

treatment students across all vendors who were enrolled in the program.  

 

For the addendum report, ETI included the new IL data and compared student achievement 

outcomes of students enrolled in the program (regardless of vendor) to students who did not use 

the program (control students).  After re-running the data analyses, the original program-wide 

results did not change: treatment students scored slightly higher on outcome measures, and 

scored about 6% higher (8 points) on EOY Composite scores than control students. 

 

To study the differences between treatment and control students, ETI also conducted a second 

between groups analyses, in which changes in DIBELS Next benchmark levels (Well Below, 

Below, At or Above) were measured and compared between program (IL participants) and non-

program groups. This analysis did not take into account time using the software or other 

predictors of student achievement. The results of this analyses consistently showed that students 

in the IL treatment group did not appear to do noticeably better (or worse) than the control 

students. ETI has included the results of the composite level gains analyses in Appendix A.  

 

Results Accounting for Dosage 

The second type of program-wide analysis included time using the software, or “dosage.” ETI 

compared control students to treatment students while accounting for average weekly use.  

 

We ran multilevel statistical models that predicted program-wide treatment student year-end test 

scores, and compared them to control students. As with our dosage independent comparisons, 

positive treatment effects were only found in Kindergarten (so results for grades 1-3 are not 

presented here). Figure 1 shows the average year-end composite score for matched control 
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students and the predicted year-end composite scores for treatment students as they increase their 

average weekly use.  

 

Figure 1: Comparison of Control and Program-Wide Treatment Students  

Accounting for Program Dosage 

 
The program wide effects were positive, with treatment students having roughly a .22 point 

increase in their end-of-year composite test score with every additional minute of average 

weekly program use. Stated differently, for every additional 10 minutes of average weekly use 

the treatment students gained approximately 2.2 points above their control student counterparts. 

These effects differed by student and school characteristics:  

 Females who used the software for the recommended average minutes per week were 

likely to score 2 points lower than males who used the software for the same amount of 

time. 

 Special education students were likely to score 18 points lower compared to general 

education students who used the software for the mean number of minutes per week.  

 Students in Title 1 schools who used the software for the mean number of minutes per 

week did better than similarly exposed students in non-Title 1 schools by 11 points on 

average. 
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Imagine Learning Within Group Analysis Results 

 

Q: How did the program effects differ based on program dosage or student characteristics? 

 

A1: ETI analyzed how average weekly program use effected literacy outcomes: 

 In Grades K-2, every additional minute of IL software use was associated with a slight, 

but significant increase in the EOY Composite score, with Kindergarten students 

benefiting the most: software use is associated with a .24 increase in the EOY Composite 

score. 

 These scores are improved from the original report.  

A2: ETI analyzed how student characteristics affected literacy outcomes:  

 In Grades K-1, girls did no better or worse than boys who used the IL software for the 

average number of minutes per week.   

 In second grade, girls who used the IL software for the average number of minutes per 

week were likely to score 7 points better than boys who used the software for the same 

amount of time. 

 Students designated as special education were likely to score 14 points lower in 

Kindergarten and 33 points lower in second grade compared to general education 

students who used the software for the mean number of minutes per week. 

A3: ETI analyzed the impact of Title 1 school status on student outcomes: 

 Students in Title 1 schools software who used the program for the mean number of 

minutes per week did no better or worse than similarly exposed students in non-Title 1 

schools. 

 

 

ETI’s within group analyses compares the Imagine Learning program effects within different 

student groups to see if there are differential impacts depending on student characteristics 

(gender, ethnicity, ELL and others). The within group analyses answer the questions, “What is 

the program effect on students as they increase their average weekly use (dosage)?” and, 

“How does the within group effect vary by student and school characteristics?”  

 

To study how program impacts were affected by students’ time spent in the software and 

personal characteristics, ETI built a two-level model that regressed adjusted average weekly use2 

in minutes on EOY composite scores, while taking into account the gender, the special education 

status, and the BOY composite score of each student. The within treatment group analysis results 

are presented by grade below:  

 

                                                 
2 The “adjusted average weekly use” variable was created to account for vacation time and state testing, during 

which students did not have access to the software at school. The original HB513 report describes how adjusted 

average weekly use was calculated.   
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Kindergarten:  

 Every additional minute of Imagine Learning software use was associated with a .24 

increase in the EOY Composite score—a slight, but significant increase. 

 Special education students were likely to score 14 points lower compared to general 

education students who used the software for the mean number of minutes per week.  

 Students in Title 1 schools, girls and English Language Learners who used the software 

for the mean number of minutes per week did no better or worse than similarly exposed 

students in non-Title 1 schools, boys or non-English Language Learners. 

 

FigureXX The relationship between average weekly use (hours) and  

EOY Composite Scores (Kindergarten)  

  
 

First Grade:  

 For every additional minute of software use, the students’ EOY Composite score is likely 

to increase by .17, a small, but significant effect. 

 Girls who used the IL software for the average number of minutes per week (62.42) were 

likely to score no different from the boys who used the software for the same amount of 

time. The same is true for ELL students and Students in Title 1 schools. 
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Figure 2. The relationship between average weekly use (hours) and  

EOY Composite Scores (1st Grade)  

 
Second grade:  

 Software use is associated with a .12 increase in the EOY Composite score. 

 Special education students were likely to score 33 points lower compared to general 

education students who used the software for the mean number of minutes per week. 

 Girls who used the software for the average number of minutes per week (55.57) were 

likely to score 7 points better than boys who used the software for the same amount of 

time. 

 English Language Learners who used the software for the average number of minutes per 

week (55.57) were likely to score 26 points lower than non-English Language Learners. 
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Figure 3. The relationship between average weekly use (hours) and  

EOY Composite Scores (2nd Grade)  

 
 

Third grade: In third grade, Imagine Learning software use cannot account for any variability in 

EOY Composite scores after BOY score is taken into account.  

 

Vendor-Specific Impacts Comparison 

In 2014-2015, the USOE tasked ETI with comparing the program effects of each of the five 

software vendors. In order to fulfill this objective and provide a more accurate comparison 

among vendors, ETI combined the re-analyzed Imagine Learning results with the results of the 

additional four software vendors (i-Ready, SuccessMaker, Waterford, and Istation) that were 

presented in the original HB 513 evaluation report (Hobbs, Beni, & Overby, 2015).  

 

ETI built two-level models that regressed adjusted average weekly use in minutes on DIBELS 

testing outcomes by grade, while taking into account other explanatory variables like gender, 

special education status, and the BOY composite score of each student as well as the Title 1 

status of the school to compare the program effects between vendors. 
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Q: What differences were there between vendor treatment effects? 

 

A: Vendor treatment effects differed by grade and effect size: 

 SuccessMaker had the strongest positive effects across the most grades (K-2), with the 

highest impact of all the vendors in first and second grade, and the second highest effect 

in Kindergarten  

 Waterford had the highest positive effect on student learning in Kindergarten and the 

second highest effect in first grade 

 Istation had the third highest positive effects on student learning in Kindergarten and for 

specific DIBELS subscales in first grade 

 i-Ready and Imagine Learning had the smallest positive effects in Kindergarten and i-

Ready did not produce positive effects in Grades 1-3 

 Imagine Learning had the fourth highest effect on EOY composite scores in 

Kindergarten, and the third highest effect in first grade (an improvement from the 

original report) 

 SuccessMaker and Imagine Learning were the only vendors to show a positive effect on 

students test scores in second grade  

 Istation, Waterford and i-Ready showed a slight, but statistically significant, negative 

effect on student learning in second grade 

 

Results in Tables 7 through 9 present the effect sizes for each software vendor on the DIBELS 

Composite Score and relevant subscales by grade level. 

 

Kindergarten: 

  Table 7. Kindergarten 
Scale Span Waterford 

(n=749) 

SuccessMaker 

(n=338) 

Istation 

(n=1004) 

Imagine 

Learning 

(n=1609) 

i-Ready 

(n=1216) 

FSF BOY-

MOY 
.045 .122 .083 .03 – 

LNF BOY-EOY .101 – .171 .05 .035 

PSF MOY-

EOY 
.130 – .045 .03 – 

Composite EOY-BOY .47 .41 .38 .24 .09 
Note: Cells with values represent statistically significant effects. Istation sample size varies as much as 15 

between measures; others vary between 1-3. 

 

 Waterford had the highest positive effect on EOY Composite scores at the end of 

Kindergarten: students’ composite score can be expected to increase by .5 points for each 

minute increase in adjusted average weekly use.  

  



2014 - 2015 HB 513 Imagine Learning Addendum Report 

Evaluation and Training Institute                  19 
 

 SuccessMaker and Istation show the second and third highest positive effect on DIBELS 

EOY Composite scores (respectively), but Istation has a more consistent effect over 

subscales as average weekly use increases.  

 i-Ready and Imagine Learning produce positive outcomes as well, but at a much lower 

rate.  

First Grade: 

Table 8. First Grade 
Scale Span SuccessMaker 

(n=1089) 

Waterford 

(n=1030) 

Imagine 

Learning 

(n=2125) 

Istation 

(n=1235) 

i-Ready 

(n=1364) 

NWF-CLS BOY-EOY .135 .083 .06 .070 – 

NWF-WWR BOY-EOY .076 .044 .02 .031 – 

DORF 

Fluency 

MOY-

EOY 
.078 .047 

.04 
.060 – 

Composite BOY-EOY .330 .195 .17 – – 
Note: Cells with values represent statistically significant effects. Sample sizes for vendors may vary between 1-

3 students between measures. 

 

 SuccessMaker has the highest positive outcomes in first grade: for every additional 

minute of average weekly use, on average students gained .33 points to their EOY test 

scores.  

 Waterford, Istation, and Imagine Learning show positive outcomes in first grade, but 

Waterford and Imagine Learning have a more consistent effect, including positive gains 

to students’ EOY Composite scores. For every additional minute of average weekly use 

of the Waterford and Imagine Learning programs, students gain approximately .2 points 

on their EOY Composite scores. 

Second Grade: 

Table 9. Second Grade 
Scale Span SuccessMaker 

(n=1097) 

Waterford 

(n=471) 

Istation 

(n=1187) 

i-Ready 

(n=1363) 

Imagine 

Learning 

(n=1496) 

DORF 

Fluency 

BOY-EOY 
– -.045 – -.039 

– 

Composite BOY-EOY .374 – -.183 – .12 
Note: Cells with values represent statistically significant effects. Sample sizes for vendors may vary by 1 student 
between measures. 

 

 SuccessMaker and Imagine Learning were the only vendors to show a positive effect on 

students test scores in second grade, however, SuccessMaker had a much higher effect 

compared to Imagine Learning: for every one minute increase of average weekly 

software use, SuccessMaker students had a .37 point increase to their EOY test scores on 

average, compared to a .12 increase in the test scores of Imagine Learning students.  
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o Note: Although the SuccessMaker DORF Retell subscale presented here was not 

responsive to increased average weekly software use, other subscales3 (not used in 

the analysis) most likely increased as SuccessMaker software use increased. 

 Istation, Waterford and i-Ready all had negative treatment effects across different second 

grade DIBELS scores.  

 

Third Grade: 

 In third grade, no increases in DIBELS scores were associated with increased average 

weekly software use from any vendors. 

Vendor Impacts Comparison Results from Original to New Report 

Original: IL had the smallest positive effects in Kindergarten (EOY composite scores increased 

by .03 for every additional one minute of software use), and did not produce positive effects in 

Grades 1-3.   

 

New: IL had the fourth highest positive effects in Kindergarten (EOY composite scores 

increased by .24 for every additional one minute of software use), the third highest effects in the 

first grade (EOY composite scores increased by .17 for every minute of use), and the second 

highest in the second grade (EOY composite scores increased by .12 for every minute of use). 

 

Change: Slight, but positive, increases were observed for each minute of IL software use in 

students in Grades K-2. This is a marked improvement from the IL results of the original 2014-

2015 evaluation, which indicated a slight positive effect for IL Kindergarten students only.   

  

                                                 
3 ETI was not able to use all DIBELS Next subscales due to missing data, and we chose subscales that had full 

information across vendors for specific grades.  



2014 - 2015 HB 513 Imagine Learning Addendum Report 

Evaluation and Training Institute                  21 
 

Summary of Findings 

The 2014-2015 HB 513 evaluation studied the effectiveness of five software programs for 

increasing the student literacy outcomes of Utah students in Grades K-3. After ETI studied the 

HB 513 program and conveyed the findings to the USOE, Imagine Learning reported that the 

data provided to ETI contained errors, which may have had an impact on the findings. To 

provide a more accurate depiction of the impacts of Imagine Learning on student learning, ETI 

replicated the analyses used in the original HB 513 evaluation with a new, corrected student data 

file provided by Imagine Learning. ETI studied the effects of the Imagine Learning program 

through multiple lenses, including: 1) Imagine Learning program implementation and fidelity to 

recommended weekly use; 2) the impacts of the Imagine Learning program; and 3) vendor 

specific impacts where the effects of the software were compared among the five software 

vendors. Steps were taken to ensure that, when merged with demographic data and outcome data, 

the new file contained the same students as the old data.  

Imagine Learning Program Fidelity 

A school or district was considered to have met the fidelity requirements if at least 80% of the 

students using the software met the minimum dosage specified by the vendors based on their 

average weekly usage. Twelve percent of schools using the Imagine Learning software met the 

fidelity requirement in 2014-2015, one percent above the 11% of schools, across all vendors, 

who used all of the software programs the previous year (Hobbs, Beni & Overby, 2014). Student 

program fidelity is more encouraging in Kindergarten, where approximately 31% are using the 

program according to vendors’ recommendations. However, fidelity decreases with each grade 

level, and by third grade approximately 16% of students are using the program as recommended.  

Imagine Learning Impacts 

ETI used two approaches to study the impacts of the Imagine Learning program: 1) a between 

group analyses in which all the new IL data was used to update the program-wide students 

(across vendors), and were compared to a similar group of control students (non-program 

students), regardless of program use characteristics; and 2) a within treatment group analyses in 

which time in the software was used to predict student EOY composite and subscale scores. 

When compared to a control group (non-program students), use of the new IL program data did 

not make a difference in student literacy outcomes. However, every one minute of software use 

was associated with a slight, but statistically significant positive effect on EOY composite scores 

for general education students in Grades K-2, which is a more positive finding than in the 

original report. The effect of the IL program decreased as students increased in grade level, with 

the strongest effect in kindergarten (an increase of .24 on EOY composite scores for every 

minute of use) and no effects observed in students after 2nd grade.  

 

In earlier grades, the gender of the student did not affect literacy outcomes, with the exception of 

second grade where girls who used the software scored 7 points higher than boys who used the 

software for the same amount of time, on average. Students who used IL in Title 1 schools did no 

better or worse than similarly exposed students in non-Title 1 schools. Students with special 

education designations had less positive outcomes in kindergarten and second grade, scoring 14 

and 33 points lower than their general education counterparts, respectively.   
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Vendor Impacts Comparison 

For the 2014-2015 HB 513 evaluation, ETI was tasked with comparing the impacts of the 

software programs between all five vendors (between vendor analyses) using the DIBELS Next 

scores. In order to fulfill this goal, ETI juxtaposed the results of the other four HB 513 vendors 

(Istation, i-Ready, Waterford, and SuccessMaker) that were included in the original evaluation 

report, with the updated Imagine Learning results.  

 

All vendors made a positive contribution to student learning in Kindergarten; however, 

Waterford and SuccessMaker had the greatest effect on student test scores, while SuccessMaker 

had the strongest overall impact across the most grades (K-2). SuccessMaker and Imagine 

Learning were the only vendors to produce a positive effect on student learning in second grade, 

and no vendor produced positive effects for third grade students.   
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Appendix A: Composite Level Gains Results 

The DIBELS Next benchmark levels classify students into three categories based on students’ 

composite scores: 1) Well Below Benchmark, 2) Below Benchmark, and 3) At or Above 

Benchmark. These categories represent the odds of students being able to achieve key literacy 

outcomes in the future (Dynamic Measurement Group, Inc., 2010). The following tables 

illustrate the benchmark level gains from BOY to EOY between the treatment (IL program) and 

control (non-program) groups, by grade.  

 

 

 

 

 

  

Table 1. Composite Level Gain: Kindergarten 

Composite Level Gain from BOY to EOY 
Kindergarten 

Total 
Non-Program IL Program 

 

Decreased 2 levels 

Count 24 31 55 

%  1.5% 1.9% 1.7% 

    

Decreased 1 level 

Count 142 147 289 

%  8.8% 9.1% 9.0% 

    

No increase or 

decrease 

Count 997 986 1983 

%  62.0% 61.3% 61.6% 

    

Improved 1 level 

Count 274 262 536 

%  17.0% 16.3% 16.7% 

    

Improved 2 levels 

Count 172 183 355 

%  10.7% 11.4% 11.0% 

    

Total 

Count 1609 1609 3218 

%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 2. Composite Level Gain: First Grade 

Composite Level Gain from BOY to EOY 
First Grade 

Total 
Non-Program IL Program 

 

Decreased 2 levels 

Count 61 63 124 

%  2.9% 3.0% 2.9% 

    

Decreased 1 level 

Count 148 160 308 

%  7.0% 7.5% 7.3% 

    

No increase or decrease 

Count 1421 1410 2831 

%  66.9% 66.4% 66.7% 

    

Improved 1 level 

Count 295 322 617 

%  13.9% 15.2% 14.5% 

    

Improved 2 levels 

Count 198 168 366 

%  9.3% 7.9% 8.6% 

    

Total 

Count 2123 2123 4246 

%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 3. Composite Level Gain: Second Grade 

Composite Level Gain from BOY to EOY 
Second Grade 

Total 
Non-Program IL Program 

 

Decreased 2 levels 

Count 13 12 25 

%  0.9% 0.8% 0.8% 

    

Decreased 1 level 

Count 96 104 200 

%  6.4% 7.0% 6.7% 

    

No increase or decrease 

Count 1193 1201 2394 

%  80.1% 80.6% 80.3% 

    

Improved 1 level 

Count 153 139 292 

%  10.3% 9.3% 9.8% 

    

Improved 2 levels 

Count 35 34 69 

%  2.3% 2.3% 2.3% 

    

Total 

Count 1490 1490 2980 

%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 4. Composite Level Gain: Third Grade 

Composite Level Gain from BOY to EOY 
Third Grade 

Total 
Non-Program IL Program 

 Decrease 2 levels Count 7 3 10 

%  1.0% 0.4% 0.7% 

    

Decrease 1 level Count 33 43 76 

%  4.7% 6.1% 5.4% 

    

No increase or decrease Count 533 537 1070 

%  75.6% 76.2% 75.9% 

    

Improved 1 level Count 94 82 176 

%  13.3% 11.6% 12.5% 

    

Improved 2 levels Count 38 40 78 

%  5.4% 5.7% 5.5% 

    

Total Count 705 705 1410 

%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Table 5. Composite Level Gain: All Grades 

Composite Level Gain from BOY to EOY 
All Grades 

Total 
Non-Program IL Program 

 

Decreased 2 levels 

Count 105 109 214 

%  1.8% 1.8% 1.8% 

    

Decreased 1 level 

Count 419 454 873 

%  7.1% 7.7% 7.4% 

    

No increase or decrease 

Count 4144 4134 8278 

%  69.9% 69.7% 69.8% 

    

Improved 1 level 

Count 816 805 1621 

%  13.8% 13.6% 13.7% 

    

Improved 2 levels 

Count 443 425 868 

%  7.5% 7.2% 7.3% 

    

Total Count 5927 5927 11854 

%  100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

    

 

 

 

 

 


