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Introduction
By intentionally practicing and enhancing family engagement strategies in
preschool settings, early educators can increase the quality of their programs
and strengthen relationships with the families and communities of the
children they serve. Child360 works with early education sites to help them
improve their family engagement practices by providing coaching from
Family Engagement Specialists, who support directors and teachers in
reaching their family engagement goals on a site-by-site basis.
During the 2017-2018 school year, the Family Engagement Specialists (FESs)
assisted Child360 in piloting Storypark, a mobile application that encourages
family engagement by allowing parents and teachers to securely
communicate and exchange pictures, updates, and information about early
learning activities and children’s development. The Storypark pilot had several
goals. Through the use of Storypark, it was hoped that Child360 sites would:
1) exchange culturally relevant practices to help families manage and
overcome challenges; 2) educate families on children’s development, and
suggest opportunities to help parents strengthen their parenting skills; 3)
provide families with opportunities to build and strengthen parent-to-parent
and staff-to-parent relationships; and 4) link families to trainings, resources,
and activities to foster their children’s social and emotional development.
Child360’s Family Engagement team introduced site directors and teachers to
the Storypark platform, supported their registration on and use of the
application, and suggested how Storypark might be used to improve family
engagement practices at each site in the ways described above.
A director at each site completed an initial Provider Interest Form, a Time 1
survey before implementation, and a Time 2 survey at the end of the school
year (for more detailed information on methods, please see Appendix A). It
was hoped that, through comparison of surveys from Time 1 and Time 2,
family engagement practices at each site after the implementation of
Storypark could be compared with the same practices before
implementation, in order to illustrate the potential effects of Storypark on
these sites’ family engagement efforts.

Findings: Provider Expectations
Overall, site directors had positive expectations for the use of
Storypark at their sites. The Provider Interest Form asked directors to state
why they believed Storypark would be a benefit to their site. The potential
benefit most commonly mentioned by directors was increased
communication with parents (8 out of 19, or 42.1%). Increased parent
engagement, involvement, or connection were also frequently mentioned (6
out of 19, or 31.6%). Several directors expected that Storypark would make
it easier to share information and events with parents (4 out of 19, or
21.1%). Interestingly, several responses also referred to similar but less
formalized efforts already underway at the site (e.g., “I currently take
pictures,” or “I use texts and Facebook”) (4 out of 19, or 21.1%),
characterizing Storypark as an extension of existing efforts. Additionally,
directors mentioned teamwork between families and the school (2 out of 19,
or 10.5%), as well as the opportunity for parents to personally witness
children’s learning experience (2 out of 19, or 10.5%). A theme mentioned
only once, but worth highlighting, was the eco-friendliness of Storypark as
compared to flyers (“saves trees”).

Purpose of the Evaluation
During the 2017-2018 school year,
Child360 conducted a pilot
evaluation of Storypark, a social
media application designed to help
parents and teachers communicate
about children’s activities and
development. Family Engagement
Specialists worked with directors
and teachers at selected early
education sites to implement the
Storypark application. The goals of
this pilot study were to introduce
site staff and families to Storypark,
and to determine how use of
Storypark might affect sites’
existing family engagement
practices or introduce new
practices.
Data Collection
A director at each site was asked to
complete an initial Provider Interest
Form, a Time 1 survey before
implementation, and a Time 2
survey at the end of the school
year. At the beginning of the study,
19 sites expressed interest in
participating; however, only 13
sites completed the Time 1 survey,
and only 4 sites completed the
Time 2 survey.
Key Findings
Sites reported slightly higher levels
of communication about children’s
development, and also reported
that they frequently used Storypark
to communicate about classroom
activities. Time 2 survey responses
revealed a range of levels of
interaction with the Storypark
application. Feedback from all sites
was positive, and expressed that
parents, teachers, and children
enjoyed their experiences with
Storypark.
Recommendations
This report provides
recommendations for future
selection of sites, and training of
directors and teachers.

Between the distribution of the Provider Interest Form and the training in
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which directors completed the Time 1 survey, several sites dropped out of the pilot, leaving 13 participating
sites at Time 1. In responses to a Time 1 survey question about intentions and hopes for the pilot, directors
frequently mentioned that they hoped to see an increase in parents’ understanding of child activities or
development (7 out of 13, or 53.8%).1 Other common themes were, again, a desire to strengthen parent
engagement and relationships with the site (5 out of 13, or 38.5%), and a hope that Storypark would improve
teacher-parent communication (4 out of 13, or 30.8%). Several directors also expressed the hope that they
could connect with working parents who were normally unable to visit the classroom (3 out of 13, or 23.1%).
Directors had few concerns about implementation prior to beginning the Storypark pilot program.
Directors were asked, “Do you have any concerns about using Storypark in your classrooms? What additional
information would help you feel more comfortable?” Among responses to this question, the most common
theme was “None” or “No concerns” (7 out of 13, or 53.8%). Directors who did state concerns most
commonly mentioned the need to practice or get used to the platform (3 out of 13, or 23.1%), or stated that
they were unsure how much support would be needed (2 out of 13, or 15.4%). Themes that occurred only
once each included concerns about the benefits that would actually be experienced by the program, the
amount of time that would be required, teachers’ technological skills, and whether there were any
consequences for failure to participate (there were no consequences to teachers, directors, or sites either for
lack of participation or for choosing to leave the pilot program at any time).
Site directors expressed interest in using Storypark to increase parent participation and to streamline
sharing of information and resources. Directors were asked what areas of family engagement they were
most interested in enhancing through their use of Storypark. The most frequently occurring theme was a desire
to increase parent participation in the preschool program (7 out of 13, or 53.8%), followed by an interest in
sharing resources to support parents (4 out of 13, or 30.8%). Interest in enhancing the sharing of information
with parents was mentioned twice (2 out of 13, or 15.4%). Other themes that occurred only once included
preparation for kindergarten, the ability to receive parent input and to record assessments, the improvement of
the parent-teacher relationship and the parent-child relationship, and support for parent-to-parent connections.
Taken together, these patterns of responses to open-ended questions demonstrate that directors entered the
Storypark pilot with an optimistic view of the platform and few concerns about its use. They expressed a desire
to use the Storypark application to increase parent communication, understanding of child development, and
engagement with classroom activities.

Findings: Provider Platform Usage
Users of Storypark are able to track the frequency with which they use the application, and the ways in which
they use it, directly through their account on the Storypark website. Child360 downloaded usage data from all
participating sites, in order to quantify teacher and parent participation at each site. Of the 19 providers who
completed Provider Interest Forms, 16 created a Storypark account with at least one teacher enrolled. The
number of teacher accounts at each site (which may have included directors as well as classroom teachers)
ranged from one to three, with an average of two teacher accounts per site.
Each child in a Storypark classroom is also assigned their own child account, a space for their information that is
similar to a “page” on social media. The information shared on this page is private to the child, his or her
teacher, and his or her linked family members. To access this child-specific information, and to use the
Storypark application to communicate with teachers, post pictures, or read classroom updates, a parent or
family member must also sign up for a free Storypark account. Each parent or family account is then linked
with their child’s account, and both are linked to the accounts of the teacher and/or classroom. This system
creates a private network of child, family, and teacher, and within this network, information about the child
and the classroom can be securely shared. Children and families without linked accounts will not be able to
access resources posted by the teacher, and will not be able to communicate via the Storypark platform. In
order for families to fully participate, both a parent account and a child account must be created and linked to
the classroom account.

1

Because each director could state more than one expectation or concern, percentages do not add to 100%.
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Of the 16 providers who created a Storypark account, only five
providers had added parent or family member accounts by the end of
the pilot study. Many of the 11 sites with no parent accounts also created
no child accounts, or only created one child account, possibly as a “test
account”. Not surprisingly, usage statistics for these 11 sites were extremely
low or nonexistent (zero) across all categories of potential interactions (e.g.,
community posts, planning notes, and stories).

Findings: Enrollment
The following analyses of participation include only the five sites that created
at least one parent account and at least one child account (that is, the five
sites at which families were able to participate). By excluding the sites that did
not create parent accounts and/or child accounts, we hope to provide a more
accurate picture of the interactions that will be seen when directors have fully
implemented Storypark at their sites; without parent and child accounts,
there are no opportunities for interaction. The five sites discussed below, as
well as a sixth site which will be discussed in the Case Studies portion of this
report, have been assigned pseudonyms.
Sites with a greater number of child accounts also had a greater
number of linked parent accounts, while sites with lower numbers of
children enrolled also had lower numbers of parents enrolled (Figure
1).
Figure 1. The Mountain site had the highest Storypark Enrollment (Number of
Accounts).
Mountain
39

Children
Parents
Mountain
All Family
Teachers

22
25
3
Sunshine
23
13
13

Sunshine
3
Garden

21
14

Garden

19
2
Valley
12
10
11

Valley
3
Ocean

11
7
7

Ocean
1

7

Determining Levels of Parent
Participation in Storypark
Comparing raw numbers of parent
accounts across sites would not tell
an accurate story about the success
of recruiting parents. For example,
imagine a scenario in which two
sites have 10 parent accounts each.
In the case of a small site with 10
child accounts, the site achieves full
parent participation (100% of
children have a parent with an
account). But, in a large site with
50 child accounts, the same total
of 10 parent accounts
demonstrates a much lower level of
parent participation (only 20% of
children have a parent with an
account).
For this reason, it was necessary
to account for the number of
children at each site. The method
devised in this study was to create
parent-to-child account ratios. The
ratios were computed by dividing
the number of parent accounts by
the number of child accounts at
each site. These ratios allow for fair
comparisons of parent accounts
across sites with very different raw
numbers. An example site with 8
parent accounts and 10 child
accounts would have a parent-tochild ratio of 0.8 (8/10 = 0.8, or
80%).
Computing these ratios allowed us
to fairly compare parent
participation across sites with
differing numbers of children. In
order for Storypark to have the
greatest impact on family
engagement practices and
communication, every child
account in a classroom should be
linked with at least one parent or
family account. Parent-to-child and
family-to-child ratios that are closer
to 1 represent a more complete
implementation of Storypark in a
classroom.
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The average ratio of parent accounts to child accounts was less than 1 (M=0.65, SD=0.11), meaning
that the rate of parent enrollment was lower than the rate of child enrollment, and not every child
with an account had a parent who created an account. The same was true for linked family accounts (this
category includes parent accounts as well as parent-approved accounts belonging to grandparents, aunts and
uncles, or others).
While sites with more child accounts also had more family accounts, the average ratio of family accounts to
child accounts was also less than 1 (M=0.73, SD=0.16). Ideally, this ratio should be higher than 1, implying that
at least one family member is linked to each child account. Calculating the number of parent and family
accounts per child account revealed the level of family participation at each site (a site with one parent enrolled
per child would have a parent-to-child ratio of 1.0). In the current study, the Garden and Valley sites came
closest to achieving this benchmark (Figure 2). However, no site achieved full parent enrollment, as indicated by
the fact that more children than parents were enrolled at every site. This represents a missed opportunity for
more complete implementation of Storypark. These results may indicate either that parents did not have
enough information about the platform, or that they were not sufficiently motivated to create accounts. All
sites created between one and three teacher accounts; the number of teacher accounts did not appear to be
related to the number of either parent or family accounts.
Figure 2. The Valley and Garden sites had the highest levels of participation by parents and families.
Ratio of parent accounts to child accounts

Ratio of family member accounts to child accounts

Valley
Garden
Ocean

0.83
0.67
0.64

Valley

0.92

Garden

0.91

Mountain

0.64
0.64

Sunshine

0.57

Ocean

Mountain

0.56

Sunshine

0.57

Findings: Participation
Like other social platforms, Storypark depends on user participation to create an environment that encourages
frequent communication, posting, and sharing. One way for parents and teachers to participate is through the
act of creating a story. A Storypark story may address one or more topics, and is primarily composed of
narrative text, but may include photographs and videos that illustrate the events being described. For example,
a teacher might post a group story describing the activities of children in her classroom during free play, along
with a video of children exploring the costume area and the water table. Alternatively, a parent or family
member could post a family story about their child’s afternoon at home, perhaps adding a picture of the child
reading a book or playing outside. Stories can be viewed by anyone who has access to the child’s profile (in the
case of an individual or family story) or the teacher’s profile (in the case of a group story). Teachers can view all
individual and group stories. The number of stories created at a site is one measure of participation on the
Storypark platform. Figure 3 displays the numbers of group stories, individual stories, and family stories created
at each site.
The Mountain and Sunshine sites, which had higher numbers of child accounts, created more group
stories. However, this was not a trend that applied across all sites (Valley was a notable exception, with zero
group stories). There appeared to be no relationship between number of child accounts and number of
individual or family stories. Family stories were only implemented at the Mountain and Garden sites. This may
indicate that families would benefit from more training and experience in the use of Storypark than was
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possible during this brief pilot study. Families may not have known how to create a story, or may not have
understood the purpose and potential benefits of story creation.
Figure 3. There was no direct relationship between number of children enrolled and number of stories created.
Mountain
39

Children
Group stories
Mountain
Individual stories
Family stories

159
29
8
Sunshine
23
62

Sunshine

The two sites with
the most child
accounts, Mountain
and Sunshine,
created more group
stories.

73
0
Garden
21
13
18

Garden

Only two sites,
Mountain and
Garden, created
family stories.

3
Valley
12
0

Valley

21
0

Ocean

Ocean
11
15
26
0

Other indicators of user participation and engagement with the Storypark application are the number of parent
comments, and the frequency with which families viewed stories.
Although parents were unlikely to create their own family stories, they frequently viewed and
commented on stories posted by teachers (Figure 4). The “parent comments” statistic tracked by
Storypark specifically refers to comments posted by parents. The “stories viewed” statistic refers to viewings
either by parents or by other family members (at each site, however, all or almost all family member accounts
were parent accounts).
Figure 4. Numbers of story views and parent comments varied widely across sites. The number of parent
comments did not appear to be related to the number of story views at a given site.
Parents

Parent comments

Stories viewed

170
97
22 28
Mountain
9

13

27

Sunshine

14 23 24
Garden

10

3

15

Valley
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33
7

9
Ocean

The Mountain and Sunshine sites had the highest numbers of parent accounts, and also had the
highest numbers of parent comments and story viewings. Every site, with the exception of Valley,
had at least one comment and one view per parent account (Figure 5). These averages do not imply that
all parents commented at equal rates.
Figure 5. At most sites, parents were more likely to view stories than to comment. The exception was the
Garden site, with approximately equal numbers of comments and views per parent.

Garden
Ratio of views to parents

1.71

Ratio of comments to parents

1.64

Garden

Mountain
7.73

Mountain

1.27
Ocean
4.72

Ocean

1.29
Sunshine
7.46

Sunshine

2.08
Valley

Valley

1.50
0.30

As well as having higher raw numbers of parent comments and views, the Mountain and Sunshine sites had
higher ratios of views per parent account than the other three sites, implying a higher level of engagement in
terms of story viewing that cannot be explained exclusively by higher enrollment. However, this pattern did not
hold for the ratio of parent comments to parent accounts across sites. The Sunshine site had the highest ratio
of parent comments to parent accounts, followed by the Garden site. Very few comments per parent account
were observed at the Valley site.
Overall, the differences observed in usage statistics across Storypark pilot sites indicate that levels of
participation at each site were not simply a function of the number of families at that site. Because this study
was a pilot and attrition was experienced over the course of the study, the final sample size was not large
enough to conduct meaningful statistical analyses of the relationships between site characteristics and
Storypark outcomes. However, we may still be able to learn from the experiences of these sites. The following
explorations of trends and site-level changes will attempt to shed light on site-level characteristics that might
predict Storypark usage, and will also provide a snapshot of family engagement practices at these sites, both
before and after Storypark was introduced.
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Findings: Pre-Post Survey Analysis
In terms of classroom activities, use of Storypark appeared to replace
or supplement existing communication methods, with the exception
of word-of-mouth communication (Figure 6).
Figure 6. Sites that used Storypark slightly reduced the frequency of their
other forms of communication about classroom activities, with the exception
of Word of Mouth.

Word of Mouth 3.00
Phone 3.00
Personal Notes 3.00

Word of Mouth 3.00
Phone 2.75

Newsletters 2.67
Calendar 2.67
Flyers 2.67

Newsletters 2.50
Calendar 2.25
Personal Notes 2.25
Flyers 2.00
Storypark 2.00

Storypark 0.00
Time 1

11

Time 2

Pre-Post Survey Instrument
Both the Time 1 and Time 2 surveys
asked directors to indicate, on a
scale from 1 (Never) to 3 (Often),
how frequently their sites used
each of several methods to
communicate with parents about
classroom activities and about their
children’s development.
Pre-Post Survey Data Sample
Of the 14 sites that returned
surveys at Time 1, only three
returned surveys at Time 2. After
the Time 1 survey had been
returned (midway through the
study period), one additional site
expressed interest in participating,
and that site was subsequently
added to the pilot study. The
following analyses are based on the
survey responses of these four
sites, which are the Valley,
Sunshine, and Ocean sites
discussed above, as well as the
additional River site. The Mountain
and Garden sites included in the
previous figures did not return a
Time 2 survey; therefore, it was not
possible to include them in the
following analyses.
Limitations
Because only four sites are included
in these analyses, findings should
be interpreted with caution, as they
may not be representative of the
larger population of sites.
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Conversely, use of existing communication methods to discuss individual children’s development
either remained constant from Time 1 to Time 2, or slightly increased after Storypark was
implemented (Figure 7).
Figure 7. Sites that used Storypark maintained or slightly increased the frequency of their other forms of
communication about children’s development, with the exception of phone conversations.

Informal Conversations 3.00
P-T Conf (Formal) 3.00

Informal Conversations 3.00
Phone Conversations 3.00

Personal Notes 2.75
Assessment Info 2.75
P-T Conf (As Needed) 2.75
Phone Conversations 2.50

P-T Conf (Formal) 2.67
P-T Conf (As Needed) 2.67
Personal Notes 2.67
Assessment Info 2.33

Storypark 2.25

Storypark 0.00
Time 1

Time 2

The difference in direction between these two trends may be of interest for further exploration. Although these
effects were small, they might indicate that Storypark is perceived as a useful digital replacement for “general
information” communication methods such as flyers or newsletters, but that the level of personal connection
required for discussion of children’s development is easier to achieve in person (or perhaps, requires more
comfort with the Storypark platform than sites and families were able to achieve within the pilot period).
However, the use of phone conversations to discuss children’s development was seen to decrease across the
study period, indicating that sites may have sometimes opted to message parents on Storypark rather than call
them.
To determine the overall frequency of communication by sites about classroom activities and about children’s
development, directors’ scale responses to the above items were summarized within each domain. Rating
responses for all methods of communication about children’s development, ranging from 1 to 3, were summed
to create a composite score reflecting the site’s total frequency of communication about children’s
development. The same procedure was followed to create a composite score for total frequency of
communication about classroom activities. The same types of composite scores were also created to summarize
two more categories of items at Time 1 and Time 2. Directors were asked to rate, on the same scale from 1
(Never) to 3 (Often), how frequently each of several opportunities for family engagement was made available at
their site (for example, opportunities to volunteer in the classroom or to help with events at the school). They
were also asked to rate, on a scale from 1 (Strongly Disagree) to 5 (Strongly Agree), their level of agreement
with a series of statements about family engagement practices at their site (for example, “parents are
encouraged to ask children about their day”). These responses were each summarized across their own
12
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domains, as described for the communication scores. Thus, each site received four of these composite
frequency scores: Development Communication, Activities Communication, Opportunity Frequency, and Family
Engagement Practices. Because each of these four domains contained a different number of items and a
different total number of possible points, each raw frequency score was then divided by the maximum number
of possible points in that domain. For example, the Opportunity Frequency scale had 11 questions, with a
maximum response of “3” (Often) for each one, yielding a maximum score of 33 points. A site that received a
raw score of 25 on the Opportunity Frequency domain would receive a percentage score of 25 over 33, or
75.76%.
On the Time 1 and Time 2 surveys, directors were also asked to rate the amount of time spent by their sites per
week on family engagement activities and on assessments or screenings. Averaged across sites, the time spent
per week on both family engagement and assessments appeared to increase at Time 2, potentially as a result of
implementation of Storypark (Figure 8).
Figure 8. The time per week invested in sites in family engagement and assessments, as rated on a Likert-type
scale from 1 to 4, appeared to increase slightly after implementation of Storypark.

2.50
FE Activities and Communication 2.33
2.00
Assessments and Screenings 1.67

Time 1

Time 2

The differences between Time 1 and Time 2 were very small, so these results should not be over-interpreted. At
Time 2, sites were also asked whether they spent more, less, or the same amount of time on family
engagement activities and on assessments and screenings, as compared to Time 1; most sites reported that
they were spending about the same amount of time on these activities as they did before the implementation
of Storypark. However, if time spent on family engagement really did increase at sites that began using
Storypark during the pilot study, one way to understand this finding is to consider that the implementation of a
new procedure may demand more time and attention than the use of the same procedure after site staff are
accustomed to it. In other words, although Storypark may save provider time and effort in the long run, there
may be a “start-up cost” in time associated with its initial implementation. Alternatively, an increase in time
spent on family engagement could demonstrate that providers became more focused on the importance of
family engagement through their use of Storypark, and became motivated to invest additional time. It is unclear
why time spent on assessments and screenings would have increased from Time 1 to Time 2. This may have
resulted from the fact that Time 2 surveys were collected at the end of the school year, which is a common
time for assessments to be conducted, rather than reflecting a meaningful increase due to the Storypark
intervention.
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Findings: Case Studies
The following short narratives will provide snapshots of these same four sites’ experiences with the Storypark
application, from the beginning to the end of the pilot. The differences and similarities between these sites’
stories should provide a fuller picture of how Storypark is experienced at the site level. Again, all sites have been
given pseudonyms to protect the privacy of staff and students.
River Site
The River site is a family child care center (FCC) located in a generally low-income area of southeast Los
Angeles. At the beginning of the Storypark pilot study, the director of the River site wrote that her main
expectations and goals for Storypark were to provide a resource for her site, and to build a stronger relationship
with the parents at the site. No concerns about the use of Storypark were reported at Time 1. The River site
director reported that the site spent “2 to 3 hours” per week on family engagement activities and
communication, and “0 to 1 hour” per week on assessments and screenings. Both of these time allotments
were rated as “just right” (neither too much nor too little) by the director.
During the study period, the River site showed only minimal engagement with the Storypark application. One
teacher account and five student accounts were created; no parent or family accounts were created, and only
two individual stories were posted by the site. There were no parent comments or story views. The River site
may have needed more support, or more time to practice using Storypark; their Time 2 survey was incomplete
(missing qualitative answers and feedback), so it is difficult to tell whether the site might have benefitted from
additional support, or whether the site’s goals for the use of Storypark were reached.
Due to the River site’s low levels of Storypark usage, no changes from Time 1 to Time 2 were expected. The
director did report that the site “sometimes” used Storypark for communication about development. All other
usage questions were left blank. At Time 2, the River site reportedly spent the same amount of time on family
engagement activities and communication (2 to 3 hours) and on assessments and screenings (0 to 1 hour) as
was reported at Time 1. However, at Time 2, the River site director characterized the “2 to 3 hours” spent on
activities and communication as “too little” rather than “just right.” It is possible that the River site’s exposure
to Storypark and participation in the pilot study may have slightly increased the director’s expectations for
family engagement activities at the site. If true, this would be an encouraging, though small, effect. The site did
not provide any other feedback on Storypark outcomes or experiences.
Valley Site
The Valley site is a family child care center (FCC) located in a suburban home, on the southwest side of Los
Angeles near the airport. The Valley site was an unusual case in that the site director completed a consent form
at the beginning of the pilot study, but did not participate in the Time 1 training or survey. Despite this, the site
later expressed interest in being included in the Storypark pilot, and the FES working with Valley helped site
staff to get started with the application. Thus, there is no Time 1 information available for Valley; however,
because the site did use and interact with Storypark, and because the Time 2 survey was completed by site
staff, findings from the site may still be of interest.
Valley exhibited more engagement with the Storypark application than did River. Among the four sites profiled
here, Valley fell in the low-to-middle range of participation in terms of numbers of stories created and viewed.
There were 21 individual stories created, but stories were viewed only 15 times, implying that some stories
were created but never viewed. The site was linked to an approximately equal number of student accounts (12)
and parent accounts (10); however, only three parent comments were written. Taken together with the number
of parent accounts, the lower numbers of story views and comments demonstrate that the majority of families
at the Valley site did create a parent account, but that parents did not engage frequently with the application
once they were enrolled. The Valley site self-reported occasional use of Storypark on the Time 2 survey;
Storypark was “never” used for communication about site activities, but was “sometimes” used for
communication about children’s development. The site director responded with the “strongly disagree” option
when asked whether families communicated using Storypark.
At Time 2, the Valley site spent “2 to 3 hours” per week on family engagement activities and communication.
The director did not respond to a question asking whether this amount was too much, too little, or just right;
however, she did report that this was “less” than the amount of time that had been spent before Storypark’s
14
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implementation. Valley also spent “2 to 3 hours” per week on assessments and screenings. The time spent on
assessments and screenings was considered to be “just right,” and the director reported that the “same”
amount of time was spent on these activities as had been allotted before the Storypark pilot.
Interestingly, despite the Valley site’s fairly low involvement with Storypark, feedback from the site at Time 2
was positive. The site reported that parents and staff had more to talk about at pick-up time, and the children
enjoyed being in front of the camera (although the director mentioned that she was “not sure that’s a good
thing”). Positive effects on families and the classroom were reported, including families’ appreciation of the
“bird’s eye view of their child’s classroom.” The use of Storypark also appeared to prompt reflection on the part
of the providers. The director reported that since implementing Storypark, the site staff had been “able to
streamline [their] daily routines and recognize where [their] program needed work.” Unfortunately, because no
Time 1 survey was completed, it is not clear whether these outcomes aligned with the initial family engagement
goals that the site hoped to reach through use of Storypark. As a final point of feedback, however, the director
said that she did not get to use Storypark as much as she would have liked. This may indicate that the site’s
levels of engagement would have increased, given more time and familiarity with the application.
Ocean Site
The Ocean site is a family child care (FCC) located in a suburb on the southwest side of Los Angeles. At the
beginning of the pilot study, the expectation at the Ocean site was that Storypark would help to engage
families on a daily basis, increasing family engagement in child activities. The director’s goal for the use of
Storypark was to provide resources for families, including information about developmental milestones. The site
did not report any concerns about the use of Storypark. At the Time 1 survey, the Ocean site reported spending
“2 to 3 hours” per week on family engagement activities and communication, which was seen as “too little,”
and also spending “2 to 3 hours” per week on assessments and screening, which was seen as “too much.”
Storypark participation levels for the Ocean site were higher than those observed at the River site, and for some
categories, they were also higher than levels at the Valley site. The number of parent accounts (7) still lagged
behind the number of student accounts (11); however, parents were somewhat more active on the platform,
generating 9 comments and 33 story views. Group stories (15) and individual stories (26) were both created, for
a total of 41 stories, meaning that more stories were created than were viewed. The Ocean site also selfreported a moderate level of Storypark usage on the Time 2 survey. Ocean “sometimes” used Storypark for
communication about site activities, and “sometimes” used Storypark for communication about children’s
development. When asked whether families used Storypark to communicate with one another, the director
selected the “neutral” option (neither agree nor disagree), which may indicate that some families used the
application for this purpose while others did not, or may simply indicate that the director was not sure of the
answer.
At Time 2, the Ocean site reported that “2 to 3 hours” per week were spent on family engagement activities
and communication, which was considered to be “just right,” and that “4 to 5 hours” per week were spent on
assessments and screenings, which was considered to be “too much.” At Time 1, the site had reported that 2
to 3 hours per week were spent on assessments and screenings, and had already considered that amount to be
“too much.” Paradoxically, the Ocean site also responded that the amount of time spent on both activities and
assessments was the “same” after implementation of Storypark as it had been before. This discrepancy could
reflect that the site’s focus on assessments had temporarily increased at the end of the school year, when the
Time 2 survey was distributed, but that the site did not experience an overall increase in the time generally
spent on assessments and screenings. Alternatively, it could simply be due to imperfect recall by the director of
the site’s time investment as described at Time 1.
The Ocean site’s feedback on the Time 2 survey noted positive effects of the Storypark application on children
and families. Parents enjoyed seeing their child’s progress, and children enjoyed seeing their classmates in the
photos and talking about their activities. The director reported that families were “willing and [felt] a sense of
belonging,” and also reported noticing “more vocabulary from the children.” The site’s expectation, as
reported at Time 1, was that Storypark would help to engage families; this expectation seems to have been
fulfilled. In terms of the application’s functionality, the director stated that uploading photos and connecting
families was easy, but she wished that the application allowed for reporting of DRDP assessment scores.
Perhaps prompted by the recollection of her Time 1 goal to share information about developmental milestones
with families, the director mentioned that including a way to record DRDP measures in Storypark’s interface
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would help “with completing assessment[s] quicker and more effectively,” and expressed interest in the
possibility of sharing assessment results with parents through the Storypark platform. Overall, the Ocean site’s
staff and families appeared to enjoy the implementation of Storypark, and several positive effects were
reported.
Sunshine Site
The Sunshine site is a child development center (CDC) located south of Los Angeles, in one of the beach cities.
Sunshine’s expectations for the implementation of Storypark were that it would increase enrollments, and that
it would “give families the opportunity to see what their child is actually learning.” Family participation was the
site’s goal for their use of Storypark, and the director reported that she had no concerns about the use of the
application. At Time 1, Sunshine reported spending “4 to 5 hours” per week on family engagement activities
and communication, and “2 to 3 hours” per week on assessments and screenings. The site reported that both
of these time expenditures were “just right” (neither too little nor too much).
Of the four sites profiled here, Sunshine engaged with the Storypark application most frequently, and had the
highest numbers of accounts created. However, the number of child accounts (23) was still higher than the
number of parent accounts (13), indicating that not all parents participated. A much higher level of story
creation was observed at Sunshine than at the other pilot sites, with 62 group stories and 73 individual stories
created. The 13 parents who were enrolled participated at high levels, generating 27 parent comments and 97
story views among them. Corroborating these statistics, the Sunshine site self-reported high levels of use on the
Time 2 survey, responding that Storypark was “often” used for communication about site activities and “often”
used for communication about child development. The director also endorsed the “strongly agree” option
when asked whether families communicated with each other using Storypark.
At Time 2, the Sunshine site reported spending “5 or more hours” per week on family engagement activities
and communication, and “2 to 3 hours” per week on assessments and screenings. Both of these time
allocations were still characterized as “just right,” and the director reported that the “same” amount of time
was spent on these activities as had been spent at Time 1, despite an apparent increase from the “4 to 5
hours” per week spent on family engagement activities and communications at Time 1. That is, despite
endorsing a slightly higher number of hours at Time 2 than at Time 1, the director of the Sunshine site (similarly
to the director of the Ocean site) did not report a subjective sense of increased demands on her time.
Feedback from the Sunshine site at the end of the Time 2 survey was positive and reflected perceived
improvements at the site. Families were reportedly more knowledgeable and involved with their children’s
education, which enabled them to reinforce what children were learning at school. This pilot study was too
short-term to reveal any increase in enrollments, which had been one of the site’s expectations at Time 1.
However, the site’s goal to increase family participation appears to have been successfully achieved. The
director reported that Storypark made communication easier, and that the best effect of Storypark was to
enable additional communication, “bridging the gap between school and home.” Overall, this site appeared to
fully engage in and benefit from the pilot study of Storypark, and reported several positive effects on family
engagement as a result of its implementation.
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Discussion
The pilot implementation of Storypark across selected Child360 sites was intended to enhance family
engagement by providing new strategies for communication and sharing between parents and teachers of
preschool children. At each site that enrolled in the pilot study, the assigned Family Engagement Specialist
attempted to support the director in using Storypark to achieve their family engagement goals for the site. At
Time 1, directors had positive expectations and few concerns about the use of Storypark. Many directors were
interested in increasing parent participation and communication, and in streamlining the sharing of information
and resources, including information about classroom activities and child development.
Levels of Storypark enrollment varied widely across sites. Of the 16 sites that created Storypark accounts, only
five created at least one parent account and at least one child account. Among these five sites, levels of teacher
and family participation also varied, and participation was not solely dependent on levels of enrollment.
Unfortunately, very few sites created parent or child accounts, which meant that it was not possible to conduct
correlations or other statistical analyses that might have been able to shed more light on the factors influencing
site participation. The same was true for the population of sites at Time 2; four out of the original 16 sites
returned Time 2 surveys. Graphs visualizing the changes reported at sites between Time 1 and Time 2 revealed
that use of Storypark appeared to replace or supplement existing methods of communication about classroom
activities. However, the opposite was true for communication about child development; usage of existing
methods remained constant or slightly increased from Time 1 to Time 2. These effects were small, but they may
indicate that for new and inexperienced users, Storypark tends to supplement traditional methods of group
communication about the classroom (for example, flyers or newsletters) to a greater extent than it replaces
traditional communications about the development of individual children.
Case studies of the four sites that returned Time 2 surveys revealed differences between sites in both frequency
and types of Storypark engagement. Some sites reported that they used Storypark for communication with
parents “never” or “sometimes,” while other sites reported that they “often” used Storypark in this way. These
four sites also varied in terms of parental engagement with the platform; while parents at some sites frequently
commented on and viewed posted stories, other sites demonstrated very low levels of parent participation.
Despite this variation, all sites that provided feedback on the Time 2 survey reported positive experiences with
the Storypark platform. Benefits reported by directors included parents’ increased knowledge about classroom
activities and children’s progress; streamlining of staff routines and program improvement efforts; children’s
pleasure at seeing picture of themselves and their friends posted on the application; and a stronger link
between school and home, enabling parents to reinforce what their children were learning at school. This
feedback is encouraging, because it demonstrates that even though sites included in this pilot study only used
Storypark for a short time and with limited participation, benefits still accrued to the sites and to the children
and families at those sites. With long-term site usage and more family participation, these beneficial effects and
others might easily become stronger and more pronounced.
Although feedback collected from directors was largely positive, there were several challenges to the full
implementation of Storypark during this pilot study. Lessons learned from these challenges and
recommendations for future studies are presented in the next section.
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Recommendations
Implementers should make sure they are aware of each site’s technological capabilities. Many
providers within the Child360 network either have no access to wireless internet (Wi-Fi) at their sites, or have
limited access in certain areas of the classroom or building due to the location of the router. Cellular and data
service is also spotty in many of the more remote preschool site locations. These technological issues impeded
providers’ use of Storypark in the classroom, and meant that only providers with a reliable and strong Wi-Fi
signal could be included in the pilot study. In some cases, Child360 was able to solve this issue by providing WiFi hotspots to the sites that needed them. However, it was not financially sustainable to provide hotspots to all
sites that might have been interested in using Storypark. As wireless internet technology improves and becomes
more widespread, this issue may resolve itself.
Ideally, parents and teachers should receive a training or a question-and-answer document to
address any concerns they may have about setting up their Storypark accounts. In some cases, Family
Engagement Specialists or preschool directors reported that families had expressed reluctance to add
photographs of their child on social media, due to concerns about unauthorized access. Storypark’s privacy
policy, published on the organization’s website, addresses this concern in detail and explains the company’s
data storage, sharing, and access policies, which do not allow for the selling of child data or access to child
profiles by unauthorized individuals (those who are not part of the child’s educational or family network).
However, it is understandable for parents to be concerned about the security of a new platform, and many
parents try to avoid posting pictures of children to social media platforms on principle. To address these
concerns, it might be helpful to provide participating sites with a training aimed at parents and teachers.
Alternatively, implementers could provide an informational document, written in clear and easily understood
language, to answer frequently asked questions about Storypark’s security and privacy policies.
For the time being, Child360 should target sites with primarily English-speaking parents and teachers
as potential users of Storypark. Storypark is a product of New Zealand, and is currently available only as an
English-language application. Because Southern California in general, and Child360’s network in particular, are
heavily Spanish-speaking, a limited number of preschool sites were eligible to participate in the pilot study. Even
at early learning sites with directors and teachers who are fluent in English, the parents and families often are
not fluent or speak English as a second language, which can prevent them from accessing all the benefits of the
application due to difficulty in navigating the platform. In the future, Storypark may be available in multiple
languages. Until that time, it will be necessary to limit use of the application to sites and families who are at
least moderately fluent in English.
Family Engagement Specialists should introduce Storypark as an option at the beginning of the
school year. Some directors and teachers stated that they wished they could have introduced Storypark earlier
in the school year, in order to have more time to familiarize themselves with the platform. This past year, the
pilot study of Storypark began in December, after the planning process and survey development were
complete. In future years, however, Family Engagement Specialists could suggest implementation of Storypark
at any time during or after their first site visit in September or October. Introduction of the platform earlier in
the year would allow providers more time to familiarize themselves with the platform and to make consistent
usage of Storypark part of their routine. This would also allow providers more time to enroll children and
families and to help parents create accounts.
Family Engagement Specialists or trainers should work with teachers and directors, when possible, to
help them fit the use of Storypark into the established routine of a school day. Site staff reported that
limited amounts of free time in their daily school routines prevented them from entering information into the
Storypark application. The limited time available in the day of an early childhood educator is a well-known
issue, but is hard to resolve. One way to solve this problem in future implementations would be to train
providers more thoroughly on user-friendly or time-saving strategies. This would require an investment of time
on behalf of the FES team or trainers, as they would need to become very familiar with the platform in order to
demonstrate how to quickly navigate and enter information. However, this investment could lead to more
frequent and consistent use of Storypark, both for communication with families and for increasing family
engagement at preschool sites.
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Appendix A. Methodology
Eligibility
There were several site requirements for participation in the Storypark pilot. First, because the Storypark
application is currently available in English only, Child360 limited participation to sites with English as a primary
classroom language. This precaution was taken to ensure that parents and teachers could easily navigate the
platform and would not face language barriers. Therefore, only sites with English as the primary classroom
language were eligible to participate in this pilot. Another requirement for participation was that sites needed
to have wireless internet (Wi-Fi) connectivity, so that teachers and directors could use the Storypark platform
during school hours. These constraints significantly narrowed the population of sites in the Child360 network
that were eligible to participate.
Data Collection Timeline of Events
Once sites were identified as being eligible and had expressed interest in participation, Family
Engagement Specialists asked site directors at the providers they served to complete a Provider Interest
Form, which outlined expectations for training attendance and staff engagement.
Site directors who completed the Provider Interest Form were then invited to attend a several-hour
training at the Child360 offices. During this training, a Storypark representative explained the history
and intent of the Storypark application, provided technical guidance for participant registration on the
site, and demonstrated the features of Storypark while describing possible use cases. Directors were
encouraged to ask questions about the application and its intended use.
During the Storypark training, directors were asked to complete a Time 1 survey (Appendix B), which
acknowledged their participation and collected baseline information on family engagement practices at
each participating site. The Time 1 survey also included questions about providers’ expectations and
hopes for their use of the Storypark platform, the responses to which were used to gauge comfort
levels with the application at the beginning of the pilot study.
Once sites had joined the pilot study population and had completed the Time 1 survey, directors were
helped by their FES to register on the Storypark site.
Each site’s assigned FES supported the director in their implementation of Storypark, in accordance
with site goals and director priorities.
At the end of the pilot study, six months later, directors completed a Time 2 survey (Appendix C),
which was distributed individually by each FES to the director(s) they served. The Time 2 survey was
similar to the Time 1 survey, but was intended to collect Time 2 data for purposes of pre-post
comparison; the Time 2 survey also included questions about sites’ implementation of Storypark, the
frequency with which they used the application and the purposes for which they used it, and directors’
reflections on their sites’ experiences and outcomes.
Sample
The Provider Interest Form received 19 responses, all from different sites. A total of 13 Time 1 surveys were
returned, representing 14 sites (one director oversaw two locations within the same preschool program).
A total of 4 Time 2 surveys were returned.
Analysis
Through open-ended questions on the Provider Interest Form and the Time 1 survey, Child360 asked program
directors about the family engagement goals they hoped to address through use of Storypark, and about their
expectations for use of the platform. Directors were also asked whether they had any concerns or felt that they
needed further information about Storypark. Answers to these questions were compiled and coded for
emergent themes.
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Appendix B. Time 1 Survey
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Appendix C. Time 2 Survey
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