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Background

The Board of Education requested a thorough and neutral review of the Madison Metropolitan School
District's (MMSD) Reading Recovery program. In response to the Board request, this packet contains a
review of Reading Recovery and related research, Madison Metropolitan Schoal District (MMSD) Reading
Recovery student data analysis, and a matrix summarizing three options for improving early literacy
interveniion. Below please find a summary of the comprehensive research contained in the Board of
Education packet. It is our intent to provide the Board of Education with the research and data analysis in
order to facilitate discussion and action toward improved effectiveness of early literacy instruction in
MMSD.

Reading Recovery Program Description

The Reading Recovery Program is an infensive liferacy intervention program based on the work of Dr.
Marie Clay in New Zealand in the 1970’s. Reading Recovery is a short-term, intensive literacy intervention
for the lowest performing first grade students, Reading Recovery serves two purposes, First, it
accelerates the literacy learning of our most at-risk first graders, thus narrowing the achievement gap.
Second, it identifies children who may need a long-term infervention, offering systematic observation and
analysis to support recommendations for further action.

The Reading Recovery program consists of an approximately 20-week intervention period of one-to-one
support from a highly trained Reading Recovery teacher. This Reading Recovery instruction is in addition
to classroom literacy instruction delivered by the classroom teacher during the 90-minute literacy block,
The program goal is to provide the lowest performing first grade students with effective reading and
writing sirategies allowing the child to perform within the average range of a typical first grade classroom
after a successful intervention period. A successful intervention period allows the child to be
“discontinued” from the Reading Recovery program and fo function proficiently in regular classroom
literacy instruction.

Reading Recovery Program improvement Efforts

The national Reading Recovery data reports the discontinued rate for first grade students at 60%. In
2008-09, the discontinued rate for MMSD students was 42% of the students who received Reading
Recovery. The Madison Metropolitan School District has conducted extensive reviews of Reading
Recovery every three to four years, in an effort to increase the discontinued rate of Reading Recovery
students, MMSD worked to improve the program’s success through three phases.



Phase |

The first phase of improvement focused on intensifying program integrity. During 2008-09, A Reading
Recovery Guide for Principals was developed. The guide was presented and disseminated fo all
elementary principals. A Reading Recovery Guide for Principals clarifies the aspects of Reading
Recovery that are integral to program success, including: leadership roles; program fundamentals; central
hiring processes; selection of students; operational and space requirements; instructional design;
assessment and analysis; professional development; collaboration between Reading Recovery teachers
and staff, and monitoring and evaluation.

Phase |l

The second phase of improvement focused on the gualitative evaluation of the program. The research
review contained in this packet addresses the context of Reading Recovery in light of our MMSD
demographics, implementation and overall K-5 comprehensive literacy model.

Phase Il <

The third phase was a quantitative evaluation of the Reading Recovery program. The data analysis and
findings in this packet provide quantitative perspectives describing: program effectiveness over fime;
program effecliveness by school site; statistical information to support improved student selection and
program implementation during the year; as well as long-term impacts for student achievement.

Options
Three options presented for Board consideration and action are:

1. Leave Reading Recovery as it is and work toward improvement for increased student outcomes.
« Continue to investigate possible models for literacy intervention prior to and beyond first
grade.

2. Redistribute Reading Recovery positions in schools with the highest socio-economic and
educational needs.

s Allows for full imptementation of Reading Recovery and the creation of a support system for
intervention at our highest need schools as indicated in the recommendation section of the
report

» Adopt all recommendations in the report.

3. Utilize the Reading Recovery positions and program funds in an expanded model serving more
students in the development of a Comprehensive Literacy Model.
« Maximizes Reading Recovery expertise district-wide through an early literacy interventionist
model.
Creates a continuum of literacy to support students Pre-K through 5th grade.
« Promotes inclusive practices and systematic literacy learning through ongoing professional
development of teachers using interventionist’s collaboration and support.

Recommendations

The MMSD Administration recommends Option 2 be implemented in 2010-11 with an annual review
process and a comprehensive re-evaiuation due to the Board of Education within two years. Option 3
may be recommended in the future, pending the ouicoma of the Option 2 review process.

Attachments
Reading Recovery and Comprehensive Literacy Next Steps: Option Matrix
Reading Recovery: A Synthesis of Research, Data Analysis and Recommendations
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OPTIONS

Model Description

Strengths

Challenges

Recommendation

1. Reading
Recovery:
Current Model

23 schools receive allocation
for Reading Recovery

Some of the lowest Engish-
speaking first graders at each
site receive service

Teacher Leaders offer
coaching , ongeing, P.D,
suppert and support from UW
Data reported to National
organization

Administrators support fidefity
Continue investigation of
MMSD Comprehensive
Literacy Model

Large number of schools receive Reading
Recovery services (23)

Students across many schools gain skills
Some of the lowest English-speaking first
graders at each site receive service
Teacher Leaders offer coaching , ongoing,
P.D. support and support from UW

MMSD recsives a report from the National
organization

Administralors suppori fidelity;

Costs for National organization and ongoing out-
of-district commitments ($6,300)

Need fo frain new leacher leader for Reading
Recovery in Spanish

Bound by Natiocnal standards and guidelines
QOutcomes lower than national average
Inconsistent discontinuation rate across schools
Low fidelity to National Reading Recovery Model —
not fully implemented

less site-based collaboration

Cost per child

Hiring and maintaining qualified Reading Recovery
teachers

Communication with classroom teachers

NO

2. Redistribute
Reading
Recovery
teachers: Full
Implementation
Model

Full impiementation to provide
Reading Recover to ihe lowest
20% of first grade students
implement the MMSD
Comprehensive Literacy Model

Increases fidelity fo National Reading
Recovery Model - 100% implementation
Creates an intensive intervention system of
support

Maintains refationships with U.W. and
surrounding communities

Continues suppart of Reading Recovery
Teacher Leaders for district intervention
inifiatives

More cost effective than option 1
increases discontinuation rates

increases collaboration with classroom
teachers

Increases the knowledge base in literacy
across the school.

Cost effective use of Reading Recovery
trained personnel

Job-embedded professional development

Costs for National organization and ongoing out-
of-district commifments ($6,300)

Need to train new teacher laader for Reading
Recovery In Spanish

Bound by National standards and guidelines
Cost per child

Hiring and maintaining qualified Reading Recovery
teachers

Some schools will lose Reading Recovery
immediate support for Non-Reading Recovery
schools

3. Reallocate
Reading
Recovery
teachers and
program funds

Elementary schools will
receive allocation for an early
fiteracy interventionist
implement the MMSD
Comprehensive Literacy Model

Inclusive and flexible intervention support
system across grades K-5

Effective use of resources - small group
instruction serves more students

Creates an intensive intervention system of
support

Reorganizing building-leve! literacy plan fo meet
district guidelines for MMSD Comprehensive
Literacy Model

Providing more professional development related
to best practices in fiteracy K-5, across languages
Reading Recovery teachers lose Nafional

YES at a future date
pending the oufcome
of the option two
review process.




OPTIONS

Model Description

Strengths

Challenges

Recommendation

Increases collaboration and modeling with
classroom teachers

Increases the knowledge base in fiteracy
across the school

Job-embedded professional developmant
Time will be spent in classrooms modeling
and supporting infervention implementation K
through fifth grade in order fo use resources
effectively

Opportunity to embed culturally relevant
literacy practices during intervention

Cost effective use of Reading Recovery
trained personnel

Organization connections and ficensure

Loss of Reading Recavery refationship with UW,

and surrounding communities

Since there is a loss of National ongeing fraining
for Reading Recovery Teacher Leaders, the
district will need to adopt a researched based
system to support the interventionist

Determine, adopt and plan for implementation of
the new interventionist as it interfaces with the
MMSD Comprehensive Literacy Model

SAAsst Supt-Elem\Reading Recovery\BOE 12-0%Options Chart.doc
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LITERATURE REVIEW
PART |

What is Reading Recovery®?

Reading Recovery® is an intensive literacy intervention based on the work of Dr. Marie
Clay. Clay’s observations of emergent reading behavior in New Zealand established the clinical
basis of Reading Recovery®. During its development in the 1970s, Reading Recovery® was
considered a ground-breaking preventive intervention (Clay, 1984) and it was seen as an
alternative model to the remedial or diagnostic-prescriptive models of support for students with
literacy difficulties. Clay described the program as a "safety net” for students (Clay, 1997) or a
*second wave” of teaching. The Reading Recovery® program laid the groundwork for the
current day response to intervention model (Ril).

As described in the Madison Metropolitan Schooi District (MMSD) Site Report (2009),
Reading Recovery® is a short-term literacy intervention for the lowest performing first grade
students. Reading Recovery® students receive 30 minutes of intensive literacy instruction daily
in a one-to-one setting with a specially-trained teacher for up to 20 weeks. The goal is for
students to develop effective reading and writing strategies that are within the average range of
a typical first grade classroom.

When Reading Recovery® was implemented in the United States, Pinnell et al. (1994)
conducted a randomized trial to establish its effectiveness. Assessment tools developed by
Marie Clay continue to be the anchor assessments used to measure Reading Recovery®
effectiveness. The Observation Survey of Early Literacy Achievement (1993, 2002) measures
six components of emergent literacy and was designed to support valid and reliable data
gathering. The components of this survey guided the development of the Primary Language
Arts Assessment (PL.AA) used across MMSD elementary schools to gather formative reading
data.

The National Reading Recovery® Council continues fo use a two-group, quasi-
expefimental pre-post comparison design to confirm reliability and fidelity of the intervention at
the national level using the Observation Survey as a data gathering tool. The national council
also collects effectiveness studies and publishes them at the following link:
htip://readingrecovery.org/research/effectiveness/index.asp .

What are the potential benefits of implementing a Reading Recovery® program?
There are two positive outcomes for students who participate in Reading Recovery®:;

1. Since 1984 when Reading Recovery® began in the United States, approximately
75% of students who complete the full 12- to 20-week intervention can meet grade-
level expectations in reading and writing. Reading Recovery®'s one-to-one
instruction delivers measurable results in weeks not years. Follow-up studies
indicate that most Reading Recovery® students also do well on standardized tests
and maintain their gains in later years.

2. The few students who are still having difficulty after a complete intervention are
recommended for further evaluation. Recommendations may be made for future



support (e.g., classroom support, Title |, LD referral). This represents a positive,
supportive action on behalf of the child and the school. Diagnostic information from
Reading Recovery® is available to inform future decisions.

What design features support Reading Recovery®?

The three levels of intense support embedded in the design of the Reading Recovery®
program strengthen its effectiveness: 1) university professors provide on-going professional
development and support for teacher leaders; 2) district- or site-level teacher leaders offer
extensive professional development and support for school-based teachers; 3) highly-trained,
school-based teachers then work with high-need first graders providing intensified and
specialized literacy intervention.

As students progress through the intervention program they are continually assessed
and a determination is made as to next steps for instruction. The Reading Recovery® teacher
selects one of the following next steps for each student:

1. Discontinued — student is meeting grade level expectations in reading and writing.
Nationally, Reading Recovery® Council of North America reports that 75% of students
who are either discontinued or have had a full intervention (defined as 12-20 weeks)
meet this goal. However, the rate of discontinued students drops to 60% as a
percentage of all students served in the program, including students who moved or who
had an incomplete program.

2. Recommended — defined as students who are still having difficulty after a complete
intervention and require additional evaluation and/or support.

3. Incomplete — Although Reading Recovery® includes these students when it reports
data on all children served, it does not count these students when calculating
discontinuation rates of students who have received a full program. In Madison, a
significant percentage of Reading Recovery® students exit the program as incomplete.
This generally means they did not receive a full program of up to 20 weeks because the
school year ended before they completed a full series of lessons.

4. Other — Quicome does not fit any of the above categories or student who moved.
What is the scientific evidence around Reading Recovery®?

The U.S. Department of Education’s Institute of Education Sciences established the
What Works Clearinghouse (WWQC) in order to “assess the rigor of research evidence on the
effectiveness of interventions (programs, products, practices, and policies), giving educators the
tools to make informed decisions.” The WWC provides independent reviews of education
programs and approaches, based on scientific evidence from randomized controlled or quasi-
experimental studies. Reading Recovery® is one of the few literacy programs that has research
studies that meet the WWC's rigorous criteria.

WW(C’s review of the research on Reading Recovery® found overall positive findings
when evaluating the effectiveness of the program. More specifically, the report indicates
Reading Recovery® has positive effects on alphabetics (defined as being made up of
phonemic awareness, print awareness, letter knowledge and phonics), and general reading
achievement, and potentially positive effects on fluency (flow and expressiveness), and



comprehension (vocabulary and meaning-making). This is an excellent rating in comparison
with the ratings given to other beginning reading programs (Reynoids, 2009).

Critics (Engiemann, 2008; Slavin, 2008; Stockard, 2008) express concerns about the
WWC evaluation of programs regarding selection of studies, reporting of outcomes, matches
between constructs and measures, as well as the magnitude of effect size. Of the five studies
that met the WWC criteria, four were more than 10 years old and three (Pinnell et al., 1988,
1994, Schwartz, 2005) were carried out by Reading Recovery® affiliates (Reynolds, 2009).
Critics note the WWC findings use sections of each study to draw conclusions, not the full
report. Because of this, the WWC results are not similar to the findings of the studies they
reference. Since the full studies investigated a range of research gquestions beyond whether

Reading Recovery® is effective, the overall conclusions of the studies are not the same as the
WWC findings. As examples: ‘

v Baenen et al. (1997) found that “Reading Recovery® students scored
significantly higher on the Clay Diagnostic Survey than a control group.
However, success rates declined in later years, and long-term results were not
as positive.”

v" lverson and Tunmer (1993) concluded that Reading Recovery® could be more
effective if it included a more systematic teaching of phonics. (Reading
Recovery® lessons were adjusted to include more explicit phonics work after
this study.)

v Pinnell et al. (1988} investigated whether students taught by Reading
Recovery® teachers in regular lesson time had better results than students
taught by different teachers in regular lesson time. They found that students had
a slight advantage when taught by Reading Recovery® teachers in regular
lessons, but results were not statistically significant.

v Pinnell et al. (1994) compared the achievement of four groups (traditional
Reading Recovery®, Reading Recovery®-like individual intervention, Reading
Recovery® -like group intervention, and basic skills). It found that Reading
Recovery® students had superior achievement on general reading achievement
measures compared to students in alternative interventions.

v' Schwartz (2005) compared the outcomes of Reading Recovery® students during
the first and second semesters of the school year and concluded that Reading
Recovery® students in the first half of the year performed better than students in
the second half of the year (Reynolds, 2009).



Conflicting Views

There are conflicting perspectives on the research studies surrounding Reading
Recovery® .

Other issues presented regarding the WWC findings include the use of the Ohio Word
reading test as a measure of phonics when it is actually a sight word vocabulary test {(Adams,
1990). However, the Reading Recovery® studies also used the Yopp-Singer Phoneme
Segmentation Test and a phoneme deletion task.

Concerns were also expressed regarding the use of Clay’s Observation Survey of Early
Literacy Achievernent as the measure of success since it is “a closed set of data” meaning that
no other interventions use that assessment so it cannot be readily compared. However, a recent
study addresses this concern by investigating the correlation of the Observation Survey with the
lowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS). Both instruments yield similar resulis in identifying low readers.
The items between the two instruments are highly correlated; most correlations are statistically
significant and meaningful (Gomez-Belenge, Rodgers, Wang, Schulz, 2005).

In addition, Reynolds questions the objectivity of the Reading Recovery® test resuits
when the assessments are administered more than once in a short period by the teachers who
work with the students (Reynolds, 2009). However, it should be noted that Reading Recovery®
uses alternate forms for each of the assessment tasks, trains Reading Recovery® teachers in
test administration, and requires that teachers not assess their own students.

In conclusion, Slavin cautioned that, as the findings of research syntheses from the
WWC are relatively “high stakes,” it is “essential that the conclusions be correct, but also that
the process by which they are arrived at be open, consistent, impartial, and in accordance with
both science and common sense” (2008, p. 7).

Do the effects of Reading Recovery® last over time?

There are data to support that a large majority of students with complete Reading
Recovery® interventions are successful in reaching average literacy performance with some
evidence of long-lasting effects. (Askew, Kaye, Frasier, Mobasher, Anderson and Rodriguez,
2002; Brown, Denton, Kelly & Neal, 1999; and Rowe, 1995). MMSD's analysis of the data
shows that approximately 70% of discontinued students and about a third of students who are
recommended for further support or have incomplete programs fall in the proficient to advanced
ranges of literacy performance on state tests throughout their academic careers. This is a great
achievement for students who started out as the lowest functioning literacy learners.

Replication studies document outcomes for all students served in Reading Recovery®
(Cosgrave, Bennie & Kerslake, 2002) including students served in Spanish (Escamilla, 1994).
One study examines the impact of Reading Recovery® practices implemented using
Descubriendo La Lectura, the Spanish version of Reading Recovery® . This study found that
high-need students who received Descubriendo La Lectura in first grade, performed equally as
well as other students in the class who did not receive the intervention with effects lasting into
second and third grade (Escamilla et al, 1998).

Hurry and Sylva (2007) found that Reading Recovery® had a significant effect for a
subgroup of children who were non-readers at the age of six. These students made more
progress than contro! groups during the year they received service. Their reading achievement
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was hot sustained, but actually declined to more than two years below age expectations over
time (Reynolds, 2009). Center et al. {1995) found that Reading Recovery® intervention
achieved significant short-term gains on a number of reading measures. Schwartz et al. (2009),
from the Reading Recovery® group, carried out an additional analysis of the Center et al. data
at a testing point in mid-second grade, one year after the first post-test. Their conclusions from
this quasi-experimental comparison were that the Reading Recovery® students retained gains
on all assessments, five of which were not part of the Reading Recovery® assessment battery.
There is, however, a gradual decrease in effect size over time (Reynolds, 2009},

The study by WCPSS (1995) a large school district in North Carolina, determined that
Reading Recovery® did have some positive impact on students’ need for additional reading
services in second grade, but the impact did not extend beyond that. These studies suggest
that Reading Recovery® alone may not be enough to support all of our most school-dependent
readers across the years. MMSD data analysis reveals similar outcomes.

Response to Intervention

Schwartz et al. states that Reading Recovery® operates as a “Response o Intervention
(RTI) approach to support the identification of students with learning disabilities related to
literacy” (2008, p. 10). Response to intervention refers to practices promoted by the
reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA) of 2004.
This reauthorization gave states and school districts approval to implement early intervening
. services for students prior to placing them in a special education program. These early
intervening services provide tiers of intervention that increase in intensity and focus on
individual student need. Using this model, teachers regularly and systematically monitor
individual student progress in order to measure the success of each intervention (NASDSE,
2005). This response to intervention model is referred to as RTI.

A goal of RTl is to reduce the number of students inappropriately placed in special
education because of inadequate instruction. The data coliected by some school systems
indicate that Reading Recovery® has helped them meet this goal. A school system in Livonia,
Michigan, found the percentage of children qualifying for learning disability services was cut in
half and the savings realized by Reading Recovery® (through reduced retentions, referrals, and
special education services) allowed the system to significantly reduce class size in the primary
grades without an increase in budget (Gage,1999). Other systems report reductions in the
numbers of self-contained special education classes or in special education teaching positions
(Assad & Condon, 1996; Lyons & Beaver 1995). In contrast, the WCPSS data analysis
discovered the special education placement was similar for Reading Recovery® students and
students in a control group. Both groups had a 12% placement rate. Reading Recovery® had
no significant impact on student special education placement or retention (WCPSS, 1995). In
the WCPSS abstract the researchers note that the school system did not follow guidelines to
fully implement the Reading Recovery® program.

Is Reading Recovery® cost effective?

Because Reading Recovery® intervenes so early in a child’s formal schooling, itis
possible that some of the students receiving intervention would have reached proficiency
without it (Center, et al., 2005). The one-to-one instruction of Reading Recovery® confirms it as
an intense intervention. However, as implemented in MMSD it often occurs as the first
intervention. The availability of early interventions varies from school-to-school in MMSD.



Summary

The research around early reading intervention illuminates the complex decision making
required to meet individual student literacy needs. There seems to be no one right answer, no
quick fix for success. While recent research brings up questions as to the cost/benefit of
Reading Recovery®, what other supports and options are available? One thing is certain,
alternative interventions must be in place prior to removing current systems.
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MMSD DATA ANALYSIS READING RECOVERY®
PART I

Executive Summary

The second part of this study focuses on analyzing MMSD data for Reading Recovery®
students receiving services for 2005-06 through 2008-09 school years. The approach relies on
longitudinal data wherever possible. More recent assessment data particularly that derived from
the District's Primary Language Arts Assessment (PLAA) and student quarter grades are the
basis for many of the pre- and post-treatment measures. The study aiso attempts to define
procedures that might better identify students who would be most likely to benefit from the
Reading Recovery® program. '

Key Findings

+ Nationally reported figures indicate that approximately 60% of all students who receive
Reading Recovery® are discontinued. In Madison, discontinued generally indicates grade
level proficiency at the end of 1% grade. There is some evidence that the overall program
effects are greatly improved by achieving a 60% discontinuation rate. Madison has been
below this figure for the past 3 years.

¢ Reading Recovery® clearly serves a population of needy students based on income and
other demographic factors.

+ When combining all Reading Recovery® students over an entire school year of service, the
overall program impact does not yield statistically significant achievement gains when
comparing the performance of participants to similar but non-participating students after
controlling for intervening affects (e.g., poverty, special education status, parent education,
etc.). In 2008-08, significant and positive effects were found when looking at round 1 and 2
students separately. Students who did not have a pre- and post-score were excluded from
the analysis. In 2006-07, after controlling for the characteristics of students, the overall
effect was negative. 2006-07 also had the lowest discontinuation rate of all years' studied.
Effectiveness of the Reading Recovery® program appears to vary from year-to-year and is
(as expected) highly correlated with the program discontinuation rate.

 From 2006-07 to 2008-09, 13% of all first grade students received Reading Recovery®
services. Forty-nine percent of all students receiving Reading Recovery® were
discontinued. In 2008-09 forty-two percent (42%) of students were discontinued. For the
past 3 years the discontinuation rate has been 50% or less.

¢ |n general, Reading Recovery® students participating in round 1 tended to have higher text
reading level gains compared to demographically similar, but non-participating students.
However, when combining all Reading Recovery® students for an entire school year
including rounds 1, 2 and 3 the overall program does not yield statistically significant
achievement gains when comparing performance of participants to similar but non-
participating students. In the 2008-09 school year the effect was positive overall, but not
statistically significant.

¢ |t appears that some students do benefit from Reading Recovery® intervention more than
others. For example, those students participating in the first series of sessions of the school



year known as round 1 as well as students who have very low beginning text reading level
scores prior to Reading Recovery® (less than 2 for 2008-09) have significant gains in
comparison to similar, but non-participating students, although they may not be proficient by
the end of Grade 1. Students who start with higher text reading levels seem to have lower
text reading leve! gains than similar students who did not receive Reading Recovery® as do
students who participate in Reading Recovery® in the later sessions of the school year (i.e.,
rounds 2 and 3). Although it appears that round 2 and 3 students do not make great gains
in Reading Recovery®, these children are chosen at semester because their first semester
gains in the classroom without intervention were minimal. However this suggests a need for
better methods to identify students who would most benefit from Reading Recovery® as well
as consideration of program delivery across the school year.

This study finds a benefit in the first grade year for students who are successfully exited (i.e.,
discontinued) from the Reading Recovery® program. Most of these students change their
status from at-risk for reading failure to proficient readers during their first grade year (some
students do not appear to be at-risk based on their Kindergarten PLAA scores).

it appears that higher discontinuation rates are needed to demonstrate an overall effective
Reading Recovery® program in Madison. Discontinued students, on average, are proficient
at the end of 1% and 2" grade. Other outcome students (recommended, incomplete), in
general, do not reach proficiency in 1% grade or later in their school careers in MMSD.
There may be other benefits for these non-discontinued students, but this study does not
find evidence of an effect on grade 1 and grade 2 reading levels.

Structure of MMSD Data Analysis Report

The following MMSD report looks at the years 2005-06 to 2008-09 and uses several

approaches to evaluate the ouicomes of Madison Reading Recovery® students. This study
aiso looks at how the District can better identify students who would benefit most from the
Reading Recovery® intervention.

The report is organized in the following fashion:

1. Descriptive information on the Reading Recovery® program by outcomes and
demographics ‘

Impact of MMSD Reading Recovery® program on student achievement

Use of predictive models to identify students who would be successful in Reading
Recovery®

4, Cost Analysis

W
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1. Reading Recovery Student Characteristics and Program Outcomes

A. Characteristics of the Reading Recovery® Population

Appendix A describes the Reading Recovery® process for selecting students for the

program. Not surprisingly, because the program targets struggling readers, the Reading
Recovery® student population differs from the total District grade 1 population. In the 2008~
2009 school year, Reading Recovery® students were more likely than the District grade 1
population as a whole to be:

low income (83% Reading Recovery® vs. 51% District),

live in a household with less than two parents (48% Reading Recovery® vs. 29%
District),

African American (52% Reading Recovery® vs. 25% for the District)

live in a household where the parent has less than a college education (87% vs. 58%)
and

Male (61% vs. 52%).

Figure 1 illustrates the differences between the Reading Recovery® students and the

general grade 1 population for the 2008-09 school year.
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Figure 1: Reading Recovery Compared to District Grade 1
School Year 2008-2009
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These demographic differences are not unexpected as the relationships between such
characteristics and student achievement are well-documented. The very purpose of Reading
Recovery® suggests that the program will more often serve certain groups.

In addition to demographics, as could be expected based on the program identification
criteria, Reading Recovery® students have lower scores than other first graders on language
arts assessments in Kindergarten.

The Reading Recovery® student selection procedure has Kindergarten teachers rank
students low to high on literacy. The lowest students are then administered the Observation
Summary, a Reading Recovery® battery of assessment information. Based on a review of alf of
subtests and their summary scores, students are ranked and placed in Reading Recovery®
beginning with the lowest readers first.

Children in rounds 2 and 3 in the middie of the school year are chosen to be assessed
from those whose teachers rank them as the lowest functioning in their classrooms (based on
teacher observations and PLAA assessments). This group of students is then given all the
subtests of the Observation Survey. An analysis of these test results is used to determine who
the lowest functioning student to be selected is.

The data used to select Reading Recovery® students is not available on MMSD’s
student data system. The following table uses the end of Kindergarten text reading level to
identify the lowest 20% of students for the 2008-09 school year. Approximately 20% of all
students in Grade 1 in 2008-09 scored a 0 or 1 on the Primary Language Arts Assessment text
reading level at the end of Kindergarten. There is a high correlation between this and the end of
Grade 1 text reading level (732, sign at .000).

This is different from the Reading Recovery® method (about 70% of Reading

Recovery® students scored a 0 or 1 while 30% were higher) but might serve as a reasonable
comparison group to Reading Recovery® students.

12
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Bold Schools do not have Reaiding Recovery

Students in bilingual (Glendale, Midvale, Sandburg, l.eopold) programs are not
considered for Reading Recovery® although their PLAA scores would place them in the bottom
20%. In addition, some low text reading level students might be special education. Reading
Recovery® does serve some special education students, although, other than those receiving
speech & language services, this is rare. The above table is designed o show that not all
students who score low on reading tasks at the end of Kindergarten receive Reading
Recovery® services, partly due to a fack of available slots. About half the students in this group
(end of Kindergarten text reading level of 0 or1) received Reading Recovery®. It is difficult to
accurately define the students who are in the lowest 20% but this table indicates that there are
probably significant numbers of students who need help with literacy but either do not have the
opportunity to receive Reading Recovery® (not available at their school) or Reading
Recovery® did not identify them or was unable to place them.
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The District has used a formula to identify students at-risk for being below proficient at
the end of 1% grade using information available at the end of Kindergarten. Probabilities are
available for 2 cohorts: 2007-08 and 2008-09. Most students selected to receive Reading
Recovery® were students who also were at-risk for not meeting reading proficiency by the end
of 1% grade based on this predictive model. About five percent of Reading Recovery® students
in 2008-09 had a high likelihood of reading proficiency at the end of 1 grade. This probability,
which is calculated at the beginning of 1% grade using a statistical model based on prior
information, might be of some use when selecting Reading Recovery® participants as a means
of identifying students most likely to achieve proficiency without the aid of the program
intervention. Doing so might improve the overall effectiveness and cost-efficiency of the
program. There were several students who had advanced reading levels at the end of
Kindergarten who received Reading Recovery® services in 2008-09. This placement is a result
of the current model used to implement Reading Recovery® in MMSD which spreads Reading
Recovery® allocations across schools varying according to socioeconomic status.

B. Program Outcomes
There are four outcomes defined by Reading Recovery®:

1. Discontinued - student is meeting grade level expectations in reading and
writing. Nationally, Reading Recovery® Council of North America reports that
75% of students who are either discontinued or have had a full intervention
(defined as 12-20 weeks - Source:
hitp.//www.readingrecovery.org/reading recovery/facts/index.asp)
meet this goal. Nationally, the discontinuation rate for all students who receive
Reading Recovery® is about 60%.

2. Recommended -~ defined as students who are still having difficulty after a
complete intervention and require additional evaluation and/or support.

3. incomplete — In Madison, a significant percentage of Reading Recovery®
students are exited from the program as incomplete. On average, students
marked incomplete receive 10 weeks of Reading Recovery® and do not meet
grade level expectations upon exiting the program.

4. Other - Outcome does not fit any of the above categories or student moved (e.g.,
moved, etc.).

Many students who start in the second round or later do not have the opportunity to
finish the program because there isn’'t enough time left in the school year.

Table 2 reports on the outcomes for Reading Recovery® students from 2005-06 to
2008-09.

Table : Reading Recovary Butcomes - Student Counts, Average Lessons
Biscontinued Recommended fcomalete {ther Tatal

%
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Table 2 shows that 49% of all Reading Recovery® students have been discontinued
(i.e., successfully graduated) in the past 4 years but the rates have varied quite a bit (62% in
2005-06, 41% the following year). In these four years, roughly one in five (19%) of all
participating students were incomplete.

A third group of students cited by the program are students recommended for other
services. In 2008-09, 28% of all Reading Recovery® students were recommended which
means at the end of the intervention they did not meet grade level expectations and were
referred for other services. This was the highest percentage of recommended students since
the program’s implementation in Madison. There is a large variation between years with, for
instance, percent discontinued decreased from 62% in 2005-06 to 41% the foliowing year.
Some of this variation is due to changes in the demographics of students receiving Reading
Recovery®.

Table 3: How have Reading Recovery students changed in the past 4 years?

| 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | Significant?*
Fall Ubservation Sumimaty Scores Table
for All Reading Recovery Students: 3
Letter ID 456 437 43.8 44.0
Ward 1.8 18 20 17 shows
Cancepis About Print 12.4 12.8 118 114 that
Whiting Vocabulary B.0 5.4 7.2 6.6 2006 > 2007 & 2008, 2008 > 2009 scores
Dictation 16.2 131 14.2 128 12006 » 2007 82008
Text Reading Level 0.7 0B 07 05 on the
Demoygraphics two
Enyglish Language Learners - Stant obser
of Grade 1 19% 25% 29% 22% {2008 > 2006 vation
Low Incomsa 79% BB% B4% 83%
Male 52% 2% 50% 61% summ
African American 45% 47% 46% 52% ary
Hispanic 16% 20% 20% 2% tasks
White 2B% 24% 2% 7% |2006 » 2008
Twi Adult Household 50% 53% 56% 52% o
Special E0 - Start of Grade 1 14% 16% 15% 2% Writin
*Results are based on two-sided tests assuming equal variances with significance level 0.05. g

Vocabulary and Dictation were significantly lower in 2007 and 2009 compared o the
20086 cohort. The only demographic differences over the past 4 years that were significant were
English language learners in 2008 compared to 2006 (29% of Reading Recovery® students
were ELL in 2008 compared to 19% in 2008) and the proportion of Reading Recovery®
students who were White was significantly lower in 2008 compared to 2006 (17% vs. 28%).
These changing demographics and incoming scores may account for some, but not all, of the
changes in discontinuation rates over the years. In 2006-07 there was only one teacher leader
to coach the Reading Recovery® teachers; in prior years, there were two. Also in 2006-07
there was a change in the curriculum mandated by the Reading Recovery® Council that
involved much staff development time. Another variable may be that 22% of the Reading
Recovery® staff were new to their positions in 2008-08. it would be beneficial to examine the
specific changes made to determine how they affected the drop in the proportion of students
being discontinued

Table 4 compares Madison outcomes to those reported nationally by the Reading
Recovery® Council of North America for the entire country for the past 4 years. Nationalily,
there has been a significant decline in the number of students receiving Reading Recovery® in
the past four years while Grade 1 populations have been stable (Sources
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hitp://www.idecweb.us/Documentation.asp,
hitp://nces.ed.gov/programs/projections/projections2017ftables/table_03.asp?referrer=list).

Due to the high cost of Reading Recovery®, this may mean that more prosperous school
districts are likely to offer Reading Recovery®.

Table 4 also illustrates how Madison outcomes have compared to the national rates.
Madison has been below the national average in terms of discontinuation for the past 3 years.
Perhaps this is because MMSD does follow the national Reading Recovery® standards and
guidelines which recommend fully implementing each school rather than distributing allocation
across more schools. Full implementation would be serving the lowest 20% of all first graders in

each school.

Table 4 - Comparison of Madison and National Reading Recovery® Outcomes

Mationai Heading Recoveyr Reports
Source: http://Awen idecweb. us/Decumentation. asp
Heading Recovery National Statistical Abstract for the United States

Zﬂ(ﬁ’x-ﬂﬁ ) 201354]? 2&8?-08 208»(3’3

i fm S 5
MMSD Recummenﬂed
“‘”/W

5 ; B e ,%:é?/' (BhE
MMSD Iﬂanmlete P grs
MMSD Oiher Outcﬁme
4 Year Chy
National Tetal # RR Students 107744 SO0 39765 82125 -24%
MMSH Total # RR Students 283 259 259 262 -7 %
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2. Impact of MMSD Reading Recovery Program on Student Achievement

How did Reading Recovery® participants perform on the spring grade 1 PLAA
text reading level compared to other students, controlling for prior achievement
baseline data and other factors (poverty, gender, ethnicity, attendance, efc.)?

To answer this question, three different approaches were used. Simple {-tests were
used for the past year (2008-09) using those students who had a text reading level at the end of
Kindergarten less than two. A text reading level of three is considered proficient at the end of
Kindergarten. Approximately 20% of all students at the end of Kindergarien have a text reading
level of zero or one. This simple approach excludes 30% of Reading Recovery® students (who
had a reading level higher than one at the end of Kindergarten). It also does not take into
account a variety of factors that influence both the selection into Reading Recovery® as well as
achievement at the end of Grade 1 (e.g. attendance, mobility, parent education, poverty, etc.).

tn addition, a regression analysis was run using all students with data. The analysis
controlled for a variety of factors that could influence student achievement at the end of Grade
1. The Reading Recovery® variable (freatment) was the number of lessons administered. This
approach is similar to that used in the value-added analyses of WKCE test scores.

The third statistical model applied to the Reading Recovery outcome data was a guasi-
experimental matched group. The group was formed (using a propensity score) to duplicate a
random sample as closely as possible. Using this data, a separate regression analysis was run
using only those matched students. This approach also uses a method similar to the value-
added modeis,

in addition to these statistical models to measure effects we also reviewed the long-term
sustained effects of Reading Recovery. The analysis applied to the data in this report was fairly
limited. Previous MMSD analyses conducted in the past showed limited sustained gains for the
program overall. However, this effect does differ based on the outcome achieved by the
Reading Recovery student.

A final analysis was conducted on the individual teacher effects on Reading Recovery
student outcomes. Again, similar to the concept of value added, this analysis was limited to
simple descriptive statistics. The analysis does suggest variation across teacher in terms of
student outcomes.

When reviewing these analyses, it is important to keep in mind that all students in grade
1 are gaining text reading levels. Students naturally at this age {maturation) gain knowledge
and experience. Also, students in MMSD have a two hour literacy block each day in their
regular education classroom. This analysis attempts to isolate the effect of Reading Recovery®
— which is administered to participants five days a week, 30 minutes per day — beyond the
effects of other literacy instruction students are receiving in their classrooms and any other
factors (e.g., maturation, socio-economic characteristics, etc.). Also, some schools do not have
Reading Recovery® but probably use other approaches to assist students who enter first grade
with low overall reading scores.

Practically all students in Grade 1 make gains in terms of their text reading levels. For
the 2007-08 school year there are extensive records of students’ text reading levels from
Kindergarten through the end of grade 2. This is because of the standards-based elementary
grading system in place within the District and the local criterion referenced assessments known
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as the Primary Language Arts Assessment (PLLAA) which is administered to all students. Figure
2 shows the average text reading levels by quarter for the 2007-08 Grade 1 cohort. Figure 2
shows that all students, on average, are gaining as they progress from Kindergarten to Grade 2
but the rates of growth and attainment are guite different.
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Figure 2

Reading Recovery 2007-08 Longitudinal Grades Text Reading Level (0-30} Proficienty at
Grade 1= 16, Grade 2 = 22
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As Figure 2 shows, discontinued students from the 2007-08 cohort, on average, are
proficient by the end of grade 1 (text reading level = 16). Most discontinued students remained
proficient or close to proficient in terms of {ext reading level by the end of grade 2 (text reading
level = 22). As might be expecied, other outcomes (incomplete and recommended) have lower
text reading levels at the end of grade 1 and grade 2 and on average are not proficient.
Reading Recovery®’s basic goal as stated on their website is “...75% of students (in the lowest
20%) who complete the full 12- to 20-week intervention can meet grade-level expectations in
reading and writing.” A significant proportion of Reading Recovery® students in Madison have
outcomes other than discontinued. Reading Recovery® students, who were not discontinued,
on average, had a text reading level of 10 or less at the end of Grade 1. Obviously Reading
Recovery® students are not similar to most students who meet grade level expectations by the
end of Grade 1.

Students receiving Reading Recovery® generally all end up at an average text level 13
regardless of the round in which they receive the intervention. This can be shown looking at
students’ text reading level grades from Kindergarien to the end of Grade 1. Figure 3 shows the
similarity of outcomes for Reading Recovery® students by round (1,2,3). This data (grades
through Grade 1) is available for the 2007-08 and 2008-09 school years.
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Figure 3

2007-08 and 2008-09 Text Reading Level Grades
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A. Comparison Using Lowest 20 Percent of Students (T-Tests)

The most straightforward comparison group would be to identify those students at the
beginning of 1% grade who had low text reading level scores at the end of Kindergarten. In
2008-09 about 20% of all 1! graders who had a Kindergarten PLAA text reading level scored
zero or one. This group makes a simple comparison group for the Reading Recovery®
students. It should be pointed out that 30% of the Reading Recovery® students are not
included in this analysis as they had text reading leveis higher than one at the end of
Kindergarten and a few even had text reading levels as high as five. Proficiency at the end of
Kindergarten is a text reading level of three or higher.

Tahle 6

T-Tests - Reading Recovery Compared to District Spring Grade 1 TRL 20082009
Lowest 20% Based on End of Kinder Text Reading Level 0 or 1

Std Err
Std| of Sig. ftwo- {Mean
2008.00 0 |Mean|Dev| Mean | t df tailed) | Diff
All Students Lowest 20% [All StudentsiMonBR | 135 | 116 | 58] D5
Based on End of Kinder RR 140 1122 |45 D4
Text Reading Lavel Lowincome iINonBR | 83 | 105 |58 DB
0-1 RR 116 | 118 |44 04 e
LEP NonRR | 42 [11B[57] 08 m-
RR 7 |12D0138| DB B .
Afr Amer  [NonRR | 42 | 106 [B2] 1D m-

RR B3 [ 115,47 DB

Table 6 shows no significant differences in terms of end of Grade 1 text reading ievel
between students who received Reading Recovery® and those who did not. Significance is
usually a less than 5% probability that any difference between the two groups is not due to
chance. Reading Recovery® students do have higher text reading levels for all students and for
all the subgroups shown. The effect on low income is positive and close to being significant. it
is important to keep in mind that a significant proportion of Reading Recovery® students are
not included in this analysis (those who had a higher text reading level at the end of
" Kindergarten as well as those lacking a scoré either end of Kindergarten or end of Grade 1).
Significant differences between those included and excluded were Kindergarten text reading
level, sound word, letter ID and concepts about print. Excluded students were significantly less
likely to be special education at the beginning of 1st grade (11% vs. 26%). Also, excluded
students were significantly less likely to be recommended (8% vs 41%).
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Table 7

Comparison of Reading Recovery® Students Excluded/Iincluded in T-Test
Comparison of Reading Recovery Studerits included Exciuded
Based on End of Kindergarten Text Reading Leve/ |
21% of All Kindergarteners hatl a0 or 1 ?‘exf Reacimg Level
Independent Samples T-Test ! !

68

65 Yoaght
60 23 9 7.7 No
6 6.9 5.1 Yag***
65 52.3 3.4 Yoy
68 5% 5% Na
50 499% 3% Ho
58 28% 5% No
63 3% 2% No
58 3% 2% No
68 16% 1% Ho
£3 29% ~2% No
5a 15% 1% No
£8 8% 1% Ne
58 B% ~3% Ho
58 4% ~1% Ne
58 40% 4% Ho
£5 559% A% Ho
3 15% 1% Yoy
58 0% % He
58 0% 0% Ho
55 1% 1% Ho
&8 13% 3% Ho
68 0% 1% Ho
[I¥] 0% 0% Mo
68 4 .2 He
854 4% 3% No
58 5% 6% o
£8 3% 1% Ho
53 15% 6% s
63 9% 32% Yegti
{251 5% -50% Hy

Also this simple comparison group does not control for a variety of other factors that
influence student cutcomes as well as selection into the Reading Recovery® program (e.g.
attendance, behavior, parent education, poverty, mobility, etc.). If students were more closely
matched, it is possible that significant differences would be found.
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B. Regression Analysis

This analysis is designed to measure the net effects of the MMSD Reading Recovery@
program on student achievement.

Regression models were developed to isolate the effects of the Reading Recovery®
intervention while simultaneously controlling for other intervening variables. These models
included any students with test scores at the two points in time. Such factors as poverty, parent
education level, special education status, English language learner status, student mobility, and
other variables might account for some of the differences witnessed in student performance. In
addition, the students’ beginning points in regard to achievement effect where they perform at
the conciusion of the school year as well and so a variable was incorporated in the models for
that affect as well. The end resuit of the analysis is to determine the affect of the Reading
Recovery® program after accounting for the affect of these other variables on student
achievement by the end of grade 1. The treatment variable is the Reading Recovery® lesson.

Analysis was run for each year separately, 2005-06 to 2008-09. Comparisons were run
separately using alf studenis, round 1 students, round 2 and 3 students combined and students
based on their text reading levels at the end of Kindergarten (grouped by their scores
above/below a certain point).

Only about 70% of cases were included in this analysis {(see Appendix D for missing
case analysis for this regression). Students had to have both pre-test scores and post-test
scores in order to be included. Obviously mobile students would be less likely to have both
scores. Reading Recovery® students included in the analysis were more likely to be
discontinued compared to Reading Recovery® students who were not included, so the
interpretation of effects is somewhat limited in regard to students with other outcomes. Pre-
scores were far more prevalent in 2007-08 and 2008-09.

Variables were used if they were significant (<=.05) in that year. Variables included
were:

End of Kindergarten PLAA Scores

Text reading level

Concepts About Print

Dictation Task (Hearing Sounds in Words)

Sound/Word

Letter ID

Free/Reduced Lunch

Ethnicity

Gender

special education (Y or N} Beginning 1st Grade and Primary Disability
Days Enrolled in MMSD in Kmdergarten

Days Enrolled in MMSD Grade 1

Tardies Grade 1

ELL (Y or N) Beginning 1st Grade

Kindergarten ACCESS Score

Attendance Rate Grade 1

Attendance Rate Kindergarten

Suspensions in Kindergarten or Grade 1

Number of Different MMSD Schools Attended Kindergarten/Grade 1 (Mobility)
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Parent Education
Two Parent Household

The outcome variable was the student’s end of grade 1 text reading level score. The
treatment variable was the number of Reading Recovery® lessons. The relationship between
number of Reading Recovery® lessons and end of grade 1 text reading level is not linear so an
adjustment was made to the lessons variabie to take this into account. Students with great
difficulties often receive more Reading Recovery® lessons than students who discontinue.

The following chart shows the effects of the Reading Recovery® intervention expressed
in weeks gained/lost in terms of the text reading level achieved at the end of grade 1 holding
other variables constant. Program effects were negative and significant (p value < = .05) in
2006-07 (a year where a low proportion of students were discontinued). Effects were not
significant in any other year, but came close and were positive in 2008-09 (p value = .10).

This analysis does not take into account the different rounds. Different pre-scores effect
placement into Reading Recovery® at round 2. This analysis simply takes into account where
all students started at the end of Kindergarten and where they ended up at the conclusion of 1st
grade. Although the round could have an effect, an examination of the end of year scores
shows little difference in outcome between the rounds.

Figure 4
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Results are mixed. 2008-09 is the most positive year in terms of gains made on text
reading levels, but the gains are not significant.

24



Using the pre-score measured at the end of Kindergarten may have an effect due to the
way Reading Recovery® is implemented. Students are placed according to need in round 1.
When the student is exited, the next lowest student is placed. Reading Recovery® re-evaluates
at the end of first semester and re-ranks the students from low to high. It would be interesting
to see what students were in the lowest 20% according to Reading Recovery® but did NOT
need Reading Recovery® in round 2. It is suggested that Reading Recovery® teachers use the
District’s student information system to record all observation summary resuits for students
evaluated, and whether they actually received Reading Recovery®. This would allow a better
analysis of who actually receives Reading Recovery® and who does not and why.

Students who start round 2 tend to have higher pre-score text reading levels. In the
years 2007-2009, the Term 2 (mid-year) text reading level is available from the report card.
This is used as the pre- score for round 2/3 students only. In 2008, the only pre-scores
available were the end of Kindergarten Primary Language Arts Assessment scores. The
following two tables show the effect for round 1 and round 2/3 students. The analysis shows
positive effects for both round 1 and round 2/3 students in 2008-09, Effects were negative and
significant for round 1 students in 2006-07. All other effects were not significant.

In 2006-07 there were significant changes in the teaching procedures from the prior year
resulting in extensive staff development to retrain teachers in these new procedures. This may
account for some of the decline in the percent of discontinued students compared to 2005-08.
Also five teachers left from 2005-06 including the other teacher leader resuiting in a significant
decrease in coaching support for the Reading Recovery® teachers. in any case it would be
interesting to note the changes made in that year as it seemed to result in a substantial
decrease in the number of students discontinued.
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C. Quasi-Experimental Matched Group (with regression analysis)

In order to form more appropriate comparison groups, a method called propensity scoring
was used to create a comparison group for Reading Recovery® students within each school
year cohort. This method begins by creating a predictive model for who will receive Reading
Recovery®. For all students a propensity score is created that estimates the statistical
likelihood that an individual student would receive Reading Recovery® based on pre-scores and
demographic factors. This score is then used to pair Reading Recovery® students with a
student who did not receive Reading Recovery®. The student with the propensity score closest
to that Reading Recovery® student is the match. If a match is not within a statistically
significant threshold of the matched case (i.e., the program was unable to find a close match)
the case was not included in the analysis.

After the maich, t-tests were conducted to assure that these were similar groups. Reading
Recovery® is not available at all schools within the MMSD and, as Table 7 shows, there are a
sufficient number of students with low literacy scores who do not receive Reading Recovery® to
create valid comparison groups. For both groups, the comparison groups are very close in both
school years. However, in 2008-09 there were differences in terms of gender and household
configuration. This might limit the ability to draw conclusions regarding the effect on these two
groups. Neither of these factors was significant in predicting the end of Grade 1 text reading
level.

Achievement data for the 2007-08 and 2008-09 grade 1 cohoris were analyzed to
determine whether Reading Recovery® students’ performance was significantly different from
the matched comparison group. The analysis compares end of grade 1 performance across
the entire set of PLAA subtests.

There were no significant differences in terms of end of grade 1 text reading level in 2007-08
comparing Reading Recovery® students to the matched sample of similar students. in 2008-09
(Table 8) the analysis indicates that a Reading Recovery® student receiving 80 lessons would
gain .8 text reading levels compared to a similar student who did not receive Reading
Recovery®. This gain or 'value added’ was significant. Reading Recovery® had more male
students and had fewer students from two parent households compared with the matched non-
participant group in 2008-02. In both years the overall program effect on {ext reading level was
positive for Reading Recovery® participants compared with matched non-participants, but was
only statistically significant in 2008-09.
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Table 8

200849 School Year Reading Recovery and Comparisen Group

Comparison
Reading HonReading
Recovery Recovery
=231} n=231) ig.
Average Scores:
K PLAA Concepts About Pring 125 13.0 039
K PLAA Sound or Word 27 k| 059
K PLAA Hearing Sounds 180 18.7 A2
K PLAA Text Reading 15 1.7 0.07
K PLAA Unper Cass 246 24.0 0.21
K PLAA Lower Cass 24.3 238 0.33
Demoaraphics (%)
Male 0% 50% 9.03
English Language Leamner %% 29% 0.33
Low Income 1% 1% 0.47
Two o1 More Adulls in Honsehold 53% BT% 0.00
Farent Coll Edug 14% 17% .58
Adrizan Amercian 48% 2% 0.2
Hispanic X% 5% .75
Aslan 2% 3% 0.36
Rates:
Kind Attendance H.2 92.2 .17
Red bold = significant at 05 level
2009 Matched Sample 2009 Unstandardized Coefficients!  Standardized Cosflicients
_ Mean B Std. Error Beta t Sig.
Constan) -14.158 2841 <3897 .00
K Letter D 49,29 £.208 EICY] E: B.822 0.000
K Taxt Reading Level 1.64 ga97 0152 0,292 f,484 0000
Gr 1 Gpecial Education 3rd Friday 0.20 2462 05377 1200 -4.581 0.000
Gr 1 Attendance Rate g93g0 {163 0038 1 018 436 000
Reading Recovery {Lessons) 34.23 0,013 0,006 2089 2070 0,838
Estimated Fifect of RR on i of Grade 1 Text Reading Level f
Mo Reading Recovery 1300 182
Heading Recovery B0 Lessons 1380 192
Nat Difference in TRL 0.30

Al Reading Recovery Status hcluded - Trestment variable is Numher of Reading Recovery Lessons
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Table 9

2007 08 Sehool Yeur Reading Recovery and Comparison Group

Compatison
Reading Mon-Reading
Recovery Recovery
{n=212} =212} Sig.

Averaie Scores:

K PLAA Cancints About Prind 148 15.1 0,25

K PLAA Saund of Word 180 2.4 0.8

K PLAS Hearing Sounde 18.2 18.4 017

K FLAA Text Reading 27 8 .50

K PLAS Unpar Case 230 234 {1.58

K PLAA Lower Case 27 231 (.53

End of Grade 1 Text Reading 13.3 133 0.9
Demographics (% .

bala 60% 5% 0.43

Enlich Languane Leamer 31% N% 0.83

Lovt Income B3% 81% .51

Two or Mere Adults in Housshold 59% 55% .43

Parent Coll Educ 8% 10% .50

African Amercian A3% % 0.43

Hispanic 2% 7% .14

Asian 1% 2% 0.48
Rates:

Kind Attendance a3.7 B84.8 .19

5r 1 Attendancs 929 525 451

Hed hold = significant at 05 level

2008 Watchad Sampte Unstandardized

2008 Cosfficients Standardized Coefficionts
- Wean B Sud, Evior Beta 1 Siy. |
{Constant) 2568 0.602 12.081 0.000
[ 18.95 {.160 0,029 (1283 515 0,000
K Text Brading Level 273 {1LE71 (3,155 0.2 4,331 (1.000
Gt 1 Spee Ed rd Fri 1,15 -3.1749 el A1 R 4 7350 04000
Froutanch 073 -1.883 n.519 3,138 -3.052 (.02
Reading Recovery {Lessons} $.008 #.007 3.0%52 1.158 0.251
himated af BE on Ensl of Grade 1 Text Reqdding Level n
No Reading Recovery 1291 194
Regding Recovery BO Lessens 13.38 194
Ner Difference in TRL 648 :
All Reading Recovery Status Included - Treatment variable is Number of Resding Recovery Lassons
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D. Long-Term Impacts

In addition to the one-year gains, the following chart looks at the later achievement of
Reading Recovery® students after their 1 grade year. This includes any student who has had
Reading Recovery® since the program first began in 1989-80. For the series of achievement
tests available in the District's student information system, Reading Recovery® proficiency is
shown in the following chart. Two groups of Reading Recovery® participants are shown — those
successfully discontinued and all other participants. Previous research has been mixed in
regard to long term effects of Reading Recovery®.

There is some evidence that students who received the program and were discontinued
were proficient in reading in subsequent years. A much lower proportion of students who were
defined with the Reading Recovery outcomes of recommended or incomplete were proficient in
later years. This simple analysis only illustrates overall outcomes for Reading Recovery®
students. In order to draw conclusions a more systematic analysis using comparison students
would have o be conducted. In general, we can conclude that discontinued Reading
Recovery® students have much greater success than other outcomes in later years.

How have Discontinued and All Reading Recovery stutdents fared?
Percent Proficient/Advanced

#80ther RR aDiscRR

100%

I

Prof Aty End of ProfAdy Ent of Prof Adw WIKLE Profady Fourlh ProfadeTerra ProfAdvTerma Profidy Terra ProlAdy WHIE FrofAdv WKCE  Braduated

Grsded PLAS  Orade2PLAA Graded GradeWRCE NovaGraded NovaGrade§ NovaQrade? Gradel Grada 10 Percent
Tmliﬁn?ing Tﬂs‘ﬂeadtng Raading Reading Raading Reading Reading Raading
4
ToastiMeasure
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E. Teacher and School Effects

There is also great variation between schools and teachers in terms of outcomes. As
the following charts show, outcomes vary greatly between both teachers and schools. in 2008-
09, the top 7 schools produced over 50% of the discontinued students. The bottom 7 schools
produced less than 10% of the discontinued students.

200809 Disconfinuation Rates by School ; ; ; , |
Sorng K PreSeores Spring Graude 1 Post Scores
Tent Contepts Text
# Stadents i % Reading Bhout | Kind |Reading
:BRScheal | Recoiving AR 1 Discontinaed] | Biscontinud [% Biscontinued Lovel iDictation] Pnt {EetterID} Level | Sounds | Spelling: Editing
School 1 13 il T7% (R R e i8 it bl 8 15 4 i 2
Schoal 2 # 1 TE e 18 A 1 H 1] 4 1 2
Sehoal 3 g 5 B2 AR 15 Bl 2| & 1B & U d
School 4 i2 ! S% e 18 7 4 B 1 4 1l 2
School § 4 13 A% e 15 18 i ] 5] 8 1 2
School i 4 G0 N 14 15 1] & 1 4 E l
Schoot 7 i 4 6% A 15 P 12 & i g 1 ?
Schoot § 8 4 6% T 13 L - T . O . T
Sthwol ) B 4 0% B A 28 B W 41 B 6 02
Sehaul 10 g 4 S0% A 03 2 | 7o Bpouo #8102
. (Sbool 11 i7 i 7% (B ey 20 P 1 5 13 4 i 2
- [Sehool 12 8 3 3% T e 03 13 i gl 12 4 g 1
Schoal 13 8 3 3% [ 16 NN 1
Schiool 8 ] T | 19 4., 8 I LI I 2
School 15 i fi 3% A A oz 8| 0l % |3 2
Schogt 16 g i B (e 11 13 ! 4 i 4 g 2
Schaot 17 i 5 % | 12 6 12 4 13 4 i 2
Sthoot 18 B ] T i i ! 4 ki 8 12 3
School 19 B Z 5% | 22 i 10 B il & il 3
School 26 17 3 8% e b9 16 14 L it 4 g 2
Sthusl 21 8 1 1% 12 i5 i i 1 4 g 2
Sthiosl 22 § 1 1% t2 Z .| 4 11 f ! 2
Schasl 23 ! b 0% ) 15 g il 1 4 7 ?
- tScheal 4 8 0 % 08 It fl i 4 4 g ?
Tatal . 118 8% e 14 18 1 Ly i 4 10 2
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[2008-69 Biscardinuation Rates hy Schadl ! ! | ] t
: Spring K Pra-Scores Spring Grade 1 Post Seures
4 Congepts Text
Discoutins] # Stidends Text Reading Fhout Kind | Reading
Teacher  [Year ed  |Receling RR i Biscantimuad ;% Discontinued [% Biscontizned Level Diclation | Piind | Letterdd | Level | Sounds | Spelfng | Editag
i 2608) 8% L] 3 8% [ e D 14 42 14 4 14 4 7 2z
i1 2008, 50% [] 4 50% R 1.2 18 1% i 15§ ] 12 2
L2 2008 60% 5 3 E0% iR R R 48 18 18 47 15 ] 1 2
L2 2008 80% 8 ] 80% AR AL 21 Y] 18 58 16 43 13 2
3 2008]  38% [ 3 % 24 1 14 15 12 42 7 2
E 2600]  38% [ 3 3% 08 18 12 58 i 48 [ 3
Py 2008] _ 78% 3 b 78% 40 M 15 57 18 5 12 2
ia 2008 B3% 2 § 53% 1.4 13 18 51 15 [T] i1 1
5 28| 25% [} 2 2% 12 15 14 50 13 49 g 3
[ 2808]  50% 10 [ 0% 38 1B 14 47 1§ &7 a 2
] 2009 83% [} 5 3% 15 FA 12 46 15 3 12 3
7 2088 13% [] 1 11% 28 12 12 41 10 45 g 2
[ 2068 AT% 7 4 5% 1.0 73 15 {8 13 45 ] 2
3 I ] 3 0% i G E 18 13 13 4% 13 4 F] ]
f] 20080 13% [ i $3% gl 1.2 15 11 8 43 45 19 2
10 600]  20% 10 2 0% R i 16 1§ 45 11 43 g 2
11 2008, 68% [ 4 0% L 10 % 13 48 13 45 8 1
11 20000 5% B 4 0% e LA EE] 24 i 41 15 50 1 3
12 20081 13% g 1 13% [ 26 i 11 47 18 £ E] 2
13 2008 B0% 10 3 60% R BB BB i 18 1§ 50 1§ ig 10 2
13 2008 2% [} H 6% (R 12 18 18 48 10 35 7 2
14 2000 2% [] 2 N% e 18 18 15 6 F 10 4% [} Fl
15 2088!  56% 8 & 6% O A 48 pil 13 §2 13 48 11 2
18 2008 A0% 1 4 40% R 48 il 16 53 1 4 19 2
6 2000 1% 3 1 1% NllE 1.2 72 10 44 B 1n 5 i
# 2008 4% 8 4 4% LG e T 40 13 " 50 i 48 10 2
47 000 75% 8 ] 75% R L G Bt et 14 14 i3 43 17 53 13 3
F 20000 3% ] 1 13% il 98 18 i3 8 13 4 8 2
19 209! 60% B 4 50% R R R 08 77 7 52 13 40 10 3
20 20000 50% B 4 50% T R 8 17 14 kil 10 kE} I 2
21 2008]  56% ¢ 5 8% AT AR A e 1l 18 18 45 11 [ [ 2
21 2008] 8% g 3 3% M 1.8 1 16 50 12 4t g 2
LB 2008]  £3% g 5 B3% (G e B R i8 g 3 # 13 43 10 2
L2 2008  38% 8 3 3% L RN 28 i 7 4 il 42 7 2
LB 20000 3% ] 3 8% (I 11 12 H 50 13 42 8 2
4 2008 50% 5 3 0% 44 % 15 3 14 4 11 2
24 20000 75% 4 1 6% 048 7 10 kL) 11 42 7 2
25 2068 T5% ] § 75% 40 214 17 5 14 i 1 3
25 2008 5% ] i 55% 0 3 17 i1 13 Y 11 2
2% 2008 50% [ 4 50% 30 18 18 43 12 [ g 3
Fi 2003)  79% [ 7 %% 38 18 15 6 16 49 11 2
L 2008 _80% 19 8 % R S A e 18 i i 40 17 4 10 2
LB 2008] £3% 8 § 83% A B g 3 12 it 14 LE] 1 2
H—} 2009 56% 8 4 §0% L e b R R 15 23 iz 1 12 x| ] 2
I 20008 0% [ 1] 0% [ 18 ] & [ 40 7 2
T 2008 50% ] 4 5% (A 1) b 1§ 46 14 63 2 3
I 30 2008]  &0% ] 4 5% M LA 14 1§ 16 51 14 47 g 2
I 2008]  50% i L] 56% LR R B R Rl pi] H 12 8 12 4 ] 2
3 2008  38% [ 3 kL) A 11 2 7 kod 12 43 8 2
32 2008] 83% g 5 8% R T T 1 18 15 47 12 4 10 2
32 2008] 44 2 4 44% L e 24 % 11 53 13 44 i0 2
.38 08| 8% 3 2 51% B B B B 40 18 bt} 45 18 59 10 1
- 2000]  75% 4 3 5% A B 14 16 12 49 18 57 it 3
H 2068|  75% 9 8 5% L R B LR L 30 e} 15 52 1 4 11 3
H 2008 0% B ) 58% B R 18 kil 16 52 14 4 12 2
3% 2008 15% 8 § I5% T AR R e A 3 £ L) 4 i7 44 12 3
35 2089 63% 8 § kS T e 18 il # 47 18 fa il 2
i 38 08| 56% [ § 58% TR A A g 18 1 it 18 52 11 2
) 2608]  50% 4 2 5% S R 10 1§ 2 4 15 [ 12 3
37 2008] 38% i} 3 % R GEa i0 15 14 kx| 14 18 11 3
37 2008) 8% 8 3 % AL B 2] 18 11 48 13 50 18 2
3 20081 6% [ § 3% G e 0 11 1 3 15 LY 19 1
38 a009]  B3% [} 5 §1% R e el i 5 g 2 18 ] 1 2
3 2088 0% ] g 0% 10 15 18 T} [] 42 7 2
39 2008] 0% [ [ 0% a4 14 10 47 13 49 12 2
49 2008 36% B 3 8% (A a0 17 15 44 ] kil 7 ]
i Tota 2008 50% 758 12 50% Ll B 14 18 12 49 13 45 4 1
U Total 2000 g 2 14 47% [ 10 18 15 46 13 48 18 2
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3. Use of Predictive Models to ldentify Students Who Would be Successful in Reading
Recovery®

The District already uses a predictive model to identify students at-risk of not being
proficient in reading at the end of 1* grade using the end of Kindergarten information. The
model creates a probability for each student based mainly on the student’s end of Kindergarten
PLAA scores. Most students who receive Reading Recovery® are in this at-risk group. There
are a few students placed in Reading Recovery® who seem to have a high probability of being
proficient at the end of 1* grade — 5% in 2008-09.

Nationally, Reading Recovery® reports that approximately 60% of all students who
receive Reading Recovery® are discontinued. Rates in Madison have been lower for the past 3
years. It may be possible to take the students Reading Recovery® has already identified as
needing assistance and try to identify the students in that group who are most likely to
discontinue from the program. To do this type of analysis, a decision tree procedure can be run
using Reading Recovery® students from the past four years. The decision tree procedure
creates a tree-based classification model. It classifies cases into groups or predicts values of a
dependent (target) variable based on values of independent (predictor) variables. In other
words, we can use the binary outcome - discontinued/not discontinued - and identify which
variables best distinguish between the two using the selection data available that placed the
student in Reading Recovery®. It would be best to have all students that Reading Recovery®
identified (not just those placed) because the analysis assumes that students who weren't
placed but were considered eligible would be somewhat similar in their characteristics.

Using just the PLAA scores the following decision tree is produced.
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This indicates that a student with an end of Kindergarien letter ID score higher
than 51 and a Concepts About Print score of 17 or higher has a 75% chance of being
discontinued. A student with a letter ID score less than 49 and a text reading level of
two or less has a 15% chance of being discontinued. This analysis includes students
from 2006-2008 who received Reading Recovery® so they already met the criteria for
placement. A positive overall program effect is more likely when the discontinuation rate
is 60% or above. If the percent of students receiving Reading Recovery® and being
discontinued could be increased, the program would be more cost-effective.
Discontinued students generally are proficient by the end of grade 1 and maintain
proficiency to the end of grade 2 whereas other students remain behind their peers.

The same analysis can be run using only the scores that Reading Recovery®
generates from the observation summary tests. The decision tree follows a similar
pattern. in this analysis, performance on the dictation task makes the greatest
difference followed by letter ID. A student with a dictation task score of 9 or less and a
letter ID score less than 40 has a 7% probability of being discontinued. A student with a
dictation task score higher than 16 and a letter 1D score greater than 47 has an 81%
probability of being discontinued.

Using these decision trees to select students who are in the lowest 20% for
Reading Recovery would help increase discontinuation rates. To improve these
models, it would be helpful o have ali data collected on students considered for Reading
Recovery®. This information may also be useful in terms of instruction. Perhaps
Kindergarten and first grade teachers should provide focused instruction on letter
identification and other literacy skills by providing instructions in varying formats, such as
one-on-one or small groups prior to the Reading Recovery® . This would result in
greater likelihood that students could become proficient after the Reading Recovery®
intervention.
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4. Cost Analysis
Reading Recovery® Allocations: ($81,000 per 14 FTE= $1,134,000)

The following is a table of allocations distributed to the schools. Redistribution of these
allocations to schools has not changed for over eight years. The schools highlighted in bold do
not currently have a Reading Recovery® teacher because of the lack of trained teachers in the
hiring pool (internal and exiernal). These schools, however, are providing reading intervention
for first grade students. In addition, Lapham was excluded from using the allocation for Reading
Recovery® per BOE decision.

Reading
Recovery®
School Allocation Low Income
Glendale 0.5 83%
Lindbergh 0.5 76%
Emerson 0.5 75%
Allis 0.5 74%
Mendota 0.5 74%
Lincoln 0.0 72%
Hawthorne 0.5 70%
Sandburg 0.5 68%
l.eopold 1.0 68%
Fatk 0.5 68%
Schenk 0.5 68%
Midvale 1.0 65%
Lake View 0.5 64%
Nuestre Mundo 0.0 61%
Orchard Ridge 0.5 58%
Lowell 0.5 53%
Thoreau 0.5 52%
Huegel 0.5 46%
Gompers 0.5 45%
Muir 0.5 38%
Crestwood 0.5 38%
- Shorewood 0.0 34%
Otlson 0.5 34%
Elvehjem 0.5 32%
Marguetie 0.0 30%
Lapham 0.5 28%
Kennedy 05 26%
Stephens 0.5 26%
Chavez 05 25%
Randall 0.0 25%
Van Hise 0.0 21%
Frankiin 0.5 21%
TOTAL 14.0 49%
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Additional Reading Recovery® Costs:

Reading Recovery® Teacher Leaders: (1.5 FTE= $121,500)

Extended employment to write reports for the National organization: $4,000
Required National Conference attendance: $3,800

Ohio State Organization Fee (data analysis): $2,500

UW Tuition Budget (currently no training class): $5,400

Total Reading Recovery® Cost: Approximately $ 1,271,200
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Part lll

It is advisable to examine how this program is operationally implemented in Madison and
how this differs from other school districts. The District should investigate different modes of
service deiivery for incomplete students, other methods to address the needs of recommended
students and focus Reading Recovery resources on students in the lowest 20% with a high
likelihood of being discontinued.

The district should use the predictive analysis models described in the report to inform
Kindergarten program changes, student selection and a more systematic way of implementing
interventions across the primary grades.

It is recommended that Reading Recovery® teachers utilize the access they have to the
student information system to record enrcliment as well as observation summary data on all
students eligible for Reading Recovery® and those who receive the intervention. This should
also be tracked in the Student Intervention Monitoring System (SIMS) for reference by other
staff involved with an individual student's literacy programming. This would allow the
development of betier predictive models that accurately identify students with a high likelihood
of success in the Reading Recovery® program.

It would be helpful if the data used to select Reading Recovery® students were recorded
in the student data system. Staff currently enters the data into the National Reading Recovery®
data system. Reading Recovery® staff do not currently use the district’s student information
system although the system is available to them. Use of the system should be required for all
Reading Recovery® teachers.

Kindergarien and first grade teachers should provide focused instruction on letter
identification and other literacy skills by providing instructions in varying formats, such as one-
on-one or smali group prior to the Reading Recovery®. This would result in greater likelihood
that students could become proficient after Reading Recovery® intervention.

The District should implement a comprehensive model of literacy instruction that
supports our lowest achieving literacy learners across all grade levels (see Appendix).

» Implement formal and informal assessments to drive teacher instruction aligned with
student needs.

« Develop a protocol based on assessments to determine whether individual instruction or
small group instruction is most appropriate.

« Provide intensive and ongoing professional development around age-appropriate literacy
assessment and instruction that accelerates student learning at all grade levels.

e Provide early interventions district wide, for teachers to use in Kindergarten literacy that
focus on oral language development, phonemic awareness, concepts about print and
phonological analogy embedded in high quality, engaging instruction (Tier ).

= Provide ongoing monitoring and support for students who have received Reading
Recovery®.

s Continue investigation of small group interventions that support students from various
demographic groups at various stages of literacy development across the elementary
years and into middie school.
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Ensure availability of culturally relevant books and materials in the book rooms and
across all grade levels.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Criteria for Placement in Reading Recovery®
MMSD Reading Recovery® Program — From Reading Recovery® staff

Procedures for Choosing Students to be Assessed and Selected for Placement in a
Reading Recovery® Intervention in MMSD

Students are eligible for Reading Recovery® services if they are in first grade and are
assessed {o be the lowest achieving students. Children are not excluded because of potential
special education diagnosis, limited English proficiency (as long as they can understand the
tasks on initial assessments), or high absence patterns.

The following procedures are used in each elementary building to identify students who
should be assessed in order {o be considered for selection in the program. The Reading
Recovery® teacher meets with Kindergarten teachers at the end of the school year to identify
those Kindergarten students who are the lowest achieving in literacy after a year of instruction.
Classroom teachers come to the meeting with 2 list that ranks their students from most to least
proficient in literacy learning. The majority of Kindergarten teachers are easily able to describe
the learning behaviors of their lowest students to the Reading Recovery® teacher so that they
have some background information as well as end of Kindergarten PLAA data on each of the
low functioning students there is concern over. Although there is no set criteria for what defines
an end of year Kindergartener who should be considered for Reading Recovery® assessment,
these are generally students who stand out as having had ongoing learning problems
throughout the year, reflected in lower scores on summative assessments. These are also
usually students who have demonstrated far less independence in their learning than their
peers, demanding a great deal of {eacher attention throughout the year. Since the lowest
functioning students in one classroom may be somewhat higher functioning than students in the
classroom next door, the Reading Recovery® teacher uses the summative data (particularly the
spring PLAA iext reading level) and formative observations collected on each child to try and
create a school wide ranking of the lowest achieving students to choose for testing in the fall.

During the first week of school in September, the Reading Recovery® teacher begins
assessing first grade students, starting with the lowest functioning student on the school wide
list. £ach Reading Recovery® teacher takes the time to do a complete evaluation on 6-8 of the
lowest functioning first graders. They also screen any new students during the first few days of
schools that first grade teachers have identified as being of concern. Reading Recovery®
teachers list results of this testing (Observation Survey tasks) on a Student Selection form and
compare the students’ performance on the literacy tasks both in terms of raw data and stanines.
The Reading Recovery® teacher shares the assessment results with the principal and first
grade teachers and selects the four lowest achieving students for service. These students make
up the first round of the Reading Recovery® pregram. They begin their series of lessons during
the second week of school.
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When a first round student completes the program (in 16-20 weeks), a new student is
selected to fill that teaching slot. First grade classroom teachers can provide formative
observations and summative assessments on their lowest functioning students once the school
year is underway. That information can assist a Reading Recovery® teacher in locating the
lowest functioning student(s) in the building. Students who were assessed in the fall but who
were not the lowest students may be reassessed at this time. All students are assessed using
all six of the Observation Survey tasks. Again, the student with the lowest scores is the first
selected to fill any open {eaching slot.
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Appendix B: Regression Analysis Results

Sammary of Kodels Reading
Recovery 2006-2009 Text Reading Levels Weeks

2006 2007 2008 009 2006 W7 2008 2009
All incided 520 .48 4135 057 -1 4 -1 2
Round 1 0.32 £1.80 .35 167 1 -3 1 5
Round 3 * H.54 0.18 .68 2 i 2
Kivd TRE Less than or Equal to 3 1.24 0,02 0,56 1,85 4 1] 3 &
Wimd TRL Greater than 3 -1.88 244 2.18 -1. 1 & & 4 -3
Red/bald = significant at 05 level
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Reading Recovery 2008

Fypical Profile for
Eateving Reading

Unstandardized

Racovery Coefficients Standardized Coefficients
[ i5nl, Evvori  Beis 1 5ig, |
{:onstanty 530 1 277 ~2,k8 0.02
ing Level 2.0 .85 0.2 035 15,61 0.04
21.8 n.17 2.02 0.2% .21 0.0
king Concems Ahout Prim 15.9 Q.44 o4 .00 283 000
Kead Lattar 1D 0.1 0.11 .02 0.11 4.98 Q.00
Free Lunch 0.7 -85 028 .08 372 .00
Par BEduc Grad Prof 0.1 1.10 0.23 .o &478 8.0
Gr i Spep Ed Ard £0 B.1 -1.19 .31 kil -3.84 .00
Gr 1 Altendance Rats 94.2 a.u7 0.03 0.05 2./8 0.0
Diays Enrolied Brade 1 WMMSD 1745 Q.02 009 Q.04 233 0032
Black 0.4 - 52 0,27 205 P Do
Reading Recovery Lessons fquadraticy” 4178.1 .00 Q.30 0.0 87E .45
Difference fF’mgram Effect) 0.20
Typical Profile for
Reading Recowesyvy 2607 Emterivg Reading Unstandordized
Resowvery Coefficients Standacdized Coefficients
B Sud. Evvori  Beta L3 Sig.
{Conatand) A 254 -0,88 .35
Kind Taxt Reading Level .42 E1.L)2 a.41 20,31 E1.O0Y
iGnd Dictation Task Q.18 0.02 0.28 11.41 0,00
iind Letter 1D a.14 002 0.0 4,56 00
' _Fres Lunch -£).79 .25 -85 3,16 800
TSar Educ Grad Brol GEs G5 .04 fe V1] 6.a61
By 3 Bpec Bd 3rd Fri ~2,84 G.48 .13 -5,24 0.00
Gr 1 Alondance Date o.04 Q2 03 1. 82 D07
Bays Enmllﬁﬁ MMSD Gy 1 g0z 041 0.04 2.56 041
SE Asian -1.72 0.5% 05 -3,24 0.00
Speech & Language 1.45 0.68 Q.05 2.41 0.02
id 0.47 0.23 0.n4 2,02 0.04
Q.05 0.00 0.a7 ~3.94 [UREE
AEG
Typical Profite for
Hoeading Recovery 2008 Entering Roading Unstandardized
Racovery Coefficiants Srandardizaed Coofficiants
B i8Sl Evror:  Bein ¥ Sig..
(Congtant) 9,54 3,44 2.7¢. 0.81
Kind Taxt Reading Level 2. ¥ 11 .44 Q.12 .38 19,78 0,06
kind Dictation Task 18.5 [£Re:% 0.02 428 13.10 {3.00
Kind Concepts About Prng 14.9 6014 p.o2 0.03 202 0.4
gind Composite Arcess Boore a2.4 0.74 .11 .23 BEy .00
Gr 1 Spec Bd 3rd Fri 0.2 w2 37 .39 £ 11 -8, U'I .00
Gr 1 Attendance Rata 93.10 .10 8.63 0.07 385 0.0G
Black 0.4 W(5.74 3,352 -G08 2,36 Q.02
ELL 3rd Pl Sepl 0.3 2.41 G.55 014 4.41 0.00
Free Lunch 0.6 ] 0,39 -5 -6, 9% 0.00
Reduced Price Lusgh 0.1 -1.98 0.43 0.0% ~3.14 0480
# of Sohoels Kind/Gr 1 Mobility 1.1 «1.48 3.4 -0.08 +3,02 0.00
kind Attendance Rate o927 -0.08 .03 -0.08 ~2.81 0.
) -2.58 1.19 0,04 2,25 an2
0. 72 U35 ~0.03 w22 OF 23,04
0,60 0.00 002 -1.07 124
Recelving Reading Resevery 3 i
Differance Program Effact) i i
: i
Typics] Profite for
Reading Recovey 2009 Entering Reading Unstandardizeod
Recovery Coefficients Standardized Coefficlents |
13 Std, Erros  Bata % JBig.
(Constanly =3.2F 4 205 -3.80 .11
Kind Taxt Meading level 1.5 Q. a2 1145 22.28 [sXen
Kind Dictation Tashk 8.2 0.15 002 0.12 7.43 .00
¥ind Coneepts Abuut Print 12.8 0348 003 0.07 .52 .00
LKind Letter 10 #4058 0,18 803 .12 g.14 0.00
Froe Lunch .8 -3 98 Q.20 RKerd w3 A8 .00
.04 1.03 .35 8,05 e Xzv o.a0
Q.2 -2.88 .49 40,14 5,58 .00
172.7 8.0 0.01 .04 253 02
0.5 =516 D32 -0.07 3.47 .00
02 1,40 Q.63 0.5 Ny~ 3.03
Find Composite Access Scorp 58 £330 R 7 0.8 2.84 300
Par Edue No info 0.4 0.51 0.235 0.04 2.20 1Xsx]
0.08 0,00 D.03 1.B7 (50
Kol Resenving Readm Racmrery 1,
L freading Pecovery 12.24
Difference grﬁmgram Exffoct) 0.57




Reading Recovery 2006 Roond 1 Only

Typicat Profile for
Entering Reading

Dustandardized

Racovery Round 3 ﬁoeﬁ“cientﬁ Standardized Coetlicionts
S1d. Eyror Beta t S5iqg.
Constanty —3,36 281 -1.18 Q.23
Kind Text Reading Level 2.7 5.35 2.02 .35 1538 0.0
King Dictation Fask 2.8 0,19 002 3.2 18.43 0.00
iKind Concepte Abput Print 5.4 .15 304 1,31 4.07 £.00
Kind Lettar D 49 & i Q.02 .10 4.48 8.00
Gr 1 Spac BEd 3rd Fi D.1 -1.02 .32 3085 -3.12 £3.00
i Bduc Brad Prof, 2.1 1.15 0.23 8.08 508 £.00
Dar Educ HS Diplona 0.3 =131 0. 31 -BO7 -3 Bl xAnx]
NMumber of Sehools  Kind/Grate 1 bobiiy 1.0 ~1,52 257 .35 PR Ty .03
IKindfGr 1 Susp 0.1 ~1.00 .39 -0.08 2. 55 aay]
Sr 1 At Rale 841 a.6s8 3.05 2R %15] 209 0,00
Roading Recovery L essons {guadnatic)” 51304 0.0 2.00 202 .87 0.38
bdot Racei\nng Raedmg Racuvery 14 44
Receiving Reading Recovery 13,75
Diference (Program Efect) 037
Typical Profite for
Reading Recovery 2007 Round 1 Only Euntering Reading Unstandardized
Recovery Round 1 Coeflicies Standardized Coefficients
B Beta 1 4,
{Congstant) -2.B6 ~1.41 416
Kind Text Resding b evet 286 .40 2,40 19,44 o.0a
Kind Dictation Task 7.1 [ ] 0.28 11,36 0.0
Kind Lettey 10 47.1 £.14 ¥ .11 508 .08
Gr 1 Spec Ed Srd Fri 0.2 =2.39 0,50 G.13 =474 0.0
LPar BEduc Grad Prof 0.3 52 825 004 2.33 002
SEAsian 3.1 ~1.39 0.68 0.4 2,35 0.02
Twe Adult Household 3.5 164 0.23 AR5 2.4 .01
dayskEnraltedY ear 171.3 8.0 .0 005 3,14 .00
LBt 0.1 1,22 LhLE3 D.05 1.5 0.05
. King Gompaosite Arccess Score 55 .20 0,08 D.0B a:m 0.00
Black fER- -0.68 g.27 4.6 -3. 2.2 5.00
DuandraticTreatmaent By 8.00 .00 -0.04 2 2 D03
Aarectod b : e, XA E ing ¥ ikl
hot Receving Reading Recovery 1223
Feoehving Feading Reocovery T1.3%
Dni’ftarence (Pragram Eitect) £.50

Reading Recovery 2008 Rowmsd 1 Only

Typical Profile for
Entaring Reading

Dnsrandardized

Becovery Round 1 Coefficients Standardized Coefficlents
Sad. Error,  Betn 2
{Constant} 1.80 2.55 0.74
Iind Text Reading Lewel 2.3 .44 D2 D38 ta12
Kind Dictalian Task 16.8 022 0.2 029 1335
Kind Concepts About Print 13.9 0.5 .02 pcpa L) el X4
Free tunch 0.8 -1.89 n.31 114 6,11
S Spec Ed 3rd Fo 0.2 w2 3R .41 ~E 10 5 B4
NMumber of Schools MindiGrade 1t o 1.3 -1.75 a.58 £L.05 -3.04
Gr 1 At Rale 858 005 0.2 0.034 2037
Kind Composite Accass Soore =% 0748 £2.11 025 7.03
Bilack (L5 .81 .33 -0.85 ~2. A5
L1 Zrd Friday Sept (=Y O=N} 18] 2.57 0.58 28.1% 4.54
fteducediineh 1} ~1.26 0.44 «43,05 «2.534
Beading Becovery Leseols fquadratic)” AA12.1 a.0n [xXsn] 0.01 078
Expocted Fod of Geade 1 Text Reading Level - Reading Roecovenys
tlot Receiing Reading Racovery 12,85
Receiving Reading Recovery 12.90
Diffietence (Program Effect) 035
Typical Profile for
Reading Recovery 2009 Round 1 Oniy Emwering Readiag Unstandardized
Recovery Round 1 fooeficients Srandardized Coefficients
) o B Std. Ereor:  Betn [ Sig,
{Constant) 005 1.44 0.04 0.97
it Texnt Resding 1 evel 1.3 .42 45 2] £ 465 21 61 €00
Wind Dictation Task 168 0.17 a.02 0.2 7.97 G.00
Fing Concepts Ahout Brint 131.2 0.11 8.03 .08 .63 3,00
Hind Letter 10y A7 .2 018 0.03 2,13 5.39 0.0
Free Luach 0.7 {304 82,29 rnnry P LREN]
Far Bduc Grad Frof 1.1 1.04 0235 0.06 2896 G.60
LB 1 Bpec Bd 3td Fe 0.3 275 D.50 4113 -5 49 0.0
L 0.2 1.80 066 D05 226 a.02
ek s -1.10 0,53 ~£3,07 -3.38 0.00
EL‘: Srd Friday Sept £1=Y Oe=p 0.2 £} G5 0.34 .05 ~2.84 080
""Par Educ Mo lai e 2,47 0,24 0.4 1.97 005
Reading Recovery Lessons {guadraticy™ S077.0 1300 D60 D.a7x 563 9.80

E 1 el 11
ot Renewmg Reading Recovery

ceiving Reading Recovery

{Reading Recovery legsons is inciuded are the model as g nonfinear relationship,

The relaticnebip hetween the number of leesons & child vacehies and thalr reating leve

i

ey
v

mple, students who are struggling , mav reguire more ies

Is not a linear raistim;sh’m.

TONS. Th:s can be adjusted for |
H i I

]
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i : Typical Profile for §
Reading ;;Z?:Wé“;" f 32?: ? ?}fgf‘ 23 Omly Entering Reading | Unstondardized
) 8 A Recovery Round 273 Coefiiciants Standardized Cosfflcions
; ] Sul, Erver,. . Bata 1 Sig.
{Constant) J..808 1.69 2829 1 000
Grt Term 2 TRL 4.5 o.64 0. a.78 50,658 0.0g
Blagk 0.4 .59 0,29 <104 -2.55 0.1
Higpanic 0.2 -1.16 0.24 3007 -4 75 0.0
Southaast Asian 0.1 2,42 0,41 -0.08 -5.58 0.08
.Par Educ Grad Prof . 0.1 .41 020 8,43 21 0.04
Gr % Suspensions B.1 096 131,39 -1 03 w245 .01
Gr 1 Attendance Rate 93.8 0.08 002 0.05 348 2.00
Frae Lonch ; a7 ~0.39 0220 103 ~1.88 0,08
Reading Recovesy Lessens {yuaadratic)” ] 31381 0.08 Q0g i 003 -1.92 0405
Expoctad End of Grade 1 Toxt Reading Lavel,
Mot Recaiving Reading Recovery
iReceiving Reading Recovery
\Differenca (Frogram Effect)
Typlcal Profile for
Reaading Recovery 2008 Round 243 Only Entering Reading :  Unstondacized
Recovery Round 273 Coefficients Standardized Coeflicients
: B iSul. Error. Beta ! % Sig.
toonstant} i 11.28 .21 52,77 0,00
Gr 1 Term 2 TRL 5.0 ER A 0.0 0.680 61.16 .00
Free bunch ) ER- i..-103 0,18 -0.08 5,34 0.00
Black . o D4 ) i -b.8a 0.2 -0.05 3.87 a.08
Gy 1 Spec £d 3rd Fri ) 0.1 i -1.73 028 -0.08 .17 a0
ELE 3edFri 0.3 i 088 0.2 -0.06 ~4.31 0.0
O ) a0 278 0.85 -0.04 <317 0400
Par Educ LT HS 0.1 3074 034 -3 «2 16 anm
Readuced Price Lunch 0.04 iAB3 0,43 D03 -2.18 003
Reading Rocovery Lessons {quadratic)” 3318.0 0.00 0.6 .00 0.37 0.71
Mot Receiving Reading Recovery 13.09
Reoceiving Reading Recovery 13.1%
Lifleranca (Program Efech) 2.10
;
o ) Typical Profile for |
Reading Recovery 2009 Round 2/3 Guoly Emtering Reading  ©  Unstandardized
Recovery Reund 2/3 ¢ Coefliclents Srandardized Coefficients
; B, Stl, Error: Beta t Sig.
Lanstanty o B 1 875 154 3.51 0.00
Gy Temm 2 TRL 4.5 1078 0.4 0.a7 AN 0003
Fres bunch 0.8 i-D7Q 0.168 005 -4.48 a0
Gr1 Spec Ed 3rd Fri 0.2 io«1.92 0.33 .09 .78 .00
Gr 1 Attendance Rate 923 15004 o0z 0.03 280 0.0
SL a1 1.27 0.45 QL4 1 280 0.0
Reat]im’ Reocovery Lassons (quadratic)™ 2354 0.00 000 .03 259 801
i sreiving Heading Recovery 1248
Reeeiving Reading Becovery 13,494
Differencs (Program Effact) .66
Typical Profila for
Reading Recovery 2006 Round 243 Only™ Entering Reading | Unstandardized
Rucovery Round 2/3 Couflicients 1 Standardized Coefficients
B Std, Error: Beta 1 Big.
(Constant) =2 82 2,53 -1.80% 030
" Hind Taxd Heading Cavel ¥ .34 [ihir] .55 15,13 G.60
Kind Dictation Task 236 018 ga2 0.26 9.64 0.00
Kind Cencepts About Hrint 15,4 043 0,04 .08 333 000
Kind Letter i1 9.7 3040 8.2 0.1e 4.42 .00
Erea Lunch 2R ) i £8.87 0.27 -0.67 “3.24 0.00
" Par bdue Grad Prot 0.0 1080 023 007 3.85 a0
“Har Educ HE Diploma 0.3 i a5 .31 -0.05 <269 0.0
Gt 1 Spec Ed 3rd Fri a1 ~1.30 032 <008 -4 .04 300
fack 0.4 D72 028 .05 =254 0.1
Gr 1 Atendance Rate 823 0.07 {03 .05 2.64 G.01
Heading Recovery Lessons (guadratic)” 3115.7 0.00 1.00 007 -3.59 .41
g R ‘Recovary
Receiving Reading Recovesy 14,32
Dilferenca (Program: Effect) 1,24
> Mo gradeg in 2008, used end of Kindargarten PLAS,
Ragding Recovery lesgong have a ng ar relationship to the outcoms variabte,
The relationshin bebween the numbar of lessons a child receives and their reading leve) is not a linear reiatlcmshlp
{Eor axaraple, students wha are strugaling . may require more lessons. This can be adjusted for ;

e oy

ihy squaring the lsssons, So the lessons e 3 square of the lessons recaived (2.9, B0 lessgns = 3000), ! !
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Reading Recovery 2685 Using Only

Typiical Profile for

Students with Text Reading Level End of K1 Entering Remding Unstandardized
Less than of Equal to 3 Ratovery Coefllcions Standanlized Cooffictents
" s B Sl Errorl Beta 1 Sig.
{Constant) 1435 4.90 283 ZREN;
Dictation 181 813 0.04 .22 kK¥rd a.nn
Kind Letter I 49,2 832 003 .18 355 0.00
Gr 1 Spec Ed 3d Fri 1 177 060 0.4 -2,94 B8.00
Par Educ Grad Prof a0 23 .78 3,14 297 3.00
Mewlge 50 =212 0.7% 112 -2 001
Concepts Ahout Privg 152 o2 .08 .15 2.6 3,01
Par Educ LT HS 0.1 258 106 .12 258 .01
FreeLunch o7 -1.18 054 310 212 0,03
Reading Recovery Lessons fquadratic)” 4317.8 0.00 oom 013 2,81 001
No} Recalving | Raadmg Recovery 12,68
Receiving Reading Recovery 14,12
Difference [Pregram Effect) 124
Reading Recovery 20067 Hsing Only Typical Profile for
Students with Text Reading Level End of K. Enteting Reading Unstandardized
Less than o1 Equalto ¥ Recavery Cosflicionts Standardized Coaflicients
B iS5t Ewor,  Beta f Siy.
(Constam) -0.62 2,48 0,25 050
Dictatian e .24 0,03 .41 744 040
Gt Spec Ed 3rd Fri I 005 003 .08 1.7¢ 0.08
AgtanhoiBE ag .65 030 014 279 0.0t
Kind Text Rasding Level 23 383 1.24 8.13 310 L)
daysEmrolledYear 1717
BL 8.1
Reading fecovery Lessons fquadratici* 451006 0.0n ooa 1 g0d 404 497
Mot R‘acewmg Resding Rncwary 1206
Receiving Reading Recovery 12,04
Cifierence (Program Effect) 202
Reading Recovery 2008 Using Only Typical Profile for
Students with Text Reading Level End of K1 Enfexing Reading Unstandardized
o e than oy Equalte 3 Recovery Coefficients Standardized Coeofiicients
8 _Stl Ewor, Beta i Big.
fConstanty 8,21 107 7,70 2.00
Digtation 8.3 823 0.0z 0,40 .48 000
Concepts About Print 4.0 3.16 005 0,11 277 .01
Gr 1 Spec Bd 3rd Fri 1] -344 13.53 .24 &.01 0,00
Freelunch 88 =257 .47 0,18 S.08 .00
AUT a0 ¥.a8 275 0.1 2588 .01
Reading Recovery L {quadraticy” 4130.4 aop .00 0.08 203 1 804
el Recehing Reading Ruzevery 1588
Reveiving Reading Recoveiy 1239
BDifferance (Program Effect) 250
Reading Recovery 2009 Using Oaly Typical Profile for
Studeats with Text Reading Level End of K1 Entering Reading Unstandardized
Less than of Equal t0 2 Recovery Coofficients Standandized Coofficionts
B iStd. Ewor] Beta t Sig,
{Constant} 16.23 4.44 165 6.0
Kind Lefier ID 478 4947 B3 .27 5,23 0.00
Gr 1 Spec B4 3rd Fri 0.3 217 .85 (.19 -3.84 a.0n
Kind Teut Reasdfing Level 148 1.33 a.42 2.7 3,18 000
NewAng 84 251 870 418 -3.6 8.00
FresLunch 08 -1.32 a.46 £4.12 -2.76 8.01
Concepts About Print 11.3 031 8.3 013 273 801
AsianiotSE g 2749 .14 0,11 245 a0t
Digtation 17.4 .07 003 .12 2.2 .02
Reading Recovery Lessons {(quadratic)” 43680 .00 100 1.0 4,38 200
Nnt Recaaﬂng F!eacf ing Recwery 11.36
Receiving Reading Recovery 13.24
Diffarence {Program Efiec!) 1.85




Reading Recovery 2006 Using Unly

TFypical Profile for

Btadents with Text Reading Level End o i Entering Reading Unstandardized
Greater than 3 aid Less Than Recovery Coefficlonts Standardized Coeflicients
B Sadl. Error, Beta t Sia.
{Constant) 5.40 346 1.85 0.07
Rigtation 224 G.14 Q.03 0.70 A.55 0.00
Fraobunch 0.8 =1,24 0.50 .16 -4, 17 0.00
ind, Tesa Reading Level 53 0.84 0.1 B.is 4,22 . 0.00
Par Edue Grad Prof %] 1,10 032 0.13 3.47 0,00
Murnher of Schools Kind/Grade 1 Mability 1.9 227 0.71 i) «3.29 00
_..Days Epr Wind MMSD 171.3 -0.81% a.01 -G.08 =2.4% 0.0
King Letter 1D 530 0.08 4.84 a.0d 228 D02
Newdge 6.0 0,89 0.44 Q.07 201 .04
Reading Recovery Lessons {quadiatic)” 3736,1 8,00 000 4.18 434 2,00
Bot Recenin .
Receiving Reading Recovery 10626
Difforence (Program Effect -1.88
Roadiog Recovery 2007 Using Only Typical Profile for
Burdents with Text Reading Level End of K Entering Reading Unstandardized
Hreater than 3 andl Less than 8 Recovery Coefficients Standardized Coetficients
3] Std, Error, | Beta 1 Sig.
{Constant} .35 1.44 &.50 0.60
Dictation 250 0,14 2.03 ¢.19 A.102 0.00
Kind Text Reading {evel 52 094 (1% 022 577 0.00
Far Educ Grad Prof G.1 1.49 .40 Q.15 378 SR E ]
Mumber of Schoals King/Grade 1 Mability 1.1 200 05.97 08 -2.31 0
Black 0.3 -1.64 .35 4317 -4.74 0.00
KindEd Scora 587 026 008 Q.44 333 000
Pazr Edyc Mo info 0.3 0.77 031 .08 2.45 Q.01
Reading Recovery Lessons (quadiatic)y” 33399 0.00 000 -0.14 -3.84 000
™ Race ng Roading Recavery 7.42
Recelving Reading Recovery 15.38
Difference (Program Effect) 204
Reading Recovery 2008 Using Only Typicol Profile for
Stadpats with Text Reading Level End of # Entering Reading Uistandardized
Gremey than 3 and Less thon § Recovery Coeflicients Srandavdized Coefficioms
B Std, Erver.  Beta S Sig. |
{Constant) 17,65 350 504 000
Dictation ! %9 0.08 0.03 .10 274 0.0t
¥ind Toxt Heading Level 5.1 1,15 0.17 .25 877 .00
Par BEduc Grad Prof Q.8 0.87 0.40 308 217 .13
Numbey of Schools Kind/Grade 1 Mohility 1.1 -2.54 0.88 -0.10 ~2.85 .00
Meyweign 5.9 =180 053 Q.08 -2.47 0.1
Black 0.4 ~1.30 0.39 0.12 -3.35 0.00
KindEl L Score a7 0.45 0.08 0.21 567 [¥Eiii]
Rending Recovery Lessons (quadiatio® 36237 0.0g 0.00 L.13 375 0.00
Recelving Reading Recowe:y
Dilference (Prograrn Effect)
Typical Profile for
Rewding Revovely 2003 Text Reading . )
Laval :t‘gmmar m:?;; 2 and Less than 5; Emagng Reading Unstandardized )
ecovery Caejﬂcients Standardized Coetficients
g S, Exvor;  Beta 1 Sig. |
(Constant) ~1328 1119 -1.63 .10
Rictatian 255 Q.16 an4 0.18 3.08 0,00
Kind Letter 1D R 0,61 0.18 0,18 3.44 0.00
Par Edue Voo Tech 0.2 203 0.64 L1158 317 .00
daysEnroffedYesr 177 B.05 3,02 .12 2.70 L
Gr 1 Bpec Ed 3ed Fri 0.2 -1.88 0.64 012 -2.48 0.0
Newhge B0 «1.41 .69 3,04 «2.04 0,04
Black 0.8 -1.81 0.48 047 ~3.38 000
ELL3rdFr 2,18 -1.78 0587 .15 -3.11 0,00
ReducedLunch a.03 1.71 .81 .30 210 0.04
Reading Recovery Lessons {quadratic)” 3034.6 0.00 .00 0,08 -3 51 a11
Mot Receiving Raaﬂmg' Racovery 1573
Receiving Reading Bocovery 14.58
Differance {(Program Sfiect) 1.4
heading Racovery lessons is inciuded are the model as a no r ralgtionship,

The refationship betwaen the number of lsgsons a child race)

nd their reading level is not a lin

ear rofatinnshio.

H
i

squanng the fessons.

sxample, students who are struggling | may require more lessens. Thaa can ke adjusted far
i i

H
H
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Appendix C: Changes in Students’ Text Reading Levels

The following table shows, by year, the various changes in students’ text reading levels.
Not all data is available in every year. It also includes how students performed on the WKCE
Third grade Reading Test (only available for the 2008 and 2007 cohoris). Shaded cells are
those where students, on average, were proficient.

RN uo] N e

Discontinued 2006 3

Discontinued 2607 3 7 it |

Biscontinued it 8 8 32

Discontinued 2000 2 8 12

Discontinued Total 3 8 12 B 18

Recommended 2006 2 . . ) m 117 15 165%
Recommended 2007 Z 5 3 i i2 13i5 i7 8%
Recommended 2008 2 £ 2 i 2 115 13
Hecominended 2008 i & 2 il

RBecommended Total 2 & 8 i1 iz |16 18 12%
Incomplete 2006 3 . . 4 13 |45 17 19%
Incompiote 2087 3 4 5 g 12 134 16 15%
incompiste 2008 3 3 & it 2 {34 18

incompiete 2008 1 3 & 11

incomplete Total 3 3 6 0 2 1 15 175
Cther 2006 2 . “ § i 115 18 0%
Gther 2007 3 5 7 g i i3 5 10%
Other 2008 3 4 5 i3 0 1ia 18

Gther 2009 kS 4 5 7

Cther Total Z 4 & 7 i1 114 15 7%
Total Reading Rec 2006 3 . . i 37 115 20 A%
Total Reading Rec 2007 3 & 9 12 M 17 19 5%
Total Reading Re¢ 2008 | 3 6 10§ 13 5 118) 20

FTotal Reading flec 20048 1 & 0 i3

Total Reading Rec Total 3 5 g 13 W 18 20 35%
All other Students | 2006 8 v

Al Other Students 2007 i 14

Al Other Students 2008 8 14

Al Other Students 20045 2 34

‘Al Other Students | Total g i
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Appendix D: Comparison of Cases Included and Excluded in Analysis - Regression

thissing Cases 2005.06 School Year (20% of RR students excinded: 3 ' :
e S il s

3

Demegraphics .
FraeLunch 226 86% 57 81% ~15% ; Yeog
ReducedLunch 228 7% By 4% I% No
ELL3rdFri 228 19% 57 19% 0% Yes
Gr 1 Spec Fd 3rd Fri 226 14% 57 18% -4% No
[HE; 226 1% 57 3% 2% Mo
AUT 228 1% 57 0% 0% MNa
ED 228 0% 57 0% 1% No
8L 226 7% 57 4% 1% Mo
och 226 4% 57 0% 0% Mo
¢ OQHI 226 1% &7 0% 1% Mo
fale 226 1% 57 53% - 2% No
Matamer 226 2% 7 4% -3% No
Biack 228 42% a7 53% -11% No
Higpanic 226 16% 57 18% - 2% No
Asian, Mot Southeast Aslan 226 3% 57 D 3% Yes
Southeast Asian 226 7% 57 5% - 2% Mo
hite 226 30 57 21% 9% Np
Two Adult Housshold 226 53% 57 37% 6% Yeu
Par Edue HE Dinloms 228 27% 57 18% 4% Mo
Par Bduc Vog Tech 226 24% 57 23% 1% Mo
Par Edue LTHY 228 10% a7 9% 1% Na
Par Educ Coll Deg 15 12% 87 9% 3% Nog
Par Edui Brad Prof 228 5% &Y 4% 1% Mo
Par Bdut No info 226 22% 57 39% A% You
Pre Test Scores
RR Fal LTRID 142 457 25 44,56 1 HNa
RRFalliyord 142 2.0 25 1.20 1 Mo
RE Fall Cap 142 127 25 14,84 2 Mo
R Fall Wit Vot 142 8.3 25 £.32 2 N&
RR Fall Digt 142 16.9 25 12.36 4 ho
RR Fall TRL 142 8 i3 4B f Mo
Gain Fall o Spr Letier 10 147 7.5 25 8.48 - 1.0 [
Gain Fail 1o SorWord 142 158 28 15.56 0.3 - Mo
Gain Fali to Bpr CAP 142 7.7 28 9.44 -1.7 1 Mo
Gain Fall 1o Bor Wit Voe 142 381 28 38.74 ik Mo
Gain Fall {o Spr Diclstion 142 1.8 25 21.89 4.0 Mg .
Gain Fallto Spr TRL 142 14.8 25 13.56 1.2 No
Other Measures
Gr 1 Al Rate 228 4.2 57 92.2 2.0 Mo
Days Envoll MMSD Gr 1t 226 174 57 154 230 Yes
Kirgl A Rate 235 93.4 13 86.5 8.8 Mo
Heading Recovery OQutcomes
Recomumerided ' 226 20% 57 14% % Yes
Incomplets 228 12% 87 28% -14% Mo
Discoutinued 226 65% 57 49% 16% Yes
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el
Demoaraphics

Fraelunch 196 78% B3 78% =% i
Reducedlunch 198 4% 63 5% 1% Mn
ELL3rgF 148 24% g3 2% ~3% Yoy
Gr 1 SpecEd 3rd Fri 196 18% 63 10% 8% Yes
Li 186 0% 83 % D% Ng
AUT 196 0% 63 0% 1% Mo
ED 186 2% 83 1% 2% Mo
o 496 1% 63 % O Yes
ch 146 (% 53 0% 0% No
OHi 186 0% 53 4% 0% Mo
Mate 185 B5% a3 53% 12% Mo
Natimer 148 1% 83 2% ~1% Mo
Blatk 198 45% 53 52% 5% Mo
Hispanic 196 19% 63 21% ~2% Mo
Aslan, Not Southeast Asian 198 1% o3 2% ~1% Mo
Southeast Asian - 148 6% 83 0% 855, No
Whiite 1496 27% 63 14% 153% Yos
Two Adult Household 186 54% 63 52% 2% Mo
Par Educ HE Diploma 188 26% 53 30% -4% Mo
Pat Edut Vo Tech 195 19% 63 165% 3% No
Pay Educ LT HS 196 10% 63 2% 8% Yes
Par Educ Lol Deg 196 5% 63 5% 1% No
Far BEduc Grad Prof 198 5% B3 2% 3% Moy
Par Educ No Info 194 5% 63 46% ~11% Ni
Pre Test Scores
RREFALTRID 133 44 28 44 0 Na
RRFaliwiord 133 2 28 2 1 i fe]
RREFall Cap 133 12 28 12 1 Mo
FR Fali wirit voe 133 B 28 B 1] Mo
RR Fall Dict 133 13 28 14 -1 No
BR Fall TRL. 133 B5 23 043 $.22 Ny
Gain Fall o Sor Letley 1D 118 8 22 g -0.7 Nn
Gain Fallto Spr Word 118 14 22 16 =14 i
(ain Faltio Spr LAP 118 7 22 g -24 Ma
Gairi Fall to Sy Wit Voo 118 34 22 36 ~Z4 Ry
Sain Fail io Sor Dictation 118 20 22 21 -1 Mea
Gain Fall to 8pr TRL 118 12 22 14 ~23 Mo
Other Measwres
Gr 1 Alt Rate 196 43,6 63 928 1.0 Mo
Dave Enroll MMSD Gr1 196 188 53 153 14.7 Mg
Kind At Rale 108 3.0 34 1.1 1.9 Mg
Reading Recovery Qufcoines
Reconunended 196 20% G3 6% 13% Yes
incomplete 196 20% 63 29% -§% Mo
Discontinied 198 1% B3 43% 3% Np
Other 196 13% B3 13% -3% MNo
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Frealunsh 206 77% 8 | T0% %
Reducedlunch 206 4% 53 8% a6
ELL3rdFt 208 29% 53 0% -1%
Gr1 Spec Bd Ird Fri 206 16% 53 11% 5%
LD 206 0% 53 0% 0%
AUT 2086 0% 53 0% 0%
ED 205 0% 53 0% 1%
LY 266 1% 53 +% %
(98] 208 0% 53 1% 0%
OHI 208 0% 53 0% 0%
Male 206 51% 53 59% 3%
MatAmer 206 1% £3 0% 1%
Biagk 208 46% 53 47% ~1%
Hispatic 206 1% 53 190% 2%
Asian, Not Southegst Asian 206 1% 53 0% 1%
Southeast Asian 208 9% 53 9% 1%
White 206 2% 53 25% -3%
Tweo Adull Household 206 53% 53 $5% 14%
Par Educ HE Diploma 208 22% 53 23% 4%
Par Educ Vo¢ Tach 206 19% 43 18% 1%
ParFduc LTHS 206 B% 53 9% ~3%
Par Edue Coll Deg 208 3% 53 4% ~1%
Par Educ Grad Prof 206 4% 53 8% -4%
i ParEdus Noinfo 208 45% 53 8% 7%
Pra Tes! Scores B
RRFaLTRID 134 44 32 42 )
REFalWord 121 2 a 1 1
RR Falt Cap 131 42 31 10 2
RR Fail Wit Voo 131 7 il B 2
RR Fall Digt 134 18 32 12 3
RRE Fall TRL 134 Bé 32 0.54 0.07
Bain Fall to Spr Letler ID 116 g 28 H -2.8
Gain Fallte Sprord 113 14 27 15 -1.3
Oain Fall to Spr CAP 113 g 27 10 -1.9
Gain Fallio Sprwrit Voo 113 36 27 45 -8.4
Gain Fall to 8pr Dictation 116 18 28 22 ~-3.1
{3ain Fallio Spr TRL 116 13 29 14 -1.5
Other Measures
Gr 1 Alt Rate 206 925 A3 823 0.2
Days Enrol] MMSD Gr1 208 164 83 185 8.0
Kind Alt Rats 208 927 25 897 3.0
Reading Recoyery Oulcomes
Racormenderd 208 25% 53 15% 10%
Incompieta 206 18% 53 23% 5%
Discontinued 208 49% 53 55% -5%
Lther 208 8% 53 8% 0%
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Demvgraghics

FreeLunch 178 78% 84 85% ~7%
Redurediunch 178 4% 84 2% 2%
ELL3rdFn 178 2% 84 20% 2%
Or1 Spec Ed 3rd Fn 178 4% 84 17% 7%
LD 178 0% &4 D% %
AUT 178 0% g4 0% 0%
- ED 178 1% 84 2% 1%
A 178 16% 84 % 0% ¥es
. CD 178 1% 84 1% ~1%
OHl 178 1% 24 0% 1%
Male 178 B1% 24 B1% 0%
Nathmaer 178 2% 24 0% 2%
gk 178 52% 4 54% -2%
Hispanic 178 25% B4 21% 4%
Asian, Not 8outheast Asian 178 1% 84 2% ~1%
- Boultheast Asian 178 3% 84 7% ~4%
Yithite 178 18% 84 185% 3%
Two Adult Househokd 178 53% g4 52% 0%
Par Edue M3 Diploms 178 25% g4 24% ~4%
Par Educ Vot Tech 178 15% 84 13% 2%
ParEdus LTHB 178 6% 84 10% ~4%
Par Educ Coll Deg 178 4% 84 1% 3%
Par Educ Grad Prof 178 4% 84 2% 2%
. ParEdus Na info 178 44% a4 5% -1%
Pre Test Scores
. RRFallLIRID 124 44 44 44 1]
RRFallvord 124 P 43 2 i
RR Fall Cap 124 12 43 11 0
RR Fall it voe 124 g 43 B Iy
RR Fall Dict 124 12 44 14 -3
B Fall TRL 124 48 44 .59 .1
Gain Fall to Spr Letter ID 1986 g 38 8 -3.5
Gain Fall to Sprtford 108 15 37 14 0.1
Gain Fall o Spr CAP 106 g 37 g ~1.1
Bain Fall to Bprwditvoo 108 38 37 38 -1.2
Gahy Fail o Spr Dictation 108 21 38 18 1.7
Gain Fall to 8pr TRL 108 13 g 12 0.4
Other Measwres
Gir 1 Al Rale 178 828 84 921 07
Diays Envoll WMM30 Gri 178 187 84 158 8.2
- Kind At Rate 178 9.7 41 8389 2.8 Yeg
Reading Recovery iifcoines
Recommended 178 J4% 84 10% 5% Yes
Incomplets 178 16% 44 4% 5%
Digeondinued 178 40%, 84 46% ~F%
her 178 % 24 1% ~3%
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Appendix E: MMSD Comprehensive Literacy Model
MMSD COMPREHENSIVE LITERACY MODEL

Instructional Resource

Balanced Literacy — Core Practices o Teachers

Core: 90-minute Literacy Block Provide ongoing, job-

embedded Professional
Reading, Writing, Listening, Speaking, Inquiry and Research development for Core

practices in Math and
Literacy
Model Core practices in
_ classrooms

Tier I Interventions o Facilitate planning and
Additional focused small group or one fo : : implementation of Core

~ onefime practices PreK - 5
With classroom teacher " e
Tracking progress through on-geing :

assessmeant

Tier II Interventions
in addition to Core and Tier |
Smalt group
Limited term
Focused and intensified

Early Literacy

Based on student need ; L ~ Intewentipnists
Provide professional
development and in-class
modeling Tiers [ & Il

Tier II Interventions : . 1 = Facilitate collaborative
In addition: to Core and Tiers 1&ll 2 = - | planning to implement

One to one intensive — dally
Expert instruction
focused on student need
Freguent progress monitoring

interventions PreK - 5
Support progress
monitoring in Tiers 11 & {1
Some studer*—antact time
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