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Reading Recovery Program as a statewide prevention effort to
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BDC~IV1I SUJDIAJlY

The purpose of House Joint Resolution 470 (Appendix A),
directed by the 1993 General Assembly, was to determine the
feasibility and appropriateness of implementing the Reading
Recovery Program as a statewide prevention effort to reduce
illiteracy in the Commonwealth. To address this issue, HJR 470
authorized a study to be conducted by the state Department of
Education. The Reading Recovery program provides first-grade
students daily, intensive, individualized instruction. Teachers
trained in the Reading Recovery methods promote the development
of students as independent learners.

The Department of Education formed an interdisciplinary team
of department staff and outside stakeholders to conduct the study
required by the resolution. Information was obtained from the
North American Council on Reading Recovery, Virginia educators at
the elementary and higher education level, and policy and bUdget
analysts and other staff in the department. Data collection
methods included conducting an extensive review of recent studies
assessing the effectiveness of the Reading Recovery Program and
an analysis of the effectiveness of the program based on the
conclusions of the review.

Implementation of the Reading Recovery program involves
training for educators at three levels. Candidates for each
level of training must meet the minimum education and service
requirements. Teacher instruction prepares teachers to work with
children in their schools. .~eacher leader instruction prepares
educators to work with children, train teachers, and operate a
Reading Recovery training site. _ Trainers of teacher leaders
prepares university and college facul~y to work with children and
operate a regional training center for the instruction of teacher
leaders. Training for teacher leaders and trainers of teacher
leaders is provided at out-of-state universities and requires one
year residency. While there is no regional training center at a
Virginia institution of higher education to train teacher
leaders, there is one training center in two neighboring states-­
North Carolina and West Virginia~ This year three teachers are
being trained as teacher leaders. Since the numbers being
trained each year are small, the establishment of a training
center is not warranted at this time.

The team examined the potential fiscal impact on
implementing the Reading Recovery program in the state based
on program mandates. Costs were projected for (1) employing
personnel associated with the program, (2) providing facilities;
(3) implementing the program in an average size school division;
and (4) implementing the program on a statewide basis. Based on
the information on the status of reading recovery nationally and
statewide, the review and analysis of the research, and the
fiscal impact, the team formulated its recommendations.



Research data reveals that the success of Reading Recovery
ranges from inconclusive to extremely positive with reqard to its

I success as a preventive program addressing reading problems in
first-graders. Its long-term effects are just now being realized
since the program has only been operating in the United states
since 1985 and in Virginia since 1986.

Proponents credit a major success of the program to the fact
that there are rigorous requirements for training and
implementation. The estimated cost to implement the Reading
Recovery program in an average-size school division in Virginia
is $55,800 for the first year. This figure is based on staff
training for 14 teachers and one teacher leader. If in the
second year the trained teachers provided services to 115
students, the total cost would be $351,200 or $3,054 per pupil.
In the third year and subsequent years, implementing the program
would remain constant at approximately $309,175 or $2,688 per
pupil.

The Reading Recovery program targets the bottom 20 percent
of all enrolled first graders. In 1992-93, there were 2,700
first-grade students who participated in a Reading Recovery
program in Virginia. This number represents only 16 percent of
those students who would be targeted for the program statewide.

Chapter 1 funds offer the primary avenue for funding the
program in the state; however, the Chapter 1 legislation is being
reauthorized, and it is anticipated that a restructuring of
funding may affect the state. This may have an influence on the
continuation of Reading Recovery programs in some localities.

CUrrently, 34 of 135 school divisions in the state have
Reading Recovery programs operating in their localities.
Informal investigations by the project team have revealed that
some school divisions are interested in implementing the Reading
Recovery program, however, the initial first-year costs for
teacher training and materials ($55,800 for an average-size
school division) has impeded program growth. In addition, lack
of access to training teacher leaders in the state has been a
barrier to implementation.

Recommendations

1. The Department of Education should continue to study the
the Reading Recovery program and determine ways the program
could be expanded. In its effort the department should:

• develop strategies to encourage school divisions to
consider implementation of the Reading Recovery program
as one of the effective diagnostic and prescriptive
intervention programs for first-grade children who are
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the least able readers. (e.g. develop a brochure,
organize an annotated bibliography, etc.).

• conduct a survey to determine the commitment of school
divisions and institutions of higher education to
implementation.

2. state funds should be made available in the amount of
$200,000 for the first year of the biennium and $300,000 for
the second year to assist local school divisions with the
costs for teacher training_ This would allow a combination
of 75-100 teacher leaders and teachers to be trained. It is
estimated that the cost for training a teacher leader is
$11,200 and the training cost for a teacher is $800. In
addition, the start-up cost for materials and supplies for a
new Reading Recovery teacher is $1,650. The salaries and
other operating costs for the program, however, would
continue to be funded from local and federal sources. The
monies would be offered competitively. Eligibility criteria
should be used when funding these school divisions.
Priority should be given to:

• School divisions where there is no Reading Recovery
program;

• CUrrent programs funded who may realize significant
loses in Chapter 1 funding under the reauthorization
bill; and

• Existing programs that want to expand to target
children not eligible for Chapter 1 services.

3. As more Reading Recovery programs are implemented
statewide and more teacher leaders are needed, consideration
for the establishment of a regional training center at an
institution of higher education to train teacher leaders is
advised.

4. The seven colleges and universities currently offering
graduate level credit for Reading Recovery teacher training
should be encouraged to continue their involvement. They
are the University of Richmond, George Mason University,
Virginia Commonwealth University, Virginia Tech, The college
of William and Mary, Longwood College, and Lynchburg
College. As additional school divisions in the various
regions of the state begin programs, other institutions of
higher education should be involved.

The Reading Recovery program is one of the most effective
diagnostic and prescriptive intervention programs for first-grade
children who are the least able readers. Implementing this
program as a statewide prevention effort requires a financial
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commitment. However, Reading Recovery intervention in a child's
early education is an investment when compared to remedial
efforts in later yea=s.

4



IJI'l'RODOC'1'IOB
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This document is in response to House Joint Resolution (HJR)
470 directed .by the 1993 General Assembly~requestinqthe
Department ot: Education tOlltudy the"·fea'sibility and '
appropriateness o'f implementing&':Reading "RecovElrYPrOqram as a
statewide prevention e'ffor't' 'to ·redude~ illit~eracy.ln' the, ,
Commonwealth. Reading Recovery' proqramsprovide younci students
daily, intensive,' individuallzed:instruction' froJitrained
teachers, which proponents rbellevepromote",·:the 'development of
these students as independent learners.

In response to HJR 470, a Department of Education project
study team was established. The team was composed of members of
the department and outside stakeholders. The team had one
primary objective:

• To conduct a study of the feasibility and
appropriateness of implementing a Reading Recovery
Program as a statewide prevention effort.

The team employed the following strategies to meet the
objective:

1. Described the Reading Recovery program, including
the definition, description, implementation
requirements, professional development activities, role
of institutions of higher education, and national
status.

2. Gathered information on the current status of Reading
Recovery in Virginia.

3. Conducted an extensive review of recent studies
assessing the effectiveness of the Reading Recovery
Program, including analysis of the effectiveness of
Reading Recovery based on the conclusions of that
review;

4. Examined the potential fiscal impact of implementing
the Reading Recovery program in Virginia. These
projected costs included the following:

a. the estimated costs for Reading Recovery teachers,
teacher leaders, and facilities.

b. the estimated costs to implement the Reading
Recovery program in an average size school
division.

c. the estimated cost to implement the Reading
Recovery program on a statewide basis.
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5. synthesized information and formulated recommendations.

The team's report is orqanized into five chapters. Chapter
one describes the Reading Recovery Prograd. Chapter two
describes Readi~9 Recovery in Virginia. Chapter three relates
the literature ~eView and summary of findings. Chapter four
describes the cost factors related to implementation of Reading
Recovery as a statewide effort. Chapter five is the concluding
chapter and discusses the recommendations.
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CHAPTER 1. RBADIBG RECOVERY: A SYBOPSIS

Definition

Reading Recovery is an early intervention proqram designed
to help the lowest achieving, least able readers in the first­
grade to develop effective strategies for readinq and become
independent readers. The goal is to bring the children to the
average of their class where special assistance may no longer be
necessary.

Description

Reading Recovery is a diagnostic and prescriptive
intervention program which supplements the regular reading
program in the classroom. The specially trained teacher and
child work together daily for one half hour for approximately 16
weeks (depending on the need of the student). During that time,
the child is involved in reading and writing experiences which
include the following:

• Pamiliar rereading. The child rereads several books
that he or she has previously read.

• aunning record analysis. The child reads the former
day's new book while the teacher records reading
behaviors using a coding system called a running
record.

• working with letters. Letter activities include using
plastic magnetic letters to construct words or analyze
spelling.

• writiDg a message. With the teacher's help, the child
first composes and then writes a message, usually one
or two sentences. This offers the teacher various
opportunities to help the child construct words by
analyzing sounds and representing them with letters.

• putting together a cut-up sentence. After the message
is written, the teacher writes it on a small sentence
strip and then cuts it apart. The child reassembles
the message, which requires searching for visual
information and then checking by rereadinq.

• Reading a Dew book. The teacher selects and then
introduces a new book. The focus is on meaning,
although the child may be asked to locate one or two
key words after first predicting the initial letter.
Then, the child reads the story with some help.
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The elements of the lesson are the s~e for each child,
although the content differs according to specific student needs.
Through this instruction, a self-improving system is developed by
the child which sh~uld lead to continued q=owth after the lessons
are completed. Daily records of the ch~2d~s progress are kept at
the site. Data is also collected, analyzed, and published at one
of the two national centers fer Reaainq Recovery.

Implementation ReWuirements

Implementation of Rsading Recovery i~~olves training for
educators at thre~ levels. Ca~didates io~ ~aeh level of training

t t th "" d ""," - . . tmus mee ~e ~~n1~~ e uca_~cn ana s£rv~ca requ1remen s.

• Teacha=·inst~~ction! p=ovid~d by Reading Recovery
teacher lea~;rs at approved training sit•• , prepares
experie~caj tsa=~e~s to work ~ith children in their
schools. Training to become a Reading Recovery teacher
includes attending Q weekly 2-1/2 hour class after
scheol cours for c~a year. A key compoLent is
demonstration lessens behind a one-way glass by
teachers in training "'1;i",.1.~ pes:: disc'Ussion and critique.

• Tea=~s= :zads= inst~u=ti9n, provided by trainers of
~c:>----=-- -:.~"::::.-__ :.:- "-.l:>-'': - .•.-,~, t·.... 'IIlOO: o"':';~t':' ce"".er•
........... ..,_."'--... _._._ ......- .... - ....... ..... ~.~ _...,/ ....CiIW..... ...~ ........ -'-..r. .....
(cc·ll~g~~~.;·'C~i~:~=3i·~i~SJ1 prepares educators to work
with childre~: trai~ ~a~cha=s! and operate a Reading
Recovery t~~i~inq si~e. Preparation to become a
teacher :'eader ta}~es one: year. A Master's Degree and
five yea=s of successful teaching are required.

• Instr~cticn fer t=a~~ers ot teacher 1••4er., provided
by two si~as lccatec at The Ohio state University and
t~a ~";'-:-: -.7~":'"'=:' ~ .--~.,. -,,'= '7" "': .; ~- .-,~ :::: ~.".e-ares undvers1"ty and_..~ ... _.. _, ---_ ....: ...- -_.:-.;...~--- .....-.. :--~ -
col:ege fac~lty t~ work with children and operate a
regional traini~q cen~e~ for the instruction of teacher
leaders. Trainers of teacher leaders must hold a
Doctoral degree and have experience in teaching
children and teacher ed~=ation.

A flow diagraz depicting t~e Re~dinq Recovery
organizational st=~cture i£ f~~~1 in Appendix B.

continuing Professional De?elc~~e::t

'1eache= a=~:"vi::.=-·as :;:':-::- ::-::::.:-:-:. ~·..:i::;- p=ofessional development,
after the trai~ing yaar~ ~:e ~~~:~~sd ~? the quidelines of the
North America~ :a~-~::.:_~::- :?,-;.~.:,---:==~:- ":. :'-_-':":~:_:':_. ~eachers attend 4-6
cont1.·nul."ntT ccrrt.acz -=.Q:::::~"""C:: ,;.,~'-':~'=- ··-1"',=>-~. ro~-"'n· a ch~ld beh1·nd the'":'i ...... W> V'IIP t-: .... -.......,--............ .,._............ ....... -... ... ..... .." ...

glass and ccllea~~ss give t~em fe~~~a=k~ Teachers can expect to
receive a min~mum ~f O~= visit f=~~ tee teacher leader. Teachers
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also make and receive at least one colleague visit annually, and
should attend a Reading Recovery conference, if possible.

Teacher leader activities for continuing professional
development are also directed by the guidelines of the North
American Reading Recovery council. Teacber leader. are expected
to attend and participate in ongoing professional development
meetings, including an annual Reading Recovery conference and a
teacher leader institute. In addition, ~each.r leader. are
expected to conduct and receive a colleague visit with other
trained teacher leader.. In their first year, ~each.r leaders
receive a minimum of two site visits from their teacher l.ader
trainer. Visits in subsequent years are by need or request.
Teacher leaders are encouraged to participate in opportunities
for interaction with other Reading Recovery teacher leader
trainers, teacher leaders, and teachers, including international
personnel.

Role of the university/College

Colleges and or/universities establish graduate credit for
courses taught by the teacher leader for teacher training. Some
universities/colleges also serve as regional training centers for
training teacher leaders. sites are established after the need
in the state and/or region of the state are determined based on
the number of operating sites.

Reading Recovery and the National Diffusion Network

Reading Recovery is one of more than 200 active projects in
the National Diffusion Network (NDN). In operation since 1972,
the NON is an organization designed to improve educational
opportunities and achievement by promoting the transfer of
successful, exemplary programs from their development sites to
other educational institutions. Entry into the NON is rigorous,
and programs are only accepted after they submit evidence of
effectiveness in meeting program objectives and evidence that the
program will meet educational needs of other in similar settings.

status in North America

The Reading Recovery program currently operates in 38 states
in the U. S. and the District of Columbia, as well as in four
Canadian provinces. Since its introduction in the United states,
the growth has continued. In 1992-93, there were 5,450 Reading
Recovery teachers in 3,800 North American schools.
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CHAPTER Z. READING RBCOVERY IB VIRGl:NIA

CUrrent status

The first Reading Recovery teacher training site was
established in Virginia in Fairfax County in 1986. Since that
time the program has expanded and can be found in 34 school
divisions in the state. The following table reveals the current
status of the program:

1992-93 1993-94 1994-95
(estimated)

Teacher Training sites 8 9 11
Teacher Leaders 10 11 14
Teachers Trained 194 326 494
Divisions Providing

Services to Children 29 34 35
Children Served 2700 4564** 6916**

CUrrently, two school divisions in the state have teachers
enrolled in the Teacher Leader training program. In September
1994, three new teacher leaders will return to their school
divisions and establish sites that will train teachers and serve
children. At that time, one school division will be added to the
official list of divisions providing services to children. The
other school division will be added to the list of teacher
training sites, but not to the list of divisions providing
services since that school division is currently counted.
Appendix C lists the Reading Recovery sites in the state. A map
is also enclosed with Appendix C providing a visual presentation
of the sites.

Figures asterisked in the above table were developed
assuming that each Teacher Leader will train approximately 12 new
teachers a year and that each teacher will work with 8 students
annually using the Reading Recovery model. Both assumptions are
based on current practices and past experience in Virginia.

1993 site Report

Each year, all recognized Reading Recovery sites in the
nation return a site report to Ohio state University. The 1993
reports from Virginia revealed that approximately 80 percent of
Reading Recovery program students were reading at least as well
as the average of their first-grade class. The site reports also
revealed that children who were successfully released from
Reading Recovery early in the school year continued to make good
progress in the classroom, maintaining their average reading
achievement without special assistance.
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university/College InyolYement

There are currently seven colleges and universities that
offer graduate level credit for Reading Recovery teacher
training. They are the University of Richmond, George Mason
University, Virginia Commonwealth University, Virginia Tech, The
College of William and Mary, Longwood College, and Lynchburg
College.

Reading Recovery and Chapter 1

Reading Recovery programs in Virginia are supported
primarily with Chapter 1 federal funds. Chapter 1 funds are used
for programs designed to provide supplemental services in the
local school divisions to meet the needs of educationally
deprived children who are properly identified and selected for
participation in the program. Regulations prohibit the use of
Chapter 1 funds as general aid to benefit an entire school
division. Those school divisions implementing Reading Recovery
with Chapter 1 funds can only provide services for those first­
grade students identified as eligible for Chapter 1 services.
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CKAPTD 3. LZ'1'BRA'1'URB 1t.BVIn

Context and Scope of Reading Recoyery Research

Attempts by educators to address reading difficulties among
students can be characterized as either remedial or preventive.
Both kinds of interventions can be further classified by such
variables as the size and grade level of the cohort being
instructed, the characteristics of the instructor, the duration
of the intervention, the instructional strategies and the nature
of assessment.

within this context, Reading Recovery is a preventive model
based on one-to-one tutoring of a certain percentage of first­
graders exhibiting difficulty with reading. Specially trained
teachers typically teach half-hour sessions over a period of 16
weeks. Lessons are based on a framework of strategies and
techniques designed to help children develop fluency and use
strategies that are characteristic of successful readers. Six
prescribed measures are used for diagnosis and assessment.

Reading Recovery has its origins in the mid-1970s in New
Zealand and is based on the work of Marie M. Clay, an educator
and clinical psychologist. Since that time, it has demonstrated
a remarkable rate of adoption as a program for improving literacy
among very young children. By 1979 Reading Recovery was
implemented and funded on a national basis in New Zealand. In
1984, it migrated to the united states via Ohio state University
where its major proponents and researchers in this country are
still located. In addition to New Zealand and the united states,
there is evidence in the literature that Reading Recovery is
being implemented in other countries as well, inclUding
Australia, Canada and Great Britain.

A search of the ERIC database through August 15, 1993,
produced a list of about 90 journal articles and other documents.
About half of these articles were reports of research or
evaluative studies. Of these forty or so, about half can be
characterized as research about the general effectiveness of
Reading Recovery programs, the majority being program evaluations
at the school system level. A bibliography of articles and other
documents reviewed can be found ill Appendix D.

As might be expected from consideration of the context of
Reading Recovery within early literacy prevention programs, the
remaining half of the research reports (about 20) address the
intersection of Reading Recovery with other educational issues.
For the purposes of this chapter of the report, the research has
been categorized under the headings Research on the General
Effectiveness, Cost Effectiveness, Comparison with other Reading
Intervention Programs, Learning Disabilities, Home Literacy,
School Restructuring, and Reviews of the Research. There is also
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a short section entitled Problems/Issues, followed by a Summary
and Conclusion.

Research on General Effectiyeness of Reading Recoyery

The ERIC database contains hundreds of pages of annual
evaluations of Readinq Recovery submitted by the Columbus (Ohio)
Public Schools (Lore· & Chamberlain, 1987, 1988, 1989, 1990;
Pollock, 1989, 1990, 1991, 1992a, 1992b). Gleaninq clear-cut
conclusions from these reports about the effectiveness of Readinq
Recovery is not an easy task. Results vary from year to year,
with anywhere between 65% and 86% of the children in the Readinq
Recovery Program having been wdiscontinued,· that is, having
achieved an average level of reading skill for their grade.

The most concise summary of the data contained in these
reports through 1989 was found in Beading Recoyery 1984-1989, a
Technical Report published by the Ohio state University Colleqe
of Education (1989). This report concluded, "The qreat majority
of children who receive a full proqram in Reading Recovery make
accelerated progress and perform within the average range for
their classes. Children retain their gains and continue to m~ke

progress at least 3 years after the intervention."

Pinnell (1988, 1989) also reported on the lonqitudinal data
from Columbus, " .•• 73 percent of [children in the program
were] successfully released to regular instruction at the average
level of their first-grade classmates. The two follow-up studies
show that the initial gains of a high percentage of these
children were sustained through the second grade and on through
the third grade without any further intervention." Pinnell
(1988) and Pinnell, DeFord and Lyons (1988) reported even higher
rates of discontinuance for other Ohio sites.

Reading Recovery program evaluations are also available
through ERIC for the Portland (Oregon) Public Schools and the
Saginaw (Michigan) City Schools. In Portland, Dunkeld (1990)
reported on a pilot project with inconclusive results. The
Department of Research and Evaluation, Portland Public Schools,
(Leitner, 1990) reported, "When compared to all students who
received Reading Recovery services regardless of the number of
lessons, 43% (39 of the 91 students) were successfully
discontinued. When compared to the treatment group or program
students (those students who were successfully discontinued or
who received more than 60 lessons) 70% (39 of 56 students)
students were successfully discontinued."

In Saginaw, Michigan, evaluations of the Reading Recovery
pilot Program (Compensatory Education Product Eyaluation, 1992;
Reading Recovery Program, 1991-92, 1992) indicated that 35 of the'
55 children in the program were successfully discontinued. As in
Columbus, test scores from the Reading Recovery Diagnostic Survey
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and from the California Achievement Tests were used to compare
normal first-graders with those who were discontinued from the
Reading Recovery programs.

Cost Effectiveness Studies

Although the relative high cost of instituting a Reading
Recovery program was mentioned in many of the articles, this
review uncovered only two true cost analysis studies. Dyer
(1992) argued that a certain percentage of annual costs for grade
retention, Chapter 1 and Special Education could be avoided by
implementing a Reading Recovery program. He then projected these
savings over time and concluded that "from a long-term
perspective, Reading Recovery offers an educationally sound and
cost-effective alternative to more commonly used approaches."

Lyons and Beaver (in press) addressed the cost issue in one
Ohio school system. Her analysis showed that when measured
against the cost of retention or special education interventions,
the cost per pupil for Reading Recovery compares favorably.

Related to cost-effectiveness is the issue of funding
sources. In Ohio, where Reading Recovery has been implemented on
a statewide basis, Yukish (1988) listed funding alternatives
sanctioned by the Ohio Department of Education: Chapter 1,
Chapter II, Disadvantaged Pupil Program Fund, Teacher Development
Fund and general funds.

Comparison of Reading Recovery with other Intervention Programs

Gaustad (1992) reviewed evidence supporting the
effectiveness of tutoring as a means of preventing academic
failure among at-risk students. She included a section in her
review on twotirst-grade reading programs using certified
teachers--Reading Recovery and Success for All. She also
describ~d programs using paraprofessionals, adult volunteers or
students as tutors as well as peer and cross-age tutoring
programs. While her report did not include original research, it
was a thorough overview with a useful bibliography of the current
use of tutoring as a prevention model.

Another useful review of five one-to-one tutoring programs
used to prevent reading failure was prepared by Wasik and Slavin
(1993). PartiCUlarly helpful were the tables comparing the
characteristics of the five preventive tutoring programs:
Reading Recovery, Success for All, Prevention of Learning
Disabilities, Wallach Tutoring Program and Programmed Tutorial
Reading materials. It is apparent that Wasik and Slavin have
recognized the complexities of the issues involved and presented
a thoughtful analysis and discussion of research findings. In a
broader review in which nine strategies for preventing early
school failure were discussed, Slavin, Karweit and Wasik (1991)
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concluded that "the most effective by far for preventing early
school failure are programs that involve one-to-one tutoring in
reading for first graders, especially in structured models that
use well-trained certified teachers as tutors." (Note: Robert
B. Slavin and his colleagues at the Center for Research on
Effective Schooling for Disadvantaged Students, Johns Hopkins
University, have extensively researched prevention programs for
at-risk students and would appear to be an excellent resource.)

A study by the San Diego (California) Unified School
District (Review of Data Concerning the Reading Recovery ••• ,
1992) presented data on three innovative reading programs:
Reading Recovery, Turning Point and Hispanic Reading Project.
Although the data supported "positive but inconclusive" results,
one finding was clear: costs per pupil in the Reading Recovery
program far exceeded those in the other two programs ($3,250 :
$80 : $82).

Reading Recovery and Learning Disabilities

Lyons, a researcher at Ohio state University, has devoted
her research efforts toward Reading Recovery as a method for
actually preventing learning disabilities. In a study of two
groups of at-risk readers, 30 labeled learning disabled and 30
not learning disabled, Lyons (1989) found that the labeled
students entered the Reading Recovery program tending to rely on
visual information and ignoring or excluding supportive language.
The unlabeled group tended to integrate the meaning and structure
of language as well as the visual features of print in order to
read. "The two groups of children become more alike as the
Reading Recovery intervention program is implemented. There are
no significant differences between the oral reading error
patterns of the two groups at the time of exit."

In a case study (1991) of a kindergarten child who had been
labeled learning disabled, Lyons argued that children actually
learn to be learning disabled. She concluded that they are in
fact "instructionally disabled" and, through participation in the
Reading Recovery program, can learn their way out of the learning
disabled category.

Reading Recovery and Home Literacy Efforts

Two studies were found relating to the involvement of
parents in Reading Recovery programs. Holland (1987)
investigated the role of teachers in involving parents in their
children's literacy development. She studied 13 urban Black and
Appalachian parents of poor and working class socioeconomic
status whose first-grade children attended inner city schools in
ColumbUS, Ohio. Her observations led her to believe that the
collaboration among parent, teacher and child had a powerful
impact up~n ~arents in the stUdy. Secondly, teachers with active
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rather than passive communication styles had greater success in
developing this beneficial collaboration.

Asmussen and Gaffney (1991) reported on the initial phase of
a study incorporating eighteen families, their children and
Reading Recovery teachers. The Reading in Families Project was
designed to investigate the relationship between children's
participation in Reading Recovery and literacy environments in
their homes. Final results of the study have· not been reported.

Reading Recovery and School Restructuring

One more tangential study indicated ways that Reading
Recovery programs might relate to an already existing
restructuring paradigm. Through an examination of such
components of the paradigm as the change in the work design of
teachers and the redefinition of teachers' roles, Rinehart and
Short (1991) suggested that Reading Recovery may create
conditions conducive to school restructuring.

In a similar vein, Scharer and Zajano (1992) argued that the
success of Reading Recovery had .....__ . oJ important implications for
other programs and policies aimed at educational reform." The
first involves a new kind of professional development for
teachers, both costly and time consuming, that will develop
teachers' capacities for making expert professional judgements in
the classroom. Secondly, district and state level policies need
to be revised to support the kind of teacher-student interaction
represented in Reading Recovery.

Reviews of Research

No comprehensive research review of Reading Recovery exists.
Hiebert (in review) focused on Reading Recovery as a model for
system-wide change. In so doing, she excluded a number of
important studies, most notably those addressing cost­
effectiveness and learning disabilities. Nevertheless, her
critique of the research base for Reading Recovery is the most
current and extensive to date. Her main conclusions about
Reading Recovery included (1) "tutored children read as well as
first graders but that the actual numbers served fall below
projected RR figures;" (2) "early interventions need to be
augmented with carefully designed instruction in the middle and
higher grades if the effects of early interventions are to be
sustained. II

An abbreviated review of research was included in a
dissertation by Meece (1992). Her review emphasized the annual
program evaluations done the Columbus (Ohio) Public Schools since
1985 which generally showed positive results with students
enrolled in Reading Recovery programs. Her review also cited a
three-year study done by Fincher for the Canton (Ohio) city
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Schools the results of which were not supportive of Reading
Recovery. Interestingly, two other researchers, Rinehart and
Byrk, analyzed Fincher's study and reported flaws in the research
design. Neither Fincher's nor Rinehart and Byrk's studies were
published and were not cited in any other article included in
this report.

Problems/Issues

Several articles focused on problems and challenges related
to Reading Recovery that have surfaced over the years the program
has been in existence in this country. Zajano (1989)
addressed some of the issues that may arise when school districts
attempt to implement Reading Recovery programs with the
assistance of federal compensatory education Chapter 1 funds.
"The implication of the suggestions raised in this document is
that both the Chapter 1 and Reading Recovery policies and
practices may need to be adjusted in order to accommodate the
instructional and accountability needs of the other."

Pinnell, Fried & Estiee (1990) referred to a number of other
variables that may challenge Reading Recovery programs. First,
they warned that "Reading Recovery is promising, but it is not
the answer • • • Children may learn to~ through Reading
Recovery, but they do not turn into different children ••• "
Secondly, tutored children may not continue to make good progress
if they do not receive continuous beneficial classroom literacy
experiences. The third point raised by these researchers was an
ethical question: "Since we know we can provide this powerful
instruction, are we obligated to provide it to those who need it
despite the cost?" In another artiCle, Pinnell (1990) cited as
drawbacks the time, cost and conflict within a system caused by
the adoption of an innovative program.

Summary

There seems to be little question about the effectiveness of
Reading Recovery as a program that will overcome deficits in
reading performance among young first-grade readers. However,
the available research, while extensive, does not address factors
such as costs that may be of concern to policy makers.

Much of the reviewed research indicates that Readlnq
Recovery is more effective than other one-cn-one tutoring
programs that are available to prevent reading failure among
first grade children. A concern is the cost associated with
implementing Reading Recovery in a local site. The extent of
these costs are reflected by the fact that no site in the
Commonwealth supports a Reading Recovery program using local
funds solely; all school divisions rely on other sources, usually
Chapter 1 federal funds, to finance Reading Recovery in whole or
in part.
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The findings of the research are mixed in the areas of the
long term effects of Reading Recovery. Some researchers report
that student gains in Reading Recovery lingers; others find that
the effects are decreased after a period of time.

The researchers seem unanimous in reporting that more
investigation of the Reading Recovery program is merited before
more stringent claims of its success can be made. All factors
must be considered when implementing the Reading Recovery
Program.

In Conclusion

Reading Recovery has been in existence for about 15 years
and in the u.s. since 1985. Its effectiveness has been assessed
primarily by three groups or individuals: Marie M. Clay in New
Zealand, evaluators from the Columbus (Ohio) Public Schools, and
another group of researchers at Ohio state University (most
notably, D.E. DeFord, C.A. Lyons, and G.S. Pinnell). A handful
of other studies have been done by other individuals during the
past two or three years.

Research data reveals that the success of Reading Recovery
ranges from inconclusive to extremely positive with regard to its
success as a preventive program addressing reading problems in
first-graders. Its long-term effects are just now being realized
since the program has only been operating in the United states
since 1985 and in Virginia since 1986.
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CHAPTER 4: IKPLEKERTATIOII COSTS

Reading ·Recovery Teachers;

Salary and Fringe Benefits

In 1992-93, the average salary and fringe benefit cost per
teacher was $39,300. Generally, Reading Recovery teachers
are assigned to the program for 50 percent of the school
day. Therefore, the estimated salary and fringe benefit
cost for each teacher is $19,650.

Supplies and Materials

There is a significant "start-up" cost for new Reading
Recovery teachers. The estimated cost for materials and
supplies for each teacher is $1,650. The largest item
included in this estimated cost is the 350 "little" books
required for each teacher. In addition, the estimated
start-up cost includes tables and chairs, file cabinets,
magnetic board and timer. After the initial items are
acquired, the annual operating cost is minimum. It is
estimated that $150 will be required each year for paper,
test materials and replacement books.

staff Development

First year teachers are required to enroll in a graduate
level teacher training course each semester. These courses
are taught by a Reading Recovery team leader. These
estimated cost for these courses is $800. In addition,
reading recovery teachers are encouraged to attend regional
and state conferences. Appendix E lists the estimated cost
for each Reading Recovery teacher.

Reading Recovery Teacher Leaders:

Salary and Fringe Benefits

Teacher leaders are assigned to the Reading Recovery program
on a full time basis. The estimated salary and fringe
benefit cost for each position is $39,300.

staff Development

Teacher leaders are required to attend a one year teacher
leader training program. CUrrently, no university in
Virginia offers this program. The nearest programs are
located in North Carolina, West Virginia, Ohio, and
Illinois. The estimated cost for tuition, supplies, fees
and travel is $11,500.
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After the initial training, funds are required each year for
the teacher leader to attend regional meetings, national
conferences and the teacher leader Training Institute. The
annual estimated cost for this training is $1,800.

Local Travel

Teacher leaders visit Reading Recovery teachers-in-training
four to six times during the school year to provide guidance
and clarification of appropriate procedures. In addition,
teacher leaders visit trained Reading Recovery teachers at
least once each year to insure quality control of the
proqram with additional visits based on need or request.
The estimated cost for this local travel is $700 per year.
Appendix F lists the costs associated with the Reading
Recovery teacher leader position.

Facilities

It is necessary to provide an appropriate training site for
the teacher training classes. This training site could be
located at a local school division or university facility. This
site should include a room with one-way glass, a sound system,
stools and tables. The estimated cost for a training site is
$5,000.

Estimated Cost to Implement the Reading Recovery Program for the
Average Size School Division ·

The following table outlines the estimated costs to
implement the Reading Recovery Program in an average size school
division. In Virginia, the average school division has 640 first
grade students (based on actual 1992-93 first grade enrollment
fiqures). The average percent of students scoring in the
national bottom quartile on the fourth grade Virginia assessment
tests is used to estimate the number of students participating in
the Reading Recovery program for this school division.
As noted in the table, fourteen teachers are required for the
estimated 115 first grade students participating in this program.
It is assumed that each teacher would work with eight students
during the school year. One teacher leader will be required in
this school division to provide training and supervision for this
program. The salary cost for the teacher leader is reduced by 25
percent in the third year to reflect the reduction in time
required to train new Reading Recovery teachers.

Estimated Cost to Implement the Reading Recovery Program
statewide

In 1992-93, there were 85,065 first grade students in
Virginia. The estimated number of first grade students which may
participate in the Reading Recovery program ranges from the
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percent of the fourth grad~s student~' scoring in the bottom
quartile on the Virginfa state Assessment tests (15 percent) to
the bottom twenty percent of th~first qrade students. This
range would result in 12,760 to 17,010 students participating in
this program statewide. Assuming an estimated cost of $2,900 per.
pupil, the cost to implement the Reading Recovery program
statewide ranges from $37 million to $49.3 million each year.
The $2,900 per pupil costs represents the average cost of the
Reading Recovery program as illustrated in the following table.
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Reading Recovery Program
Estimated Implementation Cost for the

Average Size School Division

Required Number ofInstructional Positions:

Average No.

of 1st Grade
Students

640

Average %
In Bottom

Quartile
(4th Grade)

18.0%

Estimated
Number of

Students
115

Required
Number of

Teachers
14

Required
Number of

Teacher
Leaders

1

Estimated Costs:

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3
Teacher Leader (1 Pos..)

Salary and
Fringe Ben. $39,300 $39,300 529,475

Training Costs 11,500
Staff Development 1,800 1,800
Local Travel 700 700

Total $50,800 $41,800 531,975

Teachers (14 pas..)
Salary and

Fringe Ben. $275,100 5275,100
Set-Up Costs 23,100
Operating Costs 2,100
Training Costs 11,200

Total $309,400 5277,200

Facilities $5,000

Total Costs 555,800 $351,200 $309,175

Number of Students 115 115

Cost per Pupil $3,054 $2,688
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CHAPTER ". DISCtJSSIOII AJm RBCOKKDmATXOJlS

The recommendations presented here have been reached as a
result of conducting the study, discussing the issues related to
Reading Recovery, and analyzing the findings.

Discussion

Reading Recovery is an effective early intervention program
designed to help the lowest achieving, least able readers in the
first-grade to develop effective strategies for reading and
become independent readers. Research data reveals that the
success of the program ranges from inconclusive since long-term
effects are just now being realized to extremely positive.

In 1992-93, there were 2,700 first-grade students who
participated in a Reading Recovery program in Virginia. This
number represented 16 percent of those students who would be
targeted for the program statewide. CUrrently, 34 of 135 school
divisions in the state have Reading Recovery programs operating
in their localities. The programs are primarily supported with
Chapter 1 federal dollars. Chapter 1 funds are presently used
for programs designed to provide supplemental services in the
local school divisions to meet the needs of educationally
deprived children who are properly identified and selected for
participation in the program. Regulations prohibit the use of
Chapter 1 funds as general aid to benefit an entire school
division. Those school divisions implementing Reading Recovery
with Chapter 1 funds can only provide services for first-grade
students identified as target students. Thus, many students for
whom Reading Recovery could be an effective intervention, but who
are not eligible for Chapter 1 services, cannot benefit from this
program.

Informal investigations have revealed that some school
divisions have expressed interest in the Reading Recovery
program, however, the initial costs for teacher training and
materials have impeded the growth of the program in virginia.
Chapter 1 funds offer the primary avenue for funding in the
state; however, the Chapter 1 legislation is being reauthorized,
and it is anticipated that a restructuring of funding may affect
the state and sUbsequently effect continuation of Reading
Recovery programs in some localities.

At the present time, there is no regional training center at
a Virginia institution of higher education to train teacher
leaders. There is a training center in two neighboring states-­
North Carolina and West Virginia. This year three teachers are
being trained as teacher leaders at an out-of-state site. since'
the numbers being trained each year are small, the establishment
of a training center is not warranted at this time.
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Recommendations

1. The Department of Education should continue to study the
the Reading Recovery program and determine ways the program
could be expanded. In its effort the department should:

• develop strategies to encourage school divisions to
consider implementation of the Reading Recovery program
as one of the effective diagnostic and prescriptive
intervention programs for first-grade children who are
the least able readers. (e.g. develop a brochure,
organize an annotated bibliography, etc.).

• conduct a survey to determine the commitment of school
divisions and institutions of higher education to
implementation.

2. state funds should be made available in the amount of
$200,000 for the first year of the biennium and $300,000 for
the second year to assist local school divisions with the
costs for teacher training. This would allow a combination
of 75-100 teacher leaders and teachers to be trained. It is
estimated that the cost for training a teacher leader is
$11,200 and the training cost for a teacher is $800. In
addition, the start-up cost for materials and supplies for a
new Reading Recovery teacher is $1,650. The sa~aries and
other operating costs for the program, however, would
continue to be funded from local and federal sources. The
monies would be offered competitively. Eligibility criteria
should be used when funding these school divisions.
Priority should be given to:

• School divisions where there is no Reading Recovery
program;

• CUrrent programs funded who may realize significant
loses in Chapter 1 funding under the reauthorization
bill; and

• Existing programs that want to expand to target
children not eligible for Chapter 1 services.

3. As more Reading Recovery programs are implemented
statewide and more teacher leaders are needed, consideration
for the establishment of a regional training center at an
institution of higher education to train teacher leaders is
advised.

4. The seven colleges and universities currently offering
graduate level credit for Reading Recovery teacher training
should be encouraged to continue their involvement. They
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are the University of Richmond, George Mason University,
virginia Commonwealth University, Virginia Tech, The College
of William and Mary, Longwood College, and Lynchburg
College. As additional school divisions in the various
regions of the state begin programs, other institutions of
higher education should be involved.
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Appendix A

GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF VIRGINIA--1993 SESSION
HOUSE JOlNi RESOLUTION NO. 470

Requesting the Department 01 Edu.cation to study the feasibility and appropriateness 01
implementing a Reading Recovery Program as a statewide prevention effort to reduce
illiteracy in the Commonwealth.

Agreed to by the House of Delegates, February 9, 1993
Agreed to by the Senate, February 23, 1993

WHEREAS, ensuring early, positive learning opportunities and promoting the educational
and personal growth of young students will ultimately reduce illiteracy, drop out,
delinquency, and wasted talents and abilities; and

WHEREAS. the Reading Recovery Program W designed to reduce iUlteracy by
addressing reading failure In the first grade: and

WHEREAS, identifying students at risk of failing to learn to read through a
comprehensive diagnostic screening process, the Reading Recovery Program provides young
students daily intensive individualized instruction from specially trained teachers, thereby
promoting the development of these students as independent learners; and

WHEREAS, five years of research and review in Ohio have confirmed the positive
results that may be obtained from this program, as over three-fourths ot those students
participating in Reading Recovery between 1986 and 1991 have demonstrated improved
reading skills without need tor SUbsequent remedial intervention; and

WHEREAS, the Reading Recovery Program includes specific training requirements for
participating teachers, necessitating special training centers for these professionals; and

WHEREAS, while § 22.1·208.1 of the Code of Virginia establishes the Virginia Reading
to Learn Project to empbasize reading as "an integral part of instruction in every subject"
in the middle and high scnoot grades, the creation ot a special program focusing on
reading in the early grades would facilitate those positive learning experiences so critical
to the educational development of young students; DOW, therefore, be it

RESOLVED by the House of Delegates, the Senate concurring, That the Department of
Education be requested to study the feasibility and appropriateness ot implementing a
Reading Recovery Program as a stateWide prevention effort to reduce illiteracy in the
Commonwealth.

All agencies of the Commonwealth snail, upon request, assist the Department in the
conduct of its study. In conducting its study, the Department shall consider, among other
things, recent studies assessing the effectiveness of the Reading Recovery Program; the
identification of particular institutions of higher education in the Commonwealth as. possible
teacher training sites; and the potential fiscal impact of implementing this program in
Virginia, including methods of funding tuition for instructional training and the
establishment of training centers at designated colleges and universities.

The Department shall submit Its findings and recommendations to the Governor and the
1994 Session of the General Assembly in accordance with the procedures of the Division of
Legislative Automated Systems for the processing of legislative documents.



Appendix B

READING RECOVERY ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE
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Fairfax County Alexandria City

Manassas Park
Warren County
Falls Church City
Arlington County
Prince 'William County

Halifax County Amherst County
Bedford County
Campbell County
Lexinqton City
Nelson County
r-rince Edward County

Henrico County Chesterfield county
Hanover County

Lynchburg City None

Montgomery County Salem city

Portsmouth City Norfolk City
suffolk City

Richmond City stafford County

Virginia Beach City None

Williamsburg/James City Newport News
Hampton City
Charles City
Hopewell city .

Wythe County and Newport News city Schools are sending teachers for
the year-long teacher leader training during the 1993-94 school
year. After training has been received, the two school divisions
will become teacher training sites.
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Reading Recovery Teacher CostS

Appendix E

A. Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost
50% Full-time )jQUivalent Position

B. Supplies andMaterials

Initial
Set-up Costs

, $1,650 1
Table and Chairs
Reading Books
Blackboard
Magnetic Board
File Cabinet
Timer

Annual
Cost$

1 llSO I
Replacement Books
Writing Books
Paper
Test Materials

c. Staff Development

First year
Tuition - 2 Semesters $BOO I

Optional
State Conferences $200
OhioConference 700



Reading Recovery Teacher Leader Costs

Appendix F

A. Salary and Fringe Benefit Cost
100% Full-time EquivalentPosition

B. StaffDevelopment

Regional Meetings 5200
National Conference 800
Training Institute 800

c. Local Travel

Monitor Reading
Recovery Teachers 5700 I

First Year Training Costs

Salary and Fringe Benefits
CollegeTuition
Technical Fees
Supplies
Travel

$39,300
5,000
2,000
2,500
2,000

, $39,300 ,


	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



