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Three Years of the MNPS Reading Recovery Program: A 
Synopsis of the Department of Research, Assessment, and 

Evaluation Report of Achievement Outcomes and 2017 
Costs 

 
1.0 Introduction. This is the third annual report by the Department of Research, Assessment, 
and Evaluation (RAE) staff of the continuing evaluation of the District’s Reading Recovery® (RR) 
program. The report cites reading levels of the 2015, 2016, and 2017 RR student cohorts as they 
progress through elementary school grade levels and as measured by the district’s and state’s 
assessments. An addition to this year’s report are the costs of conducting the 2017 program.  
 
We follow two groups of students who receive the full complement of RR lessons: those who 
are discontinued* and those who do not reach grade-level reading or mastery of the strategies 
and are not discontinued (further noted as “not-discontinued”). While discontinued students, 
as a group, perform at higher levels in reading than comparable peers at the end of first 
grade, their literacy performance fades and is not statistically different from their peers in 
the latter grades. Furthermore, the majority of the discontinued students increasingly fall short 
of grade level expectations, while 90 percent or more of the not-discontinued remain reading 
below grade levels. 
 
Indicative findings in our report include: 

• It cost $2.8 million to deliver nearly 33,000 lesson by 64 teachers to 544 students in 2017. 
• In 2017 a discontinued student cost $5,278 and a not-discontinued student cost $6,435. 
This is in addition to the District spending $9,700 per student for all students 
• Reading achievement of discontinued students decline over the course of elementary 
school. 
• 90 percent of the not-discontinued students are mired in below reading levels throughout 
elementary school. 
• Of the students completing RR, the sessions were not as effective for ones with the least 
reading ability as it was for the more able student 
• Only 2 of the 2015 RR students discontinued were recorded as on-track or mastered by the 
2017 state reading assessment used for accountability. 
• MNPS RR results are similar to the findings of the San Diego Unified School District, the 
Madison (Wisconsin) Metropolitan School District, Wake County (Raleigh, North Carolina) 
Public School System, and the New South Wales (Australia) Department of Education; and 
not dissimilar to the short term and long term results of the 4-year i3 scale-up study. 
• The i3 scale-up study found problems with using the Observation Survey of Early 
Literacy Assessment in selecting students for RR services. 

 
Explanations for MNPS findings require further research and extensive analyses, which are not 
scheduled currently for our department. However, some questions can be considered at this 
time. Following the example of the San Diego study (mentioned in Section 1.5, below), here are 
questions concerning the sustainability of the achievement levels of RR students:	

• Does the core classroom instruction provided to former RR students as they enter second 
grade and beyond in the same or different school diverge significantly from what they were 
accustomed to or was led to expect by Reading Recovery? 

																																																								
*	Students considered as capable readers; reading at the average level of their classmates and master of the six or so reading 
and writing strategies which they can use independently.	
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• Are former RR students not able to transfer strategies obtained through Reading Recovery 
into regular classrooms? 
• Should the criteria for discontinuing students be revised to reflect national grade-level 
reading/literacy norms rather than just attaining the average reading levels of classmates? 
• Can the students who do not benefit from Reading Recovery (the not-discontinued) be 
identified earlier and given more appropriate interventions rather than spending 20 weeks to 
no avail? Are certain prescriptive RR tutoring methods disabling for these students? 
• What are the effects of the documented inconsistencies of the Observational Survey of 
Early Literacy Assessment (OSELA) on the selection of students to receive Reading Recovery 
and on their latter literacy assessment results? 
• Is Reading Recovery designed to impact struggling readers different than the ones 
found in MNPS RR schools, who are largely economically disadvantage, close to half 
receive EL services, two-fifths are African Americans and two-fifths are Hispanic? 
• Does the internal Reading Recovery evaluation and monitoring system (IDEC) provide 
adequate information needed to adjust the instructional program to meet the needs of each 
MNPS RR school? Is the research design, performance instruments and measures, and data 
collection procedures so aligned with RR instruction that bias is inevitable? 

 
Again, these findings are not different from findings of other school systems here and abroad 
and are briefly discussed and displayed in four sections that follow. 
 
1.1 Costs of Delivering Reading Recovery Lessons in 2017. We were given the number of the 
daily 30-minute, one-to-one tutoring lessons as recorded by the 64 Reading Recovery teachers in 
32 schools in the 2016-2017 school year. These are displayed in Table 1.1 by the five status 
categories used by International Data Evaluation Center (IDEC).  
 
 

Table 1.1 
Per Pupil Cost for Reading Recovery, 2017 

Based on $86.17547 per LessonÛ 
 Number of 

Students 
Number of 

Lessons 
Total Costs Per Pupil 

Discontinued 266 16,294 $1,404,143.19 $5,278.73 
Not-discontinued (“Recommended”) 131 9,783 $843,054.67 $6,435.53 
Incomplete 120 6,120 $527,393.91 $4,394.95 
Moved 18 432  $37,227.81 $2,068.21  
Removed 9 342 $29,472.01 $3,274.67 

Total 544 32,971 $2,841,291.58  
 
Incoming first grade students who fall in the bottom 20 percent of their class are eligible to be 
selected for Reading Recovery in their school. They are screened and diagnosed with the 
OSELA and ranked for service. (See the discussion in Section 1.2.) Students complete the full 
regimen of the RR tutorial lessons either by being declared “Discontinued,” or 
“Recommended.” To be Discontinued students must be reading on average level of their 
classmates as measured with the Scott-Foresman running records (text level assessment) 
system, and have mastered the strategies that enable readers to extract the meanings of a text. 
Mastery is measured with Marie Clay’s “Observational Survey of Early Literacy Assessment” 
(OSELA) Students may be Discontinued after at least 12 weeks of lessons. Students are 

																																																								
ÛBased on half-a-day RR teachers’ salary, benefits, and pension; special and injured on duty pay; catering, materials, printing and 
travel; and costs related to RR: IDEC fee, RR Council of North America fee to OSU, RRCNA membership, PD fee, and 
conference registration. 
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Recommended (meaning recommended for special services) by completing 20 weeks of the 
RR sessions, but without exhibiting the appropriate reading levels or mastery. These students 
are called “Recommended” in the parlance of Reading Recovery. In our evaluation reports we 
have labeled them simply as “not-discontinued” as we made no provision of determining if 
recommendations had been made and, if so, to whom and to what end. In the report that 
follows, these two categories are combined and labeled, “Completers.” 
 
“Incomplete” status are the students still receiving lessons at the end of the school year. They 
were neither discontinued or not-discontinued. The category, “Moved” is self-explanatory. 
Students may be “Removed” for behavior or overly absent. 
 
Expenditures associated with Reading Recovery in 2017 totaled $5,422,807.57 and includes the 
afternoon intervention classes conducted by RR teachers. Adjusting this total for the half day in 
the morning RR teachers spend tutoring returned $2,841,291.59. The total number of lessons 
given during the year was 32,971. Dividing the adjusted figure by the total number of lessons 
given returns the quotient of $86.17547 per lesson. This figure is used to calculate the per pupil 
costs for each of the status categories presented in Table 1.1. These per pupil costs are in 
addition to the District’s per pupil costs of $9,700 per pupil for 2018 (excluding the RR tutoring 
cost). Notice, that it costs more to tutor the not-discontinued ($6,435,53) than the discontinued 
($5,278.73). The value of these costs may be weighed in the following section on short-term and 
long-term assessment outcomes of the RR program. 
 
An alternative to calculating RR costs from Marissa Cota, a teacher leader, is given in 
Attachment A 
 
1.2 EOY 1st Grade & BOY 2nd Grade Assessment Results for 2017 RR Students & Peers. 
Determination of comparison groups for the 2017 RR cohort is different from the method used 
for the 2015 and 2016 cohorts. For the first two years, comparison students were selected 
randomly from groups that matched the RR participants in their fall TLA levels, their racial 
designation, their economic status, and, where possible, their family’s language spoken at 
home. For the 2017 cohort, propensity scores (PS) were calculated for both the RR participants 
and the rest of the first graders who were recorded as taking the initial, fall, TLA. Logistic 
regression models were developed to estimate the PS. The models were composed from 20 
different student covariates, or variables, five demographics and fifteen assessments scores. 
Same or similar PS were used to match individual RR students with non-RR students in an 
effort to simulate the selection of RR students at the beginning of the first grade if it was done as 
random assignment into “treatment” groups (those who actually received RR) and “untreated” 
controls (those who did not participate in RR). The two groups were combined to form the 
evaluation sample for the 2017 analysis. 
 
The statistical software package, Stata 12, was used for logistic regression, propensity score 
estimation (with the PS Match2 module), and all other statistical analyses.  
 
The 2017 sample of RR completers and matched control student peers was divided in three 
blocks, each block determined by when the RR students received tutoring during the year, first 
round, second round, or third round. Students in each RR school teachers judge to be in the 
bottom 20 percent of literacy proficiency are given the OSELA (Observational Survey of Early 
Literacy) and those with the lowest scores are listed to receive RR. The highest priority to 
receive RR are the students who are assessed as the most struggling readers while the least 
struggling are at the end of the list and are the last to receive RR. Thus, first round students are 
quantitatively different than students in the later rounds. 
 
The five demographic covariates were zip codes, racial/ethnic codes used in federal reporting, 
age in months as of the first day of school, gender, and economic disadvantage recorded as yes 
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or no. Scores were used from three assessments given in the previous spring and in the fall and 
winter of first grade. These were the Fountas and Pinnell text level assessments (TLA) given at 
the end of kindergarten and at the beginning and middle of first grade; the FastBridge Early 
Reading (ER) given early fall; and the FastBridge Curriculum-Based Measurement for Reading 
(CBMR) given after the return to school in January. Also included as covariates were national 
and school percentiles of four ER subtests: sight words reading, word segmenting, sentence 
reading, and nonsense words-sentence reading. (NCE equivalents of percentiles were also 
included.) Assessments to be used as outcome measures are off-limits: spring TLA and CBMR. 
 
The subject pool was the 2017 fall first grade enrollment who had TLA scores at the beginning 
of school. It totaled 6,567 students, including the 544 who had received RR tutoring whether 
they had been given the TLA or not. Because of the difficulty of developing a workable logit 
regression model for the first round RR students, the pool was reduced to 2,964 and made up of 
students who lived in the same zip codes and with the same proportion of ED (75 percent to 25 
percent) as the students who received RR in the first round.  
 
The best logit regression model consisted of 21 variables, all assessment: 9 single scores and 12 
score interactions and squared combinations. The model had a pseudo r-square of 0.3061 and 
when used to generate propensity score (PS) estimations identified 238 of the 250 students who 
completed first round RR tutoring sessions. Statistical means tests were run on the 21 variables 
and, remarkably considering the number of variables, no differences were found between the 
treated (those who received RR) and the untreated. The untreated comparison group of 187 
students was selected using the nearest neighbor with replacement technique.  
 
Returning to the original pool of students, minus the ones used in Round 1 selection, the same 
21-variable model also worked to generate PS for Round 2. The resulting PS identified all but 
three of the 130 students in Round 2 and 113 untreated students with similar PS. However 
Round 3 required a new model and consisted of the age covariant and 11 assessment scores. 
The assessments included the winter TLA and CBMR scores and two ER subtest: sentence 
reading and and reading nonsense words in sentences. Both national and school NCEs and 
percentiles were used to generate PS. All 17 third round RR students were identified and 
matched with untreated students. All the 17 RR students were also discontinued, by the way. 
 
Our propensity score matching attempted to simulate the selection process used by RR teachers 
with the OSELA. OSELA consists of six subtests, or subscales: 1) letter identification, 2) concepts 
about print, 3) Ohio Word Test, 4) writing vocabulary, 5) hearing and recording sounds in 
words, and 6) text reading (recording using a running record). The RR teacher records a raw 
score for each test which is then translated into a stanine. The problem with using the OSELA, 
as discovered by the i3 scale-up study of Reading RecoveryÛ, is that there is no method or 
prescription for teachers to combine the six subscale scores into a single composite score 
without the element of subjectivity. 
 

As such, Reading Recovery teachers are expected to use the information across the subscales 
to rank the students according to the following process.  

Select the lowest-achieving students first. Generally speaking, these are the children with the 
most stanine 1s, 2s, and 3s on the six tasks of the Observation Survey. But also take into 

																																																								

Û May, H., Sirinides, P., Gray, A., & Goldsworthy, H. (2016). Reading Recovery: An Evaluation of the Four-Year i3 Scale-Up. 
Philadelphia: Consortium for Policy Research in Education.  
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account the students’ responses and raw scores on the individual tasks. Where children’s 
profiles are similar, select the student with the least evidence of problem-solving activity 
(monitoring, self-correcting, initiating solving). Also, ask the classroom teacher who is gaining 
the least from classroom instruction (North American Trainers Group, 2015).  

This suggests two things: (a) the relative weight of each subscale for determining assignment 
to Reading Recovery is likely to vary from one school to another given differences in level 
and variation of OS scores in different schools, and (b) there is the potential for inclusion of 
information beyond the OS subscales in determining assignment when students have 
similar OS score profiles. (p. 50) 

Thus, we found it difficult to emulate exactly the selection process used by the different RR 
teachers in different schools in estimating propensity scores. 
 
In the following tables, please recall that the discontinued students are combined with the not-
discontinued to form the “completers.” The tables display the first-grade end-of-the-year 2017 
TLA and CBMR (Curriculum-Based Measure of Reading) a FastBridge assessment, results and 
the second-grade beginning-of-the-year 2018 TLA and CBMR of the completers and the 
disaggregation into discontinued and not-discontinued. 
 
The TLA benchmark for ending first grade and for entering second is J, or 10. This is the mark 
that Fountas and Pinnell recognize as reading at grade level. (Until the 2019 school year, the 
District had mandated the use of the Fountas and Pinnell Baseline Assessment System (BAS) 
from the middle of kindergarten through the end of fourth grade.) For the CBMR tables, the 
NCE equivalent of the 41st percentile (the start of the Third Quartile) is 45. Anything below 45 
NCE means reading in the First or Second Quintile (1st to 40th percentiles). 
 
The quantitative differences of the rounds serving the RR students is evident in Tables 1.2aa 
and 1.2ba on the text level assessments (TLA) and the Curriculum-Based Measure of Reading 
(CBMR) at the end of first grade. The assessment results of first round RR completers are either 
not distinguishable from their control peers or are less than them. Whereas, the results of the 
second and third round completers exceed those of their peers. But note, only the mean TLA 
of the completers of the third round (10.29) reach the grade-level reading for first grade. And 
the CBMR mean NCE results in the three rounds are all in the first quintile for all RR completers 
and their peers. 
 

Table 1.2aa 
End of First Grade TLAs for 2017 RR Completers & Controls by Rounds 

 First Round Second Round Third Round 
 N Mean TLA Level N Mean TLA Level N Mean TLA Level 
RR Completers 238 7.68* 127 9.25† 17 10.29† 
Control Peers 187 7.19 113 7.18 17 7.94 

* Not significantly different 
† Significantly different at p<0.01 
 
 

Table 1.2ab 
End of First Grade TLAs for 2017 RR Discontinued & Controls 

 N Mean TLA Level 
RR Discontinued 254 9.57† 
Control Peers 214 7.38 

† Significant different at p<0.01 
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Table 1.2ac 
End of First Grade TLAs for 2017 RR Not-discontinued & Controls 

 N Mean TLA Level 
RR Not-discontinued 128 5.84 
Control Peers 111 7.17† 

† Significantly different at p<0.01 
 

Table 1.2ba 
End of First Grade CBMR for 2017 RR Completers & Controls by Rounds 

 First Round Second Round Third Round 
 N Mean NCE N Mean NCE N Mean NCE 
RR Completers 237 19.15 130 26.00† 17 28.49† 
Control Peers 187 22.98† 112 20.32 17 25.48 

† Significantly different at p<0.01 
 

Table 1.2bb 
End of First Grade CBMR for 2017 RR Discontinued & Controls 

 N Mean NCE 
RR Discontinued 258 27.88† 
Control Peers 213 23.53 

† Significantly different at p<0.01 
 

Table 1.2bc 
End of First Grade CBMR for 2017 RR Not-discontinued & Controls 

 N Mean NCE 
RR Not-discontinued 126 9.60 
Control Peers 111 22.37† 

† Significantly different at p<0.01 
 
On the TLA and CBMR pair of first grade end-of-year (EOY) measures the discontinued 
students’ scores exceed those of their peers (Tables 1.2ab and 1.2bb), while the not- 
discontinued RR students trail their peers (Tables 1.2ac and 1.2bc) 
 

Table 1.2ca 
Beginning of Second Grade 2018 TLAs for 2017 RR Completers & Controls 

by Rounds 
 First Round Second Round Third Round 
 N Mean TLA Level N Mean TLA Level N Mean TLA Level 
RR Completers 216 6.76 113 8.39† 15 8.67* 
Control Peers 166 7.12* 100 6.55 16 8.00 

* Not significantly different 
† Significantly different at p<0.01 
 

Table 1.2cb 
Beginning of Second Grade 2018 TLAs for 2017 RR Discontinued & 

Controls 
 N Mean TLA Level 
RR Discontinued 229 8.57† 
Control Peers 196 7.04 

† Significantly different at p<0.01 
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Table 1.2cc 
Beginning of Second Grade 2018 TLAs for 2017 RR Not-discontinued & 

Controls 
 N Mean TLA Level 
RR Not-discontinued 115 5.02 
Control Peers 95 7.11† 

† Significantly different at p<0.01 
 

Table 1.2da 
Beginning of Second Grade 2018 CBMR for 2017 RR Completers & Controls 

by Rounds 
 First Round Second Round Third Round 
 N Mean NCE N Mean NCE N Mean NCE 
RR Completers 220 29.38 119 34.48* 13 35.81* 
Control Peers 167 33.94† 99 32.83 16 34.39 

* Not significantly different 
† Significantly different at p<0.01 
 

Table 1.2db 
Beginning of Second Grade 2018 CBMR for 2017 RR Discontinued & 

Controls 
 N Mean NCE 
RR Discontinued 237 34.70* 
Control Peers 196 33.58 

* Not significantly different 
 

Table 1.2dc 
Beginning of Second Grade 2018 TLAs for 2017 RR Not-discontinued & 

Controls 
 N Mean NCE 
RR Not-discontinued 115 24.43 
Control Peers 94 34.70† 

† Significantly different at p<0.01 
 
At the start of second grade in School Year 2017-2018, only the second round RR completers had 
significantly higher TLA means than their matched peers (Table 1.2ca) and all—completers and 
peers, alike, except for third round control peers—recorded lower mean reading levels. The 
third round peers slightly increased their mean reading level. All means fell short, though, of 
the benchmark of 10 (Level J) for the start of the grade. 
 
On the fall CBMR all groups, but the first round RR completers, had mean NCE in the second 
quintile (Table 1.2da). The mean of their control peers was significantly higher. There were no 
statistically differences in the other rounds. 
 
Disaggregating the RR completers into discontinued and not-discontinued on the two fall 
second grade assessments appear on Tables 1.2cb and 1.2cc (TLAs) and on Tables 1.2db and 
1.2dc (CBMR). The mean TLA of RR discontinued was significant statistically different from 
their counterpart peers on the fall TLA, but not on the fall CBMR mean NCEs. Meanwhile the 
mean TLA and NCE of the control peers of the RR not-discontinued remained statistically 
different from the not-discontinued. 
	



Revision 6: 13 Nov 2018 
 

 
8 of 14 Pages 

 2017 RR Evaluation Report Synopsis 
 Jack Willis, Department of Research, Assessment & Evaluation, MNPS 

	

1.3 2017 TNReady Results of the 2015 RR participants in the Third Grade. Of the 143 students 
who completed the full complement of RR sessions as first graders in 2014-15, 119 remained in 
the district as third graders and had TNReady scores in 2016-17. The TNReady results for these 
RR completers and for comparison group students who were still in MNPS in 2016-17 are 
displayed in the tables beginning with “1.3.” TNReady is part of the Tennessee TCAP state-
wide assessments. It is used in the state’s accountability system for rating districts and schools. 
 
Table 1.3a, below, displays the 2015 RR students and their comparison groups. Two 
comparison groups of students were formed to match the 143 RR “completers.” Both groups 
matched the fall text levels of the completers and had comparable demographics with respect to 
ELL and race/ethnicity. One group of 143 students were in the schools offering Reading 
Recovery but did not have the intervention. These are the RR “peers.” A second group also 
consisted of 143 students but from schools without the RR intervention. These are the “non RR 
schools” peers.  
 
Serving as comparison standards were 112 students at two Oak Hill schools (Percy Priest and 
Glendale) and in all 7384 first grade students in the District. The Oak Hill students starting in 
the fall had text levels ranging from Pre-A to G, including one at Pre-A, one at Level A, and 
eight at Level B. Certainly different than RR students. Oak Hill is an affluent, and largely 
independent, section of Nashville. 
 

Table 1.3a 
Groups Used in Comparing 2015 Reading Recovery Completers	

Student	Group	 Original # # 2017 TNReady 
RR completers 143 119 
RR school peers 143 123 
Peers in non RR schools 143 125 
Peers in Oak Hill schools 112 94 
District 7384 5856 

 
In Table 1.3b, below, only two of the 119 RR completers (1.7%) with TNReady scores scored at 
the On Track or Mastered achievement levels – the levels at which students are considered to 
have a comprehensive understanding and thorough ability to apply the knowledge and skills 
required by the Tennessee academic standards. The “On Track” and the “Mastered” percent 
levels of the RR completers are exceeded by both comparison and the standards groups. In 
addition, 88 of the 119 RR test takers (73.9%) scored at the lowest level – Below – which is 
defined as the level at which students have a minimal understanding and nominal ability to 
apply the state standards. 
 

Table 1.3b 
2017 TNReady Results of the 2015 Reading Recovery Completers and 

Comparison Groups 
 RR Completers RR school peers In non RR schools In Oak Hill schools 2015 District 

cohort 
Below 88 (73.9%) 81 (65.9%) 77 (61.6%) 8 (8.5%) 2101 (35.9%) 
Approaching 29 (24.4%) 33 (26.8%) 41 (32.8%) 33 (35.1%) 2135 (36.5%) 
On Track 1 (0.8%) 9 (7.3%) 6 (4.8%) 45 (47.9%) 1306 (22.3%) 
Mastered 1 (0.8%) 0 (0.0%) 1 (0.8%) 8 (8.5%) 314 (5.4%) 

Totals 121 127 126 95 5916 
Missing score 2 4 1 1 60 
Not in District 22 16 17 17 1468 
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Table 1.3c displays that only two of the 57 remaining 2015 “Discontinued” students with 
TNReady scores (3.5%) reached the On Track or Mastered achievement levels. None of the 62 
remaining 2015 “Not-discontinued” students met this standard. “Not-discontinued” is not the 
preferred outcome but is still considered a positive outcome by the Reading Recovery Council 
of North American: 
	

Table 1.3c 
2017 TNReady Results of the 2015 RR Discontinued and Not-discontinued 

Groups 
 RR Discontinued RR Not-

discontinued 
Below 37 (64.9%) 51 (82.3%) 
Approaching 18 (31.6%) 11 (17.7%) 
On Track 1 (01.8%) 0 (0.0%) 
Mastered 1 (01.8%) 0 (0.0%) 

Totals 57 62 

Missing score 1 1 
Not in District 11 11 

	
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 I, LD referral). 
This category represents a positive, supportive action on behalf of the child and the school. Diagnostic 
information from Reading Recovery is available to inform decisions about future actions. 
(https://readingrecovery.org/reading-recovery/teaching-children/basic-facts/)	
	

However, studies of the 2016 and 2017 RR students show the same trend with “Not-
discontinued” students mired in below grade level performance in succeeding grades. 
Furthermore, significant percentages of RR completers fall into the “Not-discontinued” 
category. 
	
1.4 Short-Term and Long-Term Outcomes as Measured by TLA and MAP. The essence of the 
three years of Reading Recovery is presented as snapshots of the RR completers and the 
discontinued and not-discontinued components on TLA assessments at the end of first grade 
and on the MAP Reading assessment given in February 2018 when the 2017 RR cohort is 
midway of second grade, the 2016 cohort is midway of third grade, and the 2015 cohort is 
midway of fourth grade. 
 
Reading Recovery was reconstituted in the District in the 2014-2015 school yearÛ. During the 
2014 summer, 24 teachers were hired and two teacher leaders were trained at the Georgia State 
University Reading Recovery Regional Center. The teacher leaders conducted year-round 
training for the new Reading Recovery teachers. All were placed that fall in 13 schools whose 
principals chose to have the first grade reading program and abide by a memorandum of 
understanding. Nine schools were added in the 2015-2016 school year bringing the total to 22 
schools staffed by 46 RR teachers, approximately half were in training throughout the year. 

																																																								
Û Reading Recovery was first implemented in the 1995-96 school year as an option for Title I schools. The District ceased 
supporting the program in 2010.  In November 1999, the research and evaluation department was approached to evaluate 
Reading Recovery and responded with a proposal including an evaluation design, sampling plan, data collection and analysis, and 
limitations. The request was withdrawn after the proposal was received. [MGT of America. (January 2000). Long-range 
implementation plan resulting from a performance audit of Metropolitan Nashville Public Schools. Pp 6-49 to 6-53. Downloaded 
from https://www.nashville.gov/Portals/0/SiteContent/InternalAudit/docs/FY2001/Nashville%20Public%20Schools%20Audit%201-
26-2001/Nashville%20Public%20Schools%20Audit%20MGT%20Report.pdf] 
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Three schools were dropped for the 2016-2017 school year and 13 schools were added bringing 
the total to 32 schools and staffed by 64 teachers, a third of which were in training.  
 
Table 1.4.0 presents the disposition of participants at the conclusions of the 2015, 2016, and 2017 
RR programs. Discontinued students comprise less than half of all participating students. Close 
to a quarter or more are not discontinued. Anywhere from one-fifth to one-quarter of the 
participants are still receiving tutoring lessons as the school year ends. These are the 
incompletes. 
 

Table 1.4.0 
Disposition of Students Receiving RR Lessons in 2017, 2016, and 2015 

 2017 2016  2015 
Discontinued 266 (48.9%) 186 (48.4%) 69 (34.5%) 
Not-discontinued  131 (24.1%) 93 (24.2%) 74 (37.0%) 
Incomplete 120 (22.0%) 72 (18.7%) 52 (26.0%) 
Moved 18 (03.3%)  29 (07.5%) 5 (02.5%) 
Removed 9 (01.6%) 5 (01.3%) 0  

N 544 385 200 
	
The set of tables, 1.4a, 1.4b, and 1.4c display the short-term effects of Reading Recovery. These 
are the end of first grade TLAs for the 2015, 2016, and 2017 RR students who completed the 
series of tutorial lessons. Half or more of the completers failed to meet the Fountas and 
Pinnell benchmark (Table 1.4a). Not all the students who were discontinued reading at grade 
level and at mastery reached benchmark either (Table 1.4b). And 90 percent or more of the not-
discontinued lagged below benchmark (Table 1.4c). 
 

Table 1.4a 
End of Year First Grade TLAs of RR Completers 

 2017 Completers 2016 Completers 2015 Completers 
Below Benchmark 245 (64.1%) 140 (51.1%) 110 (76.9%) 
At Benchmark 61 (16.0%) 73 (26.6%) 18 (12.6%) 
Above Benchmark 76 (19.9%) 61 (22.3%) 15 (10.5%) 

N 382 274 143 
Missing 15 5 0 

 
Table 1.4b 

End of Year First Grade TLAs of RR Discontinued 
 2017 Discontinued 2016 Discontinued 2015 Discontinued 
Below Benchmark 118 (46.5%) 55 (30.0%) 40 (58.0%) 
At Benchmark 61 (24.0%) 68 (37.2%) 16 (23.2%) 
Above Benchmark 75 (29.5%) 60 (32.8%) 13 (18.8%) 

N 254 183 69 
missing 12 3 0 

 
Table 1.4c 

End of Year First Grade TLAs of RR Not-discontinued 
 2017 Not-discontinued 2016 Not-discontinued 2015 Not-discontinued 
Below Benchmark 127 (99.2%) 85 (93.4%) 70 (94.6%) 
At Benchmark 0 5 (5.5%) 2 (2.7%) 
Above Benchmark 1 (0.8%) 1 (1.1%) 2 (2.7%) 

N 128 91 74 
missing 3 2 0 
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Long-term effects can be seen with the follow up of the three cohorts to the middle of this 2018 
school year. using the results on the MAP given in February. These are given in the following 
Tables 1.4d, 1.4e, and 1.4f. Roughly 80 percent of the completers fall into Quintiles 1 and 2 
(Table 1.2d). The discontinued fare slightly better with about 70 percent falling in these quintiles 
(Table 1.2e). In Table 1.4f 90 percent of the not-discontinued fall in Quintiles 1 and 2. Again, 
we note that these students have been lingering far below grade level reading for two, three and 
four years. 
 

Table 1.4d 
Middle of Year February 2018 MAP Quintiles of RR Completers 

 2017 Completers 2016 Completers 2015 Completers 
Low (1st to 20th) 185 (52.7%) 118 (52.9%) 64 (56.1%) 
Low Average (21st to 40th) 103 (29.3%) 65 (29.1%) 27 (23.7%) 
Average (41st to 60th) 48 (13.7%) 28 (12.6%) 15 (13.2%) 
High Average (61s to 80th) 13 (3.7%)  9 (4.0%) 6 (5.3%) 
High (81st to 99th) 2 (0.6%) 3 (1.4%) 2 (1.7%) 

N 351 223 114 
missing 46 56 29 

 
Table 1.4e 

Middle of Year February 2018 MAP Quintiles of RR Discontinued 
 2017 Discontinued 2016 Discontinued 2015 Discontinued 
Low (1st to 20th) 97 (40.6%) 59 (39.6%) 21 (41.2%) 
Low Average (21st to 40th) 87 (36.4%) 56 (37.6%) 14 (27.4%) 
Average (41st to 60th) 40 (16.7%) 23 (15.4%) 10 (19.6%) 
High Average (61s to 80th) 13 (5.4%) 8 (5.4%) 5 (9.8%) 
High (81st to 99th) 2 (0.8%) 3 (2.0%) 1 (2.0%) 

N 239 149 51 
missing 27 37 18 

 
Table 1.4f 

Middle of Year February 2018 MAP Quintiles of RR Not-discontinued 
 2017 Not-discontinued 2016 Not-discontinued 2015 Not-discontinued 
Low (1st to 20th) 88 (78.6%) 59 (79.7%) 43 (68.2%) 
Low Average (21st to 40th) 16 (14.3%) 9 (12.2%) 12 (19.0%) 
Average (41st to 60th) 8 (7.1%) 5 (6.8%) 6 (9.5%) 
High Average (61s to 80th) 0 1 (1.4%) 1 (1.6%) 
High (81st to 99th) 0  1 (1.6%) 

N 112 74 63 
missing 19 19 11 

	
1.5 Discussion. In our evaluation of the RR program over the last three years, we have used 
standardized assessment measures using control group designs as had research offices in 
several other school districts. All report RR students who have completed the RR lesson 
regimen, particularly those with less severe reading difficulties, make statistically significant 
gains at the end of first grade. But these gains fade as RR students progress through 
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elementary school. See, for instance, reports from San Diego1; Madison, Wisconsin2; Wake 
County (Raleigh), North Carolina3; and New South Wales, Australia4. 
 
Ours and these results are markedly different than the ones found in Reading Recovery sites 
reports prepared and produced by the International Data Evaluation Center (IDEC) in the 
college of education at The Ohio State University. As in the previous two IDEC site reports for 
MNPS, the recent report for 2016-2017 issued in June determined the efficacy of the program is 
by pre- post assessments on Marie Clay’s Observation Survey of Early Literacy Achievement 
(OSELA). Several studies appearing in Reading Research Quarterly5 of the International Reading 
Association do not recommend this assessment for use in evaluation. In one 2018 study by 
three researchers at The Ohio State University, they reported “long reported inadequacies” of 
the OSELA as “the skewness and nonequal interval nature of the scores that are obtained on its 
six individual tasks. Such inadequacies prevented the individual task scores from being used 
for program evaluation, screening, and progress monitoring.” 
 
Authors of this later Reading Research Quarterly article, D’Agostino and Rodgers, were Principal 
Investigator (PI) and Co-PI, respectively, of the i3 scale-up grant for the four-year research on 
Reading Recovery, conducted by The Center for Policy Research in Education (CPRE) and by 
the Center for Research in Education & Social Policy (CRESP). The final report was issued in 
March 20166 and covered cohorts of the 2011-12, 2012-13, 2013-14, and 2014-15 school years. 
 
The i3 scale-up study accessed IDEC for its teacher and student data. The evaluation of short-
term effects, or “immediate impact,” used a delayed randomized control trial initiated in 1,254 
schools. In each school at the beginning of the year eight students with the lowest OSELA scores 
were selected to receive RR as normally done. These were then matched on ELL status and TLA 

																																																								
1 “Assessing 1995-96 and 1996-97 cohorts after one and two years: “Literacy Assessment test scores indicate first grade 
students who successfully completed the English version of Reading Recovery, on average, scored lower than the control group 
of non-participating students on all three sub-tests. First grade students who successfully completed the Spanish version of 
Reading Recovery, on average, scored lower, on two of the three sub-tests. The exception was Oral Accuracy. 
2) SAT 9 test scores indicate first grade students who successfully completed the English version of Reading Recovery, on 
average, scored lower than the control group of non-participating students used in the internal studies conducted by the 
District’s RR/DLL Program. 
The Aprenda 2 test scores indicate first grade students who successfully completed the Spanish version of Reading Recovery, 
on average, scored lower than the control group of non-participating students used in the internal studies conducted by the 
District’s RR/DLL Program. 
Likewise, the percentage of first grade students scoring above the 50th percentile was higher for those comprising the control 
group than those students who successfully completed either version of Reading Recovery. 
This finding is particularly significant as it contrasts with the findings from previous Site Reports regarding the initial and sustained effect of 
Reading Recovery.” From Reading Recovery Research Project. (October, 1999. Office of the Board of Education, San Diego 
Unified School District. (Accessed 25 April 2018 from http://www.nrrf.org/learning/reading-recovery-research-project/) 
2 Vaade, B., & McCready, B. (2014). Reading Recovery Evaluation. Research and Program Evaluation Office, Madison 
Metropolitan School District. Accessed 25 April 2018 at https://accountability.madison.k12.wi.us/files/accountability/2014-11-1 - 
Reading Recovery Evaluation.pdf 
Potter, T. (2004). Reading Recovery Evaluation. Planning/Research & Evaluation, Madison Metropolitan School 
District. Accessed 25 April 2018 at http://www.nrrf.org/old/RdgRcvryEval.pdf 
3 Department of Evaluation and Research. (April 1995). Evaluation Report: WCPSS Reading Recovery 1990-94. Wake County 
Public School System. Accessed 25 April 2018 at https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED383733.pdf 
4 Bradford, D., & Wai-Yin, W. (2015) Reading Covers: A Sector-Wide Analysis. Centre for Education Statistics and Evaluation, 
Department of Education, New South Wales, Australia. Accessed 25 April 2018 at https://www.cese.nsw.gov.au/publications-
filter/reading-recovery-evaluation 
5 Denton, C. A., Ciancio, D. J., & Fletcher, J. M. (2006). “Validity, reliability, and utility of the Observation Survey of Early 
Literacy Achievement.” Reading Research Quarterly, 41(1): 8-34. Accessed 25 April 2018 at 
https://ila.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1598/RRQ.41.1.1 
D’Agostino, J. V., Rodgers, E., & Mauck, S. (2018). Addressing inadequacies of the Observation Survey of Early Literacy 
Assessment.” Reading Research Quarterly, 53(1): 51-69. Accessed 25 April 2018 at 
https://ila.onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/rrq.181 
6  Op cit. 
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reading levels to form four pairs. One of which was randomly selected to receive RR first; the 
other as a control and would receive RR later after post-testing with the OSELA and the reading 
battery of the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS). Pairs with missing assessment data or who had 
completed RR  but were recommended for further interventions (i.e., not-discontinued)were 
culled reducing the sample to 6,888 students in 3,444 matched pairs in 1,122 schools (pp 28-35).  
 
The results of RCT reflect achievement status of students at mid-year of first grade. Here the 
treatment students (those receiving RR and were discontinued) had a mean ITBS total reading 
score that was equivalent to the 36th percentile, nationally, while the control students (those 
who hadn’t had RR) scored a mean equivalent to the 28th percentile (p. 44). Both groups 
averaged reading in the 2nd Quintile mid-year of the first grade. On a test with winter norms, 
such as the Iowa, the 50th percentile is considered grade-level. 
 
A fuller account of RR effects on students’ attainment of grade-level reading norms would have 
been if the PIs had asked for displays and discussion on the frequencies of the sample achieving 
at the 50th percentile, those above the 50th, and those below, if the convention is assumed that 
the 50th percentile signals grade level. Even better, since the ITBS can report grade level 
equivalency scores, would be to display the number scoring at 1.5 (first grade after December) 
and those below and those above. 
 
The scale-up study used a regression discontinuity (RD) design to evaluate sustained, or long-
term, effects of RR. The object was to compare third grade state assessment scores at the end of 
2013-14 of the students who completed RR in the 2011-12 school year with a comparison group 
from the same year. Because control students in the RCT study eventually received RR, a 
separate comparison group of non-RR students was drawn from a random sample of schools. 
Students with the lowest scores on the OSELA given mid-year 2011-12 and who had not 
received RR in the first round were selected to serve as the treatment group. A comparable 
score for the non-RR students in the same school was estimated using logistic regression 
models. These served as “cut scores” with those at or below RR treated and those slightly above 
not RR treated. The final sample in the long-term impact study consisted of 630 students (366 
treated and 264 not treated) from 75 schools in seven states (George, Iowa, Kentucky, 
Massachusetts, Ohio, South Carolina, and Texas).  Some of the initially sampled 325 schools had 
missing scores or had imperfect estimated cut scores or missing state assessment scores. 
 
There was no significant impact of completing RR on third grade state assessment scores (pp. 
63-64) The impact of being discontinued was described as marginal. The difference between 
the two groups was statistically p>0.09 (p. 66). 
 
The short-term and long-term results of the i3 scale-up study of Reading Recovery are similar 
to our findings in MNPS. A difference between the i3 and MNPS studies is the composition of 
the sample. The RCT sample of 6,888 first grade students resided in rural and suburban schools 
and consisted of 19 percent of ELL students; and 13 percent, Black; 19 percent, Hispanic; 43 
percent, White; and 25 percent, Other. Our 2017 sample consisted of 46 percent, ELL students; 
and 36 percent, Black; 43 percent, Hispanic; 18 percent White; 3 percent, Other. 
 
Implications and considerations of our findings have been given in Section 1.0 above. 
 

✥✥✥	
This report was made possible by the assistance and cooperation of the district director of 
literacy interventions, PreK-8, Dr. Tamera Lipsey and her staff, the RR teacher-leaders, Amber 
Rankin, Alejandra Solano, Kristie Beyer, Marissa Cota, and the many RR teachers. We deeply 
appreciate their willingness to share their data and their deep commitment to the students and 
colleagues at their schools. 
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Attachment A 
An Alternative to Calculating RR Costs 

 
When considering the cost of RR. I think it would most clearly be illustrated if reported in two 
ways, one-time cost verses on-going cost. Or if possible the cost of a teacher in the training year 
verses a trained teacher. 
 One time cost: tuition, materials (non-consumable materials, RRCNA memberships, 
conference in the training year). This is high— inflated in the training year. 

Ongoing cost: salary and benefits, consumable materials— this is considerably less in on 
going years— a RR teacher becomes less expensive in the field year 
 
I think that it is not clearly illustrated that it is expensive to train the teacher but after the 
training year the cost to the district is considerably less. We have added more teachers every 
year, and that also makes the cost look very inflated. If we could get to full implementation the 
cost would seem substantially less.  The RR training also impacts the groups taught in the 
afternoon— but none of that time is not considered in the cost of RR teacher, though it greatly 
benefits those students. 
 
Per day break down of RR teachers time  

• 2 hours scheduled for lessons 
• 45 minutes plan/ reflection/data 
• 15 minutes transition time between students 

Total time for RR per day 3 hours 
Group and building support 4.5 hours 
Testing and professional development would proportionately be the same on non-instructional 
days. 
 
Why can’t we consider reporting cost like this? 
Determine the hourly cost of a teacher per day (salary and benefits, one time materials, 
consumable materials, training, conference) Again this would change based on trained or in 
training. 
3 hours   X   total number of duty days = dedicated time to RR 
Dedicated RR time X the hourly cost of the teacher = cost of a teacher 
Cost of a teacher X # of RR teachers / by the number of student served- this is the per pupil cost 
 
This would allow for testing, collaboration, IEP and data meetings, and professional 
development to be included in the duty of the teacher. 
 
Marissa Cota 
Reading Recovery Teacher Leader MNPS 
“Some teachers might predict quite early in the lesson series that they do not expect a particular child to complete 
his series of lessons successfully. That lowered expectation immediately produces detrimental effects… We must 
keep trying. This child’s time in Reading Recovery may be his one big opportunity for literacy learning. Do not give 
up on him.” ~Marie Clay (2016) 
 
 


