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Reading Recovery Spring 2015 
Evaluation Brief: The Initial Year 

 
Executive Summary 

 
This evaluation was designed to judge the effect of the Reading Recovery intervention on the literacy 
learning of first grade students experiencing difficulties. Better than 95 percent of students receiving 
Reading Recovery in 2015 began the fall of first grade reading on levels below C as measured on the 
Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark Assessment System, the majority reading on Pre A. The District 
renewed Reading Recovery (RR) in school year 2015 with 24 teachers and two lead teachers trained in 
the summer of 2014 and implemented the first grade program in 13 elementary schools as part of the 
District literacy support initiative. At these 13 schools 910 of the 1,534 first grade students (59.3 percent) 
began the year reading below Level C, the kindergarten end-of-the-year benchmark. 
 
At the beginning of the year RR teachers using their own measures different from Fountas and Pinnell 
assessed students recommended by their previous kindergarten teachers to create a pool of students 
who could receive the intensive daily 30-minute tutoring sessions. From the list, 200 students received 
the program during the year. At the end of the year 69 had been “discontinued,” i.e., “recovered;” 74 
had completed the full component of 20 weeks of tutoring without recovering; 52 were still engaged in 
tutoring when school ended; and 5 had moved out of school. Coincidently in 2015 the District 
mandated use of the Fountas and Pinnell text level assessment (TLA) system by all elementary 
classroom teachers, kindergarten through fourth. The system is designed as formative assessment and 
combines leveled reading texts with running records to determine placement along the Fountas and 
Pinnell gradient of text level difficulty, which ranges from A to Z. The text level assessment thus 
provides a quantifiable measure with which to judge the effectiveness of Reading Recovery, 
independent of the measures used, collected, and reported by national and regional RR centers. 
 
The text level benchmarks adopted by the district in July 2014 set Level C, or 4 on the numeric scale, as 
the target for students leaving kindergarten; and Level J, or 18 for students leaving first grade. To meet 
benchmark the pace of first grade instruction is expected to cover 14 levels, from C (4) to J (18). This did 
not occur during 2014-2015 taking into account all 71 elementary schools at the District level. The 
District mean gain was 10.74. Furthermore, 3151 of 7049 students, or 44.7 percent, began first grade 
below Level C and 3513 of 7165 students, or 49.0 percent, ended the year below Level J. Mean text level 
gains and percent reaching first grade benchmark are also presented for four subgroup of schools. This 
is the milieu in which Reading Recovery is being evaluated. 
 
To evaluate the effects of Reading Recovery on the 200 students four comparison samples of students 
not receiving Reading Recovery were drawn from 1) the 13 RR schools, 2) all 15 schools with literacy 
support interventionists, 3) 13 schools without literacy support personnel or training, and 4) two 
schools whose attendance catchment includes Oak Hill. The samples were drawn randomly to mirror 
the fall text levels of the RR students: 108 (54 percent) at Level Pre A (0), 60 (30 percent) at Level A (1), 
24  (12 percent) at Level B (2), 7 (3.5 percent) at Level C (4), and 1 (0.5 percent) at Level G (14).  
(Students are designated Pre A if they do not have enough of the rudiments of reading to be assessed.) 
The two Oak Hill schools, however, did not have enough students entering first grade at the text levels 
exhibited by the 200 RR students. Their sample consisted of all incoming first graders with the lowest 
text levels: 112 students with text levels ranging from Levels Pre A and A (one student each) to Level G 
(18 students).  
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Of the 200 students who received Reading Recovery tutoring, 194 had both fall and spring TLA results. 
The 14.85 mean gain made by the 69 Discontinued RR students exceed the Oak Hill as well as the other 
three comparison groups of students. The mean gains of the 74 Unsuccessful RR students and of the 51 
Incomplete RR students exceeded only the mean gains of two comparison samples. 
 
The percentile interpretation of effect size placed the average discontinued RR student above the 90th 
percentile in two comparison samples and hovering around the 75th percent rank among their 
classmates at RR schools and the Oak Hill students. This is a robust finding and particularly stands out 
given the contrast of the demographics between the RR school sample and the Oak Hill sample.  
 
Reaching the Level G, mid year benchmark, and Level J end of the year benchmark, were other 
standards used in the evaluation. Twenty-nine of the 69 Discontinued students (42.0 percent) reached 
benchmark J and beyond short of the Oak Hill proportion at Level J and beyond. However 65 of the 
Discontinued (94.2 percent) reached Level G and beyond and, statistically, Oak Hill wasn’t any better. 
 
Considering that certain demographic features may impact literacy learning, demographic descriptions 
are given of first grade students for the District, the four subgroups of schools, and for the RR and 
comparison samples of students. Most groups paralleled the District in terms of age and gender. 
However the Oak Hill schools were almost two months older and along with the 13 schools offering 
Reading Recovery had proportionally more males. Using school meals eligibility as an indicator of 
economic disadvantage, 76 percent of students District wide were economically disadvantaged. The 13 
RR schools had the highest percent: 92. The Oak Hill schools were the lowest: a little less than 13 
percent. The selection of students with low entry text levels for the evaluation homogenized much of 
the demographics of the samples. With the exception of the older Oak Hill sample, the age of the first 
graders were similar, the poverty levels were in the high 90 percentages, and three-quarters were either 
Black or Hispanic. The 200 RR students stood out, however, with a higher proportion of female 
students than the comparison samples. While the sample drawn from the 15 schools with 
interventionists had the lowest proportion of students whose first language was English, 26 percent, 
and the highest proportion of students from homes with Spanish as first language, nearly 52 percent. 
The RR students were next with 48 percent Spanish-speaking parents. 
 
Discussion of the evaluation results included a concern for the low rate of discontinuation of the 
program. Nationwide Reading Recovery reports discontinuation rates from 55 percent to 60 percent 
over the last ten years. Two other concerns were raised over the high rates of RR students for whom the 
program was found insufficient and of RR students who were still to complete the tutoring lessons at 
the end of school. Nationwide these rates hover around 22 percent and 17 percent, respectively, not the 
37 percent and 25 percent as here. These rates raised a fourth concern over the efficiency of the 
implementation of Reading Recovery. The discussion section ended with six suggestions for improving 
these rates. 
 
The brief ended with plans by the research, assessment and evaluation department (RAE) to 1) 
continue evaluating Reading Recovery as well as follow the 69 students as they progress in reading and 
writing in the second grade; 2) investigate the small group work in the 13 RR schools and in the 15 
interventionists schools; and 3) investigate the cost-benefit of Reading Recovery compared to other 
literacy interventions. 
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Reading Recovery Spring 2015 
Evaluation Brief: The Initial Year 

 
 
Reading Recovery returned to MNPS formally during the 2014-15 schools year and was implemented in 
first grades at 13 elementary schools. This brief reports the effects the program had on the classroom text 
level assessments (TLAs) of the 200 first grade students who were tutored by Reading Recovery teachers 
and the 69 students who were deemed, “recovered,” and could read at grade level. To judge the effects of 
the program the TLA results are compared with TLA results of four samples of students. The implications 
of having 131 students who did not recover are also considered. 
 
Presentation and discussion of these comparison and effects are preceded by 1) a brief description of 
Reading Recovery in Metro schools, 2) a brief description of the text level assessment system used in our 
elementary schools, 3) Spring TLA results for the District as whole and for the groups of schools from 
which students were sampled for comparisons, 4) a display of selected demographics of first grade 
students in the District as a whole and in the groups of schools, 5) a display of the samples, themselves, 
and 6) a display of selected demographics of the students in the Reading Recovery and sample groups. The 
brief concludes suggestions for further investigations and with plans for continuing this evaluation of the 
program. 
 
 
Reading Recovery in MNPS 
The goal of Reading Recovery is to identify first grade students having serious difficulty in 
reading and writing, give them the assistance needed to develop strategies for independent 
reading and bring them up to the average text level of their classmates. Once students are 
reading at this level they are “discontinued” from the program. Teachers are given 12 to 20 
weeks of daily 30-minute lessons to achieve this level with select students. The program is only 
used in the first grade. 
 
As a District initiative Reading Recovery first began in MNPS in 1994-1995 when a teacher was 
sent to The Ohio State University to be trained as a teacher leader and certified in Reading 
Recovery processes. The teacher returned to the District and recruited a cadre of teachers to 
train in the program as it was being implemented during the 1995-1996 school year in Title I 
schools at the discretion of principals. As late as 2008 Reading Recovery was being offered at 13 
schools. Soon after this year it lost presence as a district supported initiative. Gradually certified 
Reading Recovery teachers left the system or melded into regular faculty in schools as teachers, 
reading specialists and coaches. Some principals used their Reading Recovery-trained teachers 
to conduct the program on small scales. 
 
In 2013-2014 District plans were developed to revive and fund the program as part of a new 
literacy support initiative. 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 conduct 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. All but two of the 13 schools had two Reading 
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Recovery (RR) teachers. One of the exceptions had one RR teacher; the other school had three. 
Training and visits by Georgia State personnel and monitoring by teacher leaders and the 
District’s literacy staff continued throughout the year. 
 
The Reading Recovery schools were Amqui, Cockrill, Cole, Glengarry, Glenview, Haywood, 
Inglewood, Tom Joy, Dan Mills, Paragon Mills, Tusculum, Una, and Whitsitt. 
Selection and Structure. At each school kindergarten teachers were solicited for lists of their 
children who were entering first grade and whom they considered needed Reading Recovery. 
The RR teachers tested these students with Marie Clay’s Observational Survey, which assesses 
six reading and writing tasks. Students who were found to be “below level” were placed on a 
second list as eligible to receive Reading Recovery in that school. Students were drawn from the 
list and received the one-on-one tutoring while others were to receive group intervention. RR 
teachers work with four students in the morning part of the school day. Each receives a 30-
minute tutoring lesson tailored to the student’s strengths and needs. It is concluded with a 
Scott-Foresman running record. This tutoring occurs five days a week for a maximum of 20 
weeks, as stipulated by Reading Recovery protocol. It may not take that long for some students 
to reach text level of their classmates. As students reach this text level (“Discontinued” in 
Reading Recovery parlance) or reach the 20-week limit, they are replaced by the next student on 
the school list. Students not discontinued after 20 weeks are recommended for additional 
assessments and instructional placements. Prior to initiating the RR tutoring regimen, teachers 
spend two weeks “roaming” with each child, or exploring their literacy knowledge and 
experience. 
 
In the afternoon, RR teachers conduct four intervention group sessions each with six students 
not receiving the one-on-one tutoring drawn from students on the list as well as first graders 
identified for intervention with AimsWeb screeners. This is an important part of the program as 
we will see later in this report. 
 
Personnel changes occurred at mid-year. One teacher left for family reasons and two teachers at 
a single school were dropped from conducting one-on-one tutoring sessions and only 
conducted literacy groups for the rest of the year. They were counseled out of the program in 
consultation with the Georgia State regional center personnel. 
 
Two hundred (200) students at the 13 schools received Reading Recovery during the first and 
second semesters. A table of outcomes for these is shown in Exhibit A, “End-of-the-Year 
Placement of Reading Recovery Students Served During 2015.” Of the 200, 69 students (34.5 
percent) were discontinued from their series of lesson after demonstrating they had developed 
the effective reading and writing strategies Reading Recovery has identified in order for 
students to perform within an average range of their first grade classrooms. They may have 
been discontinued at the end of 20 weeks of lessons or before. Seventy-four (74) students (37.0 
percent) were not able to demonstrate the strategies after receiving a full component of 20 
weeks of lessons. In this sense, the lessons as conducted were unsuccessful. These students 
were to be recommended for further assessment and literacy interventions, but not through 
Reading Recovery.  
 

Exhibit A 
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End-of-the-Year Placement of Reading Recovery Students Served During 2015 
 

 Discontinued Unsuccessful Incomplete Moved TOTAL 
Fall 31 74 0 3 108 

Spring 38 0 52 2 92 
TOTALS 69 

(34.5%) 
74 

(37.0%) 
52 

(26.0%) 
5 

(2.5%) 
200 

 
A further 52 students (26.0 percent) were in the midst of receiving lessons when the school year 
ended. The lesson regimen was incomplete for them. Five students moved out of the school 
while taking lessons and left the district. 
 
 
Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark Assessment System 
The 2014-15 school year also saw the implementation of the Fountas and Pinnell Benchmark 
Assessment System in all elementary classrooms, kindergarten through fourth grade, replacing 
other text level assessments. As with other TLAs, student are given specifically “leveled” books 
to read while teachers record their accuracy, self-corrections, comprehension and fluency, i.e, a 
“running record.” By adjusting the books read, teachers attempt to find the independent and 
instructional reading levels of each of their students and place them along an A through Z text 
level gradient. (See Display I, “MNPS Text Level Correlation Chart,” at the end of this report.) 
Teachers are expected to guide their instruction so that each child meets or exceeds mid-year 
and end-of-the-year benchmarks. Fountas and Pinnell TLAs are to be given three times at year: 
At the beginning of schools (Fall), at the end of first semester, or mid-year (Winter), and at the 
end of the school year (Spring). 
 
A Note on the Metric. My evaluation of Reading Recovery uses the Fountas and Pinnell text 
level gradient as recorded by the classroom teachers for individual students’ TLAs. I use the 

numeric equivalent of the gradient letter as given in the “MNPS” column in Display I, “MNPS 

Text Level Correlation Chart.” The Fountas and Pinnell text level gradient has been found to be 
both reliable and valid in field tests and evaluation studies occurring 2006 through 2012. It was 
established that each level is more difficult than the previous level and is easier than the next 
level. I calculate parametric statistics with the numeric scale such as means, standard 
deviations, Student’s t, Cohen’s d. It is evident the scale is meant to have a continuous 
distribution. This is seen in the “3” between “B” and “C,” and the implied “13” between “G” 
and “H,” and the “37,” “38,” and “39” between “R” and “S.” It even has a zero starting point, 
i.e., “0” for “Pre A.” However the distances between the intervals have not been established 
psychometrically. My rationale is similar to the convention behind calculating Grade Point 
Average (GPA) where an “A” is assigned a “4”; a “B,” a “3”; a “C,” a “2”; a “D,” a “1”; and a 
“F’,” a “0.” The distances between these intervals have not been established psychometrically, 
either. 
 
Spring 2015 TLA First Grade Results 
Text level assessment results for the District and for selected groupings of schools will help 
place the Reading Recovery results in a context. Names of the schools are given in Display II, 
“List of Schools in Groups.” 
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Refer again to Display I, “MNPS Text Level Correlation Chart,” and see that students are 
expected to begin first grade at, or exceeding, Level C, reach Level G by mid-year, and end first 
grade reading at Level J, or better. First grade text level achievement is given in Display III A, 
“Percent of First Grade Students Reaching Level J in 2015 District Wide and in Selected School 

Groupings,” at the end of this report. The display shows both the entering level of the students 
in the fall and the ending level of the students in the spring. District wide 55.3 percent of 
students (3898 of 7049) began first grade reading at Level C or better, while 51.0 percent left first 
grade reading at Level J or better (3652 of 7165). In other words, while 55 percent came in ready 
to read at grade level, only 51 percent left reading at grade level.  
 
All the school groups show a similar decline in first grade, except the group of the 13 schools 
with Reading Recovery (Group 1). The groups are of schools from which I drew a sample of 
students to compare their TLA exit levels and level gains with the students who received 
Reading Recovery. Group 2 consists of 15 schools that had interventionists trained and funded 
through the District literacy support initiative. Group 3 consist of 13 schools without literacy 
support chosen because they somewhat paralleled the 2013-14 achievement levels of the 
District. Group 4 consists of two schools, which draw enrollment from the affluent Oak Hill 
section of Davidson County.  
 
Reading Recovery is designed to work with students in the lowest 20 percent reading 
achievement groups in first grade. These children would appear in groups reading at Text Level 
B or below. The number and percent of children reading at this level for the four groups and 
school and for the District is presented in Exhibit B, “Number & Percent at Text Level B or 

Below in Selected School Groups, Fall 2015.” The numbers are derived from Display III A. 
 

Exhibit B 
Number & Percent of Students at Text Level B or Below in Selected School Groupings, 

Fall 2015 
 

 District Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 
Fall Enrollment 7049 1534 1362 1269 208 
# At or Below B 3151 910 703 567 10 
% At or Below B 44.7 59.3 51.6 44.7 4.8 

 
 
Although the actual selection of students to receive Reading Recovery is based on the Marie 
Clay “Observation of Early Literacy Achievement,” is it obvious that there were ample 
candidates in MNPS for first grade reading intervention and particularly in the Group 1 schools 
where Reading Recovery was offered. Practically three out of five first graders in these schools 
were below Level C when they started school in the fall. And so were half the children in the 
Group 2 schools. Children in Group 3 schools were similar to the District figures, while only 10 
students in the two Group 4 schools were recorded at performing at Pre A, A, or B. 
 
Group 2 show 48.4 percent of their students entering first grading reading at Level C or above, 
but 40.7 percent leaving first grade reading at Level J or above. Group 3 had 55.3 percent of 
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students entering first grade reading at C or better and ended with 47.4 reading at J or better. 
And Group 4 had 95.2 percent of students beginning first grade reading at C or better, but 85.6 
percent leaving at J or better. On the other hand, 59.3 percent entered reading below Level C in 
Group 1, the schools with Reading Recovery, and 45.4 percent exited reading at Level J and 
above! 
 

Exhibit C 
2015 Inglewood Fall to Spring 1st Grade Students and Benchmarks Met 

 
# 1st 
grd 
fall 

# missing 
fall scores 

# with 
fall 

scores 

# Pre A 
(0) fall 

# A (1) 
fall 

# B (2) 
fall 

Total # 
below C 
(4) fall 

Percent 
below C 
(4) fall 

# 1st grd 
spring 

# with 
spring 
scores 

#  below 
G (12) 
spring 

# at or 
above J (18) 

spring 

% at or 
above J (18) 

spring 

57 0 57 33 9 12 54 94.7% 53 53 10 27 50.9% 
 
Inside Group 1 is a story of a turnaround in first grade. Inglewood began the year with 57 
students, only three (5.3 percent) reading at or above Level C. At the end of the year 27 (50.9 
percent) of 53 students left first grade reading at or above Level J— a 45.6 percent increase. An 
additional 16 at least got to Level G, the midyear benchmark for Grade 1, or to Levels H or I. 
I’ve shown this in Exhibit C, “2015 Inglewood Fall to Spring 1st Grade Students and Benchmarks 

Met.”  
 
As I said above, in the first grade students are expected to begin school at Level C and to 
progress to Level J by the end of school. If we consider the numerical equivalents of C (4) and J 
(18), we see students are expected to gain 14 intervals. Of course, if students begin the school 
year lower than Level C, they must have a gain greater than 14 to reach the Level J benchmark. 
Display III B, “Mean Reading Intervals Gained from Fall to Spring, 2015,” shows the mean level 
gain of the District and the four group of schools. As a group, none had mean gains of 14 or 
better. Let me point to Inglewood again. The school illustrates the need to have a mean interval 
gain greater than 14 if a school strives to have first grade students reaching the Level J 
benchmark. As seen above, the school began the year with all but three of their 57 first graders 
reading below Level C and at the end they had 27 of 53 reading at or above Level J. The mean 
level gain for the grade was 15.1, as shown in Exhibit D, “2015 Inglewood Fall to Spring 1st 

Grade Mean Level Gain.” Only one student read at the same level at the end of the year that he 
had at the beginning, a zero (0) gain. And the school reached a mean instructional level of 16.2, 
or an I-plus, just short of the Level J benchmark. 
 

Exhibit D 
2015 Inglewood Fall to Spring 1st Grade Mean Level Gain 

 
#  with fall 
& spring 

scores 

Mean level 
gain 

Standard 
deviation 

Range of 
student gain 

Mean level 
reached at 
EOY spring 

47 15.1 7.1 0 to 30 16.2  
 
Returning to Display III B we see the District recorded a 10.74 mean gain. This was exceeded 
twice, once by Group 4, Oak Hill, with a mean gain of 12.08, and by Group 1, RR schools, with a 
mean gain of 12.07. Essentially the same gain was accomplished in both school groups, yet in 
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the 13 RR schools it was enough to have a slight increase in percent exiting first grade at 
benchmark level, while in the two Oak Hill schools it wasn’t enough to stem a slight decline, 
from 198 (95.2 percent) reading at Level C or better in the fall to 178 (85.6 percent) reading at 
Level J or better.  
 
What may be significant, however, are the differences in the student demographic makeup 
among the groups of schools and the District. To this, I turn now. 
 
First Grade Population Demographics 
Demographics, such as age, gender, race, are presented in Display IV, “Selected Demographics 

of First Grade Students District Wide and by School Providing Study Samples.” Eight 
demographic categories are displayed: age; gender; school meal eligibility (SME), which is a 
proxy for economic disadvantage; Race; served by the English language learners department 
(ELL); initial language spoken or language spoken at home or by parents (First Lang); whether 
an immigrant or not (Immigrant); and served by special education department (Special Ed). 
 
The District’s data are presented in the last column. In 2015 the mean age of our first grade 
students in all 71 District elementary public schools was 6 years and five months (77.3) as of the 
first day of school, August 25, 2014. Gender was slightly weighted toward male (51.6 percent to 
48.4 percent). A little over 75 percent of our first graders were classified as economically 
disadvantaged . Using federal and state racial categories the District was comprised of roughly 
two-fifth’s Black, one-third White and one-quarter Hispanic. A quarter of the enrollment 
received EL services. Two-thirds of first graders had English recorded as their first language at 
home while one-fifth spoke Spanish/Castilian. All told the parents of our first graders spoke 61 
different languages other than English. Six percent of first graders were classed as immigrants. 
Nine percent received special education services. 
 
Group 1 (the 13 schools offering Reading Recovery) and Group 4 (the two schools with Oak Hill 
students) offer the most contrast from the District as a whole. 
 
The first graders attending Group 4 schools were a month or two older (78.9 months, compared 
to 77.2 months, 77.3 months, 77.1 months, and 77.3 months for Group 1, Group 2, Group 3, and 
the District, respectively), more male (57.4 percent compared to 53.7 percent, 51.6 percent, 50.2 
percent, and 51.6 percent for Group 1, Group 2, Group 3, and the District, respectively), 
predominately not eligible for school meals (85.6 percent compared to 6.3 percent, 10.6 percent, 
16.7 percent, and 21.0 percent for Group 1, Group 2, Group 3, and the District, respectively). 
They were predominately White (87.6 percent compared with 24.2 percent, 27.5 percent, 29.8 
percent, and 33.5 percent for Group 1, Group 2, Group 3, and the District, respectively) and 
most likely to have English as their first language 95.7 percent compared to 41.5 percent, 68.2 
percent, 71.3 percent and 66.1 percent for Group 1, Group 2, Group 3, and the District, 
respectively), and unlikely to have immigrant status (99.5 percent compared to 89.3 percent, 
95.0 percent, 94.2 percent, and 94.0 percent for Group 1, Group 2, Group 3, and the District, 
respectively) or receive special education services (95.2 percent compared to 92.1 percent, 91.7 
percent, 89.6 percent, and 90.9 percent for Group 1, Group 2, Group 3, and the District, 
respectively). 
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On the other hand, in Group 1 nine out of ten first graders were eligible for school meals. Over 
40 percent were Hispanic and slightly over 25 percent were Black. Practically half received ELL 
services with Spanish/Castilian and English equally spoken at 40 percent of their homes. Ten 
percent were classed as recent immigrants. 
 
Rationale Behind the Demographics. It is important to recognize that not only did the first 
graders bring to school their six dozen native languages but with their free and reduced lunch, 
racial, immigrant and special education status they also brought the social, cultural, political 
and economic complexities of their families. Immigrants new to Nashville and to the country as 
well as many Hispanics, African Americans, Arab American, Indo Americans and American 
Indians whose families have lived here for generations have varying degrees of English 
proficiency. Dick Shavelson and Lisa Towne articulate the ramifications on academic 
achievement: 
 

Along with linguistic diversity comes diversity in culture, religion, and academic preparation. 
Some students visit their home country frequently, while others have no contact with their or their 
parents’ birthplaces. Some immigrant students have had excellent schooling in their home 
countries before coming to the United States; others have had their schooling interrupted by war; 
and still others have never attended school. Some are illiterate in their own language, and some 
have languages that were only oral until recently; others come from cultures with long literary 
traditions. The differences between these students — their age and entry into U.S. schools, the 
quality of their prior schooling, their native language and the number of native languages 
represented in their class, their parents’ education and English language skills, and their family 
history and current circumstances — will affect their academic success much more than their 
common lack of English. (p. 60, Scientific Research in Education, 2002, Richard J. Shavelson & Lisa 
Towne, eds, National Academy Press) 

 
Selecting Student Samples for Comparison 
In selecting student samples, I first determined the fall 2014 TLA levels of students receiving 
Reading Recovery during the year. There were 200 first grade students who received the one-
on-one, 30-minute Reading Recovery tutoring as described above. Their instructional levels can 
be seen in the second column of Display V A, “Initial Sample Sorted by Fall Instructional 
Levels.” One hundred eight (108), or 54.0 percent, began the year at Level Pre A (0). They lacked 
the rudiments of reading and could not be assessed with Fountas-Pinnell Benchmark 
assessments. Sixty (60), or 30.0 percent, began the year at Level A (1); 24, 12.0 percent, at Level B 
(2); 7 at Level C (4), or 3.5 percent; and 1 at Level G (12), or 0.5 percent. 
 
Keep in mind the selection of students to receive RR was determined by the Marie Clay 
Observation Survey given by the RR teachers rather than the TLA administered by classroom 
teachers. 
 
Within limitations students were sampled randomly from first grade fall TLA rosters of the 
schools in Group 1, Group 2, Group 3, and Group 4 in a manner to match proportionally the 
levels recorded by the RR students in the fall. Comparison sample, C1, was drawn from Group 
1 schools; C2, from Group 2 schools; C3, from Group 3 schools; and C4, from Group 4 schools. 
The number of students at Pre A level limited the size of the sample in all groups except Group 
1. I used all of the Pre A level students at the C2 and C3 schools and randomly selected students 

 7 of 46 Pages 
 RR Spring 2015 Evaluation Brief 
 Jack Willis, Department of Research, Assessment & Evaluation, MNPS 



v.14: 16-Nov-2015 

at the other four levels proportional to the RR student levels on the list. Few students at the two 
“Oak Hill” schools were recorded at the lower end of the Fountas and Pinnell graduation levels. 
Refer again to Exhibit B, “Number & Percent at Text Level B or Below in Selected School 

Groups, Fall 2015,” above. So I simply began at Pre A and used all the students until I reached 
Level G for the 112 in C4. 
 
After the sample was drawn, a student at the Pre A level was found listed mistakenly in 
Reading Recovery. The actual student was one at the A level, who had been randomly selected 
for the C1 sample.  That is why the proportion is not strictly 2 to 1 in the C1 sample. 
 
Display V B, “Final Sample at End of the Year,” displays the students in Reading Recovery and 
in the samples with fall TLAs who also had spring TLAs. Sixty-five (65) students from the RR 
students and the comparison samples were missing spring TLAs. Fifty-one (51) students were 
no longer in the system; six (6) had transferred to charter schools; and eight (8) did not have a 
spring TLA recorded, although they were listed in the first grade at a MNPS public school. Of 
the missing 65, 37 were recorded as Pre A in the fall, 18 at Level A, 7 at Level B and 3 at Level C. 
Of the 200 RR students, five had moved out of the system before the end of the year and one 
failed to have a recorded spring TLA at Haywood Elementary. 
 
Demographics of the Students in the Study 
There are some significant differences in the student demographics between those in the 
samples and the students receiving Reading Recovery. Please keep these in mind as you 
consider the results of Reading Recovery given in the “effects” section. The demographics are 
shown in Display VI, “Selected demographics of Students Served by Reading Recovery and in 
Comparison Samples.” They are the same categories used in Display IV. 
 
In terms of age, the one to two months Oak Hill students (C4 Sample) have on the other groups 
is statistically significant. I obtained two-tailed Student’s t that ranged in probability from 0.011 
to 0.005 in comparing the Oak Hill sample with the other groups: 78.7 months versus the range 
of 76.4 months to 77.3 months. 
 
In terms of gender the discontinued RR group had proportionally more female students than 
the other groups (53.6 percent), while the Oak Hill schools (C4 Sample) had proportionally 
more male students than the others (57.3 percent); both at the 95 percent confidence level. Only 
12.7 percent of the Oak Hill students were eligible for school meals, while 90 percent or more of 
the students in the other groups were economically disadvantaged.  
 
There were differences in racial and ethnic distributions as well. The Oak Hill group had the 
highest proportion of white students (83.6 percent), while the three groups in the 13 Reading 
Recovery schools had the highest proportion of Hispanic students (53.7 percent, 51.0 percent, 
and 46.4 percent). The race designations are the ones used by the state for accountability 
purposes. 
 
Of the 376 students sampled who did not receive Reading Recovery instruction in the 13 schools 
offering RR (C1 Sample), 258 had ELL status and received EL services. That computes to 68.6 
percent, the highest proportion among the groups. Except for the Oak Hill students, the 
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discontinued students had the lowest proportion of ELL, 29 of 69 students, or 42.0 percent. 
None in the Oak Hill group of students were English Language Learners (ELL). In terms of the 
students’ home language, or “first language,” these non-RR students in RR schools had the 
lowest proportion (26.3 percent) of English as their primary home language and the Oak Hill 
students had the highest, 95.4 percent. The proportion of English in the homes of the other two 
RR school students, those who received RR tutoring and those discontinued had overlapping 95 
percent confidence intervals: 32.8 percent to 46.6 percent for all RR students and 34.6 percent to 
58.2 percent for the Discontinued. That is we cannot say there is a significant difference between 
39.7 percent and 46.4 percent. (See Page 11 for an explanation.) Similarly the students in RR 
schools, whether receiving Reading Recovery or not, recorded the highest proportion of 
Spanish/Castilian in their homes. Likewise the lowest proportion of Spanish/Castilian occurred 
with the Oak Hill student group. 
 
The non-RR students in RR schools (C1 Sample) also had the largest proportion of recent 
immigrants at 15.4 percent but not significantly different than the 12.9 percent of the students in 
the 13 schools without literacy support (C3). Again the Oak Hill sample of students (C4) had the 
fewest immigrants, one, among the 110 students (0.9 percent). 
 
The last demographic category is special education. Almost one-fifth of the sampled students in 
the 13 schools without literacy support (17.7 percent) received special education services last 
year. The lowest proportion of students in special education were at the Oak Hill schools (6.4 
percent) and the students receiving Reading Recovery (6.2 percent and 4.3 percent of those 
discontinued). Our special education personnel normally wait to tests young ELL students until 
they pick up a modicum of reading and speaking English. 
 
Evaluation Results 
In the current climate of accountability, federal, state and district use two measures to assess 
school achievement. One is academic gain; the other is academic benchmarks reached, 
exceeded, or not reached. This is the rationale in examining the effects of this initial year of the 
Reading Recovery intervention in the 13 MNPS schools. The effects are presented in Display VII 
A, “Mean Reading Intervals Gained from Fall to Spring 2015,” and Display VII B, “Percent of 
RR and Sample Students Reaching Level G & Above & Level J & Above.” 
 
At the end of the year the 200 students who received the daily 30-minute, one-on-one tutoring 
for a maximum of 20 weeks had either been 

• Discontinued— Students were Discontinued who achieved the text level proficiency of 
their classmates as assessed on the Scott-Foresman running record and national average 
levels of literacy measures as assessed by the Observation Survey either at the end of 20 
weeks or before. 

• Unsuccessful— Students who completed 100 daily 30-minute, one-on-one tutoring 
without successfully achieving the text level proficiency and national literacy average and 
being discontinued. 

• Incomplete— Students who were engaged in the daily 30-minute, one-on-one tutoring 
regime at the end of the school year without completing the regimen. 

• Moved— Students who moved to another school within MNPS or out of the system. 
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The mean interval gains and the number reaching benchmarks of students in the first three 
“outcome” categories are compared with the gains and benchmarks reached by students with 
matching text levels in the samples from three of four groups of schools: the 13 schools that 
offered Reading Recovery, the 15 schools that had interventionists trained and funded through 
the District literacy support initiative, and 13 schools without literacy support. The fourth 
sample of students was from the two schools which draw enrollment from the affluent Oak Hill 
section. This sample did not have a proportional match at the Pre A, A, B, and C levels. (Refer to 
Displays V A and V B.) 
 
Data Source and Procedure. In June I received lists from the lead teachers, Alejandra Solano 
and Amber Rankin, of the students who had received the morning one-on-one tutoring. The 
lists included last and first names of the students, their student id numbers, school, their RR 
teacher, date or month they started receiving the tutoring and whether they were discontinued. 
I used the TLA assessments as collected at each school on Excel templates and submitted to 
department for preparation for housing in our data warehouse. Previously I had gotten the fall 
spreadsheet files for an interim winter report on Reading Recovery. Around the middle of June 
I obtained the spring TLA files.  
 
The template workbooks contained worksheets for each grade level. Worksheets contained 
records for student in each grade level. The record has 11 variables: school id, school name, 
homeroom teacher, student id, student’s last name, student’s first name, grade level, form level 
(i.e., whether it is the fall, winter, or spring assessment), instructional level, comprehension 
score and accuracy rate. 
 
I performed quality checks on all the files: Tracking down missing and miscoded student IDs, 
eliminating duplicate entries, reformatting columns from alpha to general or numeric, 
substituting the numeric scale equivalent for the alphabet gradient representation.  
 
I combined the fall TLA Excel files of the first grades of the 43 schools in the analyses, the 13 
Reading Recovery schools and the 30 comparison schools. I read this combined file into Stata SE 
12 statistical package. I flagged the first graders who had received Reading Recovery, tallied 
their assessment levels and drew the comparison samples as described above. I created a Stata 
file that only contained the 1172 RR and comparison sample students and merged this file with 
a composite file of the 7298 TLA spring first grade assessments records from the 396 
homerooms in all 71 elementary schools. The resulting file had 1172 records with 1107 student 
with both recorded fall and spring TLA instructional levels. This became my base file for all 
analyses. 
 
I merged this base file with five of our department comprehensive files to obtain demographic 
information. From “EOY enrollment 5 June 1 2015.sav” I obtained date-of-birth, race, ethnicity, 
and gender; from “Household June 1 2015.sav” I obtained school meal eligibility as indicated on 
the survey and direct certification; from “ELL June 1 2015.sav” I obtained country, home 
language and EL service recipients; from “Immigrant & migrant June 1 2015.sav” I obtained 
immigrant status; and from “Special Ed June 1 2015.sav” I obtained special education recipients. 
 
Gains. Display VII A shows the mean gains of the students receiving Reading Recovery in the 
first column of the table. Mean gains are given for all 194 RR students who had spring TLA 
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recorded: The 69 students who were Discontinued (14.5 mean gain), the 74 students who were 
Unsuccessful (9.28 mean gain), and the 51 students who were Incomplete (10.08 mean gain). 
Gains for the RR students as well as for the students in the comparison samples were obtained 
by subtracting the numeric equivalent of the fall Fountas and Pinnell gradient text level from 
the numeric equivalent of the recorded spring text level. The numeric equivalents are shown in 
Display I in the column headed, “MNPS.” 
 
The gains of the RR student groups are compared with the gains of C1 (10.20 mean gain), C2 
(7.09 mean gain), C3 (7.31 mean gain) and C4 (12.39 mean gain).  
  
Student’s t tests for means comparison. An initial one-way analysis of variance (AOV) 
statistical procedure showed there were significant differences among the means of these 
groups. I then computed Student’s t for each means comparisons (with unequal variances) 
which is accompanied by the probability of finding such a t value with the difference between 
the means, and computed Cohen’s d for the effect size of each comparison, taking into account 
different sample sizes. (I used the t test in the Stata statistical package using the Welch 
approximation for computing degrees of freedom.) 
 
The top row of Display VII A shows the mean gain of the 69 Discontinued RR students (14.85) 
as statistically “greater” with significant probability levels greater than 0.00001 compared to 
all samples, C1, C2, C3, and C4. The mean gains of the 74 Unsuccessful students (9.28) and of 
the 51 Incomplete (10.08) are only statistically greater than C2 (7.09) and C3 (7.31), while the 
12.39 mean gain of the C4 Oak Hill sample was significantly greater. There were no statistically 
significant differences in the mean gains of the Unsuccessful and the Incomplete RR students 
and their equivalent C1 classmates in the RR schools.  
 
Cohen’s d for effect size. Rather than just using statistically significance or a probability of 
“better” to judge the differences between the means of two groups, the effect size statistic, 
Cohen’s d, quantifies the difference between group means. For instance, the quantified 
difference between the 14.85 mean of the Discontinued students and the 7.09 mean of the C2 
students is a Cohen’s d of 1.51, but it is 0.66 when compared to the 12.39 mean of C4 students.  
 

Exhibit E 
Percentile Interpretation of Effect Size 

(After Robert Coe) 
Cohen’s 
Standard 

Effect Size Percentile 
Rank 

 0.0 50.0 
 0.1 54.0 

small 0.2 58.0 
 0.3 62.0 
 0.4 66.0 

medium 0.5 69.0 
 0.6 73.0 
 0.7 76.0 

large 0.8 79.0 
 0.9 82.0 
 1.0 84.0 
 1.1 86.0 
 1.2 88.0 
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 1.3 90.0 
 1.4 91.9 
 1.5 93.3 
 1.6 94.5 
 1.7 95.5 
 1.8 96.4 
 1.9 97.1 
 2.0 97.7 

 
In using the d quantity to judge differences Cohen suggested that a d of 0.2 be regarded as 
“small,” a d of 0.5 as “medium” and a d of 0.8 as “large.” Another suggestion comes from the 
University of Durham (UK) statistician Richard Coe. He translated d into percentile ranks, 
which I found much more helpful in interpretation. In a paper given at the 2002 British 
Education Research Association Annual Conference, Coe conceived of effect size as the 
percentile rank of the average participant in the treatment group (in our case, Reading Recovery 
tutoring) relative to the average participant in the comparison group. Coe’s percentile 
interpretation of Cohen’s d is given in Exhibit E above. 
 
An effect size (d) of 0.0 indicates that the average student in the RR group is at the 50th 
percentile of the comparison group, that is, there is no difference between them. Plotted, both 
would appear in the middle of the gain score distribution. Comparison of the Discontinued RR 
student mean gains with the comparison groups becomes more cogent, I believe, with this 
percentile interpretation. The 14.85 mean gain compared with the C1 mean gain gives an effect 
size of 0.77, or the average Discontinued student is at the 76th percentile of his or her 
classmates in C1. The effect size of 1.51 for C2 indicates the average Discontinued student is at 
the 93.3th percentile in the C2 group. In the C4 Oak Hill student comparison group, the effect 
size of 0.66 indicates the average Discontinued student is at the 73th percentile. With the C2 
and C3 comparison groups, the average Unsuccessful student is around the 62nd and 66th 
percentiles and the average Incomplete students appears around the 69th to 70th percentile. The 
average student in each group can be pictured by the demographic profiles in Display VI. 
 
Benchmarks. Display VII B presents the results in terms of absolutes. That is: Whether the end-
of-the-year benchmark for first grade, Level J (18), was reached or not. A second benchmark, 
Level G (12), is included also in the display. Level G is the mid-year benchmark. Dr. Tamera 
Lipsey, literacy director, says that reaching Level G is important as it indicates that a student 
has achieved a literacy acuity with which he or she will more likely reach the reading and 
writing competency needed for second grade literacy and beyond. She regards it as much a 
telling marker of program achievement as the end-of–the-year benchmark J. 
 
Reading the display. Using the Stata base file, I tallied the number of student reaching the 
benchmarks and beyond in each RR outcome category (Discontinued, Unsuccessful, and 
Incomplete), and in each comparison sample (C1, C2, C3, and C4). The tallies for Reading 
Recovery are presented in the first left column in Display VII B, while the tallies for the 
comparison samples are given in the top row of the display. I then calculated the proportions 
reaching the benchmarks in each group. These proportions are reported on Display VII B as 
percentages. 
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The second cell in the left column shows 29 students of the 69 Discontinued ones reached Level 
J or better, or 42.0 percent; and 65 reached Level G or better, or 94.2 percent. The second cell in 
the top row shows 86 of the 376 sampled students in the RR schools who did not have Reading 
Recovery reached Level J or better, or 22.9 percent; and 190 reached Level G or better or 50.5 
percent. 
 
Confidence intervals to judge significance. I then calculated 95 percent confidence intervals for 
each group to use in determining whether the RR students and the sampled students have 
significantly different proportions in their benchmark attainment. The confidence intervals for 
each group for Level J and Level G are given in italics below the percentages. If the two 
confidence intervals do not overlap, then there is a statistically significant difference in the two 
percentages at an alpha (α) of 0.05. If they do overlap, then we cannot say they are statistically 
significantly different. (Alpha, α, 0.05 is a conventional level of significance. It means there is a 5 
percent risk of concluding a difference exists when there is no actual difference.) 
 
We see how this works out in the second cell of the second row of the display. For the 
Discontinued reaching Level J and better, we have a confidence interval that goes from 30.4 
percent up to 53.6 percent. For the C1 students, the interval goes from 18.7 percent up to 27.1 
percent. The end of the interval, 27.1, does not reach the start of the interval for Discontinued, 
30.4. They do not overlap. This difference in percentages reaching Level J and beyond is 
significant. The percentage of Discontinued students reaching Level J or better, as well as 
Level G or better, is greater than the percentages for their C1 classmates in the same RR 
schools. 
 
Comparison results. The remaining cells in the middle of the display give the results of 
comparing the two sets of confidence intervals for Level J and Level G attainment between the 
Reading Recovery outcome groups and the four comparison sample groups. The Discontinued 
Reading Recovery students reaching levels J and G dominate. Their proportions exceed the 
proportions of students in all sample groups except C4, the Oak Hill schools. And here at Level 
G there is no significant difference between the two groups. The other two RR outcome groups, 
the Unsuccessful and the Incomplete, are dominated by the Oak Hill schools in reaching levels J 
and G and by Sample C1 in reaching Level J and do no better than students in C2 and C3 
samples, except Sample C3 dominates the Incomplete at Level J.  
 
Evaluation Consequences  
I’ve simplified the evaluation results just presented in Display VIII A, “Mean Reading Intervals 
Gained from Fall to Spring 2015, Modified,” and in Display VIII B, “Percent of RR and Sample 
Students Reaching Level G & Above and Level J & Above, Modified.” A plus sign, “+,” signifies 
a RR outcome exceeds the comparison sample. A negative sign, “-,” signifies a RR outcome is 
exceeded by the comparison sample. A zero, “0,” signifies there is no difference between the RR 
outcome and the comparison sample. 
 
This evaluation was designed to judge the effect of the Reading Recovery instructional regimen 
on the literacy learning of first grade students experiencing difficulties. Better than 95 percent of 
all students represented in displays— except for C4— began the fall of first grade reading on 
levels below C, the majority reading on Pre A. (Refer again to Display V A and Display V B.)  
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Those students for whom the regimen worked— the 69 Discontinued students— exhibited 
strong mean gains in reading levels as evident in all pluses in Display VIII A and achieved 
benchmarks in greater proportions than comparable student samples as seen in Display VIII B. 
Those for whom the regimen did not work or were not able to complete it— the 125 
Unsuccessful and Incomplete students— exhibited mixed results. Even though they were not 
Discontinued their mean gains exceeded the students sampled from non-Reading Recovery 
schools. However their mean gains were equivalent to those of the students from the schools 
offering Reading Recovery. And the proportions achieving benchmarks were no different from 
the other samples and even were exceeded in attaining Level J again by the C1 sample of RR 
schools. 
 
Each student in the RR intervention required the same amount of time, energy, and cost 
whether they were discontinued or not. Thus to increase the effectiveness of Reading 
Recovery— to get “more bang for the buck” so to speak— more students need to be 
Discontinued.  
 
Discontinuation rate. It is apparent that Reading Recovery as an intervention is only as 
effective as its Discontinued students. The discontinuation rate for this first year was roughly 35 
percent, short of what was expected. Admittedly this was the initial year of Reading Recovery 
renewal in the district. And a proverbial “shake down cruise” is natural. Central office 
administrators had to create training, mentoring, and accountability structures, and had to 
become accustomed to a working relationship with personnel at the Georgia State Regional 
Reading Recovery Center.  The newly trained and in-training RR teachers had to acclimate to 
new schools while juggling organizing, managing, scheduling and time demands. Three 
teachers had to be relieved of the 30-minute, one-on-one tutoring session, according to 
supervisors. We should hope that weaknesses in teachers’ instruction will be identified and 
rectified earlier in a semester. With this first year under their belts, we must expect systems to 
be in place and for RR teachers to be more conditioned to their roles and tasks so that 
proportionally more students will complete the program and be Discontinued.. 
 
Nationwide over the past ten years the discontinuation rate has ranged from a low of 55 
percent in 2014 to a high of 60 percent in 2009 and 2010 (see “Reading Recovery Evaluation,” 
http://www.schoolinfosystem.org/pdf/2014/12/rr_mmsd_122014.pdf). In the 2014-2015 
school year five MNPS schools had discontinuation rates of 50 percent or better. The percent 
Discontinued for each of the 13 schools is presented in Exhibit F. Overall the percentages ranged 
from 0.0 percent to 58.8 percent. It may point to the efficacy of the first year’s implementation of 
Reading Recovery and of the instruction that left 51 students in the midst of completing the RR 
lessons at school’s end. 
 

Exhibit F 
Spring 2015 EOY TLA Level of Students Discontinued & School Means 

 
School code Number Discontinued 

of number receiving 
RR  

At G (12) or 
better 
spring 

At J (18) or 
better spring 

Mean Level of 
students at 
EOY spring 

Mean Level 
of school at 
EOY spring 

105 3 of 11 (27.3%) 1 0 10.6 16.6 
215 10 of 17 (58.8%) 10 9 18.8 19.5 
225 3 of 13 (23.1%) 2 2 17.3 14.1 
335 3 of 18 (16.7%) 3 1 16.0 13.7 
345 5 of 15 (33.3%) 5 0 13.2 14.8 
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405 8 of 16 (50.0%) 8 2 16.5 14.9 
455 8 of 16 (50.0%) 8 5 17.0 16.2 
495 4 of 16 (25.0%) 4 2 16.0 14.2 
560 4 of 8 (50.0%) 4 2 17.0 21.5 
618 6 of 16 (37.5%) 5 0 13.6 14.1 
725 2 of 16 (12.5%) 2 0 13.0 14.4 
735 0 of 8 (0.0%) — — — 15.9 
790 13 of 24 (54.2%) 13 6 16.3 17.8 
Totals 69 of 194 

(35.6%) 
65 29 16.0 15.7 

 
Efficacy. As mentioned at the beginning, three RR teachers left the program at mid-year, two of 
which continued conducting literacy groups, but no longer conducted the one-on-one 30-
minute lessons. The decrease in number served from fall (108) to spring (92) in Exhibit A reflects 
this lost of teaching personnel. Also the 38 percent of students (74), for which the Reading 
Recovery was unsuccessful, is high for a program found to have “significant positive impact on 
the general reading achievement of struggling readers in the first grade”: 
 

What Works Clearinghouse, July 2013: 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/intervention_reports/wwc_readrecovery_071613.pdf and 
What Works Clearinghouse, October 2014: 
http://ies.ed.gov/ncee/wwc/pdf/single_study_reviews/wwc_may_102814.pdf 

 
The percentage of students who are not Discontinued after a full complement of lessons was 
22 percent nationally for 2014 according to the Reading Recovery International Data Reporting 
Center at the Ohio State University and reported by the Research and Program Evaluation 
Office of the Madison (WI) Metropolitan School District (“Reading Recovery Evaluation,” 
http://www.schoolinfosystem.org/pdf/2014/12/rr_mmsd_122014.pdf). This was confirmed in 
the Year 1 report of the $55 million “i3 Scale Up” study of Reading Recovery, where 22.4 
percent of 13,328 students found the RR lessons were of no avail 
(http://aer.sagepub.com/content/52/3/547.abstract). 
 
Perhaps determining the students not susceptible to the Reading Recovery literacy instruction 
could be done earlier in the one-on-one tutorial sessions. Perhaps such a diagnosis is related to 
students’ gender, age and facility with English. Moving them out of the tutoring regimen would 
free up RR teachers to see more of the students identified as needing the program. At the same 
time caution is called for here. Students deemed needing interventions greater than or different 
from Reading Recovery seemingly gained a boost. These Unsuccessful students had reading 
interval mean gains comparable to the C1 students and exceeding the C2 and C3 students. And 
the proportion reaching Level G or more was not different statistically from these three 
comparison samples, either.  
 
Nonetheless, if the program can adhere to the national expectations of having a 55 percent to 60 
percent discontinuation rate and of 22 percent not finding the RR regimen successful, then, 
perhaps, the Incomplete percentage will drop to 20 percent or less rather than the 26 percent as 
it was for 2015. 
 
Furthermore fall TLAs showed that there were 910 students in the 13 RR schools who began 
first grade at less than Level C (Display III A). The 200 who received Reading Recovery 
represent about one-fifth of these. From Exhibit F it appears the average load for RR teachers is 
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around seven to eight students. So it is not a question of need for an intervention like Reading 
Recovery, rather it is a question of whether Reading Recovery as currently constituted has the 
capacity to reach all who need it. 
 
Suggestions.  Here are further suggestions generated by this evaluation brief.  
 

1. Review the criteria for declaring Unsuccessful students. Some Unsuccessful students 
this year had TLA results similar to the Discontinued students. Fourteen had gains of 13 
levels or more and 33 reached G or beyond. Should they have been Discontinued instead? 
On the other had 26 had gains of 7 levels or less. Of these 12 had gains of 4 levels or less. 
Could these have been spotted earlier as Unsuccessful? 

2. Identify classroom instruction, the services and the interventions given to the C1 non 
RR students in the RR schools. As noted earlier almost 70 percent received EL services. 
Were there any other interventions? Because their mean gains and benchmark 
achievements surpass those of comparison samples C2 and C3 and equal or surpass those 
of Unsuccessful and Incomplete RR students. Or consider the gains by Inglewood 
students as illustrated in Exhibits B and C. These gains may be attributed to the 
intentional targeting of first grade students and concentrating on their receiving 
intervention such as the afternoon groups conducted by RR teachers. Such focus and 
concentration is apparently not occurring in the C2 and C3 schools. 

3. Do not waste the gains of the Incomplete students. Continue to build upon them into 
the second grade providing Reading Recovery-like intervention emphasizing problem-
solving and use of strategies.  

4. Raise the level at which students are Discontinued. If the standard for discontinuing 
students is the average literacy level of their classmates and if this average includes a 
reading level below grade level benchmarks, then Reading Recovery, alone, will never 
have students achieving benchmark. Exhibit F also shows the levels of Discontinued RR 
students in each of the 13 schools and the mean level achieved by the schools at the end of 
the year. At eight schools the mean of the school was not reached by the Discontinued 
students, at five schools the mean was exceeded. Over all the mean of the Discontinued 
students was 16, or Level I, and was similar to the mean of all 13 schools: 15.7. 

5. Raise the average reading levels of kindergarten students. Kindergarten teachers, 
particularly, should not be satisfied with barely half their students entering first grade at 
Level C (4); much allowing over 500 students in the RR schools to be at Pre A, A, and B 
while on school meal eligibility, heavily Hispanic and receiving ELL services. (See 
Displays V and VI.) 

6. Renew efforts to implement effective summer programs designed to assist students in 
maintaining, or even accelerating, classroom literacy gains. The summer learning 
decrement is notorious but it is not inevitable for low-income, urban children. 

 
Plans for the 2016 School Year 
Continuation of Reading Recovery Study. The Department of Research, Assessment and 
Evaluation (RAE) will continue the evaluation of Reading Recovery in the coming year and 
work closely with the two lead Reading Recovery teachers and the director of literacy for the 
district. 
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Also we will follow the 69 students who were Discontinued and monitor their progress in 
reading in the second grade if they remain in the system. We will report on the pace exhibited 
by the Discontinued in the first grade students is sustained throughout the second grade. 
Hopefully the Discontinued students will be accompanied by their TLA files, which can be 
dialogistically analyzed if slippage begins to occur among the Discontinued as they continue 
their elementary school career. 
 
Other Literacy Support Interventions. In addition we will investigate the 2015 effects of work 
of the interventionists in the 15 C2 schools as well as the afternoon group work of the RR 
teachers in their 13 schools. We have received data on the students who were served by both 
groups of teachers and plan to analyze the data and report our findings. 
 
Questions of Costs. Issues of “return on investment” (ROI) have arisen here about the cost of 
various programs, instructional or otherwise. The low rate of Discontinued students has 
accelerated questions about whether the expenditures for Reading Recovery are justified or cost 
effective. But then any individual tutoring program is necessarily expensive. The Evaluation 
unit has been asked to study the ROI for Reading Recovery, which requires conducting 
economic comparisons with other literacy interventions and services. This will be a multi-year 
study in cooperation with Leadership and Learning, Federal Programs and school personnel. 
 
The first steps are determining the interventions and services to which Reading Recovery will 
be compared. The second step is determining a metric for comparing the benefits of the effects 
of Reading Recovery on a small number of students versus the effects of less costly 
interventions on, perhaps, a larger number of students. The third step is implementing a 
method for tracking students involved in the various programs. This also involves 
determining how far to track student outcomes: whether through elementary or middle school 
or high school and beyond. Cost-benefits of having an individual being able to read somewhat 
better in the early grades will include estimates of savings from reduction in retentions, special 
education placements, ELL services. Such tracking can go beyond the end of school. The 
exemplary evaluation of the Perry Preschool Project tracked its students into middle age and 
found significant savings in the costs associated with drug and alcohol abuse, delinquency and 
crime, teen pregnancy, welfare, and health. The fourth steps involve determining, collecting, 
and tracking the inputs needed to calculate per pupil expenditures for Reading Recovery and 
each of the comparison interventions. This will include teacher salaries and benefits; costs of 
instructional material, equipment and technology; cost for any professional development and 
training; and expenses for facilities down to square-foot cost. Reading Recovery costs also 
include the training and supervision by lead teachers, the three terms of graduate courses for 
credit and the related tuition, books and fees for the RR teachers. 
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Display I 
MNPS Text Level Correlation Chart 

 
 

 
Revised 7/2014   Students should enter the year on the preceding year’s benchmark.  Mid-year benchmarks are 
indicated by bold italics.  End of year benchmarks are indicated with shading. 
  

Grade 
Level 

Fountas & 
Pinnell  

 

MNPS Reading 
Recovery/ 

Rigby 

Stage Lexile Stretch 
Band 

K 

A 1 1 

Em
er

ge
nt

 

N/A 

B 2 2 
 3 3 

C 4 4 
 5 5 

Ea
rl

y 

D 6 6 

1st  

 7 7 

190L-530L 

E 8 8 

 9 9 
F 10 10 
G 1 2 12 
H 14 14 
I 16 16 
J 18 18 

2ND  

K 20 20 

Tr
an

si
ti

on
al

/ 
Ea

rl
y 

Fl
ue

nt
 

420L-650L 

 21  
L 22 22 
M 24 24 
N 26 Rigby 23 

3RD  
O 28 Rigby 24  

Se
lf

-E
xt

en
di

ng
/F

lu
en

t 

520L-820L P 32 Rigby 25 
Q 34 Rigby 26 

 4TH  
R 36 Rigby 27 

740L-940L S 40 Rigby 28 
T 42 Rigby 29 

5TH  
U 44 Rigby 30  830L- 1010L 
V 50  

6th W 60  925L- 1070L 
7th X 70  970L- 1120L 
8th Y 80  1010L- 1185L 
9th Z 90  1050L-1260L 
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 Display II 
List of Schools in Groups  

 
Group 1,13 Reading Recovery schools: 
Amqui, Cockrill, Cole, Glengarry, Glenview, Haywood, Inglewood, Tom Joy, Dan Mills, Paragon 
Mills, Tusculum, Una, and Whitsitt. 
 
Group 2, 15 Schools with Interventionists through Literacy Support: 
Caldwell, Cane Ridge, Cumberland, Dodson, DuPont, Fall-Hamilton, J. E. Moss, Glencliff, Glenn, 
Goodlettsville, Hermitage, Hickman, Henry Maxwell, Rosebank, Warner. 
 
Group 3: 13 Schools without Literacy Support for comparison 
Lakeview, Bellshire, Norman Binkley, Charlotte Park, Alex Green, Andrew Jackson, Joelton, Robert 
E. Lilliard, Lockeland, Thomas A. Edison, Mt. View, Park Avenue, Stratton. 
 
Group 4: 2 Oak Hill schools: 
Glendale and Percy Priest. 
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Display III A 
Percent of Students Reaching Level J in 2015 District Wide and in 

Selected School Groupings 
 
 

District Wide At 13 Schools Offering 
Reading Recovery 

 
GROUP 1 

At 15 Schools with 
Interventionists through 

Literacy Support 
GROUP 2 

At 13 Schools without 
Literacy Support  

 
GROUP 3 

At 2 Schools with Oak Hill 
Attendance Catchments 

 
GROUP 4 

Spring 2015 
N=7165 with spring 
TLAs 
At J or better: 3652 
Percent=51.0% 
 

Spring 2015 
N=1570 with spring 
TLAs 
At J or better: 715 
Percent=45.4% 

Spring 2015 
N=1387 with spring 
TLAs 
At J or better: 564 
Percent=40.7% 

Spring 2015 
N=1367 with spring 
TLAs 
At J or better: 648 
Percent=47.4% 

Spring 2015 
N=208 with spring 
TLAs 
At J or better: 178 
Percent=85.6% 

Fall 2014 
N=7049 with fall TLAs 
At C or better: 3898 
Percent=55.3% 

Fall 2014 
N=1534 with fall TLAs 
At C or better: 624 
Percent=40.7% 

Fall 2014 
N=1362 with fall TLAs 
At C or better: 659 
Percent=48.4% 

Fall 2014 
N=1269 with fall TLAs 
At C or better: 702 
Percent=55.3% 

Fall 2014 
N=208 with fall TLAs 
At C or better: 198 
Percent=95.2% 

 
Note: MNPS students are expected to complete first grade reading at the Fountas-Pinnell “J” instructional level. They are expected 
to begin the first grade at level “C,” or text level 4, and end at “J,” or text level 18, gaining 14 intervals 
 

Display III B 
Mean Reading Intervals Gained from Fall to Spring 2015 

 
District Wide At 13 Schools Offering 

Reading Recovery 
 

GROUP 1 

At 15 Schools with 
Interventionists through 

Literacy Support 
GROUP 2 

At 13 Schools without 
Literacy Support  

 
GROUP 3 

At 2 Schools with Oak Hill 
Attendance Catchments 

 
GROUP 4 

N=6604 with fall & 
spring TLAs 
Mean Gain=10.74 
(SD=5.4) 
 

N=1430 with fall & 
spring TLAs 
Mean Gain=12.07 
(SD=5.7) 

N=1273 with fall & 
spring TLAs 
Mean Gain=9.63 
(SD=5.2) 

N=1218 with fall & 
spring TLAs 
Mean=10.08 
(SD=5.4) 

N=206 with fall & 
spring TLAs 
Mean=12.08 
(SD=4-8) 
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Display IV 
Selected Demographics of First Grade Student 

District Wide and by Schools Providing Study Samples 
 GROUP 1 

Students in the 13 
Schools with Reading 
Recovery in 2015 
 
 

1599 

GROUP 2 
Students in the 15 
Schools with Literacy 
Support Interventionists 
in 2015 

1410 

GROUP 3 
Students in the 13 
Schools Not Receiving 
Literacy Support from 
which the sample was 
chosen 

1389 

GROUP 4 
Students in the Schools 
Zoned for Oak Hill 
 
 

209 

Students in the 71 
Elementary Schools in 

the District 
 
 
 

7287 

MEAN AGE in 
months, as of Aug 
2014 (Standard 
Deviation) 

77.2 
(4.3) 

77.3 
(4.3) 

77.1 
(4.2) 

78.9 
(4.8) 

77.3 
(4.3) 

GENDER 
Female 

46.3% 48.4% 49.8% 42.6% 48.4% 

Male 53.7% 51.6% 50.2% 57.4% 51.6% 

ECONOMIC  
Yes 

92.2% 87.5% 81.6% 12.9% 76,8% 

No 6.3% 10.6% 16.7% 85.6% 21.0% 

Missing 1.5% 1.9% 1.7% 1.4% 2.2% 

RACE 
Asian 

4.8% 2.0% 3.1% 4.3% 4.2% 

Black 26.3% 43.6% 46.0% 4.8% 38.2% 

Hispanic 44.3% 26.1% 20.5% 3.4% 23.6% 

Indian 0.3% 0.5% 0.3% 0.0% 0.3% 

Pacific Island 0.06% 0.3% 0.36% 0.0% 0.2% 

White 24.2% 27.5% 29.8% 87.6% 33.5% 

ELL Services 
Yes 

46.8% 25.6% 22.5% 0.0% 24.7% 

No 53.2% 74.4% 77.5% 100.0% 75.3% 

FIRST LANG 
Amharic 

0.6% 0.1% 0.6% 1.0% 0.4% 

Arabic 6.9% 4.0% 5.0% — 4.1% 

Burmese 1.1% 0.2% 0.9% — 0.5% 

Chinese — 0.1% 0.3% 1.4% 0.3% 

English 41.5% 68.2% 71.3% 95.7% 66.1% 

Gujarati — 0.3% 0.07% — 0.2% 

 
Continued 
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Display IV, Continued 

Selected Demographics of First Grade Student 
District Wide and by Schools Providing Study Samples 

 

 GROUP 1 
Students in the 13 
Schools with Reading 
Recovery in 2015 
 
 

1599 

GROUP 2 
Students in the 15 
Schools with Literacy 
Support Interventionists 
in 2015 

1410 

GROUP 3 
Students in the 13 
Schools Not Receiving 
Literacy Support from 
which the sample was 
chosen 

1389 

GROUP 4 
Students in the Schools 
Zoned for Oak Hill 
 
 

209 

Students in the 71 
Elementary Schools in 

the District 
 
 
 

7287 

Karen 1.4% — 0.07% — 0.3% 

Kurdish 2.1% 0.9% 0.9% — 1.3% 

Nepali 1.1% 0.1% — — 0.4% 

Somali 1.4% 1.3% 0.7% — 1.1% 

Spanish/Cast 42.3% 22.6% 18.5% 0.5% 21.2% 

Swahili 0.06% 0.3% 0.1% — 0.1% 

Vietnamese 0.2% 0.1% 0.5% — 0.4% 

Other (with 8 or 
less each): 
Acoli, Afrikaans, 

Albanian, 
Armenian, Bantu, 
Bengali, Bosnian, 
Creoles & Piggins, 
Dinka, French, 
Frisian, Hindi, 
Igbo, Japanese, 
Kannada, Khmer, 
Kinyarwanda, 
Komi, Korean, 
Lao, Malay, 
Marathi, Mende, 
Oromo, Persian, 
Pohnpeian, Polish, 
Portuguese, 
Punjabi/Panjabi, 
Pushto, 
Romanian, Rundi, 
Russian, 
Sinhalese/Sinhala, 
Tagalog, Tamil, 
Telugu Thai, 
Tigrinya, Turkish, 
Twi, 
Undetermined, 
Urdu, Uzbek, 
Wolof, Yoruba 

1.5% 1.6% 1.0% 1.4% 2.1% 

Immigrant? 
Yes 

10.7% 5.0% 5.8% 0.5% 6.0% 

No 89.3% 95.0% 94.2% 99.5% 94.0% 

Special Ed 
Services 
Yes 

7.9% 8.3% 10.4% 4.8% 9.1% 

No 92.1% 91.7% 89.6% 95.2% 90.9% 
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Display V A 
Initial Sample Sorted by Fall Instructional Levels 

 
Fall Instructional 
Levels 

RR 
Students 
Receiving 
Reading 
Recovery 

C1 
Students in the 
13 RR Schools 
Not Receiving 
Reading 
Recovery 

C2 
Students in the 
15 Literacy 
Supported 
Schools with 
Interventionists 

C3 
Students in 13 
Schools Not 
Literacy 
Supported 

C4 
Students in 2 
Schools Serving 
the Oak Hill Area 

OVERALL TOTAL 

Pre A (0) 108 (54.0%) 218 (54.6%) 176 (54.5%) 75 (54.4%) 1 (0.9%) 578 (49.3%) 

A (1) 60 (30.0%) 117 (29.3%) 95(29.4%) 41 (29.7%) 1 (0.9%) 314 26.8%) 

B (2) 24 (12.0%) 48 (12.0%) 39 (12.1%) 17 (12.3%) 8 (7.1%) 136 (11.6%) 

C (4) 7 (3.5%) 14 (3.5%) 11(3.4%) 5 (3.6%) 18 (16.1%) 55 (4.7%) 

D (6) 0 0 0 0 26 23.2%) 26 (2.2%) 

E (8) 0 0 0 0 21 (18.8%) 21 (1.8%) 

F (10) 0 0 0 0 19 (17.0%) 19 (1.6%) 

G (12) 1 (0.5%) 2 (0.5%) 2 (0.6%) 0 18 (16.1%) 23 (2.0%) 

TOTALS 200 399 323 138 112 1172 

 
 

Display V B 
Final Sample at End of the Year 

 
Fall Instructional 
Levels 

RR 
Students 
Receiving 
Reading 
Recovery 

C1 
Students in the 
13 RR Schools 
Not Receiving 
Reading 
Recovery 

C2 
Students in the 
15 Literacy 
Supported 
Schools with 
Interventionists 

C3 
Students in 13 
Schools Not 
Literacy 
Supported 

C4 
Students in 2 
Schools Serving 
the Oak Hill Area 

OVERALL TOTAL 

Pre A (0) 103 (53.1%) 202 (53.7%) 166 (54.8%) 69 (55.6%) 1 (0.9%) 541 (48.9%) 

A (1) 59 (30.4%) 111 (29.5%) 89 (29.4%) 36 (29.0%) 1 (0.9%) 296 26.7%) 

B (2) 24 (12.4%) 47 (12.5%) 36 (11.9%) 14 (11.3%) 8 (7.3%) 129 (11.6%) 

C (4) 7 (3.6%) 14 (3.7%) 10 (3.3%) 5 (4.0%) 16 (14.6%) 52 (4.7%) 

D (6) 0 0 0 0 26 23.6%) 26 (2.4%) 

E (8) 0 0 0 0 21 (19.1%) 21 (1.9%) 

F (10) 0 0 0 0 19 (17.3%) 19 (1.7%) 

G (12) 1 (0.5%) 2 (0.5%) 2 (0.7%) 0 18 (16.4%) 23 (2.1%) 

TOTALS 194 376 303 124 110 1107 
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Display VI 
Selected Demographics of Students Served by Reading Recovery 

and in Comparison Samples 
 

 Students 
“Discontinued” 
 
 
 
 

69 

All Students 
Receiving 
Reading 
Recovery (“RR) 
 
 

194 

C1 SAMPLE 
Students in 
Schools with RR 
but not Receiving 
RR 
 

376 

C2 SAMPLE 
Students in 
Schools Literacy 
Supported 
Interventionists 
 

303 

C3 SAMPLE 
Students in 
Schools without 
Literacy 
Supports 
 

124 

C4 SAMPLE 
Students in 
Schools Serving 
Oak Hill 
 
 

110 

OVERALL 
TOTALS 

 
 
 
 

1107 

MEAN AGE 
(In months, 
as of Aug 
2014) 

77.1 
(3.8) 

76.5 
(4.3) 

77.3 
(4.6) 

77.0 
(4.4) 

76.4 
(3.9) 

78.7 
(4.8) 

77.1 
(4.5) 

GENDER 
Female 

53.6% 45.4% 46.5% 47.2% 47.2% 42.7% 46.2% 

Male 46.4% 54.6% 53.4% 52.8% 52.8% 57.3% 53.8% 

ECONOMIC 
Yes 

95.6% 95.9% 97.6% 93.1% 91.9% 12.7% 87.0% 

No 2.9% 2.1% 1.9% 4.3% 6.5% 86.4% 11.5% 

Missing 1.4% 2.1% 0.5% 2.6% 1.6% 0.9% 1.5% 

RACE 
Asian 

2.9% 2.1% 8.3% 1.3% 6.5% 5.4% 4.8% 

Black 30.4% 26.3% 22.6% 32.3% 43.9% 7.3% 26.8% 

Hispanic 46.4% 51.0% 53.7% 42.2% 33.3% 3.6% 42.9% 

Indian — — — 0.7% — — 0.2% 

Pacific 
Island 

— — — 0.3% — — 0.1% 

White 20.3% 20.6% 15.4% 23.1% 16.3 83.6% 25.3% 

ELL Services 
Yes 

42.0% 53.6% 68.6% 48.5% 48.0% 0.0% 51.0% 

No 58.0% 46.4% 32.4% 51.5% 52.0% 100.0% 49.0% 

FIRST LANG 
Amharic 

— 0.5% 0.8%  1.6% 0.9% 0.6% 

Arabic 4.3% 7.2% 8.0% 7.3% 5.7%  6.6% 

Burmese —  2.4% 0.3% 4.9%  1.4% 

Chinese —    0.8% 1.8% 0.3% 

Dinka —  0.3%    0.1% 

English 46.4% 39.7% 26.3% 48.2% 49.6% 95.4% 44.1% 

 
Continued 
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Display VI, Continued 

Selected Demographics of Students Served by Reading Recovery and in 
Comparison Samples 

 

 Students 
“Discontinued” 
 
 
 
 

69 

All Students 
Receiving 
Reading 
Recovery (“RR) 
 
 

194 

C1 SAMPLE 
Students in 
Schools with RR 
but not Receiving 
RR 
 

376 

C2 SAMPLE 
Students in 
Schools Literacy 
Supported 
Interventionists 
 

303 

C3 SAMPLE 
Students in 
Schools without 
Literacy 
Supports 
 

124 

C4 SAMPLE 
Students in 
Schools Serving 
Oak Hill 
 
 

110 

OVERALL 
TOTALS 

 
 
 
 

1107 

Frisian — — 0.3% — — — 0.1% 

Gujarati — — — 0.3% — — 0.1% 

Igbo — — 0.3% — — — 0.1% 

Karen — — 3.2% — — — 1.1% 

Kinyarwand
a 

— — 0.3% — — — 0.1% 

Korean — — — — — 0.9% 0.1% 

Kurdish 2.9% 1.5% 2.4% 2.0% 2.4% — 1.9% 

Lao — 0.5% 0.3% — — — 0.2% 

Nepali 2.9% 1.5% 1.6% — — — 0.8% 

Russian — — 0.3% — — — 0.1% 

Somali — — 1.6% 2.0% 0.8% — 1.2% 

Spanish/Cas
t 

43.5% 48.5% 51.9% 39.6% 32.5% 0.9% 40.7% 

Uzbek — — 0.3% — 0.8% — 0.2% 

Vietnamese — 0.5% — 0.3% 0.8% — 0.3% 

Immigrant 
Yes 

10.1% 9.3% 15.4% 7.3% 12.9% 0.9% 10.4% 

No 89.9% 90.7% 84.6% 92.7% 87.1% 99.1% 89.6% 

SpEd 
Services 
Yes 

4.3% 6.2% 11.4% 13.2% 17.7% 6.4% 11.2% 

No 95.7% 93.8% 88.6% 86.8% 82.3% 93.6% 88.8% 
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Display VII A 

Mean Reading Intervals Gained from Fall to Spring 2015 
 

RR 
Reading Recovery Students 

C1 
Non RR Students Sample at  

RR Schools 

C2 
Student Sample at Schools 
with Interventionist thru 

Literacy Support 

C3 
Student Sample at  

Non Literacy Support 
Schools 

C4 
Student Sample at  
Oak Hill Schools 

Discontinued 
N=69 
Mean gain=14.85 

N=376 
Mean gain=10.20 
t=8.27 
Discontinued greater 
at p>0.00001 
Cohen’s d= 0.77 

N=303 
Mean gain=7.09 
t =14.04 
Discontinued greater 
at p>0.00001 
Cohen’s d= 1.51 

N=124 
Mean gain=7.31 
t =10.60 
Discontinued greater 
at p>0.00001 
Cohen’s d= 1.40 

N=110 
Mean gain=12.39 
t =4.26 
Discontinued greater 
at p>0.00001 
Cohen’s d= 0.66 

Unsuccessful 
N=74 
Mean gain=9.28 

N=376 
Mean gain=10.20 
t =-1.55 
No difference at 
p=0.1239 

N=303 
Mean gain=7.09 
t =3.74 
Unsuccessful greater 
at p=0.0003 
Cohen’s d= 0.42 

N=124 
Mean gain=7.31 
t =2.68 
Unsuccessful greater 
at p=0.0081 
Cohen’s d= 0.36 

N=110 
Mean gain=12.39 
t =-5.10 
Oak Hill greater at 
p>0.00001 
Cohen’s d= -0.79 

Incomplete 
N=51 
Mean gain=10.08 

N=376 
Mean gain=10.20 
t =-0.24 
No difference at 
p=0.8083 

N=303 
Mean gain=7.09 
t =5.98 
Incomplete greater at 
p>0.00001 
Cohen’s d= 0.58 

N=124 
Mean gain=7.31 
t =4.13 
Incomplete greater at 
p>0.0001 
Cohen’s d= 0.52 

N=110 
Mean gain=12.39 
t =-4.39 
Oak Hill greater at 
p>0.00001 
Cohen’s d= -0.67 

 
Note: Student samples, except for Oak Hill, were drawn randomly from students at the same instructional levels as the Reading 
Recovery students at the beginning of the year. The Oak Hill sample was comprised of all students who started the year at lowest 
instructional levels, which were Levels “G” or less.  
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Display VII B 
Percent of RR and Sample Students Reaching Level G & Above & 

Level J & Above 
 

RR 
Reading Recovery Students 

C! 
Non RR Students Sample at  

RR Schools 

C2 
Student Sample at Schools 
with Interventionist thru 

Literacy Support 

C3 
Student Sample at  

Non Lit Support Schools 

C4 
Student Sample at  
Oak Hill Schools 

 N=376 
At J or better: 
 86/22.9% 
18.7  27.1 
At G or better: 
190/50.5% 
45.4  55.6 

N=303 
At J or better: 
 23/07.6% 
4.6  10.6 
At G or better: 
99/32.7% 
27.4  38.0 

N=124 
At J or better: 
 15/12.1% 
6.4  17.8 
At G or better: 
43/34.7% 
26.3  43.1 

N=110 
At J or better: 
 80/72.7% 
64.4  81.0 
At G or better: 
 105/95.4% 
91.5  99.3 

Discontinued 
N=69 
At J or better: 
 29/42.0% 
30.4  53.6 
At G or better: 
 65/94.2% 
88.7  99.7 

At J or better: 
Discontinued greater 
at α 0.05 
 
At G or better: 
Discontinued greater 
at α 0.05 

At J or better: 
Discontinued greater 
at α 0.05 
 
At G or better: 
Discontinued greater 
at α 0.05 

At J or better: 
Discontinued greater 
at α 0.05 
 
At G or better: 
Discontinued greater 
at α 0.05 

At J or better: Oak Hill 
greater at α 0.05 
 
 
At G or better: no 
difference at α 0.05 

Unsuccessful 
N=74 
At J or better: 
 4/05.4% 
0.3  10.5 
At G or better: 
 33/44.6% 
33.3  55.9 

At J or better: C1 
greater at α 0.05 
 
 
At G or better: no 
difference at α 0.05 
 

At J or better: no 
difference at α 0.05 
 
 
At G or better: no 
difference at α 0.05 

At J or better: no 
difference at α 0.05 
 
 
At G or better: no 
difference at α 0.05 
 

At J or better: Oak Hill 
greater at α 0.05 
 
 
At G or better: Oak Hill 
greater at α 0.05 

Incomplete 
N=51 
At J or better: 
 1/01.9% 
-1.8  5.6 
At G or better: 
 26/50.9% 
37.2  64.6 

At J or better: C1 
greater at α 0.05 
 
 
At G or better: no 
difference at α 0.05 
 

At J or better: no 
difference at α 0.05 
 
 
At G or better: no 
difference at α 0.05 

At J or better: C3 
greater at α 0.05 
 
 
At G or better: no 
difference at α 0.05 

At J or better: Oak Hill 
greater at α 0.05 
 
 
At G or better: Oak Hill 
greater at α 0.05 

 
Note: MNPS students are expected to complete first grade reading at the Fountas-Pinnell “J” instructional level. They are expected 
to begin the first grade at level “C,” or book level 4, and end at “J,” or book level 18, gaining 14 intervals. The mid-year benchmark is 
“G,” or book level 12. Ninety-five percent of the students represented here in each category— except C4-- began the year at levels 
below C. 
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Display VIII A 

Mean Reading Intervals Gained from Fall to Spring 2015 
Modified 

 
RR 

Reading Recovery Students 
C1 

Non RR Students Sample at  
RR Schools 

 
N=376 
Mean gain=10.20 

C2 
Student Sample at Schools 
with Interventionist thru 

Literacy Support 
N=303 
Mean gain=7.09 

C3 
Student Sample at  

Non Literacy Support 
Schools 

N=124 
Mean gain=7.31 

C4 
Student Sample at  
Oak Hill Schools 

 
N=110 
Mean gain=12.39 

Discontinued 
N=69 
Mean gain=14.85 + + + + 
Unsuccessful 
N=74 
Mean gain=9.28 0 + + − 
Incomplete 
N=51 
Mean gain=10.08 0 + + − 

 
Legend:  

+ RR outcome exceeds the comparison sample 

− RR outcome is exceeded by the comparison sample 

0 No difference between the RR outcome and the comparison sample 
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Display VII B 
Percent of RR and Sample Students Reaching Level G & Above & 

Level J & Above 
Modified 

 
RR 

Reading Recovery Students 
C! 

Non RR Students Sample at  
RR Schools 

C2 
Student Sample at Schools 
with Interventionist thru 

Literacy Support 

C3 
Student Sample at  

Non Lit Support Schools 

C4 
Student Sample at  
Oak Hill Schools 

 N=376 
At J or better: 
 86/22.9% 
18.7  27.1 
At G or better: 
190/50.5% 
45.4  55.6 

N=303 
At J or better: 
 23/07.6% 
4.6  10.6 
At G or better: 
99/32.7% 
27.4  38.0 

N=124 
At J or better: 
 15/12.1% 
6.4  17.8 
At G or better: 
43/34.7% 
26.3  43.1 

N=110 
At J or better: 
 80/72.7% 
64.4  81.0 
At G or better: 
 105/95.4% 
91.5  99.3 

Discontinued 
N=69 
At J or better: 
 29/42.0% 
30.4  53.6 
At G or better: 
 65/94.2% 
88.7  99.7 

At J or better:  

+ 
At G or better:  

+ 

At J or better:  

+ 
At G or better:  

+ 

At J or better:  

+ 
At G or better:  

+ 

At J or better:  

− 
At G or better:  

0 
Unsuccessful 
N=74 
At J or better: 
 4/05.4% 
0.3  10.5 
At G or better: 
 33/44.6% 
33.3  55.9 

At J or better:  

− 
At G or better:  

0 

At J or better:  

0 
At G or better:  

0 

At J or better:  

0 
At G or better:  

0 

At J or better:  

− 
At G or better 

− 

Incomplete 
N=51 
At J or better: 
 1/01.9% 
-1.8  5.6 
At G or better: 
 26/50.9% 
37.2  64.6 

At J or better:  

− 
At G or better:  

0 

At J or better:  

0 
At G or better:  

0 

At J or better:  

− 
At G or better:  

0 

At J or better:  

− 
At G or better:  

− 

 
Legend:  

+ RR outcome exceeds the comparison sample 

− RR outcome is exceeded by the comparison sample 

0 No difference between the RR outcome and the comparison sample 
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