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• Four times the number of grade 1 students received Reading Recovery in 1999-2000 
(n=1,064) than in 1993-94 (n=268), the first year of Reading Recovery in the district.  

• Reading Recovery teachers provided reading intervention to an average of 33 students 
each, nine of these through one-on-one instruction.   

• The cost of this reading intervention at all of the elementary schools was $5,083,064 
($3,115,803 from the district budget and $1,967261 from Title I and other grants).  
The cost per student served is estimated at $1,360 for literacy support in 1999-2000.   

MAJOR FINDINGS 
Program effectiveness for the Literacy Support Plan was determined using several 

assessment measures.  The text reading level, measured by the Marie Clay’s Observation Survey, 
was used for comparison in grades 1-4.  Text reading level is a determination of reading level 
based on actual books organized by a gradient of difficulty.  The number of text reading levels to 
be achieved during the year varies by grade level.  Pretest and posttest scores were available for 
3,315 kindergarten through grade 4 students.  

In addition, Texas Assessment of Academic Skills (TAAS) reading and writing and 
Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA) data were reviewed.  Six study campuses were 
selected for a closer look at the program.  Major achievement findings include the following: 

• The average gain on the Observation Survey for grade 1- 4 literacy support students 
was 8.7 text reading levels.  (Page 9) 

• Ninety-six percent of all grade 1-4 students served by the literacy support program 
made gains.  Ninety-three students (3%) were referred for special education 
assessment.  (Pages 9 & 14) 

• A total of 118 grade 1-4 literacy support students (4%) were at or above grade level in 
reading (text reading level 16 or above) at the pretest and 1,095 students (38%) were 
at or above grade level in reading at the posttest.  (Page 11) 

• The average gain for grade 1 students who received Reading Recovery only was 10.8 
text reading levels representing about one year of progress in reading.  The average 
gain was 9.5 text reading levels for students who participated in literacy group only.  
(Page 14) 

• Forty-six percent of grade 1 literacy support students were reading at text reading 
level 14 (considered to be on grade level at mid-year) or above at the end of grade 1.  
(Page 15)  

• For a comparison group for Reading Recovery, a random sample of 97 AISD grade 1 
students who did not have reading intervention during the year was tested with the 
Observation Survey.  Reading Recovery students had a higher average gain (13.2) in 
text reading level than a random sample (11.7), but started the year at a much lower 
average text reading level (0.7) than the random sample (5.2).  Thus, Reading 
Recovery students showed a faster rate of acceleration than the random sample, but 
were unable to close the gap in reading by the end of first grade (posttest of 13.9 and 
16.9, respectively).  (Page 25) 

• When looking at achievement by tier of implementation, the difference is most 
dramatic at grade 1.  While 24% of tier 1 and 23% of tier 2 literacy support students in 
grade 1 were at or above grade level at the end of the year, 47% of tier 3 grade 1 
literacy support students finished the year at or above grade level.  (All grade 1 
students began the program below grade level in reading.)  (Page 12) 
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• The average posttest scores for kindergarten literacy support students on three 
Observation Survey assessments, concepts about print (11.8), hearing and recording 
sounds in words (12.0), and letter identification (38.6) were all above the target end of 
year scores for kindergarten (scores of 10, 5, and 20, respectively).  (Page 19) 

• TAAS 2000 results show that 55% of 1999-2000 grade 3 literacy support students 
passed TAAS reading (83% for the district).  In addition, 47% of grade 4 literacy 
support students passed TAAS reading (84% for the district) and 66% passed TAAS 
writing (86% for district).  (Page 21) 

• During summer 2000, 839 literacy support students in kindergarten through grade 2, 
who were still below grade level at the end of the school year, attended S.O.A.R., the 
district’s summer reading program.  Of these students, 194 (23%) reached grade level 
in reading during S.O.A.R 2000.  (Page 23) 
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enormous investments in remedial instruction and then return children to classroom 
instruction that will not serve to maintain the gains they made in the remedial 
program.”  In a teacher survey, teachers were unsure if they had received training that 
would support students who were participating in reading intervention.  Opportunities 
for meaningful professional development in reading instruction for classroom teachers 
are essential to improve reading scores.  District training is seldom mandatory for 
teachers and principals even when it supports a districtwide initiative (e.g., balanced 
literacy training).  Principals should require primary education teachers to show 
evidence of implementation of the balanced literacy model in their classrooms.  The 
district should publicize and promote professional development offered to primary 
education teachers through the state Student Success Initiative.  Kindergarten, grade 1, 
and grade 2 teachers who attend the Teacher Reading Academies in summer 2001 will 
receive stipends to attend training that supports the state and district goal to ensure that 
all students are reading on grade level by the end of the third grade.  The Master 
Reading Teacher (MRT) Certificate (with stipend) is also available through the Texas 
Reading Initiative for teachers who successfully complete the certification process and 
who teach at a “high needs” campus designated by the Commissioner of Education.  
The Learning Walk that is part of the Institute for Learning initiative supports a 
classroom structure that allows students to reach high standards of achievement.   

5. Develop a standard method for reporting reading level.  After review of Observation 
Survey, and DRA text reading levels reported by teachers, it is apparent that there are 
different approaches to determine “reading on grade level.”  (There is the instructional 
level, which is 90% accuracy, and the proficient level, which is 95% accuracy.)  There 
should be a district standard that is consistent from program to program.   

6. Continue to monitor the program for effectiveness.  The cost effectiveness concern of 
this plan is understandable given the current budget constraints.  The district should 
continue to explore and pilot research-based reading interventions to determine if they 
address student needs while reducing the costs to the district.  With the upcoming state 
requirements that a grade 3 student must pass TAAS reading to be promoted to grade 
4 beginning in 2002-03, increases in the percentage of students passing TAAS reading 
will be a true test of the Literacy Support Plan.  With the full implementation of the 
plan in place, the expectation is that the percentage of elementary students passing 
TAAS reading would increase each year.  Because TAAS is the accountability 
measure for the State of Texas, it is recommended that Office of Program Evaluation 
staff continue to monitor the percentage of former Reading Recovery and literacy 
group students who pass TAAS reading and writing.   

One of the district’s objectives to support the long-range goal of improved student 
achievement states that primary students will be reading on grade level by the end of grade 3, and 
all students will show continuous progress in gaining proficiency in reading, writing, social 
studies, and science throughout their school years.  This will require a schoolwide effort that 
incorporates the TEKS (Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills), Institute for Learning Principles 
of Learning, and the districtwide balanced literacy initiative to make an impact on the continuous 
progress in literacy learning of students.  While Reading Recovery is not the program that can 
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meet the needs of all children who are falling behind in literacy learning, it can be one of the 
components of an early literacy program that strives to do what is best for students where 
everyone is invested in growing and learning.   
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Literacy Groups 
In addition to Reading Recovery instruction for grade 1 students, the literacy specialist at 

each campus works in small-group intervention (3-5 students) with kindergarten through grade 3 
students who are low in literacy skills for a minimum of 30 minutes each day throughout the 
school year.  The literacy support model calls for the literacy specialist to work with four literacy 
groups each day:  two groups of grade 1 students; a group that would rotate among grade 2, grade 
3, and kindergarten students (in that order); and a group determined by the campus.   

The literacy groups for students in grades 2 and 3 offer maintenance for previous Reading 
Recovery students as well as assistance to other students having difficulty in reading.  The grade 
2 literacy group, which lasts approximately 12-13 weeks, helps former Reading Recovery 
students reach or maintain grade level in reading and assists other students in need of reading 
intervention.  For schools new to Reading Recovery, the grade 2 group students are selected from 
the lowest level readers.  The grade 3 group provides follow up support for previous Reading 
Recovery if needed, or other students in need of intervention (approximately 12-15 weeks).  A 
kindergarten group is offered the last eight to nine weeks in the school year when need is 
identified.  One session is reserved to meet a need determined by the campus, which can include 
working with grade 4-6 students on TAAS preparation during literacy group.  (See Appendix C 
for a summary of the Literacy Support Plan.) 

Assessment 

All students were assessed with Marie Clay’s Observation Survey in the fall and at the 
end of the program.  Grade 1 students were tested with all six parts of the Observation Survey 
including letter identification, word test, concepts about print, writing vocabulary, hearing sounds 
in words, and text reading.  Kindergarten students were assessed with the letter identification, 
concepts about print, and hearing and recording sounds in words.  Grade 2 students were assessed 
with three parts of the Observation Survey (writing vocabulary, hearing sounds in words, and text 
reading), while grade 3 students were assessed only on text reading.  Ongoing assessment is 
central to this literacy support program.  (See Appendix C for a description of the measures of the 
Observation Survey.) 

Teacher Training 
Professional development is an essential part of Reading Recovery.  Training utilizes a 

three-tiered approach that includes teachers, teacher leaders, and university trainers.  The Reading 
Recovery teacher leaders, who oversee the literacy support program and train the Reading 
Recovery teachers, must first complete a one-year training at Texas Woman’s University (or 
another Reading Recovery training university) to be certified as teacher leaders.  Professional 
development for teachers begins with year-long graduate level study and is followed by ongoing 
training in succeeding years.   

Literacy specialists must be trained in Reading Recovery.  Training classes include basic 
strategies for observing, assessing, and teaching children.  Each teacher begins the year with a 
four-day assessment workshop during which teachers learn to administer the six assessments that 
are part of the Observation Survey followed by three-hour weekly sessions.  Each teacher 
participates in at least three “behind the glass” training lessons with a child while peers observed, 
described, and analyzed behavior, and analyzed teacher decisions.  Afterwards, the teacher has 
the opportunity to discuss his/her training lesson with the group.  Other class discussions revolve 
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OTHER FUNDING 
In addition to the 71 Reading Recovery positions funded by the local budget, 31 Title I 

funded Reading Recovery teachers with other monies (e.g., Title I, grants).  Because all of these 
teachers receive the same training and supervision, and they work with similar students, this 
evaluation will include all students served by Reading Recovery and literacy groups regardless of 
funding source.  All teachers are Reading Recovery trained and all teachers work with students 
one-on-one (Reading Recovery) and in literacy groups.  For the purpose of this report, literacy 
support students will refer to all students who have received instruction from Reading Recovery 
teachers in one-on-one or group situations.   

RECENT LEGISLATION 
Senate Bill 4 passed by the 76th Texas Legislature in 1999 places even more importance 

on reading on grade level by the end of third grade.  Beginning in 2003, grade 3 students will be 
required to pass TAAS reading to be promoted to grade 4.  In 2005, promotion to grade 6 will 
require a grade 5 student to pass the English or Spanish version of TAAS reading and 
mathematics, and in 2008, promotion to grade 9 will require a grade 8 student to pass the English 
version of TAAS reading and mathematics.   

The Literacy Support Plan is part of the district’s plan to provide early intervention to 
accelerate literacy learning for primary students in an effort to meet the district and state goal that 
all students read at or above grade level by the end of third grade.  Other AISD literacy initiatives 
include balanced literacy in primary classrooms, the S.O.A.R. summer reading program, 
prekindergarten, and the Institute for Learning, Principles of Learning.   

EVIDENCE FOR NEED 
Large numbers of school-age children, including children from all economic levels, face 

difficulties in learning to read (Burns & Snow, 1999).  According to most educators, there is no 
other skill taught in school that is more important than reading.  It is the gateway to all other 
knowledge (National Center to Improve the Tools of Educators, 1996).  Teaching students to 
ready by the end of the third grade is the single most important task assigned to our schools.  A 
review of reading intervention literature can be found in Appendix A. 
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students were from low-income families.  According to AISD data files, other 1999-2000 
demographics for literacy support students include the following: 

• Fifty-seven percent of the students were male, 
• Nineteen percent of the students were limited English proficient (LEP), and 
• One percent of the students were in special education. 
A comparison with AISD demographics for all elementary students in kindergarten 

through grade 3 in Table 2 shows that the percentages of African American, Hispanic, and low-
income students are higher in the literacy support program (kindergarten through grade 3) than in 
the district overall.   

Table 2:  Demographic Comparison of Kindergarten Through Grade 3 
Literacy Support Students and AISD Elementary Students, 1999-2000 

 African 
American 

 
Hispanic 

Anglo/ 
Other 

 
Asian 

Low 
Income 

 
LEP 

Literacy Support 
Grades K-3 (N=3,667) 

818 1990 832 27 2,411 586 

% Served 22% 54% 23% 1% 66% 16% 
AISD Elementary  
K-Grade 3 (N=26,884) 

 
4,180 

 
12,693 

 
9,325 

 
686 

 
14,398 

 
6,039 

% Total 15% 47% 35% 2% 54% 23% 

*  Kindergarten through grade 3 demographics are compared for literacy support students and students 
districtwide because the Literacy Support Plan is designed to serve these grades.   

Reading instruction was offered in both English and Spanish.  The Spanish version of 
Reading Recovery, Descubriendo la Lectura (DLL), was offered for Spanish-speaking students at 
37% (26) of AISD elementary campuses in 1999-2000.  Eighty-four percent of students served by 
the program were instructed in English.  While the literacy support program serves larger 
percentages of minority and low-income students than the district elementary percentages, the 
percentage of LEP (limited English proficient) students (16%) served by the program is lower 
than the district elementary (23%) percentage.   

TEACHER DEMOGRAPHICS 

Although the district provides one Reading Recovery teacher to each elementary school, 
each campus may fund additional Reading Recovery teachers with Title I or grant monies.  
Thirty-nine AISD elementary schools had only the one teacher designated by the district as the 
literacy support teacher; 22 schools had two Reading Recovery teachers; 9 schools had three 
teachers; and one school (Govalle) had 4 positions.   

Forty-four percent (31) of the elementary schools have identified, through historical 
TAAS data, an additional need for reading intervention.  All 31 schools with additional Reading 
Recovery teachers were Title I schools.   

A total of 115 teachers taught Reading Recovery and led literacy support groups in 71 
AISD elementary schools in 1999-2000.  For most of the schools, the literacy support model 
involved one teacher teaching Reading Recovery with four students half of the day and working 
with literacy groups the other half of the day.  However, at two schools, two teachers shared a 
first grade classroom and each taught Reading Recovery half a day for a total of 113 full-time 
equivalents.  Of these 113 positions, 71 were funded with local monies and 42 were campus 
funded with other monies.  The ethnicity distribution for all literacy support specialists was 63% 
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SSTTUUDDEENNTT  AACCHHIIEEVVEEMMEENNTT  

Ongoing assessment is central to the Literacy Support Plan.  Reading Recovery and 
literacy group students were assessed with Marie Clay’s Observation Survey at the pretest and 
posttest.  Running records used to determine text reading levels were completed often for grade 1-
4 students participating in the program.  The text reading level assessment is used for grades 1-4 
in this evaluation because it is common to all grades.  Achievement gains for kindergarten 
students will be reported on letter identification, concepts about print, and hearing and recording 
sounds in words.  

The literacy support model was designed to offer intervention and support for 
kindergarten through grade 3 students.  However, some of the schools with campus-funded 
Reading Recovery teachers offered literacy groups for grades 4-6 for TAAS preparation.  
Achievement data will be presented for kindergarten and grade 1-4 students.  Because the 
numbers are small, scores for students in grades 5 and 6 will not be reported.   

Achievement data for the overall program are presented first.  Grade 1 achievement data 
are examined more closely to determine if one type of intervention was more effective for grade 1 
students low in literacy learning.  Kindergarten achievement data are discussed separately 
because different assessment tools were used for the kindergarten assessment.  TAAS reading and 
writing passing percentages are examined for former and current year literacy support students 
and compared to the district.  Additional achievement data presented are reading on grade level 
comparisons, 1999-2000 DRA text reading level, and follow-up 2000 S.O.A.R. text reading 
levels for students who participated in the literacy support program. 

LITERACY SUPPORT GRADES 1-4 ACHIEVEMENT OVERVIEW 
The text reading level for Reading Recovery is the achievement measure used for 

comparison in grades 1-4.  Gains for the literacy support program were based on the scores of 
students with pretest and posttest scores for text reading level.  Although 3,272 (1,065 Reading 
Recovery and 2,673 literacy group) grade 1-4 students received instruction through the literacy 
support program, only 2,908 students had pre- and posttest scores.  The largest group of students 
with pre- and posttest scores was grade 1 with 1,785, followed by grade 2 with 730, grade 3 with 
359, and grade 4 with 34 students.   

The major focus of the literacy support program is to offer reading intervention to first 
grade students and to offer reading support to students in kindergarten, grade 2, and grade 3.  
When looking at average pretest and posttest scores by grade (Table 7), it can be seen that the 
average gain was highest for grade 1 students (9.5 reading levels), perhaps because they were the 
primary focus of the intervention.  The average gain for all grade 1-4 students was 8.7 text 
reading levels.  The average posttest score for grade 4 students was a text reading level of 26, 
which is considered on grade level for that grade.  The grade 3 average posttest score was 23.7, 
slightly below reading grade level of 24 for grade 3.  Ninety-six percent (2,795) of all grade 1-4 
students who were served made gains.  Table 3 shows the average pretest and posttest text 
reading levels, average gains, and target end of year text reading levels for grade 1-4 students in 
1999-2000.  
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Figure 15:  Percentage of Literacy Support Students on Grade Level 
in Reading at the S.O.A.R. Pretest and Posttest, by Grade  
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A positive aspect of the Literacy Support Plan is that it works like a “safety net” for 
students who are below grade level in reading.  Kindergarten through grade 2 students who 
received reading intervention through Reading Recovery and/or literacy groups during the year 
can attend S.O.A.R. for an intensive reading program for four weeks during the summer.  If they 
are still below grade level in reading when they return to school in the fall, they have the 
opportunity for additional small group instruction in reading.    
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Classroom teachers at the study schools are very supportive of the  
literacy support program at their campuses.  As one teacher said, they 
“now have another professional to help diagnose reading problems and 

offer strategies.” 

Identification Process 
Classroom teachers at the study schools were asked to describe the process for 

identifying students to participate in reading intervention.  Teachers in grades 1-3 are asked to do 
a ranking of students based on literacy skills the first week of school to identify the students most 
in need of reading intervention.  Teachers used various methods to identify students in need of 
reading intervention.  First grade teachers mentioned using assessment tools such as the DRA, 
PALM, kindergarten ranking, teacher observation, Observation Survey, IRI (Individualized 
Reading Inventory), and MRT (Metropolitan Readiness Test).  New teachers seemed a little 
overwhelmed by this process because there is “no universal criteria for this ranking,” as one 
teacher said.  While teachers realize that the process needs to start as soon as possible, some 
teachers say it could be a problem to test the first few days of school because a student in need of 
assistance might not be identified.  At grade 1, the lowest students are identified for Reading 
Recovery and the next lowest students are placed in literacy groups as space is available.  Each 
Reading Recovery teacher works with four students one-on-one and has two grade 1 literacy 
groups throughout the year. 

In addition, Reading Recovery teachers work with a literacy group that alternates among  
grade 2, grade 3, and kindergarten students as well as a group that is determined by the campus.  
Former Reading Recovery students who are in need of reading support in later grades are first to 
be considered for literacy groups.  After it is determined which former Reading Recovery 
students need support, Reading Recovery teachers let classroom teachers know how many slots 
will be available.  To determine which students may need assistance, second and third grade 
teachers said they used assessment tools such as running records, teacher observation, writing 
samples, the Brigance, and TAAS practice tests.   

Coverage 
When teachers were asked if they felt that the students most in need of reading 

intervention were receiving service, teachers overwhelmingly agreed.  One teacher said, “In first 
grade, the lowest ones can receive the instruction to improve their reading skills or be identified 
for special services early.”  One first grade teacher said about half of her class had been served 
either in Reading Recovery or literacy support groups.   

Concerns voiced by teachers at Govalle, Graham, and Houston were that there was not 
enough Spanish language reading support.  One third grade teacher said that two of her students 
needed transitional service, which was not available.  Second and third grade teachers said they 
wish that there could be more trained reading specialists who could serve students in need of 
reading intervention.   
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The literacy support program has had a positive impact at Govalle, according to the 
principal.  The program provides data for the low-achieving students to allow for tracking their 
progress.  She added that the Reading Recovery teachers model guided reading to classroom 
teachers and support their efforts.   

At Graham, the literacy support program has provided more support to students who are 
struggling, the principal said.  The running records and observations of the Reading Recovery 
teachers help with diagnosis of learning disabilities.   

The Highland Park principal said that there is “not a high evidence” of classroom usage 
of the balanced literacy approaches.  She added that the literacy support specialist “has modeled 
uses in some classrooms and the teachers seem to like it.” 

The Houston principal says that the program has “tremendously” impacted her campus.  
The Reading Recovery teachers model guided reading with teachers, look at classroom strategies, 
and help teachers with what they need to know to help students be successful.  “One-on-one 
makes sense,” she added. 

At Widen, over 70% of the students were below grade level at the beginning of the year.  
The principal said, “Without Reading Recovery, Widen would not be able to bring students as far 
as they need to go.” 

Other Campus-wide Initiatives 
All six campuses visited had literacy libraries, which were established by Reading 

Recovery teachers.  The literacy libraries varied in size from a few leveled books in the back of 
the library (Bryker Woods) to elaborate libraries with color-coded systems of leveling (Govalle, 
Houston, and Widen).  The campuses had different funding sources for the literacy libraries such 
as the local Excel grant, state and federal grants, and Title I funds.   

Balanced literacy is a districtwide initiative and is used at all six campuses.  Principals 
said that it was being implemented to varying degrees.  Early childhood teachers were using the 
model, but the upper grades were not as comfortable with balanced literacy centers, they said.  At 
Graham, Academics 2000 grant monies provided for balanced literacy training for two 
kindergarten and one first grade teacher to improve reading instruction.   

At Houston, balanced literacy is across all grades through grade 5.  All teachers have 
access to the leveled books.  The DRA, purchased by the district, helps teachers have “a common 
language” about reading levels, according to the principal.  Teachers at Houston also use student-
driven literature circles, which is a type of interest group.  Students choose books and discuss 
them in groups.   

Widen teachers use Marie Carbo’s Learning Styles (which stresses individual learning 
styles) campus-wide.  This program goes hand-in-hand with balanced literacy, according to the 
principal. 

Strengths of the Program 
While Bryker Woods had not had a complete year with the program at the time of the 

visit, the principal said that it is making a difference for struggling students.  All of the principals 
appreciate the district support in reading intervention.  The program provides continuing support 
to second and third grade students.  According to the Houston principal, the literacy support 
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Coverage 
The literacy support specialists, classroom teachers, and principals at Title I schools 

agreed that the coverage for Spanish speaking students was inadequate.  Literacy support 
specialists also expressed concern for coverage of the third grade.  Even at Bryker Woods, a tier 3 
campus, there is concern that Spanish instruction will be needed because of the makeup of the 
1999-2000 kindergarten class.  Students are encouraged to attend S.O.A.R. or the bilingual 
summer school to continue their reading growth.   

The coverage should be about 20%, according to literacy support specialists.  In 1999-
2000, the coverage was 15-18% at Widen (three Reading Recovery teachers).  One of the 
teachers said it would be her dream to have 50% coverage. 

Professional Development 
Professional development is an integral part of the Literacy Support Plan.  One of the 

new literacy support specialists describes her Reading Recovery training as follows:  “Currently, I 
am receiving training in behind-the-glass activities.  I go for three hours each Wednesday after 
school.  We observe each other modeling an activity.  At the end of the observation, we critique 
and debrief each other on the activity.  We look up case references in the Marie Clay guide.  In 
the behind-the-glass modeling, which happens twice each week, teachers in training take turns 
demonstrating Reading Recovery strategies with students while the other teachers look on and 
discuss the strategies used.  The behind-the-glass is an excellent learning tool.  I attend literacy 
support training once per month.  Also, we do colleague observations twice per year as part of our 
literacy support specialist training.  Language arts personnel present ideas for literacy groups.  I 
think the literacy support training is great.” 

Some of the experienced Reading Recovery teachers said they felt that more training was 
needed for literacy groups.  There is no exact model to follow, they said.  Literacy support 
specialists were trained in the literacy group model the year that the program was implemented at 
their school.  For teachers who were trained the first year, they did not benefit from training the 
next two years.  Overall, literacy support teachers said that principals and teacher leaders had 
provided “great support.”   

Campus Literacy Responsibilities 
As one teacher said, the “Reading Recovery teachers are considered in-house experts and 

do many campus-wide duties regarding literacy.”  The following list includes some of the 
additional campus-wide duties of the literacy support specialists.   

• Level books and organize a literacy library. 
• Maintain, order, and inventory literacy library. 
• Provide running record training for the campus teachers. 
• Read and share instructional books on guided reading with classroom teachers. 
• Volunteer to assist teachers when they have students that are struggling in specific 

skill areas. 
• Team teach with a new third grade teacher at the beginning of the year. 
• Attend continuing contact five times each year.  
• Provide balanced literacy training for campus teachers. 
• Make recommendations for students to attend summer school. 
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• Work with parent programs (such as KLRU Family Literacy) and provide training for 
parents. 

At some of the campuses, the teacher turnover rate was high, which the literacy support 
teachers say affects the literacy learning at their campus.  Many of the literacy support specialists 
indicated that they have modeled guided reading for new teachers.   

Strengths of the Program 
According to one teacher, “This program is giving kids a foundation.”  Literacy support 

specialists said that they appreciate the support of the principal and staff.  The program helps 
teachers work together to help children learn to read.  “We are able to target students who are not 
low enough for resource, who just need a boost,” said one teacher.  Other strengths listed by the 
literacy support specialists include the following: 

• The training received and the continuing contact with the teacher leaders make this a 
strong program. 

• Instruction is individualized for the child. 
• The availability of leveled texts makes this program strong. 
• The kids really enjoy coming.  They feel comfortable about their ability in the small 

groups. 
• Daily assessment helps teachers adjust instruction. 
• Students read with a skilled adult every day. 
• This is a team program that involves the whole school. 
• The program has a great impact on the first grade. 

Suggestions for Improving the Program 
Most of the literacy support specialists interviewed said that they would like to have more 

opportunities to share experiences and observe at other schools.  They believe that all elementary 
classroom teachers should use the balanced literacy approach.  Several literacy support specialists 
said that principals should not pull literacy support teachers to do other duties.  Other comments 
about making the program stronger include the following: 

• Need another DLL teacher (Graham, Houston, Widen). 
• Continue training and contact with the teacher leaders. 
• Share more ideas with classroom teachers. 
• Work with grade 4 and 5 teachers to provide reading support.   
• Increase individual reading time. 
• Promote Family Reading nights. 
• Need more leveled books in English and Spanish. 
• Receive more information from conferences attended by the teacher leaders.   
Literacy support specialists at Houston reiterated that the schools with the greatest need 

should be given more locally funded literacy support specialists.  If the size of the school is large 
and the percentage of low-income and LEP students is high, an additional literacy support 
specialist should be justified. 
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In a strong literacy support program, there is a connection  
between classroom learning and Reading Recovery (i.e., balanced literacy).   

Training uses reading and writing connection.  Assessment is ongoing and instruction 
is modified based on assessment.  - Teacher Leaders - 

Reading Recovery Teacher Leader Interviews 
In 1999-2000, the third year of the implementation plan, there were three Reading 

Recovery teacher leaders and one teacher leader in training at TWU.  Prior to the Literacy 
Support Plan, the Reading Recovery teachers in the district were only at Title I campuses.  The 
teachers followed the Reading Recovery guidelines for half of the day and worked with four 
students one-on-one.  The other half of the day they were under the direction of the Title I 
coordinator.  According to one teacher leader, there was no consistent plan for serving other 
students.   

In 1996-97, the AISD curriculum director began formulating a plan to have a Reading 
Recovery teacher at each elementary campus that would serve more children than Reading 
Recovery alone.  A nationwide consultant, Susan Paynter, who had been trained in the Arkansas 
Comprehensive Literacy Model, was asked to assist with the design that would include Reading 
Recovery and literacy support groups.  After Board approval in summer 1997, the Literacy 
Support Plan began with the first tier of schools in 1997-98.   

After the completion of the third year of the plan, the teacher leaders were asked if the 
implementation went as planned.  All of the teacher leaders believe that the plan has worked well.  
They are still working on improvements to the plan.  It has worked well at Allan Elementary, for 
example, where two additional Reading Recovery teachers are funded by Title I.  “All children in 
first grade at Allan who are in need of intervention have been helped, but this is not true at all 
schools,” according to one teacher leader.  The plan has made a difference in the number of 
students served by Reading Recovery teachers, they say.   

Characteristics of a Strong Literacy Support Program 
The teacher leaders were asked to list the characteristics of a strong literacy support 

program.  Their list of characteristics include the following: 
• There is a connection between classroom learning and Reading Recovery (i.e., 

balanced literacy). 
• Training uses reading and writing connection. 
• Assessment is ongoing.  Instruction is modified based on assessment. 
• There is reading instruction from the teacher every day. 
• There are components of balanced literacy in the classroom. 
• The teacher is engaged in teaching reading. 
• Teachers have a full conceptual framework of literacy K-3 continuum of learning. 
• Teachers have knowledge of different learning styles. 
• There is support for the classroom teacher. 
• The literacy support offered is supplemental to classroom reading instruction, not in 

place of classroom instruction.  
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•  repeated exposure to words to encourage mastery and the presentation of words in 
small practice sets to provide scaffolding for struggling readers;  

•  explicit instruction in techniques that will improve reading comprehension; and  
•  multiple opportunities for repeated reading of connected texts to develop fluency.   
While there is no one best method that can be identified, nor is there consensus on one 

definition of a struggling reader, teachers must be aware of a child’s background (social, 
economic, and cultural) and individual learning style (Foretsch, 1997).  According to Foretsch, 
the following factors are critical to providing supportive environments for all readers, but 
particularly struggling readers: 

•  access and opportunity to read a wide variety of materials; 
•  motivation to want to read and to want to engage in reading; 
•  time to read in real texts; 
•  supportive instruction in the “how-tos” of reading; 
•  self-esteem and confidence, which play integral roles in successful reading 

development; and 
•  high expectations for success in supported environments. 
In Program Under Construction (Aldridge, 1998), an example of an early literacy 

program model includes extended day kindergarten, embedded staff development, peer support 
for all staff, Reading Recovery, flexible grouping within guided reading, ongoing assessment, a 
literacy intervention team, a parent involvement coordinator, standards, and a local research 
design to measure growth.  According to Aldridge (1998), the program is always “under 
construction,” which means those who are delivering the program also are always thinking about 
what is best for students, and how to have schools and programs “where everyone is invested in 
growing and learning.” 

In a review of research literature, Pikulski (1997) indicated that there are at least five 
early reading intervention programs that have documented effectiveness.  Schoolwide programs 
include Success for All and Winston-Salem Project; and pullout programs include Boulder 
Program, Reading Recovery, and Early Intervention in Reading Program.  All five programs 
clearly acknowledge that the small-group or individual early intervention instruction that students 
receive is in addition to, not a substitute for, the instruction they receive as part of the regular 
classroom program.   

Reading Recovery 
Reading Recovery is an early intervention program designed by Marie M. Clay (1979, 

1985) to assist children in first grade who are having difficulty learning to read and write.  The 
goal of Reading Recovery is to accelerate learning.  Children are expected to make faster than 
average progress to catch up with other children in their class (Swartz & Klein, 1997).  Reading 
Recovery is supplemental to classroom instruction and lasts an average of 12-20 weeks.   

The Reading Recovery program was based upon longitudinal studies of beginning 
readers and writers (Clay, 1993; DeFord, Pinnell, Lyons, & Place, 1990).  Reading Recovery 
teachers keep extensive documentation of each child’s performance and progress and of their own 
teaching actions and decisions.  Because everyone involved in Reading Recovery continues to 
teach children at least some of the time, a vast reservoir of shared understanding of early literacy 
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Despite the controversies regarding the efficacy of Reading Recovery, a number of 
intervention programs owe their design features to it (National Research Council).  For example, 
running records, the systematic notation system of the teacher’s observations of the child’s 
processing of new text designed by Marie Clay, are used by many other intervention programs.  
According to the NRC, two important lessons that can be learned from the Reading Recovery 
program are:   

•  The program demonstrates that in order to approach reading instruction with a deep 
and principled understanding of the reading process and its implications for 
instruction, teachers need opportunities for sustained professional development. 

•  It is nothing short of foolhardy to make enormous investments in remedial instruction 
and then return children to classroom instruction that will not serve to maintain the 
gains they made in the remedial program.   

Literacy Groups 
Because it is difficult to serve all children who need early reading intervention through 

one-on-one tutoring, the idea of working with low-achieving children in groups has emerged 
(Dorn & Allen, 1995).  Some schools have designed their literacy programs to include Reading 
Recovery and small literacy groups that utilize the expertise of the Reading Recovery teacher.  
This also addresses the issue of cost-effectiveness. 

According to Dorn & Allen (1995), Reading Recovery has a reported history of 
successfully helping children who are experiencing early reading difficulties.  The theoretical 
principles that support Marie Clay’s Reading Recovery program can be used for instructional 
practices with small groups of low-achieving children, as well as instruction for all beginning 
readers.  According to Dorn & Allen, the Reading Recovery  principles include: “observing 
children as they engage in reading and writing activities; using children’s known concepts as a 
basis for teaching unknown concepts; employing a variety of ‘real’ books and writing experiences 
to help children learn to read; accelerating children’s literacy processes by providing balanced 
opportunities for independent and assisted learning; and focusing instructional interactions at a 
strategic problem-solving level.”   

Reading Recovery is the AISD districtwide reading intervention initiative.  The Literacy 
Support Plan, adopted by the AISD Board of Trustees, describes the implementation of a plan to 
provide a Reading Recovery teacher to each elementary campus.  The Reading Recovery trained 
teacher is a literacy support specialist who conducts small literacy support groups of kindergarten 
through grade 3 students in addition to Reading Recovery requirements. The Literacy Support 
Plan was based on the Arkansas Comprehensive Literacy Model, which originated at the 
University of Arkansas at Little Rock.  

In 1991-92, the Arkansas Comprehensive Literacy Model was piloted in four Arkansas 
schools in which Reading Recovery programs were already in operation (Dorn & Allen, 1995).  
The program originated from Arkansas Reading Recovery educators’ concerns about the high 
numbers of low-achieving children in the State of Arkansas.  The fear was that the children 
unable to enter Reading Recovery in the first semester of first grade would fall farther behind in 
the regular classroom.  Under the pilot program, the lowest achieving first grade students would 
receive Reading Recovery interventions.  Children who were placed on a waiting list due to lack 
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Appendix B:  Literacy Support Plan Implementation, by Tier 

TIER 1 SCHOOLS (1997-98 IMPLEMENTATION) 
ALLAN JORDAN 
ALLISON LINDER 
BECKER METZ 
BLACKSHEAR NORMAN 
BOONE OAK HILL 
BROOKE OAK SPRINGS 
BROWN RIDGETOP 
CAMPBELL SIMS 
COOK SUNSET VALLEY 
GOVALLE TRAVIS HEIGHTS 
HARRIS ZAVALA 
HOUSTON  

TIER 2 SCHOOLS (1998-99 IMPLEMENTATION) 
ANDREWS PALM 
BARRINGTON PECAN SPRINGS 
BLANTON PLEASANT HILL 
DAWSON REILLY 
GALINDO SANCHEZ 
GRAHAM ST. ELMO 
HART WALNUT CREEK 
JOSLIN WIDEN 
LANGFORD WINN 
MAPLEWOOD WOOLDRIDGE 
ODOM WOOTEN 
ORTEGA ZILKER 

TIER 3 SCHOOLS (1999-2000 IMPLEMENTATION) 
BARANOFF KIKER 
BARTON HILLS KOCUREK 
BRENTWOOD LEE 
BRYKER WOODS MATHEWS 
CASEY MECHACA 
CASIS MILLS 
CUNNINGHAM PATTON 
DAVIS PEASE 
DOSS PILLOW 
GULLETT RODRIGUEZ 
HIGHLAND PARK SUMMITT 
HILL WILLIAMS 
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Kindergarten Emergent Literacy Groups 
• Replaces third grade group slot 
• Four or five children per group 
• Meets at least 30 minutes daily 
• Approximately 8-9 weeks in length 

Assessment 
Measures of the Observation Survey found in Marie Clay’s book, An Observation of 

Early Literacy Achievement, are listed below.  Spanish varies only in number of items for some 
tasks. 

1. Letter Identification - Children are asked to identify 54 characters, including upper 
and lower case standard letters. 

2. Word Test- Children read a list of 20 high-frequency words.   

3. Concepts about Print – Children are asked to respond to a variety of tasks as the 
tester reads a book.  The tasks represent book handling concepts, as well as concepts 
about printer language. 

4. Writing Vocabulary – Children are asked to write all of the words they can within a 
maximum 10-minute limit.  

5. Hearing and Recording Sounds in Words – The examiner reads a short sentence or 
two and asks the child to write the words.   

6. Text Reading Level – Children are asked to read a series of increasingly more 
difficult texts that they have not seen before.  Levels represent basal reading systems 
that are not part of the school’s instructional program or Reading Recovery 
instruction.  This oral reading task yields the highest text level read with an accuracy 
level of 90 percent or better.   

 
Observation Survey Measures Used at Each Grade 

 

 

Grade 

 

Letter 

Identification 

 

Word 

Test 

Concepts 

About 

Print 

 

Writing 

Vocabulary 

Hearing 

Sounds in 

Words 

 

Text 

Reading 

Kindergarten �  �  �     

Grade 1 �  �  �  �  �  �  

Grade 2    �  �  �  

Grade 3     �  �  

Lessons – Balanced Literacy  
Components of balanced literacy are used in the literacy group lessons.  The component 

of literacy maintenance groups for students in grades 2 and 3 includes the following:  
• Familiar Reading and Running Record 
• Guided Reading 
• Word Building 
• Oral and Written Retelling 
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Appendix D:  Text Reading Levels 

The following chart illustrates how text reading levels correlate to each other and to 
school grade levels. 
 

Grade Level 
(Basal Level) 

DRA  
Level* 

(Joetta Beaver) 

Observation 
Survey 
Level** 

K (Readiness) A 
1 
2 

- 
1 
2 

Grade 1 (Pre-Primer) 3 3 & 4 

Grade 1 (Pre-Primer) 4 5 & 6 

Grade 1 ( Pre-Primer) 6-8 7 & 8 

Grade 1 (Primer) 10 9 & 10 

Grade 1 (Primer) 12 12 

Grade 1 14 14 

Grade 1 (Late) 16 16 

Grade 2 18 - 28 18-20 

Grade 3 30-38 22-24 

Grade 4 40 26 
 
 

* Developmental Reading Assessment (DRA), developed by Joetta Beaver in 
collaboration with primary classroom teachers, also provides a leveling system 
appropriate for classroom use.  DRA benchmark titles were field-tested by 78 primary 
classrooms from urban, suburban, rural, and small town school districts throughout the 
United States and Canada to assess the accuracy of the levels.  The DRA system uses a 
numeric code and offers a broad range of texts appropriate for guided and independent 
reading. 
 
** Observation Survey was developed by Marie Clay for Reading Recovery.  There are 
six assessments-letter identification, word test, concepts about print, writing 
vocabulary, hearing and recording sounds in words, and text reading level.  This 
column presents the text reading levels by grade. 
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Appendix G:  Components of Balanced Literacy 

The components of a balanced literacy program are defined in the research-based Ohio 
State University Early Literacy Learning Initiative developed in 1984 (Fountas, 1995).  A 
balanced language arts program includes a combination, or balance, of the following components, 
which together comprise a daily reading/language instructional program: 

•  Reading Aloud to Children.  Throughout the day the teacher reads to students a 
variety of quality literature – fiction, nonfiction and poetry.  By reading to the 
students, the teacher models fluent, expressive reading and shares an enthusiasm for 
books.  Reading aloud is seen as the single most influential factor in the young 
child’s success in learning to read. 

•  Shared Reading.  During shared reading, the teacher and students read together from 
a big book, or other enlarged text such as group-produced projects and experience 
charts.  During shared reading, students learn concepts about print, vocabulary in 
context, and other reading skills.   

•  Guided Reading.  Guided reading provides the opportunity to work with small groups 
on books that present a challenge.  From careful observations and assessment, the 
teacher determines which book would be at an appropriate level for each child.  
Groupings remain flexible so that students can move ahead as quickly as possible.  
According to Regie Routman (Invitations, 1991), “Guided reading is the heart of the 
instructional reading program.”   

•  Independent Reading.  Children read on their own or with partners from a wide range 
of materials.  Voluntary self-selected reading is critical to the reading program.   

•  Shared Writing.  The teacher and students work together to compose messages and 
stories.  The teacher supports the process as scribe. 

•  Interactive Writing.  Similar to shared writing, but stories are written using a “shared 
pen” technique that involves children in the writing. 

•  Guided Writing or Writing Workshop.  During guided writing, the teacher serves as a 
facilitator and guide to an individual or a small group of students. 

•  Independent Writing.  It is important to provide many opportunities throughout the 
day for students to engage in independent writing activities, such as journal entry or a 
new version of a familiar story.  
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