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MINUTES OF THE SENATE EDUCATION COMMITTEE.

The meeting was called to order by Chairperson Senator Barbara Lawrence at 9:00 a.m. on March 20,
2000 in Room 4238 of the Capitol.

All members were present except:  Senators Bleeker, Hensley and Emert - Excused

Committee staff present: Avis Swartzman, Revisor
Ben Barrett, Legislative Service
Jackie Breymeyer, Committee Secretary

Conferees appearing before the committee: Dr. Connie Briggs, Ph.D, Director, Kansas Regional Reading
Recovery Center, Jones Institute for Educational Excellence
Emporia State University
Bill Marshall, State Program Director, HOSTS
Christi Whitter, Oskaloosa, Kansas

Others attending: See Attached List

Chairperson Lawrence called the meeting to order and stated in Kansas there are two exemplary structured
mentoring programs. The reading programs that are supported at the state level are probably some of the
most important programs funded as far as education is concerned. It was disturbing to her to see the
governor cut the structured mentoring reading programs. She wants the committee to be aware of the
programs and the successes that these programs achieve. She introduced Dr. Connie Briggs, Emporia, to
tell what is happening with the reading program with which she is involved.

Dr. Briggs began with the history of the program that was begun by Dr. Marie Clay in the late 1970s. Dr.
Clay went into the classroom to see how the children obtained literacy. She designed her own instruments
to document the progress of children. She saw what the high achieving children were doing, as well as
what the low achieving children needed to do to become high achieving children. She wanted to see what
would happen with a more diverse population so she did a second year of going into the classroom. A
group of six classroom teachers worked hard for two years to come up with procedures. Afier the end of
two years a pilot study was done with surprising results. The children were able to come up quickly in an
average group of their peers. A longitudinal study was done and found that those gains were sustained.

The program was adopted nationally in New Zealand with wonderful results. It was brought to the United
States in 1985 by Ohio State University and the Ohio Department of Education. It has been very
successful across cultures and is a research based program. It is Dr. Briggs’ belief that it is the most well
researched, documented program that can be found. The program has been evaluated in terms of its
relationship to other intervention programs in cost effectiveness. Teachers keep detailed daily records of a
child’s progress. These records serve to impact the next lesson. Data from every child who enters the
program is sent to a national data bank at Ohio State. At the end of the year the data is analyzed and sent
back to the state, district and classroom. Eighty-one percent of the children who successfully complete
the program are discontinued. This sounds like a negative term, but it is a positive term meaning that they
are reading at the average span of their peers. The aim of reading recovery 1s to eliminate literacy
difficulties for the lowest achievers. An assessment called the observation survey is done on the lowest
group of students and are ranked by the classroom teacher. The scores are ranked. As long as a child does
not have an IEP in another literacy intervention, they are taken in reading recovery. They are brought to
an average band of performance in a short period of time, within 12 to 20 weeks. The program is about
prevention. It provides intervention at a critical time before the cycle of failure begins. A typical daily
lesson includes two or more familiar books, rereading yesterday’s new book and taking a running record,
letter identification, writing a story and hearing and recording sounds in words, a cut-up story to be
arranged and a new book introduced and attempted. (Attachment 1)

Dr. Briggs continued through the attachment that included teacher training. The challenge is to focus on
prevention and ensure that all children have a chance to gain literacy skills.

Unless specifically noted, the individual remarks recorded herein have not been transcribed verbatim. Individual remarks as reported herein have not been submitted

to the individuals appearing before the committee for editing or corrections. Page 1



CONTINUATION SHEET

MINUTES OF THE SENATE EDUCATION COMMITTEE, Room 4238 Statehouse, at 9:00 a.m. on
March 20, 2000.

The Chairperson thanked Dr. Briggs for appearing and stated another successful program that is being
implemented throughout school districts is the HOSTS program, Helping One Student to Succeed. She
called on Bill Marshall, State Program Director, HOSTS program, to begin his talk.

Mr. Marshall referred to the information he had distributed to the committee (attachment 2 on file in
Chairperson’s office) and stated that he would talk about the research that has been done on the value of
mentoring, itself, and try to separate mentoring as defined from structured academic mentoring. There are
similarities to what was presented in reading recovery and what HOSTS provides the schools they are
currently working with in Kansas and throughout the country.

A short history of the beginning of HOSTS was provided by Mr. Marshall. Because a teacher helped a
highschool dropout with mentoring, that student succeeded and went on to become the founder of the
HOSTS mentoring program.

Mr. Marshall continued by stating that one of the strengths of HOSTS over the last few years has been the
business of corporate partnerships it has been able to develop across the country. Some of the most recent
partnerships are Kellogg Corporation, USA Today, and SRA/McGraw-Hill. All of these corporations
would like to have their employees volunteer in public schools, but unless there is a structure they are
hesitant to do so. As they have researched HOSTS programs throughout the country, the corporations feel
confident that when their people do go into the schools they will be trained. There will be a certified
teacher who will be working with them to see that they are able to deliver the instruction to students and
there will be results presented to them to see the gains and the proof of their employees labor.

Several articles in the attachment distributed to the committee were referred to by Mr. Marshall,
particularly testimony by Dr. Thomas P. Jandris, Education Commission of the States, who in his article
differentiates between mentoring and structured academic mentoring. An academic mentoring program,
although it brings to the table a significant other to help, encourage, and motivate, also has the academic
component. He continued through with articles for the committee to read at a later date.

Mr. Marshall stated HOSTS was founded by Bill Gibbons in the early 1970s, a highschool dropout. His
beliefs were that regardless of what educational organization one is talking about in the country, there is
one commonality and that is academics. Regardless of everything else the schools are asked to do for
their children, they are still held accountable for the academic progress of students. Communities want to
help the children and will respond if they are provided with training and something to do. What is needed
is to put all the parts together and implementing it. Students can be provided instruction based on their
needs and building on their strengths. They need activities to conceptualize with one-to-one instruction
for students. HOSTS provides five different programs for school, reading readiness in English, reading
readiness in Spanish, language arts English, language arts Spanish and Math. There is also a school-wide
application where all teachers can be trained in how to use the system and strategies for within the
classroom.

In closing, Mr. Marshall referred to a letter from the Council of Administrators of Special Education, Inc.
(CASE), where it states that the HOSTS program has had a significant impact on lowering the number of
learning deficient children. What Mr. Marshall had done as principal of a school was to try to work the
children in need into the HOSTS program prior to a teacher referring them to special education and also to
work with the kids in special ed to try to get them out of special education. This was able to be
accomplished in a two-year period. In the two years prior to Mr. Marshall joining the HOSTS
corporation, they were able to reduce their special education population about 63%. Many of the children
were not learning disabled, but language delayed. If these children could be provided with the instruction
that was appropriate that was targeted specifically to them and put a significant other in the form of a
mentor to encourage and motivate, we were able to keep them out of special education or move them back
into the mainstream. The CASE letter is an endorsement of HOSTS; in their research they found the
same thing. He stated what HOSTS asks the schools to do is to let key people know how the program is
doing in a particular school.
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MINUTES OF THE SENATE EDUCATION COMMITTEE, Room 1238 Statehouse, at 9:00 a.m. on
March 20, 2000.

Costs savings with the Reading Recovery Program and the HOSTS program was discussed. It was a
general consensus that when a child has five or six teachers for special education, a viable alternative that
would help children and cut cost figures would help everyone.

Christie Witter, Oskaloosa, spoke of the HOSTS program in her school. The school started the HOSTS
program after receiving instruction and a training grant. At that time they had a half-time teacher getting
the program up and running. They serve 50 studentin the first through fifth grade. She stated that they
have seen a decrease in the number of students classified as special education students. The Oskaloosa
school does have a declining enrollment. The academic performance is significantly below the standard
of excellence, however they are seeing some growth and improvement.

Ms. Witter went on to detail how they had seen dramatic improvement with the HOSTS program and
related how the parents got involved. She stated that most parents work in Topeka or Kansas City and
had some skepticism at first, but have seen the good results. The retirement community has become
involved with something they feel like they can feel good about. Thirty minutes spent with mentoring a
student has a positive impact.

One of the committee stated that from what he had heard from both Reading Recovery and HOSTS, if
special education students can be cut as much as 50%, this is something that must be pursued.

The Chairperson thanked the conferees and adjourned the meeting.
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Reading Recovery®
An Early Literacy Intervention

Presented to the Joint House and Senate
Education Committees

March 20, 2000

Dr. Connie Briggs, Ph.D
Director, Kansas Regional Reading Recovery Center
Jones Institute for Educational Excellence
Emporia State University
(316) 341-5828
FAX (316) 341-5785

briggsco(@emporia.edu




Reading Recovery-an eany
literacy intervention

» Developed by Dr. Marie Clay in 1970’s

b Adopted as a national program by NZ in
1980

» Brought to US in 1985 by The Ohio State
University and the Ohio Department of
Education

o Reading Recovery
A Nistory of Success
"= » Successfully implemented in 48 of the
F United States, 9 Canadian Provinces and the
Yukon Territory, 7 European countries, 3
o countries in the Pacific Islands, Australia
<. and New Zealand
» Implemented in Department of Defense
- Schools for children of military families
= - » Implemented in three languages

' Reading Recoveryis 3 Research-

~ » Teachers keep detailed,

"~ » Data on every child is

Rich Program

» Based on over 30 years <
of research on how at-
risk children learn to
read and write

» Longitudinal and
Replicated

daily records of every
lesson with every child

sent to a national
evaluation center

" Nationsl Results
~ Resulls from 1984-1997

") Reading Recovery has served 436,249
~ children

~ b 81% of the children who completed the
program were successfully discontinued

Reading Recovery—An effective safely
net within a comprehensive appreach

» Educators have two problems to solve:

» 1. How to deliver good first literacy
instruction?

» 2. What kind of supplemental opportunities
will the lowest achieving students be
provided?
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Where Beading Becovery Fils in
an Educational System

» Rich Pre-School Experiences
» Good First Teaching
» Reading Reeovery
b Specialist Help
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Reading Recovery asks
‘Whrat is Pessitife>”

a& P The aim is to eliminate literacy difficulties

b forthe lowest achievers

B in any school

= b inall their diversity

» not excluding anyone in ordinary
classrooms

- » and bring them to the average band

performance

P in a short period of time
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=, - “Success in the early grades does not
guarantee success throughout the
school years, but failure in the early
grades does virtually guarantee
failure in later schooling.”

Reading Recovery Review, p.33
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ég » Provides intervention at a critical time -
4% before the eycle of failure begins
’;;&; » PREVENTION
“#¢ » Provides a safety net supplemental to good
e~ classroom programs
z

%‘.

v Reading Recovery is Unusual ln

¥

» It addresses teaching,
traiming, and delivery

» Ii is non-profit and

charges no royalties

It is protected by

copyrights and trademarks

Schools manage the

program to serve their

children

The educational system

recommends the trainees
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+ Well trained teachers

* Different lessons for different
children

+ More explicit teaching

* Daily lessons, individually paced
and designed

+ Built out of the child’s strengths

+ Accelerated progress
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éﬁ The Differents...
< Accelerated Progress
&

¥ It’s not about just

i improving _r_eading
% and writing

§ You can improve

’g_ reading and writing
A%  and still be behind
s
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Acceleratien—Lowest achisving students
reaching the average band of peers within 12-20
wooeks

A Nypical Daily Lesson Includes:

= Reading two or more familiar books

b Rereading yesterday”s mew book and taking a
runming record

# Letter identification

_!) ‘Writing a story (hearing and recording
AF  sounds in words)

% » Cut-up story to be arranged
45 ) New book introduced and attempted
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Reading Recovery Has Two
Positive Outcomes
» Both Benefit Children
b 1. The child no longer requires exira help

and continues to work on his own withinan |

average group setting in the regular
classroom

P 2. The child has had an intensive,
individual diagnostic intervention and is
referred for longer term specialist help
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e Efective Traiming
e
-
&
% b “Reading Recovery teachers need specialist
4§  itraiming to make superbly sensitive
% decisions about how to interact with the
== responses of the hardest to teach children”
w * Barbara Watson 1998
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%
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Tiree Levels of Tralning

T
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= Reading Recovery
Teacher

}4¢~ - Reading Recovery
B Teacher Leader

= Reading Recovery
Trainer

Reading Recovery
Teacher Leaders
b Full time one year commitment-

T
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21 hours post master's level
« Courses in theory, teaching children, and
leadership and implementation

» Focus on training and support of teachers
and successful implementation of
program

Systemic Change te Schools

» Catalyst for identifying need for change
» Empowerment and exciternent for teachers
» Practices of classroom teachers and Title 1
teachers are influenced by Reading Recovery
+ Teaching for strategies
. choos}ng books appropriately
» close observation and assessmemt of children
+ focus on strengths
+ teaching with higher expectations
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Reading Recovery Teachers

« Primary Focus is on
Teaching Children

* Year-long training- 7
graduate credit hours

« Taught by a certified
Teacher Leader
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Continuning Professional
Development
» Maintains quality of the program

b Prevents “drifting away” frem effective
teaching

» Keeps teachers asking “WHY?”

W

b Keeps teachers updated on changes

&
s = - =
o Establiskment of 2 Bmiversily
G Training Center
5
e -
¥ » ESU one of 23 Reading Recovery
#* University Training Centers in North
- America
o
_ é » Housed in the Jones Institute for
= Educational Excellence
“5. b Supported by private contributions,
%ﬁf‘ corporate grants, ESU Teachers’ College
o4
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Reading Recovery in Kansas

Six Trained Teacher Leaders at District Sites

« Winfield Judy King

* Great Bend Rita Adams

* Clay Cemter Pat Beach

» Valley Heights Sue Faught

* Liberal Char Cain

« Greenbush Suzanne Quanstrom

%+ 3 Teacher Leaders-in-training
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Boals for Kansas lmplementation

« Train More Teacher Leaders
« Move toward full

- Build a strong support

implementation

system at the local, district,
state and regional levels

Continue fo improve
Reading Recovery Resuls
by moniforing data
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Byer and Binkey Study (1995)

Retention Cosis $5,208.00 per yr
Title One Placement $943.00@ 5 yrs 4,715.00
Special Education  1,651.00 @ 5 yis 9,906.00

Reading Recovery  2,063.00@ 12-20 wks  2,063.00

When the average amount of time that a student spends
with each intervention is calculated the savings are
substantial
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Longitudinal Data-Wintield

* 55% of sixth graders who received RR services the first

year of implementation are still in the district

« Of the 32 Students who had a full program:
(based on last threc semesters)

+ 12 had B or bstter average 3.0+

* 15 had C+ or better average 2.5+

+ 4 had C average 2.0+

+ 1 student who did not discontinue 3.0 average

+ 2 students who were 2nd rovnd and were not able to
complete the program 2.5+ average
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" CostEMectiveness

Readmg Recovery has one clear goal:

. To dramatically reduce the number
of learners who have extreme difficulty
with literacy learning and the cost of
these learners to the educational
system.”

Maric Clay, 1994
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lalmsmr OH Study (1995)

Four years after system wide implementation
of Reading Recovery first grade retention
rates dropped from 4.3% in three years prior
to implementation to 2.9%

Using annual teacher’s salary and time in
program represented a savings of $163,020

Cost of educating a special education student
was 9,100 compared with 1,708 for RR




ralmmr MAStudy (1995)

" b Cost Effectiveness Study over a two year
period (1993-95) showed a savings of

$1,262.874.00

% Massachusetts legislature conducted an

w‘z‘ investigation of the impact of RR on

& retention and special education placements
.  inthe state. They found that for every

$3.00 spent on RR, $5.00 was saved by the

Reading Recovery with
ESI Students
i Study by Ashdown and Simic (1999)
55,875 ESL children over a 6 year period
found

Fluent ESL children had the highest success
and completion rates

LEP children are as successful as their native
English speaking peers
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Challenges

+ Reading Recovery is an innovative change
in educational design

Focus is on prevention

Ensuring that all children have a chance to
gain literacy skills

@

ery child deserves the right to
ome compelently literate at

E

b “We must have excellent classroom
teaching and individual help for children
% who need it. Choosing one over the other
=4 s like choosing food over water. If
literacy is a priority, then resources must
be found for both.

Reading Recovery Review, 1999




