
We are a school district steeped in 
tradition with a value system that
rewards hard work and commitment.
The bulk of our tax dollars comes
from two large entities, but our single
greatest source of funding is derived
from our agricultural community.
One can drive for several hours
exploring more than 110 square miles
of farmland and small neighborhoods
that form the backbone of the district.
We serve approximately 6,000 stu-
dents with a budget of slightly over
$50,000,000. Educating young people
to be productive and honest citizens
who strive to improve the quality of
life for each succeeding generation is
very important. The family structure,
an emphasis on literacy, and a com-
petitive economic market are the
strengths of our community. Perhaps
the district’s mission statement, as

framed by the Penn Manor Board of
Directors in 1998, says it best: “The
Penn Manor School District shall
strive for academic and personal excel-
lence, by fostering a democratic envi-
ronment which motivates students,
teachers, administrators, and parents
to work collaboratively to improve the
instructional program.”

Improved instruction for more stu-
dents was the goal in 1990 when a
committee of teachers, reading spe-
cialists, and administrators began
researching a better way to boost
achievement for underachieving chil-
dren. A study of the district’s transi-
tional year program, which allowed
children an extra year between kinder-
garten and first grade, found that the
program was expensive and unsuc-
cessful in preventing school failure or students from dropping out. After

extensive study, the committee recom-
mended Reading Recovery as the best
intervention to bring our lowest-
achieving first graders up to class 
average. It also offered the benefit of
extensive teacher training in literacy.

Beginning in 1991, the district decid-
ed to implement Reading Recovery as
the early intervention for first graders
who struggled with literacy. A teacher
leader was hired, and in 1992, seven
teachers attended our first training
class. The following year, four addi-
tional teachers were trained and the
district reached full coverage (see
Figure 1). 

Full implementation of Reading
Recovery requires a sizable expendi-
ture in terms of personnel, training,
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Working Toward Full Implementation
of Reading Recovery: A Success Story
Gary B. Campbell, Superintendent; Amelia Cuba, Teacher Leader; Sallie Shepherd, Teacher Leader; Penn
Manor School District, Millersville, Pennsylvania

Figure 1. Number of Teachers Serving Reading Recovery Students

After beginning Reading Recovery in Penn Manor School District in 1992, the
system moved quickly to full coverage and remained stable through 2000.

Authors from left to right: Amelia Cuba, Gary B.
Campbell, and Sallie Shepherd.
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and resources because the goal is to
provide access to every first-grade stu-
dent who is in need of service. Once
served, these youngsters in Reading
Recovery need minimal extra support
as they progress through elementary
school. Full implementation makes a
positive and noticeable impact on the

number of students served and the
efficacy of the program. After our first
seven years, Reading Recovery was
successfully helping many first graders
in Penn Manor School District, but
we continued our search to make it
more efficient and cost-effective. The
following sections outline some of the
ways we increased efficiency and
served more children. 

Maintaining Guidelines for a
20-Week Program Allows
More Children to be Served 
In 1998, Dr. Marie Clay was the fea-
tured speaker at the Reading Recovery
Implementation Institute in Pennsyl-
vania. One of the issues she addressed
in regard to efficient program imple-
mentation was length of intervention.
She cited the 1991 study she conduct-
ed with Bryan Tuck as evidence that
the upper limit of time in program
should be 20 weeks (Clay & Tuck,
1992). The Clay and Tuck study
strongly recommended that a reason-

able time for a child to make progress
is 20 weeks, otherwise a more inten-
sive program is necessary. One way of
managing costs associated with the
program is by adhering to the upper
limit of time that the child is in the
program. 

At Penn Manor School District, many
students remained in the program far
too long, limiting the opportunity for
others to participate in Reading
Recovery. Beginning in 1998–1999,
children who needed long-term inter-
ventions were identified more quickly
and new students were placed in
Reading Recovery. We gathered longi-
tudinal data that showed the dramatic
effect of monitoring time in program
on the percentage of students served
after we implemented this more effi-
cient approach (see Figure 2). The
number of trained teachers remained
constant from 1995–1996 to the pres-
ent, but the percentage of students
served increased by approximately
10%. This number represents an addi-
tional 23 students served per year. For
Penn Manor School District, approxi-
mately 30% of the first-grade popula-
tion was served from the 1998 school
year through 2001.

Summer Assessment Provides
More Time for Teaching
We decided to capitalize on Reading
Recovery’s emphasis of working with a
collaborative system of experts and
specialists when needed. We invited
assessment for all incoming first-grade
students during the summer between
kindergarten and first grade. Instead
of waiting until the start of the school
year, children in need of support were
identified during the summer and
selected for first-round Reading
Recovery service in the fall. In this
way, students began lessons immedi-
ately with the start of school. This
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Figure 2. A Growing Number of Children Served in Reading Recovery

In 1998, after hearing Marie Clay report on her study of the importance of
managing time in Reading Recovery, Penn Manor limited lessons to the 20-week
maximum recommended. In addition, Reading Recovery lessons began earlier in
the fall, so no time would be lost. The result was an increase in the number of
children served.

Reading Recovery teacher Nancy Jo Johnson works
with a Reading Recovery student.
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allowed more students to be served by
using every available school day for
Reading Recovery instruction. 

In the past, if assessment for Reading
Recovery selection was not completed
during the summer, four to six weeks
of potential lesson time was lost. As
compensation for their summer hours,
in-service credit was offered to teach-
ers who conducted the assessment. In
addition to the more formal training
provided through in-service courses,
newly hired primary teachers were
required to attend assessment training
so that they became familiar with our
expectations.

The Value of Full
Implementation
The most obvious benefit gained by
full implementation was that more
struggling readers were served. As
noted above, Penn Manor School
District increased service from 20% 
to 30% of first graders annually. The
response from classroom teachers who
were challenged to find ways to deal
with students at the top and the bot-
tom was overwhelming. Those young-
sters formerly at the bottom of their

class were now reading at grade level
and were able to continue to progress
with regular classroom instruction. In
addition, Reading Recovery offered
hope to parents who knew their
youngsters were behind, and they
marveled at their children’s progress.
By far the single most significant ben-
efit of full implementation has been
that a larger number of children end
first grade as strong readers (see 
Figure 3).

By continuing to monitor the progress
of students who discontinue and no
longer need the intervention, we are
able to evaluate its full power. Reading
Recovery is not a place where children
go to be fixed. It is a highly special-
ized program designed to accelerate
the child’s ability to apply those strate-
gies inherent to basic reading literacy.
Achieving literacy for all children isn’t
a simple matter. Since implemen-
tation began, we have understood 
that Reading Recovery is the safety
net for the school’s comprehensive lit-
eracy program. In this way, Reading
Recovery forms an important piece of

our overall comprehensive plan for 
literacy.

Penn Manor’s Success: A
Comprehensive Literacy
Approach
Once Reading Recovery was in place,
it was time to look more closely at
classroom literacy instruction. Mem-
bers of the primary teams and the
Reading Recovery teachers met to
design a K–2 curriculum to strength-
en the literacy development of all 
students. Classroom teachers and
Reading Recovery teachers worked to
establish a common language, strate-
gies, and methodologies. 

In addition to the full implementation
of Reading Recovery, Penn Manor
School District teachers 

• looked at providing staff
development to classroom
teachers in using components
of the K–2 framework, 

• reorganized and changed the
curriculum of the kinder-
garten program, 
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Figure 3. Stronger Implementation Improved Student Results

Reaching more students in Reading Recovery brought improved results, with more
children receiving a full series of lessons and more children who successfully completed
their lessons (discontinued).
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“When a school district 
is able to reach full 
implementation, the 
benefits in terms of the
numbers of students
served and discontinued
from Reading Recovery
make the investment in
the program well worth
the dollars.”

Gary B. Campbell, Superintendent
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• redefined the role of reading
specialists, and

• instituted an extended-day
kindergarten program for
those 10 students in each
building across the district
having the most difficulty
with literacy. 

Our goal was to have as many chil-
dren as possible at or above grade
level by the start of Grade 3. We were
delighted with the team approach
that evolved through our efforts to
develop and implement a sound early
literacy program. Overall, we have
found tremendous success in fulfilling
our mission by reducing class sizes,
providing quality in-service training,
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and allowing highly skilled teachers
to coach novice teachers, experienced
teachers, and administrators. 

Adopting Reading Recovery is not a
one-time event. We learned that after
adoption, we needed to continue
monitoring and using data to serve
more students and improve results. 

At the beginning, teachers felt it
would be an overwhelming task to
teach all students to read and achieve
at grade level; however, as a result of
the implementation of Reading
Recovery and a strong literacy frame-
work, staff morale as well as student
attendance, behavior, and achieve-
ment have greatly improved. 


