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LITERACY SOLUTIONS 
Reading Recovery® Training Center Newsletter 

Special State Edition: South Dakota  

The University of South Dakota Fall 2008 Reading Recovery  Institute 

The 2008 Reading Recovery Fall Institute was held on the campus of The University of South Dakota in the School of Education on 

Saturday, October 18.  Almost 100 Reading Recovery professionals from South Dakota and the surrounding states took advantage of 

this excellent professional development opportunity. 

Three national Reading Recovery trainers taught  large and small group sessions.  Dr. Mary Lose, 

Reading Recovery trainer from Oakland University in Michigan, led small group sessions entitled ñA 

Childôs óResponse to Interventionô Requires a Responsive Teacher of Readingò and a general session 

entitled ñBeyond the Words: How Nonverbal Communication Makes a Difference in Reading 

Recovery Teaching.ò  Dr. Judy Embry, Reading Recovery trainer from the University of Kentucky, 

led small group sessions on ñTeaching with a Sense of Urgencyò and her general session was ñThe 

Eyes Have It: A Look at Visual Processingò.  Dr. Lose and Dr. Embry both facilitated discussions 

with Reading Recovery teachers while they watched lessons behind 

a one-way mirror.   Dr. Garreth Zaludôs general session, ñLanguage 

Comprehension by Seeingò, helped teachers explore visual 

processes used in reading.  Dr. Zalud is the trainer at The 

University of South Dakota. 

Several teacher leaders affiliated with the USD Reading Recovery 

Training Center taught small group sessions for Reading Recovery 

teachers attending the institute. 

¶ Fluency: Whatôs rate got to do with it, got to do with it? (Is 

solving words just a second-hand emotion?) by Carla Weber 

from Grand Forks, North Dakota 

¶ Letôs Clean Up Our Analysis: We need to MoveOn.Com through 

SoapOn.Com by Deb Boerner from Winner, South Dakota 

¶ Power Reading by Karen Lockner from Watertown, South 

Dakota 

¶ Reading Recovery Lessons with English Language Learners by 

Ginger Hill from Fargo, North Dakota 

¶ So, what do you want to write about today! by Ann OôConnell 

from Rapid City, South Dakota 

¶ Writing for Real by Judy Lindquist from Thief River Falls, 

Minnesota. 

Dr. Mary Lose 

Lesson behind one-way mirror 

Dr. Judy Embry 

Dr. Garreth Zalud 

Ginger Hill 

Ann OôConnell 

The University of South Dakota Training Center 
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¶ A total of 1,729 children 

were taught Reading 

Recovery lessons in South 

Dakota during the 2007-

2008 school year.   

¶ On average, Reading 

Recovery teachers taught 

8 Reading Recovery 

children and 36.9 other 

children.   

¶ In South Dakota there 

were nine Reading 

Recovery sites. Reading 

Recovery was in 54 

school systems and 118 

buildings. 

¶ Generally there were 

sl ightly more male 

children than female 

children taught in Reading 

Recovery. 

¶ Two-thirds of the children 

were white; one-tenth of 

the children were Native 

American; one-tenth of 

the  ch i l d ren  were 

Hispanic; and one-

fifteenth of the children 

were Black. 

¶ In 91% of the cases, 

English was the first 

language spoken by 

children.  Spanish was the 

home language of 4% of 

the students.  Other 

languages spoken at home 

include Chinese, German, 

Tagalog, Vietnamese, 

Russian, Arabic, Japanese, 

Hmong, Miao, Laotian, 

and Ukrainian. 

¶ Students in Reading 

Recovery were taught an 

average of 3.8 lessons 

each week.   

¶ C h i l d r e n  w h o 

discontinued the need for 

R e a d i n g  R e c o v e r y 

averaged 15.4 weeks or 

required only about 30 

hours of instruction to 

reach the classroom 

average in reading and 

writing. 

Literacy Solutions 

Children who 

discontinued 

the need for 

Reading 

Recovery é 

required only 

about 30 hours 

of instruction 

to reach the 

classroom 

average in 

reading and 

writing.  

In cases where 

children 

received a full 

series of 

lessons, almost 

eight out of ten 

children 

attained their 

classroom 

average in 

reading. 

A Quick Summary of the Data for South Dakota  

South Dakota Has Room for Growth in Reading Recovery 

Professional Development for Teacher Leaders 

In 12ñ20 Weeks Most At-Risk Students Reach Grade-Level 
Expectations 

Reading Recovery is an intervention for first-grade students having extreme difficulty learning to read 

and write.  Typically at the bottom 20% of their class, students in Reading Recovery are individually 

taught in daily 30-minute lessons by highly trained Reading Recovery teachers. 

In South Dakota, in almost seven out of ten cases 

(66%) where children received lessons (even if only 

a single lesson), children successfully returned to 

their classroom average in reading and writing. 

The fairest measure of Reading Recovery is when 

children receive a full series of lessons.  In cases 

where children received a full series of lessons almost 

eight out of ten children (78%) attained their 

classroom average in reading.   

Only about 50 percent of the schools that have Reading Recovery in South Dakota report that they have 

enough Reading Recovery teachers to meet the needs of children.  Working towards  an appropriate 

amount of coverage increases the human benefits and the cost effectiveness of Reading Recovery. 

Of the 168 public school districts in the state of South Dakota, 54 have Reading Recovery.  See page 

four of this publication for opportunities to expand this. 
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Literacy Solutions 

All Reading 

Recovery study 

groups showed 

progress in all 

areas. 

None of the 

students who 

discontinued the 

need for Reading 

Recovery were 

referred and 

placed in Special 

Education or 

retained for 

reading.  These 

represent 

significant 

potential cost 

savings.   

All children in Reading 

Recovery showed growth in 

reading and writing.  Those 

who discontinued the need for 

Reading Recovery showed a 

growth pattern that was more 

accelerated than others and 

eventually attained levels that 

met or exceeded national 

trends. 

Progress was measured in six 

areas including text reading, 

writing vocabulary, hearing 

and recording sounds in 

words, letter identification, 

word reading, and concepts 

about print.  All Reading 

Recovery study groups 

showed progress in all areas. 

S t u d e n t s  n o t  o n l y 

demonstrated growth on 

assessments, but they also 

showed progress in their 

classroom. According to the 

classroom teachers, 81% of the 

students who discontinued the 

need for Reading Recovery 

were below average or well 

below average at the beginning 

of the year.  By the end of the 

year 86% of the students who 

discontinued were average, 

above average, or well above 

average in the classroom. 

All Children Showed Growth in Reading and Writing  

The most obvious positive 

outcome of Reading Recovery 

is for a child to return to the 

average of the classroom or 

above and need no further 

literacy intervention or 

remediation.  As stated earlier, 

almost eight out of ten 

students who had a full series 

of lessons returned to the 

average or above of their 

classroom. 

Zero percent of the students 

who discontinued the need for 

Reading Recovery were 

referred and placed in Special 

Education for reading or 

writing.  Zero percent were 

retained for reading.  All of 

these facts create significant 

potential cost savings to school 

districts. 

The second positive outcome 

is to be referred for further 

assess men t ,  l o n g- te r m 

assistance, or for specialist 

help.  Reading Recovery helps 

the child begin building a 

strong literacy foundation and 

creates strong diagnostic 

evidence that may be added to 

a childôs response to 

intervention assessment. 

Of the children who were 

recommended for further 

action over half were referred 

for small group work.  Fewer 

than one-tenth of the students 

recommended for further 

action were referred and 

placed in Special Education. 

Reading Recovery Has Two Positive Outcomes 

Comments About Reading Recovery from Stakeholders 

 

Family responses to the question: How has 

Reading Recovery helped your child?  

¶ She loves to read.  Sheôs not embarrassed to 

read out loud.  She is doing a lot better than 

at the beginning of the year. 

¶ Leap and bounds!  His comprehensions skills 

have bloomed and he has noticed the 

improvement too! 

¶ This is just what Maleah needed.  It seemed 

at times that she hated school.  Because of 

this program she is excited to go. 

¶ My child loves books and has improved in 

everything in such a short time. 

School Administrator responses to the 

question: Please list the strengths of Reading 

Recovery in your building: 

¶ The instructors!  I only wish I had more! 

¶ Research based.  Intense instruction.  

Powerful professional development for 

teachers. 

¶ Staff, time and schedule.  The staff is 

outstanding! 

¶ It appears that each childôs reading level has 

improved. 

¶ Great teachers! 



Teacher Leaders from Iowa, South Dakota, North Dakota, Minnesota, and 

Nebraska spent two days before the Institute studying with Dr. Judy Embry 

and Dr. Garreth Zalud.  They learned more about data analysis, facilitating 

discussions with Reading Recovery teachers while they observe lessons 

behind the glass, record keeping, and visual analysis.    Several also engaged 

in a book study of  Frank Smithôs seminal text, Understanding Reading.   

Teacher leaders are looking forward to the University of South Dakota 

Reading Recovery Training Centerôs spring professional development. 

Professional Development for Teacher Leaders  

Reading Recovery 
The University of South Dakota 
414 E. Clark Street 

Vermillion, SD 57069 

The University of South Dakota Training Center 

Reading Recovery 

Linette Ross, secretary 

linette.ross@usd.edu 

 

605-677-6332 

Fax 605-677-8866 

Dr. Garreth Zalud, trainer 

gzalud@usd.edu 

Dr. Jan Petersen, teacher leader 

jpeterse@usd.edu 

Mary Collins, teacher leader 

mary.collins@usd.edu 

The University of South Dakota Reading Recovery Training Center is beginning recruitment for a Reading Recovery teacher and 

teacher leader training class for next year.  Scholarships are available and some of the Training Center Fees will be waived.  

Please contact the Training Center for more information. 

Outstanding Opportunity!!!  

Reading Recovery Training Opportunities, 2009ñ2010 

Meade School District 

Jennifer Seals 

605-787-4400 

jennifer.seals@meade.k12.sd.us 

 

Mission 

Linda Keech 

605-856-3502 

lskeech@shwisp.net 

 

Northeast Education Service Center 

Kari Nolte  

605-874-8903 

kari.nolte@k12.sd.us 

 

Rapid City  

Ann OôConnell 

605-394-6948 

ann.oconnell@k12.sd.us 

Sioux Falls  

Ann Meixner 

605-362-2751 

ann.meixner@k12.sd.us 

 

The University of South Dakota 

Janet Petersen 

605-677-5828 

jpeterse@usd.edu 

 

Mary Collins  

605-677-5155 

mary.collins@usd.edu 

 

Watertown 

Karen Lockner 

605-882-6396 

karen.lockner@k12.sd.us 

 

Winner  

Deb Boerner 

605-842-8170 

debra.boerner@k12.sd.us 

 

Yankton 

Jo Syrovatka 

605-665-5765 

jsyrovatka@ysd.k12.sd.us 

South Dakota Teacher Training Sites and Teacher Leaders 


