
On December 3, 2004, President
Bush signed the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Improvement
Act (IDEIA) into law. A reauthoriza-
tion of the 1997 Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act (IDEA),
IDEIA focuses on the education of
children with disabilities and becomes
effective July 1, 2005. Over the past
months, the United States
Department of Education (USDE)
has invited commentary and has con-
ducted hearings around the country
to obtain recommendations on regu-
latory issues under the IDEIA. As a
result of this input, the USDE will
issue final regulations by December
3, 2005, to clarify details consistent
with the intent of the law. I present
here the principal provisions of the
new IDEIA and the implications of
the act for the children we serve in
Reading Recovery. I also present a set
of core points that can be used in the
months ahead when advocating for
Reading Recovery as an early inter-
vening service under the IDEIA. 

Provisions of IDEIA
A major provision of the IDEIA is
that it grants school districts the
authority to make decisions for early
intervening services, (also defined as
prereferral or general education inter-
ventions), without the requirement
that children be identified as learning
disabled (LD). Currently and in the
past, a child’s eligibility for service
required the establishment of a severe
discrepancy between the child’s intel-

lectual potential and his achievement
in oral, listening or reading compre-
hension, written expression, basic
reading skill, or mathematics. The
requirement to show such an achieve-
ment-potential discrepancy often
results in delays in serving these chil-
dren. Now under the IDEIA, school
districts have an opportunity to offer
early intervening services (EIS) to
children and to evaluate their
response to these services (also
defined as response to intervention or
RTI) without requiring labeling of
children as LD. In addition, the
IDEIA prohibits a school district
from identifying a child as a child
with a disability if this determination
is based on a lack of appropriate

instruction in reading, math, or
because of limited English proficiency. 

A second provision of the IDEIA is
the discretion it gives to school dis-
tricts to spend 15% of their federal
special education funds on profes-
sional development for teachers and
on qualifying EIS. In order to be
considered an EIS an intervention
must be shown to have a scientific
research foundation; this provision
mirrors the requirement for scientifi-
cally based instruction in the No
Child Left Behind Act. While the
IDEIA appears to give local educa-
tion agencies authority to determine
whether an intervention is scientifi-
cally research-based, final regulations
and guidance for implementation by
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Cyndy Wolf (L), special education teacher, and Susan Nugent, Reading Recovery
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in the Carman-Ainsworth Community Schools in Genesee County, Michigan.
Cyndy is a former Reading Recovery teacher in the district which implemented
Reading Recovery in 1997 and now has full implementation in all five elementary
buildings. Cyndy and Susan teach at Dillon Elementary School.



the USDE will clarify details consis-
tent with the intent of the law. 

Reading Recovery As An
Effective and Efficient EIS
Reading Recovery is the ideal
response to the IDEIA’s framework
for early intervening services. Reading
Recovery is designed to meet strug-
gling students’ literacy learning needs
early while the potential for learning
success is greatest, not later after they
have experienced failure and feelings
of low self-efficacy. With Reading
Recovery the majority of students can
benefit from classroom instruction
and build a solid foundation for later
literacy learning (Clay, 2001). By
moving children whose scores place
them in the lower end of the achieve-
ment distribution into the average
performance range, Reading Recovery
reduces the subsequent costs of these
children to the education system.
Follow-up studies confirm that the
majority of students served by
Reading Recovery also maintain their
achievement gains in later grades
(Askew, et al., 2002; Brown, Denton,
Kelly, & Neal, 1999; Hurry & Sylva,
1998; Pinnell, 1989; Rowe, 1995).
For the very few children who do not

reach average performance levels as a
result of participation in the interven-
tion, Reading Recovery serves as a
prereferral intervention for children
who need longer-term specialist help
(Askew, Fountas, Lyons, Pinnell, &
Schmitt, 1998). (See article, Two
Positive Outcomes of Reading
Recovery, this issue.) Clearly, the
IDEIA is in line with Reading
Recovery practice to intervene early
with those students most at-risk of
literacy failure and who require addi-
tional instructional support to suc-
ceed to their potential. 

Very importantly, the data collection
process employed in Reading
Recovery provides an essential com-
ponent required in the IDEIA:
Reading Recovery is well known for
collecting data on every child served
and for monitoring both the immedi-
ate and long-term outcomes of the
intervention. Because of its philoso-
phy, Reading Recovery has built a
strong foundation of scientific
research supporting the effectiveness
of its intervention (see, Five Reading
Recovery Studies: Meeting the
Criteria for Scientifically Based
Research, www.rrcna.org).

In summary, requirements of the
IDEIA provide increased flexibility to
schools to provide research-validated
services to low-achieving children
early, without requiring prior identifi-
cation of a child as having a disability.
This provides those of us in Reading
Recovery with an opportunity to
advocate for the use of school district
funds for Reading Recovery and to
partner with special education leaders
in school districts to provide Reading
Recovery as a a strong prereferral
intervention. The following are core
points you can use when talking 
to others: 

• The IDEIA is placing current
legislation in line with the
long-term practice and phi-
losophy of Reading Recovery
to serve children without the
need to label them LD or as a
child with disabilities.

• Reading Recovery is a cost-
effective use of funds which
will become available under
the IDEIA. 

• Effective, early intervening
services such as Reading
Recovery will reduce the need
for more expensive interven-
tions later on.

• Reading Recovery is a short-
term intervention and early
intervening service that meets
the criteria for a “scientifically
research-based” intervention.

• Reading Recovery provides
individually designed lessons
with appropriate instruction
in reading including the
essential components of read-
ing instruction as identified
in the full report of the
National Reading Panel
(2000).

• Reading Recovery provides
excellent training and profes-
sional development in reading
instruction for teachers. 

Currently guidelines are being written
for the IDEIA by the USDE and will
be available by December 2005.
Obviously the success of the act
depends on funding and how much
money will actually be dispersed to
schools. Even so, the provision for
utilizing 15% of federal special edu-
cation funds is a good next step, and
allows schools to take advantage of
Reading Recovery as their optimal
early intervening service of choice. 
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Reading Recovery is the
ideal response to the
IDEIA’s framework for
early intervening services.
It is designed to meet
struggling students’ litera-
cy learning needs early
while the potential for
learning success is greatest,
not later after they have
experienced failure and
feelings of low self-efficacy. 



Every Reading Recovery teacher, teacher leader, administrator,
site coordinator, and parent has a good story to tell. Please
consider sharing your Reading Recovery experiences, ideas,
and surprises by writing for The Journal of Reading Recovery
(JRR). We need to hear from you because readers have told us
they want to hear more about people like themselves—espe-
cially those on the front lines working with children.

Guidelines for JRR Authors
1. Select a topic of interest to our Reading Recovery audience.
2. Write clearly, concisely, and use an active voice. 
3. Be sure the message is clear and has a consistent focus

throughout.
4. Include dialogue or samples of children’s work when 

possible.
5. Feel free to submit photographs, either color or black and

white. Label photographs with names, and send a signed
release if the photograph includes a child. For digital
images, please see instructions at
www.readingrecovery.org/sections/home/newpub.asp. 

6. Send either long or short articles. Published length ranges
from two- and three-sentence anecdotes to longer, more
technical articles.

7. Articles will be edited to fit space and style requirements.
8. RRCNA publications follow the style designated by the

Publications Manual of the American Psychological
Association, 5th edition. 

Submit Electronic Copies of Articles 
or Poems for JRR
The Journal of Reading Recovery works with electronic manu-
scripts for the review process. Please submit original manu-
scripts including figures, tables, children’s writing samples, and
photographs. Send copies to vfox@readingrecovery.org. If you
are unable to send electronic copies, you may submit mailed
copies to:

Vicki Fox, Publications Manager
Reading Recovery Council of North America
400 W. Wilson Bridge Rd., Suite 250
Worthington, Ohio 43085

The submitted articles will be read by the Editorial Review
Board to determine suitability for publication in JRR. You 
will receive an acknowledgement when we receive your sub-
mission, and you will be notified of the editors’ decisions with-
in 3 months. 
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