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10130109 Board BriefTSaCHOOL DISTRICTS 

720 Santa Barbara Street, Santa Barbara, CA 93101 
Excellence for All Phone (805) 963-4338, Fax (805) 963-3521 

TO: Dr. J. Brian Sarvis, Superintendent 

FROM: Robin Sawaske, Associate Superintendent \,V1 
Cynthia White, Director of Curriculum and categorical Programs 

DATE: November 6,2009 

RE: READ 180 Update 

The Board has requested frequent updates on the status of the implementation of READ 180. 

Training 
We have had four follow up training days. 
Saturday, September 26 - READ 180 L-Book training, Instructional Assistant & Americorps training 
Wednesday & Thursday, September 30-0ctober 1 - Intensive training for teachers who did not attend 
the summer SB 472 training 
Saturday, October 10- How to use READ 180 Data Reports 
Saturday, October 24 - System 44 training 

District Professional Learning Community 
Janet Gordon, Literacy Coach and Abby Vasquez, Curriculum Teacher on Special Assignment, hold 
monthly PLC meetings. The meetings address curriculum, data, strategy, and issues such as common 
grading practices. 

Technology Challenges 
We have had a number of issues with the software and technology. Attached is a report issued to us 
detailing the technical support provided to Santa Barbara School Districts between October 5th _16th 

from Scholastic (see attached). 

Research 
The What Works Clearinghouse issued a review of READ 180 the week of October 19th 

, 2009. 
The review met the Clearinghouse's evidence standards, with reservations. It is important to 
note that READ 180, National Version was reviewed. SBSD adopted the California version of 
READ 180 which includes the L-Book, designed to support English Learner literacy, and 
System 44, which covers beginning reading strategies such as phonemic awareness, phonics 
and early comprehension strategies. These two critical components of the READ 180 suite of 
programs are new so they are not part of the studies cited in the review (see attached). 

Peabody Charter School
Adams Elementary School Harding Elementary School Goleta Valley Junior High School Dos Pueblos High School 

Roosevelt Elementary School
Cesar Chavez Charter School McKinley Elementary School La Colma Junior High School La Cuesta Contmuatlon High School

Santa Barbara Charter School
Cleveland Elementary School Monroe Elementary School La Cumbre Junior High School San Marcos High School

Santa Barbara Community Academy
Franklin Elementary School Open Alternative School Santa Barbara Junior High Schoo! Santa Barbara High School 

Washington Elementary School 

Equa! opporlunity employer/non-discrimination on the baSIS of racC', color, ancestry, national origin, marital status, sex, sexual orientation, 
religious creed, phYSICal handicap (lilciudmg AIDS), medICal condilion (canccr-rclated), age (over 40), or political affiliation. 



SBSD Technical Support Summary 

Leland Collins 


October 23, 2009 


General Information: 

Two weeks were spent in Santa Barbara School District in order to trouble shoot the 
problems reported on the technology front. SBSD & Scholastic technicians (Karol & 
Davis) worked together with READ 180 and System 44. 

The following issues were reported by teachers: 
1. 	 Recording problems in System 44 (several school sites) 


-Fixed by patch. 

2. 	 Unable to get out of Success Zone in System 44 (severa! school sites) 


-Fixed by patch. 

3. 	 Segment skipping in READ 180 

-Scheduled to be a server side fix deployed in 2-3 weeks. Workstations 
will not need touched. .. 

4. 	 Performance / speed issues (San Marcos HS, Dos Pueblos HS, SBJHS, Cleve!and) 
-Corrected by network upgrades at all sites but Cleveland. 

5. 	 Trouble interfacing with other software programs including Carmen San Diego 
-Karol King will be sending me screenshots of the specific error. From 
early research it actually looks like Carmen and Kid Pix are using much 
older QuickTime modules. Both of these applications are not offiCially 
supported on Mac OSX 10.5, which is what they are running on. 
Scholastic applications do utilize the latest version of QukkTime, so the 
conflict seems to reside there. We will need more time with this. 

6. 	 Problems with reports/printing data (all sites) 
-Print preview is not working with some of the reports and teachers 
have to save the report to the desktop and then open it. This will be 
fixed in a server patch scheduled to be released in December or 
January. 

7. 	 Mac's cannot have parental control enabled. If they do System 44 will not work 
properly. 
-This is a known issue with part of the needed application not showing 
up as a program to allow in parental control. We are working on 
creating a script to fix this. 



Scholastic applied and tested a patch with strong student traffic. As a result, a vast 
majority of Scholastic related issues have been resolved. Additional patches will be 
applied at the hosted server level to resolve some reports/printing issues (December 
2009) Recording issues were reduced to faulty headphones, connectivity, viruses, etc. 
Speed/performance issues have been resolved via internal district remedies. Several 
networks were upgraded by SBSD. READ 180 & System 44 are now stable & 
functioning at ALL sites. 

Specific School status report: 

Adams: Had an issue with the System 44 media being an older version. After applying 
the patch we observed student on the applications and caught this. All computers have 
now been corrected. 

Cleveland: New patch applied{ and tested. There are issues with viruses and spyware 
on the computers. The computers are running much slower here because of this. 
Karol King is aware of this and will be imaging the computers and locking them down. 
This school is also in need of a network upgrade. Class management may be 
contributing to problems. Students are not adequately supervised. 

Franklin: Patch applied and tested. Printing issues for two of the three teachers is not 
a software issue, but a printer/driver issue. Karol King is aware of this and will fix it. 

Harding: READ 180 school that was not reporting issues. We did not visit this site. 

McKinley: Patch applied and tested. No other issues reported. 

Monroe: Patch applied and tested. No other issues reported. 

Roosevelt: We visited this site to investigate some of the conflicts READ 180 was 
having with other applications. The two suspects are Carmen SanDiego and Kid Pix. 
Both these application's support sites do not list OSX 10.5 as a supported operating 
system. Kid Pix also has issue without READ 180 installed. It is looking like a 
QuickTime version conflict, but we are still investigating. 

SBCA: Patch applied and tested. No other issues reported. 

Washington: READ 180 school that was not reporting issues. We did not visit this 
site. 

Goleta Valley lH: Applied patCh, but kids reported recording issues. Re-visited site 
and found that the installer did not overwrite the previous version properly. This was 
isolated to the unique iMac model at this site. We were able to fix and test this and no 
other sites had this issue. 

La Colina lH: Patch applied and tested. No other issues reported. 



SB1H: Patch applied and tested. No other issues reported. 


Dos Pueblos HS: Patch applied and tested. No other issues reported. 


San Marcos HS: Patch applied and tested. No other issues reported. 


SBHS: Patch applied and tested. No other issues reported. 




  
 

 
 

         
 

 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

WWC Intervention Report U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

What Works Clearinghouse
 
Adolescent Literacy October 2009 

Program Description1 

READ 180 
READ 180 is a reading program designed for students in elemen­
tary through high school whose reading achievement is below 
the proficient level. The goal of READ 180 is to address gaps in 
students’ skills through the use of a computer program, literature, 
and direct instruction in reading skills. The software component of 

Research	 No studies of READ 180 that fall within the scope of the 
Adolescent Literacy (AL) review protocol meet What Works 
Clearinghouse (WWC) evidence standards,2 but seven studies 
meet WWC evidence standards with reservations. The seven 
studies included 10,638 students, ranging from grade 4 to 
grade 9, who attended elementary, middle, and high schools in 
Arizona, California, Florida, New York, Ohio, Texas, and Virginia.3 

the program aims to track and adapt to each student’s progress. 
In addition to the computer program, the READ 180 program 
includes workbooks designed to address reading comprehension 
skills, paperback books for independent reading, and audiobooks 
with corresponding CDs for modeled reading. 

Based on these seven studies, the WWC considers the extent 
of evidence for READ 180 on adolescent learners to be medium 
to large for comprehension and general literacy achievement. 
No studies that meet WWC evidence standards with or without 
reservations examined the effectiveness of READ 180 on adoles­
cent learners in the alphabetics or reading fluency domains. 

Effectiveness READ 180 was found to have potentially positive effects on comprehension and general literacy achievement for adolescent learners. 

Reading General literacy 
Alphabetics fluency Comprehension achievement 

Rating of effectiveness na na Potentially positive effects Potentially positive effects 

Improvement index4 na na Average: +4 percentile points Average: +12 percentile points 

na na	 Range: –22 to +25 percentile Range: +3 to +17 percentile 
points points 

na = not applicable 

1.	 The descriptive information for this program was obtained from a publicly available source: the program’s website (http://teacher.scholastic.com/ 
products/read180/overview/, downloaded July 2009). The WWC requests developers to review the program description sections for accuracy from their 
perspective. Further verification of the accuracy of the descriptive information for this program is beyond the scope of this review.  

2.	 The studies included in this report were reviewed using WWC Evidence Standards, Version 1.0 (see the WWC Standards). 
3.	 The evidence presented in this report is based on available research. Findings and conclusions may change as new research becomes available. 
4.	 These numbers show the average and range of student-level improvement indices for all findings across the studies. 
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Additional program Developer and contact writing, and vocabulary to the entire class. This is followed by 

information Developed by the Cognition and Technology Group at Vanderbilt 20-minute rotations of smaller groups of students through three 

University, the Orange County Literacy Project in Florida, and the activities: 

development staff at Scholastic Inc., READ 180 is distributed by 

Scholastic Inc. In 1985, research by Dr. Ted Hasselbring led to 

the creation of the software prototype for READ 180. 

Address: 577 Broadway, New York, NY 10012. Email: 

spuccerella@scholastic.com (Suzanne Puccerella, Director, 

READ 180). Web: http://www.scholastic.com/read180. Tele­

phone: (212) 965-7441. 

Scope of use 
Scholastic published the READ 180 program in 1999. Since 

then, more than 10,000 classrooms in all 50 states have used 

READ 180. 

Teaching 
The READ 180 instructional model is 90 minutes long and is 

composed of three parts: whole-group direct instruction, 

small-group rotations, and whole-group wrap-up. The 90-minute 

instructional model begins with 20 minutes of whole-group direct 

instruction, in which the teacher provides instruction in reading, 

•	 small-group direct instruction, in which the teacher uses 

resource books and works closely with individual students 

•	 students’ independent use of the READ 180 computer pro­

gram to practice reading skills 

•	 modeled and independent reading, in which students use 

READ 180 paperbacks or audiobooks 

Finally, the session ends with a 10-minute wrap-up discussion 

with the whole group. The goal of the READ 180 software is 

to continually adjust the level of instruction based on student 

performance. Reports and periodic updates on student progress 

are intended to alert teachers to students’ needs and direct them 

to resources for individualizing instruction. 

Cost 
READ 180 pricing depends on implementation. 

Research One hundred one studies reviewed by the WWC investigated Meets evidence standards with reservations 
the effects of READ 180 on adolescent learners. Seven stud­ • Haslam, White, and Klinge (2006) conducted a quasi-exper­

ies (Haslam, White, & Klinge, 2006; Interactive Inc., 2002; iment that examined the effects of READ 180 on struggling 

Lang, Torgesen, Petscher, Vogel, Chanter, & Lefsky, 2008; readers in grades 7 and 8 in the Austin Independent School 

Scholastic Research, 2008; White, Haslam, & Hewes, 2006; District of Texas. Intervention students were matched with 

White, Williams, & Haslem, 2006; Woods, 2007), one of which comparison-group students using a one-to-one propensity 

is a randomized controlled trial and six of which are quasi­ score matching method. The WWC based its effectiveness 

experimental designs, meet WWC evidence standards with ratings on findings from comparisons of the 307 students 

reservations.5 The remaining 94 studies do not meet either that received READ 180 and the 307 comparison-group 

WWC evidence standards or eligibility screens. students that received the standard district curriculum. The 

5. During the period covered by the studies in this report, two versions of READ 180 (version 1.6 and the Enterprise Edition) were available. The WWC was 
unable to obtain information about which version of READ 180 was used in the studies included in this report. 
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Research (continued) study reported student outcomes after one year of program below-basic or basic performance level on the prior-year state 

implementation. reading test were matched to comparison-group students on 

the basis of reading scores and demographic characteristics. 

• Interactive Inc. (2002) conducted a quasi-experiment that The WWC based its effectiveness ratings on findings from 

examined the effects of READ 180 on students in grades 6, comparisons of the 285 students that received READ 180 and 

7, and 8 in three urban school districts in Texas and Ohio.6 the 285 comparison-group students that received either the Holt 

The WWC based its effectiveness ratings on findings from Literature and Language Arts curriculum (grades 6 and 7) or the 

comparisons of the 52 control students and 119 students Prentice Hall Literature curriculum (grade 9). The study reported 

enrolled in READ 180 in Columbus, the 142 control students student outcomes after one year of program implementation. 

and 101 students enrolled in READ 180 in Dallas, and the 36 

control students and 59 students enrolled in READ 180 in • White, Haslam, and Hewes (2006) conducted a quasi-experi­

Houston.7 The study reported student outcomes after one ment that examined the effects of READ 180 on three cohorts 

year of program implementation. of students in 12 schools in Arizona. READ 180 students in 

grade 9 who were reading one or more grade levels below their 

• Lang et al. (2008) conducted a randomized controlled assigned grade level were matched to comparison-group stu­

trial of 1,265 struggling readers in seven high schools in dents with similar reading levels and demographic character-

Florida. Ninth-grade students who scored in the high-risk istics. The comparison-group students received the standard 

or moderate-risk categories on the Florida Comprehensive district curriculum. The WWC based its effectiveness ratings on 

Assessment Test (FCAT) were randomly assigned to one findings from three cohorts of students. Cohort 1 was formed 

of four groups (Appendix A1.3 provides more details about in the 2003–04 school year and consisted of 826 students in 

these groups). The WWC based its effectiveness ratings on grade 9 who received READ 180 and 826 comparison-group 

findings from comparisons of the 100 high-risk students who students in grade 9 who did not receive READ 180. Cohort 

received READ 180 and 90 high-risk students who were in the 2 was formed in the 2004–05 school year and consisted of 

school-designed “business as usual” control group, as well 815 students in grade 9 who received READ 180 and 815 

as comparisons between 207 moderate-risk students who comparison-group students in grade 9 who did not receive 

received READ 180 and 202 moderate-risk students who were READ 180. Cohort 3 was formed in the 2005–06 school year 

in the control group. The inability to determine whether dif­ and consisted of 1,029 students in grade 9 who received READ 

ferential attrition occurred and the use of multiple imputation 180 and 1,029 comparison students who did not receive READ 

of missing data led to the study’s rating of “meets standards 180. The study reported student outcomes after the first year of 

with reservations.” The study reported student outcomes after program implementation. 

one year of program implementation. 

• White, Williams, and Haslem (2005) conducted a quasi­

• Scholastic Research (2008) conducted a quasi-experiment experiment that examined the effects of READ 180 on stu­

that examined the effects of READ 180 on students in grades dents in grades 4–8 in 16 schools in New York City. READ 180 

6, 7, and 9 in California. READ 180 students who scored at the students’ test outcomes were compared to outcomes of their 

6. The study was originally designed as a randomized controlled trial, but none of the districts ultimately followed through with the research design. 
7. The intervention and comparison groups in the grade 7 sample in Houston were not shown to be equivalent at baseline, so they were excluded from the review. 
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Research (continued) peers attending the same schools who did not receive READ 

180 but instead received the standard reading instruction in 

the 2001–02 school year. Comparisons were made between 

students with the same proficiency levels (1, 2, and 3)8 within 

each grade.9 The WWC based its effectiveness ratings on 

findings from comparisons between 362 students in the treat­

ment group and 2,528 students in the control group, across 

grades 4, 6, and 8.10 The study reported student outcomes 

after one year of program implementation. 

•	 Woods (2007) conducted a quasi-experiment that examined the 

effects of READ 180 on three annual cohorts of students in an 

urban middle school in Virginia. Based on pretest scores and 

teacher recommendations, the school’s guidance counselor 

assigned students in grades 6–8 who needed additional literacy 

support to either the READ 180 treatment group or the com­

parison group that would participate in the school’s traditional 

reading-remediation program. The WWC based its effectiveness 

ratings on findings from comparisons of 58 middle-school stu­

dents who received READ 180 during the 2003–04 school year 

and 58 matched students who received the school’s traditional 

reading-remediation program.11 The study reported student 

outcomes after the first year of program implementation. 

Extent of evidence 
The WWC categorizes the extent of evidence in each domain as 

small or medium to large (see the WWC Procedures and Standards 

Handbook, Appendix G). The extent of evidence takes into account 

the number of studies and the total sample size across the studies 

that meet WWC evidence standards with or without reservations.12 

The WWC considers the extent of evidence for READ 180 for 

adolescent learners to be medium to large for comprehension 

and medium to large for general literacy achievement. No studies 

that meet WWC evidence standards with or without reservations 

examined the effectiveness of READ 180 for adolescent learners 

in the alphabetics or reading fluency domains. 

Effectiveness	 Findings literacy achievement. Comprehension includes two constructs: 

The WWC review of interventions for AL addresses student reading comprehension and vocabulary development. The find­

outcomes in four domains: alphabetics, reading fluency, compre- ings below present the authors’ estimates and WWC-calculated 

hension, and general literacy achievement. The studies included estimates of the size and the statistical significance of the effects 

in this report cover two domains: comprehension and general of READ 180 on adolescent learners.13 

8.	 There were only two treatment students in proficiency level 4 across grades 4–8; therefore, proficiency level 4 was excluded from the review. 
9.	 The sample sizes, means, and standard deviations that were used to calculate the intervention group values by grade and proficiency level were not 

reported in White, Williams, and Haslem (2005), but were provided to the WWC by the author. 
10.	 The intervention and comparison groups at grade 5 (proficiency levels 1, 2, and 3) were not shown to be equivalent at baseline and were excluded from 

the review. In addition, there were no treatment students in the grade 7 analysis sample, so grade 7 students were excluded from the review. 
11.	 The 2004–05 and 2005–06 student cohorts, though included in the study, do not meet WWC evidence standards because the measures of effect can­

not be attributed solely to the intervention—there was only one READ 180 teacher in the treatment condition in both cohorts. This information was not 
reported in Woods (2007), but was provided to the WWC by the author. 

12.	 The extent of evidence categorization was developed to tell readers how much evidence was used to determine the intervention rating, focusing on the 
number and size of studies. Additional factors associated with a related concept—external validity, such as the students’ demographics and the types 
of settings in which studies took place—are not taken into account for the categorization. Information about how the extent of evidence rating was 
determined for READ 180 is in Appendix A6. 

13.	 The level of statistical significance was reported by the study authors or, where necessary, calculated by the WWC to correct for clustering within 
classrooms or schools and for multiple comparisons. For an explanation, see the WWC Tutorial on Mismatch. For the formulas the WWC used to 
calculate the statistical significance, see WWC Procedures and Standards Handbook, Appendix C for clustering and WWC Procedures and Standards 
Handbook, Appendix D for multiple comparisons. In the cases of Haslam, White, and Klinge (2006); Scholastic Research (2008); White, Haslam, and 
Hewes (2006); and Woods (2007), no corrections for clustering or multiple comparisons were needed. In the cases of Lang et al. (2008) and White, 
Williams, and Haslem (2005), corrections for multiple comparisons were needed, so the significance levels may differ from those reported in the original 
study. In the case of Interactive Inc. (2002), corrections for clustering and multiple comparisons were needed, so the significance levels may differ from 
those reported in the original study. 

WWC Intervention Report Adolescent Literacy	 October 2009 4 

http:learners.13
http:reservations.12
http:program.11


 

 

 

         

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

          

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

       

 

 

 

 

 

         

 

 

 

           

 

        

 

          

          

 

 

        

        

 

       

      

      

        

 

 

 

         

Effectiveness (continued) Comprehension. Six studies reviewed findings in the comprehen­

sion domain. Haslam, White, and Klinge (2006) reported a statisti­

cally significant effect of READ 180 on the Texas Assessment of 

Knowledge and Skills Reading Test. The WWC found that the effect 

was not statistically significant or large enough to be considered 

substantively important according to WWC criteria. Interactive Inc. 

(2002) reported statistically significant effects of READ 180 on the 

Stanford Achievement Test for the Columbus and Dallas school 

districts but did not report a statistically significant effect of READ 

180 in the Houston school district. According to WWC calculations, 

the Columbus and Dallas effects were not statistically significant, 

but the average effect size across the three sites was large enough 

to be considered substantively important (that is, an effect size of at 

least 0.25).14 Lang et al. (2008) reported, and the WWC confirmed, a 

statistically significant effect of READ 180 on the Florida Compre­

hensive Assessment Test for moderate-risk students. For high-risk 

students, the effect was not statistically significant or large enough 

to be considered substantively important according to WWC criteria. 

White, Haslam, and Hewes (2006) found, and the WWC confirmed, a 

statistically significant effect of READ 180 on the Reading Com­

prehension subtest of the Stanford Achievement Test. White, Wil­

liams, and Haslem (2005) did not find a statistically significant effect 

of READ 180 on the New York State English Language Arts Test for 

grades 4 or 8 or on the CTB/McGraw-Hill Reading Test for grade 

6. The WWC-calculated average effect across these three grades 

and two tests was not statistically significant or large enough to 

be considered substantively important according to WWC criteria. 

Woods (2007) did not find a statistically significant effect of READ 

180 on the Degrees of Reading Power test. The effect also was not 

statistically significant or large enough to be considered substan­

tively important according to WWC criteria. 

For the comprehension domain, two studies showed statisti­

cally significant positive effects, one study showed substantively 

important positive effects, and three studies showed indetermi­

nate effects. 

General literacy achievement. Two studies reviewed findings 

in the general literacy achievement domain. Scholastic Research 

(2008) reported, and the WWC confirmed, a statistically significant 

effect of READ 180 on the English Language Arts subtest of 

the California Standards Test. White, Haslam, and Hewes (2006) 

reported a statistically significant positive effect of READ 180 on 

the TerraNova Reading Test among cohort 2 and cohort 3 students. 

The WWC confirmed the statistically significant positive effect for 

cohort 2 students but found that the effect for cohort 3 students 

was not statistically significant or large enough to be considered 

substantively important according to the WWC criteria. 

For the general literacy achievement domain, two studies showed 

statistically significant positive effects. 

Rating of effectiveness 
The WWC rates the effects of an intervention in a given outcome 

domain as positive, potentially positive, mixed, no discernible 

effects, potentially negative, or negative. The rating of effectiveness 

takes into account four factors: the quality of the research design, 

the statistical significance of the findings, the size of the difference 

between participants in the intervention and the comparison condi­

tions, and the consistency in findings across studies (see the WWC 

Procedures and Standards Handbook, Appendix E). 

The WWC found READ 180 Improvement index improvement index represents the difference between the 

to have potentially positive The WWC computes an improvement index for each individual percentile rank of the average student in the intervention 

effects for comprehension finding. In addition, within each outcome domain, the WWC condition and the percentile rank of the average student in the 

and general literacy computes an average improvement index for each study and comparison condition. Unlike the rating of effectiveness, the 

achievement for an average improvement index across studies (see WWC improvement index is entirely based on the size of the effect, 

adolescent learners Procedures and Standards Handbook, Appendix F). The regardless of the statistical significance of the effect, the study 

14. The WWC computes an average effect size as a simple average of the effect sizes across all individual findings within the study domain. 
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The WWC found READ 180 design, or the analysis. The improvement index can take on Summary 
to have potentially positive values between –50 and +50, with positive numbers denot- The WWC reviewed 101 studies on READ 180 for adolescent 

effects for comprehension ing favorable results for the intervention group. The average learners. Seven of these studies meet WWC evidence standards 

and general literacy improvement index for comprehension is +4 percentile points with reservations; the remaining 94 studies do not meet either 

achievement for across the six studies, with a range of –22 to +25 percentile WWC evidence standards or eligibility screens. Based on the 

adolescent learners for points across findings. The average improvement index for seven studies, the WWC found potentially positive effects in 

adolescent learners general literacy achievement is +12 percentile points across comprehension and general literacy achievement for adolescent 

(continued) the two studies, with a range of +3 to +17 percentile points learners. The conclusions presented in this report may change 

across findings. as new research emerges. 
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