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Thank you Chairwoman Darling and committee members for holding a hearing on Senate
Bill 454 today.

In Wisconsin, 64% of fourth graders are not proficient readers, according to the National
Assessment of Educational Progress, with 34% failing to meet even the test’s basic standard.
Nationally, Wisconsin ranks dead last in reading achievement among black students, falling
31 places since 1992. In the same timeframe, reading achievement for Wisconsin white
students has fallen from 6th to 27th, and Hispanic students from 1st to 28th. Wisconsin has
a dire reading problem.

Reading is critical to future success. Children who don't learn to read by the end of third
grade are likely to fall behind in other subjects and remain poor readers for the rest of their
lives. Poor readers are more likely to drop out of high school, live in poverty, and end up in
the criminal justice system. Of those who fail to gain a high school diploma, almost 90
percent experienced trouble reading in the third grade and seven in 10 prison inmates
cannot read above a fourth-grade level.

Although Wisconsin was once a leader in literacy, our students now lag behind states where
evidence-based approaches to early literacy have been adopted. Thankfully, over the past
two decades, neuroscience — including groundbreaking research at UW-Madison - has
allowed us to move beyond theory and guesswork, to identify exactly how children become
skilled readers AND what effective literacy interventions look like for a child struggling to
read. SB 454 aligns Wisconsin law with this growing body of research by strengthening state
literacy screening standards, providing more transparency and ensuring teachers have the
framework and tools needed to help every child become a proficient reader.

Under current law, Wisconsin schools are required to select and administer an annual
literacy assessment to students in four-year-old kindergarten through 2nd grade. Screening
assessments are typically only a few minutes in length, and consist of a teacher or volunteer
using a flipchart or tablet to guide a child through a handful of exercises. Costs of these
assessments are reimbursed by the state. Senate Bill 454 strengthens these existing state
screening standards and provides the framework and tools to help every child learn to read
in five major ways:

e Broadens Screening Components to Reflect Evidence-Based Best Practices:
Dozens of literacy screeners are available to schools, but not all assess what research



shows are the most critical components for reading. This bill expands the required
screening components from two to five components to ensure schools are using high
quality, evidence-based screeners. This helps teachers more easily identify reading
difficulties AND select effective intervention strategies to help children overcome
reading difficulties as early as possible.

e Increases Assessment Frequeney from annually to three times per year to better
evaluate student progress, build a baseline for each student, and catch reading
difficulties earlier.

» Keeps Parents Involved and Informed: Too many parents do not find out their
child is struggling to read until third grade () when they receive their child’s
Forward Exam results. SB 454 requires schools to notify parents of screener results
within 15 days, including plain language about the child’s score, percentile rank and
if the child is identified as “at-risk”. The bill also requires schools to inform parents if
a child begins a reading intervention plan, and detail the interventions that will be
used.

o Creates Clear Direction to Get Kids Back on Track: There are currently no
requirements for when schools must provide additional literacy screening, and there
are minimal requirements regarding reading interventions for students. This bill
requires students who score below the 25th percentile on a literacy screener be given
a more comprehensive screener to inform targeted, evidence-aligned interventions.

¢ Increases Transparency and Accountability: Under the bill, schools must
annually report the number of students identified as at-risk at each assessment level
and the number of students provided with literacy interventions. Statewide
congistency across screening components, testing frequency and reporting will give
districts, DPI and the legislature critical information to help us all make better
informed policy decisions.

The bottom line is that research shows that the earlier we catch reading difficulties and
begin simple interventions, the more successful those interventions will be. Strengthening
our existing literacy screening laws will ensure that every struggling reader gets the help
they need before they've fallen behind, lost self-esteem, and disengage from school and
learning,

Lastly, it’s important for me to note that Senate Bill 454 isn’t speculative, wishful thinking
about what might work. In SB 454 we have drawn together the best of evidence-based
screening practices from around the country that are being employed today to close
achievement gaps and raise the bar for literacy achievement across the board. Diverse states
like Mississippi are using high quality screeners and simple interventions as the foundation
for going from nearly last in the nation in reading achievement to outperforming Wisconsin
students in each and every demographic group. But you don’t have to just take my word for
it. We've brought with us today change makers from around the country and across our state
who will speak to Wisconsin’s dire literacy situation and the immense opportunity that this
bill represents for our kids.

Thank you again for hearing this bill and I would be happy to take any questions.



Wisconsin vs. Mississippi:

At Grade Reading Scores-The National Assessment of Educational Progress

Rankings include all 50 states plus The District of Columbia and DoDEA. Not al

for each demographic.

| states have data available

Wisconsin 1992 NAEP
Reading Scores State

Mississippi 1992
NAEP Reading Scores

r

Wisconsin 2019 NAEP
Reading Scores State

Mississippi 2019
NAEP Reading Scores

Rank State Rank Rank State Rank
All Students | 6th (42 reporting) A1st (42 reporting) All Students | 27th (52 reporting) 30th (52 reporting)
White 8th (42 reporting) 37th (42 reporting) White 34th (52 reporting) 20th (52 reporting)
Black 11th (35 reporting) 32nd (35 reporting) Black 42nd (42 reporting) ath (42 reporting)
Hispanic 1st (21 reporting) Hispanic 28th (49 reporting) 3rd (49 reporting)

N/A J




All Students Scale Score Wisconsin's scale score is trending downward - we've fallen from

58 6th in the nation to 27th.
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White Students Scale Score Wisconsin white students overall have not increased their

235 scores and went from 8th in the nation to 34th.
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Black Students Scale Score Mississippi black students have greatly increased their
scores and went from 32nd in the nation to 8th.
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Hispanic Students Scale Score Mississippi hispanic students have increased their overall
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Current Law

Universal Screener

Level 1 Screener

Level 2 Screener

Fundamental Skills

Grades 4K-2 Screening (4K)
Other States IN, MS, AR, TN, CO AR, IN, MS AR, IN, MS
with Parental
Notification
Intervention WI state statute At risk defined with parent | At risk defined with parent
requirements: | requires notification. notification.
Wis. Stats. intervention when | When a student is at risk: | When a student is at risk:
121.02(1)(c) determined tobe | 1) Intervention 1) Intervention
at risk”. “Atrisk” is | 2) Personal Reading Plan | 2) Personal Reading Plan
not defined.
Other states: IN, MS, CO MS, CO MS MS
Personal Not required Details: Must include Details: Must include Not required
Reading Plan e Specific early literacy e Specific early literacy

deficiencies

e Interventions used

e How progress will be
monitored

e Strategies the parents
are encouraged to use
to help achieve grade
level skills

District must:
e Provide the

interventions in the
plan

e Monitor the progress at

least weekly

e Provide a copy of plan

to parent

e Parent progress
notification After 12
weeks

deficiencies in the level
1 screener

e |nterventions used

e How progress will be
monitored

e Strategies the parents
are encouraged to use
to help achieve grade
level skills

District must:

e Provide “intensive
intervention” based on
literacy deficiencies
identified in the level 1

e Provide the
interventions in the plan

e Monitor the progress at
least weekly

e Provide a copy of plan
to parent

e Parent progress
notification After 12
weeks
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JOEL KITCHENS

STATE REPRESENTATIVE « 157 ASSEMBLY DISTRICT

Testimony for the Senate Committee on Education
Senate Bill 454
Wednesday, Oct. 6, 2021

Thank you Chairman Darling and committee members, for holding a public hearing and allowing
me to testify on Senate Bill 454. This bill strengthens state reading screening standards,
provides parents with more transparency and ensures that teachers have the framework and
tools needed to help every student learn to read proficiently.

i would like to start off by saying that, when people ask me what my biggest concern is for
Wisconsin, it is our achievement gap between white and black students, which is the worst in
the country, and the increase in generational poverty we are seeing where far too many
families are becoming dependent on the government.

This is being caused by a multitude of factors, and while it would be too overly simplistic to only
blame schools for this, educating our children is the only chance we have in breaking this cycle
of generational poverty for many of our families.

We know that far and away the largest determinant of a child receiving a good education and
succeeding later in life is learning to read well in their early years. Know that, this is where we
should be putting the majority of our resources.

i still strongly believe the United States is the land of opportunity and that we provide more
possibilities than any other country in the world, but if we don’t teach our kids how to read well
and get an acceptable education, that American dream is locked off to them.

It goes without saying, but right now we are facing a crisis here in Wisconsin, and what that
means for the future of our state should scare everyone.

According to the National Assessment of Educational Progress, close to 65 percent of fourth

graders in Wisconsin are not proficient readers, with 34 percent failing to meet even basic
standards.

'Of the 42 states that report separate reading scores for African American students, Wisconsin
ranks dead last in reading achievement, falling 31 places since 1992. During that same
timeframe, reading achievement for white students has dropped from 6th to 27th and Hispanic
students from 1st to 28th.

Capitol Office: Post Office Box 8952 * Madison, Wi 53708-8952 ° {608) 266-5350 = Toli-Free: (888) 482-0001 °» Fax: (608) 282-3601
Rep.Kitchens@legis.wi.gov



Research has shown that children who cannot read at grade level in fourth grade will struggle
to graduate from high school and are far less likely to lead productive lives. About 85 percent of
juvenile offenders are functionally illiterate, as are 70 percent of prison inmates. More than 75
percent of those on welfare have difficulties in reading the simplest texts.

It is sad to say this, but | am not optimistic that this is going to get any better if we keep going
with the failed status quo. In fact, it is going to get much worse. There is no time to waste and
we have to get aggressive and bold if we want to bring about change. Simply put, this must be
our top priority.

SB 454 is the first step of many that will help get us there. It will do that by strengthening
screening standards, which will allow teachers to intervene earlier in situations where a student
has difficulties in reading.

More specifically, the legislation includes the following provisions:

e Expanding required reading screening components from two to five

e Increasing literacy assessment frequency from annually to three times per year

e Requiring schools to notify parents of screener results within 15 days, including their
score, percentile rank and if the child is identified as “at-risk,” as well as if they have
begun a reading intervention plan

e Mandating that schools provide additional screening for students scoring below the
25th percentile or if a parent or teacher suspects the child has difficulty reading

e Increasing transparency and accountability by requiring schools to report the number of
students identified as at-risk at each assessment level as well as the number of pupils
provided with literacy interventions

One of the complaints | have heard about this bill is that some think this will result in an
unfunded mandate. The state will be paying for all testing, but eventually we will need our
teachers to receive training so they can better understand and implement the components of
the legislation.

It is also important to point out that, if we reach our struggling readers earlier, we will end up
saving more money in the long run by keeping them out of special education, which is much
more expensive.

I would like to thank you for taking the time to listen to my testimony and 1 hope that you will
consider supporting SB 454. | would also like to thank all of my co-authors for all the hard work
they put into drafting this legislation. | can now answer any questions if you have them.



Bill SB 454 — Testimony from Chad Hedquist registering in support of this Bill.
My name is Chad Hedquist and | am the father of Matthew Hedquist, and | have dyslexia.

| attended school in the 1970's and 80’s and at that time there was no help or testing or even
diagnosis for dyslexia. | struggled terribly through my school years.

Watching my son struggle to read and write is very painful to watch, struggling with the same
things | did as a child. | would hope that in 50 years, improvements had been made in testing
and screening in those early school years to help individuals with dyslexia and reading
disabilities become good readers. I'm sad to see it has not.

[ know well from experience the problems that having dyslexia can cause. It meant | was teased
at school, it took hours and hours to complete homework, it prevented me from joining the
military, playing games and even from reading to my son.

it affects me every day in my job. Dyslexia is not something you grow out of, recover from or
are cured of. It is debilitating and has affected every part of my life. | have tried to hide it,
avoiding reading or writing situations whenever possible, and | am deeply embarrassed and
ashamed at not being able to read well. | have never read a book for fun.

Reading aloud is terrifying, and | am sure you have no idea how hard it is for a dyslexic to read
this in person. But, | hope that you will make the changes needed to stop the cycle of poor
reading in schools and detect at risk students early, by supporting this Bill.

Thank you
Chad Hedquist

4635 County Rd A
Oregon Wi 53575
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FaxX: 608-257-8386 + WEBSITE: WWW. WASB.ORG

WISCONSIN

ASSOCIATION OF
SCHOQL BOARDS

TO: Members, Assembly Committee on Education

FROM: Dan Rossmiller, WASB Government Relations Director
DATE: September 14, 2021

RE: Opposition to Assembly Bill 446

We want to begin by being clear that the WASB believes that: a) this bill is a well-intentioned effort to
improve reading instruction in our schools and b) improvements are, in fact, needed. We also want to
be clear that WASB members have adopted no resolutions addressing specific strategies for reading
instruction or how best to address reading difficulties other than supporting the creation of a dyslexia
guidebook.

Our concerns with Assembly Bill 446 are based in large part on local contro! arguments, including our
members’® directive to oppose unfunded state mandates and their preference for local control and
flexibility. This bill is a massive overhaul of the reading readiness program, including a laundry list of
stringent and prescriptive new state mandates relating to screening, assessments, interventions, parental
notifications and reporting requirements. These new mandates are not only likely to be costly but are
very specific, even dictating what companies and products must be approved for use. No funding is
provided to address the additional testing, staffing and notice requirements imposed by the bitl. Of
equal concern, no funding is provided to address professional development, instructional coaching or
curricular/instructional materials that are needed to really move the needle on reading performance.

We thank Sen. Bernier and her staff for allowing us the opportunity to meet with a representative from
Excellence in Education National, Inc. out of Tallahassee, FL and hear arguments for supporting this
approach. One of the primary arguments was that this approach was adopted in Mississippi and their
reading test scores have improved significantly.

The problem with comparing states in the K-12 realm is that everything else is not equal. States fund
K-12 education differently, have different demographics, and different approaches to students failure to
perform at grade level, etc. As an example, Mississippi retains (holds back) kids in third grade if they
do not score sufficiently on a reading exit exam and, in fact, holds back more studenis than any other
state according to the Fordham Institute. Would Wisconsin have to do the same to see similar
improvement?

Another key takeaway from our meeting was that for these initiatives to be successful, the education
community down to the teachers in the classroom must buy into the approach being adopted. We
couldn’t agree more but fail to see how a legislative mandate lacking bipartisan support would
accomplish this. It is our understanding that the strategies mandated in this proposal are not currently
supported by all reading experts, specialists, and associations in the state. Given that reality, and despite
the moral imperative to improve reading proficiency in Wisconsin, it is hard to see how this proposal,
in its current form, will achieve the kind of buy-in needed for this initiative to succeed.



Wisconsin has adopted two major reading proposals in the recent past that came out of the bipartisan
Read to Lead task force led by former Gov. Scott Walker and current Gov. Tony Evers (as state
superintendent). Reading readiness assessments were mandated by legislation in 2011 along with a
requirement, starting in in 2014, that aspiring teachers pass the Fundamentals of Reading Test (FoRT)
as a way to demonstrate they know how to teach reading before they get a teaching license. At that
time, the state we were trying to emulate with those requirements was Massachusetts. Regrettably,
neither of these mandates has had the impact that was hoped for, or we wouldn’t be here today. It leads
us to question if we would want to “triple-down” on this approach,

Wis. Stats., section [ 18.016, currently requires each pupil enrolled in 4-year-old kindergarten to 2nd
grade in a school district or in a charter school to be annuaily assessed for reading readiness utilizing a
screener selected locally that must evaluates whether a pupil possesses phonemic awareness and letter
sound knowledge.

Since the reading readiness assessments were mandated on school districts, the statutes that were
originally written to direct schools to a certain provider’s assessment have changed several times. First,
the statutory requirements were worded to require districts to use the Phonological Awareness Literacy
Screening (PALS) assessment, Then, they were expanded to allow more flexibility to use other
assessments in addition to PALS. Last session, opinion shifted to yet another assessment, Predictive
Assessment of Reading (PAR) and legislation was introduced to require that screener. This bill again
would change the definition for an approved screener as well as adding two new screeners (level | & 2)
with different definitions. The bill also mandates that certain testing products be approved by the DPI
for use in schools.

We are concerned with the staff time required to administer up to triple the number of assessments and
the disruptive nature of continually changing assessments. We are interested in knowing whether and to
what extent schools would be able to continue using their current assessments. If schools have to scrap
their current reading readiness assessments, valuable longitudinal data could be lost, making it harder
for schools to evaluate their reading curriculum and instructional practices.

More testing equates to less time spent on instructing students. Current reading assessments already
identify which students are struggling readers and teachers know who these students are. These
students need more time from teachers on direct reading interventions, and teachers need the time to
create intervening strategies, personalized, for different students. More time devoted to test
administration has the unintended consequence of adversely impacting instruction in reading and other
content areas for all students, as teachers simply have less time to prepare for, and to deliver,
instruction when more time is committed to testing.

We note that there is growing skepticism about the value or worth of the FORT exam as an indicator of
actual teacher performance in teaching reading and little credible evidence that passing the FoRT exam,
by itself, improves teacher performance or produces any positive impact on students’ literacy skills or
reading achievement. There is also recognition that the FoRT exam is likely culturally biased and
creates a barrier to teachers of color entering the profession. This unintended consequence is in direct
conflict with one of the key strategies for addressing our racial achievement gap.

Aftesting to skepticism about the effectiveness of the FoRT exam, there have been bipartisan bills
passed and introduced to eliminate the FoRT test requirement in certain circumstances. Last session,
2019 Act 44 created an alternative to the requirement for special education teachers and this session,
2021 SB 114 would waive the requirement during a public health emergency.



We bring up these examples only to illustrate that “cherry picking” certain requirements from other
states that have shown improvement in their reading scores will not necessarily transiate to success in
Wisconsin. More than additional testing is needed.

It is important to note that that local school districts have not just been sitting on their hands, they've
been reevaluating their curricula and instruction and trying new strategies to improve reading. They are
doing their best to equip teachers to address the problems via professional development, instructional
coaches, evaluating what is working (or isn't working) with particular children and adjusting
accordingly.

We do applaud the legislative authors of the proposal for their desire to improve literacy among
students in Wisconsin’s schools. We also empathize with the desire to do something via legislation.
That being said, there are no magic wands or easy answers, or we would have done it already.

We encourage further conversations about what we can do in our schools to improve reading readiness.
Realistically, those conversations need to address targeting resources and developing strategic
interventions beyond simply mandating additional testing. We agree that something needs to be done
but we also need to do the hard work getting buy-in to approaches that have shown promise with a
broad array of stakeholders including teachers, reading specialists, administrators and school board
members, and parents. So far, that consensus has eluded us in Wisconsin, yet we need to continue to try
to find common ground and be willing to compromise to find a plan for change that we can all get
behind.
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B Wisconsin State Reading Association

WSRA... providing leadership, advocacy, and expertise

Thank you for the opportunity to testify today. My name is Debra Zarling and | am the
current president of the Wisconsin State Reading Association, a professional
organization representing literacy educators throughout the state. WSRA believes that
assessment and instruction should be informed by a wide and substantive research
base. While we truly appreciate that policymakers are making reading and literacy a
higher policy priority, the Wisconsin State Reading Association and many
reading\literacy professionals have concerns with Assembly Bill 446 and Senate Bill
454. This bill, as currently written, lacks the research/evidence/science that
implementing these provisions will improve reading scores in Wisconsin and
close the opportunity/achievement gap. In fact, there is reason to believe it will not
result in the desired outcomes.

WSRA supports screening in early grades and as needed in other grades to
identify those students who might need additional literacy support.

e \WSRA does not support the proposed list of criteria to determine which
screeners a district is allowed to use. There are no studies that show causation
between using this list of criteria and their subsequent screeners, and increased
reading scores on state tests and/or the National Assessment of Educational
Progress (NAEP), the test used nationally to compare state reading outcomes.

e In addition to increasing the amount of testing, this bill misdirects the type of
testing that is needed. Further, focusing exclusively on screening is likely to
result in large numbers of false positives and false negatives. Research shows
that the error rate for screeners can range from 50-60%, meaning that this
process will miss students who need additional support and identify others as
needing support when they do not. VandDerHeyden and Burns, in a 2017 piece
written for the National Association of School Psychologists, indicate that "one of
the ways to improve screening accuracy is to screen only those students who
cannot be ruled out based on other information. Use what is known about the risk
of students to filter students into the “screening” and “no screening” groups.
Somehow, decision makers must begin to understand the real harm that arises
from screening children who have no signs of having dyslexia or a learning
disability in reading. Giving a child a screening that the child does not need either
confirms what we already knew (i.e., child is not at risk) or gives us bad
information (i.e., as in the case of a false-positive error). Children who have
shown no risk for reading failure should not be screened. Children who carry
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external risk factors (e.g., recently moving into a district, receiving special
education services under any label, failing the preceding year's year-end test)
should be screened. Furthermore, if a child’s risk of reading failure remains high
(even if they pass the screening), the child should be provided with intervention.”

® Reading First, a federal $6 billion dollar grant program provided under the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2000, allocated funding for scripted programs, teacher
training, and narrowly focused assessments. Significant conflict of interests
controlled the types of programs, assessments, and professional development
allowed. Despite the strict controls and the focus on foundational skills as
outlined in the National Reading Panel report, the results were underwhelming.
The Final Report of the Reading First Impact Study found that despite more time
alfocated for the five essential components of reading instruction: 1) phonemic
awareness, 2) phonics, 3) vocabulary, 4) fluency, and 5) comprehension, the
increased knowledge for teachers in these areas, and more support for struggling
readers, “Reading First did not produce a statistically significant impact on
student reading comprehension test scores in grades one, two or three.”

This bili inappropriately uses screeners to identify students as needing further
support,

* Screeners are intended to do no more than alert educators to those students who
MIGHT need additional testing and support, not identify students. What is
needed for those students scoring lower on a screener, is diagnostic testing,
conducted by a knowledgeable, expert teacher, to verify whether students need
support and what that support should encompass.

This bill raises significant issues of equity by treating normal differences in
student learning patterns as something abnormal. it ignores the multidimensional
and networked nature of literacy development by focusing exclusively on a
narrow set of foundational skills while ignoring other significant factors.
® For example, screeners do not identify or acknowledge the “language and
literacy assets, strengths, skills, dispositions, mind-sets, and practices” that Black
students already possess and bring into a classroom. This is also true for
students from other diverse backgrounds. While these foundational skills are
critical and all students need to learn to read, the idea that there is a specific path
that includes only the identified foundational skills that all students will follow
without deviation is simply untrue. As with any other issue of human
development, individuals vary.

Proponents of Assembly Bill 446 stated in the recent hearing that they are
modeling this legislation on Mississippi. Mississippi is ranked one of the worst,
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46", in the U.S. on 8th Grade literacy testing scores. Wisconsin, on the other
hand, is ranked 8.

e While Mississippi has increased its 4th grade testing scores, a major influencer of
Mississippi’s ranking is their manipulation of the data by implementing a
mandatory 3rd grade retention law in 2013. If students do not score high enough
on the state reading test, they are retained. Mississippi retains a significant
number of students beginning in Kindergarten and continuing through 3rd grade.
In fact, Mississippi has “a retention rate higher than any other state. In 2018-19,
according to state department of education reports, 8 percent of all Mississippi
K-3 students were held back (up from 6.6 percent the prior year). This implies
that over the four grades, as many as 32 percent of all Mississippi students are
held back; a more reasonable estimate is closer to 20 to 25 percent, allowing for
some to be held back twice. (Mississippi's Department of Education does not
report how many students are retained more than once.)’

e Despite Mississippi’s retention laws, Wisconsin’s 4'" graders still rank
higher.

e Retaining students at the end of the 3rd grade year who do not score well
in a reading test has documented negative effects on students, particularly
as they increase in age, particularly by 9" grade. This practice ignores the
recommendations of research organizations such as the American Educational
Research Association (AERA), the American Psychological Association (APA)
and the National Council on Measurement in Education (NCME), who caution
against the use of one single assessment in making high stakes decisions for
students. The reauthorization of the federal Individuals with Disabilities Education
Act states that Local Education Authorities (LEAs) not use a single measure and
that any instruments used “assess the relative contribution of cognitive and
behavioral factors, in addition to physical or developmental factors”.

e As Mississippi’s deplorable 8th grade literacy test results show, when a state
manipulates the data and games the rankings by holding back K-3 students so
overall 4th grade testing scores automatically improve, in the long-run this does
not work.

This bill creates an additional financial burden on schools by increasing the
amount of testing required for ALL students regardless of need.

e While the bill accounts for the cost of one type of screener at each grade level,
the Fundamental skills screening assessment at four-year old kindergarten and
Universal screening assessments for kindergarten, grade one, and grade two, it
does not seem to cover all of the required screeners, including Level 1 screening
assessments and Level 2 screening assessments.

e Those working in schools understand that this bill will also result in increased
costs for staffing and additional training in administering, scoring, and analyzing
multiple screeners; costs which are not covered in this bill. The criteria for
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screening in this bill is highly prescriptive and unnecessary for the selection of
universal screening tools.

Legislatively prescribing specific timelines, screeners/assessments, and other
specific processes is not responsive to the needs of the child, and is ignoring the
power and responsibility specifically intended to be carried out by a
multidisciplinary team who has direct knowledge of the child and their needs.
Additionally, when the amount of required testing increases, the amount of time
available for instruction is decreased.

These are just a few of the many reasons that the Wisconsin State Reading Association
does not support this bill.

To improve literacy learning for Wisconsin students, our association suggests
increasing equitable instructional opportunities for all of our Wisconsin students
instead of increasing testing.

This can be accomplished by providing adequate funding for school districts to
hire enough district reading specialists to support students, teachers, and
administrators and providing adequate numbers of reading teachers in schools to
work with our neediest students.

District reading specialists are mandated under current law, but the spirit of the
law is not necessarily followed. Often, school districts identify a reading
specialist, but that specialist may not be given the time to implement the duties of
their position.

In addition, to be equitable, more support is needed for our lowest socio-
economic districts and schools who lack the resources to hire enough reading
teachers to meet the diverse needs of their students.

We also suggest that current state literacy laws should be posted on every
school district's website so that all stakeholders are aware of the requirements
already in place in our state.

Fourth grade NAEP scores in reading are not predictors of how well students do
in 8th grade. While we are always looking to improve at all grade levels, it is
critical that we look at our literacy achievement as a system. WSRA suggests
that instead of looking to other states who may not achieve as well as a system,
we look to those districts and schools in our own state who are doing well across
grade levels and with diverse student populations.

We ask that Legislators make sure to look at the data, the peer reviewed evidence, and
involve educators in the process, before completely overhauling Wisconsin's reading
and literacy education system.

Thank you.

Debra A. Zarling
President, Wisconsin State Reading Association
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Thank you committee members for hearing about this bill. My name is Angela Hanlin and I am
the superintendent of the School District of Thorp. I am here today to testify for informational
purposes only about the absolute transformation that this type of work had on an extremely
troubled school, the students that attended school there and the teachers that worked there. 1
know that you’ve probably heard a lot of information about the Science of Reading from
researchers and important leaders in that community. I won’t be speaking about that today,
instead I am going to speak about what happens when that research is implemented by educators.
Today I will share with you the what, who, the how and the why. I will focus on one particular
group of students and one specific teacher.

Six years ago 1 became the principal of a struggling school in rural southeast Missouri. Their
data was dismal, On the previous spring state assessment score, they had a building average of
13.7% of students scoring Proficient with 0% of students scoring advanced and the majority of
students scoring Below Basic, With three years of declining scores and the subgroup of special
education students being trapped in the Below Basic category, the school was identified by the
state department as a turnaround school because they were in the lowest 15% of schools in the
state of Missouri. Their EOY Benchmark scores showed that less than 20% of the school was
reading at grade level. They were struggling with chronic absenteeism, high rates of discipline
referrals, low teacher morale and over a fourth of the school population had an IEP. The
teachers were defeated and two veteran teachers were ready to leave education because they felt
they were ineffective and were not making a difference in the lives of their students. The good
news is, they did not stay there.

What did we do? How did we make changes? First and foremost we accepted the data and
owned it! We also changed our mindset. Then we implemented systems and structures and used
research based strategies to promote the Science of Reading in our classrooms. We implemented
a Data System where we gave a benchmark assessment three times a year: the beginning, middle
.and end of the year. Every single student below the 50 percentile was progress monitored to see
if our instruction was making a difference. We used that data to plan differentiated instruction for
every student in the building and targeted, specific interventions for every stadent below the 50%
percentile. We implemented a system of data review and collaboration where teachers met
consistently as a team to review data and use it to plan instruction and interventions. We did not
focus on percentages but on specific students. We took the focus off of teaching and put it on
learning. Were our students responding to the instruction they were receiving? If they were not,
then what were we going to do about it?

‘What happened in response to those changes? 1) We exited school turnaround status in less than
three years. 2) We became the number one school in the state for growth. 3) Our third grade



students reached 95% Proficiency on the end of year state exam. That’s the particular group of
students that I want to focus on. 4) Our teachers became empowered and developed what is
called collective team efficacy. 5) We went from a building average of 13.7% of students scoring
proficient to a building average of 84% of students scoring proficient/advanced with the majority
being Advanced. 6) Discipline issues became nonexistent. 7) Attendance rates soared. 8) Our
percentage of students with an TEP dropped from over 26% to below 11%. 9) We had zero
students score in the Below Basic category.

The group of students that scored 95% proficiency in third grade did not take a state exam in
2020 due to a Covid shutdown. The majority of their 2020-2021 school year was spent on a
blended schedule. In the spring of 2021, 100% of those students were proficient or advanced on
the state test with 80% scoring advanced.

Who were these students? At the time our schoo] was 100% free lunch but prior to that we had
about 85% or higher free/reduced lunch rates. Our students lived in extreme poverty in a rural
area, they lived traumatic lives with a large percentage being either an open children’s division
case or living in a foster home, they did not enter our school prepared to learn, they were from
broken homes, and drugs were prevalent in our area with the majority of our students having at
least one parent on drugs or incarcerated due to drugs. They came from families with a history
of academic failure. There were students with dyslexia and learning disabilities yet 100% scored
proficient or advanced in reading and 90% were proficient or advanced in math. They had every
reason why they should not have performed but they did. They break the myths that are
prevalent in education today. And 100% of these students scored above the 501 percentile on the
end of year benchmark assessment.

Why did we get these results? As a group of educators, we collectively came together and
decided to own our data and change our mindset to believe that ALL really does mean ALL! All )
students are capable of learning to read! They just need to be taught using research based
instructional practices and fhey have to receive targeted, specific interventions that are based on
data,

What happened to that discouraged teacher I mentioned earlier that wanted to leave education?
Instead of 10% of her students scoring proficient/advanced on a state test, which had happened,
100% of her students scored proficient/advanced on the state assessment. She did end up leaving
the classroom though. She is now the principal of that elementary school because I moved to
Wisconsin to become the superintendent at the School District of Thorp.

Thorp is currently on this journey and our story is far from over. We have just implemented a
data system where we will administer three benchmark assessments a year, progress monitor in
between those testing periods, use data to plan instruction and interventions and will meet
weekly to collaborate, reflect on what is working and change what is not working. T had the
privilege of helping this district begin this system & structures work four years ago as a literacy
consultant and now I have moved here to lead them to the next level in this work. Their staff
members have changed their mindset and firmly believe that ALL really means ALL! 1 believe
that every single student in Missouri, in Wisconsin, and our country can achieve the results that I



have talked about today. 1 also believe that it is our moral obligation as educators and
administrators to ensure this happens. Ihope that you feel the same. I appreciate having the

opportunity to speak to you today.



Missouri Assessment Program (MAP) Test

Building Averages for Matthews Eilementary

MAP TEST 2014 2015%* 2016 2017 2018 2019 2021
Identified as a Focus
School

ELA 13.7% 26.8% 54.5% 40% 35% 80% 84%

Building average
MATH 25.5% 5.4% 14.5% 30% 42%, 71.3% 81%

Building averape
WEEEW Ave, 19.6% 16.1% 34.5% 35% 48.5% 75.6% 83%

of
| ELA & MATH
Spring 2019 Scores
ELA

3" Grade: 95% Prof/Adv with 57% being Advanced

4™ Grade: 54% Prot/Ady with 17% Advanced

5" Grade: 90% Prof/Ady with 81% being Advanced

Math

3" Grade: 80.9% Prof/Advy with, 52% being Advanced

4% Grade: 38% Prof/Ady with 17% Advanced

5™ Grade: 95% Prof/Adv with 90%

being Advanced & 5% being Prof.




Missouri Assessment Program (MAP) Test

ELA 2017 2018 2018 State Average 2019 2021
39 prade 40.7 61.9% 48.6 95 76% (77% Adv)
4™ grade 44 .4 57.7* 50.2 54 77% (53% Adv)
5% prade 53.6 45.5 48 20 100% (80% Adv)
MATH 2017 2018 2018 State Average 2019 2021
3 prade 44.4 47.6* 46.9 80.9 88%
4% grade 389 42.3 45.9 38 64%
5% grade 35.7 364 41 95 90%

2021 Scores: 0% of students were Below Basic, NOT one specia

*We beat the state average for 2018.

I education student was Below Basic




School Administrators Alliance

Representing the Intevests of Wisconsin School Children

TO: Senate Committee on Education

FROM: John Forester, Executive Director
DATE: October 6, 2021
RE: Opposition to Senate Bill 454

Chairperson Darling and members of the Senate Committee on Education, thank you very much for the
opportunity to testify on this important legislation. My name is John Forester. I’'m the Executive Director
of the Wisconsin School Administrators Alliance (SAA). In that capacity, I represent the combined
memberships of five professional associations of public school administrators: the Association of
Wisconsin School Administrators (AWSA), the Wisconsin Association of School Business Officials
(WASBO), the Wisconsin Association of School District Administrators (WASDA), the Wisconsin
Association of School Personnel Administrators (WASPA), and the Wisconsin Council for Administrators
of Special Services (WCASS). The SAA also represents the 10,000 members of the Wisconsin Retired
Educators Association (WREA).

The SAA, and WREA, opposes Senate Bill 454, relating to reading readiness assessments. Please consider
the following in support of our position:

e Our members throughout Wisconsin share the concerns expressed by the authors of SB 454
regarding Wisconsin’s disappointing reading outcomes. However, districts have not been waiting
for legislation to address this issue. In the past few years, school leaders have been identifying and
evaluating best practices in literacy instruction throughout the country and implementing promising
new initiatives. Many of our members have expressed concern that the requirements of SB 454
would draw the focus away from the work they are doing to improve reading outcomes in their
districts, draining time and resources away from critical interventions and support for students.”

e | would like to thank Senator Bernier for the opportunity to meet with her staff and with Dr.
Kymyona Burk via Zoom for more than an hour on September 9". We especially appreciated the
opportunity to learn from Dr. Burk about the development of Mississippi’s comprehensive early
literacy program. Our main takeaways from Dr. Burk included three points that are simply not
addressed in SB 454: 1) the importance of focusing first on professional development in the science
of reading for teachers and administrators; 2) the necessity of gaining “buy-in” from school leaders
and teachers in the field; and 3) state investment to support school districts in their efforts to
improve reading outcomes is absolutely critical.

e How will this bill, with its focus on additional testing, affect reading outcomes? Comprehensive
early literacy programs include multiple components in addition to assessment, including
interventions, staff pre-service, supports for students and school districts, and professional
development for teaching staff. Wisconsin school leaders see enormous needs for professional
development in the science of reading for teachers and administrators. It is our understanding that



Mississippi saw a similar need and addressed professional development first on their journey to a
comprehensive early literacy program. Why are we focusing first on assessment?

e  With respect to importance of “buy-in,” SB 454 appears to be a very prescriptive top-down mandate
developed with very little input from school leaders in the field. Our members support development
of a comprehensive early literacy program in consultation with school leaders, teachers and other
education experts, as opposed {o a disjointed, piecemeal approach developed with limited input
from educators in the field.

s The biil is silent on the importance of state investment to improve reading outcomes in Wisconsin.
Simply put, this bill is an unfunded mandate. Our members believe this bill will increase costs for
school districts due to increased staff time and resources necessary to administer an increased
number and frequency of required assessments, development of remediation plans and compliance
with new reporting and parental notification requirements. School districts that already collectively
transfer $1.15 billion from their district general funds to cover the funding gap between required
special education costs and current state funding will be forced to make difficult cuts in program
areas outside of early literacy to comply with this legislation. Finally, it is our understanding that
the majority of federal funds cannot be used to pay for the provisions of this legislation, Therefore,
the cost of this mandate would likely be covered by district state and local funds.

* Many of our members find it disturbing and inappropriate that the legislation would advantage
certain private companies by specifically naming certain assessments. Is this best practice in
legisiative drafting or state policy development? We don’t really know what will happen to those
preferred companies and their assessments in the future, and yet, they could be specifically named
in statute.

e There is evidence that Wisconsin is making progress with Multi-level System of Support (MLSS).
According to the 2019-20 Wisconsin RtI Annual Report, students performing in the lowest 5
percent on the Forward English Language Arts (ELA) exam show statistically significant
improvements in outcomes after they have attended a high-implementing school for 3 or more
years. We raised this issue in our meeting with Dr. Burk and she expressed strong support for the
MLSS. If adopted, what impact will SB 454 have on Wisconsin’s MLSS?

e Finally, I will offer a brief answer to the question, “Well, if you don’t support SB 454, what do you
support?” We support a two-pronged approach to the development of a comprehensive early
literacy program in Wisconsin. First, we should develop legislation yet this session offering
financial support for districts to provide professional development in the science of reading for
teachers and administrators. Secondly, we would like to see an effort to bring relevant stakeholders
to the table to develop the other components of the earty literacy program including assessment,
staff pre-service, interventions, supports, and other elements. This second part, in our estimation,
would begin to address the challenge of creating the “buy-in” from the field that Dr. Burk believes
is critically important to successful implementation.

Thank you for your consideration of our views. If you should have any questions regarding our thoughts
on SB 454, please call me at 608-242.1370.



October 6, 2021
Re: Support of SB454

To: Chair Sen. Darling, Sen. Bernier, Sen. Nass, Sen. Larson, Sen. Smith, Sen. Jagler,
Sen. Johnson

Dear Senators:

Thank you for allowing my son AJ and | o testify today. My name is Kimberlee Coronado. 1 am a 7th
generation descendant of Chief Joseph Osaugie, daughter of two alcoholic parents, one who was a
Native American Army Veteran who had learning and mental health chaflenges. Next month, I'll be
married for 25 years to my highschool sweetheart who was labeled LD in school. Together, we have
four beautifu! children whom | have given my whole life to fight for their social, emotional, spiritual,
physical wellbeing and educational needs to be met by a very broken, reactive child serving system.

As a Mom, 1 knew my children had different abilities. My oldest son, Alexzander | knew at birth, yet
he was not identified until 6th grade, where sadly his education stopped due to behavioral issues
which excellated - his trauma responses were just too much for untrained teachers o handle. Never
was identified as SLD, He was not given an opportunity.

Our oldest daughter, Adrianna | knew she was struggling to read and | took her for summer tutoring
at Marquette University and during the 3rd summer, She finally began to read. She was not identified
as a child with a disability until she was 8 years old which is after third grade. Since then Adrianna
has flourished into an insatiable reader with an 1Q to match. | am Alexzander and Adrianna’s full time
caregiver and legal guardian.

Our youngest son AJ is who | am here to testify with and to advocate strongly in favor of SB 454,
Reading Roadmap to Success! | have advocated for him since 4k and in kindergarten the school
said Dyslexia is a medical diagnosis; not an educational issue. 1 wish | had known then what 1 know
now because my gut was correct. The dyslexia diagnosis was confirmed in kindergarten by outside
evaluation. Inside school it took 6 written requests to receive the first special education evaiuation
which was denied in First grade. | guess he wasn't FAR ENOUGH behind yet. Third grade 1 made
another written special education evaiuation request and he was found eligible for OHI/ Educational
Autism. However it wasn't until 5th grade my son qualified for SLD. | remember the school psych
stating “he had the lowest score for written expression she had ever tested”. In 7th grade, despite
having two full academic years of intervention my son still tested k-1 grade skill level. The
emergency alarm for my son’s education did not go off at school until | hired two lawyers, a special
education lawyer and a criminal defence lawyer on the same day for my child. My son had 2
Manifestations of Disability Hearings in which he was criminally charged. | remember the SAME



school psych, who denied his eligibility for Spe. Ed., and said he had the worst written expression
she had ever tested a student for", asking me “Where did these behaviors come from?” it took
EVERY fiber of my collective being to keep my emotions in check at that moment. | have NEVER feit
so unheard in my entire life. How many years had the school failed? My son was in 7th grade and
couldn’t write his name, he couldn't make a simple grocery list like eggs, milk, bread or cereal.

So to bring this to a close, | was never provided any PALS assessments, | was not notified of any of
my children’s reading readiness scores in grade 4k-2, | have no idea how iong my children were
getting intervention before | was informed. | cannot even begin to add up all of the money we have
spent on ( outside testing, tutoring, therapies, hospitalizations and medications ) ensuring our
children receive a FREE and APPROPRIATE Public Education.

if we had SB454 15 years ago, my children might not be on long term care as adults. Both of my
son’s could have been spared being criminally charged for their disabilities. Hopefully we can learn
from what my family has endured and the next generation of students will not have to have to deal
with school refusal, suicidal ideation, and the trauma that school has caused my children.

I wish | had known that the school would require my child to fail so miserably before they would
provide the services they are required to by Federal law. | wish | did have to spend half of my
husband's salary on legat services. If we had the items like Universal reading screening, Dyslexia
definition, Definition of "at risk" for reading failure, Personal Reading Plan for "at risk” students,
Parent notification of scores and personal reading plan, Reading Remediation plan posted by school
boards, Dyslexia information for parents, Annual data reporting to the Wi DPI and WI Legislature:
maybe we could have had a better outcome.

t wish | had known that No One cared about educating my children when | sat at the IEP table. | wish
I had known that it was such an overwheiming and exhausting fight just to get any feedback from
school that showed quantifiable data to substantiate his lack of progress.

Looking back, | cannot express enough how parent notification within 15 days, required personal
reading plan, dyslexia definition, expanded screening components, greater transparency with school
board early literacy remediation plan, characteristics of dyslexia information or data reporting would
have positively and dramatically transformed my children's education and saved the trauma our
family has faced.

Please support and vote YES on SB 454,

Kimberlee Coronado
200 Tenny Ave
Waukesha, WI 53186



Dear Senators,

My name is AJ Coronado. | am in 9th grade and | went to Waukesha STEM Academy until 7th
grade. My mom fought to get me a better school so they can teach me.

| remember when t was six. | had trouble reading and writing. What was it like when you were
six years old? Were you succeeding? Were you the top of your class with reading and writing? |
wasn't. | remember going to a doctor's office for testing. | couldn't do it. it was s0 bad thai |
vividly remember putting my head down and saying to the doctor. That “That this was Chinese”
My dyslexia was sO bad that | thought that English, the language that | am speaking in right now
was Chinese.

Once in third grade, | had to ask my friend how to spell the word “it.” | had to ask how to spell a
two letter word, | couldn’t spell the word “it” that’s how bad it was.

Sometimes when | try to spell a word, any word it just is impossible to speli it with out help.
Whenever | am texting my friends and | have something to add to the conversation { would start
typing. But by the time | was done the conversation had moved on.

Please support SB 454 so that other students like me can learn to read and write and do math.
Thank you,

AJ Coronado

200 Tenny Ave
Waukesha, WI 53186
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To: Senate Committee on Education

From: Kimberly Desotell, President, Green Bay Area Catholic Education (GRACE) and
Leadership Team Members of GRACE

Date:  October 4, 2021

Re: Support for Senate Bill 454 related to Reading Achievement and Assessment

Dear Members of the Committee,

We are contacting you as professionals with the Green Bay Area Catholic Education (GRACE)
School System, the second largest private school system in the State of Wisconsin. We are
committed to education in our fine state and felt the need to advocate for support of Senate Bill
454 related to Reading Achievement and Assessment. Thank you for taking the time to read our
testimony as we have a vested interest in education throughout our state. We need strong public
and strong private schools in our state!

Preparing young students for tomorrow is of great urgency - this begins with reading
development! Senate Bill 454 merely outlines practices of good teaching and principles of strong
learning pedagogy that should be present in each and every school throughout our state.

The Bill outlines the need for:
1) Tighter guidelines and parameters on measuring reading readiness, fluency and growth
2) Educational practices that require communication and partnership with parents and

3) Time bound progress monitoring and reports to ensure learning gaps are closed in our
youngest readers

All of these practices have been common components of private education for decades and
beyond. They are not asking for procedures that require extraneous work, tasks or even funding.
Private schools, such as our Catholic schools, lean heavily on parental partnership and
engagement, regular progress monitoring and the utilization of strong assessment tools to direct
and alter instruction as we work toward learning mastery for each and every child. These are all
practices and principles of good, solid teaching - it’s that simple!

Bill 454 merely supports good practices that are currently happening in the best classrooms

across our state. When you review progress in high performing schools and dynamic classrooms
involving our best and brightest teachers, these practices are already being conducted regularly.

1827 Riverside Drive « Green Bay, Wi 54301 « 920-499-7330 » grocesystem.org
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GRACE Schools firmly support Bill 454 because of the potential impact it can have on raising
the tide for each and every young reader in every public and charter school in Wisconsin. Please
join us by supporting this Bill to ensure good, quality education is occurring consistently and
with fidelity in every classroont.

Thank you for consideration of our testimony.
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Kimberly A, Desotell
President, GRACE
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rystal Blahnik
Principal, GRACE St. Bernard Catholic School
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Laura Blicharz
Curriculum Coordinator, GRACFE
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James Cullen -
Director of Student Services, GRACE

# Juans
Ka;ijr;z ’
Director of Teaching & Learning, GRACE

Principal, GRACE Father Allouez Catholic School

ABOUT GRACE

GRACE stands for Green Bay Avea Catholic Education and is a nine-school system that provides
excellence in preschool through eighth-grade education and serves the 23 Catholic parishes
within the Greater Green Bay community. GRACE schools range in offerings and locations, and
each has its own distinct history, Jocus and parish connections. GRACE is among the largest
Catholic school systems in the state of Wisconsin, To learn more, Visil Www.gracesysten.org.

WE ARE:
GRACE:




Qctober 4, 2021
RE: Support of AB 446

To: Chair Sen. Darling, Sen. Bernier, Sen. Nass, Sen. Larson, Sen. Smith, Sen. Jagler and Sen. Johnson
Dear Senators:

My name is Starla Dixen and | am a resident of Roberts, Wisconsin. My family resides within the River
Falis School District. | am a teacher and have a son who was identified as Dyslexic at the end of his
gighth grade year. My son is currently in his senior year of high school and yet we are still dealing with the
struggles of getting help for him and breaking down barriers of being a person with dyslexia. He came
before your committee back in August of 2018 to share his perspective as a student dealing with dyslexia
and the need for more help.

Back when Dane was in first grade, his teacher noticed that he was struggling with reading and speliing.
She suggested he be tested and while he qualified for Title One, he was quickly dismissed by third grade
despite minor improvements. We never received his scores but because | was teaching in that school, |
was privy to why he was being dismissed. There were other kids lower than him. He was now in the gray
area; too high for help and yet low to get srustrated and have his self-esteem tank and his learning come
to a standstill.

We transferred to a smaller school in hopes that with a smaller class size he would be able to be helped
more by the teacher. | pursued training in the Orton-Gilingham method of reading. The training | received
is what made a huge difference. What was interesting is that | chose to use it with all of my students
regardless of test scores and my students were becoming more confident readers because ofit.

| continued to ask about options for Dane to be tested for a reading disability or dyslexia and because he
wasn't low enough, he wasn't considered an emergency to get help. Weeks turned into months and while
I didn't know what the cut off was, | chose to go to an outside resource for testing for dyslexia, He was
identified to be mild-moderately dyslexic and when 1 brought the resuilts to the school, | was told he would
have to go through their tests in order to maybe qualify for an IEP or 504. According to the school, they
felt his percentage was still too high for help and | was specifically told his dyslexia wasn't affecting his
daily life so he wasn't eligible for a 504. Really? Were they at our home when he came home upset and
calling himself dumb because he couldn't read what was on the board or take the notes fast enough?
Where they around when his homework took up to four additional hours after schooi? What was the cut
off at our school? Did we need to play the game and throw a test in order to get help?

There needs to be more help and there needs to be more training for all at the school level
(administration, teachers, paras) about dyslexia and how to better help our students read. As a parent, we
are told to wait for data to be collected. We are told our fears are unfounded by IEP team members. The
directors of Special Education Services in our area pelieves that some students will never learn to read. it
makes me sick to hear that because there are other options that could be pursued but the district won't
due to lack of money or worse due to lack of interest and knowledge.

This bill, SB 454, is a continued effort to rectifying a broken program in Wisconsin. Parents and teachers
need more information on where to go for help albeit assessment for identifying a learning issue, where to
get scores interpreted, how to screen for dyslexia/reading issues and there needs to be better
accountability for getting help. My child is graduating out of the system and yet, 1 will not stop advocating
for other famifies and their children to get the learning help they need and deserve.

Sincerely,

Starla Dixen

428 County Rd. 85
Roberts, WI 54023



October 6, 2021
RE: SB454 - Relating to: reading readiness assessments and granting rule-making authority.
Senate FEducation Committee Members,

I have experienced Wisconsin's reading crisis from multiple stakeholder perspectives. I was born, raised, and
educated in WI. T am a Wisconsin trained teacher who worked in WI public schools for 20 years and a former
WI school board member. T am a parent of three ¢hildren, two of whom are dyslexic. 1am also severely
dyslexic myself and was only properly assessed and identified at the age of 43, while seeking workplace
accommodations.

While working in WI K-12 schools for over 20 years as a teacher, library media specialist, technology
integration coach, instructional coach, and curriculum specialist, my role always involved using building and
individual assessment data to align and improve programs and results. 1 regularly observed learners, teachers,
administrators and parents who are overwhelmed, frostrated, concerned, and confused about how to improve
learning, address student behavior, and alleviate youth mental health struggles. At the center of all of these
struggles - from the lens of all stakeholders -- is reading. The gaps in reading achievement and the secondary
learning, behavior and health challenges are felt system-wide, but begin in Kindergarten.

I began to more closely examine the disconnect and divide between my training as a W1 educator and the
impact I had on student learning when my child’s optometrist confirmed that their eyesight was pot contributing
to their reading difficulties and shared information about dyslexia.

Dyslexia was only briefly mentioned in one of my courses while obtaining my bachelor’s degree in elementary
education. 1 assumed that more experienced teachers, reading specialists, special education teachers, school
psychologists, and school Jeaders must have more knowledge of the foundational reading skills my child was
struggling with than I did and that we would learn together. I was wrong, we spent years attempting to navigate
multi-tiered systems of support which continually either did not assess, or disregarded assessments of phonemic
awareness, phonological awareness, word recognition, reading fluency, spelling, and family history in favor of
reading comprehension scores. As a result, either no reading intervention or mismatched inadequate
intervention was provided.

As our oldest and youngest children’s interest in learning decreased and their frustration and anxiety about
school grew, we were left with no choice but to seek a private evaluation. With confirmation of their dyslexia
and an insider’s understanding of reading assessment and interventions used in regional schools, we explored ail
options to find an equitable appropriate learning environment for our children, including moving to Minnesota
which has significantly more legislation regarding foundational reading skills and dyslexia. In the end, | chose
to retire from an instructional coaching and curriculum job that I loved in order to learn the assessments and
interventions, or reading plans, outlined in SB454 to teach my own children at home.

I learned more about teaching reading in a few months of webinars than I did while earning my bachelor's
degree, master's degree, principal, and director of curriculum & instruction licensure from WI institutions.








































































































































































































































































