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Abstract 

Background: Middle school students with learning disabilities (LDs) are faced with many 

academic and social challenges that can follow them throughout their lives.  Reading 

achievement scores for middle school students with LDs are substantially lower than that of  

students without LD. Even more alarming the reading achievement gap has been a continuing 

challenge for more than 35 years. Additionally, due to the inadequate reading skills of middle 

school students with LDs, the kind of instruction, practices, materials, and other considerations 

needed to reach struggling readers differ from those that needed to reach struggling readers in the 

primary grades. To meet national, state, and district mandates, schools must address inadequate 

reading skills of middle school students with LDs and implement effective reading intervention 

programs that will significantly reduce gaps in reading achievement.  Purpose: This study 

examined the effectiveness of two reading intervention programs, Achieve3000 and  

LANGUAGE! Live that have been utilized with middle school students with LDs at a local 

public school in the Houston metropolitan area. Specifically, the study was conducted to provide 

answers to the following three research questions (RQs). RQ1: Was performance on State of 

Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness (STAAR) significantly improved, across middle 

school grades, when enrolled in each program? RQ2: To what extent is one program more 

effective than the other as measured by the STAAR reading assessment in Grades 6 to 8? RQ3: 

Do gender or race/ethnicity influence reading outcomes for each of the reading intervention 

programs?  Methods: Two groups of middle school students with LDs in Grades 6, 7, and 8 who 

participated in either Achieve3000 (n = 31) or LANGUAGE! Live (n = 45) reading intervention 

programs for at least one year. The sample was diverse, with 75% of students identified as 

Hispanics, 12% African American, and 10% White. Most (91%) students were eligible for 
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free/reduced-price lunch. Archival data of student performance from the STAAR reading 

assessment, as well as demographic information, was utilized to answer the three RQs. Results: 

For RQ- 1, findings indicated there was not significant growth on the STAAR reading test 

between Grades 6 and 7 and Grades 7 and 8 for the LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention 

group. However, results indicated significant growth from Grade 6 to Grade 7 for students 

enrolled in the Achieve3000 reading intervention program; no significant growth was evident 

from Grades 7 to 8. For RQ- 2, there were no significant differences in effectiveness between the 

two reading intervention programs for Grades 6 to 8 in terms of student performance on the 

STAAR. For RQ- 3, results indicated that race/ethnicity was not related to STAAR outcomes for 

any grade, though gender (females outperformed males) was significantly related to students’ 

performance on STAAR Grade 7. Conclusion: No conclusive evidence was found to support 

either Achieve3000 or LANGUAGE! Live, as reading intervention programs that significantly 

impact STAAR performance of middle school students with LDs Overall, students remained 

considerably below grade-level peers in reading achievement. Additional research is needed to 

identify intensive intervention programs and strategies to meet the needs of these students with 

LDs. 
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Chapter I 

Introduction 

Unlike students who do not have LDs, middle school students with LDs face many 

academic and social challenges unfamiliar to peers without LDs. Reading achievement scores for 

middle school students with LDs are lower than the scores of middle school students without 

LDs. The findings reported from the 2017 National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 

by the National Center for Educational Statistics (NCES, 2017) affirm these data and 

demonstrate that eighth grade students with LDs continue to lag behind their peers. In 2017, 61% 

of the nation’s Grade 8 students with LDs read below the basic level on the NAEP reading 

assessment compared with 19% of their nondisabled peers. Reading scores for Texas students are 

also discouraging. For 2017, 65% of Texas eighth graders with LDs performed below the basic 

level on the NAEP reading assessment compared with 24% of their nondisabled peers (NCES, 

2017). These staggering statistics suggest students with LDs who read at below basic level 

cannot comprehend much of the reading materials they encounter both in school and outside of 

school. For 2017, 54% of Texas Grade 8 students with LDs performed below the standard on the 

State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness (STAAR) reading assessment, compared with 

14% of their nondisabled peers (Texas Education Agency [TEA], Report & Data, 2017). 

Disparities in the educational performance of students with LDs can lead to dropping out 

of school; higher rates of unemployment; lower earnings; and significant limits on educational 

success, social success, and overall life opportunities (Connor, Alberto, Compton, & O’Connor, 

2014).  In efforts to improve the education, school outcomes, and life outcomes of students with 

LDs, the U.S. Department of Education sponsored the National Longitudinal Transition Study-2. 

The 10-year study with a nationally representative sample of students began in December 2000 
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and examined students with LDs who were receiving special education services in grade seven or 

above and who were 13 to 16 years of age. The students were 21 to 26 years of age at final 

collection of data (Sanford et al., 2011). 

  One of the findings was that in the general population, a considerable achievement gap 

existed in mathematics, social studies, language arts, and science between youth with LDs and 

their peers without LDs. A second finding was that the average standard score for youth with 

LDs across the measures of functional skills and overall independence ranged from 43 to 57, 

compared with a mean of 100 for students without disabilities. A third finding indicated that 28- 

% of youth with LDs had not finished high school. The most common reasons reported for 

dropping out of school were poor relationships with teachers and students and a dislike for 

school. A fourth finding indicated approximately 3 in 10 out-of-school youth with LDs had been 

enrolled in some kind of postsecondary school since leaving high school. This rate was about 

half that of their peers without LDs. A fifth finding disclosed that up to two years after leaving 

high school, almost 8 in 10 out-of-school youth with LDs had been engaged in paid employment, 

training to prepare them for employment, and postsecondary education. Employment is the sole 

mode of engagement in the community for about half of the out-of-school youth with LDs. A 

final finding showed that up to two years after high school, about three-quarters of youth with 

LDs still were living with their parent, which was a rate similar to that of the youth without LDs.  

Reading Skills for Older Students 

Reading problems included difficulties not only in decoding but also in learning to 

comprehend. The National Reading Panel (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 

2000) identified five areas required for reading instruction and in the development of literacy 

skills. They include phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. 
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According to Rupley, Blair, and Nichols (2009), older students who struggle with reading can 

benefit if the direct/explicit model of instruction is used. This model of instruction includes 

phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. These are the same 

areas that are also used to help younger children. However, with older struggling students, the 

instruction is adjusted for age and experiences. Areas that are essential to developing students’ 

reading comprehension include appropriate instructions in vocabulary, text comprehension, and 

comprehension strategies.  

Kamil (2000) conducted a series of research syntheses that summarized research-based 

methods for reading instructions for students in elementary, middle, and high school. According 

to Kamil, although there is general agreement that more research is needed, a great deal is 

already known about reading comprehension and effective teaching methods that can greatly 

improve reading outcomes for all students. Kamil offered recommendations on effective literacy 

instructions for students in Grade 4 and beyond. He asserted that different instructional practices 

must be used for struggling middle school readers. That is, the kind of instruction, practices, 

materials, and other considerations that are needed to reach struggling middle school students 

differs from that needed to reach struggling readers in the primary grades and high school grades. 

Further, a practice guide addressed evidence-based literacy practice for students in upper 

elementary and secondary grades (Kamil et al., 2008) and offered the following 

recommendations: (a) provide explicit vocabulary instruction; (b) provide direct and explicit 

comprehension strategy instruction; (c) provide opportunities for extended discussion of text 

meaning and interpretation; (d) increase student motivation and engagement in literacy learning; 

and (e) make available intensive and individualized interventions for struggling readers that can 

be provided by trained specialists.  
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As students’ progress in school, the importance of specific reading skills becomes evident 

in the makeup of large-scale assessment measures. The 2017 NAEP reading assessment 

measured students’ reading comprehension and their ability to apply vocabulary knowledge to 

assist them in comprehending what they read. The information NAEP provides about students’ 

reading comprehension and reading achievements helps educators, policy makers, and the public 

understand weaknesses and strengths in students’ performances and also assist them in making 

informed decisions about education (NAEP 2017 Reading Framework). Similarly, in most state 

level reading assessments, such as the STAAR, students are expected to demonstrate an ability to 

understand vocabulary development using context, roots, and affixes when reading a variety of 

written texts. Additionally, they are expected to demonstrate reading comprehension skills across 

several reading genres (e.g., STAAR Grade 8 Reading Assessment [Texas Education Agency 

(TEA), Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills, 2017]). 

Reading Intervention in Middle School 

 The provision of strategic and targeted intervention in reading programs represents an 

important element for improving the reading achievement of adolescent students with reading 

disabilities and ultimately reducing the associated long-term consequences. During their earlier 

years many older struggling readers may not have been taught or were insufficiently taught basic 

reading components and skills. However, middle school students with LDs who struggle with 

reading, can benefit from reading interventions to improve their reading outcomes. For middle 

school students with reading disabilities, it is recommended that reading interventions include 

five essential components: (a) word study, (b) fluency, (c) vocabulary, (d) comprehension, and 

(e) motivation (Roberts, Torgesen, Boardman, & Sammacca, 2008).    
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  Several meta-analytic studies and research syntheses conducted over the past decade  

specifically examined the impact of reading interventions for older students, including those in 

the middle grades (e.g., Edmonds et al., 2009; Flynn, Zheng & Swanson, 2012; Scammacca et 

al., 2007; Solis et al., 2012).  The critical reading skills for older struggling readers that were 

addressed, included word study, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. In general, despite a 

limited number of studies, the findings seem to support enhanced reading outcomes for middle 

school students with LDs and/or reading problems when provided a specific reading 

intervention. A more detailed examination of the meta-analytic studies will be addressed in 

Chapter 2.  

Intervention Programs 

There is a variety of reading intervention programs that have been designed to address the 

needs of adolescent struggling readers (see What Works Clearinghouse [WWW], 2018). In the 

following sections, two specific programs, Achieve3000 (Red Bank, NJ) and LANGUAGE! Live 

(Cambium Learning Group, Dallas, TX) are discussed.  

Achieve3000. Achieve3000 is a supplemental online literacy program focused on 

vocabulary, comprehension, fluency, and writing for students in Grades 5 through 12. The 

program provides practice reading nonfiction text and includes extension activities designed to 

address vocabulary, reading comprehension, and written output. The goal of the program is to 

supply students with independent practice reading twice per week at their appropriate reading 

level.  Achieve3000 is designed to be a supplemental practice to accompany an existing core 

reading program. The goal is to provide differentiated reading to all students in the program. 

Achieve3000 is unique in that the teacher doesn’t provide the differentiation, but rather the 

software program is designed to use previous student performance to select the appropriate 
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reading level for each student. As a result, the vocabulary and comprehension questions for each 

student are differentiated by reading level. All the students in a class are reading the same text 

contents, so each student can fully participate in classroom discussion. Each reading is followed 

by multiple-choice questions arranged to assess comprehension, vocabulary knowledge, and 

higher-order thinking skills. The content-specific questions range in type from knowledge to 

evaluation (WWW, 2018).  

The What Works Clearinghouse (WWC) review of Achieve3000 for the adolescent 

literacy includes outcomes in four domains: comprehension, general literacy achievement, 

reading fluency, and alphabetics. The WWC examined three studies of Achieve3000 that fall 

within the scope of adolescent literacy topic area and meet WWC group design standards. These 

studies included students in Grades 2 through 8. Two of the studies that met WWC group design 

with reservations reported findings in both the comprehension and the general literacy 

achievement domains. No studies met the WWC group design standards in the other two 

domains, which include reading fluency and alphabetics. So WWC does not report on the 

effectiveness of Achieve3000 for those two domains. According to the WWC review, the extent 

of achievement outcomes of adolescent readers was medium to large for two student outcome 

domain--comprehension and general literacy achievement. Thus, Achieve3000 has potential 

positive effects on comprehension and general literacy achievement for adolescent readers. 

LANGUAGE! Live. LANGUAGE! Live is a comprehensive reading intervention 

program that combines teacher-directed learning with personalized, adaptive instruction in an on-

line social environment. The curriculum was developed to reach students with reading deficits in 

Grades 5 through 12 who are reading two or more years below grade level. The program was 

designed to meet the expectations of the Common Core State Standards. The LANGUAGE! Live 
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instruction program comprises two primary components: student-centered online foundational 

skills and teacher-led small-and large-group literacy instruction.  

The student-directed technology component specifically focuses on building foundational 

skills such as phonological awareness, phonics, spelling, word use, sentence structure, and 

fluency through word training lessons. The program includes a social media element for peer-to-

peer learning, student-centric gaming, customized learning paths, and multimedia age 

appropriate tools. The teacher-led small-and large-group instruction supports students in meeting 

grade-level expectations through the text training lessons. This component places sharp focus on 

oral comprehension, grammar, usage, sentence structure, fluency, close reading of informational 

and literary texts, vocabulary, and writing. The teacher helps students achieve their academic 

goals through targeted intervention and advanced literacy skills (Voyager Learning, 2013). By 

early 2020, the WWC website had not posted a review of the LANGUAGE! Live reading 

intervention program.  

Limitations of Current Research 

Much of the research on reading interventions and strategies for struggling readers has 

been conducted with elementary school-age students. According to Flynn et al. (2012), the 

available effective research-based interventions for older students are scant. This absence of 

evidence has led educators to rely on the use of research-based reading interventions known only 

to be effective for elementary school-age students. This may pose particular problems as the 

academic demands for older students are much more complex and challenging than those for 

elementary students.  

It is important for schools to examine the effectiveness of their current reading 

intervention programs and to adjust them accordingly. Schools are required by federal law to 
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implement effective interventions, to ensure that struggling students meet essential learning 

standards set forth by the school district and the state. Additionally, schools that provide 

improved instruction also provide improved lifelong opportunities for their students. Therefore, 

it is incumbent upon schools to examine and discern the strengths and weaknesses of their 

current reading intervention programs.  

National Context 

The independent research presented in this dissertation has a foundational base in the 

Every Student Succeeds Act (U.S. Department of Education, 2018) and the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education Improvement Act (IDEA, 2004). ESSA enacted in 2015 reauthorized the 

50-year-old Elementary and Secondary Education Act. The previous version of the law, the No 

Child Left Behind Act, was enacted in 2002. However, over time it became clear that the act 

needed to be revised; Congress responded by creating ESSA. Under the new law, the goal is to 

expand educational opportunities further and improve student outcomes. Selected highlights of 

ESSA include (a) requirements that all students be taught at high academic standards that will 

prepare them to succeed in college and careers; (b) support for evidence-based interventions; and 

(c) requirements for accountability and action to effect positive change in the lowest-performing 

schools, where groups of students are not making progress, and where graduation rates are low 

over extended periods of time (U.S. Department of Education, 2018).  

 ESSA also has the potential to have a significant impact on students with disabilities. 

First, under ESSA, states must develop accountability plans for low-performing districts and 

schools or students, including students with disabilities, who are not progressing on annual 

statewide assessments. Second, the law also requires states to develop programs and activities 

that improve the way educators identify and meet the needs of students with disabilities.  
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 The Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA) is a four-part federal law that 

ensures all students with disabilities are provided a free appropriate public education to meet 

their unique needs and prepare them for further education, employment, and independent living. 

The primary goals of IDEA are two-fold. First, IDEA seeks to create an educational plan that 

allows students with disabilities to be involved and progress in the general school curriculum. 

Second, IDEA seeks to provide specialized instruction to meet the unique needs of students with 

disabilities. IDEA has a significant impact on students with disabilities. It provides students with 

disabilities an opportunity for education equal to that of those students who do not have a 

disability.  

 Clearly, there is a commitment to meeting the challenges of improving early intervention, 

educational performance, and functional outcomes of students with LDs. This is reflected in the 

Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA, 2004) wherein Congress requires that the 

Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services report annually on the progress made 

toward implementing the act. The 2017 Annual Report to Congress on the Individuals with 

Disabilities Education reflects a history of persistent commitment and efforts to meet the 

challenges and expand educational opportunities for children with disabilities (U.S. Department 

of Education, 2017). 

  One way in which the impact of federal statues and laws are evaluated is via large-scale 

measures of student achievement. The NAEP reading assessment is given every two years to 

students in Grades 4 and Grades 8. The NAEP program endeavors to assess all students, and 

although participation of students with disabilities is not mandated, jurisdictions are encouraged 

to have them participate in the NAEP assessment. The NAEP reading assessment is especially 
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important because it provides a measuring stick for assessing reading progress of students with 

disabilities.  

State/Local Context 

 The research presented here was conducted in the context of increasing standards and 

accountability in Texas. As such, it has a foundational base in the STAAR, Texas House Bill 

(HB5), Texas State Literacy Plan, and the Texas College and Career Readiness Initiative.  

 The STAAR is a state-mandated standardized test used in Texas public primary and 

secondary schools to assess a student’s achievement and knowledge in the grade level, as defined 

in the state mandated curriculum standards, the Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS). 

If a public school is to receive funds in Texas, it must give this test and students are not allowed 

to opt out. The Student Success Initiative grade advancement requirements apply to Grades 5 and 

8 students who take the STAAR Reading and Mathematics tests. Students advance to the next 

grade level only by passing these tests or by a committee’s decision (Texas Education Agency 

[TEA] Student Testing & Accountability, 2018). Thus, it is essential that reading intervention 

programs provide instructions that will lead to improved reading outcomes for students who 

struggle with reading.  

 The STAAR reading assessment section is designed to measure the extent to which 

students have learned and are able to apply knowledge and skills as outlined in the TEKS. To 

perform well on the STAAR reading examination, middle school students are taught to read, 

comprehend, and process materials from a wide range of texts. On the STAAR reading 

assessment, middle school students are required to demonstrate that they have acquired the 

knowledge and skills as outlined in TEKS. The reading skills that are addressed by TEKS for 
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middle schools are fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension (TEA, Texas Essential Knowledge 

and Skills, 2017). 

House Bill 5 (HB5) passed by the Texas Legislature, made substantial changes to the 

state’s curriculum and graduation requirements assessment programs, and accountability system. 

The provisions of HB5 affecting middle school students are outlined in four items. First, it 

addresses grade level STAAR tests and requirements for Grades 6 through 8, which include 

reading, math, science, and social studies. Second, looking ahead to high school, the state 

requires middle school students to review their graduation options with a teacher or school 

counselor. Third, Grade 8 students must pass STAAR Reading and Math examinations to be 

promoted to the next grade level. Fourth, students who are not demonstrating academic success 

will be required to develop Personal Graduation Plans before entering high school.  

 For middle school students with LD, HB5 provides a focused and successful high school 

path to future success in higher education, workforce training, and career. Revised state 

requirements, along with a broad choice of career pathways, help students work with parents and 

educators to map their coursework to align with their aptitudes and interests. As required by 

HB5, planning a personal high school graduation plan that leads to an endorsement helps to 

make education relevant to middle school students with disabilities (Houston Independent 

School District, 2018).  

 Texas has implemented the Texas State Literacy Plan (TSLP) with the goal of ensuring 

that by high school graduation every Texas child is prepared strategically for the literacy 

demands of college and career. To achieve this goal, the plan centers on the integration and 

alignment of early language and preliteracy skills for children from birth to school entry and on 

reading and writing instruction for students in kindergarten through Grades 12. The TSLP 
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outlines practices and systems in schools, home, and early childhood education settings that 

support successful literacy development and college and career reading. The plan can be used to 

effectively advance reading outcomes for students with LDs (Texas State Literacy Plan, 2015). 

 The Texas Education Agency, the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, and the 

Texas Workforce Commission are working together to boost college and career readiness for at-

risk students, students with barriers to college access, and students identified as those least likely 

to attend college. Students with LDs who struggle with reading can benefit from this initiative. 

An outgrowth of the initiative is the Texas College and Career Readiness School Models 

(CCRSM). These are secondary school models that blend high school coursework with college 

classwork to help students develop technical skills, earn college credit, and pursue in-demand 

career paths. The network of CCRSM includes Early College High Schools; Texas Science, 

Technology, Engineering, and Math, academies; Industry Cluster Innovative Academics; and 

Pathways in Technology Early College High Schools. Early College High Schools are innovative 

high schools that allow students least likely to attend college an opportunity to earn a high school 

diploma and 60 college credit hours. Texas Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics 

academies are rigorous secondary schools focusing on improving instruction and academic 

performance in science, technology, engineering and mathematics-related subjects and 

increasing the number of students who study and enter careers in these fields. Industry Cluster 

Innovative Academies are open-enrollment secondary schools that offer career pathways based 

on high-demand local workforce need and focus on graduating students with industry 

certifications and 60 hours of college and or an associate’s degree by graduation from high 

school. Pathways in Technology Early College High Schools are part of an open-enrollment 

program that provides students with work-based education (Texas Education Agency [TEA], 
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College and Career Readiness, 2018). To take advantage of these postsecondary opportunities, 

students with LDs who struggle with reading would benefit if they were engaged in research-

based reading intervention programs.  

Middle school students with LDs at the local public school in this study are part of 

comprehensive reading interventions administered through the general education curriculum in 

the least restrictive environment. Tier 2 supplemental interventions and Tier 3 individualized 

interventions provide added support and are delivered in the same manner. During the past 

several years, the school has utilized only two reading interventions: Achieve3000 and 

LANGUAGE! Live.  

The reading achievement trends at this local public school parallel the national reading 

achievement trends. That is, reading achievement scores for middle school students with LD are 

lower than the scores of middle school students without LDs. The 2016 findings reported from 

the STAAR reading assessment reveals that Grade 8 students with disabilities at the local public 

school in this study lag behind their nondisabled peers. In 2016, 55% of Grade 8 students with 

disabilities had scores below satisfactory standards on the STAAR reading assessment whereas 

only 13% of their nondisabled peers did (TEA, Reports & Data, 2016, 2017). 

Purpose of the study 

 The purpose of the present study was to examine the analysis of two different reading 

intervention programs that have been utilized with students with LDs at the local public school in 

this study. Specifically, the goal is to evaluate the impact of the Achieve3000 and LANGUAGE! 

Live programs on the reading outcomes of middle school students with LDs. Furthermore, the 

intent was to examine STAAR reading assessment performance of students who have undergone 

reading training via one of these instructional programs.  



14 
 

 
 

Need for the Study 

 A selected reading intervention program may or may not produce desired reading 

outcomes. Thus, it is important that teachers and educational decision makers know which 

reading intervention programs are the most beneficial for improving reading outcomes of 

struggling middle school readers with LDs. The goal is to provide reliable information to assist 

teachers and administrators in making justifiable and sound decisions about reading intervention 

programs. Ultimately, the aim is to have a reading intervention program that significantly 

enhances and improves reading outcomes for middle school students with LDs.  

Research Questions 

1. Was performance on STAAR significantly improved from Grade 6 to Grade 7 and 

Grade 7 to Grade 8 for LD students enrolled in Achieve3000 and LANGUAGE! Live 

at a local public school? 

2. To what extent is Achieve3000 or LANGUAGE! Live the more effective reading 

intervention program for middle school students with LDs at a local public school as 

measured by STAAR reading assessment in Grades 6 to 8? 

3. Do gender or race/ethnicity influence reading achievement outcomes for students 

provided the Achieve3000 and LANGUAGE! Live reading programs at a local public 

school? 
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Chapter II 

Literature Review 

Summary of Key Issues  

The data presented in Chapter 1 support findings that middle school students with LDs 

face many academic and social challenges that can have implications throughout their lives. 

Clearly, reading achievement scores for middle school students with LDs are markedly lower 

than the scores of middle school students without LDs. Even more alarming, findings revealed 

the reading achievement gap has been a continuing challenge for more than 35 years (Hock et al., 

2017). Further, due to the inadequate reading skills of middle school students with LDs, the kind 

of instructions, practices, materials, and other considerations needed to reach struggling readers, 

differs from those that are needed to reach struggling readers in the primary grades (Kamil et al., 

2008). 

To meet national, state, and district mandates, schools must address inadequate reading 

skills of middle school students with LDs and implement effective reading intervention programs 

that will significantly reduce gaps in reading achievement. Federal mandates include ESSA, 

which requires that all students be taught to high academic standards and IDEA, which dictates 

that specialized instruction be provided to meet the unique needs of students with disabilities. In 

Texas, one of the many mandates is manifested in the STAAR test which measures students’ 

achievements with respect to the state-mandated curriculum. Locally, Houston Independent 

School District supports national and state mandates through several initiatives. One of these 

initiatives is the HISD Plan Your Path. Included is a sound 4-year individualized achievement 

plan for middle school students entering high school. 
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National Reading Performance 

NAEP often called the Nation’s Report Card, is a mandated congressional project. 

Continuing academic assessments (usually every 2 years) are provided in various subject areas, 

including reading. The assessments are administered to U.S. students, including students with 

LD, who are in Grades 4, 8, and 12.  

The reading performance of U.S. eighth grade students without LDs as reported in NAEP 

(NCES, 2017) has been generally steady from 2011 to 2017. In 2011, the percentage of students 

who achieved proficiency improved from 33% to 34%. In 2013, the percentage for this group 

improved from 34% to 38%; while in 2015 the percentage of students who achieved proficiency 

decreased from 38% to 36%. During the assessment period in 2017, the percentage of 

proficiency for this same group increased from 36% to 38%. Similarly, during the same period, 

reading performance data for U.S. eighth grade students with LDs showed no significant 

improvement. Compared with scores in prior years, reading performance remained unchanged.  

  In 2011, 64% of U.S. eighth grade students with LDs read below the basic level on the 

NAEP reading assessment, whereas 21% of their peers without LDs did. Further, only 7% of 

eighth graders with LD read at the proficient level, whereas 34% of their nondisabled peers did. 

In 2013, 62% of eighth grade students with LDs read below the basic level on the NAEP reading 

assessment, compared to 19% of their peers without LDs. Eight percent of students in Grade 8 

with LDs read at the proficiency level, compared with 38% of nondisabled peers. Similarly, in 

2015 64% of eighth grade students with LDs read below the base level on the NAEP reading 

assessment, compared with 20% of their peers without LDs. Once again, just 8% of eighth 

graders with LDs read at the proficient level compared with 36% of their nondisabled peers. 

Last, in 2017 62% of Grade 8 students with LDs read below the base level on NAEP reading 
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assessment, compared with 19% of their peers without LDs. Just 9% of eighth grade students 

with LD read at the proficient level as compared with 38% of their nondisabled peers (NCES, 

2017).  

Overall, findings demonstrate that eighth grade students with LDs continue to do poorly 

in reading and that the reading achievement gap between the performance of those with LDs and 

that of  nondisabled peers remains unchanged. This is not only true for the last decade but is 

further demonstrated through a review of earlier school years. In 1998, 69% of eighth grade 

students with LDs read below the base level on the NAEP reading assessment compared with 

25% of their peers without LDs. In 2002, 65% of eighth grade students with LDs read below the 

base level on the NAEP reading assessment compared with 23% of their nondisabled peers 

(NCES, 2017). 

State-Level Reading Performance  

The STAAR is a state-mandated standardized test used in Texas public and secondary 

schools to assess students’ achievement and knowledge in specified grade levels as outlined by 

the TEKS (Texas Education Agency, 2018). Similar to national reading trends, the reading 

performance of Texas eighth grade students with LDs are also very discouraging with continued 

poor performance. The findings reported for STAAR for the 2017-2018 school year show that 

only 49% of Texas eighth grade students with LDs met reading level standards, compared with 

86% of eighth grade students without LDs. Within Texas school districts, these same reading 

trends and reading disparities exist. For example, in 2017-2018, only 46% of Houston 

Independent School District’s eighth grade students with LDs met reading grade level standards, 

compared to 81% of their nondisabled peers. In contrast, in the local public school in this 
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research, STAAR reading achievement for the school’s eighth grade students with LDs are very 

encouraging.  

During school year 2017-2018, 70% of Grade 8 students with LDs met reading grade 

level standards, and 93% of their non-disabled peers did. The local public school in this research 

made significant strides in closing the reading gap. However, the reading achievement scores for 

eighth grade students with LDs continue to be considerably lower than the scores of those 

students without LDs.    

Critical Skills/Components of Reading for Students with Learning Disabilities 

A review of the literature reveals that few studies have been conducted regarding the 

common reading skill profile of struggling middle school students with LDs. Findings from these 

studies provide for expanding the understanding of the unique needs of middle school students 

with LD, designing and tailoring reading intervention programs to meet their unique needs, 

enhancing reading outcomes of middle school students with LDs and closing the reading 

achievement gap between middle school students with LDs and those without LDs.  

In response to the need for additional research on reading comprehension and adolescent 

struggling readers, Hock et al. (2009) conducted a study to examine the component reading skills 

of Adolescent Struggling Readers (ASRs) in urban middle and high schools. The study included 

345 adolescent readers recruited during the end of their eighth-grade year or the beginning of 

their ninth-grade year. The sample consisted of 202 struggling readers defined as those who 

scored at or below the 40th percentile (mean standard score .96), and 143 proficient readers. In 

the sample 34 students with LDs were included: 29 were in the ARSs group, and 5 were in the 

proficient readers group. The goal was to compare the word-level performance-and reading 

comprehension skills of adolescent readers categorized as struggling or proficient readers, 
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including those with LDs. Participants in the study were assessed on 11 reading measures that 

were distributed under the four reading components of word level, fluency, vocabulary, and 

comprehension.  

Findings indicated that 61% of the ASRs had significant deficits in all of the assessed 

reading components, and scores were also significantly below the reading scores for the 

proficient reader. Such differences were 20 to 25 or more standard score units across measures.  

The areas of greatest deficit for ASRs were reading fluency followed by comprehension. 

However, some also demonstrated significant deficits in word-level knowledge.  

Compared with participants in the ASRs group, most participants in the proficient readers 

group, including students with LDs scored high on all reading measures. However, this pattern 

was not displayed with the ASRs group. Students with LDs in this group had scores significantly 

below the score of the ASR group as a whole.  

Across all of the reading component areas, the low-skill profile of students with LDs was 

similar. However, the greatest deficits for students with LDs were in the reading measures of 

word level and reading fluency. Given the profile of ASRs, and especially that of students with 

LDs, the authors concluded that an acute need exists to develop and implement an array 

instructions/interventions in all reading components (word-level, fluency, vocabulary, and 

comprehension) that addresses the individual needs of these students (Hock et al., 2009). 

 Similarly, the goal of the Brasseur-Hock et al. (2011) study was to identify unique 

clusters of ASRs and examine the reading skill profiles presented in each cluster of ASRs 

attending urban schools. The authors hypothesized that a large group of ASRs who leave the 

elementary grades with reading deficits has acquired some reading skills. However, if not 

detected and corrected, those limited reading skills will lead to continued reading difficulties.  
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Participants in the study consisted of 319 adolescent who were attending four urban 

schools and were identified either as ASR or proficient readers. They were selected during the 

end of their eighth-grade year and assessed at the beginning of their ninth-grade year.  The 

average age of the participants was 14.9 years. The researchers focused their attention on the 

reading skill profile of ASRs that included reading comprehension, word reading accuracy, 

reading fluency, vocabulary, and language comprehension. They used a latent class analysis to 

identify a subgroup of ASRs who were below average in reading comprehension. Findings from 

their analysis revealed the presence of heterogeneity in strengths and weaknesses, both in the 

reading comprehension levels of all ASRs and in the component skills profiles of ASRs. The 

researchers also found that there were unique subgroups of ASRs with specific instructional 

needs. Their findings showed that some struggling readers scored low on every component, 

including comprehension, while others scored low on every component except word-level 

reading. Meanwhile, for others, their lowest performance was not in reading comprehension but 

reading fluency. These findings affirm that ASRs are not simply better or worse on all skills 

(Brasseur-Hock et al., 2011). 

 Similar to Brasseur-Hock et al. (2011) authors Faggella-Luby and Deshler (2008) also 

noted that very little research has examined reading comprehension in adolescent students with 

LDs. They highlighted components of a framework recommended for reading comprehension 

instruction meant to improve reading outcomes for adolescents with LDs. The authors’ 

framework was based on a review of six syntheses/meta-analyses targeting adolescent students 

with LDs. Faggella-Luby and Deshler’s focus was highlighting and summarizing findings 

regarding what is known about reading comprehension of adolescent students with LDs and 

presenting recommended reading instructional practices necessary to improve students’ reading 
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outcomes. The recommended reading comprehension instructional emphasis includes (a) 

knowledge of narrative and expository text structures, (b) domain or prior knowledge instruction, 

(c) vocabulary/depth of word meaning, (d) increased motivation/engagement, and (e) cognitive 

strategies. Several limitations that were recognized in the evidence-based findings (as they relate 

to what we need to learn)  and recommendations for future research and development included 

(a) using theory to inform research and practices, (b) studying the role of dosage as an 

independent variable, (c) studying tiered models of instruction applicable for use in secondary 

settings, and (d) studying factors that can enhance broad-scale adoption of reading 

comprehension interventions (Faggella-Luby & Deshler, 2008).  

It has been articulated that during the primary grades, a main focus is learning to read. 

Thereafter, during the elementary and middle school grades, the emphasis is on reading 

comprehension in curricula, instruction, and assessments, with less instruction in word 

recognition and spelling skills. For various reasons, poor performance of students in reading 

comprehension may not be first recognized until fourth grade or beyond, and such is the first 

indication of late-identified reading disabilities.  

  Leach, Scarborough, and Rescorla (2003) conducted a study about the nature of reading 

disabilities that emerge after the primary grades. The goal of the researchers was to examine the 

cognitive and achievement profile of disabled students with reading deficits that were detected 

late (LDDs) and to compare it with that of those whose reading deficits were detected early 

(EDDs). The researchers compared three groups of fourth and fifth graders that totaled 161 

students. In their study, the researchers compared literacy, language, and cognitive skills of 35 

students with early EDDs (first seen before third grade), 31 students with LDDs (first seen after 

third grade), and 95 students with normal scores in reading achievement.  
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The findings revealed word-level processing deficits in 64% of those with LDDs, which 

supported the researchers’ notion that word recognition, decoding, and spelling continue to pose 

challenges to progress in reading achievement beyond the primary grades. Two-thirds of the   

readers with LDD had comprehension deficits. The LDDs deficits were not homogenous. Some 

of the students were weak in both word-level processing, and comprehension. Other students 

were weak in one component of reading, but not weak in another. In a retrospective examination, 

reading disabilities of third graders appeared not only to have been identified late, but also to 

have emerged late. In this study, the researchers advocate for early identification and prevention 

of reading problems (Leach, et al., 2003). 

The information acquired from the study was needed not only to add to the knowledge 

about the component reading skills of ASRs, but also to inform and guide the development of 

programs and interventions that responds to the unique needs of ASRs in urban middle and high 

schools. Additionally, findings from this study have significant implications for educators in the 

way they assess, identify, and implement instructions/interventions for older students with 

learning difficulties, especially those beyond the primary grades. Early awareness and adequate 

response can also provide opportunities for enhancing reading achievement outcomes and for 

closing the reading achievement gap. Further, based on a student’s individual reading skills and 

profile, educators can effectively address individual reading needs of students who struggle with 

continued reading deficits.  

The Impact of Reading Intervention for Middle School Students with Learning Disabilities  

 Over the past decade, researchers have conducted several meta-analyses and research 

syntheses that examined the impact of reading interventions for older students, including middle 

school students with LDs. Edmonds et al. (2009) conducted a synthesis of intervention studies, 
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published between 1994 and 2004 that included older students (Grade 6-12) with reading 

deficits. Of 29 studies identified, 13 were selected and included in the synthesis. The researchers 

addressed decoding, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension outcomes from these studies. 

Findings from the synthesis indicated that when students with LDs are provided with targeted 

reading interventions that address multiple components of reading, they can improve their 

comprehension and reading outcomes. The studies examined yielded effect size (ES) of 0.89 for 

the weighted average of the difference in comprehension outcomes between the treatment and 

the comparison groups. Word-level interventions were associated with ES of 0.34 in 

comprehension outcomes between the treatment group and the comparison group (Edmond et al., 

2009)  

Examining the literature between 1979 and 2009, Solis et al. (2012) also conducted a 

synthesis of intervention studies that included older students (Grade 6-8) with LDs. Twelve 

studies were selected that utilized treatment and comparison group design and two were selected 

with only single-participants. All studies examined reading comprehension interventions for 

middle school students with LDs. Treatment conditions included strategy instruction, 

mnemonics, mapping, reviewing, questioning, and self-monitoring procedures. The synthesis 

organized the treatment conditions into the following divisions: summarization/main idea, 

summarization/ main idea with self-monitoring strategies, multiple strategy interventions, and 

multiple strategy interventions, and other treatments. Findings revealed that students in the 

treatment condition who were taught summarization/main idea strategy outperformed students in 

the control condition (ES=1.77) as did students in the summarization with self-monitoring 

condition (ES=1.87). Students in the multiple-strategy intervention focused on the ability to 

write main ideas and to ask questions about passages (main idea: ES=0.84; questions: ES=1.19). 
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Effect sizes for both measures favored the treatment condition. Students in the other treatment 

condition focused on a researcher-developed measure of explicit and implicit items (ES=1.57). 

The findings from this synthesis support the use of summarization/main idea, summarization 

with self-monitoring, multiple-strategy interventions, and other treatments such as explicit 

instruction (Solis, et al., 2012). 

 Scammacca et al. (2007) conducted a meta-analysis of reading interventions that included 

English-speaking struggling readers in Grades 4 through 12. All selected studies had been 

published between 1980 and 2006 and consisted of an intervention that focused on word study, 

vocabulary, fluency, reading comprehension strategies, or multiple components of reading 

instruction. The meta-analysis consisted of 31 studies with a total 1,306 participants (sample size   

range, from 13-115).  

 In addition to summarizing the research findings of recent research on reading instruction 

for struggling adolescent readers, the report synthesizes findings to determine the effectiveness 

of interventions for older struggling readers. The overall estimate of the effect size across all 31 

studies was 0.95. The treatment group in these 31 studies significantly outscored the comparison 

group. Further, the meta-analysis outlined nine major implications for practice were: (a) older 

students with reading difficulties benefit from improved knowledge of word meanings and 

concepts; (b) word-study interventions are appropriate for older students struggling at the word 

level; (c) adolescence is not too late to intervene; (d) older students with LDs benefit from 

reading intervention when it is appropriately focused; (e) older students with reading difficulties 

benefit from interventions focused at both the word and the text level; (f) to learn more about 

instructional conditions that could close the reading gap for struggling readers, individuals will 

need studies that provide instruction over longer periods of time and assess outcomes with 
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measures more like those school use to monitor reading progress of all students; (g) teachers can 

provide interventions that are associated with positive effects; (h) teaching comprehensive 

strategies to older students with reading difficulties is beneficial; and (i) word-study 

interventions are appropriate for older students struggling at the word level (Scammacca et al., 

2007).  

 Vaughn, Denton, and Fletcher (2010) focused on six factors that affect intervention 

intensity. These factors include varying group size, varying time for intervention, interventions 

providing more instructional sessions, providing extended daily intervention sessions, varying 

types of treatment, and individualizing and standardizing instructional approaches.  

 Findings from studies that examined the effect of varying group sizes in reading 

interventions revealed for lower grades that small group sizes produced more significant 

outcomes than larger group sizes. Limited information was available on the effects of group size, 

relating to reading outcomes of older students with reading disabilities. Finding from studies that 

examined the effect of varying time for reading interventions revealed no significant differences 

were found in student outcomes on any reading measures among groups that had received 

differing amounts of intervention on different schedules. Studies indicated that providing more 

instructional sessions than average prompted students with reading difficulties to show gains in 

reading outcomes. Few studies included older students. As a result, advantages of these methods 

in older students’ reading outcomes were not clear.  

 Studies of providing extended daily intervention sessions revealed that these studies were 

limited and did not provide convincing evidence that increasing the amount of daily treatment is 

associated with improved reading outcomes. However, there is convincing evidence that students 

with more seriously impaired reading deficits need significantly more time in reading 
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interventions to reach grade-level standards. Finally, reading interventions that provided 

individualized instruction did not produce statistically significantly different outcomes from 

those of standardized instruction.  

 Vaughn, Denton et al. (2010a) emphasized that effective reading interventions, especially 

for students at the greatest risk of reading failure, are implemented at a high level of intensity. 

They recommend that schools should consider placing students with the lowest overall initial 

reading scores in the most intensive reading intervention. Additionally, in the absence of more 

empirical evidence regarding older students with reading deficits, the researchers favor highly 

intense reading interventions. According to the researchers, intensive reading interventions offer 

educational leaders and practitioners an opportunity to affect the reading outcomes of older 

students with LDs. Additionally, it targets narrowing the reading gap of students with LDs and 

their nondisabled peers. 

 Vaughn, Cirino, et al. (2010b) conducted a year-long study to examine the effectiveness 

of a Tier 2 intervention developed and implemented by the researchers, for middle school 

students with reading difficulties. The intervention aimed to improve literacy outcomes in word 

recognition, vocabulary, fluency, and comprehension.  

 A total of 327 struggling sixth grade readers participated in the study. The struggling 

readers were placed either in an intervention provided by researchers (n=212) or typical 

instruction provided by the school (n=115). All students had scored below the proficiency level 

on the Texas Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (TAKS) test. Students in both the treatment 

group (Tier 2) and the comparison group benefited from their teachers’ participation in 

professional development designed by the research team. 
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 Findings revealed that struggling readers who received the intervention provided by the 

researchers scored significantly higher on measures of fluency, decoding, and comprehension 

than students who received the typical instruction provided by the school, but differences were 

considered small (d=0.16). The study has significant implications for enhancing reading 

achievement outcomes of struggling middle school readers and for closing the reading 

achievement gap. The large-scale group intervention model presented in the study provides a 

framework for researchers to explore more intensive interventions for students with severe 

reading difficulties. Development and implementation of a more effective group intervention 

could improve reading outcomes for students with severe reading difficulties. In situations where 

resources are limited, group interventions appear to offer and provide added support for students 

with severe reading difficulties.  

Vaughn et al. (2011) conducted a yearlong research study to examine the effects of 

individualized and standardized reading interventions on middle school students with reading 

disabilities. The study comprised 182 seventh-and eighth-grade students from six middle schools 

- located in two urban areas. These students, who previously did not respond adequately to a year 

of Tier 2 interventions, were placed in one of three groups: an individualized instruction group 

(n=71), a standardized instruction group (n=69) and a comparison group (n=42). Students in both 

treatment programs were assigned for 50 minutes a day to their reading groups during their 

elective periods for approximately 160 lessons for the entire school year.   

 Students’ individualized plans comprised instructional priorities based on the needs 

profiles of each student. Additionally, the plans included comprehension strategies, explicit word 

study, vocabulary work, and motivational components. The standardized instructional group 

plans focused on word attack, fluency, letter-word identification, spelling and decoding, and 
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comprehension. Students in the comparison group received no intervention. Findings for the 

word attack domain revealed an effect size of 0.14 for the individualized protocol and an effect 

size of 0.45 for the standardized intervention group. For the fluency domain, findings revealed an 

effect size of 0.26 for the individualized protocol and an effect size of 0.27 for the standardized 

intervention group. The letter-word identification domain revealed an effect size of 0.28 for the 

individualized protocol and an effect size of 0.45 for the standardized intervention group.  The 

spelling and decoding domain revealed an effect size of 0.31 for the individualized protocol and 

an effect size of 0.36 for the standardized intervention group. Lastly, the comprehension domain 

revealed an effect size of -0.52 for the individualized protocol and an effect size of 0.56 for the 

standardized intervention group.  

 Researchers found that students in both intervention groups outperformed students in the 

comparison group on decoding, fluency, and comprehension. Additionally, the findings 

presented evidence that intervention type did not moderate the pattern of effects. However, a 

very small advantage on word attack was shown by students in the standardized intervention 

group over students in the individualized intervention group (Vaughn et al., 2011). A major 

implication from this study is that both evidence-based standardized reading interventions and 

individualized reading interventions are effective in impacting reading outcomes of middle 

school students with reading disabilities, including those demonstrating limited response to 

previous intervention.  

 Denton, Wexler, Vaughn, and Bryan (2008) conducted a one-year examination of the 

effectiveness of a multicomponent reading intervention, implemented with Grades 6-8 students 

with severe reading deficits in an urban school district in the Southwest. All 38 students assigned 

to this study previously participated in other reading interventions, and during these several 
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years, their responses were minimal. Most were Spanish-speaking English language learners 

with severe reading disabilities who had demonstrated limited oral vocabulary in English. All 

were assigned to either the multicomponent reading intervention group (n=20) or the control 

group (n=18). Students in the treatment group received explicit small group interventions, 

consisting of instruction in phonics, reading fluency, vocabulary, and reading comprehension 

strategies, as well as English as a Second Language (ESL) practice. Students in the control group 

received the schools typical remedial reading instructions.  

 The researchers found that students in the multicomponent reading intervention group did 

not demonstrate significantly higher outcomes in fluency, word recognition, or reading 

comprehension than did students who received typical reading instruction. The researchers 

concluded that middle school students with severe reading deficits, and especially those who are 

Spanish-speaking English language learners, may require greater intensive reading interventions 

(Denton et al., 2008).  

 Although this study is quite significant for all school districts, its significance may be 

greater for school districts in Texas, considering Texas schools have a significant number of 

middle school students who are Spanish-speaking English language learners (ELL). According to 

TEA, for school years 2016-2017 and 2017-2018, 18% of Texas public school students were 

identified as ELL. 

 In addition to achieving state mandated grade-level reading competencies, students are 

also expected to master course content knowledge. In a recent one-year study conducted by 

Swanson et al. (2017), the researchers included the STAAR test as a key outcome in the study. 

The study was conducted to determine the effectiveness of a reading comprehension and content 

learning intervention on middle school students with reading disabilities. The reading 
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intervention was implemented by eighth-grade social studies teachers and included 78 eighth 

graders with reading deficits enrolled in a social studies class. The intervention treatment group 

was assigned 45 students, and the control group was assigned 33 students. All eighth graders in 

both the intervention treatment group and the comparison group received the same social studies 

instruction that conformed to state standards from the same social studies teacher. However, for 

the treatment group, the intervention teachers delivered a social studies instructional program 

that included reading comprehension components (essential words, critical reading, knowledge 

application, comprehension, and other reading-focused approaches to the content).  

 To measure students’ outcomes the researchers administered pretests and posttests to 

both groups. One test was an assessment of social studies knowledge, and the other test was an 

assessment of reading comprehension knowledge. Lastly, the STAAR was administered in April 

to both groups. The effect size for knowledge acquisition was 0.35, for content reading 

comprehension was 0.59, and for vocabulary was 0.65. 

 Thus, researchers found that students in the intervention treatment group scored 

significantly higher than students in the comparison group on measures of course (social studies) 

knowledge acquisition, vocabulary, and reading comprehension (Swanson et al., 2017). This 

study highlights challenges middle school students with reading difficulties encounter in general 

education content area classrooms. To improve reading outcomes, it is important that educators 

identify and implement evidence-based interventions that impact learning among students who 

bring to the classroom a wide variety of learning abilities.  

Achieve3000 and LANGUAGE! Live  

Achieve3000. The WWC has identified and reviewed three existing research studies, that 

relate to Achieve3000 (WWC, 2018). Achieve3000 is an intervention that provides an online 
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literacy program to support the identified needs of middle school students with LDs in the areas 

of phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, reading comprehension, vocabulary, and writing skills.  

  Borman, Parks, and Min (2015) conducted a one-year study to examine the impact of 

Achieve3000 on students’ English-language-Arts scores on the California Standards Test. 

Conducted during the 2011-2012 school year, this study included 9,555 students in Grades 4 

through 8 in California’s Chula Vista school district. The intervention group consisted of 1,957 

students and the comparison group consisted of 7,598 students. Effect sizes reported for the 

Achieve3000 program by grade level were: .10 in fourth grade, 0.01 in fifth grade, 0.02 in sixth 

grade, 0.40 in seventh grade, and 0.17 in eighth grade. Across grade levels, the effectiveness of 

the program varied. However, the largest effect sizes were found for the seventh and eighth 

grades.  Additionally, Borman and colleagues found an effect size of 0.04 for the general literacy 

achievement domain. However, across different reading domains, the researchers did not report 

findings. Also, beyond indicating that most intervention students completed an average of one to 

two Achieve3000 activities per week, the researchers did not provide further information on the 

dosage (intensity) of the intervention. The findings revealed that in most grade levels, students in 

the intervention group (Achieve3000) outperformed comparison group students on the English-

language-Arts section of the California Standard Test. Most notably, the findings indicated that 

the Achieve3000 program had a significant impact on improving the reading outcomes of middle 

school students (seventh and eighth graders specifically) with reading difficulties (Borman et al., 

2015).  

  Hill, Lenard, and Page (2016) conducted a two-year randomized controlled trial to 

examine the impact of Achieve3000 on reading outcomes of 22,583 students in Grades 2 through 

5 in 32 elementary schools in North Carolina. The study took place over school years 2013-2014 
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and 2014-2015. Based on schools’ Spring 2013 end-of-grade composite reading scores, the 

schools were matched and randomly assigned either to the reading intervention group 

(Achieve3000 group) or to the comparison group (control group).  

 The Achieve3000 group totaled 11,802 students, and the comparison group totaled 

10,781 students. Embedded in the intervention was an annual goal to complete 80 activities in 

Lexile – a reading improvement framework from MetaMetrics (Durham, NC).  The dosage 

included two 30- minute applications per week with a focus on nonfiction reading based on 

individual students’ Lexile reading gains. Applications also targeted critical literacy capacities. 

For students in Grades 2 through 5, the researchers used the Achieve3000 Level Set Lexile 

assessment. The outcome of this assessment was reviewed in the general reading domain. 

Results found an effect size of 0.09 in the general reading domain. The North Carolina End-of-

Grade assessment for students in Grades 4 and 5 was reviewed in the comprehension domain. 

Results found an effect size of 0.01 in the comprehension domain.  The findings revealed the 

average positive effect across the two years was neither statistically significant nor large enough 

to be substantively important (Hill et al., 2016).   

  Lastly, the only other research study of Achieve3000 to that WWC has reviewed is a one-

year study (2003-2004) conducted by Tracey and Young (2005). The study examined the impact 

of Achieve3000 on fifth-grade students from five schools in the Bayonne school district in New 

Jersey. The study comprised 156 students. Eighty students were placed in the intervention group 

(Achieve3000), and 76 students were placed in the comparison group (control group). Twice a 

week during the school year, the intervention was implemented in 40-minute sessions in the 

school’s computer lab. At year-end, the two groups were administered the Scholastic Reading 

Inventory Assessment. The outcome was reviewed in the comprehension domain. Findings 
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revealed an effect size of 0.29. Tracey and Young’s (2005) findings indicated statistically 

significant effects of Achieve3000 for students on the Scholastic Reading Inventory assessment 

(Tracey and Young, 2005).  

 However, after adjusting for clustering of students within classrooms, the WWC found 

that this effect, while not significant, was large enough to be considered substantively important, 

according to the criteria of WWC. The WWC characterizes this study’s finding as a 

substantively important positive effect (WWC, 2018).  

LANGUAGE! Live. LANGUAGE! Live is a comprehensive reading intervention 

program that combines teacher-directed learning with student-directed technology. The program 

addresses reading skills that include phonological awareness, spelling, word use, phonics, 

sentence structure, and fluency (Voyager Learning, 2013). A search to identify research studies 

on the effectiveness of LANGUAGE! Live did not produce positive results. Additionally, 

according to its website, the WWC has not examined the LANGUAGE! Live reading 

intervention program.  

Similar to LANGUAGE! Live, READ 180 is a reading intervention program designed for 

students with LD in Grades 4- through12. Just as LANGUAGE! Live provides blended teacher-

directed learning with student-directed technological learning, so does READ 180, which also 

has the same structure. Further similarities can be seen in whole-group instruction, small group 

instruction, individualized instruction, adaptive computer application, and independent reading. 

Other similarities are detectible in student assessment and teacher professional development. As 

a result of this study, findings show widespread similarities between several reading intervention 

programs. This is especially true as it relates to Achieve3000, LANGUAGE! Live, and Read 

180. In its’ examination of Achieve3000 and Read 180, the WWC reported positive reading 
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effects among students with LDs who participated in the two reading intervention programs. As 

of early 2020, the WWC website had not reported an examination of the LANGUAGE! Live 

program. However, considering the similarities of the three programs, it would not come as a 

surprise if WWC examined and reported positive reading effects for the LANGUAGE! Live 

reading intervention program. 

Swanlund et al. (2012) conducted a study on the effect on struggling readers fully 

implementing the READ 180 reading intervention in five schools in Milwaukee Public Schools. 

During the 2010 school years, students in Grades 6 through 10 were randomly assigned for 

participation in either the READ 180 program or to a comparison group. Students assigned to the 

READ 180 group received both their regular reading instruction and a 90-minute daily READ 

180 supplement. Students assigned to the comparison group received regular reading instruction 

plus an elective class or study hall. Year-end data from 335 students in the READ 180 group and 

284 students in the comparison group were analyzed. The findings reported from scores on the 

Measure of Academic Progress assessment revealed that the differences in the READ 180 group 

scores and the comparison group scores were positive and statistically significant. Students 

assigned to READ 180 scored approximately 1.8 points higher than did the comparison group. 

This represents an effect size of d=0.138. The WWC confirmed this and characterized the 

findings as having a statistically significant positive effect (Swanlund et al., 2012). 

Computer Aided Intervention Programs  

Computer-assisted instruction (CAI) is an ongoing practice for addressing and improving 

the reading comprehension skills and outcomes of students with LDs.  Hall, Hughes, and Filbert 

(2000) conducted a research synthesis to examine the impact of computer-assisted reading 

interventions on reading outcomes of students with LDs. The synthesis identified 17 studies that 
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met the selection criteria. Studies were categorized on the following two components: (a) type of 

CAI programming including--strategy instruction, drill and practice, or simulation,--and (b) type 

of reading intervention such as--fluency, phonological, vocabulary, reading comprehension, and 

higher-order thinking skills. A total of 569 students with LDs participated in the studies that were 

examined. The number of students in each study ranged from 2 to 93, and grade levels ranged 

from K to 12th grade. The findings revealed that most CAI programs in reading employ drill and 

practice, followed by strategy instruction, and then simulation. Overall, the authors note that 

students with LDs receiving CAI in reading increased performance in reading comprehension. 

Effect size was not reported (Hall et al., 2000). 

Stetter and Hughes (2010) conducted a literature review that synthesizes the effect of 

CAI to enhance the reading comprehension of students with LDs. The review covered from 1985 

to -2009 and focused on accessing the literature relating to using CAI to facilitate reading 

comprehension of students with LDs. The literature review included studies that centered on 

using computers, technology, and/or software designed primarily for instructional support to 

enhance reading comprehension of students with LDs. A total of 26 studies were identified that 

met the selection criteria.  

 First, the literature review examined studies that addressed whether there was a 

difference in the understanding by students with disabilities of text-presented on a computer and 

text that had been printed. Second, the literature review examined studies that addressed the use 

of digitized voices (synthesized speech) to aid reading development. A computer program with a 

digitalized voice can read words unknown or new to students with LDs to improve their 

comprehension. Third, the literature review examined studies that addressed the use of hypertext 

and hypermedia and how they benefit students with LDs. Hypertext allows more fluid movement 
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through links and between the text. It provides support to understanding vocabulary, background 

knowledge, study guides, and other instructional items. Hypermedia focuses on adding video or 

audio clips to provide support for reading comprehension. In several studies, hypermedia has 

been shown to provide significant support in enhancing students’ comprehension. Effect sizes 

were not noted in this study.  However, it was shown that CAI in reading comprehension has 

overall positive effects on students with LD (Stetter & Hughes, 2010). 

 Ozbek and Girli (2017) conducted a research study to determine the effectiveness of a 

tablet CAI program for improving reading fluency of students with LDs. Three students with 

LDs in Grades 3 and 4 participated in the study. A single-subject experimental model employed 

the use of a multiple baseline across participants design. In this model, baseline data are 

collected simultaneously from all subjects. When data are stable at the baseline, implementation 

of the independent variable is initiated with the first subject. In the meantime, baseline data 

continues to be collected from other subjects, it is implemented for the second subject. This is 

repeated for the third subject. The independent variables for this study included pre-listening, 

repeated reading, performance feedback and reward techniques using tablet computers. The 

dependent variables were words read correctly per minute and reading mistakes made per 

minute. There were 23 narrative passages that correlated with the grade level. The average of the 

baseline-level sessions for Participant 1 was 23 correct and 4 incorrect words per minute. The 

average for the last intervention session was 55 correct words per minute, advancing to 32 more 

correct words than at the baseline level. The average of the baseline level sessions for Participant 

2 was 41 correct and 1 incorrect word per minute. The average of the last intervention was 69 

correct words per minute, advancing to 28 more correct words per minute than at the baseline 

level. The average of baseline sessions for Participant 3 was 19 correct and 1 incorrect word per 
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minute. The average for the last intervention session was 45 correct words per minute, advancing 

to 26 more correct words per minute than at the baseline level. The findings show that the tablet 

CAI program improved the reading fluency of the students with LDs (Ozbek & Girli, 2017).  

 Higgins and Raskind (2004) conducted a study to assess the effectiveness of two 

computer programs designed to improve the reading and spelling of students with LDs. The one-

year study included 44 students with LDs, who were enrolled in 1st through 12th grade in 

California. Ages of the students who participated in the study ranged from 8 to-18 years. 

Students received each computer program for 17 weeks. 

 One of the two computer programs was a computer speech recognition-based program 

(SRBP). The second computer program, a computer and text-based Automaticity Program (AP), 

was an explicit instructional reading program. Group 1 (the treatment group) consisted of 28 

students with LDs, and Group 2 (the comparison group) consisted of 16 students with LDs. 

Group 1 participants had access to both computer programs. Group 2 participants had access to 

neither. At the end of the study, the data were collected and analyzed. For SRBP measures, the 

effect size for word recognition was 0.184; for spelling, 0.016; for comprehension, 0.172; for 

phonological elision, 0.248; and for sight word reading, 0.03. For AP measures, the effect size 

for word recognition was 0.101; for spelling, 0.086; for comprehension, 0.235; for phonological 

elision, 0.256; and for sight word reading 0.179. Students in the computer SRBP group and the 

explicit instructional reading program group showed significant gains over the comparison group 

(Higgins & Raskind, 2004).  

 Achieve3000 and LANGUAGE! Live are comprehensive reading intervention program 

that combine teacher-directed learning with online literacy programs. The Achieve3000 studies 

reviewed by WWC revealed that the outcome measures for general literacy achievement that 
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focused on building phonemic awareness, phonics, fluency, reading comprehension, and 

vocabulary were effective in improving the reading outcomes of students with LDs. These 

findings confirmed that CAI, when combined with effective teaching strategies, can enhance 

learning outcomes of students with LD. As previously indicated, according to its’ website in 

early 2020 WWC had not reported an examination of the LANGUAGE! Live reading 

intervention program. 

Issues that Impact Implementation of Intervention Programs 

Fidelity. Implementation fidelity is the degree to which an intervention is executed as 

intended and is critical to successful translation of evidence-based interventions in practice. Only 

by understanding and measuring whether an intervention has been implemented with fidelity can 

practitioners and researchers gain a better understanding of how and why an intervention works, 

or does not work, and the extent to which outcomes can be improved. Diminished fidelity can 

help explain why interventions that work well in highly controlled trials may fail to yield the 

same outcomes when applied in classrooms. Several barriers to maintaining implementation 

fidelity have been identified (Breitenstein et al., 2010). These included individual variations in 

practitioner adherence and competence limited resources for supporting the intervention at the 

site level, local adaptations of interventions, lack of available training and technical support, and 

competing demands for the practitioners’ time and loss of commitment or effectiveness as a 

consequence. Lack of implementation fidelity can weaken outcomes, leading to faulty 

conclusions about intervention effectiveness. Current efforts to measure fidelity have relied on 

audio recorded, self-report observational data. Researchers choosing a data collection method for 

implementation of fidelity measurement should consider several factors including cost, 



39 
 

 
 

reliability, feasibility, and reactivity. Additionally, there should be a procedure for measuring 

practitioner adherence and competence (Breitenstein et al., 2010).  

Ciullo et al. (2016) conducted an observational study to observe two middle school 

educators (Grades 6-8), who were tasked with implementing evidence-based literacy 

interventions for students with LDs. The study provided information regarding whether the 

researchers’ recommendations were implemented and if they aligned with evidence-based 

strategies. The observed findings indicated that educators did not provide appropriate explicit 

comprehension instruction. Such instruction is needed to prepare students with LDs to 

understand text independently. Also, there was minimal evidence of required strategic peer-

mediated reading. Additionally, adequate instruction in skills that are aligned with preparing 

students for high school readiness was not fully evident. Further, too much time was devoted to 

nonacademic activities, and not enough time was provided for cognitive strategy instruction, 

content enhancement, and opportunities for independent practice. Implications are that unless 

schools provide sustained professional development to support teachers and influence adoption 

and fidelity of evidence-based interventions, students reading outcomes will continue to suffer 

(Ciullo et al., 2016). 

When implemented by classroom teachers, many research-based reading interventions 

have little impact on improving the reading outcomes of middle school students with LDs. 

To uncover underlying causes that produce those problematic situations, Margaret Troyer (2017) 

conducted a study that documents the implementation process of a reading intervention program. 

The study involved a descriptive analysis of variations of fidelity of implementation (FOI) that 

included three literacy coaches, 17 Grade 6 through 8 teachers, and 287 middle school students 

with LDs. As related to teachers, findings from the study revealed significant teacher-level 
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variations in FOI. The variations extended from a low of 28% to a high of 97%. As related to 

literacy coaches, findings from the study revealed the amount of time coaches and teachers spent 

working together varied greatly.  

Significantly, variations in coaches’ interactions showed that 46% included high intensity 

activities, 22% included medium-intensity activities, and 32% included only low-intensity 

activities. Additionally, based on a descriptive analysis of variations of FOI, reading outcomes of 

students with LDs were predicted. The study highlights the importance of adherence by teachers 

in the implementation of carefully designed, research-based reading interventions (Troyer, 

2017). Clearly, teachers’ implementation of reading intervention programs has a profound 

impact on reading outcomes of middle school students with LDs.  

Training and Professional Development.  Teaching reading comprehension strategies 

to middle school students with learning disabilities is complex. It is essential that teachers not 

only have a firm grasp of content but also possess substantial knowledge of various strategies. 

Additionally, teachers must know which strategies are most effective for different students and  

how to teach and model the strategy effectively. Further, it is imperative that teachers be skillful 

in their instruction and respond in a timely manner to students’ need for feedback.  

 The NRP examined four studies that were relevant to the training and preparation of 

teachers for instruction in comprehensive reading strategy. The initial NRP search for studies 

provided 635 citations. However, only four studies met the NRP research methodology criteria. 

The findings revealed that teachers required instruction in explaining what they are teaching, 

modeling their thinking processes, encouraging student inquiry, and keeping students engaged. 

Additionally, examination of the selected studies, indicated that in order for teachers to 

effectively use comprehensive reading strategies, extensive formal training is needed, preferably 
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as early as preservice. In preservice training teachers should acquire knowledge through 

supervised teaching and through formal coursework provided in their teacher education 

programs. Continuing education for practicing teachers should come from in-service education 

and professional development (U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2000).  

 Yoon, Duncan, Lee, Scarloss, and Shapley (2007) examined more than 1,300 studies in 

their quest to address the impact of teacher/professional development on student achievement. 

However, only nine of them met WWC standards. According to researchers, professional 

development is a key factor for improving classroom instruction and students’ achievement 

outcomes. Although only four of the nine studies focused on upper school grades (fourth and 

fifth grades), the findings have targeted impact for middle school grades. The focus of the study 

was on student achievement in three subject areas: science, mathematics, and reading and 

English/language arts. Student achievement in reading and English/language arts was the focus 

in four of the nine studies.  

 Recognizing the importance of how teacher professional development can substantially 

affect student achievement, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 mandated that teachers 

receive learning opportunities for professional development. The evidence-based finding of 

Yoon et al. (2007) was that teachers who receive substantial professional development can boost 

students’ achievement by 21 percentile points. Implications are that middle school interventions 

to counter learning deficits in reading can substantially enhance reading outcomes if teachers 

subscribe to and fully utilize professional development (Yoon et al., 2007).  

 Many educators hold a clear affinity for coaching as a method for improving teacher 

practice and student achievement. The thought that guides this concept is that coaching provides 
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sustained on-site individualized training and development. The coaching method approach is to 

train the trainer, rather than directly train the teacher.  

  Sailors and Price (2015) examined a coaching model entitled: Support for the 

Improvement of Practices through Intensive Coaching (SIPIC). The SIPIC model is classroom 

based, whereby teachers learn new instructional practices, and incorporate them into their own 

classrooms, assisted and guided by on-site qualified literacy coaches. The goal of the researchers 

was to test the model’s effectiveness on teachers’ instructional practices and on reading 

outcomes of students.  

 Two groups of elementary and middle school teachers were included in the study. The 50 

teachers in the treated group received all elements of the SIPIC model. The 70 teachers in the 

control group did not. The researchers found the SIPIC model to be very effective in improving 

instructional practices of teachers, and in improving the reading outcomes of all students, 

including students with LDs. Additionally, the study’s findings offer compelling evidence that 

the SIPIC model is a viable tool for reading intervention programs and that when incorporated in 

reading instructional practices it can impact significantly reading outcomes of middle school 

students with LD (Sailors & Price, 2015). 

Motivation. Many middle school students with LDs are faced not only with reading 

challenges but also with motivational challenges. Motivation can have a significant impact on the 

success and failure of reading outcomes for students with LDs. Enhancing reading motivation 

should be an essential focus of teachers who seek to improve reading achievement of struggling 

middle school students with LDs.  Encouraging and sustaining motivation to read is one of the 

keys to improving the effectiveness of reading interventions in schools.  
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 In a study by Melekoglu (2011), the impact of motivation to read on reading gains of 

struggling students with and without LDs was examined. Students were exposed to a structured, 

research-based daily reading program over an 18-week period. Participants included 13 students 

with LDs and 25 students without LDs from two middle schools and one high school. Motivation 

to read was assessed by the Adolescent Motivation to Read Survey, and reading achievement 

was measured by the Scholastic Reading Inventory. Analysis was conducted to evaluate the 

impact of motivation to read on reading gains for all students. The results showed significant 

reading gains for all students with and without LDs. Since the results indicated that the reading 

instruction provided was likely effective for participants, this study supports the idea that 

students with s who are highly motivated may experience improvement in their reading abilities 

in upper-elementary and secondary grades (Melekoglu, 2011).  

 Many evidence-based reading interventions designed to improve reading comprehension 

of students with LDs when implemented by classroom teachers. In order to replicate existing 

evidenced based reading interventions and improve reading outcomes of ASRs, teachers and  

administrators must give full consideration to all issues that impede successful implementation 

and outcomes must be examined beyond an experimental setting. Identified in this study are 

issues of fidelity, training and development, motivation, reading components skills, learning 

disabled readers with LDDs, strategic instruction, appropriate computer support, and other 

issues. However, many evidence-based studies are not conducted under conditions that include 

these issues.  Thus, there is a need to explore the impact of evidence-based reading interventions, 

implemented in authentic settings and complicated by the host of issues identified in this study.  
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Chapter III 

 Methods 

 

Overview  

            The purpose of this study was to examine the impact of two reading intervention 

programs that have been utilized with middle school students with LDs at a local public school in 

the Houston metropolitan area. Specifically, the goal was to evaluate how participation in the 

Achieve3000 and LANGUAGE! Live programs influenced reading outcomes of middle school 

students with LDs, examining performance on the STAAR reading assessment. The aim of this 

study was to answer the following research questions:  

1. Was performance on STAAR significantly improved from Grades 6 to 7 and Grades 7 to 

8 for LDs students enrolled in Achieve3000 and LANGUAGE! Live at a local public 

school in the Houston metropolitan area?  

2. To what extent is Achieve3000 or LANGUAGE! Live the more effective reading 

intervention program for middle school students with LDs at a local public school in the 

Houston metropolitan area as measured by STAAR reading assessment in Grades 6 to 8?  

3. Do gender or race/ethnicity influence reading achievement outcomes (STAAR) for 

students provided Achieve3000 and LANGUAGE! Live reading programs at a local 

public school in the Houston metropolitan area? 

Findings from this study could provide reliable information to assist decision-makers in 

making justifiable and sound decisions about reading intervention. Ultimately, the aim is to 

identify a reading intervention program that significantly enhances and improves reading 

outcomes (STAAR reading results) for middle school students with LDs
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Sample 

            The local school is a consolidated urban, public middle school and high school that 

serves Grades 6- through12 with a magnet program focused on international studies. Prior to the 

2011-2012 school year, two separate schools were in existence. In the 2011-2012 school year, 

the high school and the middle school merged. At one point the faculty, staff, and student body 

represented over 130 countries and more than 90 different languages including Spanish, Chinese, 

Vietnamese, Arabic, Urdu, and Farsi.  

            TEA reported that in school year 2017-2018, the school had 1,118 students, with all but 

one enrolled in the school’s magnet program. Students’ race/ethnicity profile was 81% 

Hispanics, 8% African Americans, 7% Asian/Pacific Islander, 81% Hispanics, 3% Whites, and 

less than 1% two or more races. Females comprised 53% of the school’s enrollment, and males 

comprised 47%. Over two-thirds (70%) of the students were classified as economically 

disadvantaged, 53% were identified as being at-risk of academic failure, and 10% were identified 

as English language learners. The school’s Title 1 Program comprised 100% of the school’s 

population; the Advanced Placement/Pre-Advanced Placement, International Baccalaureate 

programs, 73%; the Career and Technical Education Program, 24%; the Gifted and Talented 

Program, 20%; the ESL Program, 10%; and the Special Education Program, 5%. 

            The sample for this study included two groups of middle school students with LDs at a 

local public school in the Houston metropolitan area, who participated in either the 

LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention program or the Achieve3000 reading intervention 

program during selected school years. During school years 2011-12, 2012-13, and 2013-14, 

Grades 6, 7, and 8 students with LD participated in the LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention 
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program. Near the end of each school year, all students in the sample were administered the 

STAAR reading test.  

            During school years 2014-15, 2015-16, and 2016-17, Grades 6, 7, and 8 students with 

LDs participated in the Achieve3000 reading intervention program. Similar to the sample that 

participated in the LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention program, near the end of each school 

year, all students in the Achieve3000 sample were also administered the STAAR reading test. 

There were a total of 31 students who were enrolled in the Achieve3000 reading intervention 

program and 45 students who were enrolled in the LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention 

program for at least one academic year during the respective years examined in the study.     

The sample demographics of students with LDs enrolled in the Achieve3000 reading 

program revealed the majority were males (n = 17, 54.8%), were Hispanic (n = 21; 67.7%), and  

Table 1 

Achieve3000 Reading Program Sample Demographics 

 Number Percent 

Gender   

Male 17 54.8 

Female 14 45.2 

Race/Ethnicity   

Hispanic 21 67.7 

African American 3 9.7 

White 5 16.1 

Asian 2 6.5 

Free/Reduced Price Lunch   

Yes 26 83.1 

No 5 16.9 
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received free or reduced lunch (n = 26, 83.9%). The sample demographics of students with LDs 

enrolled in the LANGUAGE! Live reading program revealed the majority were males (n = 30,  

66.7%), Hispanic (n = 35, 77.8%), and received free or reduced lunch (n = 43, 95.6%). 

Demographics for all students with LDs, whose data was used in this research study, are 

presented in Table 1 and Table 2. 

Table 2 

LANGUAGE! Live Reading Program Sample Demographics 

 Number Percent 

Gender   

Male 30 66.7 

Female 15 33.3 

Race/Ethnicity   

Hispanic 35 77.8 

African American 6       13.3 

White 3 6.7 

Asian 1 2.2 

Free/Reduced Price Lunch   

Yes 2 4.4 

No 43 95.6 

 

Table 3 

Sample Enrollment Data 

____________________________________________________________ 

Reading Intervention Programs 

                                                          6th Grade      7th Grade       8th Grade 

     LANGUAGE! Live       13   12   12 

     Achieve3000                                       26   21   22____ 

 



48 
 

 
 

Outcome Measures 

            The state-mandated STAAR standardized test used in Texas public primary and 

secondary schools assesses a student’s achievement and knowledge in the grade level, as defined 

in the state-mandated curriculum standards, TEKS. The STAAR reading assessment for Grades 

6, 7, and 8 requires students to demonstrate their abilities to understand and analyze a variety of 

written texts across reading genres, literacy texts, and informational texts, which are based on 

each grade level. Reading outcomes on the STAAR reading test provide for measuring the 

impact of comprehensive reading intervention programs on middle school students with LDs. 

Measures of students outcomes on the STAAR were described and labeled as: (a) did not meet 

grade level, (b) approaches grade level, (c) meets grade level, and (d) masters grade level.  

  The did not meet grade level category indicates that students are unlikely to succeed in 

the next grade or course without significant, ongoing academic intervention. Students who score 

in this category do not demonstrate a sufficient understanding of the assessed knowledge and 

skills. The approaches grade level category indicates that students are likely to succeed in the 

next grade or course with targeted academic interventions. Students who score in this category 

generally demonstrate the ability to apply the assessed knowledge and skills in familiar contexts. 

The meets grade level category indicates that students have a high likelihood of success in the 

next grade or course but may still need some short-term targeted academic intervention. Students 

who score in this category generally demonstrate the ability to think critically and apply the 

assessed knowledge and skills in familiar contexts. The masters grade level category indicates 

that students are expected to succeed in the next grade or course with little or no intervention. 

Students who score in this category demonstrate the ability to think critically and apply the 
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assessed knowledge and skills in varied contexts, both familiar and unfamiliar. The following 

three categories of skills are assessed on the STAAR reading test across Grades 6 through 8: 

                 1). Understanding/ analysis across genres. 

                 2). Understanding/ analysis of literacy 

                 3). Understanding/ analysis of informational texts 

Students’ performance on the categories of the STAAR reading test, are associated with 

raw scores. The raw score is converted to a scaled score and scaling ranges provide for measures 

of students outcomes on the STAAR reading test. Since the 2012 assessment through spring 

2017 assessment, STAAR scaling changes have occurred.         

            The STAAR assessment results may be accessed through the following Texas 

Assessment Date Portals: Student Portal, Teacher Portal, and Analytic Portal. The Student Portal 

is a secure site for authorized educators to access historical student testing data for the STAAR. 

The Analytic Portal is a nonsecure site for administrators, educators, and the public to access 

data for the STAAR. Also, STAAR statewide summary reports are available for school years 

2011-2012 through 2018-2019. Additionally, STAAR Frequency Distribution reports are 

available that list each score earned by students on content areas of STAAR. They list the 

number or percentage of students who earned that score or a lower score. Other reports available 

include the STAAR Aggregate Level Data reports for school year 2011-2012 through school 

year 2018-2019 and summary STAAR Statewide Item Analysis Reports for all students. These 

reports show the item numbers, the reporting category measured by the item, and the percentage 

of students selecting each possible answer choice for that test item. Summary reports can be 

assessed at campus, district, regional, and state levels.         
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            To help students complete STAAR tests, the state allows students with LDs or special 

needs to qualify for special accommodations. These may include in-classroom accommodations, 

such as extra time, taking the test online, or sound and sight support. STAAR tests are also used 

in evaluating each school’s Adequate Yearly Progress as required by the federal No Child Left 

Behind Act. 

Procedures 

            LANGUAGE! Live was the comprehensive reading intervention program that was 

utilized at a local public school in the Houston metropolitan area for middle school students with 

LD during school years 2011-2012, 2012-2013, and 2013-2014. However, during school years 

2014-2015, 2015-2016, and 2016-2017, the school adopted and utilized a new comprehensive 

reading intervention program (Achieve3000) that supported middle school students with LDs.  

            Accordingly, this study examined reading outcomes for students with LDs in the sixth, 

seventh, and eighth Grades, to identify the impact of receiving reading instructions via the 

LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention program during school years 2011-2012, 2012-2013, 

and 2013-2014. Similarly, with the newer adopted program, this study also examined the   

reading outcomes for students with LDs in the sixth, seventh, and eighth Grades to identify the 

impact of receiving reading instructions via the Achieve3000 reading intervention program 

during school years 2014-2015, 2015-2016, and 2016-2017.  

            The two reading intervention programs (LANGUAGE! Live and Achieve3000) examined 

in this study are both computer-assisted and teacher-student interactive reading intervention 

programs. Both programs provided individualized and group literacy instruction for middle 

school students with LDs. For the LANGUAGE! Live program a total of 90 minutes per day is 

needed for implementation. The two major components of the program are word training and 
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text training. Each component requires 45 of the 90 minutes needed for daily instructional time. 

Word training includes reviews of previously learned materials; recorded oral reading; 

explanations of orthography and word structure concepts; word use in context; and word spelling 

activities. Text training includes guided readings of texts; in-depth exploration of vocabulary 

used in readings; guided reading of texts from different genres; and written expression relevant 

to the reading (Voyager Learning, 2013). 

            Achieve3000 is designed to be used as a supplementary online reading intervention 

program. Its use is aligned and coordinated across schools’ content areas, such as social studies, 

English, math, and other content areas. Differentiated instructional routines are provided to 

students to build vocabulary, fluency, writing skills, and reading comprehension across content 

areas. Independent online materials and reading practices at students’ Lexile levels are provided 

at least twice a week by the teacher. These materials address each student individualized needs, 

using articles and readings with accompanying tasks based on Lexile levels. Teachers may utilize 

students’ individual scores from prior assessments for data tracking necessary for 504 Plans and 

Individualized Education Plan monitoring (Borman et al., 2015). 

 The data for the study was collected from HISD Analytics for Education, A4E System, 

which is the district’s online database for student data. End of year, STAAR reading test data 

was collected for each student with LDs enrolled as sixth, seventh, and eighth graders during 

selected school years and who participated in either the LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention 

program or the Achieve3000 reading intervention program.
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Data Analysis 

        The SPSS Statistics Software was used for all statistical analyses. The scaled scores 

obtained for students on the STAAR were converted to Z-scores to account for differences in 

scaling across the years of data included.  Z-score is obtained by the following formula: 

 z = (x - µ) / ơ , where x is the scaled score of student, µ is STAAR mean for respective grade 

level for that year and ơ is the standard deviation. Thus, Z score represents student’s relative 

standing, in SD units, in relation to the population mean.                                                        

            Data analysis was structured around the three research questions (RQs). For RQ1, paired 

t-test was utilized to examine differences in students’ performance from STAAR Grades 6 to 7 

and from STAAR Grades 7 to 8 for both groups. For RQ2, an ANOVA was conducted to 

examine mean difference in performance between two groups at each grade level (Grades 6, 7, & 

8). For RQ3, a simple multiple regression with the demographics factors (gender, race/ethnicity) 

as independent variables and STAAR as the outcome was utilized.   
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Chapter IV 

Results 

This study examined archival data of middle school students with LDs who attended a 

local school in the Houston metropolitan area and participated in either the Achieve3000 reading 

intervention program or the LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention program during selected 

school years. The school is a consolidated urban, public school that serves 6th through 12th grade 

in the Houston Independent School District. 

 End-of-year STAAR reading assessment data for students with LDs were collected from 

the district’s online database for students in Grades 6, 7, and 8, who were enrolled either in 

Achieve3000 or LANGUAGE! Live during the selected school years. Statistical analysis of end- 

of- year STAAR reading assessment data provided the backdrop to measure the impact of the 

two reading intervention programs on middle school students with LDs. The research study was 

guided by the following research questions: 

1. Was performance on STAAR significantly improved from Grades 6 to 7 and Grades 7 to 8 

for LDs students enrolled in Achieve3000 and LANGUAGE! Live at a local public school 

in the Houston metropolitan area? 

2.  To what extent is Achieve3000 or LANGUAGE! Live the more effective reading 

intervention program for middle school students with LDs at a local public school in the 

Houston metropolitan area as measured by the STAAR reading assessment in Grades 6 to 

8? 

3.  Do gender or race/ethnicity influence reading achievement outcomes (STAAR) for 

students provided Achieve3000 and LANGUAGE! Live reading programs at a local 

public school in the Houston metropolitan area? 
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Descriptive Statistics 

Sixth Grade. Table 4 provides descriptive information for students’ performance on the 

Grade 6 STAAR reading assessment for both groups of students. In addition to the scaled score 

for the sample, the mean scaled score for all sixth-grade students in Texas who took STAAR in 

the given year is also provided for context. As noted in Chapter 3, all scaled scores from students 

were converted to Z scores due to the changes in scoring and norming across years. Students in  

both groups performed below the average score of their peers in Texas. Those students who 

Table 4 

 

Grade 6 STAAR Performance 

 

 

 

Program and  

School Year 

 Sample Scaled 

Score 

Texas Scaled 

Score 

Sample Z 

Score 

 

N 

 

M 

 

SD 

 

M 

 

SD 

 

M 

 

SD 

        

LANGUAGE! Live        

  2011–2012 4 1539.50 41.07 1589.88 125.09 -.40 .33 

  2012–2013 4 1478.75 48.92 1589.23 140.61 -.79 .34 

  2013–2014 5 1524.60 52.28 1587.73 123.57 -.51 .42 

  All Years 13     -.56 .38 

        

Achieve3000        

  2014–2015 9 1466.11 90.02 1589.50 133.09  -.93 .68 

  2015–2016 12 1464.50 80.79 1591.65 138.65 -.92 .58 

  2016–2017 5 1518.60 124.04 1576.24 139.01 -.41 .89 

  All Years 26     -.82 .68 

Note. STAAR, State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness. 
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participated in LANGUAGE! Live performed between .40 and .79 SD below the mean, and 

students in the Achieve3000 group performed between .41 and .93 SD below the mean in 

respective years. Across all years, the mean for students in LANGUAGE! Live on 6th grade 

STAAR was -.56 SD below the mean (SD = .38) and Achieve3000 students performed -.82 SD 

below the mean score of peers (SD = .68) 

Seventh Grade. Table 5 provides descriptive information for students’ performance on 

the Grade 7 STAAR reading assessment for both groups of students. Students in both groups  

performed below the average score of their peers in Texas. Those students who participated in 

Table 5 

 

Grade 7 STAAR Performance 

 

 

 

Program and  

School Year 

 Sample Scaled 

Score 

Texas Scaled 

Score 

Sample Z 

Score 

 

N 

 

M 

 

SD 

 

M 

 

SD 

 

M 

 

SD 

        

LANGUAGE! Live        

  2011–2012 4 1554.75 80.89 1638.89 118.12 -.71 .68 

  2012–2013 4 1575.00 98.81 1635.66 117.34 -.52 .84 

  2013–2014 4 1601.50 64.15 1632.39 120.79 -.26 .53 

  All Years 12     -.50 .66 

        

Achieve3000        

  2014–2015 5 1548.20   35.71 1639.58 127.60  -.72 .28 

  2015–2016 6 1526.67 165.69 1642.00 130.45 -.61   1.27 

  2016–2017    10 1541.10   94.05 1640.42 137.22 -.72 .69 

  All Years    21     -.82 .68 

Note. STAAR, State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness. 
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LANGUAGE! Live performed between .26 and .71 SD below the mean and students in the 

Achieve3000 group demonstrated STAAR performed between .61 and .72 SD below the mean in 

respective years. Across all years, the mean for students in LANGUAGE! Live on 6th grade 

STAAR was -.50 SD below the average score of peers (SD = .66) and Achieve3000 students 

performed -.69 SD below mean score of peers (SD = .80). 

Eighth Grade. Table 6 provides descriptive information for students’ performance on the 

Grade 8 STAAR reading assessment for both groups of students. Students in both groups  

performed below the average score of their peers in Texas. Those students who participated in 

Table 6 

 

Grade 8 STAAR Performance 

 

 

 

Program and  

School Year 

 Sample Scaled 

Score 

Texas Scaled 

Score 

Sample Z 

Score 

 

N 

 

M 

 

SD 

 

M 

 

SD 

 

M 

 

SD 

        

LANGUAGE! Live        

  2011–2012 7 1605.29 74.87 1672.20 125.49 -.53 .60 

  2012–2013 4 1606.25 46.67 1684.43 121.83 -.64 .38 

  2013–2014 3 1575.67 82.71 1683.60 124.74 -.87 .66 

  All Years    22     -.80 .83 

        

Achieve3000        

  2014–2015 12 1562.33   94.01 1675.17 130.61  -.86 .72 

  2015–2016  6 1609.17   68.23 1684.33 118.75 -.63     .57 

  2016–2017       4 1564.75   63.14 1676.02 133.51 -.83 .47 

  All Years     14     -.64 .53 

Note. STAAR, State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness. 
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LANGUAGE! Live performed between .53 and .87 SD below the mean and students in the 

Achieve3000 group demonstrated STAAR performed between .63 and .86 SD below the mean in 

respective years. Performance for students in LANGUAGE! Live on Grade 6 STAAR was 

-.80 SD below the mean score in TX (SD = .83) across all years, and Achieve3000 students 

performed -.64 SD below mean of peers in TX (SD = .53) across the three academic years.  

Table 7 presents the outcomes in terms of achievement levels on the STAAR reading test 

for the sample of students with LDs in Grades 6, 7, and 8.  The reading outcomes on the STAAR 

reading test provides for measuring the impact of the reading intervention programs on middle 

school students with LDs. Measures of students outcomes on the STAAR are described and 

labeled as: (a) Did Not Meet Grade Level, (b) Approaches Grade Level, (c) Meets Grade Level, 

and (d) Masters Grade Level. Results showed that as middle school students with LDs moved to 

the next grade level, the percentage of students that did not meet grade level decreased (61.5% of 

6th graders did not meet grade level; 48.5% of 7th graders did not meet grade level; and 36.1% of 

8th graders did not meet grade level expectations on STAAR. However, one to two students per 

grade met or mastered grade-level expectations. 

Table 7 

STAAR Achievement Levels 

 

 

 

Grade 

Did Not Meet 

Grade Level 

Approaches 

Grade Level 

Meets 

Grade Level 

Masters 

Grade Level 

 

 

N % N % N % N %   

           

Sixth 24 61.5 13 33.3. 1 2.6 1 26   

Seventh 16 48.5 15 45.5 1 3.0 1 3.0   

Eighth 13 36.1 22 61.1 1 2.8 0 0   

Note. STAAR, State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness. 
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Research Question 1: Student Growth on STAAR 

Table 8 provides statistics for the sample of students with LDs who received the 

Achieve3000 interventions. These statistics relates to their growth on the STAAR reading test 

from grade 6th to 7th grade and from 7th grade to 8th grade. Results indicated significant growth on 

STAAR from 6th to 7th grade, as represented by an increase in the Z score (M = .28, SD = .48, p = 

.04) for those students who were enrolled over both grade levels (n = 15). Conversely, no 

significant difference (p = .49) was noted for growth on STAAR for students (n = 9) in the 

program in both Grade 7 and Grade 8. 

Table 8 

 

Achieve3000 Sample Growth on STARR 

 

 

Grade Transition 

Growth Between Grades 

M SD t p 

Grades 6 to 7 (n = 15) .28 .48 -2.25 .04 

Grades 7 to 8 (n = 9) .12 .57 -.72 .49 

Note. STAAR, State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness. 

 

Table 9 provides statistics for the sample of students participating in LANGUAGE! Live as it 

relates to their growth, relative to the mean performance on the STAAR reading test from 6th  

Table 9 

 

LANGUAGE! Live Sample Growth on STARR 

 

 

Grade Transition 

Growth Between Grades 

M SD t df 

Grades 6 to 7 (n = 6) .17 .71 -.59 .58 

Grades 7 to 8 (n = 2) .33 .10 -4.55 .14 

Note. STAAR, State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness. 
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grade to 7th grade, and from 7th grade to 8th grade. No statistically differences were demonstrated 

for students growth on STAAR from 6th to 7th grade (n = 6; p = .58) or from 7th to 8th grade (n = 

2; p = .14). 

Research Question 2: Comparison of Programs 

 

Table 10 provides ANOVA results for the comparison of the Achieve3000 reading 

intervention program and LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention program across 6th, 7th, and 

8th grade. Findings suggested no significant differences between groups for STAAR performance 

during each of those grade levels (p values = .207 - .481). Findings are also reported in Figure 1 

on page 62. 

Table 10 

ANOVA Between Achieve3000 and LANGUAGE! Live            

Measures by Grade SS df MS F Significance 

Sixth Grade      

  Between Groups .59 1 .59 1.65 .21 

  Within Groups 13.33 37 .36   

     Total 13.93 38    

      

Seventh Grade      

  Between Groups .29 1 .29 .51 .48 

  Within Groups 17.46 31 .56   

     Total 17.75 12    

      

Eighth Grade      

  Between Groups .22 1 .22 .62 .44 

  Within Groups 11.93 34 .35   

     Total 12.15 35    

Note. SS = sum of squares; df = degrees of freedom; MS = mean square; F = F distribution. 
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Research Question 3: Predictors of STAAR Performance 

 The final research question examined the relationship between gender and race/ethnicity 

on STAAR outcomes for those students who participated in theses intervention programs during 

Grades 6, 7, and 8. Regression models are provided in Tables 11 through 13. 

Table 11 

 

Sixth-Grade Regression Model 

 

 

 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

 

 

Significance  SE  t 

1 (Constant) -.857 .394  -2.173 .036 

Race/Ethnicity .095 .227 .071 .417 .679 

Gender -.001 .139 -.001 -.007 .994 

Note.  = unstandardized weight for the variable; SE = standard error;  = standardized weight for the 

variable; t = Student’s t distribution. 

 

 

 

Table 12 

 

Seventh-Grade Regression Model 

 

 

 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

 

 

Significance  SE  t 

1 (Constant) -1.395 .482  -2.896 .007 

Race/Ethnicity .005 .190 .005 .027 .979 

Gender .591 .275 .370 2.151 .040 

Note.  = unstandardized weight for the variable; SE = standard error;  = standardized weight 

for the variable; t = Student’s t distribution. 
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Table 13 

 

Eighth-Grade Regression Model 

 

 

 

Model 

Unstandardized 

Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

 

 

Significance  SE  t 

1 (Constant) -.873 .341  -2.559 .015 

Race/Ethnicity .021 .100 .036 .208 .837 

Gender .077 .207 .064 .371 .713 

Note.  = unstandardized weight for the variable ; SE = standard error;  = standardized weight for the 

variable; t = Student’s t distribution. 
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Sixth Grade 

 
Seventh Grade 

 
Eighth Grade 

Figure 1. Comparison of program differences for Grade 6 (A), Grade 7 (B), and Grade 8 (C).  

No differences in STARR scores for the three groups were statistically significant.  

A 

B 

C 
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 For Grades 6 and 8, the results showed no significant impact of either race/ethnicity or 

gender on students’ STAAR reading performance. However, results suggest that when 

accounting for race/ethnicity in the Grade 7 model, gender was significantly related (B 

coefficient = .59; t = 2.15; and p < .05) to students’ performance on Grade 7 STAAR (z scores). 

On average, females had Z -scores .59 higher than males receiving intervention. 

Results Summary 

 For Research Question 1, the results indicated that there was not a significant difference 

in performance (as measured in z-scores) on the STAAR reading test between 6th and 7th grades 

and 7th and 8th grades, for students enrolled in the LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention 

program. However, there was a statistically significant difference in performance from the 6th 

grade to the 7th grade for students enrolled in the Achieve3000 reading intervention program.  

 For Research Question 2, the results using ANOVA to compare the Language! Live                                                  

reading intervention program with the Achieve3000 reading intervention program, indicated that 

there was no statistically significant difference in effectiveness between the two programs for 6th, 

7th, and 8th  grades in terms of student performance on STAAR reading assessment.  

 For Research Question 3, using regression analysis including both ethnicity and gender in 

the statistical model, an examination was made to determine if these variables impacted STAAR 

reading outcomes for middle school students enrolled in the LANGUAGE! Live and the 

Achieve3000 reading programs. For Grade 6, statistical analysis indicated there was no 

statistically significant effect for either on STAAR reading outcomes for students. For Grade 7, 

results indicated that gender was statistically significantly related to students’ performance on 

STAAR reading assessment. On average, adolescent females had z -scores .59 higher than males 

receiving reading intervention. For Grade 8, statistical analysis indicated there was no significant 
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effect of either one of demographic variables on STAAR reading outcomes for students enrolled 

in either reading program. 
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Chapter V 

Discussion 

  The purpose of this study was to examine the relative impact of the Achieve3000 and 

LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention programs on STAAR reading assessment for middle 

school students with LDs at a local public school in the Houston metropolitan area. Findings   

revealed that the study sample of middle school students with LDs have reading achievement 

scores that were substantially lower than the scores of their peers. No statistically significant 

differences were found in the programs’ impact as measured by the STAAR achievement test.  In 

general, gender and race/ethnicity did not appear related to student outcomes, with one 

exception: Grade 7 female adolescent outperformed male adolescent.  

Reading Achievement and Learning Disabilities  

  As noted, irrespective of being enrolled in the LANGUAGE! Live or Achieve3000 

reading intervention programs, students in the analysis of the descriptive statistics for STAAR 

performance concluded that the performance for these students with LDs across Grades 6, 7, and 

8 was substantially below the mean performance in each respective year. For Grade 6, STAAR 

scaled scores were between 0.40 to 0.93 SD below mean; in Grade 7, between 0.26 and 0.72 SD 

below the mean and in Grade 8, 0.53 to 0.87 SD below mean.   

  National and state-level data have shown that reading achievement scores for middle 

school students with LDs are lower than scores of middle school peers without disabilities 

(NCES, 2017), and current findings confirm this notion for this group of students receiving 

comprehensive reading intervention. Disparities in the reading performances of students with 

LDs can lead to dropping outs, higher likelihood of unemployment, lower earnings, and 

significantly limited educational success, social success, and overall life opportunities (Connor, 
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Alberto, Compton, & O’Connor, 2014). Students with LDs who read below the basic level are 

unable to comprehend much of the written material they encounter. The present findings, 

suggesting continued poor performance on a measure targeting students’ ability to understand 

and analyze texts across genres, supports the contention of Kamil (2008) and Fagella-Luby and 

Deshler (2008) that older students with reading difficulties require support in learning to identify 

narrative and expository text structures, discovering word meaning, tapping prior knowledge, 

and using cognitive strategies. 

Research Question 1: Growth in Reading Achievement 

  In terms of change- in z-scores across grades (indicative of improvement in relative 

standing compared with peers), generally speaking, no significant effects were noted with the 

exception of Grade 6 to Grade 7 performance for those students receiving Achieve3000 reading 

intervention. In terms of achievement levels on the STAAR reading test for the sample of 

students with LDs, findings revealed that  across each grade level, the percentage of students 

who were identified as not meeting grade level the year before -decreased over time, from 61.5% 

at Grade 6, to 48.5% at Grade 7, and finally to 36.1% at Grade 8. This coincided with a parallel 

increase in the percentage of students who were identified as approaching grade level. The 

percentage of students with LDs identified as approaching grade level in Grade 6 was 33.3%, in 

Grade 7 was 45.5%, and in Grade 8 was 61.1%. However, the percentage change for students 

with LDs who met or mastered grade level remained basically flat. Looking deeper, one could 

see that of students who were in the programs in Grade 6 and Grade 7, 29% (6/21) improved 

their standing on the STAAR, and of those receiving the interventions across Grades 7 and 8, 

27% (3/11) improved their status. 

  It is note-worthy that research findings have indicated that the reading achievement gap 
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between students with LDs and their peers without LDs is a continuing challenge that has 

already spanned several decades (Hock et al., 2017). Without a doubt, closing the reading 

achievement gap is a slow and intensive process. However, the findings presented in this study 

on the sample of middle school students with LDs relating to their achievement levels on the 

STAAR reading test, suggest that a breakthrough in the reading achievement gap may be just 

around the corner. The percentage of students with LDs that did not meet grade level continues 

to decrease as they move to the next grade level. Additionally, the percentage of students with 

LDs who approach grade level continues to increase as the students move to the next grade level. 

As these patterns continue, they appear to be very promising. 

  These findings highlight the issues of whether all inadequate reading skills of students 

with LDs have been appropriately addressed. Often times when elementary students reach 

middle school, they have not mastered the areas that are essential to developing students’ reading 

comprehension. These findings suggest that the kind of instruction, practices, materials, reading 

intervention programs, and other considerations that are needed to reach struggling readers may 

need to be adjusted. It is possible that students struggling with reading can benefit from adjusted 

comprehensive strategies, increased student motivation, and engagement in literacy learning, 

adjusted intensive and individualized reading interventions, and other adjustments that impact  

students’ reading outcomes. As it relates to these factors, the Achieve3000 reading intervention 

program provides differentiated reading to students. The software is designed to use previous 

student performance to select the appropriate reading level for each student. As a result 

assessment of vocabulary, comprehension, and higher order thinking skills for each student are 

differentiated by reading level. In a similar manner, the LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention 

program addresses these same factors. This is addressed through the program’s student-centered, 
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on-line foundational skills component. This student-directed technology component focuses on 

enhancing and building foundational skills such as phonological awareness, phonics, spelling, 

word use, sentence structure, and fluency. As Hock et al. (2009) concluded in their study of 

adolescent struggling readers in urban middle and high schools, an acute need exists to develop 

and implement an array of instructional interventions in all reading components (word level, 

fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension). 

    Several factors may impede the growth in reading achievement for middle school 

students with LDs, including a lack of professional development for teachers, lack of 

implementation fidelity during use of the reading programs, absence of student 

motivation/engagement. According to the NRP, in order for teachers to effectively use 

comprehensive reading instructional strategies, what is needed is not only formal training, but 

also continuing education for practicing teachers, which should be provided through in-service 

education and professional development (NRP Summary Report, 2000). Teachers must have a 

substantial knowledge of various instructional strategies and a firm grasp of which strategies are 

most effective for different students.  The lack of appropriate training and professional 

development can substantially impact teachers’ instructional effectiveness and the growth in 

reading achievement of middle school students with LDs. 

  Implementation fidelity can be critical to successful classroom delivery and outcomes of 

reading intervention programs for middle school students with LDs. The successful translation of 

evidence-based reading interventions into the classroom hinges on fidelity. As such it is 

important that teachers understand and adhere to fidelity. In lieu of other explanations, 

diminished fidelity often times provides the explanation for why growth was not achieved by 

middle school students with LDs, who were enrolled in the reading intervention program. 
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  Absence of student motivation/engagement is another factor that can impede the growth 

in reading achievement for middle school students with LDs. Without motivation/engagement, 

students do not push to learn or to succeed academically. Motivation/-engagement is one of the 

keys to students’ learning. It makes the teacher more indispensable, and for the student it makes 

the classroom more inviting. The kind of motivation/engagement needed to reach middle school 

students with LDs differs from what is needed to reach their peers without LDs. To be effective, 

teachers must recognize each student’s unique set of social characteristics and academic abilities 

and then individualize instructional activities to match them. Teachers who fail to recognize the 

importance of students’ motivation/engagement risk impeding the growth in reading 

achievement for students with LDs. 

Research Question 2: Reading Intervention Effectiveness 

  ANOVA results were provided for the comparison of Achieve3000 reading intervention 

program and the LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention program across Grades 6, 7, and 8.  

Findings suggested no statistically significant differences between groups for STAAR 

performance during each of those grade levels (p values = .207--.481). Based on the outcomes of 

this particular research, the study does not provide support for the use of one of these reading 

intervention programs over the other. However, since both reading intervention programs were 

very similar in structure and intensity, the lack of significant difference is not unexpected. Also it 

should be noted that LANGUAGE! Live and Achieve3000 are both computer-assisted reading 

intervention programs. As such, according to the NRP 2000 Summary Report, in the examination 

of the use of computer technology to teach reading, firm conclusions regarding computer 

effectiveness were not drawn. Rather it was reported that the use of computers may help students 

learn to read.  In a study conducted by Vaugh et al. (2011), it was revealed that multiple years of 



70 
 

 
 

reading intervention were needed to effectuate changes in reading outcomes for middle school 

students with reading disabilities. The current study that is presented, examined the effectiveness 

of the LANGUAGE! Live reading intervention program and the Achieve3000 reading 

intervention on reading outcomes of students with LDs. However, the study did not include a 

sizeable sample for examining multiple years of student reading interventions. Also, it is worth 

noting that prior research with older students does demonstrate small effects on reading, but 

often students remain below their peers in reading achievement (Edmond et al., 2009; 

Scammacca et al., 2007; Solis et al., 2012). Additionally, findings presented in this study 

revealed that, in general, gender and race/ ethnicity did not impact the reading outcomes of 

students with LDs as measured by STAAR assessment. Most students in the study were Hispanic 

adolescent males. However, it is possible that reading outcomes might have been different if the 

sample had been distributed differently. Although, the majority of students in the study were 

males, it is interesting to note that for Grade 7 results, gender significantly related to students 

performance on STAAR reading assessment. No specific reason can be given, but on average 

females had z-scores of .59 higher than males receiving reading intervention. 

  Students with LDs continue to perform poorly on the STAAR reading test. This can be 

attributed to several factors. However, important research that may be quite beneficial are studies   

that examine how teachers are preparing students for the STAAR reading test. Critical reading 

skills impact STAAR reading outcome and must be taught by teachers. As such, classroom 

instruction, curriculum, standards and assessment should be aligned. Educators should frequently 

review instructional and implementation processes to ensure that content standards are being met 

and that they are aligned to the test. Additionally, teachers should engage students in preparing 

for the STAAR reading test. Test preparation provides students with valuable skills as related to 
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following directions, time management, understanding passages, and how to automatically 

eliminate certain answers. Preparing for the test can also serve as diagnostic tools. Through test 

preparations teachers can identify problems early, and adjust reading interventions to enhance 

reading outcomes. Lastly, it is important to understand that all paths lead back to alignment. The 

STAAR reading test must align with standards and curriculums. Similarly, teachers must align 

instruction, interventions, and implementation processes with assessment. The alignment of these 

elements may significantly impact the reading outcomes of students with LDs. 

  Effective reading intervention programs are critical for teachers in meeting the needs of 

students with learning disabilities. The broad range of students with individualized needs dictate 

that teachers utilize reading intervention programs that provide many instructional opportunities 

as well as appropriate feedback to teachers. Effective reading intervention programs allow for 

instructional intensity, student practice, and feedback to teachers. Programs should provide 

teachers the flexibility to interact with individual students, small groups of students, or the entire 

classroom. The effectiveness of the intervention programs must be guided by data produced 

through the program on student progress. Additionally, reading interventions program should 

provide flexibility for supplementary instruction, student-directed instruction, and peer directed 

instruction. Specific information regarding all circumstances that teachers will encounter and 

how to utilize reading intervention programs to influence reading outcomes, probably does not 

exist. Teachers use their instructional strategies to effectuate reading intervention programs.  

Limitations 

  There are several limitations to this research study. First, the data collected for this study 

were archival, and the study was limited to what was available in the school’s database (STAAR 

reading data).  It is possible that other reading assessment data were available but not accessible 
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through the archival data files. Additional measures might have revealed different findings. 

Further given that older students have difficulties beyond comprehension (Hock et al, 2009), 

adding reading data that targeting lower level skills could have also led to different findings. 

Second, fidelity data on the implementation of LANGUAGE! Live or the Achieve3000 reading 

was not available. As a result, neither measures of implementation fidelity information on the 

number of sessions each student attended is available. Fidelity is very important, and diminished 

fidelity can weaken outcomes and lead to faulty conclusions about intervention effectiveness 

(Breitenstein et al., 2010). Third, the majority of the sample was Hispanic, and overall most 

students were from minority and low-SES backgrounds. As a result, generalization of findings 

may be limited to these populations. It is well established that the achievement gap for students 

from racial/ethnic minority groups and low-SES is greater than that experienced by peers who 

are neither part of a racial/ethnic minority nor economically disadvantage groups and who are 

not categorized as having low-SES (U.S. Department of Education, NCLB, 2018). Additionally, 

according to Vaughn et al, (2010a) intensity reading intervention offers an opportunity to 

effectuate the reading outcomes of students with LD. However, an examination in this area did 

not occur, due to limited archival data.  

Future Research  

   The setting for this research study is in the fourth largest city in the United States.  

Today’s students are no longer restricted to neighborhood schools, but they may choose to attend 

out-of-district schools. Therefore, it is recommended that future research conducted in large 

urban areas consider more variability across race/ethnicity and varied socioeconomic 

backgrounds.  These considerations may extend very useful findings of future research to other 

schools. Research studies are also needed to examine online curriculum supports to enhance 
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students reading outcomes. Additional research is needed that compares a host of reading 

intervention programs, provides reliable information, and serves as a guide before costly 

expenditures are incurred by school districts.  

  Also there is a need to look at actual implementation in schools as it relates to 

impact of interventions. Studies are needed that explicitly examine how reading interventions 

are implemented with regard to the number of sessions, intervention hours, and fidelity of 

implementation to the evidence-based intervention in order to determine how variations in these 

factors might impact achievement for students with LDs. Research is needed to examine 

problems of practices relating to computer use and student-directed learning.  Overall, research 

on computer-assisted programs is needed, including these specific programs. Specifically, there 

is limited available research on LANGUAGE! Live and additional research is needed to assess 

the effectiveness of the program in remediating reading difficulties at the middle school grade 

levels.  

 Lastly, future research is needed to examine how teachers have effectively used teaching 

strategies to adjust reading intervention programs and influence reading outcomes of students 

with LDs when utilizing CAIs. More specifically how do teachers supplement or modify aspects 

of the program (i.e. instructional delivery) when formative data from the intervention program 

is collected and tracked and reveals a need for instructional change. 
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Chapter VI 

Action Plan 

 

Introduction and Overview 

 

Findings from this research study revealed that even with continued enrollment in reading 

intervention programs, unless several issues are adequately addressed, poor reading outcomes 

will persist for middle school students with LD.  Given what was found in this study and what 

we know from research, there are several critical factors to consider and thus guide the action 

plan: First, to be effective, teachers must expand their understanding of students with LD, be 

knowledgeable of students’ capabilities, adequately address students’ unique individual needs, 

and adequately address students’ critical deficits in component reading skills. Second, CAI can 

be an excellent teaching tool for addressing and improving reading comprehension skills and 

outcomes of students with LD, but it is not a cure-all. Even with CAI, research findings revealed 

students with LD frequently lag behind. Even more alarming are findings indicating some 

teachers lack adequate technical knowledge and skills to effectively implement sound - 

instructional reading strategies for students with LD (Breitenstein et al., 2010). Finally, when 

teachers do not implement reading intervention programs with fidelity, the reading outcomes of 

students with LD  may be adversely impacted. The proposed Action Plan provides professional 

development to teachers on the integration of technology in reading intervention programs with a 

full outlay of the understanding and linkage it provides for all components in implementing and 

administering effective reading intervention programs.  

 This research study indicated that students with LD are not performing at the level 

needed to meet state reading standards. When compared to their peers without LD they lag 

behind not only in reading, but also other academic areas at the local, state and national levels. 

Additionally, the data compiled from classroom instructions, lesson plans, and walk-throughs, 
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indicate that teachers are not fully integrating reading and their subject matter knowledge with 

computers and information technology. Many teachers are unsure of what students with LD are 

capable of doing. Additionally, as it relates to learning, the motivations and attitudes of many 

students with LD, are suffering because they are not addressed by teachers. Further, as it relates 

to planning and instructional strategies, many teachers do not immediately move forward, 

because they are unsure of the attitudes that students with disabilities may have, toward digital 

and instructional technology. 

  In today’s educational environments, schools and school districts are constantly being 

inundated by companies trying to push their computer-assisted learning intervention programs. 

Although technology may be available, many teachers do not use information technology 

effectively in their instructional strategies (Cakir & Yildirim, 2013). Additionally, a significant 

number of teachers are unprepared and simple do not fully understand computer-assisted 

learning technologies. To resolve these problems of practice, an action plan is proposed and 

organized for implementation of professional development for teachers. Professional 

development is needed to assist teachers to develop a full understanding of computer-assisted 

learning technologies; to inform teachers how to effectively use information technology for 

students with LD; to teach teachers how to integrate the technologies into the reading 

instructional process; to provide support for students with LD to achieve enhanced reading 

outcomes, to narrow the reading achievement gap, to meet STAAR reading test standards, and to 

achieve educational, social, and economical success. 

According to Cakir and Yildirim (2013), for students with LD, the integration of 

technology into the classroom can have a significant impact in creating a sound teaching and 

learning environment. However, the effective use of information technology in classrooms 
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depends on teachers. When used appropriately, information technology can greatly enhance 

learning styles for students with LD. Additionally, for students with disabilities, in classrooms 

where information technology is employed, the general effects on student motivation and 

attitudes towards learning are greatly enhanced. Although the availability of technologies can 

have an impact on teaching and learning, the use of information technology and its integration 

into the process of education is clearly dependent upon the use of technology by the teacher. The 

teacher is the central figure as to whether or not to appropriately use the designated technology.  

(Cakir & Yildirim, 2013).  

 To meet the needs of students with disabilities the teacher need to possess effective 

teaching strategies. Effective teaching strategies include various teaching approaches that are 

used by the teacher to achieve enhanced learning outcomes. When a teacher uses an instructional 

strategy that has a sound theoretical basis the computer and information technology are more 

effective tools. The challenge for all teachers is to successfully integrate subject-matter  

knowledge with both technological and pedagogical (Donnelly, McGarr, & O’Reilly, 2011).  To 

increase the use of technology and reading outcomes of students with LD schools and school 

district continue to make sizeable investments in reading intervention program. 

  Challenges that impact the integration of technology in the classroom, includes the lack 

of adequate ongoing professional development for teachers. Often times, when schools and 

districts mandate the use of specific technologies, teachers may be left without the tools, and 

skills to effectively integrate their teaching methods. The results are that the new investments are 

underutilized, or used in a way that mimics an old process rather than innovating new processes 

that may be more engaging with provisions for enhanced outcomes for students with LD. 

Another significant challenge that affects the integration of technology in the classroom is that of 
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some teachers, who have a resistance to change. Often times, many teachers are comfortable 

with the status quo and may have a resistance to technology. Additionally, they may view the 

integration of new technologies into their classroom as outside the scope of their job 

responsibilities. 

National Context 

  According to the National Reading Panel, continuing education for classroom teachers 

should come from in-service education and professional development (NRP Summary Report, 

2000). Recognizing the importance of how teacher professional development can substantially 

affect students with LD and student achievement, the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

mandated that teachers receive learning opportunities for professional development. Through the 

U. S. Department of Education’s Office of Educational Technology (OET), the 2016 NETP 

(National Education Technology Plan) was developed. It is a policy document that specifically 

recommends that teachers and those involved in teachers preparation, design and implement 

transformational experiences enabled by technology in the classroom that advance the 

engagement and learning of all students. 

State Context   

  The TEA mandates that Texas teachers meet high standards and be well prepared to teach 

in Texas classrooms. As such, Continuing Professional Education /Professional Development are 

required of all teachers who hold a Texas standard certificate. Texas teachers must renew their 

certificates every five years and must earn a minimum of 150 CPE hours. Additionally, the 

Texas Education TEA has developed and put in place technology standards for students and 

teachers. The TEA technology standards for Texas teachers are as follows: 
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Standard I. All teachers use technology-related terms, concepts, data input strategies, and ethical 

practices to make informed decisions about current technologies and their applications. 

Standard II.  All teachers identify task requirements, apply search strategies, and use current 

technology to efficiently acquire, analyze, and evaluate a variety of electronic information. 

Standard III. All teachers use task-appropriate tools to synthesize knowledge, create and modify 

solutions, and evaluate results in a way that supports the work of individuals and groups in 

problem solving situations. 

Standard IV. All teachers communicate information in different formats and for diverse 

audiences. 

Standard V. All teachers know how to plan, organize, deliver, and evaluate instruction for all 

students that incorporates the effective use of current technology for teaching and integrating the 

Technology Applications Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) into the curriculum.  

Standard VI. The computer science teacher has the knowledge and skills needed to teach the 

 

Foundations, Information Acquisition, Work in Solving Problems, and Communication strands 

  

of the Technology Applications for TEK in computer  

 

science, in addition to the content described in Technology Applications Standards I-V. (Texas 

 

Education Agency, 2018). The standards ensure that both students and teachers gain and  

 

apply critical technological knowledge and digital skills that will advance students learning  

 

outcomes. For students with disabilities and for students without disabilities, TEKS has provided 

for technology applications in its curriculum. Six strands based on the National Educational 

Technology Standards for Student (NETSS) provide expected performance indicators for all 

students (Texas Education Agency, 2018). 
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Local Context 

  To provide for the support and growth of teachers and student success, Houston ISD 

provides an array of professional development opportunities that are frequently delivered both 

during the summers and during the academic school year, at the campus, in the classroom, and at 

off-campus sites. HISD’s Education Technology Department provides support for technology 

initiatives to transform teaching and student learning by providing a variety of services and 

support to teachers. The Department develops and conducts training and professional 

development, enhances teachers’ skill levels, make recommendations, and provide advanced 

training that promotes integration of technology into classroom instructions (Houston ISD, 

Educational Technology, 2018). 

The importance of planning for teachers’ professional development cannot be 

overemphasized. Whenever you plan, the plan should be to succeed. With proper planning, goals 

and objectives for teachers’ development can be very successful. Just as teachers have to deliver 

effective reading intervention programs and employ instructional strategies that support and 

encourage success for students with LD, schools and school districts have to plan effective 

professional development that support and encourage teachers’ success. In several ways, 

professional development for teachers can fall short. This may include: too many goals, 

objectives, and priorities competing for teachers’ time; expectations that are unrealistic as they 

relate to the time needed for training and implementation of goals and objectives; size and 

structure of teachers’ professional development events; insufficient teachers’ support for 

implementation of new training; and insufficient feedback to teachers as it relates to learning 

outcomes of students with LD. 
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 The following Professional Development Planning and Implementation Forms are 

presented for the proposed Action Plan. Each form has been completed and contains descriptive 

and detailed information as it relates to planning, organizing, implementation, feedback, and 

evaluation. 

     ▪ Teachers Attitudes Toward Technology Survey 

     ▪ Design of the Teachers Professional Development Action Plan 

     ▪ Proposal for Teachers Professional Development Action Plan 

     ▪ Professional Development Action Plan 

     ▪ Evaluation of Professional Development Action Plan 

     ▪ Post Survey: Teachers’ Attitudes Following Professional Development 

     ▪ Pre-Survey: Perception of Students Toward Computers 

     ▪ Teachers’ Supplementary Professional Development Action Plan 

Outline of Proposed Action Plan 

1. Identify campus need for professional development. 

2. Identify person(s) to be responsible for developing plan to meet the need. 

3. Survey teachers to determine individual and specific needs. 

4. Survey students or collect data to determine specific needs. 

5. Use results of surveys to determine types of training and development. 

6. Identify appropriate training and development for enhancement of teaching and 

student learning.  

7.  Propose times for conducting training and development.  

8. Identify facilities for conducting training and development.  

9. Estimate cost and identify resources. 
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10. Identify and develop any needed policies and procedures. 

11. Develop and organize contents of training and development. 

12.  Implement training and development. 

13. Monitor training and development. 

14. Use teacher surveys to assess and evaluate training and development. 

15. Administrators will use on-going observations and other methods to determine 

effectiveness of training and development. 

16. Feedback will be used to further enhance teaching and student learning 
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Professional Development Planning and Implementation Form 

Teachers Attitudes Toward Technology Survey 
 

1 = strongly disagree;   2 = disagree;   3 = undecided;   4 = agree;   5 = strongly disagree 

For the following items, please check the answer that best shows your opinion. 

When using technology ….. 
 

     

1. Students create products that show higher level of learning 
 

     

2. There are more discipline problems 
 

     

3. Students with learning disabilities are more motivated 
 

     

4. Students go to inappropriate  sites 
                                                                                         

     

5. There is more student collaboration 
 

     

6. Plagiarism becomes more bigger problem 
 

     

7. The abundance of unreliable sources is disturbing 
 

     

I believe ….. 
 

     

8. Electronic media will replace printed text within five years 
 

     

9. Most technology would do little to improve my ability to teach 
                                         

     

10. Technology has changed the way that I teach 
 

     

11. Students are more knowledgeable than I’m when it comes to 
technology 

     

12. School systems expect us to learn new technologies without 
formal training 

     

13. There is too much technological change coming too fast 
without support for teacher 

     

14. Technology has left many teachers behind 
 

     

15. Technology is a good tool for collaboration with other teachers 
when building unit plans 

     

16. I learn new technologies best by figuring them out myself 
 

     

       



83 
 

 
 

Teachers Attitudes Toward Technology Survey (continued) 

17. Technology is useful in managing student data such as 
attendance and grades 

     

18. Technology is unreliable 
 

     

19. I perceive computers as pedagogical tools 
 

     

20. I generally have positive attitude towards using computer 
technology in teaching 

     

21. I like using computers for teaching purposes 
 

     

22. I like searching the internet for teaching resources 
 

     

23. Computers can be a good supplement to support teaching and 
learning for students with disabilities 

 

     

24. I believe I can take risks in teaching with computer technology 
 

     

25. If I have time I would like to try out instructional computer 
technology innovations in my teachings 

     

26. If I have access  to resources I would like to try out 
instructional computer technology innovations in my teachings 

     

27. If I have training I would like to try out instructional computer 
technology innovations in my teaching 

     

28. I Figure I am not the type to do well with computerized 
teaching tools 

     

29. I am not prepared to integrate instructional computer 
technology in my teaching 
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Professional Development Planning and Implementation Form 

Design of the Teachers Professional Development Action Plan 
 

Goal: To review and measure the professional development that has been designed to help 

teachers integrate technology in the classroom to improve teaching and student learning. 

Task/ Action Steps 
 

(Review to ensure that the 
below information: “what 

will be done?” is fully 
identified) 

Responsibility 
 

(Review to ensure that the 
below information: “who will 

do it?” is fully identified) 
 

Monitoring/ Evaluation 
 

(Review to ensure that the 
below information: “how will 

progress be measured?” Is 
fully identified 

All teachers will complete a 
survey that will show how 
much they know and 
implement technology in the 
classroom. 

Principal/ Administrators/ 
The school’s Information 
Technology Instructor-
Coordinator 

The results of the survey will 
be compiled and used to 
determine what types of 
training that the teachers 
and staff need. 

Surveys will be evaluated to 
judge the particular needs for 
professional development in 
technology. 

Principal/ Administrators/ 
The school’s Information 
Technology Instructor-
Coordinator 

Teacher will attend 
professional development 
geared toward the needs of 
the school and students. 
Principals/ Administrators 
will monitor progress 
through walk through 
evaluations to see that the 
professional development is 
put in place.   

In addition to the school’s 
PD, it will also use Houston’s 
Region 4 Educational Service 
Center and identify specific 
lessons that can be 
implemented into the 
classroom. 

Principal/ Administrators/ 
The school’s Information 
Technology Instructor-
Coordinator/ school’s 
department chairpersons 

In addition to the school’s 
PD, Teachers can also attend 
professional developments 
that are put on by Houston’s 
Region 4 Educational Services 
Center. 

The school will develop 
policies and procedures to 
prevent students’ internet 
abuse. 

Principal/ Administrators/ 
The school’s Information 
Technology Instructor-
Coordinator 

Students will be educated on 
how to correctly use the 
internet at school. 

More technology will be 
implemented in the school. 
The school will determine the 
additional items needed. 

The school’s Information 
Technology Instructor-
Coordinator and department 
chairpersons 

Through the use of the 
technology budget, and 
seeking and applying for 
grants to improve the 
integration of technology in 
the classroom. 
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Professional Development Planning and Implementation Form 

Proposal for Teachers Professional Development Action Plan 

 
Goal 1: To provide for an increased integration of technology in the classroom by addressing both 

teachers and administrative leadership needs and providing activity-based technology training for all 

teachers. 

Goal 2: To increase the ability of teachers to gather, analyze, and use data from a variety of sources. 

 Activity  Strategy                                         Person(s) 
     Responsible 

        Timeline      Resources 
Estimated Cost  

     Formative 
    Evaluation 

Teachers and 
administrative 
leadership will 
identify campus 
needs regarding 
the integration 
and 
implementation of 
technology 
through the needs 
assessment 
process. Teachers 
and administrative 
leadership will 
then develop a 
campus action 
plan for meeting 
those needs. 
 

HISD Technology 
Application 
Specialist/Director 
 
 
The school’s 
Information 
Technology 
Instructor/ 
Coordinator 
 
 
Principal 
 
 
Teachers 

End of summer/ 
beginning of 
school training for 
the 2029-2021 
school year 

Access to school’s 
computer lab or 
laptops 

Needs 
assessment is 
completed and 
action plan is 
formed and 
implemented 

Training will be 
provided in the 
use of the 
computer, the 
software, the 
application of 
data, and the 
instructional 
integration of 
technology in the 
classroom. The 
appropriate 
training will 
enhance teaching 
and student 
learning. 

HISD Technology 
Application 
Specialist/ 
Director 
 
The school’s 
Information 
Technology 
Instructor/ 
Coordinator 
 
Principal 
 
Teachers 

End of summer/ 
beginning of 
school training for 
the 2019-2020 
school year - 
ongoing through 
1st 6 weeks.            

Access to school’s 
computer lab or 
laptops 

Teachers are 
documenting use 
of information 
technology data 
by tracking use 
and sharing 
experiences 
during  weekly 
department/ 
data meetings 
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Professional Development Planning and Implementation Form 

Professional Development Action Plan 

 
Purpose: To assist teachers address areas of learning needs for students using the breakdown of data in 

                 TAPR (Texas Academic Performance Reports)  

Activity Purpose Description Steps Timeline 

1. Teachers will be 
put into groups 

according to their  
subject area. Each group 
will use HISD Connect to 
look up the school’s TAPR 
to analyze data. 

To get 
teachers 
more 
comfortable 
with using the 
program to 
access TAPR 
data so that 
they can 
access it more 
often. 

Teachers will use 
their laptops and 
go through the 
steps to use HISD 
Connect to access 
the school’s TAPR 
data. 

1. Teachers will 
be given 
colored 
notecards 
telling them 
which table to 
sit at. 

2. Teachers will 
be instructed 
to get out their 
computers and 
follow the 
steps provided 
to get into 
HISD Connect. 

 

5 min. 

2. Each group will 
make a list of 

improvements that need 
to be made in their subject 
area and collaborate to 
come up with strategies to 
use in the classroom 
including technology.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                        

For teachers to 
become 
familiar with 
the school’s 
TAPR data and 
use technology 
to brainstorm 
strategies to 
improve the 
areas of 
concern.                                                                     

Each subject area 
group will use 
their TAPR data 
to make a list of 
the areas of 
concern and then 
brainstorm 
strategies to use 
to address and 
improve these 
areas, using 
technology.    
                                                      

1. Make a list of 
areas of 
concern 

2. Brainstorm 
strategies to 
improve these 
areas. 

30 min. 

3. Each group will 
present their 
strategies to the 
entire staff. 

To make all 
subject area 
teachers aware 
of all areas of 
concern for 
the school. 

Each group will 
share their 
findings with the 
staff. 

1. Each group will 
share the 
areas of 
concern for 
their subject 
area. 

2. Then they will 
share their 
strategies they 
came up with. 

25 min. 
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Professional Development Planning and Implementation Form 

Evaluation of Professional Development Action Plan 

 
 Description of Evaluation Responsibilities Timeline 

    

 
 
 
School Wiki 

Teachers will post monthly responses  
To a technology integration classroom 
topic connected to the current needs of 
the school. 

▪ The school’s Information  
   Technology Instructor/ 
   Coordinator 
 
▪ Principal/ Administrators 
 
▪ Teachers 
 

Monthly 
review 

 
 
Classroom 
Teacher Blogs 

Teachers will post monthly reflections on 
their integration of technology into the 
delivery and enrichment of instruction. 

▪ The school’s Information 
   Technology Instructor/ 
   Coordinator 
 
▪ Principal/ Administrators 
 
▪ Teachers 
 

Monthly 
review 

 
 
Teacher Lesson 
Plans 

Evaluate the current use of technology  
Integration within teacher’s lesson plans to 
connect to the student. 

▪ The school’s Information 
   Technology Instructor/  
   Coordinator 
 
▪ Principal/ Administrators 
 
▪ Teachers 
 

August 2020 
– May 2021 
 

 
 
Administrative 
Walk-through 

Principal/ Administrators will conduct 
random classroom walk-throughs to 
observe current technology integration 
within the instructional setting. 
 

▪ Principal/ Administrators 
 
▪ Teachers 

August 2020 
– May 2021 

 
 
 
PDAS Evaluations 

Administrators will conduct a classroom 
observation. They will evaluate the 
classroom teacher’s integration of 
technology to enhance the delivery and 
enrichment of reading and core curriculum 
instruction.    
              

▪ Principal/ Administrators 
 
▪ Teachers 

August 2020 
– May 2021 

 
Professional 
Development 
Survey 

Teachers will complete the Professional 
Development Survey on their current 
competencies and use of technology 
within the classroom. 
 

▪ The school’s Information 
   Technology Instructor/ 
   Coordinator 
 
▪ Teachers 
 

May 2021 
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Professional Development Planning and Implementation Form 

Post Survey: Teachers’ Attitudes Following Professional Development  

 

 
 

(Strongly Disagree = 1; Disagree = 2; Neither Agree Nor Disagree = 3; Agree =4; Strongly Agree = 5)  

    
 

                                           Survey Items 

SD/1 D/2 NA 
or 
ND/3 

A/4 SA/5 

Teachers’ views of the effectiveness of the new Teachers’ 
Professional Development Innovation Program: Information 
Technology (IT). 

     

1. I have developed an understanding of the concepts, principles, 
and roles on the integration of IT into reading and my subject 
areas of teaching and learning.  

     

2. I have adopted an understanding of how IT can be used to 
support and enhance the teaching and learning in reading and 
my subject areas. 

     

3. I feel more confident using IT.      

4. I feel more confident to integrate IT into reading and my 
subject teaching areas. 

     

5. The IT Professional Development program is effective in 
giving me more confidence to integrate IT into reading and 
my subject teaching areas. 

     

6. The IT Professional Development program is effective in giving 
me more ideas of integrating IT into my subject teaching areas. 

     

7. I am capable of downloading some materials from the 
Internet. 

     

8. I am capable of downloading some video clips from YouTube.      

9. I am capable of creating some interactive exercises by using 
apps. 

     

10. I understand the word processor is a good tool to develop 
students’ culture and context skills. 

     

11. I am able to choose suitable internet resources for reading and 
my subject teaching areas. 

     

12. I am able to use IT to develop students’ higher order critical 
thinking skills. 

     

13. I am able to use IT to facilitate students’ self-learning 
capabilities. 
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Post Survey: Teachers’ Attitudes Following Professional Development 

(continued) 
    
 

                                           Survey Items 

SD/1 D/2 NA 
or 
ND/3 

A/4 SA/5 

Teachers’ views of the effectiveness of the new Teachers’ 
Professional Development Innovation Program: Information 
Technology (IT). 

     

14. I have developed an understanding of the concepts, principles, 
and roles on the integration of IT into reading and my subject 
areas of teaching and learning.  

     

15. I have adopted an understanding of how IT can be used to 
support and enhance the teaching and learning in reading and 
my subject areas. 

     

16. I feel more confident using IT.      

17. I feel more confident to integrate IT into reading and my 
subject teaching areas. 

     

18. The IT Professional Development program is effective in giving 
me more confidence to integrate IT into reading and my 
subject teaching areas. 

     

19. The IT Professional Development program is effective in giving 
me more ideas of integrating IT into my subject teaching areas. 

     

20. I am capable of downloading some materials from the 
Internet. 

     

21. I am capable of downloading some video clips from YouTube.      

22. I am capable of creating some interactive exercises by using 
apps. 

     

23. I understand the word processor is a good tool to develop 
students’ culture and context skills. 

     

24. I am able to choose suitable internet resources for reading and 
my subject teaching areas. 

     

25. I am able to use IT to develop students’ higher order critical 
thinking skills. 

     

26. I am able to use IT to facilitate students’ self-learning 
capabilities. 
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Professional Development Planning and Implementation Form 

Pre-Survey: Perceptions of Students Toward Computers 
 
(Strongly  Agree = 51); Agree = 4; Undecided = 3; Disagree = 2;  Strongly Disagree 

                              Survey  Items SA/5 A/4 U/3 D/2 SD/1  
     

1. I am not afraid to engage with computers.      

2. I have enough skills to use computers.      

3. I want to do my studies at computers.      

4. I involve computers in my life at all fields.      

5. Engaging with computers make me angry.      

6. If there should be a problem to solve with the  
             computer, I try to solve it with the computer. 

     

7. It is not interesting to solve problems with computers.      

8. I do not want to use a computer out of needing it.      

9. Learning computers is only wasting time for me.      
10. I do not believe that I can be successful in reading and at 

any computer lesson. 
     

11. Studying at computers requires good emotions for me.      

12. I like to read books to get information about computers.      

13. I hate computers.      

14. I believe that I can do all my studies with the help of 
computers. 

     

15. I do not try to overcome problems at computers.      

16. I have to know how to use computers for my future 
success. 

     

17. It is very hard for me to participate in any course that 
requires computer learning. 

     

18. I believe that I will not be a good computer user.      

19. I sit in front of the computer until I overcome a 
computer program problem that I am faced with. 

     

20. I do not believe that I can get information from the 
computer that is needed in my daily life. 

     

21. I become uncomfortable when the atmosphere around 
me is filled with computer concepts. 

     

22. I can learn language by myself.      

23. I do not pay any money for having computer books.      

24. I do not venture to experience new update products for 
computers. 
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25. It is enjoyable for me to learn new things in computer 
courses. 

     
 

26. It is difficult to use computers.      

27. I do not want to stop while engaging with computers.      

28. Computers increase probability of finding jobs.      

29. I get nervous when I think of studying with computers.      

30. I become successful in my computer courses.      

31. It seems I am taken away from familiar environments 
when I use computers. 

     

32. I do not want to solve problems with computers while 
there are other materials. 

     

33. If I have to use computers, I do not think that it will be a 
problem for me. 

     

34. I do not become uncomfortable when the atmosphere 
around me is filled with computer concepts. 

     

35. If I could not overcome problems that I am faced with, I 
continue to think on that. 

     

36. It is important to me to become successful in reading 
and in my computer courses. 

     

37. Computers confuse my mind.      

38. If the matter is computer, I trust myself.      

39. I do not like to talk with other people about computers.      

40. It is not an obligation to know computers in order to find 
a job. 
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Professional Development Planning and Implementation Form 

Teachers’ Supplementary Professional Action Plan 

 

 
Title Activity Rationale  Setting & 

Information 

 
 
Integrating 
Supplementary 
Technologies into 
Instructional and  
Educational 
Practices 

 
 
Teachers will learn 
supplementary 
technological skills 
that will help to  
integrate 
technology into their 
classrooms. 
This activity will focus 
on three effective 
tools: 

1) Power Point 
             Presentations 

2) Blogs 
3) Document 

Cameras 
 

 
 
Teachers that have 
an 
understanding of 
these technologies 
are more likely to 
integrate them into 
their classrooms. 
This activity will have 
teachers work 
collaboratively with 
other teachers to 
create a power point, 
blog, and practice 
using a document 
camera. 

 
 
This activity will be 
conducted by the 
school’s Information 
Technology 
Instructor at the 
beginning of the 
school year, during a 
morning or 
afternoon In-service 
Teachers’ Session. 
August 2019 
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Conclusions 

        

       Teaching reading comprehensive to middle school students with LD can be very complex.  

Thus, it is essential that teachers have a firm grasp of content, substantial knowledge of various 

teaching strategies, and be proficient in the understanding and integration of computers and 

information technology into their instructional processes. This action plan that is presented 

provides for implementation of professional development for teachers and will support both 

teachers and students with LD. It has the potential to enhance students’ reading outcomes, 

narrow the reading achievement gap, and assist students meet grade levels as measured by 

STAAR reading assessment data.  

Successful implementation of the Professional Action Plan involves more than providing  

teachers with resources, materials, and training. Successful implementation of this initiative is 

 

dependent upon the use of the technology by the teacher. The teacher is the central figure as to 

 

whether or not to appropriately use technology. Its integration into the classroom is affected by  

 

teachers’ attitudes, perceptions, and technical knowledge. To successfully implement the  

 

Teachers’ Professional Development Action Plan, the teachers must be considered. To engage  

 

teachers, educational leaders will need to work with teachers before beginning the  

 

Professional Development initiative. To effectuate this, the Concern Based Adoption Model  

 

(CBAM) provides an excellent source of reference. This model provides tools and techniques for  

 

facilitating and assessing the implementation of the Professional Development initiative. An  

 

important component used is the Stages of Concern process. This process allows for finding  

 

more about the teacher. It provides important information about teachers as it relate to ability,  

 

rigor, relevance, experiences, and concerns (American Institute for Research, 2015). 
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