ABSTRACT

Effects of the Implementation of the “Rally to Ré&iogram:
A Tier 3 Approach within the Response to InterventProcess

Kevin Matthew Bott, Ed.D.

Mentor: Betty J. Conaway, Ph.D.

This study was a mixed-method, quasi-experimentastigation that evaluated
the implementation of the “Rally to Read” remediatprogram, designed by the Center
for Learning and Development (CLD), as a Tier &iméntion method within the
Response to Intervention (RTI) process. This stiadgpared the progress of a Tier 3
student group on Campus A, who received “Rally ¢éadR services, with the progress of
a Tier 3 student group in a nearby school, Campwgh® didnot receive “Rally to
Read” services, during the 2008-2009 school year.

The Tier 3 student groups in these two schoolgwempared based on
achievement on the Imagination Station (I-statjgmogress monitoring program.
Comprehension and fluency scores from the I-stgirogram were the primary methods
of gauging Tier 3 progress for these two schodlse researcher analyzed and compared
I-station usage time and student disciplinary refeaverages between these groups. In
addition, the teachers who were involved with tRalty to Read” program provided

survey feedback of their perceptions of the progrdineir responses were analyzed in



five categories: adult program training, programe&s on student behavior, program
curriculum, adult relationships with students, andrall program effectiveness.

As a whole, the “Rally to Read” program was shawbe a successful Tier 3
intervention on Campus A of this study. Quant#aiilata demonstrated statistically
significant differences for the I-station assessimand I-station usage times. Responses
from the adult participants in the “Rally to Regdbgram supported the “Rally to Read”
curriculum, relationship-building elements, prograaining, and overall program
performance. The academic and behavioral accohmpésts of the students on Campus

A also spoke to the validity and reliability of tHeally to Read” program.
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CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

Response to Intervention (RTI) is an assessmenind@dention model that
incorporates differentiated instruction, variouemention methods, and multiple
assessment tools in order to help maximize stuatgmevement in public schools. RTI is
implemented using school-based methods of acadateiwention in order to provide
early assistance to students with learning defwe=n The RTI process is designed to
address academic learning needs, but it is algstara for recognizing and correcting
students’ academic and behavioral problems. H@#008) stated regarding the RTI
process that, “this approach is not about pladiegproblems within the student, but
rather examining the student’s response to instm@nd intervention” (p. 10). Elliot
(2008) explained how crucial it is to student I@agrto provide the correct and most
effective intervention methods for reading instioiet At the same time, RTI is primarily
aimed at assisting students in the elementary $cetting. RTI focuses on increasing
student achievement with regard to basic skillslaaching abilities. Although this
model is helpful for secondary students, the conseggests more success for older
students if their needs are addressed at a yoagger

In Texas, the RTI model is implemented under thgestsion and direction of
the Texas Education Agency. Public schools areired to adopt local instructional
programs and approaches in order to help meetabésnof struggling learners. In
addition, school districts are required to usergdieally based research in order to

validate curriculum and teaching methods relatetthédRTI model. Public schools and



districts must also follow the necessary statefaddral mandates related to RTI and
student success. Principals, counselors, teagbamaprofessionals, diagnosticians, and
central office personnel are all responsible fer¢ffective implementation of the RTI
process. The National Center on Response to kniéon as well as the Response to
Intervention Coordinating Council (RtiCC) are rettgformed organizations designed to
help local education agencies initiate and implenties Response to Intervention (RTI)
process. The most well known education entityends, the Texas Education Agency
(2009), focuses on four key elements in its debniof RTI:
RTI may be described as a model addressing thesrdedl students through a
continuum of services which provide: 1) high quailitstruction and scientific
research based tiered interventions aligned wittiesit need; 2) frequent
monitoring of student progress to make results-dbasademic or behavioral
decisions; (3) data-based school improvement; @dhe application of student
response data to important educational decisiocis asl those regarding
placement, intervention, curriculum, and instrucibmethodologies. (p. 4)
These key components of RTI allow educators todanureading, writing, math, or
behavior issues related to student learning andeswci growth. For the current study,
the subject of reading progress was addressedhitioreto struggling learners in two
Texas schools. Research-based programs desigmzhtdy and address reading
deficiencies have become necessary interventiortbéosuccess of the RTI process.
Elliot (2008) noted that this new process mandaied@EA, known as Response
to Intervention (RTI), requires school personnahtplement a multi-tiered process in
order to help meet the needs of struggling learnEos reading instruction, RTI involves
a research-based approach at helping studentsesbitteugh each level of the process.

Teachers who identify struggling readers will recoemd that the students receive Tier 1

services in the classroom setting. These Tiendicgs encompass high quality



classroom instruction that is aligned with the Tekasential Knowledge and Skills
(TEKS). Tier 1 instruction is designed to addrémsslearning needs of 80% of students.
Hence, 80% of learners will usually fall into theeT1 category of the RTI model
(McCook, 2006). Many schools use class-wide ir@eton strategies, push-in
assistance, or computer-based resources such agifiation Station” for Tier 1 of the
RTI process. “Imagination Station” is an onlingeigrated assessment tool used for the
progress monitoring of early reading skills. Tpisgram, also called I-station, is
approved by the Texas Education Agency as a recometeassessment for struggling
readers. This computerized assessment tool wiasedtfor progress monitoring specific
groups of students throughout this study. In thié&pocess, if a student is unsuccessful
in Tier 1 after 4-6 weeks, then he or she is ekvéd Tier 2 for more intense reading
interventions (McCook, 2006; NASDSE & CASE, 2006).

McCook (2006) noted that Tier 2 interventions tgply involve pull-out
assistance in some form of a small group instragt#oratio of 1:5-10). Tier 2 students
usually spend 20-30 minutes per day in small giagpuction in addition to receiving
their continued instructional services through TierTier 2 interventions may involve
computer programs from auxiliary assessments (itiad to programs such as I-station)
in order to help address students’ reading defaig=n These students also have the
opportunity to receive small group instruction wattmer Tier 2 struggling students.
Students in this Tier should comprise approximat€iy15% of the student population,
and they are progress monitored bi-monthly to enappropriate learning and placement

(McCook, 2006; NASDSE & CASE, 2006). If these sexg are not effective and/or



students are not responding to Tier 2 interventitren these students will be moved to
Tier 3 of the RTI process after an additional 4€eks.

Tier 3 student assistance identifies students syp#tific content area deficiencies
who have not responded to Tier 1 or Tier 2 intetie@s. These students receive more
intense, individualized instruction (a ration o8)L: They spend approximately 45-60
minutes in individual or small group instructionaddition to receiving their continued
instructional services through Tier 1 and Tier 2imentions. Students in Tier 3 should
comprise approximately 1-5% of the student popoita(McCook, 2006; NASDSE &
CASE, 2006). Tier 3 students are progress momtaeekly. Instructional interventions
in Tier 3 should be custom-designed for the indigidstudents. Therefore, schools are
required to offer Tier 3 intervention strategies @nograms that are unique and effective

in order to meet the needs of these individualesttsl(McCook, 2006).

Tier 3
Intensive, individual Tier 3
Intervention methods 1-5%
Tier 2 Tier 2
Targeted small group 10-15% of students
Interventions
Tier 1 Tier 1
Universal Interventions 80% of students

For all students

Figure 1L Response to Intervention (RTI) Multi-Tiered Syst



The target school in this study, Campus A, utiligeel “Rally to Read” program
as a reading intervention in Tier 3 of the RTI me& One of the main, underlying
struggles with reading instruction in public scl®mwivolves how to identify and address
the specific reading deficiencies of strugglingdea. “Rally to Read” was designed to
identify the specific area of a student’s readiif@jaity through progress monitoring
and pre/post assessment interventions. Once argtsideading deficiency has been
identified, the “Rally to Read” program addresdes heed on a practical level. The
“Rally to Read” program was created by the Cerdetearning and Development
(CLD), a service division of Behavioral Health lihste, located in Waco, Texas. “Rally
to Read” is an intensive reading remediation pnogpailt upon research by the National
Institutes of Health. “Rally to Read” is primarilgchnology-based, and it incorporates
five skill areas: phonological awareness, phorflagncy/rate, vocabulary, and
comprehension. The RTI process is designed todwalpators identify students’
academic weaknesses and address those areasyditadtiis study, the “Rally to Read”

program was used as the primary intervention methiodier 3 struggling readers.

Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to determine thecéffeness of the “Rally to
Read” program, designed by the Center for LearamdjDevelopment (CLD), as a Tier
3 intervention method within the Response to Ireaton (RTI) process. As a whole,
the RTI model is used to determine which studenitsewter Tier 3 for reading
intervention during the school year. As a restiitate and federal mandates, public
schools are searching for intervention methodgfer 3 students that are reliable and

scientifically research based (NCLB, 2002, Sec.8)20n most cases, students who



receive Tier 3 services have been a part of amsxe process using multiple
intervention strategies. These students are plac&er 3 because they have not
responded appropriately to Tier 1 or Tier 2 intati@s. In this study, the “Rally to
Read” program was an attempt to address individaahing needs in the area of reading
for students in Tier 3.

The “Rally to Read” program was implemented asex Ziintervention in a Texas
school, Campus A, with over 640 students. A sipaltentage of these students received
“Rally to Read” services in Tier 3 throughout tH#8-2009 school year. This study
compared the progress of Tier 3 students on Catpuwo received “Rally to Read”
services, with the progress of Tier 3 students amgus B, who dishot receive “Rally to
Read” services. These Tier 3 student groups froth bampuses were progress
monitored and assessed four times per semestey th&riimagination Station” (I-
station) assessment program. As stated earlimgdination Station” is an online
integrated assessment tool used for progress mimgjtstudents in order to determine
early deficiencies in reading comprehension. Tsigtion program is one of the few
intervention methods in Texas that has been apdrbyehe Texas Education Agency as
a recommended assessment for struggling readkensagihation Station” scores served

as the dependent variables in both schools forstoidy.

Statement of the Problem
Public schools often struggle to obtain effectineljvidualized intervention
strategies to address the needs of Tier 3 studéfist schools utilize small group and
individual student assistance in order to addresdearning needs of struggling learners.

Some schools incorporate computerized programséi-puassistance, or additional



personnel in order to help students who struggleading. The RTI process is designed
to assist students who struggle in particular stitgeeas. Reading comprehension is the
most significant area in which teachers are impleimg RTI. The recent implementation
of RTl is due to the increased number of studeis siruggle in reading (Texas
Education Agency, 2009). The dilemma of addreskagers’ struggles with reading
comprehension involves a variety of issues inclgditudent backgrounds, teacher
preparation, reading programs, and reading intéimestrategies. In addition, students’
reading deficiencies are prevalent in low-incomeosts with students from

economically disadvantaged backgrounds.

Diane Ravitch has argued about the quality of regdistruction in public
schools in her worl,eft Back Ravitch (2000) stated that, “in teaching reading
progressive educators warned against ‘too eayntatin to the alphabet, phonics, or
word analysis’...the abandonment of oral readingdimasged the daily life in public
schools” (p. 252). Ravitch (2000) continued ontthy@c of reading instruction by
explaining the need for more specific and childtessd instruction in the area of
reading. Struggling learners need to have hissonkeds identified and addressed
according to their developmental level in ordese¢e appropriate levels of success. In
addition, Moats (2009) has maintained that teacélseed to have a strong,
fundamental knowledge of language structure, repdavelopment, and differentiation
in order to meet the needs of students who struggieading (p. 379). Hoffman,
Maloch, & Roller (2007) have also supported thiiorofor the increased effectiveness
of reading instruction. They stated that, “We #eeneed for more large-scale studies

that trace the effects of teacher preparationadirg on the experiences of teachers and



on student learning” (p. 280). As a whole, teashepublic schools need a system of
identifying and monitoring students’ academic stjleg, progress, and successes in the
area of reading. This is where the RTI processdading becomes involved in the
public school arena.

This growing problem in education involves the stts and implementation of
programs and interventions for learners who steiggteading. Creating and marketing
research-based computer software is a growing ifielde United States due to the need
for these programs within the RTI process. In #higly, the students in Tier 3 of the RTI
process were the students within these schoolsdigptayed the most difficulties in
reading comprehension. As shown within RTI, inisch easier for educators to identify
struggling readers than to address the individemdling difficulties of these students on a
daily basis. The “Rally to Read” program was gomsed Tier 3 intervention to help

address this growing problem in Campus A of thislgt

Research Questions
The “Rally to Read” program was designed by thet&eflor Learning and

Development (CLD) as an intense, individualizedineg remediation program. “Rally
to Read” is primarily technology-based and incogpes five skill areas: phonological
awareness, phonics, fluency/rate, vocabulary, antpcehension. This reading program
was designed to target students who struggle simgacomprehension and decoding.
This program can be implemented with individuabstots as well as small groups in the
public school setting. According to the Nationa&ading Panel (NRP), programs that
effectively address reading deficiencies requive key components: learning phonemic

awareness, phonics rules, vocabulary, compreheranohfluency. These five



components were the research based backgroungefaesign of the “Rally to Read”
program. Also, “Rally to Read” attempts to incorge the student’s love and desire of
reading. “Rally to Read” integrates all of thesenponents in order to help foster a love
of reading for the students. “Rally to Read” wagjioally designed to allow for
differentiation and student movement from one skiéla to another during instruction.

The primary research question for this study was:

1. Did the “Rally to Read” program in Tier 3 increasiee achievement of
struggling readers when compared to Tier 3 studengnother school who were not
receiving “Rally to Read” services?

Other relevant secondary questions in this studyded:

1) How did the achievement scores of studentseesured by I-station
assessments, who were involved in the “Rally todReeaogram, change over time?

2) Did the amount of time spent on the I-statiarriculum impact the
achievement of students in the “Rally to Read” paogwhen compared to non-
participants?

3) Did student behavior change, as measured Ipeatéferrals, in response to
participation in the “Rally to Read” program?

4) What were the perceptions of teacher and stadf supervised the “Rally to
Read” program?

5) Did teacher backgrounds and training affecttfy@ementation of the “Rally
to Read” program or the achievement of “Rally t@a&estudents?

In this study, the students’ achievement and repdamprehension resulting from “Rally

to Read” services was measured through the “Im#gm&tation” online progress



monitoring system. Students who received “RalljRead” services in this study had
already received intense Tier 1 and Tier 2 serviddserefore, they continued to use
these services in Tier 3. By nature of the Tide8ign, the “Rally to Read” students on
Campus A of this study were a smaller group of etiisithan any other Tier of the RTI

process.

Significance of the Problem

Currently, there is a growing body of research (€ &etscher, & Mendoza, 2009;
Elliot, 2008; Hirsch, 2006; Moats, 2009; RavitcB0R) that has indicated a need to
address reading deficiencies in public schoolsid&tts’ reading deficiencies are
prevalent in low-income schools with students freconomically disadvantaged
backgrounds. More specifically, reading comprelmmsomprises a variety of complex
material and understanding that is more difficattgome young learners. Efficient
reading incorporates an understanding of vocabulacal language, context clues,
grammar, spelling, prediction, and basic phonemiaraness. Oftentimes, a student’s
background or culture may inhibit him or her fromving a clear perception of these
basic fundamentals of reading in the classroom.

The RTI process for reading education requireshteracto demonstrate high-
quality, scientifically based classroom instructiddchool-wide universal screenings
currently exist in various forms in public scho(@s. GORT-4, LAC-3, I-Station, I-
Steep, etc.). Teachers collect data over timenaonitor the progress of student
responses to specific intervention strategiesdetts who do not respond well to class-
wide interventions may be moved up the academicTRarlprocess. Students who

significantly struggle in reading may be elevatedier 3. The need for stronger reading

10



instruction and effective reading programs at Biés demonstrated through recent
research and current state-wide assessment reStksRTI process is the current state-
wide method of monitoring and assessing studergrpss in the areas of reading
instruction and reading comprehension. In thishgf the RTI process and Tier 3
intervention, the “Rally to Read” program for stgligg learners was the primary
component. This Tier, as well as all Tiers of RiE process, requires frequent progress
monitoring and ongoing assessment. Universal sorge and progress monitoring tools
are a significant part of the RTI process.

Catts, Petscher, & Mendoza (2009) have noted fieetsfof universal screening
and its impact on students who have reading disiakil They supported the need for
student maturity and development prior to concéedrassessments of reading
difficulties. The authors also supported the Rigess as a way of identifying and
providing assistance to students with reading disab (p. 163). Hirsch (2006) has
elaborated on this idea by explaining the importamfcadequate reading instruction. He
stated, “we now know that the relevant backgroumoMkedge needed for reading
comprehension must be domain-specific in ordentibke the reader to form an adequate
situation model” (p. 42-43). Consequently, thesthars further the fundamental
assertion of reading education: struggling learmgrs have difficulties in reading will
exist in regular education, special education,smédll group populations. Hence, the
RTI process has been utilized to help identifyeassand service the needs of these
students who struggle in the area of reading cohgmsion.

Hirsch, Kett, & Trefil (1987) elaborated on the galioations involved with

monitoring reading and reading instruction. Theyel that, “the reader’s mind is

11



constantly inferring meanings that are not direstbted by the words of a text but are
nonetheless part of its essential content. Théa#txmeanings of a piece of writing are
the tip of the iceberg. The larger part is compaskthe reader’s own relevant
knowledge” (p. 33-34). This statement exemplified fact that there are a variety of
factors that contribute to reading comprehensiahrasponsiveness. Phonemic
awareness, cultural backgrounds, language, voaghualad fluency are all critical
components of reading comprehension.

Identified students in each of these categoriesiregprogress monitoring and
modified instruction throughout the school yearclMosh, Graves, & Gersten, (2007)
have supported the incorporation of the RTI proedste monitoring student
achievement. They noted in their recent studyrgjlish language learners, “If done
well, RTI provides a series of supports and ingtomal safety nets to assist students in
the learning process” (p. 197-198). This RTI pexcis also designed to help foster
collaborative efforts between grade level team mamsbWhen used effectively, teachers
can communicate their student and curriculum caorgerore frequently due to the nature
of the RTI process. RTI is specifically designedelp teachers identify the needs of
struggling readers, connect with team members abeutstudents’ progress, and
communicate with guardians regarding studentshiegrneeds. This process of has
become the most significant driving force for monitg student progress in education

across the country.

Methodology
This study was a quasi-experimental design aimedoaitoring student progress

through RTI interventions. The “Rally to Read” gram at Tier 3, which was the key

12



element of research in this study, served as thep@endent variable. The resulting
scores from the I-station assessments were thexdepevariables. The students chosen
for this study included 11 students at one elenmgrsehool, Campus A, as well as 11
different students at another elementary schoahiis B. This study compared the
progress of Tier 3 students on Campus A, who recEiRally to Read” services, with

the progress of Tier 3 students on Campus B, whoalireceive “Rally to Read”
services. All of the students in this study wesasistently taking Imagination Station (I-
station) progress monitoring assessments throughewgchool year on each campus.
The teachers and staff members in this study wiecesairveyed regarding their
participation in the “Rally to Read” process. Thmmments regarding the “Rally to
Read” program were noted during the analysis afestts’ scores and I-station
assessment data collection. The students’ scages monitored as they showed
progress throughout the assessment process. Tikel® group scores were compared to
the Tier 3 group scores on Campus B of this stilyth of these campuses were located
in a school district in the central Texas region.

The I-station progress monitoring assessment wasrastered four times
throughout each semester to all of the student$in3. This was done consistently on
both campuses. The progress monitoring assessmerggart of the Imagination
Station (I-station), and these assessments weignagelsto evaluate reading fluency and
reading comprehension. Students in Tiers 1 anfdtzese schools also took I-station
assessments throughout the school year. This wt&sdard progress monitoring tool

throughout the RTI process on these campuses. wowihe students in Tier 3 on these

13



campuses took the I-station assessments more fridqgud his was the standard process
used to progress monitor students who receivedngaaterventions in this study.

Each I-station test offered the same questiongeanting prompts that were
presented in the classrooms and small group ledsottsrd and fourth grade. Students
in Tier 1 who took the test quarterly were ablsliow their comprehension of necessary
reading skills. Most of these students remainebién 1 throughout the year. This
measure indicated a valid, reliable program fogpeses monitoring students in the RTI
process. Struggling learners usually did not rentathe same Tier of RTIl. The I-
station program flagged these students as needutiganal reading interventions. For
this study, the I-station program was designedifipalty for students who struggled in
reading comprehension. It was used for studerdd Blementary grades across a wide
range of PK-5 campuses. Imagination Station afewexl resources within the program
that allowed teachers to provide additional readerventions for the selected
struggling readers in this study. In addition, Hstation program provided appropriate
interventions for students in Tier 1 and Tier &j &mprovided a data-driven evaluation of

student progress.

Participants
Eleven of the Tier 3 students on Campus A receinsiuctional services through
the “Rally to Read” program. Eleven of the Tiest@dents on Campus B received
instructional servicewithoutthe “Rally to Read” program. Students on CampugeiBe
required to move through each Tier of the RTI pssda the same manner as the “Rally
to Read” students on Campus A. All of the TietBlents on Campus A and Campus B

utilized the Imagination Station (I-station) momitg program at approximately the same

14



evaluation times during the school year. Both casep utilized the Imagination Station
(I-station) program in the same capacity. Thigpam was the primary method of
measuring the success of the “Rally to Read” progpsa Campus A. In addition, the
student group on Campus A spent some time with-gt@ion curriculum, while the
student group on Campus B utilized the I-statiomiculum as its sole means of Tier 3
intervention. Hence, the primary research quedbtiothis study was: Did the “Rally to
Read” program in Tier 3 increase the progressrafjgting readers on Campus A when

compared to Tier 3 students on Campus B whee not receivinghe same services?

Selection of Student Groups

In this study, the students for the “Rally to Repddgram were selected based on
their Tier placement within the RTI process. Stnideon Campus A who had previously
received Tier 2 services, and were not making aateqorogress, were recommended for
Tier 3. This Tier 3 recommendation was based @a dallected by the teachers,
specialists, and I-station progress monitoring congmts. Upon recommendation for
Tier 3 services, instructional specialists on Casnpadministered the GORT-4 and
LAC-3 ability tests to determine if the Tier 3 stunds should receive “Rally to Read”
services. As a result of these assessments,ezeell students on Campus A who
adequately demonstrated a need for “Rally to ReadVices.

The comparison group for this study was compridetdlestudents on Campus B
who also received Tier 3 interventions, luthoutthe use of the “Rally to Read”
program. On Campus B, Tier 3 students primaritenesd I-station curriculum
components as part of their Tier 3 curriculum. TheTier 3 students on Campus B were

selected for this study based on their compreharfgiency and timed reading with
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meaning rates at the beginning of the 2008-2008dlglear. Students who had Tier 3
reading rates that were close to (or above) théimgaates of Tier 3 students on Campus
A were selected in order to ensure equality of mesmsent and comparison throughout
this study. These Tier 3 scores on Campus B weoesalected based on these criteria in

order to reduce bias and allow for similarity of@ssment during the school year.

Table 1

Participant Information for Student Groups on Carmmpuand Campus B

Student Participant

Information Campus A Campus B

Male

Female

White

African American
Hispanic

3" Grade

4" Grade

O o W w 9 o O

»
4
-
2
2
6
5

Definitions of Terms
There are a variety of terms and definitions e&lab this study that were new to
public schools, education, and academia. Manh&dgd¢ programs were new to central
Texas as well as educational practices acrossoilngtny. Some of the terms for this
study included:
1. Response to Intervention (RH)aN assessment and intervention
process that incorporates differentiated instrugtiotervention methods, and multiple

assessment tools in a Multi-Tiered Model to helximé&e student achievement in
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public schools. This process is also mandatedh&yexas Education Agency (TEA) for
educators to provide research-based interventiatsate aligned with student needs.

2. Imagination Station (I-station} an on-line administered, research-validated,
continuous progress monitoring assessment of @ridiarly reading skills. The
curriculum covers developmentally appropriate skiil the essential reading areas of
phonological and phonemic awareness, phonics, wbaah fluency, and
comprehension.

3. “Rally to Read” Program+ a reading program designed by the Center for
Learning and Development (CLD) for intense, induatized reading remediation.
“Rally to Read” is primarily technology-based andarporates five skill areas:
phonological awareness, phonics, fluency/rate, voleaty, and comprehension.

4. System to Enhance Educational Performance (STEBRgsearch-based RTI
program that guides users to match an appropné&tevention to the needs of struggling
learners. STEEP uses a standard protocol approaghdkly identify the types of
intervention needed in reading or math for studantsachieving benchmarks.

5. Gray Oral Reading Test (GORT-4)an individually administered test of oral
reading ability. It also provides an objective sw@& of growth in oral reading and an
aid in the diagnosis of oral reading difficulties.

6. Lindamood Auditory Conceptualization Test (LAG-3n individually
administered, norm-referenced assessment that nesamu individual’s ability to
perceive and conceptualize speech sounds usirgyalyhedium.

Each of these tests and/or programs will oftendszluo aid in the success of the RTI

process. The Multi-Tiered model within RTI utilezéhese tools to ensure that
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appropriate instruction directly addresses theesttid academic and/or behavioral
difficulties.

7. Pull-Out and Push-In AssistaneeThe term “pull-out” assistance refers to
individual or small group instruction for studemten they are removed from the
general education classroom to another area diuhéing to work with another
instructor. The term “push-in” assistance referartother teacher or paraprofessional
coming into the general education classroom tsase classroom teacher and work

with specific students.

Limitations of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine thectffieness and/or impact of the
“Rally to Read” program on students in Tier 3 omas A of this study. Schools that
struggle to implement research-based approachesdiing interventions in Tier 3 may
benefit from information gained through this studyowever, there were several
limitations to this study with regard to studentadand program implementation:

1. The main limitation to this study was the numbestofdents being monitored
in Tier 3 of the RTI process. Only 11 studentsenaeing monitored on Campus A, and
only 11 students are being monitored on Campus B.

2. The second limitation was that this study only iempénted the “Rally to
Read” program on one campus. This study usedibstacores from only one other
campus as a comparison.

3. The third limitation in this study, commonly knowas fidelity, was the

18



teacher’s ability to implement the “Rally to Regatbgrams. This may have impacted
the students’ understanding of the basic skiste Teachers were trained in “Rally to
Read” by a representative from the Center for Liegrand Development.

4. The fourth limitation was the potential for teacbhes during the
administration of the computer programs based latioaships with particular students.
Teacher bias related to the programs componentsiaagy/ played a role in the
implementation process of I-station and the Tiert&8rventions.

In addition, there were several student varialiles tnay have hindered the
success of the “Rally to Read” program. Studespoases, student backgrounds,
classroom settings, and student motivation may kaw&ributed to the students’ abilities
to respond to the program components. Students mere apt to understand and make
an effort to learn when they were comfortable whth teachers, the programs, and the
environment. The “Rally to Read” program was alssigned to help foster student’s
love and appreciation for reading. Student moitwvatvas a critical component in order

to see success with the “Rally to Read” program.

Summary and Discussion
Campus A of this study was the only elementarpsthn its district with 46% of
its students qualifying for free or reduced lunchBf'| was implemented at this campus
for 12 months prior to the initiation of this studyeachers had previously worked with
administration, reading/math specialists, and Vretion teams to help implement
specific behavior management strategies. Manyhezachad scheduled team meetings to
discuss additional intervention strategies forgfing learners and students with severe

discipline problems. Although the staff was orggjlg reluctant to immerse themselves
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into the RTI process, most of the teachers becaore nomfortable using the
documentation forms and intervention strategies.

The “Rally to Read” program was implemented on @asnA in order to help
students grow in the areas of reading fluency aading comprehension. Without the
RTI process, it would have been difficult to narrdawn the number of students who
needed this program. In general, third and fogrdde students make up a critical
developmental component of public schools. Thas#ests are preparing to take state
mandated exams, and they are receiving more caatedtnstruction in classrooms
related to reading and testing skills. Studentbimage group are also eligible for
dyslexia and additional reading services that wadlerwise not be offered to younger
students. The “Rally to Read” program was an gttedmaddress the reading
deficiencies of students in this learning categdrythe future, more studies related to
early student progress may help provide directardarning needs and reading
instruction for all students.

On Campus A of this study, the RTI process hetpddster collaborative efforts
between grade level team members. Teachers wemagnicating their student and
curriculum concerns more frequently due to the reatd the RTI process. Staff
members on Campus A and Campus B made effortstoss more practical ways to
help each other since the implementation of the i@dtess. In addition, Campus A staff
members who worked with “Rally to Read” were cotesifly involved with the program
on a daily basis. This program would not have begitlemented as quickly without the
requirements dictated by TEA regarding the Resptm$servention Model. The

schools in this study, similar to many other schanlcentral Texas, were trying to
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implement the RTI process in an effective manr@ollaboration, communication, and
team efforts appeared to be the keys to implemgfiRally to Read,” “Imagination

Station,” and the RTI model on both campuses s shudy.
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CHAPTER TWO

Review of Related Literature

Preface

Reading achievement for students in public schisatensistently dependent
upon the presence, availability, and implementatibeffective reading programs and
instructional remediation. Reading is essentiabhfoindividual’'s fundamental success
and performance in society (Snow, Burns, & Griffi®98). The National Center for
Education Statistics (2006) noted that the ovexetievement scores on the National
Assessments of Educational Progress (NAEP) forestisdaged nine to seventeen,
between 1971 and 2004, were varied and mixed. -i#ae-old and thirteen-year-old
students showed a slight increase in reading cdmepseon scores since the early 1970’s.
Male and female trends remained the same. Howtheegverall achievement scores of
African American and Hispanic students continuedisgplay significant gaps in reading
progress when compared to the scores of White, Mispanic students.

In 1997, Congress asked the Director of the Natibmsditute of Child Health and
Human Development (NICHD) to convene a nationakpémevaluate the status of
research based approaches in reading throughoUtniked States. This panel, known
today as the National Reading Panel (NRP), asséissexiatus of research-based
information related to reading. This assessmentading throughout the U.S. included
an evaluation of the success of various effortsiatetventions for literacy instruction.
As a result of this report by the NRP, as well andates by the No Child Left Behind

Act of 2001, educational institutions were chargett locating “scientifically research
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based” approaches to address the needs of strgggkaers in public schools (NCLB,
2002, Sec. 1208). In this study, the “Rally to &garogram was utilized as a research-

based approach for students with reading defiocgsnci

Federal Government and the No Child Left BehindoA&001

The majority of programs and initiatives in readingtruction in America are
primarily a result of government requirements arahdates dictated by the No Child
Left Behind Act of 2001. NCLB legislation has st@that “all students will be literate
by the end of the'8grade school year” (No Child Left Behind [NCLB)@). NCLB
has also mandated standardized reading assesdoregitstudents from grades 3
through 8 (NCLB, 2002). As a response to thisdiagion, the content and instruction in
the areas of reading have shifted in public schoeés the past few years. Reading
remediation programs and intense reading intergentiethods have increased
throughout most local agencies. In addition, malylic schools struggle to keep up
with the reading requirements set forth by the MaddCLeft Behind Act of 2001. NCLB
(2002) noted that the reading achievement of pugalimol students should incorporate:
1) an understanding of reading, 2) the five esakatimponents of reading
comprehension, 3) scientifically research basedinganterventions, and 4) research-
based diagnostic reading assessments (NCLB, 2@@2,1308). NCLB defined the term
“reading” as:

A complex system of deriving meaning from printttrequires all of the

following: (A) the skills and knowledge to understishow phonemes, or speech

sounds, are connected to print; (B) the abilitdeéoode unfamiliar words; (C) the

ability to read fluently; (D) sufficient backgroumaformation and vocabulary to

foster reading comprehension; (E) the developmeappropriate active

strategies to construct meaning from print; andtie)development and
maintenance of a motivation to read. (NCLB, 200&;.9.208)
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This terminology stated that all students mustlile #o identify letters and sounds,
recognize different words in a sentence, demoresthet ability to read fluently, show a
knowledge of relevant vocabulary, and be able taKensense” of words in a sentence.
The National Reading Panel (2000) concluded thextethare five essential components
necessary for quality reading instruction. Thege ¢omponents include: phonemic
awareness, phonics, reading fluency, vocabulayreading comprehension. For this
study, the reading remediation program used tovatee with students who struggled in
reading, known as “Rally to Read,” was based ogédlizve components. In addition, the
“Imagination Station” progress monitoring prograrasaused to compare fluency and
comprehension scores from Tier 3 student groupsandifferent school buildings.
Fluency and comprehension were two of the five comepts recommended as key
elements for successful reading programs.

NCLB mandated that all reading instruction and réietgon should be
“scientifically research based” so as to “applyrimus, systematic, and objective
procedures to obtain valid knowledge relevant talreg development, reading
instruction, and reading difficulties” (NCLB, 2008ec. 1208). In addition, these
interventions should “employ empirical methods ttha@w on observation or experiment;
involve rigorous data analyses; rely on measuresnenbbservational methods that
provide valid data; and be accepted by a peerwdgournal or an approved panel of
independent experts” (NCLB, 2002, Sec. 1208). &leglicit definitions and
requirements of NCLB were the primary catalyststfi@ implementation of a Response
to Intervention Model (RTI) in public schools. dnder for schools to effectively monitor

and assess students’ reading progress, there massystem in place to help identify and
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address learning deficiencies. Based on the dmescof the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (2004), school systems must incorigasame form of an intervention
model in their assessment of students’ readingrpesg The current dilemma for most
schools is providing reading interventions that“amentifically research based.”

NCLB legislation also explained the need for effeztliagnostic assessments in
reading. These assessments must be “valid, reJiabhb based on scientifically based
reading research” (NCLB, 2002, Sec. 1208). Effecteading assessments must also,
“identify a child's specific areas of strengths arehknesses so that the child has learned
to read by the end of thé’@rade; determine any difficulties that a child niaye in
learning to read and the potential cause of suiticulties; and help to determine
possible reading intervention strategies and reélgpecial needs” (NCLB, 2002, Sec.
1208). As a result, diagnostic progress monitogragrams that are able to demonstrate
the inclusion all of these assessment requirenfertDIBELS, AIMS, I-Station) have
become prevalent methods of monitoring reading ni@sxin public schools.

Effective reading instruction initiatives by the Idild Left Behind Act of 2001
also led to the Reading First and Early Readingtfgirant programs. Reading First
grants were made available to all qualifying schaahose NAEP scores showed
significant reading discrepancies. In additionaéleg First initiatives included in NCLB
forced educators to incorporate new, compreherasgessment models for reading
instruction. The Response to Intervention Modeal bacome the newest, most widely
used method of identifying and monitoring studeatg&as of weakness in reading.
Reading First initiatives and the RTI model havieagd similar concepts in their efforts

to help students who struggle in reading. Botthete efforts have included an
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assessment model, methods of indentifying streraytdsveaknesses, and progress
monitoring tools. However, the RTI model was algsigned to help reduce the number

of special education referrals for students indbwe areas of math and reading.

Research Based Reading Components

In 1997, Congress asked the Director of the Natigwstitute of Child Health and
Human Development (NICHD) at the National InstitafdHealth to convene a national
panel to assess and evaluate reading in the Usttdds. For two years, this National
Reading Panel (NRP) reviewed relevant studies iterdture from over 100,000 reading
research studies that had taken place since 1066April 13", 2000, the NRP presented
its conclusions and finding to the U.S. Senate Appations Committee on Labor,

Health and Human Services, and Education. Accgrttirthe findings published by the
National Reading Panel (2000), there were fiverdgseslements necessary to foster
quality reading instruction in a reading interventprogram. These five components
included: phonemic awareness, phonics, readingéyyevocabulary, and reading
comprehension.

Phonemic awareness refers to the ability to heamaanipulate individual
phonemes in words. Students who learn elemermbaiemic awareness should be able
to recognize and distinguish individual soundspoken words and in written text.
Phonemic awareness requires students to noticdditass represent sounds in order to
recognize print while reading words in sentencBse National Reading Panel (2000)
noted in its report of classroom instruction thatlents showed successful achievements
in reading when phonemic awareness activities wetaded in instructional delivery.

Adams, Foorman, Lundberg, & Beeler (1998) discusss®ral common phonemic
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awareness skills that are commonly practiced wirtiggling readers including oral
segmenting, oral blending, sound deletion, phonemigstitution, phonemic isolation,
and onset-rime manipulation. Ideally, phonemicramwass should build the foundation
for students to understand and process languagelan to better comprehend reading
material (Ehri, Satlow, & Gaskins, 2009).

The phonics component of reading instruction refemmethods for teaching
students how to connect sounds with letters orggai letters in a word. Phonics is the
most common method of teaching children how to weatidecode words in a sentence.
Teachers who implement phonics usually incorposateral vowel and consonant
patterns during instruction that include: short etsylong vowels, diphthongs, consonant
and vowel clusters, and consonant and vowel digragiithough the relationship
between letters and sounds is not always consjstesnpredictable enough for young
children to be able to learn and decode unfamaards (Foorman, Francis, Winikates,
Mehta, Schatschneider, & Fletcher, 1997). Adar@8Q) explained that the goal of
phonics is to work together with sounds and letterdselp students form language.
Adams (1990) also discussed how phonics aids iddals in the acquisition of reading
as well as the delivery of reading instruction.

Reading fluency refers to the ability of studentsdad written text in a quick and
accurate manner. Reading fluency is sometimesusedfwith oral fluency, which refers
to the smoothness and/or flow of sounds and sgtawhen joining together words in a
spoken phrase. Reading fluency indicates the spa@tich students are able to read a
given text while still gaining an adequate underdiag of the passage. Fuchs, D. &

Fuchs, L. (2005) described how fluency is ultimpatelket of decoding skills that allows
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readers to rapidly identify and understand words sentence while maintaining a high
level of comprehension. Adequate reading fluengygssts that children should be able
to quickly recognize common words in a sentendasror her native language (National
Reading Panel, 2000). Reading and decoding thesdsvghould be a smooth, fluid
process. The speed at which children are ablead and comprehend text is a common
progress monitoring tool for reading interventiongrams. In addition, a student’s
ability to read fluently is a strong indicator ofayall reading comprehension skills
(Moats & Lyon, 1997).

Vocabulary refers to all of the words that a studmm recognize and understand
while reading text. Although knowledge of vocabylaids in reading comprehension, it
also aids in a student’s ability to express feaiagd communicate with others.
Vocabulary knowledge is a critical component ofdiag comprehension. Strong
vocabulary instruction should involve students’liibs to actively decipher and relate
word meanings (Anderson, Pearson, & Bolt 1984, IS1&198). Vocabulary acquisition
IS an on-going process for language learners dsawetruggling readers. Learning
vocabulary is one of the first steps in understagdianguage. It is important for students
to know the meaning and definition of a word inartb have knowledge of specific
vocabulary. Hirsch, Kett, & Trefil (1987) notedtimeir work,Cultural Literacy that key
words in vocabulary are essential to child develephas well as success in adulthood.
Snow, Burns, & Griffin (1998) maintained that asuificient knowledge of vocabulary
in language poses a significant problem for youmgicen who are struggling to read.

Vocabulary has also been shown to have a strongection to phonemic awareness and
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phonological processing abilities in young child{eonigan, Anthony, Phillips, Purpura,
Wilson, & McQueen, 2009).

Reading comprehension refers to the level of utdedsng of meaning within a
written text. Students who acquire adequate gfiegdo understand, communicate, and
remember information during reading are able toastrate adequate reading
comprehension skills during their school careé&Bective reading comprehension
builds on the knowledge, vocabulary, and languayeldpment that is derived from
home life experiences and early schooling (Dickm&orabors, 2001; Snow, Burns, &
Griffin, 1998; Neuman, 1999; Stahl, 1999; Anderd®earson, & Bolt, 1984). Reading
comprehension also involves the construction ofdaoeanings so that the reader can
connect prior knowledge with the acquisition of nefrmation in order to gain a full

understanding of material (Pressley & El-Dinary97p

Reading Comprehension Instruction

Reading comprehension strategies allow studeritsrtk and analyze text while
incorporating prior knowledge of vocabulary ancomhation that is already familiar to
the individual readers. Ultimately, students \Wwéive to use some form of prior
background knowledge in order to process the mganfitext during reading attempts
(Harris & Hodges, 1995). Students who comprehertlusing broad, prior background
knowledge are more likely to make connections drmivslong-term success in reading
comprehension. Conversely, students who lackaeffi background knowledge to
make connections in reading will have a greatdicdity answering questions that
require knowledge recall (Beck & McKeown, 2001; Rie& Leslie, 1988). Based on the

varied backgrounds and information that studentglio the classroom, students who

29



struggle in reading comprehension may require sédgferent instructional approaches
in order to become proficient readers.

Research has indicated that strong reading corapsan instruction should also
incorporate effective cognitive strategies whilsistsng struggling readers (Beneventi,
McEndollar, & Smith, 2002; Pressley, 1989). Cougeitstrategy instruction should
provide students with activities that encourage mahension and assist with problem-
solving skills (Torgesen et al., 2001). Cognitsteategy instruction is designed to help
students effectively evaluate words and phrasesglueading that they do not
understand. This requires the reading teacherat dut a student’s background
knowledge. Prior knowledge and problem solvindgiskihould be utilized to help
overcome reading obstacles during individualizesdrurction (Dickinson & Tabors, 2001,
Neuman, 1999; Stahl, 1999; Anderson, Pearson, & B8B4). Cognitive strategy
instruction aims at helping students become awftieer own thinking processes in
order to appropriately address reading impediments.

In its review of reading skills and comprehensitie, National Reading Panel
(2000) identified 16 categories of reading compnsian instruction that proved
effective through reading studies. Of these 18y saven of these instructional methods
appeared to have a strong, scientifically resebaged foundation for improving
comprehension. These instructional approachesded: 1) comprehension monitoring
— teaching students to monitor their own understanahile reading text; 2) cooperative
learning — when students learn reading strateggsther; 3) utilizing graphic organizers
and story maps; 4) question answering — receivimgediate feedback from reading

instructors; 5) question generation — when studeraaste their own questions about a
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passage; 6) story structure — recalling story aurttehelp answer questions; and 7)
summarization text information. The National RegdPanel (2000) commented that
these approaches to teaching reading comprehensidgwell alone, but may also be
enhanced when used together as a whole.

Research has indicated that reading comprehemstmction must be explicit
and purposeful for the reader (Dole, Duffy, RoehfePearson, 1991; National Reading
Panel, 2000). Effective reading teachers mustdss and specific about their
expectations for students. Hogan and Pressley/jl88ed the importance of teacher
scaffolding during reading instruction. Scaffolgliis implemented in reading lessons by
utilizing research-based strategies such as predidummarizing, generating questions,
thinking aloud, and creating visual images. Hogad Pressley (1997) explained the
need to incorporate a variety of techniques whehesmsing the specific reading
deficiencies of individual students. Reading tesismeed to effectively explain, model,
and demonstrate the required results with regaspéaific reading activities. Some
students may require more explanation of text duelack of background knowledge.

Relevant studies have also showed that reading@ransion should be
incorporated across all genres of reading as wedaah subject area of school instruction
(Duke, 2000; Anderson, Pearson, & Bolt, 1984).d8his who have the opportunity to
read and understand material in a variety of fosubjects, and genres should be able to
feel more comfortable with the reading process @w@000). Effective reading
comprehension instruction should also allow stuslembecome engaged in the reading
material through motivational strategies and indation techniques. In this regard,

instructional methods should help create, build, @nhance a student’s love of reading.
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When the love of reading is fostered in the clamsrostudents tend to respond more
positively to teacher interactions and reading rdiateon (Center for Learning &

Development, 2009; Strommen & Mates, 2004).

Fluency and Assessment

Research related to fluency based assessment®amquiehension fluency have
indicated that measuring reading fluency can hgrafecant indicator of reading
comprehension skills (Fuchs, D. & Fuchs, L., 208Effiths, VanDerHeyden, Skokut, &
Lilles, 2009; Schwanenflugel, Kuhn, Morris, MorroMegisinger, & Woo, 2009).
Research by Schwanenflugel et al. (2009) notedréegtition, in combination with
modeling, was the most significant component invagt majority of fluency-based
reading interventions. While this component isassary, it should not stand alone as a
reading remediation tool (Fuchs, D. & Fuchs, LQ2Z0National Reading Panel, 2000).
Reading fluency refers to the speed at which stiscene able to read and comprehend a
given section of text. Reading fluency assessntemte become common forms of
measuring reading achievement and comprehensipubiic schools. Progress
monitoring data is oftentimes based on two minutdhee minute assessments of
students’ reading abilities. These brief assestsmaay or may not present an accurate
picture of a student’s ability to comprehend reggiassages. As previously noted,
several recent studies have indicated that fluassgssments should not be the only
means of evaluating reading improvement and achiewé (Fuchs, D. & Fuchs, L.,
2005; Gabl, Kaiser, Long, & Roemer, 2007; NatioRahding Panel, 2000). Fluency
assessments should be combined with additionaldafndata to determine the specific

areas of reading deficiencies.
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Reading fluency has gained recognition as an @atetement of effective
reading remediation programs (National Reading P@0680). Reading fluency is also a
defining characteristic of strong readers. Corglgrsan inability to read fluently may be
an indicator of poor reading skills (Moats & Lydi§97; Stanovich, 1986). A recent
study by Bashir & Hook (2009) studied the linksvibetn word identification and
comprehension. These authors maintained that vimgyeeading fluency for young
readers can be a slow process. In their studyeptative interventions showed to have a
stronger impact on reading improvement than rentiedi@pproaches (Bashir & Hook,
2009). At the same time, they noted that effedtstruction should demonstrate a
balance between improving a student’s current repskills and increasing a student’s

knowledge of word recognition.

Recent Studies in FluencyRecent studies have continued to identify catiehs
between reading fluency and reading comprehenslounlfer, Shavin, & Gichuru, 2009;
Fuchs, D. & Fuchs, L., 2005; Gabl, Kaiser, LongR&mer, 2007). With these findings,
educators focus on reading fluency as a progresstonimg tool to help identify
struggling readers in need of reading interventidrar fluency assessments, teachers
need to hear students as they read aloud in aydeake judgments related to their
reading progress. When teachers observe oralng#fidency, they should be sure to
note three critical aspects of fluent reading: weading accuracy, rate, and prosody
(Hudson, Lane, & Pullen, 2005). Students’ ab#itie demonstrate fluent reading is only
a small indicator of successful reading compretmmsireachers should note additional
information related to student comprehension wheuating student progress and

individual progress-monitoring data. As such, regdluency assessments should be

33



part of a larger, broader reading program that exsjles research-based intervention
methods in connection with overall reading achiesetfJones, Wickstrom, Noltemeyer,

Brown, Schuka, & Therrien, 2009).

Importance of Reading Interventions

Students who struggle in reading comprehensioallystequire small group or
individualized instruction. Early interventions fetudents who struggle in reading have
become more commonplace since the release of NEgiBlation. Research suggests
that students who struggle with reading at an eagbywill continue to struggle
throughout their school career if he or she isatiotted the necessary, appropriate
interventions during early development (ComptorghHs, D., Fuchs, L., & Bryant, 2006;
Juel, 1988; Stanovich, 1986). Juel (1988) expthinea study that tracked 54 students
from first grade to fourth that, “the probabilityat a child remains a poor reader at the
end of fourth grade if the child was a poor reatehe end of first grade is 88%” (p.
437). Juel (1988) further explained the importaoicetervening with students who have
reading deficiencies at an early age. Studentshale reading difficulties that are
unaddressed and unmonitored may become increasungbe if they not addressed in a
timely fashion. A phenomenon known as the “Matthgect” (Stanovich, 1986)
described the widening gaps in reading achieveinetmieen students who were good
readers compared to students who were poor reag¢asovich (1986) suggested that
early success in the acquisition of reading skilés/ lead to continued success
throughout a learner’s adulthood. Conversely, @tanin (1986) also suggested that
students who fail to learn to read before tHeo84" grade may continue to have learning

struggles throughout his or her school career.

34



As a result, early literacy research concernirglireg interventions and
preventative measures in literacy have driven pudthools to address students’ reading
deficiencies. Additional studies related to eadgding interventions (Adams, 1990;
Catts, Petscher, & Mendoza, 2009; Compton, Fuch&uhs, L., & Bryant, 2006; Hart
& Risley, 1995; National Reading Panel, 2000; SnBwrns, & Griffin, 1998; Vaughn,
Wanzek, Murray, Scammacca, Linan-Thompson, & Wolhd2009) have noted the
critical necessity and importance of early ideo#fion and prevention of reading
disabilities for children at a young age. The egwby Adams (1990) indicated the need
for schools to maintain a fundamental, researcledbapproach to identifying and
addressing students’ individual learning deficieisci Adams (1990) also noted the
importance of building a strong foundation of regginterventions in order to better
address the prerequisite skills required for elstdyacy. Catts, Petscher, & Mendoza
(2009) reviewed the impact of a Response to Intgiwe Model (RTI) on the
identification and prevention of reading disab#i#ti This study by Catts, Petscher, &
Mendoza (2009) showed that children’s performantéwe measures of the Dynamic
Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS)s well as two other reading
achievement measures, helped identify studentasasEweakness at an early age with
regard to reading comprehension. Compton, Fuchs$;uzhs, L., & Bryant (2006) also
implemented an early intervention approach asgiahe Response to Intervention
Model. Compton, Fuchs, D., Fuchs L., & Bryant (@Dfhonitored the success and/or
failure of selected first grade reading studentshprehension and fluency as a result of
specific interventions. Their research suggestatttie RTI Model, when used correctly,

helped identify children who may develop readingpdilities in order to address their
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deficiencies at an early stage. Ultimately, thatadecommended that intervention
methods should be implemented to help struggliagees as soon as an area of weakness
is identified.

Students who are identified as at-risk based owensal screenings and progress
monitoring tools will usually be provided with imentions at an earlier, more critical
stage of literacy development. These studentshmag the potential to demonstrate
achievements in reading comprehension over a shpeteod of time if afforded more
intense, individualized reading interventions (Beger, Abbott, Zook, Ogier, Lemos-
Britton, & Brooksher, 1999; Torgesen, Alexander,giWer, Rashotte, Voeller, Conway,

& Rose, 2001). The study by Torgesen, et al. (20@cussed the immediate and long-
term outcomes of two instructional approaches teetowards children with severe
reading disabilities. The work by Torgesen, e{2001) suggested that intensive
remedial instruction for students with severe regdlisabilities reduced the number of
special education referrals in the study by 40%r tkis reason, reading remediation
strategies have continued to grow and expand ifigosithools. Many of these programs
have begun to incorporate computer-based learniogder to help address the
increasing number of students who struggle in repdRecent research has suggested
that the use of computer based instruction programghelp aid in the success of certain

reading interventions (Kulik & Kulik, 1991).

Computer-Based Reading Instruction
Researchers have argued that computer-basedcinsirinas the ability to
enhance reading remediation programs as well aceetthe educational costs of reading

interventions (Kulik & Kulik, 1991). This study ipnarily examined the success of
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students in a reading intervention program thrgoigigress monitoring tools and
instructional techniques utilizing computerized eshation software. Computer-based
instruction refers to any device or computer ugagéthat allows students to drill and
practice, dialogue, receive tutorial, program, andbmplete supplementary activities.
With regard to reading remediation, computer-bagstgluction may include software
activities and interactive material for individislidents as well as technology that assists
teachers in the presentation of reading intervastio

In the current study, the “Rally to Read” and Inmadjon Station computer
software programs were both designed to identity aofdress the reading deficiencies of
struggling readers. Each of these programs cadaaetivities that allowed students to
read, respond, interact, and demonstrate knowletigecabulary through independent
computerized activities. The literature noted salvpossible benefits from this type of
reading intervention including the presence of raitonal stimulants, minimal seat time,
individualized attention, modified learning paceddhe provision of immediate
feedback for student correction (Barker & Torged&95; Macaruso, Hook, & McCabe,
2004; Lonigan, Driscoll, Phillips, Cantor, Anthor&,Goldstein, 2003). Reading
remediation techniques that allow students to wecpositive and immediate
reinforcements are also present during computesebenstruction. The “Rally to Read”
remediation program is designed to help studentssttuggle in reading comprehension
to improve his or her reading skills while enjoyicigss time and fostering a love of
reading.

Additionally, this study focused on the areaseafding comprehension and

reading fluency as a method of monitoring studehtevement with these two computer-
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based programs. Computer based learning has heamsmore specifically, to help
increase the reading fluency of students in eleargriassrooms who have displayed a
significant reading deficiency in a particular reegcomponent (Chambers, Slavin,
Madden, Abrami, Tucker, & Cheung, 2008; LeVasshlacaruso, & Shankweiler,
2008). Also, recent studies have shown that sigeznimputer-based intervention
designed to address reading comprehension havslasm strides with elementary
students (Shamir, Korat, & Barbi, 2008; Willlamguwe, Seals, & Gilbert, 2009). Most
notably, these studies showed the successful ingh@ctmputer-based learning on the
long-term success of students who struggled imtyedecoding, and overall reading
comprehension. This computer-based reading imiéioremethod, combined with the
identification process (RTI) of students who stilegg reading, was the primary

foundation for the current study.

“Rally to Read” Remediation

The “Rally to Read” program, used as the primamer Biintervention for Campus
A of this study, was originally designed by the @erior Learning and Development
(CLD). CLD is a service division of Behavioral Higalnstitute, and it is located in
central Texas. “Rally to Read” is a concentrafedyused reading remediation program
designed upon research by the National Institutétealth and Human Development
(NICHC). The “Rally to Read” program is primarigchnology based, and it
incorporates the five skill areas deemed to be ratpe in reading programs by the
National Institute of Health as well as the NatidReading Panel (created by Congress
in 1997). As shown before, these five researcledaseas include: phonological

awareness, phonics, fluency/rate, vocabulary, antbcehension. “Rally to Read”
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utilized research-based software and subprogramisgdilne station rotations of its
remediation on Campus A of this study. These so#vprograms includddexia Read
Naturally, Lindamood Phoneme Sequencing Progfat®S), Study Hall 101Don
Johnston Multi-Media BooksndEarobics

TheLexiaandRead Naturallyprograms are based on researched outcome studies
in the area of computer assisted instruction. févesearch-based studies have been
published in peer-reviewed journals related toltheefits of the_exiaReading Program.
Some of this research includes, “The Efficacy offpater-Based Supplementary
Phonics Programs for Advancing Reading Skills ifRidk Elementary Students,”
published inThe Journal of Research in Readif&)04), as well as “The Efficacy of
Computer Assisted Instruction for Advancing Liter&kills in Kindergarten Children,”
published the peer-reviewed journ@kading Psycholog§008). TheRead Naturally
program has been highlightedReading Research and Instructi@®99) in the article,
“Read Naturally: A Strategy to Increase Oral Regdituency.” The Florida Center for
Reading Research, as well as the University of @relgas noted exceptional results
regarding the success of tRead Naturallyprogram.

Nancy Bell and Patricia Lindamood founded The Lmdad-Bell learning
processes that are the driving force befihd Lindamood Phoneme Sequencing
Program(LIPS). The Lindamood-Bell approaches to learriiage been in practice for
over thirty years. Research related to the LindzarBell approach to phonemic
awareness includes, “Phonological awareness tgaamia the remediation of analytic
decoding deficits in a group of severe dyslexigsiblished inAnnals of Dyslexi§1991)

as well as, “Preventing reading failure in youngddren with phonological processing
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disabilities: Group and individual responses tdrindion,” published in thdournal of
Educational Psychologf1999). The LIPS program has shown that indivislgan
increase reading abilities and heighten phonemaremess with as few as four weeks of
intensive reading remediation.

Earobicsis a research-driven, multisensory learning apgrdesed on the
recommendations for reading instruction by the df&tl Reading Panel (NRP). Schools
across the country in cities such as: New OrleBAsMontgomery, AL, Chicago, IL,
and Jefferson County, KY have demonstrated theesiséal implementation of the
Earobics reading intervention program. The Flofidmter for Reading Research has
confirmed findings that Earobics can quickly anféetively enhance reading
achievement for struggling learners in public s¢e@md private institutions. This
program, along with each of the aforementionedwatation programs, is the foundation
of the “Rally to Read” remediation curriculum.

Study Hall 101is an interactive vocabulary program designed hgid Raley,
Ph.D., the clinical director for the Center for teiag and Development in Waco, TX.
Dr. Raley designe8&tudy Hall 10ffrom her knowledge of how the brain stores
information, her knowledge of what helps kids lée&rning, and her years of experience
in working with struggling readers (Center for Leiag and Development, 2009%tudy
Hall 101 provides fun, innovate ways for students to learcabulary facts through
repetition in a game-like format. The program wasigned to help students understand
and store vocabulary knowledge into long term memadn addition, Study Hall 101
allows teachers to input their own vocabulary infation into the program in order to

tailor instruction for individual students. Thismponent, as well dsxia Read
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Naturally, and thd.indamood Phoneme Sequencing Prog(at®S), were the four
primary stations of the “Rally to Read” programtthere consistently utilized with Tier

3 students on Campus A of this study.

Response to Intervention (RTI)

Response to Intervention (RTI) is an assessmehirg@rvention model that
incorporates differentiated instruction, variouemention methods, and multiple
assessment tools in order to help maximize stuatdmnevement in public schools. The
Response to Intervention Model is a result of phanges and directives set forth by
federal legislation. The Individuals with Disabés Education Act (IDEA), reauthorized
and signed into law in December of 2004, was résnito address the special education
laws aimed at assisting struggling learners. 13A4 specifically focused on
addressing the reading assessments, instructiosmaiqes, and intervention methods for
students who display significant reading deficiesciUpon its reauthorization, several
sections of IDEA were modified to reflect curreesearch and guidelines resulting from
the National Reading Panel (NRP) as well as th€Nitd Left Behind Act of 2001. One
of the primary modifications to IDEA 2004 was tleeognition and inclusion of a
Response to Intervention Model (RTI) as a methoderfitifying students with learning

disabilities.

Formation and Explanation of RTI
In 1977, the United States Office of Education jmsya regulations to
accompany PL 94-142 to help practitioners idertfidren with specific learning

disabilities. As aresult, the U.S. Office of Edtion determined that a discrepancy
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model would serve as the primary method for deteirmgi students’ eligibility for special
education services. Hallahan & Mercer (2001) dsfithe discrepancy model as the
operational discrepancy between student achieve(asmtetermined by classroom
performance) and student ability level (commonbtatied by IQ testing). This
discrepancy model was based on reading researButbgr and Yule (1975). Rutter and
Yule (1975) concluded, based on epidemiologicalistion the Isle of Wight, that there
were notable relationships between the 1Q and nggaerformances of students with
severe reading retardation. In previous yearsgigeepancy model has been the sole
method of identifying students with learning didiieis and granting entry into special
education programs for public schools in the U8wever, relevant research (Aaron,
1997; Gresham & Witt, 1997; Stanovich & Siegel, 499ellutino, Scanlon, & Lyon,
2000) determined that the discrepancy model shdittkedor no significant differences in
the origins of learning disabled and non-disabtedents who received reading
remediation. Vellutino, Scanlon & Lyon (2000) icated in their research that 1Q-
achievement discrepancy was unable to provideabteldistinction between poor
readers and proficient readers. Stanovich & Si€f#d4) were also unable to find any
specific differences between students with a dgamey from students with low reading
progress on measures related to phonological aessen

As a result of this research, which does not sugperuse of the discrepancy
model as the sole means of special education faetibn, the method for determining
whether or not a student qualifies for special etioa services has changed with respect
to IDEA 2004. Although the process was not spealfy mentioned in the IDEA 2004

statute, the Response to Intervention model wdaded as a provision to assist in the
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identification of students with learning disab#ési The Response to Intervention Model,
commonly known as RTI, was noted in the commentsa@eof IDEA 2004 as a method
of identifying and addressing the learning needstrofggling readers. As a result, the
components, procedures, and criteria for identg\students with learning disabilities
have changed with regards to the IDEA 2004 andRésgponse to Intervention Model.
Changes in the IDEA 2004 included provisions fablpuschools in determining whether
or not a student has a specific learning disab(fttlyD). Public schools and local
agencies are no longer required to locate or netadent’s discrepancy between his or
her achievement and intellectual ability (as folyesquired). In addition, schools may
utilize a process for identification and educatianaolvement to determine if a child

will respond to scientifically research-based imégrtions prior to referral for special
education services (IDEA, 2004). These changésanDEA 2004 generated
noteworthy interest in the implementation and usth® Response to Intervention
process. In addition, the RTI model has allowedtiore frequent and relevant
opportunities for general education and speciatation teacher to collaborate on behalf
of students’ learning needs (VanDerHeyden, WitB&nett, 2005; Vaughn & Fuchs,
2003).

The National Association of State Directors of SpelEducation (NASDSE) and
the Council of Administrators of Special Educat{@ASE) published a White Paper
(2006) discussing the importance, as well as threipies, of the Response to
Intervention Model. NASDSE and CASE defined theptmse to Intervention Model
as, “the practice of providing high-quality instian/intervention matched to student

needs using learning rates over time and leveedbpmance to make important
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educational decisions” (NASDSE & CASE, 2006, p. E}liot (2008) noted regarding
the RTI process that, “this approach is not abtadgipg the problems within the student,
but rather examining the student’s response touason and intervention” (p. 10). The
RTI process is designed to help identify, asses$aaldress the learning needs of
individual students based on a variety of informatyathered by a range of educators.
The RTI process also aims to help foster teach&lmration regarding students’
progress in order to help identify intervention heets that have not otherwise been
utilized in the traditional classroom setting. @tmers (2008) noted that, “if a problem is
identified early and targeted intervention is pd®d, this could get a student on track,
and improve achievement” (p. 18). When implemewgtadectly, regular education
teachers will be able to work with special edugat@achers within the RTI process to
help implement early interventions for strugglingdents (VanDerHeyden, Witt, &
Barnett, 2005; Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003). If intervens are successful, then the area of
weakness is identified without the need for spesthication services. ldeally, struggling
students in the RTI process will display adequatggess during early intervention tiers.
Gresham (1991) explained that responsivenessdoverttion is a change in behavior or
performance as a function or result of specifierméntions. This notion is a central
element of the RTI model. The goal of RTI is torahtely help improve student
achievement and performance as a result of reséasdd interventions that meet the
instructional needs of selected students (EIli008).

The NASDSE and CASE White Paper (2006) noted ceg@rResponse to
Intervention that, “RTI should be used for makiregidions about general, compensatory

and special education, creating a well-integrayestiesn of instruction/intervention
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guided by child outcome data” (p. 3). The NASD3H &ASE (2006) also described the
Response to Intervention Model as being basedgir eore principles designed to assist
with differentiated instruction:

1) Local agencies have the ability to effectivigich all children.

2) Early intervention methods are important.

3) Agencies should utilize a multi-tier processlefivery.

4) A problem-solving method should be utilizedhintthe multi-tiered process.

5) Research-based interventions should be usi@ toighest extent available.

6) Student progress should be constantly monitoredder to help inform
instruction.

7) Data should be utilized in all decision-making.

8) Assessment should be utilized for student aeinment in order to: a) screen all
students in an attempt to identify those who atemaking adequate progress at expected
rates; b) utilize diagnostics to decipher exacthatchildren can or cannot do with
regard to important academic and behavioral domajnsrogress monitor these students
in order to determine if any academic or behavior&rventions are producing the
desired effects.

As noted by NASDSE and CASE (2006), all screeniiiggnostic assessments, and
progress monitoring pieces should be linked in otdéelp identify the specific area of
weakness of struggling learners. This allows aitips involved in the education of the
student to work together and share strategiesntifidtest help the student achieve

success and overcome any learning deficiencies.
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Components and Models of RTI

The Response to Intervention Model comprises a rumbcritical components
in order to demonstrate effectiveness in its etytird eachers, parents, paraprofessionals,
administrators, and community members all havelesin the effective implementation
of the RTI process. Elliot (2008) stated regardimg Response to Intervention Model
that, “effective instruction is at the heart of RTlThe systematic work of leadership
involved in implementing RTI cannot be underestedatFirst and foremost, it requires
creating a culture and deep belief that all stugleah learn irrespective of disability,
race, language, or socioeconomic status” (p. Elljot (2008) continued to elaborate on
the structural components of the RTI model. Shedthat the make-up of RTI may
look different from one campus to another, butdbee principles and components that
drive the RTI process should be similar in design.

The literature has offered numerous examples of theWRTI Model has helped
to intervene and address the needs of struggleders to avoid significant learning gaps
(Gresham, Lane, O’'Shaughnessy, & Beebe-Frankenh@@@3; Mesmer, & Mesmer,
2008; Gray, Harmon, & Koutsoftas, 2009; Fuchs, &) 2006; Vellutino, Scanlon,
Small, & Fanuele, 2006). At the same time, eacthede studies incorporated a
thorough explanation of the practical componenthefRTI Model in each of the local
agencies. McCook (2006) noted two specific tydemadels for Response to
Intervention: the protocol model and the problenvisg model. The protocol model
defines a specific, scientifically research basgervention that will be used by an
organization. This model was designed to workervast majority of students, and has

yielded several successful case studies (Torgédexander, Wagner, Rashotte, Voeller,
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Conway, & Rose, 2001; Vaughn, Wanzek, Murray, Scaoua, Linan-Thompson, &
Woodruff, 2009; Vellutino, Scanlon, Small, & FaneieP006). The second model for
Response to Intervention is the problem-solving @wod he pure problem-solving model
utilizes the approach of collecting and interprgttiata to determine if there is a clear
curriculum, instructional, or student-centered pean The problem-solving model
allows for individual interventions were developeithin the general classroom to
address student’s needs and frequently monitoestigdprogress (McCook, 2006). This
model utilizes data to help drive staff approaches,t frequently lack defined
interventions. The problem solving model was sgeloped than the standard protocol
model.

In addition, McCook (2006) offered six key compats of RTI to include when
developing and implementing a Response to Inteimemfodel. According to McCook
(2006), these components are: 1) the developmehingration of universal screenings
that are administered to all students; 2) the ifleation of problem areas in measurable
terms; 3) the establishment of baseline data;elf#velopment of a written
accountability plan that utilizes scientificallysesarch based interventions; 5) the
establishment and maintenance of a progress mmgtsystem to ensure fidelity; and 6)
the comparison of baseline data with progress maong results to determine the validity
of the individual evaluations. In general, obsegvand evaluating the baseline data for a
Response to Intervention Model allows the edudatononitor student progress during
interventions (Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006). Instructigor@ctices and the appropriateness of
interventions are determined based on student\aient and progress during universal

screenings and frequent assessments (McCook, 2006).
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Fuchs & Fuchs (2006) and McCook (2006) also manethithat the development
and implementation of curriculum-based progressitoong programs are essential
components to the success of the RTI processallresults from universal screening
efforts allow educators to identify and target stid’ academic deficiencies at an early
stage. Universal screenings also allow teachatsadministrators to monitor student
progress in a particular classroom or curriculurhg@bers, 2008). Screenings and
progress monitoring assessments provide data sdsulteachers that are measurable and
objective. Interventions can be designed for sitglas a result of baseline data that is
extracted early in the school year. Students Wianessimilar deficiencies may be
grouped together in small group instruction in ortdereceive similar curricular and
instructional interventions based on their shaeadrling weaknesses (Mesmer &

Mesmer, 2008).

Relevant Research Related to Response to Inteowne(fRil )

Growing research related to the success and peaatithe Response to
Intervention Model has continued to support edocati programs and interventions
related to RTI when they are properly implementayer & Palenchar, 2008; Fuchs &
Deshler, 2007; Fuchs & Fuchs, 2006; Gray, HarmoKo&itsoftas, 2009; Gresham,
Lane, O’'Shaughnessy, & Beebe-Frankenberger, 20@3nMr & Mesmer, 2008;
Vellutino, Scanlon, Small, & Fanuele, 2006; WhatM#&Clearinghouse, 2009). Most
research studies related to the current implementand use of RTI models are based
on information from previous intervention studietated to special education guidelines
and practices. One of the earliest referencegég@onse to intervention model in

education is the findings discussed by Heller, Huoln, & Messick (1982) in a National
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Research Council report. Heller, Holtzman, & Mek4iL982) discussed the
classification system for special education referirapublic school agencies. In this
report, an investigation yielded that special etiooareferrals were evaluated based on
the quality of the educational program, the valtithe program to produce outcomes for
students, and the accuracy and meaningfulnes® @stfessment process. These criteria
are essential to the current methods of screenuttests within the RTI process. RTI
curriculum and system designs require that indonat methods and intervention
procedures are accurate, meaningful, and validderdo ensure that the correct students
are referred from one tier level to the next. Thisn of fidelity was essential to the
evaluation principles for special education diseddsy Heller, Holtzman, and Messick
(1982).

Boyer and Palenchar (2008) monitored the implentiem@f a Response to
Intervention model in West Virginia. Informatiorom this study yielded that RTI
programs and initiatives gained momentum throughioeistate, and had a dramatic
impact on the reading achievement of selected grofigtudents. The intent of the
implementation of the RTI process in this study ¥aseduce special education referrals
as well as introduce a stronger, more concentraettiod of indentifying students with
reading deficiencies. Fuchs & Deshler (2007) nartesl prospective, longitudinal study
of 42 first grade teachers that the RTI method edaw be a positive and successful
initiative when instruction and assessments welidatad and data-driven. As shown by
the underlying components of the RTI process, vabtiuction and fidelity of progress
monitoring are essential to the success and aaghieweof struggling students. In an

additional study, Fuchs & Fuchs (2006) noted thhe framework of RTI has strong
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potential...we most clearly see its promise in regaodhow its multilayered structure
can be implemented in early grades to strengthemtknsity and effectiveness of

reading instruction for at-risk students” (p. 98).

Early interventions and recent studieGray, Harmon, & Koutsoftas (2009)
observed the effect of tier 2 interventions for péimic awareness in a response to
intervention model in low income preschool classiso The authors in this study
showed an increase in the phonemic awareness gkpi®-school students through
small group intervention methods over a relatisigrt period of time. Their findings
also indicated that the RTI model could potentia®yp identify and address the reading
deficiencies of struggling students who are at fiskater reading difficulties. Gresham,
Lane, O’'Shaughnessy, & Beebe-Frankenberger (2@B&)cated for the early
identification and intervention of at-risk studentso showed strong academic and
behavioral deficiencies. Their work demonstrateat preventative measures at an early
stage yielded significant affects on students dekeateisk for school failure. Gresham et
al. (2003) also stated that, “it is now widely gueel that quality early literacy instruction
and intervention balances systematic instructiomond recognition and fluency” (p. 2).

Mesmer & Mesmer (2008) offered background and nati® for the effectiveness
of a response to intervention model in public s¢siod@ hey noted in their examples of
RTI that the RTI model created “an increase inghantity and quality of instruction for
struggling readers” (p. 289). Mesmer & Mesmer @0ilso attempted to define and
outline the Response to Intervention process fadirg teachers in order to help them
better identify and support students who may hegling in reading. Vellutino,

Scanlon, Small, & Fanuele (2006) assessed the ggs@f kindergarten and first grade
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students who were identified at risk upon entryp is&ch of the respective grade levels.
The results of their study suggested that a regptmmtervention model with
appropriate and effective intervention methodsusetul vehicle for preventing early
and long-term reading difficulties in at-risk statle Early intervention programs for
reading instruction have also been advocated imaber of studies related to practices
involving RTI (Berninger, Abbott, Zook, Ogier, Les®ritton, & Brooksher, 1999;
Catts, Petscher, & Mendoza, 2009; Compton, Fualhshs; & Bryant, 2006; Gresham,
Lane, O’'Shaughnessy, & Beebe-Frankenberger, 208%)dan & Slesinski, 1999). These
studies incorporated RTI strategies that suggeshéied for early instructional
intervention in reading.

More recently, What Works Clearinghouse (2009) ussed the benefits and
advantages of a multi-tiered intervention systemagsisting students who struggle in
reading. The What Works Clearinghouse (2009) pahetiucators prepared a report for
the National Center for Education Evaluation andiBeal Assistance. This report
reviewed a number of studies that involved Tient2riventions for students in
Kindergarten through™ grade classrooms (Ehri, Dreyer, Flugman, & Graée7;

Gunn, Smolkowski, Biglan, & Black, 2002; Jenkingykn, Sanders, & Vadasy, 2004;
Mathes, Denton, Fletcher, Anthony, Francis, & Sstiateider, 2005; Vadasy, Sanders,
& Peyton, 2005; Vaughn, S., et al., 2006). Eacthe$e studies yielded statistically
significant effects on student achievement in ast@ne of the five essential components
of effective reading instruction. These studiesensdso able to demonstrate the need for
progress monitoring, frequency of data collectauration of interventions, and small

group instruction for Tier 2 students in the RTogess. Each study also suggested that
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students may benefit strongly from school-wide wgation teams who utilize effective,
research based data collection procedures (Whakd\elearinghouse, 2009).

Ehri, Dreyer, Flugman, & Gross (2007) discusseeéféective tutoring
intervention model for language-minority studentsovwvere struggling to read in first
grade classrooms. Ehri et al. (2007) noted sudgogdsonemic awareness, decoding,
reading comprehension, and fluency as a resutitehse, frequent Tier 2 interventions.
Vaughn, S., et al. (2006) mirrored this study &ytleviewed the effectiveness of RTI
methods for first-grade ELL students who were sk for reading problems. Both of
these studies revealed significant implicationthefRTI process when used with
students from multiple language backgrounds. G@&mmylkowski, Biglan, & Black
(2002) showed significant improvement in vocabukasya result of supplemental Tier 2
instruction in decoding skills for elementary stnt$eover a 56 week period of time. This
study also revealed student progress in vocabutamprehension and fluency for
students who participated in the intense, 25-midail/ sessions of small group
instruction.

In addition, Jenkins, Peyton, Sanders, & Vadasp420oted the effects of
supplemental reading decodables with first gradees a 25-week period. Jenkins et al.
(2004) implemented Tier 2 interventions for 30 n@sua day, four times a week, for
almost an entire school year. These students shetkeng gains in the areas of
decoding as well as overall reading comprehenssaarasult of one-on-one
interventions. Mathes, Denton, Fletcher, Anthdfmancis, & Schatschneider (2005)
noted the effects of theoretically different instian and student characteristics on the

skills of struggling readers. Mathes et al. (20@£ommended that students who are a
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part of the higher tiers within RTI be progress mared at least once a month. They
explained why cumulative data should be the basidétermining interventions and
instructional direction for Tier 2 students. VaglaSanders, & Peyton (2005) showed the
effects of reading practice and word-level instiartin one-on-one instruction. Students
in this study who received 30 minutes of individeedl instruction, four times a week,
showed statistically significant progress in regdiomprehension over a period of 32
weeks. These studies, combined with researchgmbst from local education
agencies, are the foundation for which respongetéovention models are implemented

within public school systems throughout the Unigdtes.

Implementation of the RTI Process

Recent studies have supported the effective impitatien of the Response to
Intervention process as it pertains to reading ceimgnsion and fluency (Catts, Petscher
& Mendoza, 2009; Gray, Harmon, & Koutsoftas, 20B%esham, Lane, O’Shaughnessy,
& Beebe-Frankenberger, 2003; McCook, 2006; Mesm&te&mer, 2008; NASDSE &
CASE, 2006, Texas Education Agency, 2009; What W@learinghouse, 2009). As
noted in the White Papers by NASDSE & CASE (20@6%, important for educators to
recognize the varied student differences and backgls when implementing the RTI
process in a school system. As previously expthimeHarris & Hodges (1995), student
background knowledge is essential to the learrdiggovery, and understanding of new
concepts. Students must maintain adequate baakdjtfcowledge to make appropriate
learning connections for reading comprehension KBetMcKeown, 2001; Recht &
Leslie, 1988). RTI suggests that student backgtaamiables, instructional and

curricular variables, progress data, and auxilenyables be considered when identifying
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the needs and interventions for struggling lear(ficCook, 2006). At the same time, an
organized process is necessary for identifyingaddtessing the specific learning
weaknesses of students in public schools.

In the day-to-day school environment, the Resptm$etervention process is
made up of three learning Tiers for identificatjuurposes: Tier 1, Tier 2, and Tier 3.
Tier 1 interventions focus on large group instroctin the regular education setting. In
Tier 1, teachers have the opportunity to provida/pntative interventions for students in
the general education classroom. Tier 1 instraasalesigned to address the learning
needs of 80-85% of students. Local agencies toadilly use a variety of interventions
during Tier 1 instruction including: universal senéng, classroom progress monitoring,
class-wide intervention strategies, push-in asst&aand computer-based instructional
resources (McCook, 2006; NASDSE & CASE, 2006). ibgiTier 1 for struggling
readers, the classroom teacher should be sureltectcrelevant data on the student’s
progress, implement intervention strategies andness monitoring for 4-6 weeks, meet
with grade level team members for insight and dismn, and contact the learner’s
parent or guardian to communicate concerns reggttim student’s performance (Catts,
Petscher, & Mendoza, 2009; McCook, 2006). In Tigf a student is still unsuccessful
after 4-6 weeks, then he or she is elevated toZfer more intense reading
interventions. Intervention team members may détermine that a student’s progress is
adequate during the initial 4-6 week time perid¢fcthis is the case, an intervention team
may decide to keep a student in Tier 1 (McCook 620ASDSE & CASE, 2006).

Tier 2 interventions usually involve targeted, 8rgeoup pull-out assistance.

Small group assistance in Tier 2 traditionally ilwes a teacher-student ratio of 1:5-10.
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Tier 2 students normally spend 30 minutes per daymall group instruction, but they
should also be receiving continued instructionatises through Tier 1 (McCook, 2006;
NASDSE & CASE, 2006, What Works Clearinghouse, 2008er 2 instruction is
designed to address the learning needs of 10-15scoiiool’s population. These
students should be progress monitored on a weealdhg Ibo ensure fidelity of
interventions and performance results. During Zigeachers and specialists should:
implement more specific instructional interventiposllect bi-monthly data for 4-6
weeks, meet and discuss student data and proghess, lessons and strategies every 2
weeks, and analyze intervention methods (Gray, ldar& Koutsoftas, 2009; Mesmer
& Mesmer, 2008; NASDSE & CASE, 2006). If instruxctal services are still not
effective and/or students are not responding to Tier Tier 2 interventions, then an
intervention team may determine that it is bedtlévate a student to Tier 3 of the RTI
process. Based on performance data and teach&ba@ltive efforts, movement

between these Tiers should be a fluid processifioggling students (McCook, 2006).

Tier 3 _
Intensive, individual Tier 3
Intervention methods 1-5%

Tier 2 Tier 2
Targeted small group /' 10-15% of students
Interventions
Tier 1 Tier 1
Universal Interventions 80% of students

For all students

Figure 2 Response to Intervention (RTI) Multi-Tiered Syst
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Tier 3 interventions involve more intense, formatizoroblem solving methods to
help identify individual student learning needser’3 methods also entail a variety of
targeted, research based interventions tailoréelfmimprove the specific learning
deficiencies of individual students (McCook, 20883SDSE & CASE, 2006; What
Works Clearinghouse, 2009). Students in Tier B1efRTI framework should receive
more intense, diagnostic interventions than studentier 1 or Tier 2 of RTI (McCook,
2006). Students in Tier 3 should comprise apprexéhy 1-5% of the student population
(NASDSE & CASE, 2006). Tier 3 also involves mareguent progress monitoring and
analysis of student responses to individualizettucton. Tier 3 students usually
receive individualized instruction at a ratio tieequal to or less than 1:3. These
students may spend anywhere from 45-60 minutewdinridual or small group
instruction in addition to receiving their contimbmstructional services through Tier 1
and Tier 2 interventions (McCook, 2006). Tier @d&nts are progress monitored on a
weekly basis. All instructional interventions fbier 3 students should be custom-
designed for the individual students (McCook, 2006SDSE & CASE, 2006; What

Works Clearinghouse, 2009).

Benefits of the RTI Process

The literature discussed a number of benefits dndratages to the use and
implementation of a Response to Intervention m¢@empton, Fuchs, D., Fuchs L., &
Bryant, 2006; Elliot, 2008; Gray, Harmon, & Kouttas, 2009; McCook, 2006;
McEneaney, Lose, & Schwartz, 2006; Mesmer & Mesr2@03; NASDSE & CASE,

2006; Vaughn & Fuchs, 2003; Vellutino, Scanlon, $n&aFanuele, 2006; What Works
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Clearinghouse, 2009). Early screening and ideatifon of student deficiencies within
the RTI context have also been supported by restadtes (Catts, Petscher, & Mendoza,
2009; Compton, Fuchs, Fuchs, & Bryant, 2006; Greshaane, O’'Shaughnessy, &
Beebe-Frankenberger, 2003; Lennon & Slesinski, 198diot (2008) noted that,
“Response to Intervention is the practice of prongchigh-quality instruction and
intervention matched to student need, monitorirggypass frequently to make decisions
about changes in instruction or goals, and applgtagent response data to important
education decisions” (p. 10). In essence, Respmnkeervention provides teachers with
an opportunity to help struggling learners in agamized, effective manner.

Vaughn & Fuchs (2003) noted that the Responsetéovantion model yielded
several promising advantages: 1) it helps iderstifyggling students using a risk (not a
deficit) model; 2) it provides early interventiondainstruction for identified students; 3)
it reduces identification bias; and 4) it maintaenstrong focus on student learning
outcomes. When well-implemented, the Responseténvention Model has the ability
to foster collaboration between general educatimhspecial education teachers
(Chambers, 2008; VanDerHeyden, Witt, & Barnett,200aughn & Fuchs, 2003).
Vaughn & Fuchs (2003) also discussed how an RTleghbds the potential to reduce
bias in the referral process for students withriegy disabilities. RTI allows teacher to
screen and track a large number of students fosdleepurpose of identifying and
addressing the learning needs of struggling stsd@ASDSE & CASE, 2006).

McEneaney, Lose, & Schwartz (2006) identified thedegantages of the RTI
system: 1) students do not need to wait for failnrerder to be eligible for support; 2)

the RTI process avoids problems commonly associatidthe process-deficit and
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discrepancy models; and 3) RTI grounds intervestiarresearch-based instruction, an
enhanced diagnostic process, and intense, proladking approaches. By design, the
RTI process differentiates instructional approadbestudents in terms of
comprehensive understanding and individualizechsitg. The advantages discussed by
McEneaney, Lose, & Schwartz (2006) indicated a gngwhift in the approaches used
by educators in the identification and interventmathods for students who struggle
academically and behaviorally.

Donovan & Cross (2002) maintained that the RTI psschas the potential to
significantly reduce the overrepresentation ofelg minority groups who receive
special education services. They also noted Wiate boys are oftentimes over referred
for special education services, girls are sometiomeker referred for these services
(Donovan & Cross, 2002). The authors supportegthential for the RTI process to
effectively address and offer a substantial redunat these issues. In the past, a
teacher’s decision to refer a student for spedatation services was largely influenced
by non-academic factors such as a student’s etijnstcioeconomic status, or cultural
background (VanDerHeyden, Witt, & Barnett, 2005he RTI process requires
educators to systematically gather pools of datkstimdent progress over time in order to
support the educational need for special educagovices. A teacher’s assumptions,
feelings, and intentions can no longer be a drivaggor in the referral process within the
Tiers of RTI (VanDerHeyden et al., 2005).

Elliot (2008) supported the use and implementabibtine RTI model as a method
of intervening and addressing student’s readingi@gities in an organized, data-driven

manner. The RTI process maintains a structuréetks and balances in the educational
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system in order to effectively identify, monitoncaaddress areas of weakness in student
learning. Mesmer & Mesmer (2008) stated:
RTIl is a new approach to identifying students vgplecific learning disabilities
and represents a major change in special edudatigrihe Individuals with
Disabilities Act (IDEA). This change shifts the phasis of the identification
process toward providing support and intervent@msattuggling students early and
is similarly reflected in the Reading First proweiss of No Child Left Behind,
which calls for proven methods of instruction tduee the incidents of reading
difficulties. (p. 280)
As a result of these proponents of the Responbgdosention process, as well as the
need to address students’ reading deficienciedigadhools continue to search for
research-based interventions to help identify atdtess the learning deficits of
struggling readers. RTI is the nation’s strongatmpt to provide an effective
alternative to the discrepancy model. The reselaashindicated that teachers,

administrators, parents, and students stand tofgamthe effective implementation of

this intervention process.
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CHAPTER THREE

Research Methodology

This mixed-methods study examined the effects ef' Rally to Read” program
on the reading progress of selected students.“Réaly to Read” program was utilized
as a research based intervention strategy for stsidéassified as Tier 3 in the Response
to Intervention (RTI) process. The RTI model wasigned to address academic
learning needs, but it is also a system for recoggiand correcting students’ academic
learning deficiencies. School districts in Texasdnhad difficulties with the selection
and implementation of programs and interventiomdefarners who struggle in reading.
Marketing research-based computer software hagieeaogrowing industry in the
United States due to the need for these programparasf the RTI process. In this study,
the Tier 3 students in two Texas schools were ozt within the RTI process. These
were the students who had the most difficultieseading comprehension. The “Rally to
Read” program was utilized as a Tier 3 interventizethod for one of these schools.
Both campuses implemented the Imagination Statigtation) progress monitoring
system throughout the school year. This progressitaring tool was used to determine
the impact and/or effectiveness of the “Rally t@&eprogram as a Tier 3 intervention.

The students in this study were placed in Tief i@ RTI process due to their
identified reading deficiencies. These studentsddo display significant growth in
reading comprehension in Tier 1 or Tier 2 of thd Ribdel. Consequently, these
students received more intense, individualizedurcsibn (a ratio of 1:3) from the

schools’ instructional specialists, teachers, ardrofessional staff members. They
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spent approximately 45 minutes each day in indiaidw small group instruction. At the
same time, these students continued to receiveiatigtnal services through Tier 1 and
Tier 2 interventions. They were also progress mooed throughout the school year.
Each student was given an I-station assessmeritsghrate times between September
and May of the given school year. All of the stoideon both campuses were given these
assessments at approximately the same time ofyeisng each of the schools’ nine
week grading periods.

On Campus A, Tier 3 for reading assistance invothed‘Rally to Read”
program. “Rally to Read” was designed to identiifg specific area of a student’s
reading difficulty through progress monitoring gmé/post assessment interventions.
The “Rally to Read” program was designed by thet&ellor Learning and Development
(CLD), a service division of Behavioral Health litste, located in central Texas. “Rally
to Read” is an intensive reading remediation pnogpailt upon research by the National
Institutes of Health. “Rally to Read” is primarilgchnology-based. It incorporates five
primary skill areas related to reading improvemehbnological awareness, phonics,
fluency/rate, vocabulary, and comprehension. Harstudy, the “Rally to Read”
program was used on Campus A as part of a TieteBvention program. The progress
of students who received “Rally to Read” servicesencompared to students on another
campus who did not receive “Rally to Read” servicksagination Station (I-station)

was the tool used to gauge these students’ perfaresan Tier 3.

Methods
This mixed-methods study examined the impact diedteseness of the “Rally to

Read” program, designed by the Center for LearaimdjDevelopment (CLD), as a Tier
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3 intervention method within the Response to Irgation (RTI) process. Data from the
Imagination Station monitoring program was usedvaluate the progress of students
throughout the school year on two campuses. Theatdative measure for this study
incorporated I-Station data in order to providecsfpeexamples of student progress.
This data was used to evaluate the effectivenedeedRally to Read” program. The
Imagination Station data related to reading flueacg reading comprehension was the
primary monitoring tool used for this study’s datanparison and program evaluation.
The qualitative element of this study involved siodicitation of feedback and
opinions of participants regarding the “Rally toa@&program. Campus A serviced
eleven students using the “Rally to Read” progrdrhe staff members involved with
this program were surveyed in regards to their egpees with “Rally to Read.” Adults
on Campus B were also surveyed. Staff memberotmdampuses were asked
guestions related to their participation, studambivement, working environment, and
personal opinions about the programs. These temahe paraprofessionals were also
prompted to write additional comments and feedlzdukut the programs that were not

connected to the initial program questions.

Operational Research Questions
The “Rally to Read” program was designed to tastietients who struggled in
reading comprehension and decoding. This studigedidata from the Imagination
Station assessment program to evaluate the repdggess of these particular students.
According to scientific research generated by taédwal Reading Panel (NRP), there
are five essential components of reading that mnlanust be taught in order to learn to

read: phonemic awareness, phonics, vocabulary, @mapsion, and fluency. These five
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components are the research-based backgroundefdesiign of the “Rally to Read”
program. “Rally to Read” allowed for differentiati and student movement from one
skill area to another during instruction on Campus this study. Students moved from
one station to another in 20 minute incrementgdeofor “Rally to Read” to address
each of the five essential components of readinghe “Rally to Read” design on
Campus A, there were tweexiastations that addressed phonics rules. Uehea
program taught students to learn skills in sequémmrigh fun, computerized activities.
There were twdRead Naturallystations that addressed students’ rates of reaatidg
reading fluency.Read Naturallyutilized multiple strategies and manipulative®ider to
help students enjoy reading. There was one LIR®I@mood Phoneme Sequencing
Program) station designed to address phonemic aesse The LIPS program helped
students with language processing, confidencesatigcorrection. The last station
addressed reading comprehension uBlagd Naturalljcomprehension maps and[@on
JohnstonMulti-Media Books. Don JohnstorMulti-Media Books helped build
comprehension knowledge through the use of drapictgres with texts and sounds. In
addition to these resources through “Rally to ReadCampus A, students continued to
take I-Station progress monitoring assessmentsigin@ut the 2008-2009 school year.

The primary research question for this study was:

1. Did the “Rally to Read” program in Tier 3 increasiee achievement of
struggling readers when compared to Tier 3 studengnother school who were not
receiving “Rally to Read” services?

Other relevant secondary questions in this studyded:
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1) How did the achievement scores of studentmessured by I-station
assessments, who were involved in the “Rally todReeaogram, change over time?

2) Did the amount of time spent on the I-statiarriculum impact the
achievement of students in the “Rally to Read” paogwhen compared to non-
participants?

3) Did student behavior change, as measured Ipeatferrals, in response to
participation in the “Rally to Read” program?

4) What were the perceptions of teacher and staff supervised the “Rally to
Read” program?

5) Did teacher backgrounds and training affecttfy@ementation of the “Rally
to Read” program or the achievement of “Rally t@a&estudents?

In order to answer these questions, this studgct@tl quantitative and qualitative
data from the participating schools. As shown imithe RTI model, students who
received “Rally to Read” services also received Tiand Tier 2 services. Students’
progress and reading comprehension rates resfitng“Rally to Read” services were
measured through the “Imagination Station” onlinegoess monitoring system. At the
same time, the individual teachers and paraprafeats involved with the “Rally to
Read” program on Campus A were given the oppostdaiainswer questions and
provide feedback about the program’s effectivenégtult participants on Campus B
were also surveyed. Adults on both campuses vwa@dao comment on the
effectiveness of the Imagination Station assesspienés during the surveys. The
teachers and assistants on both campuses weretagkewide subjective feedback

regarding their experiences with these prograntge survey responses of these adults
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who were involved with these programs served aptimeary component of the study’s
gualitative research data.
The survey questions for the adult participanthe“Rally to Read” program were:

1. To what extent do you feel that “Rally to Read” bagn an effective reading
program for these students? Why or why not?

2. To what extent do you feel the “Imagination Statiprogram was a
successful progress monitoring tool? Why or wh?no

3. Can you briefly describe your experience with thesgrams? Did you
enjoy working with them?

4. Can you discuss your educational background asaselbur training with
regard to the “Rally to Read” and the “Imaginati®tation” monitoring programs?

5. Can you tell me about your relationships with thelents who participated in
reading intervention opportunities?

6. Do you feel that “Rally to Read” has impacstadent behavior as well as
academic progress? Why or why not?
Similar questions were provided to the adult paréints on Campus B. The opinions
and feedback of the staff members on both campueesanalyzed in connection with
the students’ I-station scores in order to evaltiealy to Read” as an intervention

method for Tier 3 of the RTI process.

Variables
In this study, the “Rally to Read” program in TEserved as the independent
variable. It was only used on Campus A with elesemlents selected fronf and 4"

grade classrooms. Both campuses in this study al@ecto use the Imagination Station

65



reading assessment curriculum during the schoal yEae resulting scores from the I-
station assessments served as the dependent garidiiie usage time for each of the
selected students was included in this study iemia compare the students’
achievement within the program. Campus A utiliZedlly to Read,” and it also used
Imagination Station as a progress monitoring tdolagination Station has a curriculum
component as well as a progress monitoring assessmtéin its program. Campus A
allowed students to work with the I-station progremaddition to “Rally to Read.”
Campus B utilized the I-station software’s readingiculum as its only means of Tier 3
intervention. This was an important variable ia #tudy. The usage time for both
schools was significantly different. Campus A gpme time using the I-station
curriculum component, but not as much time as CanouCampus B spent the majority
of its time using the I-station curriculum, sinestation was the school’s sole means of
Tier 3 intervention.

There were also a variety of variables when meaguhe day-to-day
effectiveness of the “Rally to Read” program. Téachers’ abilities to implement the
programs had an impact on the student’s understgradithe basic skills. Also, teacher
administration of the computer programs was a b&iaTeachers needed to be aware of
how to manipulate the programs so as to best asltliesspecific needs of the struggling
learners. This understanding of “Rally to Read5waaesult of training and immersion in
the “Rally to Read” software and remediation statomponents. Survey feedback
indicated that some staff members had worked viittiesits in reading remediation prior
to the implementation of “Rally to Read.” Two bktparaprofessionals stated that they

were new to the RTI setting.
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Teacher connections were also a variable in théeimentation process of I-
station and Tier 3 interventions. Some of thef stefmbers indicated that they had
already built relationships with the students ia Ther 3 program. Several of the
paraprofessionals involved in “Rally to Read” exga®d a strong desire to help their
students succeed in the reading program becaysewabusly built relationships with
those students. At the same time, some of theestadn “Rally to Read” were new to
the program and/or new to the school. Teachensieecies to foster student success
through personal relationships were frequently chaigéring survey feedback. This
educational aspect is a common variable during feosts of reading instruction for
elementary students who struggle with comprehension

In addition, there were several student varialilas were notable regarding
student achievement in the “Rally to Read” progrétudent responses, student
backgrounds, classroom settings, and student ntioiivevere all factors that contributed
to the students’ abilities to respond to the progc@mponents. The student population
on both campuses in this district suggested thedrakof the students receiving “Rally to
Read” and “Imagination Station” services may haad family or social issues at home.
The students’ abilities and/or inabilities to foarsl concentrate were noteworthy

influences regarding the outcome of these assessmen

Research Design
This mixed-methods study examined the value afickely of the “Rally to
Read” program, designed by the Center for LearamdjDevelopment (CLD), as a Tier
3 intervention method within the RTI model. Daterescollected from the Imagination

Station software program in order to identify tlefprmances of select student groups.
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This program gauged students’ fluency and abilggdal performances during frequent
assessments throughout the school year. In thily sthe comprehension fluency scores
and timed reading with meaning scores from stugemips were the main sources of
data from the I-station program. Two campuses, iie® and Campus B, utilized the
I-station program throughout the school year. Daan this program was used to help
evaluate the progress of students on Campus A velne also receiving “Rally to Read”
services. Each of these programs was a part ®Thénitiative designed to help

struggling learners in public schools.

Participants and Setting

The “Rally to Read” program was implemented in aakeschool, Campus A,
that housed 646 students. The eleven studentsamp@s A who received “Rally to
Read” services were part of Tier 3 in the RTI pescduring the 2008-2009 school year.
This study compared the progress of the Tier 3esttedin School A, who were receiving
“Rally to Read” services, with the progress of T3estudents in School B, who weret
receiving “Rally to Read” services. The selecteadisnts from both schools were
progress monitored and assessed four times peisgamusing the “Imagination Station”
(I-station) assessment program. The teacherstaffdrembers in this study were also
surveyed regarding their participation in the “iRad Read” process. Both of these
campuses were located in a school district in #mgral Texas region.

Campus A was the most ethnically and economicallgrde school in the given
school district. The design of Campus A consistiedvo Pre-Kindergarten classes and
six sections each of Kindergartery, 2", 39 and 4" grade classrooms. Campus A

housed two sections of PPCD (Pre-School Prograr@Hddren with Disabilities) and
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three sections of EPCD (Elementary Program fordzéil with Disabilities). The
campus also maintained several pull-out auxiliangpams including ELL, GT, Special
Education Resource, Content Mastery, Math Spetsimsll-group rotations, and

Reading Specialist small-group rotations.

Table 2

Student Demographic Information — Campus A*

Students by Grade — Campus A Demographics — Campus A
EPCD/PPCD 14 2.2% African American 102 15.8%
Pre-Kindergarten 51 7.9% Hispanic 136 21.0%
Kindergarten 123 19.0% White 365 56.5%
1% Grade 104 16.1% Native American 5 0.8%
2" Grade 129  20.0% Asian 38 5.9%
3" Grade 117 18.1% Low Socio-economic 295 45.7%
4" Grade 108 16.7% LEP 52 8.0%
Total Students 646 100% At-Risk 209 32.4%

Note n=646 (AEIS Report for the Texas Education Aged@§8-2009 school year).
*Some students may be represented in moredha category.

Campus A was built in 1979. The average teachgbkéwveen 6 and 12 years of
classroom teaching experience. School A employedpoincipal, one assistant
principal, and one full-time campus counselor. @amA received the TEA
Accountability Rating of “Exemplary” since the 26@806 school year. Of the eleven
Tier 3 students on Campus A who received “RalliRéad” services, seven of these
students were reportedly enrolled on Campus A dier her Kindergarten school
year. In addition to “Rally to Read” services, lgharticipants noted that seven of these

students also received pull-out math instructi@eaVices during the school year.
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According to staff members, only two of these shigelisplayed severe misbehavior

during the course of the school year.

Table 3

Student Demographic Information — Campus A Pardiotp

# of Campus % of Campus A

Identifying Data A Patrticipants Participants in Group

Male 5 45%
Female 6 55%
White 5 45%
African American 3 27%
Hispanic 3 27%
3" Grade 6 55%
4" Grade 5 45%
Tier 3 Math 2 18%
Total Students 11 100%

Surveys indicated that the adult participants en“fRally to Read” program
consisted of one reading specialist, one certifladsroom teacher, and two
paraprofessionals. These individuals worked tle $tations within the “Rally to Read”
program on a daily basis, and they were also dgtiagolved in the “Imagination
Station” progress monitoring piece of the currienluThese teachers and
paraprofessionals rotated betwéexia (phonics) Read NaturallyRate & Fluency),
LIPS (Phonemic Awareness), a@mprehensiostations on a weekly basis. This
allowed them to get to know all of the students hisdor her areas of weakness. Each

adult member of the program had been previouslyil@yed on Campus A prior to
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working with “Rally to Read.” Three of the fourwats had been working with the “Rally
to Read” students in some capacity prior to thislgt All of these adult participants
were working with reading remediation in some fgmor to working with “Rally to
Read.” Each of these participating adults wasrgihe opportunity to answer survey
guestions related to the program at the end ofjitren school year. They provided their
professional and personal opinions about the “Rallgead” program to the researcher

through survey feedback.

Table 4

Student Demographic Information — Campus B*

Students by Grade — Campus B Demographics — Campus B
EPCD/PPCD 1 0.2% African American 75 11.4%
Pre-Kindergarten 0 0.0% Hispanic 110 16.8%
Kindergarten 108 16.5% White 445 67.8%
1% Grade 130  19.8% Native American 2 0.3%
2" Grade 136 20.7% Asian 24 3.7%
3" Grade 145 22.1% Low SES 176 26.8%
4" Grade 136 20.7% LEP 23 3.5%
Total Students 656 100% At-Risk 185 28.2%

Note n=656 (AEIS Report for the Texas Education Age2a98-2009 school year).
*Some students may be represented in moredha category.

Campus B was the second most ethnically and ecaadigndiverse school in the
given school district. Similar to Campus A, théswpus also maintained several pull-out
auxiliary programs including ELL, GT, Special Edtioa Resource, Content Mastery,
Math Specialist small groups, and Reading Spetstiall groups. The average teacher

had between 9 and 13 years of classroom teachjmgrience. Campus B employed one
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principal, one assistant principal, and one cangousselor. Campus B received the
TEA Accountability Rating of “Recognized” since t8605-2006 school year.

Of the eleven Tier 3 students on Campus B who dideceive “Rally to Read”
services, adult participants noted that one ofdlstsdents received ELL services
throughout the school year. This student alsontegly received increased instructional
services through RTI from Campus B’s math and regadistructional specialists.

Survey feedback also indicated that six of thege Jistudents were enrolled on Campus
B since his or her Kindergarten school year, armdfthese students also received pull-
out math instructional services. Adult particimaanly indicated that one of these

students displayed significant misbehavior durimg¢ourse of the school year.

Table 5

Student Demographic Information — Campus B Pardiotp

# of Campus B % of Campus B

Identifying Data Participants  Participants in Group

Male 7 64%
Female 4 36%
White 7 64%
African American 2 18%
Hispanic 2 18%
3 Grade 6 55%
4" Grade 5 45%
Tier 3 Math 2 18%
Total Students 11 100%

The adult participants on Campus B who servicedestts in the “Imagination

Station” program consisted of one reading spetjalise certified classroom teacher, and
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two paraprofessionals. Each adult member of tbgram had been employed in School
B prior to working with the I-station program. S8ay feedback indicated that three of
the four staff members had been working with tHected students in some capacity for
the past two years. Prior to this study, all @sth staff members had worked with
students who struggled in reading in some form amg@us B. Three of the four adults
were familiar with Imagination Station prior to tggzen school year, and they had
worked with the program on the campus. SimilaC&mpus A, each staff member was
given the opportunity to answer survey questioteted to the Imagination Station
program and small group Tier 3 pull-out at the efthe school year.

The instructional setting for the “Rally to Readida‘Imagination Station”
interventions were similar on both campuses ofshisly. Both campuses utilized small
group pull-out methods for their respective Tieauriculum components. The “Rally to
Read” stations on Campus A were arranged on twesfithe room where instructional
specialists frequently worked with students in ggoof 5 or less. On Campus B, the
“Imagination Station” curriculum was administereda similar manner. Adult
participants on Campus B worked with students atlisgnoup tables in a pull-out setting
separate from the general education classroomh &ohpuses provided positive,

relational reinforcement for students during tligre in the Tier 3 settings.

Quantitative Data
The Imagination Station assessments were admiadsteur times throughout
each semester to all of the students in Tier 3s Was done on both campuses in this
study. I-station lessons and curriculum matemd®ved for additional instruction and

practice as needed for each individual studentstes were grouped by skill.
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Supplemental materials, passages, interactive wold) poetry, stories, and games were
provided within the program in order to help enlfeatcenjoyment of I-station practice
and progress monitoring. The progress monitorsggasments for this study were all a
part of the Imagination Station (I-station) monimgr program, and these assessments
were designed to evaluate the progress of studengsvariety of reading areas. For this
study, the areas of comprehension fluency and tireading g with meaning were the
primary scores used to help in the evaluation @llRo Read.” The first sets of scores
that were collected from the Tier 3 student growpse from the comprehension fluency
assessments in the I-station program. These se@mesdetermined from the variety of
comprehension-based activities that existed witinassessment piece. This included
beginning sound, letter sound, letter recognitaar comprehension fluency elements of
reading instruction. The scores also includedvaies connected to phonemic blending,
word/picture identification, and nonsense wordiiice These fluency scores were
averaged and compared during each assessment (Reigidning, Middle and End of
Year).

The students who received “Rally to Read” servigeee involved in small group
lessons that addressed the same areas of weakiressling. Through “Rally to Read,”
the five essential components of research basedhgeprograms were addressed
throughout the school year while being evaluatethkyimagination Station progress
monitoring tool. Based on the results of benchnaatt continuous monitoring
assessments, each of the Tier 3 student groupsgiverecomprehension fluency rates
and atimed reading with meaning rategght times during the school year. These

fluency rates were the main source of quantitadiasia provided by the students’
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achievement scores. In addition, the benchmatk teighin the I-station program
allowed for individual student progress throughihgt school year.

If a student was making significant progress, tthenbenchmark assessments
increased the level of difficulty for the studemiaxt benchmark test. This allowed for
variances in the students’ scores throughout theagsear. In general, each I-station
benchmark test offered the same questions andngadompts that were presented in
the classrooms and small group lessons for thiddfamrth grade. Students also
participated in assessments that addressed timdthgewith meaning, vocabulary, and
nonsense word decoding when they took benchmatkaesl continuous monitoring
assessments. These fluency, comprehension, astiaqueompletion scores allowed the
researcher to evaluate the progress of the Tiardeat groups in “Rally to Read” when
compared to other students in the neighboring dchidost noteworthy, the students on
Campus A who took these I-station assessments spesitof their remediation time in
the “Rally to Read” program. The students on Casriponly worked with the I-station

curriculum component during the same time period.

Qualitative Data
The qualitative data in this study was compriseaharily of survey questions and
feedback from the adult participants on both carapwgho were involved with
“Imagination Station” and “Rally to Read” programghese adults answered questions
pertaining to their experiences with the prograstsgents, and colleagues during the
school year. Each adult was made aware of the siiscdesign, and its goals for
program evaluation. The opinions of the teachedsparaprofessionals about the

programs as well as their perceptions regardingestusuccess were factored into the
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analysis of the “Rally to Read” program'’s effectiess. The teachers’ and
paraprofessionals’ experiences contributed to thesire to be a part of the “Rally to
Read” program. Survey feedback indicated thasthdent groups that were chosen for
the “Rally to Read” program had previously workethwnany of the adults involved in
this process. Their relationships with these sitglevere examined regarding the overall

success of the students and the reading remedjatgnam.

Instrumentation

The I-station test measures in this study wereyded to gauge the overall
success and/or effectiveness of the “Rally to Rgmdgram. In order to determine if
“Rally to Read” helped students make significantlss in reading, the “Rally to Read”
program served as the independent variable on CalypiCampus A and Campus B
both utilized the “Imagination Station” progressmitoring program. Both of these
programs contained a reading remediation curricdtumstudents who struggled in
reading. Campus A utilized “Rally to Read” asgtanary reading intervention approach
for Tier 3 students. Campus B used the “Imagima8tation” program as its primary
reading intervention for Tier 3 students. At theng time, both campuses monitored the
comprehension fluency and timed reading with megasgores of the students working
with these programs through I-station assessmeiitsf the I-station assessments were
administered at approximately the same time ofhtbath on each of the targeted
campuses. The Tier 3 students on both campusesipated in the I-station progress
monitoring component at least once a month. ThalyRo Read” program and the
“Imagination Station” curriculum were both monitdrand evaluated using the I-station

progress monitoring software throughout the sclyeat.
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“Rally to Read” (Quantitative)

“Rally to Read” utilized several subprograms anchponents in order to address
the five essential areas of research based reaglingdiation. These five components
included: phonological awareness, phonics, fluemogabulary, and comprehension. As
a whole, “Rally to Read” was made up of four stasio These stations incorporated one-
on-one instruction, targeted lessons, interactigvare, and computer-based
comprehension rotations. The first station ceteretheLexiasoftware program. The
Lexiaprogram was designed to address a variety of angaading. Théexiawas used
as the phonics component for “Rally to Read.” Wiéxia students learned skills in
sequence and built understanding through compettdiagnostic activitiesRead
Naturally was used to address rate and fluency in the sestatidn within the “Rally to
Read” program. ThRead Naturallyprogram was designed to help students become
better readers through multiple strategies of utston. Read Naturallyprovided
multiple tools, graphs, timers, quizzes, and crasdvpuzzles in order to help motivate
students to enjoy readind.exiasoftware and thRead Naturallyprogram are both
research-based reading interventions for studentssiruggle in reading comprehension.

“Rally to Read” also addressed phonemic awarenmea$sesmding comprehension
in its station rotations. The third station impkmed the Lindamood Phoneme
Sequencing Program (LIPS) for phonemic awaren€hs. LIPS program aimed to
address the phonemic weaknesses of the Tier 3rgtuisheseveral ways. Specifically, the
program was designed to help students who omistgute, and/or reverse sounds and

letters within words. LIPS works with studentsatifages to help enhance language
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processing, confidence, and self-correction. THRSLprogram emphasized processing
skills as the key to enhanced phonemic awarenessdding improvement.

The fourth station in the “Rally to Read” prograrasacomposed of several
different approaches, but it primarily addresseddtea of reading comprehension.
Depending upon the student’s individual needs edl& comprehension, the fourth
station of “Rally to Read” provided different cuauia. There were three possible
curriculum options available to students usingftheth station. This first option
includedRead Naturally Comprehension Mapsconnection wittbon Johnston Multi-
Media Books TheDon Johnston Multi-Media Booksere comprised of an online
software support designed to help build criticarkcy skills for modeling scaffolding,
and independent thinking. The second option fatict four wasStudy Hall 101
Study Hall 10lwas designed by CLD to help students who showgrdfsiant delays in
vocabulary. Study Hall 101utilized individual instruction, flashcards, andlioe
assessments to help a student enhance his or dwltddge of vocabulary words. The
third option for station four was the multisensoegpding model calleBarobics
Earobicswas used if a student was significantly delayephanemic awareness.
Earobicsintervention utilized manipulatives, alphabet mégter sets, picture/word
cards, and letter-sound review decks to help stisdeho showed significant delays in
phonemic awareness. These three optiBead Naturally Maps/Don Johnstdstudy
Hall 101, andEarobicg for the fourth station of “Rally to Read” weredea on the
comprehension deficiencies of the individual stuser©On Campus AStudy Hall 101

was the primary option utilized for the Tier 3 stuts in this study.
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“Imagination Station” (Quantitative)

The Imagination Station served as the dependeiabla in this study. The
scores from this program evaluated the readingrpssgof students on both of the
selected campuses. Two components of reading ratieedwere the focus of the data in
this study. The assessment measures from the hiatami Station program provided
comprehension and fluency rates based on two pyilrstation components:
comprehension fluency and timed reading with meganifhese two areas were
addressed within the Imagination Station curricutomponent as well as the “Rally to
Read” program. The Imagination Station progresasitodng system incorporated a
variety of activities to help gauge students’ ustkanding of these areas.

The first component of the I-station scoring irststudy, comprehension fluency,
measured the students’ ability to read and undweiigjgade-leveled sentences and
paragraphs. The activities for this componentvaid students to match sentences and
pictures for understanding sentence completiondétts read sentences and identified
pictures that best illustrated the sentence meaniigis element also incorporated
sentence completion exercises. Sentence compkatements helped measure the
students’ abilities to use word meanings and wadgioto understand a sentence. This
approach allowed the teacher to gauge studentgssdrased on visualization exercises
as well as independent practice.

The second component of the I-station scoringim $tudy evaluated timed
reading with meaning. This component measuredtidents’ abilities to read fluently
while comprehending the meaning of the written.téxbr each of these activities, a story

(or sections of a story) which utilized every fifth sixth word was left blank from a
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section of the text. Students were given threecelsaor each blank, and they were
asked to choose the word that best completed titersme. Each of the students was
given the opportunity to go through a guided practesson with the instructor. The staff
member would read aloud a part of the story whill@d in the missing blanks for the
students. After modeling the task for each ofghlents, the small group was expected
to read the given text and select the correct meg@onse during a period of two full
minutes. This was to be done without interruptonan individual basis. Traditionally,
the students were told that the timing elementfeatun. Upon completion of the task,
the I-station assessment piece used the studentalaelp determine thened reading
with meaning ratdor that particular student.

In addition, these two components also includedsanse word decoding
activities. Nonsense word decoding measured tigest’s ability to blend letters into
nonsense words in which the given letters represethteir most common sounds. Four
nonsense words appeared on a screen, and thetstuwaea asked to identify the word
spoken by the narrator. These nonsense word fuessons included several different
tasks. The teacher’s job was to introduce theolegsa manner that was fun and
exciting for the students. The adult was supposadach the lessons in a game format
where the students were creatively challengedb the “made-up” word in the prompt.
After a model lesson, the students were askedrtplaie some of the activities
independently.

In general, these activities were designed to teglph reading remediation as
well as monitor students’ progress in a fun, ergitmanner. The I-station curriculum, as

well as the “Rally to Read” program, allowed foegdate teaching and monitoring time
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for the individual students. These remediatiorgpaans provided teachers with
immediate feedback regarding students’ progresmgths, and weaknesses in the area
of reading comprehension. Ultimately, these ligtaprogress monitoring tools were
used to evaluate the curriculum pieces and stusleresses in relation to both reading

programs.

Program Survey Questions (Qualitative)

The information that was gathered from the paséinis for the qualitative
measure of this study included survey questionseedback related to the effectiveness
of the “Rally to Read” program. The teachers aaéf snembers involved in the program
were given an opportunity to provide feedback risearcher regarding opinions,
perspectives, and experiences with the “Rally tadR@rogram. Each of the participants
was surveyed separately. All survey data was &epfidential. All survey questions
were open-ended, and they were the same for eatbient. Additional space was
provided on the surveys to allow for opinions aogiary feedback. As stated earlier,
the survey questions for the adult participant€ampus A included:

1. To what extent do you feel that “Rally to Read” bagn an effective reading
program for these students? Why or why not?

2. To what extent do you feel the “Imagination Statiprogram was a
successful progress monitoring tool? Why or whi?no

3. Can you briefly describe your experience with thesgrams? Did you
enjoy working with them?

4. Can you discuss your educational background asaselbur training with

regard to “Rally to Read” and the “Imagination #tat monitoring programs?
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5. Can you tell me about your relationships with thelents who participated in
reading intervention opportunities?

6. Do you feel that “Rally to Read” has impacted shudeehavior as well as
academic progress? Why or why not?
The survey questions were designed to help thaurgser receive additional insight into
the practices of the teachers and the behavisident groups within the “Rally to
Read” program. In order to compare the perceptmasopinions of the adult
participants on both campuses, these survey questiere also given to the adult
participants on Campus B. The Campus B adult@pants could only comment on the
“Imagination Station” program, since they had norked with “Rally to Read.” Since
the Imagination Station progress monitoring toos\aéso used by the student groups on
both campuses of the study, questions relatedetd-sbation monitoring were included in
the surveys for both campuses. The survey questarthe adult participants on
Campus B included:

1. To what extent do you feel that “Imagination Statibas been an effective
reading program for these students? Why or whg not

2. To what extent do you feel the “Imagination Statiprogram was a
successful progress monitoring tool? Why or wh?no

3. Can you briefly describe your experience with fiiegram? Did you enjoy
working with it?

4. Can you discuss your educational background asaselbur training with

regard to the “Imagination Station” monitoring pragm?
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5. Can you tell me about your relationships with thelents who participated in
reading intervention opportunities?
6. Do you feel that “Imagination Station” has impacgtddent behavior as well

as academic progress? Why or why not?

Validity and Reliability

The validity and reliability of the “Rally to Reaglirogram is based on specific
case studies that took place on a variety of capgpumsthe Central Texas region. The
“Rally to Read” program was initiated at the Bitbgue Juvenile Justice Center for Boot
Camp in McLennan County from 2000 to 2004. Dutimgt time, the individuals in each
year of the program received over 120 hours ofvetation that produced an average of
2.3 years increase in grade level reading compsebembilities. These students were
aged 13 to 17, and they were an average of 5 getaged in reading. Since that time,
the “Rally to Read” program has been replicateder 18 different campuses in the
central Texas area — including the McLennan CoQfitgllenge Academy. Employees of
the Center for Learning and Development (CLD) hasreocated for the “Rally to Read”
program by referencing personal experiences withptlogram’s success. These
individuals also referenced specific incidentstaflent achievement in a variety of
settings (T. Raley & M. Thauwald, personal commatian, June 30, 2009). In addition,
individuals at CLD frequently conduct surveys tdpherovide an in-depth look at the
strengths and weaknesses of the “Rally to Readjram. As a whole, the recurring
usage, continuous training, teacher feedback ssnad mastery of the “Rally to Read”
program have emphasized the reliability of thislneg program over time (T. Raley &

M. Thauwald, personal communication, June 30, 2009)
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The Imagination Station program was designed byarehiers and consultants in
the field of educational research including Dr. Keialinowski, Dr. Reid Lyon, and Dr.
Vicki Gibson. Additional researchers who have didethe success of the Imagination
Station program include Dr. Marilyn Adams, Dr. DtagyCarnine, Dr. David Francis,
and Dr. Jan Hasbrouck. Imagination Station haslected several validity and reliability
studies utilizing their software in order to heljdeess and meet the needs of at-risk, low-
income, ELL, and minority students. The methodglofithe I-station assessments was
based on reading research and independent sthdiesd¢re compared to the Texas
Assessment of Knowledge and Skills. Concurrentlitglinformation has been gathered
on |-station progress indicators in Kindergartemotigh third grade classrooms. During
the 2005-2006 school year, five school distriatsrfracross the country reported
dramatic results after utilizing the I-station ¢outum and progress monitoring
programs. The students in these schools who vseng lrstation were at risk of reading
failure in their current schools. As noted witle tfiRally to Read” program, these
students made significant strides in all five & ey research based reading
components: phonological awareness, phonics, fiueate, vocabulary, and
comprehension

The I-station program also provided research sunesiéinat detailed each of the
scientifically based research methods that budtftundation of its reading curriculum
and progress monitoring tools. The I-station paoghas recently been effective as a
Tier 3 intervention method as part of the RTI psxcelt has also shown to be
significantly helpful as a pre-school early liteyamirriculum. Several studies done with

I-station assessments were done with KindergardrPae-K classrooms. In addition,
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the Imagination Station software has been utiliwet English language learners for
basic reading comprehension and fluency instructiéach of the cases in which I-
station was implemented produced successful dakeebalf of the students. The data
suggested that this program is an excellent taot¢¥aluating student progress in reading,
fluency, and comprehension. The “Rally to Reaaigpam contains similar components

of the I-station software.

Bias of Researcher and Participants

The researcher was an administrative staff memibé&ampus A of this study.
This allowed for an inside perspective on the d@atkection, surveys, and data analysis
portion of the “Rally to Read” and I-station progr& As an administrator, the
researcher has full access to all data. At theedamre, this also presented a potential
bias related to the data collection and/or sucoEse programs. Participants were also
present with the researcher during the implementaif the initial phases of the “Rally
to Read” and “Imagination Station” programs.

In addition, teachers and paraprofessionals wanedd in “Rally to Read” by a
representative from the Center for Learning anddbmgyment (CLD). Teacher
administration of the computer programs may haentmased based on teacher-student
relationships with particular “Rally to Read” memée Many of the students who
received “Rally to Read” services had built rappuaith the staff members while
participating in other auxiliary campus progranis this regard, teachers needed to be
aware of how to manipulate the programs so asdbduklress the specific needs of the
struggling learners. Due to previous relationshijib the student participants, teachers

may have been inclined to provide more intensayiddalized instruction for the
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students. Many of the adults had vested interegte “Rally to Read” students, so they
wanted them to do well. Consequently, teacher teilated to the programs components

may have also played a role in the implementatracgss of the program interventions.

Data Collection Procedures

The quantitative data from this study was collédig downloading
comprehension fluency ratasdtimed reading with meaning raté®m the
“Imagination Station” software program at the efdhe 2008-2009 school year. This
data was saved and stored from Campus A and CaBfiusughout the given year. For
the student assessments, all of the times and faems compared to ensure similarity in
student performance and equality of measuremeiet. 3Tstudent groups on Campus B
related to similar ability and fluency level permainces as the “Rally to Read” students
on Campus A.

The qualitative data from this study was colledtedugh surveys. All of the
surveys were completed by the adult participantbath campuses. All participation in
this study was voluntary. Teachers were alloweaiptoout of the survey process if they
chose not to participate. Since all surveys weltected in a confidential, anonymous
manner, there were no negative consequences fdogmgnt or job performance
attached to the teacher’s decisions. In addigach participant was free to withdraw
consent and/or participation in the survey at amgt Each adult had the right to
participate or not to participate in the study.

All surveys were sent to adult participants viaandistrict campus mail. Adults
choosing to participate in the survey sent the enh®rm and survey back to the

researcher, separately and anonymously, via campils The surveys included the six
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guestions related to the teacher views and pemeptf the “Rally to Read” and
“Imagination Station” programs, respectively. Tweveys also allotted space for the

teachers to write additional comments regarding theolvement with the programs.

Summary and Discussion

The RTI process was implemented in this distnabrider to help determine
which students were the most struggling learneiexr @), as well as which programs
would be the most helpful for these students. St members from Campus A and
Campus B worked with administration, reading/matécsalists, and intervention teams
to help implement the RTI process in an effectivanmer. Teachers who worked the
“Rally to Read” and “Imagination Station” programien scheduled team meetings to
discuss additional intervention strategies forgfing learners. On both of these
campuses, these reading programs resulted froimfilementation of the Response to
Intervention (RTI) process. The adults and pari@sionals in these two schools slowly
became more comfortable and familiar with the Ribigess due to the presence of these
programs. Hence, the goal of this study was terd@he the effectiveness of “Rally to
Read” as an intervention method for Tier 3 students

In summary, the “Rally to Read” program was implabted on Campus A of this
study in order to help Tier 3 students grow indheas of reading fluency and reading
comprehension. The RTI process helped teacherartow down the number of students
who needed this program when compared to otheggling readers. Third and fourth
grade students in this study were preparing to sékie mandated exams. Therefore,

they received more concentrated instruction insttaems related to reading and testing

87



skills. The “Rally to Read” program was an attetigpaddress the reading deficiencies
of students in Tier 3 of this learning category.

The analysis of this data aimed to determine tfeziveness of “Rally to Read”
by examining reading fluency and comprehensioneschom the “Imagination Station”
software program. The students who participatatiese programs were chosen because
of their placement in Tier 3 of the RTI proces$isIRTI process helped pinpoint
struggling learners, but it also helped to fostdlaborative efforts between grade level
team members. Teachers were compelled to commariuair student and curriculum
concerns more frequently due to the nature of thiegRocess. Many staff members on
Campus A and Campus B were able to discuss moctigaiaways to help each other
since the implementation of the RTI model. “RaflyRead” would not have been
implemented as quickly without the requirementdaeh by the Texas Education
Agency regarding Response to Intervention. Farshidy, “Rally to Read” and
“Imagination Station” were these schools’ attentpthelp make the RTI model a

successful venture for Tier 3 students.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Analysis of Data

This research study utilized quantitative and igaiale data related to student
performance to evaluate the effectiveness of ttalyRo Read” reading remediation
program. Archived student scores from the Imagmnabtation progress monitoring
system, as well as teacher responses from sunestigas, served as the instruments for
measuring student achievement and success withifRilly to Read” program. The
primary research question which served as the frnarefor this study wadid the
“Rally to Read” program in Tier 3 increase the aeliement of struggling readers when
compared to Tier 3 students in another school warewot receiving “Rally to Read”
services?Several secondary questions were also addressid dhis study:

Research Question #1. How did the achievemenesairstudents, as measured
by I-station assessments, who were involved irffdadly to Read” program, change over
time?

Archived student achievement scores were collefcted the Imagination Station
progress monitoring program (I-station) over a@&f one school year. Eleven
students from Campus A and eleven students frompQarB were administered these I-
station scores during each month of the school fggax total of eight months. All of the
archived student I-station assessments were aderi@isat approximately the same time
(within one week) on each campus during each mofithe school year. These student

achievement scores included comprehension flueateg las well as timed reading
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assessment rates. Each of these domains was meohito each school campus
throughout one school year.

In order to evaluate student achievement from ooetimto the next, the average
monthly performance of the students in each ofdlsetiools was analyzed and
compared. These monthly averages are display&dhles 6 and 7. Each of these tables
includes the average monthly I-station performautmes for comprehension fluency as
well as timed reading with meaning. Average mongrbgress can also be seen in
Figures 3 and 4. Table 6 shows the average moattiyevement of students in the area
of comprehension fluency for students on Campusi#gse students were receiving
“Rally to Read” services, and Campus B, whose stisdeere not receiving “Rally to

Read” services.

Table 6

Average Achievement Scores by Month — CompreheRkiency Rates

School Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar  April

Campus A 12.63 20.82 28.45 38.73 49.09 57.27 69.88.36
Campus B 22.09 27 33.45 40.09 45.09 51.73 58.649062.

Note 11 student scores collected on each campus

The student achievement scores for comprehensiendl, during the month of
September, were higher for Tier 3 students on CarBpuCampus B students began the
school year with higher comprehension fluency rétas the Tier 3 group on Campus A.
However, by the end of the school year, studentsciwom Campus A were higher in
the month of April than the comprehension fluencgres of students on Campus B.

Campus A increased its overall comprehension flyeates from 12.63 to 78.36 during
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the school year — a difference of 65.73 pointsmQas B also increased its overall
comprehension fluency rates from 22.09 to 62.9@#farence of 40.81 points.

Although both campuses showed notable increasgsident performance related to
comprehension fluency, Campus A showed more vigibtesignificant strides at the end
of the school year. Campus A student participameweceiving “Rally to Read”
services throughout the school year, while CampatuBent participants were not
receiving “Rally to Read” services. The progrekstodent averages for comprehension

fluency, between Campus A and Campus B, can alsed&®in Figure 3.
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Figure 3 Average Rates for Comprehension Fluency (mohthdy Campus A and B

Table 7 shows the average monthly achievemenudgsts in the area of timed
reading with meaning for students on Campus A, wtsbsdents were receiving “Rally
to Read” services, and Campus B, whose students nagrreceiving “Rally to Read”
services. Tables 6 and 7 are both shown with niypatrerages so as to display notable

changes over time.
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Table 7

Average Achievement Scores by Month — Timed Readlingvieaning

School Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar  April

Campus A 11.18 20.18 32.70 44.09 58.63 72.73 86 107
Campus B 19.82 28.36 38.40 33.64 4518 5490 63.2.187

Note 11 student scores collected on each campus

The student achievement scores for timed readitig mweaning, during the
month of September, were also higher for studemtSampus B. Similar to the
comprehension fluency scores, Campus B studentnitbg school year with higher
timed reading rates than the students on CampuSdhversely, students’ timed reading
scores from Campus A were higher at the end of¢lae (in the month of April) than the
timed reading scores of students on Campus B. Gampncreased its comprehensive
timed reading rates from 11.18 to 107 during thestyear — a comprehensive increase
of 95.82 points. Campus B also increased its diviareed reading rates from 19.82 to
72.18 — an overall increase of 52.36 points. Wihdth campuses displayed significant
increases in student performance with regardsrtedireading with meaning, Campus A
showed more noteworthy gains at the end of thedolear. The progress of student
averages for timed reading with meaning, betweenps A and Campus B, can also be

seen in Figure 4.
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Figure 4 Average Rates for Timed Reading, by Month, fanfpus A and Campus B

In order to check for statistical significance foe I-station comprehension
fluency rates, a simple analysis of variance (ANQé/gle factor test was applied to
the comprehension fluency achievement scores bat@ampus A and Campus B. This
single factor test was applied to the I-station poghension fluency rates from the
Beginning of Year scores (BOY) in September andhftbe End of Year scores (EQY)
in April. Since both months only included 11 stntdscores from each campus, the value
of F (F Factor) required for statistical significance &ptember and April was 4.35125.
When ANOVA was applied to the data, the F factortfie month of September was
12.55, and the F factor for the month of April wag4. Since both of these numbers
were greater than 4.35125, the test indicatedttieadifferences between the achievement
scores for both months were statistically signiiicat the .05 level. The ANOVA BOY
test (September) for comprehension fluency is shiovirable 8. The ANOVA EQY test

(April) for comprehension fluency is shown in TaBle
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Table 8

Test of Significant Difference for Comprehensiondrlcy at BOY (September) - ANOVA

Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Campus A - Sept 11 139 12.63636 49.65455

Campus B - Sept 11 243 22.09091 28.69091

Source of .
o SS df MS F p-value F crit

Variation

Between Groups 491.6364 1 491.6364 12.55048 04320 4.35125

Within Groups 783.4545 20 39.17273

Total 1275.091 21

Note Alpha level = .05.

Table 9

Test of Significant Difference for Comprehensiongricy at EOY (April) - ANOVA

Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Campus A - April 11 862 78.36364 291.6545

Campus B - April 11 692 62.90909 52.09091

\S/ou_rcg of SS df MS F p-value F crit
ariation

Between Groups 1313.636 1 1313.636 7.643076 038119 4.35125
Within Groups 3437.455 20 171.8727

Total 4751.091 21

Note Alpha level = .05.

The resulting data indicated that the comprehenti@mcy scores from Campus
A in September and Campus B in September werefsignily different. The data also

indicated that the comprehension fluency scores f@@mpus A in April and Campus B
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in April were significantly different. Both set$ scores showed the variances and
increases, over time, between the students’ pregned achievement from each campus.
In order to check for statistical significance foe I-station timed reading rates, a
simple analysis of variance (ANOVA) single factesttwas also applied to the timed
reading with meaning scores between Campus A anthGaB. Similar to
comprehension fluency, this single factor test a@slied to the I-station timed reading
rates from the Beginning of Year scores (BOY) ipt8enber and from the End of Year
scores (EQY) in April. Once again, both monthsyontluded 11 student scores from

the student groups on each campus.

Table 10

Test of Significant Difference for Timed Readinthwieaning at
BOY (September) - ANOVA

Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Campus A - Sept 11 123 11.18182 19.16364

Campus B - Sept 11 218 19.81818 26.16364

Source of .
e SS df MS F p-value F crit

Variation

Between Groups 410.2273 1 410.2273 18.10068 088034.35125

Within Groups 453.2727 20 22.66364

Total 863.5 21

Note Alpha level = .05.

The value of (F Factor) required for statistical significance 8gptember and
April was 4.35125. When ANOVA was applied to timedad reading with meaning rates,
the F factor for the month of September was 18&h@,the F factor for the month of

April was 32.80. Since both of these numbers weeater than 4.35125, the test
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indicated that the differences between the timadirgy scores for both months were
statistically significant at the .05 level. The ANA BOY test (Sept) for timed reading
with meaning is shown in Table 10. The ANOVA EQgétt (April) for timed reading
with meaning is shown in Table 11.

This resulting data indicated that the timed regdicores from Campus A in
September and Campus B in September were signiffadifferent. The data also
indicated that the comprehension fluency scores f@@ampus A in April and Campus B

in April were significantly different.

Table 11

Test of Significant Difference for Timed Readinthwieaning at
EOY (April) - ANOVA

Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Campus A - April 11 1177 107 350.6

Campus B - April 11 794 72.18182 55.96364

Source of .
e SS df MS F p-value F crit

Variation

Between Groups 6667.682 1 6667.682 32.80019 1082E-4.35125

Within Groups 4065.636 20 203.2818

Total 10733.32 21

Note Alpha level = .05

In addition, a-test was applied to the comprehension fluencyescfar each
month that the campuses administered the I-stassassments. Each month’s result
demonstrated that the significant differences endbores on each campus gradually
increased during the year. Thtest results for comprehension fluency are shown i

Table 12. The value affor each month is also shown in Table 13.
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Table 12

Test of Significant Difference for Comprehensiondrlcy (by Month) — t test*

September October

A - Sept B - Sept A - Oct B - Oct
Mean 12.63636 22.09091 Mean 20.81818 27
Variance 49.65455 28.69091 Variance 76.16364 54.8
Observations 11 11 Observations 11 11
Pearson Correlation 0.856721 Pearson Correlation0.798703
df 10 df 10
t Stat -8.48026 t Stat -3.89112
P(T<=t) two-tail 7.04E-06 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.0039
t Critical two-tail 2.228139 t Critical two-tail 2.228139

November December

A - Nov B - Nov A - Dec B - Dec
Mean 28.4545 33.4545 Mean 38.7273  40.0909
Variance 121.473  38.2727 Variance 180.418 35.2909
Observations 11 11 Observations 11 11
Pearson Correlation 0.8385 Pearson Correlation 86507
df 10 df 10
t Stat -2.4612 t Stat -0.5132
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.03361 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.61894
t Critical two-tail 2.228139 t Critical two-tail 2.228139

January February

A -Jan B - Jan A -Feb B - Feb
Mean 49.0909 45.0909 Mean 57.2727 51.7273
Variance 206.291 36.8909 Variance 220.418 42.6182
Observations 11 11 Observations 11 11
Pearson Correlation 0.79085 Pearson Correlation .78085
df 10 df 10
t Stat 1.29345 t Stat 1.74044
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.22494 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.1124
t Critical two-tail 2.22814 t Critical two-tail 2.22814

March April

A - Mar B - Mar A - April B - April
Mean 69.5455 58.6364 Mean 78.3636  62.9091
Variance 222.873  47.4545 Variance 291.655 52.0909
Observations 11 11 Observations 11 11
Pearson Correlation 0.73237 Pearson Correlation .76709
df 10 df 10
t Stat 3.30715 t Stat 4.12408
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.00792 P(T<=t) two-tall 0.00206
t Critical two-tail 2.22814 t Critical two-tail 2.22814

*Note Letter A, by month, represents Campus A; LettebBmonth, represents Campus B



Table 13 displays the significant changes in tleeseprehension fluency scores
over time. Each of the campuses showed signifiseodress in comprehension fluency,
yet the results yielded a more consistently inanggaverage for the student group on
Campus A. As a result, the valuetdfesulting from the test) increasingly changed, in
favor of Campus A, by the end of the school yélrese results showed statistical

significance at the .05 level.

Table 13

Value of t (resulting from t-test) for Comprehemskduency (by Month)

Comprehension
Fluency

Value oft -848 -389 -246 -051 129 174 331 412
Note Table value of is 2.23, Alpha level = .05

Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar  April

A t-test was also applied to the students’ scoresrfad reading with meaning.
Thist-test was applied to each month’s I-station timeatiing rates for each campus.
Similar to the comprehension fluency results, eadnth’s result yielded that the
significant differences in the scores on each cangpagressed throughout the school
year. While both campuses showed adequate proginessverall increase of scores for
Campus A was more significant. Thtest results for timed reading with meaning are
shown in Table 14. The value tofior each month of the timed reading application is

shown in Table 15.
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Table 14

Test of Significant Difference for Timed Readinthwieaning (by Month) —t test*

September October

A - Sept B - Sept A - Oct B - Oct
Mean 11.18182 19.81818 Mean 20.18182 28.36364
Variance 19.16364 26.16364 Variance 43.96364 3IH2R5
Observations 11 11 Observations 11 11
Pearson Correlation 0.975197 Pearson Correlation0.821135
df 10 df 10
t Stat -22.26834 t Stat -7.110682
P(T<=t) two-tail 7.49E-10 P(T<=t) two-tail 3.295
t Critical two-tail 2.228139 t Critical two-tail 2.228139

November December

A - Nov B - Nov A - Dec B - Dec
Mean 32.72727 38.36364 Mean 44.09091 33.63636
Variance 72.01818 31.05455 Variance 175.4909 @®55
Observations 11 11 Observations 11 11
Pearson Correlation 0.000192 Pearson Correlation0.357305
df 10 df 10
t Stat -1.847458 t Stat 1.969744
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.095371 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.0771
t Critical two-tail 2.228139 t Critical two-tail 2.228139

January February

A -Jan B - Jan A - Feb B - Feb
Mean 58.63636 45.18182 Mean 72.72727 54.90909
Variance 146.8545 51.36364 Variance 290.0182 2329
Observations 11 11 Observations 11 11
Pearson Correlation 0.127492 Pearson Correlation0.448885
df 10 df 10
t Stat 3.362942 t Stat 3.842251
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.007207 P(T<=t) two-tail 0.0C32
t Critical two-tail 2.228139 t Critical two-tail 2.228139

March April

A - Mar B - Mar A-April B - April
Mean 86 63.09091 Mean 107 72.18182
Variance 263.4 50.09091 Variance 350.6 55.96364
Observations 11 11 Observations 11 11
Pearson Correlation 0.252471 Pearson Correlation0.696058
df 10 df 10
t Stat 4.753533 t Stat 7.939295
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.000776 P(T<=t) two-tail 1.265
t Critical two-tail 2.228139 t Critical two-tail 2.228139

*Note Letter A, by month, represents Campus A; LettebBmonth, represents Campus B



Table 15 displays the significant changes in thretl reading with meaning
scores over time. Similar to the comprehensioanftly scores, the value bfresulting
from thet test) increasingly changed, in favor of Campuéythe end of the school

year. These results showed that the changes vatigtisally significant at the .05 level.

Table 15

Value of t (resulting from t-test) for Timed Reapiith Meaning (by Month)

Timed

Reading Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar  April

Value oft -22.27 -7.11 -1.84 1.97 3.36 3.84 4.75 7.94

Note Table value of is 2.23, Alpha level = .05

Research Question #2. Did the amount of time speiie I-station curriculum
impact the achievement of students in the “RalliReéad” program when compared to
non-participants?

The Tier 3 students in this study, on Campus A@anchpus B, both utilized the
Imagination Station progress monitoring progranme Tier 3 students on Campus A
were primarily receiving reading remediation seegithrough the “Rally to Read”
program. However, they were also utilizing paftthe Imagination Station curriculum
components on a small scale. The Tier 3 studentGampus B were utilizing the
Imagination Station curriculum component as the soéans of Tier 3 intervention.
Consequently, the Tier 3 students on Campus B sperg time on the I-station
curriculum components than the students on Campush® Campus B students had
scheduled, frequent opportunities to work and lesrthe computerized elements of the
reading curriculum within the I-station programorHier 3 students on Campus A, the I-

station curriculum was simply an additional suppoechanism for the “Rally to Read”
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program. The time spent on I-station by Tier 3lethits on Campus A was minimal. The
average amount of time spent on I-station for eachpus, by month, is shown in Table

16 and Figure 5.

Table 16

Average Time Spent on I-Station Curriculum, by Mpfdr Campus A and B (in minutes)

School Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar  April
Campus A 69 54 49 34 49 45 45 43
Campus B 174 167 169 127 166 163 158 161

Note 11 student participant usage times collectedamt €ampus

The Tier 3 students on Campus B spent an averag2ofminutes more per
month on I-station curriculum components than the 3 students on Campus A. This
allotted an average of 897 more minutes per ygaht®oCampus B students. As a whole,
the Tier 3 students on Campus B spent more thae times as much time on the I-
station curriculum component than the Tier 3 staslen Campus A. Conversely, the
Tier 3 students on Campus A showed greater stoddsstation assessments, as
demonstrated in response to the first questiohisfstudy, despite their minimal time
spent on the I-station curriculum components. éted earlier, this result was largely
influenced by the fact that the Tier 3 student€€ampus B were utilizing the
Imagination Station curriculum component as the soéans of Tier 3 intervention

throughout the school year.
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OCampus A
B Campus B

Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr

Figure 5 Average Minutes Spent on I-Station Curriculum@ampus A and Campus B

In order to check for statistical significanceveegn the I-station usage times, a
simple analysis of variance (ANOVA) single factesttwas applied to the usage time
monthly averages between Campus A and Campus B.vdlue of (F Factor) required
for statistical significance was 4.600111. When@A\KA was applied to the usage time
monthly averages, the F factor resulting from st tvas 323.266. Since this number
was greater than 4.600111, the test indicatedtleadifferences between I-station usage
times for each campus were statistically significrthe .05 level. The ANOVA test for
significant difference in usage time is shown irfl€al?7.

A t-test was also applied to the monthly usage timesdch campus. Theable
value for significant difference was 2.364623. \Wlhiget-test was applied to the
monthly usage times for I-station, the value was -35.05634. As a result, the test
indicated that the differences between the two aem®p usage times, by month, were
statistically and significantly different at theb.@vel. The-test for significant difference

of campus I-station usage times is shown in TaBle 1
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Table 17

Test of Significant Difference for Monthly I-Statidsage Times (in minutes) - ANOVA

Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Campus A 8 388 48.5 102.2857

Campus B 8 1285 160.625 208.8393

Source of .
e SS df MS F p-value F crit

Variation

Between Groups 50288.06 1 50288.06 323.266 4.93E-4.600111

Within Groups 2177.875 14 155.5625

Total 52465.94 15

Note Alpha level = .05

Table 18

Test of Significant Difference for Monthly I-Statidsage Times (in minutes) — t-test

Monthly Usage Time Averages

Campus A Campus B

Mean 48.5 160.625
Variance 102.2857 208.8393
Observations 8 8
Pearson Correlation 0.784392

df 7

t Stat -35.05634

P(T<=t) two-tail 3.99E-09

t Critical two-tail 2.364623

Research Question #3. Did student behavior chasgeeasured by office
referrals, in response to participation in the HR&d Read” program?

Disciplinary referrals for the students in the “Rrab Read” program on Campus
A were collected, compiled, and reviewed at the @rnitie school year. Disciplinary
incidents included the activities and behavioriRélly to Read” students in the regular

education classroom as well as their pull-out tduang the “Rally to Read” Tier 3
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intervention rotation setting. Disciplinary refals for the Tier 3 students on Campus B
were also collected and reviewed at the end o$theol year. The number of
disciplinary referrals for each campus was addetbupach month of the year, and the
totals were divided by the number of student pigodicts in the program for that month.
This was done on Campus A and Campus B. Theserroaiesults are shown Table

19, and the averages are compared in Figure 6.

Table 19

Disciplinary Referral Average Amounts for Campusn8l Campus B (by month)

School Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar  April
Campus A .36 72 .55 .63 27 .18 .36 .09
Campus B 27 .36 .36 45 27 .36 .36 .55

Note 11 students’ referral data was collected on eachpus

The average number of discipline referrals forghre school year, for Campus
A and Campus B, were similar at the end of the.y®&mth campuses began the school
year in September with approximately with same nemab referrals. Campus A had an
average of 0.36 referrals in September, while Cantpbbad an average of 0.27 referrals
in September. Campus A averaged 0.40 referralhéyear, and Campus B averaged
0.37 referrals for the school year. However, itasable that at the end of the year in
April, a time when disciplinary referrals tend terease, the average number of referrals
for Tier 3 participants on Campus A was 0.09, whhie average number of referrals for
Tier 3 participants on Campus B was 0.55. Althotlgdre are no specific patterns in the

disciplinary data, the overall number of referfalsTier 3 students on Campus A was
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smaller in the second semester than it was dunaditst semester of the given school

year of the study.

0.8

0.61

OCampus A
B Campus B

0.41

0.21

Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr

Figure 6 Average Disciplinary Referrals, by Month, forr@aus A and Campus B

In order to check for statistical significancetloé disciplinary referrals for
Campus A and Campus B, a simple analysis of vagi@ABIOVA) single factor test was
applied to the monthly disciplinary referral avezadpetween the campuses. The value of
F (F Factor) required for statistical significance wia800111. When ANOVA was
applied to the monthly disciplinary referral avezagthe F factor resulting from the test
was 0.070637. Since this number was less thar®4160 the test indicated that the
differences between the monthly disciplinary redkaverages for each campus were
statistically insignificant at the .05 level. TABIOVA test for significant difference
between monthly disciplinary referral averagesisvwn in Table 20.

In addition, a-test was applied to the monthly disciplinary redéaverages for
each campus. Theable value for significant difference was 2.36362Vhen the-test
was applied to the monthly disciplinary referrateages for both campuses, the value of

t was 0.252079. As a result, theest indicated that the differences between thetiyp
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disciplinary referral averages were statisticatigignificant at the .05 level. Thigest of

disciplinary referral averages is shown in Table 21

Table 20

Test of Significant Difference for Monthly Disciry Referral Averages - ANOVA

Groups Count Sum Average Variance

Campus A 8 3.16 0.39 0.048886

Campus B 8 2.98 0.3725 0.00845

Sou_rcg of SS df MS F p-value F crit
Variation

Between Groups 0.002025 1 0.002025 0.070637 08@424.600111
Within Groups 0.40135 14 0.028668

Total 0.403375 15

Note Alpha level = .05

Table 21

Test of Significant Difference for Monthly Disciry Referral Averages — t-test

Average Monthly Disciplinary Referrals

Campus A Campus B

Mean 0.395 0.3725
Variance 0.048886 0.00845
Observations 8 8
Pearson Correlation -0.157446

df 7

t Stat 0.252079

P(T<=t) two-tail 0.808221

t Critical two-tall 2.364623

While the quantitative tests of the disciplinagyerral data did not yield statistical
significance, the comparison between the averafggsiosemester and second semester

referrals for Campus A, 0.57 and 0.23 respectiwebs notably different. In addition,
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the average referrals for the month of April fom@aus A and Campus B were notably
different, yielding 0.09 and 0.55 referrals respety. This lower rate of referrals in
April, a time when disciplinary referrals are tygily higher, suggested that the Tier 3
students on Campus A may have displayed less tirseupehavior towards the end of
the school year. In addition, the qualitative syrvesponses regarding student behavior
were the strongest indicators supporting the pasitnpact of “Rally to Read” on
reducing the amount of monthly disciplinary refésra

Research Question #4. What were the perceptiotesaohers and staff members
who supervised the “Rally to Read” program?

The perceptions of teachers and staff members ampGa A who worked with
the “Rally to Read” program, as well as the periogst of teachers and staff members on
Campus B who worked solely with the ImaginationtiStaprogram, were evaluated and
interpreted based on individual surveys of the tgolatticipants in each of the programs.
The responses of the adult participants were plattedive distinct categories for
review: adult program training (for I-Station arfddily to Read”), program effects on
student behavior, adult experiences with programaum, adult relationships with
students during program use, and the overall progrifectiveness of each intervention
method. In addition, the teachers and staff memfvtem both campuses were given the
opportunity to offer additional written comment$ated to their experiences with the
students and programs that were not specificalifessed within the survey questions.
Several of the “Rally to Read” staff members comtadron the I-station usage time for

“Rally to Read” students with regard to the I-Siatcurriculum and assessment program.
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Participants’ responses to each of the survey qumsstplaced into five categories, are

shown in Table 22.

Table 22

Survey Response Results from “Rally to Read” and
Imagination Station Adult Participants

Was the Did the Were the Were your

) . . : Overall, do
Adult program program have experiencesvith relationships

o . > . you feel that
Participants trainingand animpact on the program with students the broaram
by Campus preparation student curriculum positive during waspeffgctiv@

sufficient? behaviof positive? the program?

Adult #1-A Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Campus A
Adult #2-A Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Campus A
Adult #3-A No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Campus A
Adult #4-A Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Campus A
Adult #1-B No No Yes Yes Yes
Campus B
Adult #2-B No No Yes Yes No
Campus B
Adult #3-B No No Yes Yes Yes
Campus B
Adult #4-B Yes No Yes Yes No
Campus B

Note Adults on Campus A worked primarily with “Rally Read”
Adults on Campus B worked solely withalgimation Station

Program Training for Adult Participants

The adult responses from both campuses were mikbdegard to the program
training and preparation for the respective prograihree of the four adult participants
on Campus A felt that the “Rally to Read” trainiagd facilitation for teaching was
sufficient for student success. The reading sjfistiddult Participant #1-A, wrote, “I

enjoyed the training, but it was a lot to take lirabonce. My background prepared me
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for some of the information abouéxiaandRead Naturally It was a good training and
presentation” (Survey Response, June 4, 2009).It Rdwuticipant #3-A did not feel that
the “Rally to Read” training was sufficient for hgortion of the program. She explained
in her survey response, “I work with the studentta LIPS station. Overall, | have
enjoyed it. But, LIPS can be frustrating at fiosicause it is so different from anything
you have done before. | wish that the training piegbared me better for the LIPS
component” (Survey Response, June 4, 2009). Retit#3-A reiterated the positive
impact of the program, but she emphasized to theareher that the LIPS portion of the
training needed improvement.

Only one of the four adult participants on CampBuslt that the training for
Imagination Station was sufficient for student st The program supervisor, Adult
Participant #1-B, noted, “l was trained on I-Statibut the information has changed on
the reports and there has been no communicatiant &yt the information is and how
to use the new scores” (Survey Response, Juné)@9).2 Adult Participant #1-B felt
that despite the lack of communication from I-Statirainers, the progress monitoring
piece of I-Station was remarkably effective for giaug student progress. Adult
Participant #3-B also expressed disappointment thigh-station training. She stated in
her survey response, “I have a bachelor’s degrgd,was only trained during one short
morning session. | just don’t think that was erngugurvey Response, June 24, 2009).
While Participant #1-B and Participant #3-B botlnemgl that the I-Station training
needed improvement, they were both satisfied vighaverall curriculum and
performance of the program on a day-to-day ba&iso, they both advocated for the

progress monitoring component of Imagination Statio
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Program Impact on Student Behavior

The adult participants in the “Rally to Read” prag responded unanimously
with regard to the positive impact of the “RallyRead” program on student behavior.
Most notably, all four of the adult participantsrin Campus A agreed that the “Rally to
Read” program had positively influenced and changeady of the students’ behaviors
over the course of the school year. In their sygyveach of the adult participants from
Campus A expressed a desire to continue workinlig the “Rally to Read” program in
subsequent school years. Also, they all exprebsadsatisfaction with the way the
program was able to help students improve his ordeling comprehension, as well as
change the students’ behaviors at school.

In general, the adult participants on Campus Atfelt the “Rally to Read”
program affected student behavior as well as etuctest’s educational progress
throughout the school year. Each of the adultig@pents was asked the following
survey question related to student behavior irfftely to Read” program: “Do you feel
that ‘Rally to Read’ has impacted student behaagowell as academic performance?
Why or why not?” In response to this question,dtalt participants unanimously
agreed that the program was behaviorally benefiorahe students.

Adult Participant #1-A wrote, “We are able to deetlose relationships with
the students because of the small group settingarinoom. The students are successful
in the program. As a result, students are usbetier behaved because they are
successful. Being able to read has boosted thkiesteem” (Survey Response, June 4,
2009). Adult Participant #2-A stated in her survegponse, “The ‘Rally to Read’

program has positively impacted behavior in mosiwfstudents. | see many who gain
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valuable confidence as they learn to read bettgéicamprehend. They also bond with
the other students in their group. | have beerréisged with the program’s affirmation
of students, and the teachers worked really hadd,(Survey Response, June 4, 2009).
Adult Participant #3-A wrote, “Yes. The one-on-dmee helps them to focus better, and
as they achieve success, their attitudes towarmb$eimd learning improve. It becomes
fun for them to work toward and achieve goals” (&yrResponse, June 4, 2009). Adult
Participant #4-A expressed in her survey respdii$e students | have worked with
have really changed this year. They enjoy readind,that gives them confidence to
succeed in other things. | am really glad thaavéhbeen able to be a part of ‘Rally to
Read.” The students have really benefited fronfStirvey Response, June 4, 2009).

As a whole, these written responses by the addiicpgznts in the “Rally to
Read” program affirmed the positive impact of “Ralb Read” on student behavior.
Each of the adults supported the notion that “R@lliRead,” while strongly impacting
academic performance, appeared to have helpedad¢de@verage number of monthly
disciplinary referrals to the principal’s office.

Responses to survey questions related to otheeasadreas of “Rally to Read”
also yielded praises for the usefulness of “Ralliread” with students who display
severe misbehaviors. The adult participants offergoplemental comments about
positive student behavior during most questioresteel to the “Rally to Read” program.
The program supervisor, Adult Participant #1-A, lexped the important connection
between student achievement and student beha&snoted by Elliot (2008), Fuchs &
Fuchs (2006), and Gresham, Lane, O’Shaughnessgeb®&Frankenberger (2003),

student behavior is strongly linked to academidqvarance. The adult participants
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agreed that “Rally to Read” was able to help irsspwnfidence in the student’s
individual abilities to overcome his or her spacdrea of reading weakness. While the
students in the “Rally to Read” program worked éadme proficient readers, the adult
participants felt that they were also able to bpibditive relationships with the students.
They agreed that this allowed them to encouragea#firch the “Rally to Read” students
on a more personal level. In addition, the adaitipipants repeatedly advocated for the
program’s ability to positively affect and influemoverall student performance in
reading.

Conversely, none of the adult participants fronm@as B felt that the
Imagination Station curriculum program impactedistut behavior. Adult Participant
#4-B responded, “No, I-Station has not impactedoieavior of students that | am
working with. They have trouble focusing and Ii#ta does not help with that. You
have to constantly monitor them to make sure tmeynatching their computer screen
and doing what they are supposed to” (Survey Respalune 24, 2009). In response to
the same question regarding student behavior, ARhrticipant #1-B stated, “No, | do
not see that student behavior has been impacté®tation. For some students it is
simply a tool that helps them make progress widdirgg skills. Some students enjoy the
program while others do not. It is not a perfeatch for anyone” (Survey Response,
June 24, 2009). As a group, the adult participfiote Campus B did not feel that the I-

Station program had any direct impact on studehaber.

Experiences with Program Curriculum
The adults from both campuses responded posittedlye survey questions

related to experiences with program curriculuml fédir of the adult participants on
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Campus A agreed that their experiences with thélyRaRead” program and
curriculum were positive and encouraging. Adulttiégant #2-A stated, “My
experience with ‘Rally to Read’ has been very pesit | work with students iRead
Naturally, Study Hall 101andLexia All of these programs build their reading skills
comprehension, and fluency” (Survey Response, 4u8609). In addition, Adult
Participant #3-A, who had previously expressedetdrier improvement in the training
for the LIPS component of “Rally to Read,” statéithe LIPS program is difficult for the
students at first, but after they practice awhhey love trying to meet the goal of 2
minutes or less. It is definitely a positive expace” (Survey Response, June 4, 2009).
Similarly, all four of the adult participants on @pus B who worked with the
Imagination Station program agreed that the culwioucomponent of I-Station was
practical and beneficial for struggling studenthiey all expressed the benefits of the I-
station curriculum and progress monitoring componeut several of them still felt that
the program could use some improvement. Adult@paint #2-B noted in her survey
response, “I have used I-Station for 2 years, ashalllke it for struggling students.
However, the children do tire from the programséd too frequently, so we sometimes
use other materials to support learning” (Survegg®ease, June 24, 2009). Adult
Participant #4-B agreed. She stated, “l have @goatand | think it is beneficial, but it
needs some more tweaking” (Survey Response, Jurg9@9). Overall, the Campus B
adult participants were pleased with the ImagimaBtation curriculum and its ability to
help struggling readers in the small group settifgey appeared to have enjoyed
working with the curriculum, and they seemed guatédr the opportunity to learn about

the program’s reading components.
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Relationships with Students during Program

Similar to the curriculum program responses, agaiticipants from Campus A
and Campus B both felt that their relationshipswsiudents were positive during the
respective programs. All four of the adult pagamts on Campus A agreed that they
maintained positive relationships with studentdrduthe “Rally to Read” program.
Campus A adult participants commented repeatediytaie importance of relationship
and student connections during the implementatidhe“Rally to Read” program.
Adult Participant #2-A wrote that, “We develop valgse relationships. | see students
five days a week and work very closely with thehtry to keep up with their progress in
all areas” (Survey Response, June 4, 2009). ARartticipant #3-A supported this
statement, “Because we work one-on-one with theestis for 45 minutes each day, we
get to know them very well and have formed goodpeal relationships with them”
(Survey Response, June 4, 2009).

Likewise, all four of the adult participants in theagination Station program on
Campus B stated that they had positive relatiossiith students during the
implementation of the I-Station curriculum. AdBlarticipant #4-B stated, “I work with
students on a pull-out basis that need additiossibtance with reading. It has been fun
getting to know them. They have also gotten toknee, too” (Survey Response, June
24, 2009). Adult Participant #1-B also reiteraled positive experiences with the
students, “l do not see as many students as tlee thchers, but the ones that | see, we
have worked really well together. | enjoy seeingnh make strides” (Survey Response,
June 24, 2009). In general, participants on Campasd Campus B agreed that positive

relationships with students were critical to thecass of their respective programs.
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Overall Program Effectiveness

The adult responses from Campus A were unanimotieinsupport of the
overall effectiveness of the “Rally to Read” pragraAll four of the adult participants
explained their reasoning for the program’s suceesstheir students. Adult Participant
#1-A recalled, “Yes. This program has been vefgative. We saw improvement in all
of our students. Three of our eleven studentsvedéeCommended’ performance on
their TAKS reading tests” (Survey Response, Jur9@9). Adult Participant #3-A
concurred with this statement, “Yes, | can tell yoat ‘Rally to Read’ has been an
effective remediation program. All eleven of otudents passed the TAKS test. In fact,
three of them were ‘Commended’ in their performdr{airvey Response, June 4,
2009). Adult Participant #4-A stated, “Each on®of ‘Rally to Read’ students have
improved in some form or fashion. We have evemesestudents who had been served
in special education” (Survey Response, June 4)200

Conversely, only two of the four adult participaots Campus B felt that the
Imagination Station program was an effective proges a whole. Each of the Campus
B adult participants discussed the strengths arakmesses of the I-Station program
components. Although the I-Station curriculum @nolgress monitoring pieces gained
the strongest support from Campus B interviewees dut of the four adult participants
still felt that there was something missing frora thtervention methods. Adult
Participant #2-B stated, “I like the I-Station e¢aulum, but the children still do not read
aloud to the adults. It bothers me to not knotinéy are pronouncing words correctly.
They read passages from the computer, but theyardeeard or evaluated based on

whether or not they read it correctly” (Survey Rasge, June 24, 2009). At the same
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time, Adult Participant #1-B felt that the I-Statiprogram was an effective program.
She stated, “The I-Station progress monitoring@isovery helpful for us. We can
identify areas of weakness quickly, and that allow$o assign necessary intervention
groups for the Tier 3 students. Overall, | haverbpleased with it” (Survey Response,
June 24, 2009). On the whole, the Campus B adulicgpants maintained a positive
perception of the I-Station program. However, thayit was important to share their
concerns regarding the program’s weaknesses argp#odfic components that needed

improvement.

Additional Responses Related to I-Station UsageTim

With regard to time spent on the I-Station prograome of the teachers in “Rally
to Read” noted in their survey responses that tekkyhe small amount of time spent on
the I-station curriculum was beneficial for the figdo Read” students. One of the
experienced teachers, Participant #3-A, statefiiellthe Imagination Station curriculum
has been a beneficial supplement for our ‘RallRéad’ students. The charts and graphs
help identify progress and report needs assessruerdar kids. This helps build the
student’s confidence in his or her success withén'Rally to Read’ program. Also, the
|-station program is easy for the students to (Sefvey Response, June 4, 2009). This
experienced teacher worked with the “Rally to Regadigram throughout the entire
school year on Campus A.

Another “Rally to Read” staff member commented lom benefits of the
Imagination Station program for the “Rally to Reatlidents. The reading specialist for
Campus A, Participant #1-A, noted that, “The udage for our students has been

minimal. Most of the students’ time was spent WRhally to Read.” However, the I-
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station time has been quick and easy for thesestsd The lessons are helpful to use for
instruction” (Survey Response, June 4, 2009). réhding specialist worked closely

with the students, teachers, and adult participaittsn the “Rally to Read” program
throughout the school year.

One “Rally to Read” adult participant was unsurewdlihe I-station usage time
and its impact on the success of the “Rally to Reautlents’ performances on the I-
station assessments. This adult, Participant #4aéd,previously worked with students
who had reading deficiencies. She stated, “I thingt the ‘Rally to Read’ program has
really been a positive experience for our studemtsese kids have made tremendous
strides in reading comprehension and reading fiyesned they are encouraged by it. |
do not know if the I-station curriculum time hasyed a part in their success. (Survey
Response, June 4, 2009).

Research Question #5. Did teacher backgroundsraiméhg affect the
implementation of the “Rally to Read” program oe #ichievement of “Rally to Read”
students?

The adult participants on Campus A and Campus 8 asked to discuss their
educational background, their training in theip@give programs, and any formal
training they may have received in the area ofirepcemediation on their surveys. Each
of the adult participants on Campus A discusseddmevement of their Tier 3 students
in connection with the individual teachers’ backgrds and program preparation.
Campus B teachers also responded similarly to munsstelated to teacher training. The
teachers on both campuses discussed their respechiicational backgrounds, and they

also offered reasoning for why certain areas af gducation may or may not have been
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applicable for the individual intervention program&fter a comparison of the results
from these survey responses, it was noted thdiabkgrounds and training for the adult
participants varied slightly between Campus A aath@us B. The teachers’ overall

responses related to their schooling and trainregharted in Table 23.

Table 23

Teachers’ Educational Background and Formal Tragnin Reading Remediation

Adult Associate’s Degree Bachelor's Formal Trainingin
Participants (or 60 hrs of Dearee Master’'s Degree Reading
by Campus college credit) 9 Remediation

Adult #1-A

v v v v
Campus A
Adult #2-A

v v
Campus A
Adult #3-A

v v v v
Campus A
Adult #4-A

v v
Campus A
Adult #1-B

v v v v
Campus B
Adult #2-B v
Campus B
Adult #3-B

v v v
Campus B
Adult #4-B v
Campus B

All of the adult participants on Campus A had ctetgrl at least 60 hours of
college credit. Two out of the four adults heldd#a’s Degrees in Education. All four
adult participants were formally trained in readregiediation and/or intervention
methods at some point in their educational caregdilt Participant #1-A was a “Rally
to Read” program facilitator. She also identiflestself as the reading specialist for

Campus A. Adult Participant #2-A noted that she weeviously a Scottish Rite
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facilitator for seven years. Adult Participant A3vas an experienced, retired teacher
who earned a master reading certificate prior tckmg in the “Rally to Read” program.
Adult Participant #4 had previously worked in spéeiducation with individualized
reading instruction and dyslexia programs. Suresponses indicated that each adult
participant in the “Rally to Read” program had beemployed on Campus A for several
years prior to working with the program. Also,pesses indicated that three out of the
four adults had been working with their Tier 3 nt$ in some capacity for the past three
years. All four of these adult participants hadkea with reading remediation in some
form for at least three or more years on Campus A.

In their responses, all four adult participantsGampus A felt that their
educational backgrounds were sufficient in ordeprgpare them for the students in the
“Rally to Read” program. Additionally, three outtbe four teachers felt that the
training for the “Rally to Read” program was adetgua help them foster student
success. As stated in response to Question #softudy, Adult Participant #3-A was
the only individual who felt that the “Rally to R#¥atraining needed improvement with
regards to the LIPS component. At the same tiheeatult participants for “Rally to
Read” were pleased with the overall success optbgram, and they felt that their
relationships with students were the key to studehtevement in the program.

All of the adult participants on Campus B had ctetgnl at least 60 hours of
college credit. One of the four adults held a MdstDegree in education, and one other
teacher held a Bachelor’'s Degree in education.s@ heo adult participants also received
formal training in reading remediation at some pairtheir educational careers. The

other two adult participants had not received amgnhl training in reading remediation
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prior to their participation with Tier 3 I-Stationterventions. However, according to
survey responses, it was notable that each adtitipant on Campus B had been
employed on Campus B for five or more years. Tlogeof the four adults had been
working with the Tier 3 students on Campus B in sarapacity for the past two years.
In addition, all four adult participants had workedh students who struggled in reading
in some form for at least four or more years on @asrB. Two out of the four adults
were familiar with Imagination Station interventgand progress monitoring pieces prior
to the given school year.

In their responses, only two out of the four agaltticipants on Campus B felt
that their educational backgrounds were sufficiertrder to prepare them for the Tier 3
students who participated in the Imagination Stafipogress monitoring program. As
shown in response to Question #4, only 1 out o#thdult participants on Campus B felt
that the training for Imagination Station was stént. The program supervisor, Adult
Participant #2-B, noted that, “The training fortéson was minimal. We all attended the
training together, but we didn’t realize the extehthe program until we started working
with it. The program is great for progress monitgr | just wish we had been given
more direction for the instructional pieces” (SynResponse, June 24, 2009). Adult
Participant #1-B and Adult Participant #3-B alsoesgl that the I-Station training needed

improvement.

Summary of Results
The achievement scores for the “Rally to Read raimgon Campus A, as
measured by I-Station assessments, showed signifibanges and improvement over

time when compared to the achievement scores of3Tséudents on Campus B. An
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ANOVA statistical test was applied to the compredien fluency rates and timed reading
with meaning scores for the first and last monththe school year on both campuses. A
t-test was also performed on this data for each mohthe school year. The ANOVA
test and thé-test both indicated that the differences betwaen-station scores for
Campus A and Campus B were statistically signifiedrihe .05 level.

The amount of time spent on I-Station curriculun@ampus A and Campus B
was analyzed. Tier 3 students on Campus B spes# thimes the amount of minutes on
I-station curriculum that the Tier 3 students omfas A. An ANOVA statistical test
was applied to the average amount of time speit @nth. At-test was also
performed on this data. The ANOVA test andtthest indicated that the monthly
differences in I-station usage time on Campus A@achpus B were statistically
significant at the .05 level.

Student behavior data in the “Rally to Read” progrsas analyzed. An ANOVA
statistical test was applied to the monthly disogaly referral averages. #est was also
performed on this data. The ANOVA test andttbest both indicated that the
differences in monthly disciplinary referral aveeagor Campus A and Campus B were
statistically insignificant at the .05 level. Howeg, it was noted that the referral rates for
Campus A were sizably smaller by end of the scleat.

Teacher perceptions of the “Rally to Read” proganCampus A were reviewed
and compared to the survey responses from aduicipants in the Imagination Station
program on Campus B. Notably, all four of the agalrticipants in the “Rally to Read”
program agreed that the “Rally to Read” initiathed a positive impact on student

behavior. Teacher responses also indicated thartall amount of time spent on the I-
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Station curriculum was beneficial to the “RallyRead” students. While the views and
opinions of the adult participants on both campuwsger® mixed, an overwhelming
majority of the “Rally to Read” adult participardgreed that the “Rally to Read”
program was a positive, rewarding experience teaehted students’ academic success
and behavior.

Teachers’ educational backgrounds and formalitrgiwere also analyzed and
compared between Campus A and Campus B. The “RaRead” adult participants in
Campus A felt that their schooling and trainingqugely prepared them to service the
struggling readers in the Tier 3 program. One tgolarticipant pinpointed a need for
improvement with the LIPS training component of IR# Read.” As a whole, the
adult participants on Campus A appeared to hawklirelader, more thorough

educational backgrounds and training than the guttcipants on Campus B.
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CHAPTER FIVE

Conclusions from the Results

This research study analyzed reading assessnmessprogram usage times,
student disciplinary referrals, and teacher suresponses on two elementary campuses
in order to evaluate the effectiveness of the ‘RallRead” remediation program as a
Tier 3 intervention method. Comprehension fluesogres and timed reading with
meaning scores served as the primary basis fortororg the progress and achievement
of Tier 3 students over a period of one school .ydadividual teacher survey responses
were also analyzed to help aid in the evaluatiodad as it pertained to student success
in the “Rally to Read” program. Teacher percediozlated to program training,
curriculum, and overall program effectiveness wamapared in connection with

guantitative data so as to generate conclusioageckto student performances over time.

“Rally to Read” as a Tier 3 Intervention for Readiomprehension
In this study, the “Rally to Read” program wasiagt as a Tier 3 intervention

method for struggling readers as part of the Respom Intervention (RTI) process. RTI
assists teachers as they identify students’ legragiiciencies, provide tailored
interventions for student success, and monitorviddal student achievement over time.
The No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001 statttht “all students will be literate by
the end of the "8 grade school year” and that “all reading instectand remediation
should be scientifically research based” (No Chid Behind [NCLB], 2002, Sec.

1208). In addition, NCLB mandated standardizedirgpassessments for all students
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from grades 3 through 8 (NCLB, 2002, Sec. 12083.aAesult of this legislation, a
method of identifying and addressing students’riggy deficiencies, known as Response
to Intervention, has been implemented in publiosthacross the country. Schools that
identify reading deficiencies in struggling leamstrive to adequately address those
reading weaknesses with varied, research-driveroappes. As noted by Snow, Burns,
& Griffin (1998), reading is critical to the fundamtal success and performance of
individuals in society. In this study, the “Ratly Read” program was implemented in a
Texas school, Campus A, as the primary methodaafing intervention for Tier 3

students within the RTI process.

Change in Student Achievement Scores over Time

The first question of this research study addsise differences in I-station
assessment scores, over time, between Campus Bangdus B. Comprehension
fluency scores and timed reading with meaning scawere listed and distributed by each
month of the school year. Based on the overalleriovscores, Campus A and Campus
B both demonstrated a considerable increase irathamhievement scores in both
categories at the end of the school year. A sirap@ysis of variance (ANOVA) test
and at-test for statistical significance were appliedhe first and last months of the
school year between each of the campuses. Iniaalditt-test was applied to each
month of the school year for both assessment caésgorT his allowed the researcher to
observe changes in student progress between thausas) over time, from one month to
the next.

Both tests determined that the differences betwleemStation achievement

scores for the month of September (BOY) and ADY) were statistically significant.
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Campus A yielded gains of 65.73 points and 95.8@tpan comprehension fluency and
timed reading with meaning, respectively. CampuyseBled gains of 40.81 points and
52.36 points in comprehension fluency and timedirgawith meaning, respectively.
This was the most significant finding in this studigh regard to the students’ I-Station
achievement scores. While Campus A and CampudiBdammonstrated progress in
comprehension and fluency related to their spepifigrams, Campus A clearly
exhibited more significant and higher achievemenér time, when compared to the
progress of students on Campus B. The Tier 3 stad® Campus A were the only
students in this study who received “Rally to Reselvices throughout the school year.
Tier 3 students on Campus B received curriculummftbe I-Station program as the sole
means of Tier 3 intervention within the RTI proce#s shown in earlier research, the
speed at which children are able to read and cdmepretext is a common progress
monitoring tool for reading intervention program&.student’s ability to read fluently
can be a strong indicator of overall reading comension skills (Fuchs, D. & Fuchs, L.,
2005; Griffiths, VanDerHeyden, Skokut, & Lilles, @8, Moats & Lyon, 1997,
Schwanenflugel, Kuhn, Morris, Morrow, Meisinger V&o00, 2009; Stanovich, 1986). As
a result, the research and the data from this sledyonstrated that the “Rally to Read”
program displayed a numerically and statisticaliygicant impact on the overall

reading achievement of students on Campus A oeedtination of the school year.

Time Spent on I-Station Curriculum
The second question of this study addressed tleiainof time spent on the |-
Station curriculum for Campus A and Campus B. A@e analysis of variance

(ANOVA) test and a-test for statistical significance were appliedhe total amount of
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monthly minutes spent on I-Station from each campilse results of both these tests
yielded statistical significance at the .05 levBlata showed that the Tier 3 students on
Campus B, who were not receiving “Rally to ReadVgees, spent significantly more
time on the I-Station curriculum than the Tier @dgnts on Campus A. This result was
primarily due to the fact that the Tier 3 studesrisCampus B received the I-Station
curriculum components as the their singular intetio® program within RTI. Most
notably, the Tier 3 students on Campus A demorstraigher comprehension and
fluency scores, as shown from I-station assessmaiitsonly a minimal amount of time
spent on the I-station curriculum. Tier 3 studemtsCampus B also yielded adequate
progress on their comprehension and fluency scbrggheir progress over time was not
as significant as the Tier 3 students on Campu€ampus B only utilized the I-Station
curriculum components. These results supportedsbeof the “Rally to Read” program
as a Tier 3 intervention on Campus A.

Additionally, the teachers in the “Rally to Readbgram made a few comments
in their surveys related to the I-Station usageetilsome of the teachers who participated
in the “Rally to Read” program felt that the smathount of time spent on the I-station
curriculum was advantageous for the “Rally to Restdtlents. Two of the teachers felt
that the I-station time was quick, easy, and hé&lpfiney noted in the “individual
comments” section of the surveys that the I-statioarts and graphs helped to identify
student progress, thereby encouraging studentdreq@ent basis. Overall, the adult
participants on Campus A credited the “Rally to ®Rgaogram as having had the

strongest impact on the students’ I-station achmesrg scores. Most of the adults also
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agreed in their surveys that the I-station curtdoulcomponents were helpful as a

supplement to “Rally to Read.”

Impact of the “Rally to Read” Program on StudentiBeior

The third question of this research study revietieddisciplinary referral rates of
Tier 3 students in the “Rally to Read” program,@ampus A, and compared them to the
Tier 3 student discipline referrals on Campus BsiAple analysis of variance
(ANOVA) test and a-test for statistical significance were appliedie average monthly
referral rates on each campus. Both tests yidhkgdthe differences between the
monthly disciplinary referral averages were stattaly insignificant at the .05 level.
However, while the referral averages for the maitBeptember (BOY) were similar on
both campuses, the referral rates for Campus ACamdpus B in the month of April
(EOQY) were 0.09 and 0.55, respectively. The enthefschool year, a time when student
discipline referrals tend to increase, was whem Jistudents on Campus A had a
noticeably lower rate of reported disciplinary mhents. In addition, the overall number
of referrals for Tier 3 students in the “Rally te&l” program on Campus A was smaller
in the second semester of the school year. Th#daEmonstrated that the “Rally to
Read” students were gradually referred to the effewver times as the school year
progressed. These results suggested that they“®®aRead” program may have had a
considerable impact on student behavior. Qualigatsponses from adults in the “Rally
to Read” program also supported this conclusion.

After reviewing the surveys, all four of the adpétrticipants from “Rally to
Read” on Campus A agreed that the “Rally to Readjram had a positive influence on

Tier 3 student behaviors. These teachers notédRiadly to Read” encouraged students
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through frequent success and reading achievemémnhwihe program. The adult
participants also agreed that while the “Rally eaB®’ program boosted students’
confidence in reading, the change in academictglailso reduced incidents of
misbehavior and disrespectfulness. According écatthults on Campus A, the “Rally to
Read” program assisted the students in gaining mesgeect for themselves and the
teachers. Research has demonstrated a conneetisedn students’ behavior and
students’ academic performance (Elliot, 2008; Fu&Mk3sichs, 2006; Gresham, Lane,
O’Shaughnessy, & Beebe-Frankenberger, 2003). Theeric discipline referral data in
this study, combined with survey feedback on Canfgusuggested that the “Rally to
Read” program had a substantial, positive infuanrtstudent behavior throughout the

school year.

Perceptions of Teachers and Staff Members

The fourth question of this research study invdltiee analysis of survey
responses from adult participants on Campus A, wiiikked with the “Rally to Read”
program, and adult participants on Campus B, whp worked with the Imagination
Station program. These responses reflected therglgperceptions of the teachers who
worked with Tier 3 students in both schools. The/ey response results were
distributed into five categories in order to helfaleate the overall success and value of
the “Rally to Read” program. These five categonetuded: adult program training,
program effects on student behavior, views of pgogcurriculum, adult relationships

with students, and overall program effectiveness.
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Program training for adult participantsTeacher responses on the individual
surveys showed that three out of the four adulteet'Rally to Read” program felt that
the program training was sufficient to help studeatthieve success in reading
comprehension and fluency. The only suggestioredaom Adult Participant #3 who
felt that the LIPS component was oftentimes ditti¢or the teachers to implement.

LIPS was only one out of the four stations provigethin the “Rally to Read” rotations.
While the need for enhanced LIPS training was tilg caveat, all of the adult
participants on Campus A advocated for the “RalliRead” training and program
implementation procedures. Only one of the fowltsdon Campus B felt that the
training for Imagination Station was adequate.eA#n analysis of the survey responses
on both campuses, the training for adult participam “Rally to Read” appeared to be
more thorough. These results suggested that gpa@tion and guidance for “Rally to
Read” on Campus A was a critical factor in the allemplementation and success of the

program.

Program effects on student behavi@\ll of the adults who participated in “Rally
to Read” on Campus A agreed that the “Rally to Readgram had a positive influence
on Tier 3 student behavior. Numerical data frorsdech Question #3 of this study also
supported this notion. Conversely, none of thdtgmhrticipants on Campus B felt that
Imagination Station curriculum had any influencestudent behavior. On Campus A,
each of the adult participants relayed at leastpmmsonal example of how individual
Tier 3 students had changed his or her behaviougirout the school year while
participating in “Rally to Read.” Also, the adplrticipants on Campus A credited the

“Rally to Read” program with drastically increasirgpding achievement skills over a

129



short period of time. As a result, they felt ttfas confidence level affected the students’

abilities to make better academic and social clsoice

Views of program curriculumAdult participants from both campuses gave
positive written feedback about the curriculum comgnts of their respective programs.
The adults on Campus A who worked with “Rally tcaRefelt that the combination of
Lexia Read NaturallyStudy Hall 101and the LIPS program were all extremely
beneficial stations that impacted student perfoceanThe adults on Campus B also felt
that the curriculum components of I-Station weracfical and useful for struggling
readers. Consequently, these survey response®tyield any specific modifications
(with the exception of LIPS) from the adult pagiants regarding the curriculum pieces
of “Rally to Read” or Imagination Station. At tsame time, the adult survey comments
related to the curriculum components of “Rally teald” furthered the indication that the
“Rally to Read” program was a valuable Tier 3 im&tion method for all of the

struggling readers in the program on Campus A.

Adult relationships with student3.he adult participants on Campus A and
Campus B both felt that they were able to mainpasitive relationships with students
during the course of their respective programsalfRo Read” adults on Campus A
described details of the positive relationshipiiteir individual Tier 3 students over
the course of the school year. Adult participam<ampus B also explained the
beneficial relationships that they formed with thBier 3 students while implementing
the I-Station curriculum. As a whole, the teachen® participated in these programs, on

both campuses, agreed that the formation and nmainte of positive relationships with
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students were essential to student achievemehesgetprograms. In their surveys, adults
in the “Rally to Read” program frequently reiteidtée critical importance of

relationships with students as part of the sucftaeger for the program on Campus A.

Overall program effectivenesgll four adult survey responses from Campus A
indicated that the overall effectiveness of thellyR Read” program was clearly
evident throughout the school year. Adult respsrsted specific examples to support
their views: 1) students’ comprehension and fluesuxyres showed significant increases
by the end of the school year; 2) students whaygtad with misbehavior had grown and
changed during the year; 3) all of the Tier 3 shig@isplayed more confidence in their
reading abilities; and 4) all of the Tier 3 studepassed the state mandated Reading
TAKS assessment. In addition, the adult partidipam Campus A all advocated for
three of the students in the “Rally to Read” prograho received a rating of
“Commended” on the Reading TAKS test. These tetedents began the school year
with some of the lowest comprehension and fluermoyes of all of the Tier 3 “Rally to
Read” students.

Only two of the four adult participants on Camutelt that the I-Station
program showed overall success with their studeAlhough each of them advocated
for the progress monitoring component, severahefadult participants on Campus B felt
that there was something missing from the intefeeninethods. While most of the Tier
3 students on Campus B performed well on the RgakKS test, one of the students
did not receive a passing score during the firstiadstration.

This data from this study, as well as the aduttey responses from both

campuses, indicated that the “Rally to Read” reiat&mh program was a successful,
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research-based intervention for the Tier 3 studemt€ampus A. The overall
effectiveness of the program yielded only one reo@mdation from the adult
participants pertaining to the LIPS program. Witis exception, the teachers in the
“Rally to Read” program maintained consistentlyipes comments related to the
success of the program. In addition, each of thdt garticipants commented that they
planned to continue participation with and usagtef‘Rally to Read” program over the

course of the subsequent school year.

Affect of Teacher Backgrounds and Training on Studehievement

The fifth question of this study addressed thethieabackgrounds and training in
reading intervention as they pertained to the respeprograms on Campus A and
Campus B. The survey responses from the adultjpamts on Campus A indicated that
all four of the teachers received some formal trgimn instructional reading remediation
prior to participation in the “Rally to Read” pr@gn. Each of the “Rally to Read”
teachers also had prior educational experiencestitiygling readers at the elementary
level. All of the adults in the “Rally to Read”qgram had completed at least 60 hours of
college credit. Two of the four “Rally to Read”udi$ held Master’s Degrees in
Education. The Campus A teachers felt that thediiication was suitable for their
participation in the “Rally to Read” program.

Conversely, only two of the four adult participgioh Campus B stated in their
surveys that their educational background was fitsert for working with the Tier 3
students who participated in the Imagination Stagipogram. Only one of the adult
participants on Campus B felt that the traininglfoagination Station was sufficient. In

contrast to the adult participants on Campus Ay onk of the adult participants on
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Campus B held a Master’s Degree in Education, atao of the adults had been
trained in reading remediation. As a result, ttheligparticipants on Campus A appeared
to have more wide-ranging experience, preparatind,schooling than the adult
participants on Campus B. This may or may not leada direct impact on the
achievement of Tier 3 students on these campuBeth sets of adult participants held
active educational careers in their respectivedmgls. Adult Participants in the “Rally
to Read” program had been employed on Campus Aefeeral years. Adult Participants
on Campus B had also worked in their building fowuanber of years prior to working
with their respective program. With this in mird the conclusion of the school year,
each of the adult participants on Campus A felt thair educational backgrounds were
sufficient in order to prepare them for the studentthe “Rally to Read” program.

Campus B responses from adult participants werasaffirming.

Limitations of the Study

The purpose of this study was to determine thectffeness and/or impact of the
“Rally to Read” program on Tier 3 students on Casmpu However, there were a
number of limitations to this study with regardstadent data and program performance.
Primarily, the archived fluency and comprehensicoras from this study were taken
from the performances of only eleven students omf@es A and eleven different
students on Campus B. While Tier 3 groups arecalfyi smaller than any other Tier,
this number still served as a limitation with retytw overall performance and data
analysis.

Another limitation in this study was the numbeisohools that participated in the

“Rally to Read” program. The comprehension flueacgres and timed reading with
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meaning scores were only taken from two campustwisame school district. If the
“Rally to Read” program was used on more than @mepus with a greater number of
students, then the results from these scores maylyeen different. In addition, Tier 3
student groups usually only contain a small nunabestudents. It would have been ideal
to have had at least one more participating “RalliRead” campus in the study.

A third limitation in this study was the potentfal teacher bias during the
administration of the respective programs. Sewuemthers on both campuses
commented on program fidelity in their individuakgeys. Adult participants noted that
they formed positive relationships with their stotde As stated in teacher responses, this
was an important element in the success of theishaal programs. However, teacher
bias related to the “Rally to Read” and I-statiemponents may have affected the
instruction and implementation processes for botigams as Tier 3 intervention
approaches. The issue of fidelity continues te &is a growing concern throughout the
implementation process of RTI programs across thatry.

In addition, there were local elements that mayehawited the overall
performance of the individual programs. Studesposses, student backgrounds,
classroom settings, and student motivation may baw&ributed to the students’
willingness to patrticipate in the respective progsa Research has suggested that most
students will need to use some form of prior backgd knowledge in order to learn and
grow with respect to reading comprehension and waeay (Beck & McKeown, 2001;
Harris & Hodges, 1995; Hirsch, 2006; Recht & Leslie88). As a result, teacher
connections and student backgrounds may have h#eantial factors in this study.

Conversely, these factors may have also hindenddicestudent performances.
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Recommendations for Further Research

Based on the data and research presented irtudig & may be beneficial to
return to the school district where this study wedministered and evaluate the long-term
benefits of the “Rally to Read” program. Thexia Read NaturallyandStudy Hall 101
components appeared to be extremely effective theéhTier 3 student groups on Campus
A. The LIPS program, while also demonstrating ess¢ may have required more
detailed evaluation on Campus A. The small nunob@&iier 3 students who participated
in “Rally to Read” moved on to the next grade lewé&hin the same school. An
evaluation of their continued success and/or stasgaay prove helpful in the
assessment and monitoring of the “Rally to Readgpmm design.

This study also looked at the performance and aement, over time, of third
grade and fourth grade students in the “Rally tadR&ier 3 intervention program. It
may be advantageous to observe the progress adtuinh first or second grade
classrooms as they respond to “Rally to Read” vatietions. The Tier 3 response
program on Campus A was not designed to limititerivention to a single program.
Other approaches to remediation and progress mimgtmay benefit the success of
individual students with regard to Tier 3 assis&anc

In this study, Campus A and Campus B were both-pigrforming schools,
exhibiting high ratings by the Texas Education AgenWhile both campuses
maintained moderate to high levels of low sociorernic populations, the success of the
respective programs may have been influenced by mffluent surroundings. Itis
recommended that the effects of “Rally to Read Wal as the RTI process, be studied

in schools that are lower performing and/or lack ¢éducational resources available to the
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students on Campus A and Campus B. This may atboyvmbre evidentiary research and
support for the implementation of the “Rally to B&arogram as a Tier 3 instructional
approach.

More notably, this study suggested that the fragumnsistent human interaction
between students and teachers in the “Rally to Re@gram was a significant factor in
the achievement and success of the Tier 3 studen®ampus A. These adult
participants were highly trained and educated iddi&s who expressed a strong desire
to work with struggling readers. As a result, toenputer assisted instruction that
frequently appeals to schools for their convenigegearch-based” value may not be as
effective without the incorporation of caring, comted educators. Students may not
benefit as strongly from reading remediation withthie relational factor that appeared to

be evident in the “Rally to Read” program of thigdy.

Conclusions

Data collected in this study demonstrated that®ealy to Read” initiative
appeared to be a successful, positive, and bealkftervention program for Tier 3
students on Campus A. Quantitative data from tiwb@first three questions in this
study demonstrated statistical significance at@®devel. While the third question
related to behavior did not show statistical sigaiice when applied to average monthly
disciplinary referrals, the positive effects of tiially to Read” program on student
behavior were sustained by each adult participattie program in their individual
survey responses. The “Rally to Read” teacheiSampus A felt that the close, positive
relationships with students during the “Rally toal@&program had a substantial impact

on the students’ overall growth and performancke tBachers on Campus A felt that the
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program helped build student confidence, encoupagéive relationships, and increase
overall academic success. They also felt thatlyRalRead” helped to reduce the
number of disciplinary referrals to the office doghe program’s ability to foster the
students’ love for reading.

Qualitative data for all three of the final quess yielded support for the “Rally
to Read” curriculum, relationship-building elememgsogram training, and overall
program performance on Campus A. Teacher sungporeses from the “Rally to Read”
campus were consistently encouraging and suppafitieally to Read” as a Tier 3
intervention for struggling readers.

The academic accomplishments of the students ampGsiA, as well as the
positive changes in behavior, also spoke to thielityialand reliability of the “Rally to
Read” program. At the end of the school yearel@Ven of the Tier 3 student
participants on Campus A passed the state man8atading TAKS test. Of these
students, three out the eleven “Rally to Read” estiisi received the rating of
“Commended” on their Reading TAKS assessments. “Ra#ly to Read” remediation
program also spread to a number of neighboring caegin the district where this study
took place. Campus B of this study, which did midize the “Rally to Read” program,
chose to adopt “Rally to Read” on its campus fershbsequent school after learning of
the program’s success on Campus A.

Additionally, the parents of many of the studessCampus A reportedly
expressed their satisfaction with the results ef‘Rally to Read” program over the
course of the given school year. Adult particigaot Campus A noted their

encouragements to parents as they credited “RalRetad” as a program that fostered
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confidence, enthusiasm, and a love of reading. athdt participants on Campus A also
noted that the relational aspect of “Rally to Read’ critical to the overall performance
of the Tier 3 students. This human element ofTilee 3 intervention appeared to be an

important, driving factor in the success of theguam.

Public schools continue to search for applicaldffecave, research-based
approaches for addressing the learning needs of8Tsaudents. As part of the RTI
process, Tier 3 instructional approaches are afitwthe identification, progress, and
achievement of struggling readers. The “Rally &a& program demonstrated success
in a variety of areas pertaining to students’ anadesocial, and behavioral performance
in the educational setting. The RTI process wasged to help effectively identify the
specific learning deficiencies of struggling readierall Tier levels. Ultimately, the data
from this study suggested that the “Rally to Readigram served as a promising

academic and behavioral approach for struggling Jitudents.
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