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CHAPTER |
Introduction

Students identified with or at-risk for an emotional and/or behavioral disability
(EBD), as known in the Participating School System (PSS) as emotionalrmepésr
(El), face tremendous difficulties throughout their academic and social lineX)01,
Sutherland and Wehby reported students with EBD demonstrated lower grade point
averages than any other disability group, had higher rates of failing coamsa®ughly
only one third of students within this disability category graduated from high school
They also found students with EBD were more likely to exhibit academic probiems
students without disabilities.

Epstein, Kiner, and Bursuck (1989), Kauffman (1997), and Walker, Colvin, and
Ramsey (1995) found students with EBD were far more likely to possess waaicer b
academic skills than their peers with and without disabilities and were ikelgetd fail
in school. Kauffman (2005) shared students with EBD tend to possess dual deficits with
disabilities in both academic and social behaviors. Anderson, Kutah, and Duchnowski
(2001) concurred by revealing students with EBD often exhibit difficultiesading and
frequently progress at slower academic rates than their same agednohets)g
students with learning disabilities. Babyk, Koorland, and Mathes (2000) and Skinner,
Robinson, Adamson, and Woodword (1998) found students with EBD demonstrated
deficits in the area of reading that make classroom instruction difficult.

Statement of the Problem
Kaufman (2005) suggested one reason for the low academic achievement among

students with EBD is their teachers tend to focus their instruction prinoaribehavioral



modification rather than on academic success. He concluded this practicevesstor

be detrimental to student success. Yet, year after year, students withr&BBong the
highest percentage of students removed from classes for discipline reasonsssimg m
pertinent instruction from qualified teachers. Without evidence based instrlictiona
reading programs that promote academic success in addition to behavioralatiodific
students with EBD are at great risk for failure in school and beyond. Research also
demonstrated students who lag behind their peers in reading ability will @rfiatilt

beyond high school to find employment in a higher paying position. According to Barton
(2000), 25% of the fastest growing professions have the highest literacpdtemdile

the fastest declining professions have the lowest literacy demands.

The National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP), commonly known as
the Nations Report Card (2009), demonstrated the avelage@e reading score was
higher in 2009, than in 2007, than in 2005, and higher than the first reading assessment
given in 1992. The NAEP, which assessBadd &' grade students in reading,
mathematics, and science, is a national criterion reference test cahitualiec0 states,
Washington, DC, and in the PSS’s worldwide schools. Data for the PSS systerts consis
schools in Europe, Asia, and Cuba, as well as stateside schools which include schools in
Guam and Puerto Rico. The Nation’s Report Card shares the PSS’s results tildhg wi
51 other areas (The Nation’s Report Card, 2009).

The NAEP uses data collected from all 52 areas to distinguish patterndingrea
mathematics, and science. For the purpose of this study, NAEP data will bd vigye
in the area of reading and focus on students in special education who took the NAEP

while in 8" grade. At an astounding 90%, the PSS can proudly boast that no other state or



jurisdiction has a higher percentage of students who are reading at or abovécthe bas
reading level, with 41% of its students reading at or above the proficientTéneel (
Nation’s Report Card, 2007). However those numbers can be viewed with skepticism,
while the PSS has demonstrated success for a large number of students in reading
students with disabilities were not included in the percentages.

The NAEP, which does not break down disability categories beyond reporting
students with disabilities, does present information troublesome for maey isteitiding
the PSS. In 2007, NAEP identified 12% of whites, 16% of blacks, and 12% of Hispanics
as & grade students with disabilities. Additionally, 2007 data demonstrated of those
above listed students, 6% of whites, 7% of blacks, and 5% of Hispanics were assessed in
reading with the assistance of accommodation&'igr&de (The Nation’s Report Card,
2007). The 2007 NAEP reported for students with a disability in the PSS, 58% were
reading below the basic reading level. While the PSS may promoteoitsédfsuccess
ratings for students without a disability, reading test data demonstratetiCooilger
states had a smaller percentage of their students with disabilities rbatbagthe basic
reading level, with two states tying the PSS at 58% and four others shgitilsr at
59%. Given the PSS students without disabilities reading so well, how is it pdssibl
PSS scores are much lower for students with disabilities (The Nation’stR3grdry
2007)?

In 2009, similar results were found witi grade PSS students outperforming
their same aged peers once again. The 2009 NAEP Reading Assessment demonstrated
87% of 8" grade PSS students could read at or above the basic reading level with 39% of

these students scoring at or above the proficient reading level (The N&emort Card,



2009). Boasting how well the PSS students perform and indicating the readiegssucc
that PSS students have, it is important to note students with disabilities werelundéd

in either of these results. While the PSS is top in one area, students withtdisabil
across the PSS fair a different outcome.

In 2009, NAEP Reading Assessment scores indicated the PSS demonstrated
success by decreasing the percentagd of8de students with disabilities to 49% who
read below the basic level. Only five states had a lower percentajgafc® students
with disabilities reading below the basic level. However, while trendtednof these
students, the PSS fell behind 11 states to reading at or above the proficieTy leaali
tying an additional six other states with the same score (The Nation’stR&pd, 2009).
This brings into question, if'8grade general education students within the PSS can
outperform all other states and jurisdictions on the NAEP Reading Assessimgapes
the PSS fail to do the same for students with disabilities?

Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this study was to provide a comprehensive review of quantitative
and qualitative data to describe reading instruction for students with Individualtiduca
Program (IEPs) with or at-risk for an emotional impairment (El) during thigidle
school grade years in a participating school district which educategeaniamber of
children with parents serving in the United States Armed Forces. As of 2010, the
participating school district provided an American educational experience to 9871
students encompassed within 19 schools (nine elementary, six middle, and four high).

Specifically, the study provides a rich descriptive account of the type ohgeadi

instruction provided to participating students during their reading and/or langtiage



class while in middle school in a participating school district (PSD) locataawhe
participating school system (PSS). While participating students tefetgdents with or
at-risk for El, “at-risk” is defined as students who qualify for special a@dwcaervices
under PSS guidelines in another disability category, yet may exhibliasimi
characteristics as students with El, and have social/emotional/behavierp&rsonal
goals and objectives listed on their IEP. The PSS guidelines will only reedgmme
disabling condition, although difficulties may lie in additional areas.

Reading instruction is defined athods used to teach reading behaviors that
may include but not limited to phonemic awareness training, decoding and phonics
instruction, fluency development, vocabulary development, and comprehensionesdrategi
instruction. At the time of this study, students within 6th grade were required to have a
reading class separate from a language arts class, whereasstudeh and 8th grades
in the PSS were only provided reading instruction during their languageeass
Supplemental reading services were offered to qualified individuals throughout the
participating school district. One widely used supplemental readinggmnogas the
Scholastic’'s READ 18@ program.

While NAEP results are troublesome f(fﬂ@ade students with disabilities in the
participating school system, the NAEP test is only administered everyetave. The
TerraNovaV, a standardized norm-reference achievement test administered in grades 3
through 11, is a yearly, weeklong assessment given to students throughout the PSS during
the second full week of March. Created by CTB/McGraw Hill, the norm refedenc
TerraNova™assesses students in the areas of Reading, Language Arts, Mathematics,

Social Studies, and Science. Obtained scores are then compared to a “norm group”



which is a sample of the national population of students that represent all geridgr, ra
and socio-economic backgrounds. These scores are used by the PSS to drive
instructional focus, assisting teachers and administrators in the com@exf are
determining the strengths and weaknesses of individual students, and thus providing
instructional decisions to better promote a student’s full academic poteatittifaiting
School System Assessment Program, 2008).

In 2008, the PSS disaggregated its 208B8aNovaM test results into four
separate categories: all students (general and special education),yétacéigender,
and special services (students with IEPs and students receiving Esglisieeond
language services)lerraNova™ assessment data for 2008 demonstrated there were
7736 PSS students in grades 6-8, who tooK #reaNova ™ The Second Editioduring
the second week of March. Overall the PSS reading scores indicated the meaoieh na
percentage (MNP) in"Bgrade was 66, in"7grade it was 66, and"§jrade produced a
score of 72. However, while the PSS does not break demmaNovaY assessment
scores to individual disability categories, 2008 data demonstrated of the 7736 students
who took theTerraNova™, 604 of the students if"&hrough &' grade were students with
an |[EP. Respective reading scores for the 604 students indicated the MNP wara8"33 f
grade, 26 for 7 grade, and 38 for"8grade (Participating School System Data Center,
2009).

TerraNovdM Language Arts data for 2008 in the PSS demonstrated results were
higher than their reading counterpart across all students. LanguageieNovaM
data for all PSS students states the MNP scor® gréde was 68, in"7grade it was 74,

and & grade results produced a score of 72. Yet similar to reading scores fraamthe s



year, language arts MNP scores for students with IEPs were consydevada than their
same aged peers without an IEP. Student¥ gr&de scored 31, students fhgtade

scored 33, and students il §rade scored 34 (Participating School System Data Center,
2009).

As part of the PSS, the participating school district yielded simakarlts across
students with and without disabilities. MoreovEefraNova™ data over the past four
years (2005-2008) demonstrated reading scores across the participatinglsthobl
have not shown tremendous progress. DistectaNova™ assessment results are
displayed only by the number of students per grade level who took the test at individual
schools. The participating school districterraNova™ The Second Editioreading
and language arts results are viewed in Table 1.

Table 1
Participating School District 2005-2008 TerraNd¥aThe Second Edition Test Result

Scores across All Students

Year Grade Number of Reading Language Arts
Students Percentiles Percentiles
2005 6 787 67th percentile  BBercentile
2005 7 822 67 percentile | 7% percentile
2005 8 694 70tn percentile  "@ercentile
2006 6 866 68 percentile | 67th percentilé
2006 7 761 66 percentile | 7% percentile
2006 8 776 78 percentile | 7% percentile
2007 6 740 68 percentile | 68 percentile
2007 7 761 68 percentile | 75 percentile
2007 8 666 7lpercentile | 7% percentile
2008 6 658 68 percentile | 66 percentile
2008 7 671 67 percentile | 7% percentile
2008 8 685 7% percentile | 7% percentile




Understanding that scoring has roughly remained the same from 2005-2008,
reading scores remained stagnant'irgade, while language arts scores improved
dramatically. Could it be that 7th grade is the first year reading is rgftttas an
independent class? Throughout the participating school district, 2005-2008
TerraNovdMscores demonstrated, with the exception of two schools in 2006 where the
reading and language arts scores were identical, reading scorestaerdistrict in 7
grade were lower than their language arts counterpart. In five of thesghaoils which
provided instruction to" graders, reading scores were at least 10 percentile points lower
than language arts scores, with two of the seven schools demonstrating a 19gercenti
point gap between reading and languageTaetsaNovd™ scores (Participating School
System Data Center, 2008).

In 2009, theTerraNova™ Third Editionwas administered across PSS during the
second full week of March 2009. While data from TleeraNova™ Third Edition
cannot be directly compared to previous editions offtreaNova™ scores across the
participating school district continue to demonstrate a weakness in reading whe
compared to language arts test scores as viewed in Table 2. Data posestbhatsame
presented for previous years: language arts scores dramaticesigsied in both*7and
8" grades in the participating school district, while reading percentilessdenzeased

from 6" grade.



Table 2

Participating School District 2009 TerraNov#,Third Edition Test Result Scores across

All Students
Year Grade Number of Reading Language Arts
Students Percentiles Percentiles
2009 6 735 71 percentile 71 percentile
2009 7 639 68 percentile 7% percentile
2009 8 611 78 percentile 77 percentile

In the six middle schools that provided educational instruction across the

participating school district, 200BerraNova™ test data demonstrated all six schools had

lower reading scores than language arts score8 amd &' grades. For students with

disabilities across the participating school district, their MNP scoees well below the

average reading and language arts percentile scores as demonstrated in Table 3.

Table 3

Participating School District 2009 TerraNoV#,Third Edition Test Result Scores for

Students with Disabilities

Year Grade Number of Reading Language Arts
Students Percentiles Percentiles
2009 6 42 38 percentile | 27 percentile
2009 7 33 38 percentile | 3% percentile
2009 8 39 38 percentile | 3% percentile
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In 2010, thelerraNov@™ Third Editionyielded similar results found in 2009 for

all students, with reading scores across the participating school districtutogtine

trend of falling below their language arts counterpart as viewed in Talhlikelwise,

students with disabilities scored below their same aged peers with a M#iRg score

of 35 in 6" grade, 43 in 7 grade, and 40 in"8grade on th&erraNova™ Third Edition.

This information is viewed in Table 5.

Table 4

Participating School District 2010 TerraNoVv#,Third Edition Test Result Scores across

All Students
Year Grade Number of Reading Language Arts
Students Percentiles Percentiles
2010 6 764 69 percentile | 71 percentile
2010 7 711 71 percentile 7% percentile
2010 8 625 71percentile | 7% percentile
Table 5

Participating School District 2010 TerraNoV#,Third Edition Test Result Scores for

Students with Disabilities

Year Grade Number of Reading Language Arts
Students Percentiles Percentiles
2010 6 57 38 percentile 37percentile
2010 7 55 48 percentile | 41 percentile
2010 8 a7 49 percentile 48 percentile
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Therefore, the purpose of this study was to describe and examine the dédlivery o
reading instruction for students with or at-risk for El having Individual Eouta
Programs (IEPs) during their middle school grade years in the particigatiogl
district. Itis hypothesized that one major reason students with or at-riskgerf&tm
poorly on norm and criterion referenced testing is because they receive inadequa
reading instruction. Quantitative and qualitative data were collected atntinele
schools that contained'@hrough & grades.

As outlined in their 2008 Community Strategic Plan, PSS lists data driven
decision analysis and implementation as a requirement of all teachers andtors.
Goal Number 1 of the 2008 Community Strategic Plan states “All students etlon
exceed challenging standards in academic content so that they are prepared f
continuous learning,” and has two objectives that address the issue of usincatest dat
determine the effectiveness of an intervention (Participating School System@ity
Strategic Plan, 2008). Objective 1 for this goal states “all studentdwill academic
growth (beginning to end of school year) in student achievement through alcunric
that challenges each student to excel” (Participating School System @iy ®trategic
Plan, 2008). Contained within this objective, PSS provides administrators and teachers
three strategies, two of which directly tie in with the purpose of this studgte@ts 1
and 2 state data driven decisions must identify the students’ academic needs and be
aligned to a “continuous improvement process” (Participating School System @ym
Strategic Plan, 2008). Objective 2 states, “all students will have accemsed and
supplemental learning opportunities to meet or exceed the PSS standardspéfiag

School System Community Strategic Plan, 2008). Similar to Objective 1, twegstsat
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are listed that promote the efficacy of this study. These two straiggie

“differentiated instruction” be used to meet individual student needs and engagedear
while “student support services and special programs be optimized” for success
(Participating School System Community Strategic Plan, 2008). With both of these
objectives listed under Goal 1 of the 2008 PSS Community Strategic Plan, inisatsse
that NAEP and th@erraNovdV test results determine the effectiveness of reading
instructional programs in the participating school district.

This study may lend credence to the belief that students with or at-risk for
emotional impairments receive inadequate amounts of reading instruchienstddy
illuminated factors as to why students with or at-risk for El read at logiddoy
reflecting on the type of reading instruction provided during their middle school years
By conducting a thorough student archival record review and intervieWiagd &'
grade reading, language arts, &tAD 180 teachers who provided services to students
with or at-risk for El, vital information was gained providing credible suggestior
improving the delivery of reading instruction. The results will allow R&&amine the
reading curriculum and policies to determine if current practicesfiaetive and
produce desired results for students with or at-risk for EI.

Research Questions

The following research questions guided this study:

1. What are the specific demographic and academic information on middle school
students with or at-risk for an emotional impairment in the participating school
district while enrolled in the 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, or 2009-2010 school

years?
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2. What specific types of class placements and reading instruction did rediel
students with or at-risk for an emotional impairment in the participating school
district have while enrolled in the 2006-20007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, or 2009-2010
school years?

3. What reading instructional practices did middle school students with or abriak f
emotional impairment in the participating school district receive whilelked in the
2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, or 2009-2010 school years?

Significance of the Study
Little researclinas been conducted on improving the academic outcomes of
students with El or examined teacher perceptions of their skills in teaelaidigpg to this

population of students (Levy & Chard, 2001; Trout, Nordess, Pierce, & Epstein, 2003).

Prior to this study, the PSS had not conducted research into either area raisiiogsjue

into the effectiveness of programs geared for students with EI. Understémeliagk of

current research, the results of this study have the potential to inforne&$®8rs and
administrators of the academic plight of students with or at-risk for ElultRed the

data collected and analyzed on the identification of reading achievemelstdenong

6", 7" and & grade students with or at-risk for El in the participating school distritt a

the type, frequency, and amount of reading instruction provided to these students may b

used to implement reading instruction changes throughout PSS.

Definition of Abbreviations and Terms
Abbreviations
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder: ADHD

Case Study Committee: CSC



14

Communication Impairment: ClI

Emotional Behavioral Disorder: EBD

Emotional Impairment: El

Individualized Education Program: IEP

Learning Impairment: LI

Median National Percentiles: MNP

National Assessment of Educational Progress: NAEP

Objectives Performance Index: OPI

Participating School District: PSD

Participating School System: PSS

Terms

Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD) : According to PSS, ADHD is a
neurological condition that involves problems with inattention and hyperactivity —
impulsivity that are developmentally inconsistent with the age of the child.
Communication Impairment: According to PSS, this disability category includes two
disability categories: speech disorders and language disorders. Stubesée
educational performance is adversely affected by a developmental or dcquire
communication disorder to include voice, fluency, articulation, receptive, and /or
expressive language.

Emotional Impairment: According to the PSS, this category includes conditions that

have been confirmed by clinical evaluation and diagnosis and that, over a long period of

time and to a marked degree, negatively affect educational performance. One of mor

the following characteristics must be present:
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1. An inability to learn that cannot be explained by intellectual, sensory, or
health factors;
2. Aninability to build or maintain satisfactory interpersonal relationships with
peers and teachers;
3. Inappropriate types of behavior under normal circumstances;
4. A tendency to develop physical symptoms or fears associated with personal or
school problems; or
5. A general pervasive mood of unhappiness or depression.
The emotional impairment category includes students who are schizophrenic but does not
include students who are socially maladjusted, unless it is otherwise daeteimat they
are emotional disturbed. The emotional impairment does not usually include aailti-soci
behavior, parent/child problems, conduct disorders, interpersonal problems that are not
the result of a severe mental disorder.
Intellectual Disability : An intellectual disability is characterized by significantlydvel
average intellectual functioning along with deficits in adaptive behavioex@mple,
self-help skills in dressing or toileting). This is usually seen during thé'<hil
developmental period and has a negative impact on the child’s educational peréormanc
Language/Phonological DisordersA language/phonological disorder is characterized
by an impairment/delay in receptive and/or expressive language includiagtses,
morphology/syntax, phonology and/or pragmatics.
Learning Impairment : According to PSS, this category includes two disabilities:
specific learning disability and intellectual disability. The presesfeither of these

disabilities must negatively affect the child’s educational performance.
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Physical Impairment: According to PSS, this category included physical impairments
that require environmental and/or academic modifications and that have a negative
impact on a child’s educational performance. Examples include, but are nad lionite
visual, hearing, and orthopedic impairments, and other health impairments. This
category also encompasses the disabilities of autism (including those onghe auti
spectrum disorder), deafness, deaf-blindness, and traumatic brain injury. Thédydisa
of Other Health Impairment (OHI) includes attention deficit disorder withithrout
hyperactivity disorder.
Reading Instruction: Methods used to teach reading behaviors that may include but not
limited to phonemic awareness training, decoding and phonics instruction, fluency
development, vocabulary development, and comprehension-strategies instruction.
Specific Learning Disability: A specific learning disability is a disorder in one or more
of the basic psychological process involved in understanding or using spoken or written
language. It may manifest itself as an impaired ability to listen, thielaks read, write,
spell, remember, or do mathematical calculations. The term includes suchocsnait
perceptual disabilities, brain injury, minimal brain dysfunction, dys|eaa
developmental aphasia. The term does not include learning problems that arigyprima
the result of visual, hearing, or motor disabilities, or mental retardation orograloti
disturbance, or of other environmental, cultural or economic influences.
Speech Disorders Speech disorders are classified into the following three areas.

1. Articulation Disorder : An articulation disorder is characterized by

substitutions, distortions, and/or omissions of phonemes that are not

commensurate with expected developmental age norms, are not the result of
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limited English proficiency or dialect differences, and may cause
unintelligible conversational speech.

2. Fluency Disorder. A fluency disorder is characterized by atypical rate,
rhythm, repetitions, and/or secondary behavior(s) that interferes with
communication or is inconsistent with age/development.

3. Voice Disorder. A voice disorder is characterized by abnormal pitch,
intensity, resonance, duration, and/or quality that is inappropriate for
chronological age or gender.

Students with or at-risk for Emotional Impairment (El) : Students diagnosed with an
emotional impairment, a communication impairment, a learning impairment, or other
health impairment (found in the physical disability category relabr&HD) and
received special education services to deal with at least one behavior@hbgsal and

corresponding objective on their IEP during thélrgBade school year.

TerraNova™: a standardized norm-referenced achievement test created by
CTB/McGraw Hill that compares students' scores to scores from a "noup.giThe

norm group is a national sample of students representing all gender, @maimnéc, and
geographic groupsTerraNovd™ is administered to all students at grades 3-11, except
those students who have been approved for an alternate assessment. Subjects covered

include Reading, Mathematics, Language Arts, Science, and Social Studies

Median National Percentile According to CTB/McGraw-Hill, the Median
National Percentile is the score that divides the national percentile in taf. T

Median National Percentile for the United States is 50.
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National Percentile According to CTB/McGraw-Hill, the National Percentile is

the percentage of students in a norm group whose scores fall below a given
student’s score. National Percentiles of 25-75 are considered to be in theaverag
range. A student who scores at or about the score of 65% can be interpreted to be

in the upper end of the average range.

Objectives Performance Index According to CTB McGraw-Hill, Objectives
Performance Index is an estimate of the number of items that a student could

expect to answer correctly if there had been 100 items for that objective.
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CHAPTER I
Review of the Literature

The purpose of this literature review was to analyze current reading intengenti
employed by both general and special education teachers for middle school stutthents
emotional impairments (EI) or emotional/behavior disorders (EBD) and to de¢erm
their effectiveness in promoting both academic and behavioral success.

Search Methods

The methods used to collect information related to reading difficulties ofeniddl
school students with El or EBD were electronic searches of relevant pdhbinstterial
between and including the years of 2002 and 2007. Electronic searches involved ERIC,
PsycINFO, EBSCO, and the University of Maryland at College Park on-lirsyibr
database. Keywords used to collect data were “emotional and/or behavioral disorders
“behavioral disorders,” “emotional impairments,” “middle school,” “secondary,”
“primary” and “reading difficulties.” Twenty-three matches wemngially located,
however, after further reviewing each article’s content, only 10estiwere deemed
suitable for this topic. Further research produced 10 individual article absftraicts
which based on information gathered from reading each abstract, a renglt \gelded
nine studies that focused directly on students in middle school who were diagndsed wit

El and had reading difficulties.
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Electronic research of periodicals yielded articles fBwhavioral Disorders,
Behavioral Interventions, Education and Treatment of Children, Exceptional Children,
Journal of Emotional & Behavioral Disorders, Journal of Special Education Technology,
Psychology in the Schools, Remedial and Special Education, School Psychology Review
andThe Journal of Special Education

While numerous periodicals covered topics dealing with students and EBD, the
majority of information dealt primarily with behavior management. Colemdn a
Vaughn (2000) and Levy and Chard (2001) pointed out that while suggestions for
improving the reading ability of younger children with EBD have been developed,
specific guidelines and criteria in the area of reading do not exist for junfoohiggh
school students. Coleman et al. also pointed out in their literature concerning students
with EBD and reading difficulties, only eight published papers were avaikafiethe
majority of this work concerned students under the age of 12. However, while limited,
ten research articles were found since this period, producing evidence thatedigige
use of differing techniques to improve the reading ability of middle school studiémts w
EBD. Each study is summarized below, providing implication for practice through
listing of salient points for teachers and researchers alike.

Participants

The participants of studies reviewed, totaled 40 male and 8 female students.
While 8 of the 40 male students did come from an upper level elementary school setting,
all the remaining 40 students shared a commonality of being middle school students

grades six through eighth. The ages of the participants ranged from 10 to 15.
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Students were selected in each study based on criteria pre-established by t
researchers. Students were not randomly selected, but rather selected bagettaali
test scores, reading service location, and teacher recommendations. Of the 48 tota
students, 8 of 10 studies confirm that 29 students were African-American, 9 students
were Caucasian, 2 were Hispanic, and 1 student was a Russian immigranevBalted
that in six studies, reading instruction for these students took place in a salfvednt
classroom. Other locations were resource classrooms, a classroomtadj#oein
resource class, and in one study, a general education classroom setting.

Data also revealed student reading levels were below grade level inwahch s
Several studies indicated students with El were reading four to five lgnaele below
their current grade level. None of the studies indicated any student was readiadeon g
level. Three studies also shared intelligence quotient (IQ) levels for 17 stutMitis
the exception of two students whose 1Q levels were 101 and 106 respectfully, all the
other IQ levels were listed below average.

For the 10 studies researched, all had a primary purpose of focusing on reading
improvement. Seven studies focused on improving reading fluency, with two of those
studies using the Corrective Reading program as their intervention. Two stshesenl
the effectiveness of a reading intervention on academic success, and onecsisiely tm
improving reading comprehension. Each study, summarized below, provides
implications for practice through the listing of salient points that teaemersesearchers
alike should be aware of and become familiar with.

Study Variables
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Independent variables The reading programs used as an intervention
throughout these studies allowed the researchers an opportunity to compare programs and
instructional modes, and focused on determining what reading programs produced the
greatest positive reading gains for students with El. Four of the 10dieséatudies
used programs to study the effectiveness of repeated readings. Of thosed@iudies
used theGreat Leaps Readin@-eaps) program as their intervention (Scott & Shearer-
Lingo, 2002; Strong, Wehby, Falk, & Lane, 2004). However, “Leaps” was not used
exclusively in either study as one study also used &aeh Your Child to Read in 100
Easy Lessqrto assist in determining the effectiveness of repeated readings, while
another study used tl@orrective Reading Programs their other intervention (Scott &
Shearer-Lingo, 2002; Strong, Wehby, Falk, & Lane, 2004). The other two studies that
focused on repeated readings used a peer-mediated method of repeated readung traini
(Staubitz, Cartledge, Yurik, & Lo, 2005), while another study used the two ststEgi
repeated readings and repeated readings plus prediction to measure sueess (A
Morgan, Ramp, Anderson, & Martin, 2007).

TheCorrective Reading Programvhich was used in connection with an earlier
described intervention was also used in two additional studies, one to determine the
reading ability and behavior of middle school subjects (Lingo, Slaton, & Jolizéd2),
while the other was used to focus on the effectiveness of a reinforcement paclage f
task and reading behaviors (Dolzeal, Weber, Evavold, Wylie, & McLaughlin 2007).

Of the remaining studies, two studies looked towards the students to help produce
desired reading outcomes. Sutherland and Snyder (2007) used peer tutoring and self-

graphing as its independent variable and Daly, Garbacz, Olsen, Persampieri, and N
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(2006) used student choice on the proposed reading instruction/implementation and
rewards received. The final two studies used specified reading interventioanpsagr
judge a possible outcome. Hale, Skinner, Winn, Oliver, Allin, and Molloy (2005) used a
Timed Readingeries to investigate listening and listening while reading on reading
comprehension, whereas Wehby, Falk, Barton-Arwood, Lane, and Cooley (2003)
investigated the use of modified version of @@gen Court Readingrogram in
combination withPeer Assisted Learning Strateg({@ALS) to study the effectiveness of
implementing an intensive reading program for elementary school stwdéntsl.

Dependent variables Five of the 10 studies stated their dependent variable was
oral reading fluency/rates alone or in combination with additional dependent gariabl
Two of the five studies also had dependent variables that listed reading comprehension i
addition to their oral reading fluency dependent variable (Staubitz, Cartledgje, & ur
Lo, 2005; Strong, Wehby, Falk, & Lane, 2004). Two other studies also focused on on
task behaviors while reading (Dolzeal, Weber, Evavold, Wylie, & McLaughlin, 2007;
Scott & Shearer-Lingo, 2002). In addition to oral reading fluency meascoesaay,
and reading errors, and reading achievement were also listed (Lingm, Siakolivette,
2002).

Three studies dealt with words read correct per 30 seconds or per min. Of these,
Daly et al. focused on number of errors per 30 seconds or per min, whereas Alber-
Morgan et al. dealt with answering comprehension questions. Sutherland and Snyder
(2007) also focused their study on student behavior. Of the final two studies reviewed,
Hale et al. dealt with answering multiple choice questions, whereas Wehlbyoeked

at standardized reading, processing, and picture vocabulary assessments.
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Study designs All 10 studies used single subject methodology, but the
overwhelming majority of studies conducted used a multiple baseline design. Eight out
of 10 studies reviewed used a multiple baseline design, which differed in the subject or
personnel aspect of how their design was established. Of the eight studies,daur use
multiple baseline across subjects design (Alber-Morgan, Ramp, Anderson, i&,Mart
2007; Scott & Shearer-Lingo, 2002; Staubitz, Cartledge, Yurik, & Lo, 2005; Sutherland
& Synder, 2007). Two other studies used a multiple baseline across subjects design
(Lingo, Slaton, & Jolivette, 2002; Strong, Wehby, Falk, & Lane, 2004). Wehby et al.
(2004) used a multiple baseline design focused on a multiple baseline design across
groups and Daly et al. (2006) used a multiple probe across reading passageshr
design.

Two other studies used differing single subject designs in their studids, H
Skinner, Winn, Oliver, and Allin (2005) used an alternating treatment design. Dolezal,
Weber, Evavold, Wylie, and McLaughlin (2007) used a single subject ABAB design.

Study procedures As noted earlier, four studies focused their attention on the
aspect of implementing repeated reading procedures to determine a plausibime.

Scott and Shearer-Lingo (2002) used a repeated reading instructional dtvategy
determine its effects on reading and on task behaviors by implementing twondeiepe
reading programs to the subjecigach Your Child to Read in 100 Easy Lessons
(referred to as “Teach Your Child) and Besat Leaps Reading Progragknown as
“Leaps”). Inthe “Teach Your Child” condition, teachers modeled letter-sound
correspondences and guided students through a series of practice exaricrsrating

in a test. Given instruction from scripted lessons via the “Teach Your Childhless
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book, students were assessed once a week to determine the effectivenesdeanf repe
readings and time spent engaged with the lesson. In the “Leaps” condition, instruction
was covered during short 1 min segments. Oral reading fluency levels wesa @dean

a daily basis. Similar to the “Teach Your Child” program, on task behaviors igere a
measured via a partial-interval time sampling probe.

Alber-Morgan, Ramp, Anderson, and Martin (2007) extended previous research
with the Great Leaps Reading Program to determine the effects of atistermor
correction, performance feedback, and repeated reading on reading fluentlyaasthnee
effects of repeated reading plus prediction on reading fluency. Building uponathe Sc
and Shearer-Lingo (2002) study, reading passages were taken frivtadkilian
McGrawandA New Daybasal reading series. A total of 35 passages, at each subject’s
independent reading level, were selected based on individual Analytical Reading
Inventory scores. Eight comprehension questions, four literal and four inferentel, we
created by the researcher and asked at the end of each reading session.epratad r
reading intervention, students were asked to read a selected passage. Whemt a s
missed a word during a session, the experimenter stopped the student, read the word
correctly, had the student read the word correctly, and then offered praisesasdient
correctly read that word. Upon completion of the task, the experimenter thewedvi
the missed words and had the student reread the previous mistakes. Following the
instructional phase of the lesson, students were then asked to read a seleajedqratsa
min and were scored on the number of correctly read words (CRW). Students were told

their scores and then asked to reread the same passage, trying to beawtbes grere.
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In the repeated reading plus prediction stage, students were asked to rekd the ti
and then predict what they believed the selected passage would be abouteadlftey r
the first two sentences, students could then modify their prediction, after whichtstude
then proceeded to read the passage. Upon completion of the task, the experimenter
discussed how closely their prediction matched the information given in the text. T
students were then given two 1 min timed readings followed by an eight-question
comprehension test.

Strong, Wehby, Falk, and Lane (2004) also implemented a study to determine the
effects of a corrective reading (CR) and repeated reading (RR) interveftorrective
reading involved a direct teaching scripted method in which decoding strategees
taught though word attack skill lessons, group readings and workbook exercises to
improve the reading ability of students in fourth grade or higher who exhibit reading
difficulties and read below their current grade level. Students first todk @acement
test to determine which reading series would be appropriate for the intervention. A
students met the criteria for the B1 level series. Repeated readings dhselseting
passages from thereat Leaps Readin§eries. Stories were chosen based on the high
level of content interest, as well as the series wide range of difficuttisle

Implementation of the repeated readings strategy occurred in pairs imdloé sc
library where a trained research assistant (RA) had the studenthdiratly read aloud a
selected passage twice. Once the choral reading segment was comipigssds $ook
turns reading the same passage aloud while the other student read along sidetly. R
were reversed after the passage was read. Incorrectly read woedsowected by

either partner while the other read aloud. Finally, students silentlylreacbkt selected
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passage in the series on their own. While both interventions were carried out Monday
through Thursday, weekly reading probes were administered on Friday of egich w
Students were first asked to read a selected passage where an examided ribe
number of missed words and the time it took to read the passage. Students were then
asked to answer a five question, multiple choice comprehension test.
Staubitz, Carledge, Yurik, and Lo (2005) investigated the effects of repeated
readings (RR) along with peer-mediated strategies as readingeimtiens for students
with El. Students read selected 180-200 word passages for 10 minutes during a peer
meditated RR session. Students who read received corrective feedback asyndwass
followed a scripted procedure. The researcher provided feedback during the Ifiemin ti
period. Reinforcements were provided during the 10 min practice period. Students then
read for 1 min with the experimenter. Students were allowed to read the sastexisele
passage up to three times and then were directed to record their best score. A
predetermined reading criterion was established for each grade lavial thé study.
Once a student met this criterion, five comprehension questions were asked. Students
proceeded to the next grade level only once they met the established reagliieg crit
(correct words read per minute) and answered all five-comprehension questrensycor
Lingo, Slaton, and Jolivette (2006) conducted a study to determine the
effectiveness of a corrective reading (CR) program. Corrective reledsgns took
place in one resource classroom, from which academic and behavioral observatons wer
conducted. The study took place over a 3-mon period and each session lasted
approximately 45 min. Students engaged with the lesson typically receivettiost

from their teachers, followed by word attack skills, and workbook exercises. Student
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moved to the next lesson when they met a predetermined fluency criterion estiadmishe
a reading probe. Reading probes consisted of students being asked to reddd selec
passage for 1 min. Each passage presented was at the instructional linestdnject.
Data were collected on the number of CRW during that time frame. Students vegre gi
theWoodcock Reading Mastery Test-Revised Normative Upd&R&MT-RNU) Forms
G and H, to determine appropriate reading levels for each participant. Eleadiza
continually provided to the students at the completion of their reading probes. In order to
generalize the intervention, students were asked to read aloud-setadedegeled
passages every third reading session.

Dolzeal, Weber, Evavold, Wylie, and McLaughlin (2007) investigated the use of
a reinforcement package during reading instruction for students reading battev gr
level. Using a partial interval scoring system dealing with on task behavianvdee
collected three times during a 45 min reading lesson. With the assistancadfea,tthe
students counted the number of words they read correctly and compared their hotal wit
that of the teachers total to produce a total number. A direct instruction coadiogre
program was used in combination with a supplemental reinforcement package, which
gave student the opportunity to earn rewards based on their on-task behavior during a
reading lesson, their accuracy on reading comprehension questions, and 100% accurac
on workbook assignments.

Sutherland and Snyder (2007) examined the effects of reciprocal peer tutoring and
self-graphing of reading data on active responding skills and readingyflutveas
hypothesized that within this study, students with EBD would increase the# act

responding, decrease their disruptive behaviors, and demonstrate increaseagn readi
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fluency during peer reciprocal peer tutor as opposed to general classroom orstructi
Students were paired using a range of techniques including the useérdétpersonal
Competence Scale for Teacl{€airns, Leugn, Gest, & Cairns, 1995). Prior to pairing a
higher reading level student with a lower level student, the teacher reviesved t
procedures for the peer tutoring intervention. Throughout the 48 day study, the teacher
was directed to provide supportive feedback to the students. UsiRgeéhé\ssisted

Learning Strategie@PALS) (Fuchs et al., 2001), a reading intervention using structured
activities, continual feedback between the tutor and tutee, repeated readirys, and
reversal of roles, students were paired and seated across from one anothgaarhtie
session with the higher level reading student reading a selected pasdagerfor

During the next 5 min the second student was asked to reread the same passage.
Following the 5 min of each student reading a selected passage, students would begin a
shrinking activity, involving stopping at the end of each paragraph to summarize the main
idea in 10 words or less. Cue cards were used to guide both participants. Subjects
reversed roles when each section was completed. The entire lesson took apgisoxima

20 min. Upon completion of the task, students graphed their data using an Excel
spreadsheet.

Another study that focused on student assistance in producing desired reading
outcomes was done by Daly, Garbacz, Olson, Persampieri, and Ni (2006) who asked
students to choose whether to be given instruction in high content reading pafsages.
students chose to receive instruction, they were given the opportunity to choosgoehat t
of instructional antecedents would be delivered prior to reading text in which rewards

would be given for attaining a pre-determined criterion fluency level. Reauditrgction
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was provided via similar passages with high overlap content. The authors believed
positive reinforcement and tangible rewards would influence students’ chealeing
whether they received instruction provided with modeling, practice, err@ctioms, and
performance feedback, or whether they chose to attempt reading pagisagetsthe aid
of assistance. In choosing instruction, students would have numerous opportunities to
respond and engage in the lesson.

With instructional criterion passages established, and baseline dataecbfigor
to intervention, students began each lesson with five possible choices. One choice was to
read a selected passage without the aid of instruction. Thus their correctly rdagaror
minute were calculated. Students choosing to receive instruction however|sgere a
asked to choose an antecedent, what type of instruction they would receive, how long
they were to receive instruction, and what their reward would be. Upon completion of
the task antecedent and instruction, students then read a selected passage and had their
CRW per minute determined.

Listen-while-reading (LWR) combines listening to a selected reapvitade at
the same time students follow along and read the same passage. Extending previous
research, Hale, Skinner, Winn, Oliver, and Allin (2005) investigated the effect¥/Rf L
compared with the listening only comprehension skills. The instructional task involved
each student having a selected passage read to him or her froiméteReading Series
Based on results obtained from each stud&tigshsler Intelligence Scale for Children
3 ed. (WISC-III), participants were placed in a fourth grade reading levepgr
Participants were exposed to a selected reading passage through thadate@thods:

listen to a text, LWR, and silent reading. Reading passages were saletfetdowed a
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sequential order, with listen to text being one level below LWR, and LWR being one
level below silent reading. Silent reading involved students reading a partastage
without the assistance of the experimenter. Upon immediate completion of lemtbdse
passage, students were asked to return their reading materials and camplete
comprehension assessment involving 10 multiple-choice questions. Student scores were
recorded and corrective feedback was provided during the next day’s sessiosur€o as
cooperation, rewards were given when a total number of predetermined right answers t
the multiple choice questions were obtained.

Wehby, Falk, Barton-Arwood, Lane, and Cooley (2003) implemente@plkea
Court Readingprogram through daily instruction lasting between 1.5 to 2 hours a day.
For the purpose of their study daily instruction in phonemic awareness and explicit
phonics (25 to 30 min), comprehension skills (15 min) and dictation/spelling (3 to 5 min)
was conducted. Following daily work of the OCR program, the PALS system was used.
High performing readers were matched to lower performing classm#féh instruction
focused on fluency and decoding, students worked for 30 min and reversed roles midway
through the lesson. Skill instructions were practiced after teacher led tiastruc
Weekly probes were administered to check and monitor the progress of each imerventi
Behavioral observations were conducted using a computer based observatienal syst
Students were administered the WRMT-R, CTOPP, and the PPVT-III.

Study findings. Despite limitations such as high student absenteeism and
assessing only oral reading abilities, the results of the Scott and Shewye|(2002)
study demonstrated both programs were effective tools in promoting higher leged$ of

reading fluency and on task behaviors. However, it was noted the “Leaps” program
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provided students with an opportunity to measure and chart their overall success, which
could have aided in promoting an increased reading ability. The “Leaps” program also
demonstrated when compared to baseline data, students receiving this intervention
showed a minimum increase of time on task to 75%. This greatly outshined the “Teach
Your Child” program. When dealing with the same data compared to baseline scores,
students’ progress with time on task was at a maximum of only 60% for all patihg
students.

Similar to the Scott and Shearer-Lingo (2005) study, Alber-Morgan, Ramp,
Anderson, and Martin (2007) proved through the use of repeated reading, error
corrections, and performance feedback, their participants increased thall i@azting
fluency and demonstrated a greater comprehension of the material presentedgule re
also indicated that repeated reading plus predictions did not show any significant
improvement in students’ overall reading ability and one to one instruction may not be a
feasible method in a self-contained classroom.

Strong, Wehby, Falk, and Lane (2004) indicated students showed moderate
growth in oral reading fluency using the CR program and a majority of studehésrin t
sample demonstrated greater oral reading gains when RR strategiastvoeluced. For
those students who didn’t show progress, baseline data indicated they were already
reading at a higher level and rate than the other four participants. Thi©stelggain
demonstrated that for students with EBD, supplementing a current reading pragram
proven, effective measures can be extremely beneficial in improving a stunfanht

fluency rate and comprehension.
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The results of the Staubitz et al. (2005) study revealed students increased their
correct words read per minute scores during the RR condition as compared to their
sustained silent reading (SSR) conditions. The students also generalized tigsreadi
faster than in the SSR conditions. Accuracy and comprehension scores alsedncreas
once RR was implemented as compared to the SSR condition.

The results of the Lingo, Slaton, and Jolivette (2006) study revealed all students
demonstrated reading gains in oral reading fluency showing improvement in QRW pe
min and decreases in error rates. Several students demonstrated incré&sashy
over 40 words and decreased their errors to two or less. The majority of studehis met t
reading criterion to move to the next level after only one CR reading inteamenti
Students were able to transfer the techniques of the CR program and continued to make
fluency gains demonstrating this ability by statistically scorinteben a post
Woodcock Johnson reading mastery test. In addition to the improved academic reading
scores, the authors noted that while a direct correlation between the CRypamgra
improved social behavior could not be established, social behaviors and time on task
greatly improved with over half the participants. Teachers reportetisgiesfaction
with the CR program in improving the reading abilities of their students and stated t
would continue using the program.

Lingo et al. (2006) indicated the corrective reading program, when used with a
combination of behavior management techniques, improved the oral reading fluency
skills for middle school students with EBD. The corrective reading progravided
teachers with the strategies to improve reading performance, which mag tisget

correlation with on task behaviors.
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Dolzeal et al. (2007) demonstrated throughout their use of a reinforcement
package for on-task reading behavior, all students showed reading improvement in CWR
per min. Decreases were evident when the reinforcement package was removed,
however, when the intervention was reintroduced, the student reading scoresaimce ag
increased beyond baseline scores.

In the Sutherland and Snyder (2007) study, a frequency count was used to
measure disruptive behaviors, while a duration measure was used to calcivate act
responding for each student during a 20 min reading lesson. All students showed a
marked improvement in active responding and a decrease in disruptive behaviors.
Students demonstrated growth in the number of words read correctly per minute and
based on surveyed information, they appeared to enjoy the peer tutoring and self-
graphing components of the intervention. Researchers noted the more engaged students
were with the lesson, the less likely they were to demonstrate disruptivedrshawd
thus a direct correlation between active responding and decreased disruptive behaviors
was noted. Follow up data suggested that PALS was an effective tool for studlents wi
EBD and reading difficulties. Surveyed teachers who continued to implement the
practice felt the treatment was effective in producing higher acadgms as well as
decreasing disruptive behaviors. Teachers also indicated there werevésead
consequences associated with the practice. Sustained implementation of PAhS& ma
significant if implementation were to continue for students with EBD. Re@eaading,

a major component of the PALS system, once again proved to be an effective technique

when used with students with EBD.
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Daly et al. (2006) found when treatment intervention was introduced, both
students demonstrated increases in CRW per min, reading fluency, and responsling rate
Criterion levels were met in all but one intervention treatment for both studergsltsRe
further demonstrated when students chose the intervention, a significant amoust of tim
was spent on instruction. Both participants’ favorite mode of treatment was@yHoé
most intrusive and demanding of each student. Although hampered by student absences,
school wide functions, and asking the four students to perform multiple tasks, the results
of this study indicated the four middle school students with EBD demonstrated academ
gains in comprehension levels and comprehension rates using LWR. Conversely, only
two students showed improvement in both categories using listening only skills. The
authors noted this technique may be used in a wide variety of subjects and tasks
involving written text.

Wehby et al. (2003) demonstrated as a result of using the OCR and PALS
interventions, students showed improvement in blending sounds together to form words.
Results varied however, for students in sound naming, sight words, and segmentation
probes. Focused behavioral observations demonstrated students did attend more during
reading instruction, while inappropriate behavior was often witnessed duringgeadi
instructional time.

Synthesis and Critique of the Research Literature

Due to the limited research conducted on middle school students with EBD and
reading difficulties, this literature review must err on the side of cauti@mwnaking
conclusions regarding reading instructional strategies for such students. Tdle ove

results, solely based on the limited amount of data are inconclusive. Howevel, severa
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factors are notable, and therefore research within this area of study shoaltibaed
and broadened to encompass new techniques.

One consistent finding of many of these peer-reviewed investigations was the
continual reference of repeated readings. Alber-Morgan et al. (2007) indiepéadad
readings proved to be an effective procedure and was a beneficial componemt of thei
interventions with three out of the four students participants demonstratingsettrea
reading rates, while all four students showing decreases in the amount of exealisg
Strong et al. (2004) previously had demonstrated in their study that four of six
participants’ demonstrated growth in oral reading fluency and accurawheeed
comprehension questions when the repeated reading intervention was implemented. Scot
and Shearer-Lingo (2002) found through the use of repeated readings in the “Leaps”
program, students demonstrated academic gains in reading fluency aerd gndask
behaviors. Daly and Martens (1994) found that through repeated readings, students
demonstrated increases in oral fluency rates and reading comprehendmn leve

Another important area addressed within these peer-reviewed investigations was
the successful demonstration of allowing students to work with one another, and thus
become fully engaged with the material being presented. Expanding previousiresea
Sutherland and Snyder (2007) demonstrated through the use of peer assisted learning
strategies (PALS), all four students within their study improved in actsporeling and
correct words per minute, while demonstrating decreases in disruptive behaxomg St
et al. (2004) found students were more successful in reading when they were able to
listen, correct, and receive feedback from their same aged peers. Wisenwo

studies, students seemed to not only enjoy working with their peers, they alsedppea
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have a greater focus on the material being presented, outperformed previoonsacade
gains, and demonstrated superior behavior while engaged within each lesson. aDaly et
(2006) went one step further as they shared when students were engaged in ehoosing
particular method of instruction, not only did they learn and retain more informatign, the
were also given small amounts of control in what could be a daunting environment.
Teachers need to be willing to allow students opportunities of choice whethergvorkin
together with a peer or selecting an appropriate means of instruction, whiplosis\e
result in doing so, may relate to other academic and social areas withirsgreata.
Summary

Due to the limited amount of research on successful reading intervention
programs for middle school students with El, it is crucial that further isbar
conducted. More often than not, research conducted in this field deals with behavioral
modification in age ranges below middle school (Coleman & Vaughn, 2000). While a
lack of research does exist, the studies contained within this review report on
interventions that show dramatic improvements in the reading ability for ssudiht
and at-risk for El. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to provide a comprehensive
review of quantitative and qualitative data to describe the delivery of readiingation
for students with or at-risk for El having Individual Education Programs (l&i#s)g
their middle school grade years in the participating school district. Spdgifihe study
provides a rich descriptive account of the type of reading instruction provided to these
students during their reading and/or language arts class so as to ilfastats as to
why students with or at-risk for El read at low levels, reflecting on thedlypsading

instruction provided during their middle school years.
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CHAPTER I
Methodology

Prior to this study the PSS had not collected and analyzed data concerning the
reading achievement of students with or at-risk for EI. Current literatdicated
students with emotional impairments read well below grade level and read aldogls
than students with learning impairments or other health impairments (Andeidgn et
2001). RecenterraNovd™ data demonstrated reading scores within the participating
school district have remained stagnant and students with disabilities cantohu@oorly
on the reading segment of this standardized assessment.

The reasons could be many, however for students with or at-risk for El, it is
hypothesized the following seven components contribute to the poor reading results:
students in special education may not receive adequate amounts of readinganstruct
special education teachers who teach reading may not be certified in rieathaction;
support classes and supplemental services designed to assist students who stinuggle w
grade level material often exclude students who receive special etdusatvices;
language arts teachers in the general education setting may not ngcpessade daily
reading instruction during their language arts class period; studeyntsatigeceive daily
individual reading time; students in tR&EAD 180 program may not receive instruction
for the designed amount of time; and depending on the population and setting of each
individual school, instructional time and special education services in the arediofyre

may greatly differ.
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Research Questions
The following research questions guided this study:

1. What are the specific demographic and academic information on middle school
students with or at-risk for an emotional impairment in the participating school
district while enrolled in the 2006-2007, 2007-08, 2008-09, or 2009-10 school years?

2. What specific types of class placements and reading instruction did nutidi@ s
students with or at-risk for an emotional impairment in the participating school
district have while enrolled in the 2006-2007, 2007-08, 2008-09, or 2009-10 school
years?

3. What reading instructional practices did middle school students with or at-rigk for
emotional impairment in the participating school district receive whilelked in the
2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008- 2009, or 2009-2010 school years?

Reading Instruction Options

Between the years of 2006 and 2010, middle school students in the participating
school district received reading instruction in general education, speuacdteon, and/or

supplemental service settings. All §rade students received reading instruction in a

required reading class, Reading 6. A language arts class was alsed-éuéf; as well

as in the 7 and &' grades. Reading instruction was clearly the focus of the Reading 6

class, but reading instruction was also included within the middle school language arts

classes. Students in the general education setting received instructicanrigading

and/or language arts teacher. Students in a special education settingcéesom)

received instruction from a special education teacher. Middle school Swdénbr at-
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risk for an El received reading instruction in one or more of the following optiorchwhi
could vary each year.

Reading instruction in the general education setting.Students with or at-risk
for EI who received reading instruction in the general education settiffygrade
received instruction viScholastic’s Literacy Plactor 6" grade Series One and Two
from a general education teacher. Students with or at-risk for Eland&8" grades
assigned to a general education language arts class were taagiitigral education
teacher and received instruction on reading from a variety of teacher diseciees.

The primary books used within the participating school districtfagrade language arts
were theElements of Writing Revised Editi(I998) andrheLanguage of Literature
Grade Seve(i1997), whereas the books used f8iBade language arts were the
Elements of Writing Revised Editi&@cond Cours€l998) andrhe Language of
Literature Grade Eigh{1997).

Reading instruction in the resource room. Middle school students with or at-
risk for an El may have received reading instruction in a resource room enumtonifne
S0, a special education teacher provided instruction in the resource room to students
receiving special education services. fhggade, reading instruction in a resource room
was available as the required reading class, Reading 6! and78’ grades, reading
instruction in a resource room was available as a student’s languadassisitis
important to note, students in all three middle school grade levels who received readi
instruction in a resource room environment may have been using all, some, or none of the
above listed books in their reading and/or language arts class. The speciaeducat

teacher may have relied on different materials to assist with remdingction, which
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was at the discretion of the special education teacher in the middle scloootea®om
setting.
Scholastic Read 180™A supplemental reading program offered to some middle
school students was tl&zholastic Read 180Program. Th&kREAD 180™program was
a comprehensive computerized reading program designed for students who read below
grade level to receive differentiated reading instruction for a 90-minutep&eachers,
both general and special educators, trained in these procedures taughAhé g0V
program. READ 180™s a three-tiered approach that has students work through a series
of stations that involve “group instruction, adaptive and instructional software, high-
interest literature, and direct instruction in reading, writing, and vocabskals”
(Scholastic READ 180, 2008). Students use computer-based assessments $b establi
effective reading instruction as software programs adjust to the stuckadsig ability.
TheREAD 180™ program was offered to all three middle school grade levels and
specially trainedREAD 180M teachers provided instruction to eligible students. Eligible
students for th&@EAD 180middle school program were students who read below grade
level as determined by a Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRdmputer assessment and
a score below the 85percentile on a current standardized test (EagraNova).
Reading scores of eligible students in the participating school distriettalegn from the
TerraNovaV test for PSS students who took frerraNovd" their previous school year.
Students in 6th grade may have received this service as a class that would take t
place of their reading class. Students in 7th dhgr8des may have received this service
in addition to their language arts class. While its efficacy with stsdeceiving special

education services has yet to be determined, middle school students with or atarsk for
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emotional impairment who met eligibility requirements to be enrolledREAD 180M
class could have been enrolled in this class similar to students in the gdnesadion
setting.

Design of the Study

The design for this study was a triangulation mixed methods design that placed
equal emphasis on both qualitative and quantitative research measures; data were
collected concurrently (Gay et al., 2006). Quantitative data were cdllegteviewing
individual student records to determine the following information: (a) disability
category, (b) number of years receiving special education, (c) demagdapaito
include age, gender, and race, (d) attendance/suspension history, (e) number of schools
attended during his/her middle school years (a minimum of two years ireB&iged for
participation in the study), (f) health related issues (as applicable), (g) 2008, 2009,
and 2010rerraNova™reading test scores, (h) final end of semester report card grades
for 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2010, and (i) reading and language arts classes enrolled during
the 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school years.

Qualitative data were collected from individual reading and/or langarégie
teacher interviews. Two interview questionnaires were constructed athd Tise first
interview questionnaire was designed for general and special educatioerseaho
taught a reading and/or language arts class in one or more &t ti& 6r 8" grades.

The second interview questionnaire was designed for teachers whoR&ADt180M at
the middle school level. Qualitative data were collected in the following:gi@a
professional background information, (b) philosophical beliefs regarding iterac

learning, (c) reading instructional training received within the lasttliears, (d)
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instructional programs used within a reading and/or language arts cJassyréat
reading instructional practices, (f) involvement with special educationgesadgarding
accommodations and modifications for individual students, and (g) cooperative teaching
information. Section (f) refers only to general education teachers.
Participants

Participants for this study were qualified middle school students and consenting
reading and/or language arts teachers who taught in one single gradecomhimaation
of 6", 7", or 8th grades during the 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010
school years.

Students. For participation in this study, students who met the following
eligibility criteria were included:

1.) Students had an active PSS IEP.

2.) Students diagnosed with an emotional impairment, communication impairment,
learning impairment, or other health impairment (found in the physical digabilit
category) and received special education services to deal with at least one
behavioral or social goal and corresponding objective on their IEP during'their 8
grade school year

3.) Students enrolled in"Bgrade within a middle school setting in the participating
school district for the 2008-2009 or 2009-2010 school years.

4.) Students enrolled in a PSS middle school in the participating school distritt for a
least two full, consecutive school years.

5.) Parent or guardian permission obtained for their child to participate.
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To assist in providing a comprehensive review of the delivery of reading
instruction for students with or at-risk for El, three distinct data collectiohadstwere
used. First, data retrieved between the months of July 2010 to December 2010 were
collected by reviewing IEP records housed at one of four high school settingsllocat
within the participating school district to determine the number of eligibtests. Prior
to beginning data collection, the Case Study Committee (CSC) champdrthe four
high schools was contacted and provided a detailed explanation of this research study.
Each CSC Chairperson was provided approval letters for this study from the Wyivers
of Maryland’s Institutional Review Board and from the PSS’s DepartwieResearch
and Evaluation. Any questions dealing with this study were answered.

While data collected for this study related only to reading instructionudests
with or at-risk for El at the middle school level, the reason behind involving high school
CSC chairpersons dealt only with the fact that student IEP records for th @0@&nd
2009-2010 had transitioned from each student’s middle school to the student’s home high
school setting. Data collected across the participating school distrienfed<l4
eligible student participants.

Once determination of eligibility for this study was conducted, parental
permission to obtain data within a student’s cumulative file was sought. Of the 14
eligible participants, only one parent granted permission through the initigdmail
packet, consisting of a cover letter, instructional information on how and wheteitio r
signed permission, parental letter, parent permission form, and a retuaddre$sed
envelope. For the remaining 13 eligible participants, a second mailing was cdpnducte

followed by telephone calls and personal contacts. If a parent rejected thet,rdopie
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process of seeking permission was halted. One eligible participant masag#id from
this study as he withdrew from school and returned to the United States. Of the
remaining 12 possible participants only an additional four parents granted pemfos
access to their child’'s student’s archival cumulative file.

Upon receiving parental permission, a second data collection method was used to
retrieve additional data. The student participants were randomly assigméers 1
through 5 to maintain strict discretion throughout the study and assigned nurebers w
placed on all data collection sheets for each participant. Data obtaineth&@tudent’s
archival cumulative file provided information in the following areas: (a)atgaphic
information which included age, gender, and race, (b) attendance history, (c) number of
schools attended during his/her middle school years, (d) any noted health sslassq |
(e) 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2016rraNovdM reading test scores, (f) final end of semester
report card grades for 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school years, and (g)
reading and language arts classes enrolled during the 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-
2010 school years. Confidentiality was maintained at all times.

Teachers Given the five students who participated in this study, there were 11
teachers eligible to participate. This number was determined by each stutieipiapa
having spent a minimum of two years or a maximum of three years in agzdinig
school district middle school and having one reading and/or language ants tearc
grade level or a combination of 67", or 8" grades. From the list of reading and
language arts classes taken, as indicated on individual, grade level regmrt ca
individual teacher names who taught readRBAD 180, and/or language arts for the

eligible student participants were obtained. All 11 teachers wereafjenepecial
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education qualified and taught or co-taught readRiEgAD 180M, and/or language arts
classes to participating middle school students with or at-risk for an eralotio
impairment.

All eligible teachers were notified by electronic mail during thieofa2010
informing them a research study was being conducted and their participatithlve
extremely welcomed. Upon acceptance of an invitation and a signed consent form,
teachers were individually contacted to establish a meeting time fordapih-
interview, the third data collection method, specifically designed fostudy.

Interviews were conducted in person, over the phone, or through electronic mail
responses. Interviews were conducted between the months of October and Decembe
2010.

Of the 11 eligible teachers, two were unable to be contacted due to an inability t
locate each teacher since PSS no longer employed these teachers. thinEladligible
teachers were contacted by electronic mail to explain how and why theyowack f
eligible for this study. Attached to each initial e-mail were a tegudwicipation letter
and a teacher consent form.

Of the remaining nine eligible teachers, four teachers responded favioraifody
initial e-mail request, with the remaining four out of five responding positioey
second e-mail request. One favorable teacher response however decided against
participation. Another teacher failed to respond after numerous e-maip&ttand
telephone messages. Ultimately, seven teachers participated, fourtoepsnson

interviews were conducted and three electronic mail interviews were ceddu
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Six participating teachers were asked interview questions listed in Agp&ndi
specifically geared for general and special education teachers. Thenwaiaing teacher
was asked interview questions found in Appendix B, specifically designed foetsach
who taughREAD 180M. Teachers were randomly assigned numbers from 1 to 7. All
interview data sheets indicated a teacher’s randomly assigned number aed agoid
the teacher’'s name. This number was written on each interview sheet to mstitai
confidentiality. Interviews were conducted without interruption, each lastimigalint
guestions were fully answered ranging from approximately 25 to 90 min. Copious
descriptive notes were taken during each interview.

Setting of the Study

The participating school district contained two elementary, six midadeoae
high school, which potentially could have been associated with this study. Two
elementary schools were initially involved because each school incltidgdde. One
high school associated with this study contained grades seven and eight. Eagh school
while different in location, number of staff members, and number of students served,
provided an education to children with parents serving in the United StatesymA\itir
permission and consent forms were signed, there were three middle schools irhe/hich t
participating students were enrolled in the reading, language arts, REGX&r 180M
classes with the participating teachers. The three schools were fgrdsigned letters

from A to C.
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Data Collection Procedures

Record reviews and data collection form.Data collected via individual student
record reviews provided information to ascertain the type of reading instrgtidents
with and/or at-risk for EI were provided throughout their PSS middle schoolasarsl|
as results on yearly reading tests. Upon determination of student eligibtitgarental
consent, a comprehensive student archival record review was conducted with data
recorded on a data collection form found in Appendix C. An examination of the
information found in student records that related to reading instruction was used to
generate the data collection form. Records of forfiegrade students between the years
of 2008/2009 and 2009/2010 who had an IEP and were diagnosed with or at-risk for an
El were examined to provide information on the student which included the following:
(a) disability category, (b) number of years receiving special edugét) demographic
data to include age, gender, and race, (d) attendance/suspension history, (€) number of
schools attended during his/her middle school years (a minimum of two ye&S)n(f
health related issues (as applicable), (g) 2008, 2009, andr2&eNova™reading test
scores, (h) final end of semester report card grades for 2007, 2008, 2009, and 2010 years
(grades used in the PSS are based on a ten point system subtracted from 100 and given a
corresponding letter based on an individual’s score: 100-90 is an A (Excellent), 89-80 is
a B (Above Average), 79-70 is a C (Average), 69-60 is a D (Below Average), and grades
below are considered failing and receive a grade of a F), and (i) readife;gndge arts
classes enrolled during the 2006- 2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school

years.
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Individual record reviews were conducted as PSS did not have a database
containing the needed information. Therefore, each student participant’s raading
language arts class provided the names of class teachers. Additionafgtiorear a
student was enrolled in PSS between theudd 11" grades, students were required to
take theTerraNovaM assessment. When test results were returned to each school, a
printed test results page entitled the Individual Profile Report was plated &
student’s confidential file. All school records remained in each student’s schiohgui
while the researcher recorded the data.

Teacher interview. In addition to retrieving archival student data, teacher
interviews were used to determine the characteristics of the readingtios of
students with or at-risk for EI in middle school settings located in the paringsthool
district. General and special education teachers who taught reading in onaple mult
middle school grade levels were invited to participate in a one-on-one interviews
addressing their experience in teaching reading to students with andsérfat-El.
Teachers were selected after reviewing student records to determahet@achers
provided what type of classroom instruction across each participating stuchéchde
school academic career. The information obtained was used to describe thg readi
instruction, where the instruction was delivered, the type of class, and to deterimch
reading strategies were provided.

Teachers were invited by electronic mail in the Fall 2010 to participdte in t
interview. Interview 1 (found in Appendix A) was designed for general andaspeci
education teachers who taught a reading class"fgrae students and/or taught a

language arts class fof and/or & graders. Interview 2 (found in Appendix B) was
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designed foREAD 180M teachers who taught one or a combination of middle school
grade levels.

Each interview consisted of seven questions dealing with teacher experience
specific information on individual beliefs on the teaching of reading, spediitng
program awareness used within his/her class, specific reading practiceategies
employed, and interaction and co-teaching possibilities with other teacbileggonals.
The interview questions were piloted on several general and special educadiog re
teachers who were not teaching students with or at-risk for EI. The interveawshat
recorded, but extensive notes were written on the responses of each teachetedContac
teachers were invited to conduct this interview during the fall of the 2010-2011 school
year. There were four person-to-person interviews conducted and threeneteutil
interviews. Teachers were asked all questions associated with the tervie

Prior to conducting a person-to-person interview, teachers were provideg a cop
of the interview questionnaire at the setting of the interview. Teacheesasieed if they
had any difficulty with the questions or attempting to answer any question. affter
guestions associated with the study and interview were answered, intgnestions
were asked verbatim, with copious notes written down by the researcher. To make sure
the researcher understood what the teacher attempted to convey, each ansesat was r
back from the researcher to the interviewee for clarification. Allgbswere made
before moving onto the next question. At the conclusion of the interview, the researcher
shared his notes with the interviewee for further clarification. All tijpres from the

interviewee were answered by the researcher prior to the conclusiontketiveew.
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Electronic mail interviews were conducted through a series of question and
answer sessions. Similar to person-to-person interviews, participatimgteavere
provided a copy of the interview questionnaire and asked if they had any diffigtiity
any question in particular and/or answering any question. Additional information about
the study was provided as needed. Teachers were given an opportunity to write their
answers to each question, which were printed out by the researcher. Followtragpielec
mail by the researcher was conducted to ensure teachers responses wereywhat
intended and any changes needed were made. Electronic mail interviewsnaezreted
at the request of the participating teacher. None of the teachers repgribfficuty
understanding and/or reporting information on each question.

Reliability

After all student records were reviewed and information recorded ontthe da
collection form by the researcher, two sets of student records (40%{Remieed by a
second reviewer, trained in the use of the data collection form. After thetsvofs
records were randomly chosen for determining inter-rater reliabilityaddgional
record was randomly chosen for practice using the data collection form. sEaeateer
and second reviewer practiced using the data collection form and then the second
reviewer independently recorded data from two student records.

The data collection forms completed by both the researcher and the second
reviewer were checked using the item-by-item reliability egrent method. The
formula used for calculating inter-rater reliability was agragni@ccurrence and

nonoccurrence) divided by agreements plus disagreements multiplied by 100 to obtain
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the percent of agreement for each record. The reliability across both seaedswas
100% agreement.

Using a reverse records check, reliability for teacher informatamoecked by
the second reviewer. Three (43%) of the written teacher interview resuéiswvatched
with corresponding student records. Reliability was determined by caiguiiaé
occurrence and nonoccurrence of courses taught divided by the instances df readin
and/or language arts classes listed in a subject’s school cumulativel reatirplied by
100. Reverse records reliability check determined reliability aceashiér course data
was 100%.

IRB and Confidentiality

In order to conduct this study, permission was obtained through PSS, the
University of Maryland Internal Review Board (IRB), by the parents of eaclest
involved who had or was at-risk for El, and the middle school teachers who participated
Appendix D provides a copy of the parent permission form and Appendix E contains a
copy of the consent form signed by each teacher. All personal informatidreldas

strict confidence.
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CHAPTER IV
Results

The purpose of this study was to provide a comprehensive review of quantitative
and qualitative data to describe the delivery of reading instruction for students wafth or
risk for EI and having IEPs during their middle school years in the partrapsthool
district during 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, or 2009-2010. Data were collected
through archival student record reviews and through qualifying redeiEgD 180V,
and/or language arts teacher interviews. The collected data cowereathree year
period, depending on the special education qualifying criteria of each student. Student
and teachers associated with this research must have met qualifigrig established
prior to initial data collection. This chapter covers the findings of each cesgaestion.

Research Questions and Analysis of Data

By conducting a comprehensive, archival, cumulative student data record review
of qualified 8" grade students in the participating school district, Research Questions 1
and 2 are answered in narrative form to include Tables 6 through 20. To answer
Research Question 3, interviews were conducted with participating teacheir data
are provided in narrative form with Table 21 listing demographic data.
Research Questions 1 and 2

What are the specific demographic and academic information on middle school
students with or at-risk for an emotional impairment in the participating schaattdis
while enrolled in the 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, or 2009-2010 school years?
What specific types of class placements and reading instruction did nutiol@ s

students with or at-risk for an emotional impairment in the participating schatiotdi
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have while enrolled in the 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, or 2009-2010 school
years?

Demographic information regarding the five student participants is found in Table
6 to include school, gender, ethnicity, birth month/year, eligibility date of senacel
disability/category.TerraNova™ The Second EditioReading Test Scores,
TerraNova™ Third EditionReading Test Scores, amdrraNova’™ National Percentage
Scores for the five students are found in Table 7. ReadiBg4D 180™, and Language
Arts classes and type of teacher (general or special educatioff) #t @nd &' grades
are presented in Table 8.

Reading test scores on therraNova“ are the culmination of six reading
subtests. The Participating School System selected four of the six realtegts to be
administered to their students iff Birough 11 grades. The four subtests on both
editions, while comprised of different questions, were the same: Basic Undargta
Analyze Text, Evaluate and Extend Meaning, and Reading and Writing Strat&épees
two reading subtests not included in PSS testing were Oral Comprehension and

Introduction to Print.

Content objectives on the Basic Understandinigtest ask students to
“demonstrate understanding of the literal meaning of a passage through idgrsi&ted

information, indicating sequence of events, and defining grade-level vocabuldry.”

content objectives in the Analyzing Tesdbtest indicate a student needs to “demonstrate
comprehension by drawing conclusions; inferring relationships such as causesand eff
and identifying theme and story elements such as plot, climax, characterttengd’se

For the reading subtest, Evaluate and Extend Meatliegcontent objectives are to
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“demonstrate critical understanding by making predictions; distinguisi@tvgeen fact
and opinion, and reality and fantasy; transferring ideas to other situations; amgjudgi

author purpose, point of view, and effectiveness.” On the final scored subtest, Reading

and Writing Strategiestudents are asked to “demonstrate awareness of techniques that

enhance reading comprehension, such as using existing knowledge, summarizing content
comparing information across texts, using graphics and text structure, and forgnula
guestions that deepen understanding.”

Scores on each of the four subtests are given an Objectives Perfoinece
(OPI) score.The OPIl is an average of the student’s percent correct raw score on an
individual objective and an estimate of the performance on an individual objective, based
on each student’s performance on the t&ste OPI score is an estimate of the number of
items a student could be expected to answer correctly if there had been 1(0ritias
objective TerraNova™ The Second Editigr2008). For the purpose of this study, OPI
scores listed on each student’s Individual Profile Report were compared withdlat
OPI scores. The difference between the two scores (the subject’adiheaNational
OPI) indicates how much higher or lower a subject’s test score is when cdrnpére
national average score. An OPI score cannot be higher thde®aNova™ Third

Edition, 2011).



Table 6

Demographic Information for Students 1-5

Subject| Schools Gender| Ethnicity| Birthday| Eligibility Date Disability Types of Goals Listed
A-C Category/| on an IEP Covering
Disability | Subject's 8 Grade Yr
1 B Female| Caucasian November 03/08 Cat. B—| Language Arts (LA),
1995 El Learning Strategies
(LS), Reading, &
Social-Interpersonal
Skills
2 A Male | Hispanic-| July 1995 10/08 — PSS| Cat. D — LS, Reading, &
American 03/05 - LI Social-Interpersonal
Non-PSS Skills
3 A Female| African-| May 1996 06/08 Cat. C+ Communication, LS,
American/ Cl & Social-Interpersonal
Caucasian Skills
4 C Female| African-| August 05/08 Cat. D —| LA, LS, Mathematics,
American/ 1995 LI Reading, & Social-
Pacific Interpersonal Skills
Islander
5 B Female| Caucasian December 03/02 Cat. B— | LA, LS, Mathematics,
1994 (Prior to Middle El & Social-Interpersonal
School) Skills a‘
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Table 7

TerraNova™ The Second Edition Reading Test Scores, TerraN6Vajrd Edition Reading

Test Scores, and National Percentage Scores for Subjects 1-5

Subject

TerraNov@™ The
Second Edition
Reading Test

Score — 8 Grade

TerraNova™ The
Second Edition
Reading Test
Score — 7 Grade

TerraNovg™

Third Edition

Reading Test
Score — # Grade

TerraNovg™

Third Edition

Reading Test
Score — 8 Grade

TerraNovg™

Third Edition

Reading Test
Score — 8 Grade

2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2008/09 2009/10
1 N/A 23 (68) N/A 32 (72 N/A
2 N/A N/A 43 (66Y N/A 40 (70Y
3 N/A N/A 55 (66) N/A 58 (70¥
4 N/A 18 (68} N/A 32 (72 N/A
5 76 55 (68} N/A 62 (72) N/A

National PercentagBerraNova™ The Second EditioReading Test Score " Grade
National PercentagberraNova™ Third EditionReading Test Score " Grade
3National PercentageerraNova™ Third EditionReading Test Score ' &rade
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Table 8

6™, 7", and &' Grade Reading, READ 180 and Language Arts Classes and Type of Teacher (General or Special Education)

for Subjects 1-5

6" Grade

th th th
Subject| School Language 6 Grade 7" Grade 7" Grade Reading 8" Grade 8" Grade Reading
Arts Reading Language Arts Language Artg
1 B General General Resource N/A Resource N/A
Education Education Room/ Room/
Teacher Teacher Special Special
Education Education
Teacher Teachet
2 A General General General Reading 7/ Resource | Literature Enrichment
Education Education Education Special Education Room/ General Education
Teacher Teacher Teachet Teacher Special Teacher and
Education Reading 8/Special
Teachet Education Teacher
3 A General General Resource N/A General Literature Enrichment
Education Education Room/ Education General Education
Teacher Teacher Special Teachet Teacher
Education
Teachet
4 C General General Resource READ 180 General Resource READ 18®0General
Education Education Room/ Education Teacher| Room/ Special Education Teacher
Teacher Teacher Special andReading 7/ Education
Education Special Education Teachet
Teachet Teacher
5 B General General General N/A General N/A
Education Education Education Education
Teacher Teacher Teachet Teachet

A Learning Strategies class was also taken with a special educaiiberte
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Subject 1 was a female Caucasian student who attended a school in theetesignat
district during her 8, 7", and &' grade years from 2006-2009. Found eligible in March,
2008 for special education services under Category B — Emotional Impaistent,
received specialized instruction in language arts in a resource room byah spec
education teacher during the second semester oftgnade year. Based on her
eligibility and the timing of the findings, it was determined that individual amalls
group instruction was necessary for student success and thus a change in Subject 1's
language arts class to a more restrictive, smaller group, resourcemeogonment
taught by a special education teacher was made in the student’s schedhgjéheutinird
guarter of the school year. Each academic school quarter is nine weeks in iémgth w
two quarters per semester. As depicted on the end of the 2007-2008 academic report
card, Subject 1 passed all her classes. She received three below averaga bharks
Integrated Science Il — semester 1, a D+ in Mathematics 7 — se@\estelr a D- in
Language Arts 7 — semester 1. In addition, two classes in which Subjectvedem@iA
were quarter classes, Creative Thinking and Study Skills.

Subject 1's cumulative file indicated that based on the time of eligibilithrigs
for special education services, Subject 1 tookTdr@aNova™ The Second Editign
during her ¥ grade year with accommodations. Accommodations were not individually
listed for each subject, however Subject 1 was allowed accommodations on staddardize
testing, which included additional time for any timed assessment (not to excee®fl50%
the standardized time), test administered by a familiar teachergjgegial educator), and
the assessment taken in a small group or different classroom environmadingRe

scores on th&erraNova™The Second Editioduring Subject 1's'7 grade year
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demonstrated a 23 national percentage and scale score of 636, refer to Tables/orScore
each subtest in the reading portion of TleeraNova™ The Second Editio(2008), refer

to Table 9, were well below the National Objectives Performance Inded, (@n

estimate of the number of items a student could be expected to answer cortieetly if

had been 100 items for that objective. Subject 1's highest score, 58 in the readirtg subtes
Analyze Text, was 14 points lower than the National OPI score.

Table 9

Scores on Reading Subtests on TerraN&vBhe Second Edition (2008) for Subject 1 for

the 2007-2008 Academic Yeal"@rade)

Objective Objective Title Student Score National ORI Difference

No.

02 Basic Understanding 46 65 -19

03 Analyze Text 58 72 -14

04 Evaluate/Extend 36 54 -18
Meaning

05 Identify Reading 37 55 -18
Strategies

Subject 1's cumulative file also indicated changes were made at tina@ibggf
her 8" grade school year to incorporate another resource room class. In addition to
receiving special education resource room services in the area of Lariyisg taught
by a special education teacher, an additional class, Learning #&sategs taken.
Learning Strategies, a class geared for students receiving splematien, provided
opportunities for students to master a wide variety of topics to better preyaeats
academically. Topics included note taking, how to read a textbook, use of proper study
techniques, time management skills, and how to prepare for and take differing academi

tests/quizzes. In addition to these strategies, numerous opportunities wedegfowi
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students to receive additional assistance with assignments in theirassesctiuring this
class period. Final end of the class report card grades indicated Subjectédrenty

one C during the entire year (Health Education 8A) and no grades below a C. Subject 1
received a B- in both semesters of Language Arts 8 and received an A- iernetters

of Learning Strategies, both taught by a special educator.

Taking theTerraNova™ Third Editionwith accommodations during hef §rade
school year (2009), Subject 1's reading scores gave her a 32 national percéhtage w
scale score of 656, refer to Table 7. Similar to the 2007-2008 school year, Subject 1 was
afforded the same accommodations on the 2@8aNova™ Third Edition Subtests on
theTerraNova™ Third Edition revealed similar results on the reading subtests of the
TerraNova@™ The Second Editigmamely Subject 1 scored at least double digits below
the national OPI score in all reading subtest areas. Table 10 presentiathese
Table 10
Scores on Reading Subtests on TerraN®&vBhird Edition (2009) for Subject 1 for the

2008-2009 Academic Year'(&rade)

Objective No. Objective Title Student Scofe  National OPI Difference

02 Basic 44 60 -16
Understanding

03 Analyze Text 43 55 -12

04 Evaluate/Extend 42 55 -13
Meaning

05 Identify Reading 40 51 -11
Strategies

Through a careful review of Subject 1's archival cumulative student records
during her ¥ and & grade school years, Subject 1 took medication for Attention Deficit

Disorder. Her records showed she was absent 17 days durirjgrade year, with 16
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absences recorded during hBrggade year. Records did not indicate any in or out of
school suspensions, nor refer to any disciplinary action conducted at her school. Subject
had been retained in third grade.

Subject 2 was a male Hispanic-American student who attended School A during
the 2008-2009 and 2009-2010 academic school years. He was found eligible for special
education services under PSS criteria in October, 2008. Determined eligible unde
Category D — Specific Learning Impairment, Subject 2 received sgedahstruction in
a resource room for Reading 7 in the areas of reading, organizational stratedies
social/interpersonal skills if"7grade. Prior to the PSS eligibility findings for special
education services, archival subject records indicated Subject 2 was foune éhigibl
special education in a southern state under a Specific Learning Dyse&iégory.

Subject 2’s end of the class report card grades'fgrade indicated he received a B+ in
Mathematics 7, while the rest of his grades were As which included gradasgodge
Arts (general education), Learning Strategies, and Reading.7class

TerraNova™ Third EditionReading test scores taken with accommodations
during Subject 2's "% grade school year (2008-2009) indicated he demonstrated a 43
national percentage and a scale score of 663, refer to Table 7. Subject 2's
accommodations as listed on his active IEP at the time of administerimgriia®&ova™
Third Editionin March 2009, stated he would be afforded the following
accommodations: questions/answer choices read aloud by proctor or software including
reading comprehension, take assessment in a small group of different classicbom, a
directions, stimulus material, questions, and/or answer choices paraphraadthgRe

subtests of th&erraNova™ Third Editionindicated Subject 2 scored below the national
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OPlin all reading subtests, including scoring 12 points below the national average in

ldentifying Reading Strategies. A comparison of his scores with nasoasds is found

in Table 11.

Table 11

Scores on Reading Subtests on TerraN®&vBhird Edition (2009) for Subject 2 for the

2008-2009 Academic Year'(grade)

Objective No. Objective Title Student Scofe  National OPI Differeng

02 Basic 54 60 -6
Understanding

03 Analyze Text 49 55 -6

04 Evaluate/Extend 53 55 -2
Meaning

05 Identify Reading 39 51 -12
Strategies

During the 2009-2010 school yeal'(@rade), Subject 2 received special

education services in reading, organizational strategies, and social/istvegdeskills in a

resource room for language arts class. Intended to support these areas, &Raading

Learning Strategies classes were conducted in a small group, resouncenromnment

also taught by a special education teacher. Subject 2 received final gaatsg of As

with the exception of three Bs in the classes of Integrated Science)]Il@guage

Arts 8 (B), and the second semester of U.S. History 8 (B). An A+ was received in

Literature Enrichment, Reading 8, and Learning Strategies.

In 8" grade during 2009-2010, Subject 2 took TreeraNova™ Third Edition

with the same listed accommodations as used durind"hjsatle school year (2008-

2009). Subject 2'SerraNova™ Third Editionscores for 8 grade produced a 40

e

national percentage and a 665 scale score on the Reading section of the tést, refer
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Table 7. Reading subtests of therraNova™ Third Editionindicated Subject did well,
as compared to the national OPI, on the Basic Understanding subtest with anrg. scor
difference. Yet when compared to the three remaining subtests, Subject 2 slowed be
the national OPI. These data can be found in Table 12.

Table 12

Scores on Reading Subtests on TerraN®&VBhird Edition (2009) for Subject 2 for the

2009-2010 Academic Year'{grade)

Objective No. | Objective Title Student Score  National ORI Difference

02 Basic 67 66 +1
Understanding

03 Analyze Text 45 46 -1

04 Evaluate/Extend 40 44 -4
Meaning

05 Identify Reading 64 65 -1
Strategies

Individual archival cumulative records did not indicate any school disciplinary
action taken towards Subject 2, health difficulties, or use of medication at schpolrt Re
card data from Subject 2'8'frade school year did not indicate the number of absences
for this subject. Data showed Subject 2 missed eight days of school durifiugnisie
school year.

Subject 3 was a female Caucasian/African-American student who attecttsal S
A from 2007 to 2010. She was found eligible for special education services under
Category C — Communication Impairment in June, 2008. With eligibility criteeig
special education services were provided in speech, learning stratedies, an
social/interpersonal skills. All special education services were providadal group,

resource room situations taught by a special education teacher and/or a speech
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pathologist. Her grade Language Arts and Learning Strategies classes were in a
resource room setting with a special education teacher.

Data contained within Subject 3's cumulative school file during Higrade
school year (2008-2009) showed she received only one C, a C- in Integratez Jigie
whereas the rest of her grades were a B- or above. These grades ianlédetbr the
entire year in Learning Strategies and an A- in semester 1 and a B-a@steefhof her
Language Arts 7 class.

During her ¥ grade, Subject 3 took tHerraNova™ Third Editionwith the use
of accommodations as listed on her IEP that covered the time period of March 2009.
These accommodations were the following: take the assessment in arsmalbigy
different classroom and have directions, stimulus material, question, and/@r answ
choices paraphrased. The end result produced a 55 national percentage and a 678 scale
score on the reading section of the standardized test, refer to Table 7. Readstg stibte
theTerraNova™ Third Editionindicated Subject 3's did extremely well, posting higher
scores on all four subtests when compared to the national OPI. Subject 3's reading

subtest scores are presented in Table 13.
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Table 13
Scores on Reading Subtests on TerralN&Vehird Edition (2009) for Subject 3 for

2008-2009 Academic Year'(grade)

Objective| Objective Title | Student Score  National OPI Difference

No.

02 Basic 73 66 +7
Understanding

03 Analyze Text 50 46 +4

04 Evaluate/Extend 48 44 +4
Meaning

05 Identify Reading 76 65 +11
Strategies

In 8" grade, Subject 3's Language Arts 8 class was in general education with a
general education teacher. According to final course grades as indic&tgoject 3's
cumulative school file, she received no less than a grade of a B- durin dxed@ year.
The B- was displayed in Health Ed 8 AB, whereas the rest of her gradekiglese
including a B+ in Literature Enrichment, a B in semester 1 and a B+ in serdaxt
Language Arts 8, an A+ in semester 1 and an A in semester 2 in Learaitagiss.

Taking theTerraNova™ Third Editionwith the same accommodations as listed
during Subject 3's past year, hét grade reading scores indicated she earned a 58
national percentage and a 684 scale score on the exam, refer to Table 7. As derdonstr
in Table 14, reading subtests of therraNova™ Third Editionindicated Subject 3
scored as well or better on all four reading subtests when compared to the naipnal O

including a +8 difference in the area of Identifying Reading Strategies.
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Scores on Reading Subtests on TerraN®&VBhird Edition (2009) for Subject 3 for the

2009-2010 Academic Year'(§rade)

Objective No. Objective Title Student Scofe  National OPI Differeng

02 Basic 60 60 0
Understanding

03 Analyze Text 62 55 +7

04 Evaluate/Extend 62 55 +7
Meaning

05 Identify Reading 59 51 +8
Strategies

e

Subject 3's cumulative school file indicated she was absent six times during her

7" grade year, but data were not reported on the number of absences durfhgriaeie8

year. There is no indication in her file that Subject 3 was referred and/ortdolney

school disciplinary actions. Health records reported Subject 3 took medicatissigt

with depression and had her special education service time on her IEP timsddasa

had been expressed she conveyed suicidal thoughts numerous times during the school

day.

Subject 4 was an African-American/Pacific Islander female stwdeniattended

School C during the academic school years of 2007-2008 and 2008-2009. While Subject

4 did attend PSS middle schools Iy 8", and &' grades, her'8grade year was spent

outside the participating school district. Subject 4 was determined eligibér

Category D — Specific Learning Impairment in May, 2008. So, during thénfquérter

of the subject’s 7 grade year (2007-2008), special education services were deemed

necessary and provided in reading, language arts, mathematics, learnémgestrand

social development in a more restrictive, small group instructional envirormoenmted.
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Subject 4, during the fourth quarter of hBrgfade year, received core subject
instruction in Language Arts 7, Reading 7, and Mathematics in a resourceatiogn S
taught by a special education teacher; refer to Table 8. In addition to theskeeroom
classes, Subject 4 also took Learning Strategies taught by a specati@uteacher
housed in a resource room environment. Subject 4 also received additional reading
instruction through th&READ 180" program during her Reading Lab.

End of class report card grades f8rgfade indicated Subject 4 received a B- in
Language Arts 7, an A- in Reading 7, and a C in her ReadingREBAI 180™) class.

The student passed all her classes duringhgrate year with the exception of
Integrated Science II, of which she received an F during the first seraes a D+

during the second semester. Unfortunately, teacher interview data for Subgect 4 w
unobtainable for classes she took during ffegrade academic school year. One teacher
failed to respond to repeated requests, while the other teacher pulled out of the study.

TerraNova™ The Second Editioreading scores during Subject 48 grade year
demonstrated a 18 national percentage score and scale score of 627, iedbés T
Scores on subtests in the reading porfierraNova™ The Second Editiomdicated
areas of deficit as shown in Table 15. Subject 4 took the test without any

accommodations.
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Table 15
Scores on Reading Subtests on TerralN&vBhe Second Edition (2008) for Subject 4 for

2007-2008 Academic Year'(grade)

Objective No. Objective Title Student Scofe  National OPI Difference

02 Basic 44 65 -21
Understanding

03 Analyze Text 54 72 -18

04 Evaluate/Extend 31 54 -23
Meaning

05 Identify Reading 28 55 -27
Strategies

For Subject 4's 8 grade year (2008-2009), her Language Arts 8 and Learning
Strategies classes were in a resource room taught by a spiecatien teacher. Her
grades demonstrated success in Art, Physical Education, and her Redd(REA®
180™) class. In her Art class, Subject 4 received an A, while both end of the class
grades for her Physical Education &EAD 180™ class she received a grade of a B.
All other classes during hel"§rade year were either a D or F, including failing the
entire year of Integrated Science Ill. Three additional classgie@ 4 received either a
D or an F were Language Arts, Mathematics, and Learning Strsaitadjief which were
taught by a special education teacher.

Taking the test with accommodations during Heggade yearTerraNova™
Third Editionreading scores demonstrated a 32 national percentage and scale score of
655, refer to Table 7. Similar to other subjects within this study, individualizedgesti
accommodations were not listed on Subjecfl&gaNova™ Third Edition However,
standardized testing accommodations presented in her time relevatatEetPtbject 4

will participate on a standardized test with accommodations in the followiag:are
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repeat/re-read and/or clarify directions to the student, take the assessasmtall
group or different class, and use extra time for any timed assessmentéroeéd 150%
of standardized test limit).

Subtest scores in the reading portion ofteeaNova™ Third Editionrevealed
the following data found in Table 16, which demonstrated continued weakness in all four
subtest areas. Subject 4’'s weakness area when compared to the Nationalt®©Rasc
in Basic Understanding with a difference of 15 points. Subject 4’s lowest lscaever
was a 37 in Identifying Reading Strategies. This score was 14 points belowtithreaNa
OPI.

Table 16
Scores on Reading Subtests on TerraN&VBhird Edition (2009) for Subject 4 for 2008-

2009 Academic Year{&rade)

Objective No. Objective Title Student Score National OP!I Differenge

02 Basic 45 60 -15
Understanding

03 Analyze Text 44 55 -11

04 Evaluate/Extend 41 55 -14
Meaning

05 Identify Reading 37 51 -14
Strategies

Archival student record data showed Subject 4 was absent from school 10 days
during her ¥ grade school year and nine days during Hegrade year. There were no
indications of the student being suspended, although through an interview, Teacher 3
remembered Subject 4's mother shadowed her daughter throughout the school day for a
three-day period. Student records did not contain any information concerning student

retention or items related to health issues during her middle school years.
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Subject 5 was a Caucasian female student who attended School B durifig her 6
7" and &' grades, from 2006-2009. Qualifying for special education services under
Category B — Emotional Impairment in March, 2002 during elementary schdipé&cd5
received special education services during her middle school years umdezdhb of
mathematics, social/interpersonal skills, and organizational skills. @tiweutecord
data demonstrated that for her special education services, Subject 5 recéiuetians
in a small group, resource room setting taught by a special education tieabtleesireas
of mathematics, learning strategies, and social skill development."Hg? éind 8th
grade Language Arts classes were in general education and taught byahephreation
teacher, refer to Table 8.

Sixth grade final course report card grades indicated Subject 5 demahgteszte
success in many of her classes, however struggled in her general eddeatiomg and
Language Arts classes, receiving final grades of a C duringssemnieand a C- in
semester 2 for Reading and a C during both semesters for her Langtsagass.

Subject 5 did not receive a D or F in any class during her&de year.

Reading scores on tAerraNova™ The Second Editiodemonstrated Subject
5's 8" grade national percentage was 76 and her scale score was 687. Subject 5 was
afforded the opportunity to take a standardized assessment with accommodatides. Whi
accommodations were not individually listed on TreeraNova™ The Second Editign
Subject 5’s IEP at the time listed two accommodations for standardizied teEhe two
accommodations were to have the test administered in individual or small grangp sett
and to have the test administered by a familiar teacher (e.g., specialedtezther).

Subject 5’s subtest scores on the reading portion dfigh@aNova™ The Second Edition
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indicated she scored 15 to 21 points greater than the national OPI on all reading. subtests
Each subtest score is presented in Table 17.

Table 17

Scores on Reading Subtests on TerraN®VBhe Second Edition (2008) for Subject 5 for

2006-2007 Academic Year'(§rade)

Objective No. Objective Title Student Scofe  National OPI Difference

02 Basic 86 68 +18
Understanding

03 Analyze Text 84 63 +21

04 Evaluate/Extend 77 57 +20
Meaning

05 Identify Reading 70 55 +15
Strategies

Final course grades as demonstrated on'hgrade report cards showed her
poorest grades in Health Ed 7 and Language Arts 7 where Subject 5 received a C-.
Semester 1 grades also indicated Subject 5 received grades of a Ghind_8#rategies,
Mathematics, and World Geography. Special education teachers taughebotimg
Strategies and Mathematics in a resource room. Semester 2 yieldedathgrades in
all subject areas, with a C received in Language Arts, a B in World GeggeaapA+ in
Learning Strategies, and a B+ in Mathematics. Grades of A wergeddériher elective
classes.

Subject 5 took th&erraNova™ Third Editionin 7" grade (2007-2008) with the
same accommodations listed on her IEP durligrdde. She demonstrated a national
percentage score of 55 while her scale score was 672. Subject 5’s subtestrstiozes

reading portion of th@erraNova™ Third Editionindicated she scored above the
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national OPI once again, posting higher scores in all reading subtest dneas. T
information is presented in Table 18.

Table 18

Scores on Reading Subtests on TerraN®&VBhird Edition (2009) for Subject 5 for 2007-

2008 Academic Year {#rade)

Objective No. Objective Title Student Scofe  National OPI Difference

02 Basic 70 65 +5
Understanding

03 Analyze Text 79 72 +7

04 Evaluate/Extend 58 54 +4
Meaning

05 Identify Reading 58 55 +3
Strategies

Eighth grade (2008-2009) end of semester grades demonstrated Subject&’s lowe
grade of the year was in the resource room mathematics class whezeeshedra C in
both semesters. A C+ was earned in semester 1 in her Language Arts @lullesa B
was received in the second semester for the same class. Grades of ArmedlareArt,
Intercultural Education, Physical Education, and Pathways to Career, ehilenhaining
classes Subject 5 earned a grade of a B or B+.

Eighth grade reading scores on TegraNova@™ Third Editiondemonstrated
Subject 5, while taking the standardized test with accommodations, had a national
percentage of 62 and her scale score was 689, refer to Table 7. Subject 5nded affo
the same accommodations on hBrggadeTerraNova™ Third Editionassessment as in
previous years. Subject 5’s successful subtest scores on the reading pdhen of

TerraNova™ Third Editionare indicated in Table 19.
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Scores on Reading Subtests on TerraN®vahird Edition (2009) for Subject 5 for 2008-

2009 Academic Year {8rade)

Objective No. Objective Title Student Scofe  National OPI Difference

02 Basic 70 60 +10
Understanding

03 Analyze Text 63 55 +8

04 Evaluate/Extend 65 55 +10
Meaning

05 Identify Reading 57 51 +6
Strategies

Subject 5’s records indicated she took medication at school to combat anxiety and

depression. While Subject 5’s records do not contain data regarding the number of

absences in"Bgrade, it was recorded that in bothand & grades, Subject 5 missed 8

days each year.

While grades and test scores differed among the five subjects, one coitynonal

shared by all was the fact they were enrolled in Learning Strategiag their an grade

year. Grades for Language Arts, Learning Strategies, ReadinBEskid 180" are

depicted in Table 20.
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Individual Grades in a Language Arts, Learning Strategies, Reading, and REABDCI&8ses during®8Grade Year across all 5

Subjects
Subject | School Language Arts 8 Learning Strategies Reading 8 READ 180
1 B B-(Both A (Both Semesters) * N/A N/A
Semesters)*
2 A A (Semester 1)* | A (Semester One) * | A (Semester One) * N/A
A (Semester 2)* | A+ (Semester Two) *| A+ (Semester Two) *
3 A B- (Semester 1) | A+ (Semester 1) * N/A N/A
B+ (Semester 2) | A (Semester 2) *
4 C D (Semester 1) * | D (Semester 1) * N/A B+ (Semester 1)
C (Semester 2) * | B (Semester 2) * B- (Semester 2)
5 B C (Semester1) | A (Semester 1) * N/A N/A

B (Semester 2)

B+ (Semester 2) *

* Denotes class taught by a special education teacher in a resource room.
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Concluding, all five subjects lived with at least one natural parent. Subjegt 5w
the only participant who lived in a single parent household. No subject was retained i
any middle school grade level and any discipline referrals, if having eéxigéze
removed prior to the student transferring from a middle school to a high schow.setti
Research Question 3

What reading instructional practices did middle school students with or at-risk for
an emotional impairment in the participating school district School Distgeive while
enrolled in the 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, or 2009-2010 school years?
Demographic information regarding the seven teacher participants is found én2Iabl

Teacher 1 had taught since 1983 at elementary and middle school levels and was
a special education teacher who taught a combination of reading and laagesage
classes geared towards the changing needs of students in special edueaiibrer T
taught students in both a special education resource room settings as wek@aseo-
teacher in a variety of differing classroom environments. During thie panod, she
was a CSC chairperson as well as a special education assessor for the striatol di
During the past three years, Teacher 1 worked at School B and provided learning
strategies and language arts resource room special education sesticesion in &',
7™ and &' grades. Specifically dealing with this study, Teacher 1 provided laaguts
instruction for Subject 1 during the second semester of'hgradle year (2007-2008)

and during her entiré"8grade year (2008-2009).



Table 21

Demographic Data for Teachers 1-7

Teacher| Highest Years of | Certification: | Reading Classes Received Reading  Students
Number | Attained Teaching Special, Taught between Instruction Taught/
and Academic | Experience| General, or 2007-2010 between 2007-2010 School
Gender | Degree Both
1 MS 27 Special Reading & Yes 1/B
Female Language Arts
(LA)
2 BA 16 General LA Yes 5/B
Male
3 MA 26 General READ 180M Yes 4/C
Female
4 MA 34 General LA Yes 5/B
Male
5 PhD 28 Both LA Yes 2&3/A
Female
6 MS 22 Both Literature No 2 & 3/A
Male Enrichment
7 BS 27 Both Reading Yes 2/A

Female

78
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Teacher 1's philosophy was literacy learning is a combination of ndaag iand
methods such as whole language, direct instruction, and phonics based programs.
Individualized instruction for students with disabilities depends on the unique learning
styles that each student possesses. Teacher 1 indicated her teaching medubitear
using what a general education classroom setting may use, to usingiquecmu/or
strategy designed specifically for individual students. While Teacher atedishe had
not co-taught any classes over the past three years, she often workechetti ge
education teachers to plan, modify, and accommodate the unique needs of students with
disabilities.

Understanding that Subject 1 was diagnosed with an El, Teacher 1 was unaware
of any reading strategy instructional practices designed for the unigi® ofegtudents
with El. Of the six reading programs listed on the Interview Questionsdioer@l and
Special Education Teachers includi@geat Leaps Reading Prografheaching Your
Child to ReadTime ReadingCorrective ReadingOpen Court Reading@ndPeer
Assisted Learning StrategieBeacher 1 was only familiar with one, nameber Assisted
Learning StrategiesTeacher 1 knew d?eer Assisted Learning Strategiésit had only
read of the program and implemented only a minimal amount of ideas from the program.

Teacher 1 reported using instructional materials fronREB&/ARDSeading
program READWELL Stagg, Strategies that Worland parts of theiteracy Place
Reading Program Teacher 1 reported during the 2009-2010 school year, she took a class
called “Strategies That Work,” designed specifically to teach diffeeading strategies.

The program had been shared with teachers in School B and had become part of the

Continuous School Improvement Literacy Committee. She shared however, while
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“Strategies That Work” provided helpful techniques, neither this program p@bamve
listed programs were exclusively used, and she often had to find appropriatalsateri
based on the unigue needs of her students. She noted for Subject 1, materials were used
to incorporate written expression as this class was also geared for largtsag
development. She reported Subject 1 had great difficulty with written expmesnd
would often refrain from doing assigned work in class. Teacher 1 believed Subjast
often absent from class and had difficulty with staying focused on designatethl{sgter

Teacher 1 reported that of the strategies listed on the Interview §sefstr
General and Special Education Teachers, error correction, peer mediadicimeat
instruction corrective reading practices were implemented and used. She hastinot us
listening to text and listening while reading.

Teacher 2 was a female general education teacher with 16 years difoeduca
experience, specifically the last seven being spent at the middle schoolTeaehing at
School B, she provided language arts instruction to Subject 5 durinl} bea year
(2008/09). Teacher 2 earned her Bachelor’'s of Arts degree in English uriéeaad
possessed PSS certification in the relevant middle school areas of Englgiagan
Arts, and Reading. Her philosophy regarding literacy was a beliefubetssful
students need to have a common higher level of vocabulary in order to academically
achieve literacy across the curriculum. Teacher 2 shared thatyiisrimproved by
allowing students time to think, use of graphic organizers, inferencing and drawing
conclusions, and allowing students to relate real life experiences. Teadtbefeélta
writing improves literacy across the curriculum. She also related thathevpast three

years, she had training in implementationEn@gnostic Reading AssessmerfDRA2),
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Critical Thinking Skills and literacy training associated with curriculum presented in her
class.

As indicated on the Interview Questions for General and Special Education
Teachers, Teacher 2 only heard of one of the reading programs@séed:Leaps
Reading Program When asked if she had used @eat Leaps Reading Prograrshe
replied she hadn’t used the program and/or any of the other programs beca&® the P
had not made them available to her, her grade level, and/or the school. At the hiene of t
interview, Teacher 2 used tBeholastic Reading Inventorguided reading practices,
and reading groups to assist her language arts classes with readinger Pesttared she
also implemented the six traits of writing in her classes, referringageaia of her belief
that writing improves literacy.

While the listed reading programs contained within the Interview Questons f
General and Special Education Teachers were not used, Teacher 2 was nof amgare
additional programs specifically tailored for students with EI. However, tialisted
practices, Teacher 2 used error correction, listening to text, listening nehding, peer
mediation, and direct instruction corrective reading within her classsschér 2 relayed
that in teaching Subject 5, the special education department assisted her with
implementing these listed practices with Subject 5 and based on this assistaase
believed Subject 5’s performance in her class improved. Teacher 2 shared she met
weekly with special education personnel to assist with accommodations and
modifications and she held language arts classes with paraprofessi@tahass

Teacher 3 possessed a Bachelor’s of Science degree in Education anera Mast

of Arts degree in Human Relations. She was a female general education, tehaoher
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taught theREAD 180 program over the last three years to students who struggled with
grade level reading material, including Subject 4. During her 26 yealB3S teacher,
Teacher 3 taught a variety of elementary school grade levels, inckidohgrgarten and
reading recovery. Possessing Reading Recovery Certification, T&alobkeved all
students, regardless of their current reading level and/or disabling condibaoid be
allowed to develop a love of learning through reading. Teacher 3 believedREA&i2
180™ program and felt the practices worked on in class can be easily trash$terre
improvement in all academic areas.

Teacher 3 shared that over the past three yearREA® 180 program was
implemented to the best of her ability, yet due to School C’s conflicting she# cl
periods, it was extremely difficult to implement the program as dasigBbe also
relayed that technical software duties resulted in less than optimal gagiperiences,
which often lead to negatively viewed behavior and progress within her clasdidShe
however, share the program closely modeled an ideal situation, noting the pvagam
specifically designed for students with disabilities. Teacher 3 notettfignated
periods of allotted time, her students moved through the three main sections of the
program: independent reading, small group instruction/activities, and adaptigateom
software designed for individual self-paced computer time. Three yaoved from
her previousREAD 18@“training, Teacher 3 was excited about the possibility of
designated training to be held during the second semester of the 2010-2011 academic
school year.

Individual student progress was monitored through graded group work

assignments and Teacher 3 witnessed improvement on 10 comprehension question
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Reading Countguizzes which were individually administered and taken by students
throughout the class. Quarterly report card grades were based on student improveme
and graded material completed in class over a nine week period. Teacher 3ral$o sha
there was rarely any contact with the special education departmeatshhilvorked at
School C. She explained when she asked for assistance for students withiessabi
often a paraprofessional joined her class to work with the students on a limited basi
While she welcomed this support, rarely had she worked with the students’ case
managers, nor had any accommodations and/or modification been made by special
education personnel to assist students. Due to the computerized naturREAhe
180™ program, Teacher 3 related that materials presented in her clagsoivassociated
with other classes, and thus were unable to be worked upon in other areas of school,
including a learning strategies support class that Subject 4 was enrolletheT@a
shared she believed this hampered the success of several of her studetitggincl
Subject 4 whom she provided instruction during the 2008/09 academic school year.
Teacher 3 also shared Subject 4 could have benefitted from additional reading support
but based on Subject 4’s schedule, she was not permitted to attend a support class geared
for reading.

In directly relating information to Subject 4, Teacher 3 noted the subject had
difficulty with the class structure and rarely completed the necessarnyonents
associated with demonstrating marked improvement within the class. Teaehealgd
homework had not been assigned to her former classes due to the numerous assignments

given in other classes so as to prevent overwhelming the students under her care.
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Teaching for 34 years in both adult and child education, Teacher 4 had been a
general education language arts teacher at School B over the paatddemic school
years. Possessing both a Bachelor’s of Science and Master’s of Adisaatién
degrees, Teacher 4 also taught English as a Second Language (E8&h, Engnch,
Literature Enrichment, and Journalism. Believing in courses he taught,efdashared
that his reading literacy philosophy was literacy must include exgasudents to a
variety of text at their appropriate levels. In addition, Teacher 4 staedesponding
both verbally and through written expression to written material(s) was iessetieing
literate. To continue to define this philosophy, Teacher 4 over the past three yea
continued his education in the area of reading by taking an online reading coursd entitl
“Scholastic Red” which provided instruction in fluency and strategies for $itnggg
readings.

In the 2008-2009 academic school year, Teacher 4 provitigthle language
arts instruction for Subject 5. Teacher 4 recalls Subject 5 had difficulty wittidss and
appeared overly anxious about assignments in and out of class. He reported Subject 5
often had difficulty completing assignments and would use avoidance techniques to
refrain from having to do multiple assignments. To assist in the instruction @cEabj
Teacher 4 often met with special education teachers to discuss appropriate
accommodations and modifications to the material and the instructional deirgens
However, Teacher 4 made it clear while assistance was sought in thissitural
others, co-teaching opportunities were not established as true co-tegungioities;
special education and/or paraprofessionals who worked in his room from timmeto ti

were there solely for assisting students in special education. Specidi@uasaistance
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previously provided was indicated as being beneficial, yet the focus of ¢sistaase,
similar to the focus of the class, dealt with written expression.

Knowing that Subject 5 had a diagnosed EI, Teacher 4 attempted to find materials
of interest to the student, allowed the student to respond verbally to written questibns, a
encouraged self-control as an important element of success. Teacher 4 aldo shar
knowledge of four of the six reading programs associated with the Interviewidpses
for General and Special Education Teachénmsie ReadingCorrective ReadingOpen
Court ReadingandPeer Assisted Learning Strategi€Bhe two programs Teacher 4 was
unfamiliar with wereGreat Leaps Reading PrograamdTeach Your Child to Read
While knowing four of the six listed programs, Teacher 4 reported only Ggingctive
ReadingandPeer Assisted Learning Strategiashis classrooms. While only using two
programs, Teacher 4 shared he used error correction, listening to text, listhieng
reading, and direct instruction corrective reading practices withirldsses. The only
practice listed that was not used was peer mediation.

Holding a Doctorate of Philosophy degree, Teacher 5 taught an entiref $ar
grade language arts during the 2009-2010 academic school year to Subjects 2 and 3.
Previously employed outside of the PSS as a special education teacher ard specia
education department chairperson, Teacher 5 was a female teacher wrexdlkalie
students have the ability to learn and through appropriate guidance, can flourish in
school. Specifically regarding literacy, Teacher 5 stated all studentsl $taud the
opportunity to be well educated through a wealth of differing print matepatsasly
designed for the unique needs each child possess. Working at School A over the past

three years, Teacher 5 reported reading literacy can be greatbvedghrough the use
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of written expression. Her language arts class combined both reading ang fori
students to demonstrate mastery of PSS curriculum standards.

From her experience, Teacher 5 was aware of the five of the six rgmdgrgms
listed on the Interview Questions for General and Special Education Teachersnel
specific program she was unaware of Waach Your Child to ReadShe had use@reat
Leaps Reading Program, Time Reading, Corrective Readimyportions oPeer
Assisted Learning Strategie¥he one program she was familiar with, yet had not used,
wasOpen Court ReadingHowever, none of the above mentioned programs was used in
Teacher 5’'s language arts class over the past three yearPi$heWhen asked if she
knew of any reading program designed specifically for students witharabt
impairments, she shared she did not. Of the practices listed on the Intervidwi@ues
for General and Special Education Teachers, Teacher 5 was aware and haused e
correction, listening to text, and listening to reading. She had heard of, but had not used,
peer mediation and direct instruction corrective reading.

Teacher 5 had met often with special education teachers regarding the unique
needs of her students and often accommodations and modifications were made
concerning individual student needs. It was relayed that for Subjects 2 and 3, both
accommodations and modifications were made to enhance learning, yet it dppesee
academic assistance was provided for Subject 3. Often this support came via a
paraprofessional assigned to her class. Teacher 5 shared this support \8&s itag Bf
stating the class was co-taught, when in reality, rarely had she taughs avith a

special education teacher.
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Providing general education Literature Enrichment classes for SuiBjactd 3 at
School A, Teacher 6, a male, was a former special education teachedémtstwith EI.
Holding a Bachelor’s of Science and Master’s of Science degrees intibduba was a
22 year teaching veteran who had also taught gifted education and spent timiel@le a
school reading specialist, all of which, helped develop Teacher 6’s Vitehdlosophy.
Teacher 6’s philosophy in literacy was that teachers need to teach thestulde they
have, not the students they wish they had. He shared it is important to starth&here t
students are and as a teacher, you attempt to plant a seed in their mind and with some
assistance along the way, a teacher can watch that seed grow. He hopsdhk\io
perform such an act with Subjects 2 and 3.

Teacher 6 stated for Subjects 2 and 3, his Literature Enrichment claasnivee
week quarter class in which both subjects did extremely well. Grades fdadgsaere
based on assignments in and out of class, yet revealed homework for this class was
minimal. He noted instructional programs used in his class were not specifiarn@, nat
but he used literary circles and differentiated learning as practit@ga Wis Literature
Enrichment classes during the 2009-2010 academic school years. In addition to these
current practices, Teacher 6 used three of the five reading practi@sngso text,
listening while reading, and direct instruction corrective reading, ad listhe Interview
Questions for General and Special Education Teachers.

Teacher 6 was aware of four of the six listed reading programs contaihethevit
interview questionnaire, witlhieach Your Child to ReamhdCorrective Readindpeing
the two he not. While he had knowledge of four of the six listed programs, he had yet to

use any of these programs. He did not have knowledge of any reading program
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specifically designed for students with emotional impairments, followedstgt@ment
guestioning if there should even be such a program.

Specifically teaching Subjects 2 and 3, Teacher 6 was unaware of doylaart
accommodations and/or modifications needed for his class, but noted if problems were to
arise, he would contact each student’s case manager for assistance. sFrom hi
recollection, he did not need to do this. He also stated for his class, he didn’t believe he
needed co-teaching assistance. During the 2009-2010 academic schdut gianot
have another teacher and/or paraprofessional in his Literature EnricHassntlde did
share he had opportunities for co-teaching experiences in the past, both aslaagdnera
special education teacher.

Working at School A, Teacher 7, a female, taught for 27 years, 22 of thayse ye
spent within the PSS. Holding two Bachelor’s of Science degrees, one of wisialm wa
Education, she taught a variety of subjects across differing gragle.léspending 20
years as a special education teacher, Teacher 7 relied on her time sppEneasia
education teacher and a CSC Chairperson to assist with her knowledge obatassr
instruction and materials associated with reading. Over the past &aee lyer focus on
instruction was in the field of special education as a reading teachemfimgsa literacy
philosophy in which she believed it possible for all students to read. In addition, she
believed reading is more than decoding and that comprehension is a huge aspect of
reading.

Being trained at a three day seminar in the implementation &ENEARDS
reading program, Teacher 7 used this program over the past two and a haliaygags st

in the second semester of the 2007-2008 academic school year. At the time of this
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interview, she praised tiREWARDS$rogram, but was also excited about the possibility
of implementing a neWeystone Reading Prograduring the 2010-2011 academic
school year.

Providing &' grade resource room reading instruction for Subject 2 during the
2009-2010 academic school year, Teacher 7 shared that Subject 2’s overall grade was
based on his classroom performance, as homework assignments were minint@l. Whi
Subject 2 demonstrated social difficulties at times, she did not believe theranyer
specific reading practices used for students with emotional impairmentseveiQwhe
was well aware of the reading programs listed on the Interview Questio@srieral and
Special Education Teachers. Of the six programs listed, Teacher 7 had USeshthe
Leaps Reading ProgramndPeer Assisted Learning StrategieSf the five reading
practices listed on the interview sheets, she used four of the five regularnhg thetione
practice not typically used, error correction, was used in certain situations.

Teacher 7 co-taught reading classes with general education teadherpast,
but hadn’t done so over the last three years. While she was a reading f@astusients
with impairments, she had not worked with any general education teacher to make
adjustments in her teaching of these students. She relayed it was expecpediht
education teachers work with general education teachers to make accdionsoalad
modifications in the general education setting, but it was a very rare mtdasiput was
offered and/or sought after for students in special education. Special educatimrse

were viewed as having all the answers for students under their care.
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Summary

Using three associated data collections methods, data on five student subjects
were researched to determine the amount and type of reading instruction providgd duri
their middle school years in the participating school district. Their atatumaulative
school records were reviewed to produce demographic data associated with ihdividua
student classes and end of the class grades. These data produced a list oftbachers
taught reading and/or language arts classes during each subjects scigloibl. Seven
gualified teachers responded to interview requests and data were collectatform:

Of the seven interviewed teachers, data demonstrated that collectivghptipe
had over 180 years of teaching experience. Five of the seven teachers helddadvanc
educational degrees and four teachers taught for a portion of their teaat@agas a
special education teacher. No teachers were collectively aniagraession together.
Training that was provided was segmented and based on the perceived needs of each
individual school. Time associated with reading instruction was reported bByehe
language arts teachers as being significantly less than that of adéresatiher, due to
the nature of the individual class. Teachers who taught language arts (N refl)tbha
reading was often assigned as homework, where a greater concentratiotteam wri
expression would be addressed at school during individual class period. Chapter V will
discuss these findings in detail and present reasons for why students witlslorf@t |

may perform differently in reading across the participating schooldistri
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CHAPTER V
Discussion

Students with or at-risk for an emotional impairment (El) face tremendous
difficulties throughout their academic and social lives. Researchersrithwated
students with or at-risk for EI demonstrated lower grade point averages, highefrate
failing academic courses, and extremely low graduation rates when @ahtpdheir
peers without disabilities (Sutherland & Wehby, 2001). Kaufman (2005) found students
with or at-risk for EI demonstrated dual deficits, signifying a weaknessaitheanic and
social behavior. Academically, students with El often exhibit difficulebe area of
reading and often progress at a slower pace than their same aged peers And&hkon, K
and Duchnowski (2001). Teachers reported classroom instruction is difficuidenss
with El and researchers reported teachers often focus on behavioral management
techniques for these students and thus fail to address pressing academic ndeds(Kau
2005). The negative plight of these students is well documented.

Students with or at-risk for El within the PSS exhibit similar difficslti§ he
purpose of this study was to provide a comprehensive review of collected data and a
description of the delivery of reading instruction for middle school students with or a
risk for El. Subjects matching eligibility criteria had their cumulasekool records
reviewed, while participating teachers were interviewed.

Understanding the difficulty students with El exhibit, three separate yptain
related research questions were developed to guide this study. Reseatatn®deand
2 were addressed through a comprehensive review of each subject’s archival school

record. Data were collected for Research Question 3 by conducting intewidw



92

general and special education teachers who taught reading and/ogaagsaclasses in
one or multiple grade levels in a middle school setting. Research was conducted to
determine what types of reading instructiathade students with or at-risk for El
received and the outcome of the reading instruction based on standardized readsg scor
Data collected and analyzed produced mixed results due do small sample $nés for
students and teachers. SubjBetraNova™ test scores, classes taken, class grades,
types of instructional practices received, time allotted to daily readimjreading
instruction provided by qualified reading and language arts teacherd aarass the
students associated with this study. Likewise, teacher interviewalaa across the
participating school district, which produced mixed results. Teacher trainasgrabm
reading practices, and reading strategy knowledge and usage grdaatlyavaong the
participating teachers.
Research Questions 1 and 2

What are the specific demographic and academic information on middle school
students with or at-risk for an emotional impairment in the participating scratiotdi
while enrolled in the 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, or 2009-2010 school years?
What specific types of class placements and reading instruction did nutidle s
students with or at-risk for an emotional impairment in the participating schatiotdi
have while enrolled in the 2006-2007, 2007-2008, 2008-2009, or 2009-2010 school
years?

Demographic data demonstrated that four of the five subjects in this stugly wer
female and four of the five subjects had a family member who was at #heftime

study either a current or retired enlisted USA soldier, and all but one iivimg



93

household with two parents. Two students were Caucasian, one was Hispanic, and two
were from mixed racial backgrounds, African-American/Asian anccAifr
American/Caucasian. This diversity prevented any generalizatibrregards to gender
or race.

Data revealed three of the five subjects attended the same middle saiogpl d
6", 7", and &' grade, one subject attended another PSS middle school before enrolling in
the participating school district, while one arrived in the participathgda district after
6" grade. Four out of five subjects qualified for special education services cheing t
middle school years while the remaining subject qualified in 2002, dufigeatle.
Qualifying for special education services under the PSS’s categayues students
receive a medical diagnosis of an emotional condition as listed Didigaostic and
Statistical Manual of Mental Disordersourth Edition (DSM-IV) and present evidence
indicating the emotional condition adversely affects the student’s academoicr@ce
(Participating School System Special Education Procedural Guide, 2005). énis oft
noted throughout the PSS, this area is the hardest area to qualify a student, and problem
such as a conduct disorder or an oppositional defiant disorder are not qualifying.criteri
Even with exhibited difficulties, it has been reported students often do not qualify under
category B until the middle school level where students must interact witrety\ar
teachers and deal with differing subject matter throughout the school day. Upon
receiving special education services in middle school, only one student continued to
demonstrate weak academic progress. Subject 4 received failing gradegratdute
Science IIl, Mathematics 8, and U.S. History during Hegi@de year. Again, no

discernable patterns emerged.
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Subjects associated with this study spent the majority of their school day
receiving academic instruction in the least restrictive environmengetheral education
setting. During the 2007-2008 and 2008-2009 school years, reading instruction for the
majority of 7" grade students across the participating school district was taught in their
language arts class. However, all five subjects received spéuatten services for at
least one school quarter of academic instruction during thejratle year. Itis
important to point out only Subjects 1, 3, and 4 received specialized instruction in their
language arts class by a special education teacher in a resource roorots Qudnmel 4
received small group, specialized reading instruction from a special edutsgcher in
7" grade in Reading 7. Subject 4, in addition to resource room services in Reading 7,
also received instruction in tRREAD 180" class and was the only participant of the five
in 7" grade enrolled in this class. Subjects 3, 4, and 5 also received academic
instructional support in a Learning Strategies class dufirgrdde. Furthermore, even
though Subject 1 did poorly on the reading portion offiaeaNova™ Third Edition,
she did not receive a reading support class suBtca$ 180V or Reading 7. Subjects 2
and 4 also performed poorly on the reading portion ofgreaNova™ Third Edition,
yet Subject 2 received specialized reading support from a special educatier tea
Reading 7 and Subject 4 not only received this service, but also received specializ
instruction in theREAD 180" program. This information clearly indicates different
special education services regarding reading instruction were proviadss #oe five
subjects within the three participating schools.

In 8" grade, Subject 2 continued receiving support in Reading 8 and Subject 4

continued with thé&READ 180" program. It is essential to note similar to each student’s
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7" grade year, reading instruction was provided to students via thgiale language
arts class whether in a general education class or a resource room. sSubjet
continued to receive specialized instruction in a resource room for langtsig&mdent
2 attended language arts in a resource room, a change'frgrade, while Student 3
attended language arts in a general education classroom, a chang® én@uer
Subjects 2 and 3 also were enrolled in a Literature Enrichment class tgugbeberal
education teacher. The inconsistent pattern of class placements continu&tgirztdes
across the five students within the three middle schools.

Yet, all five subjects took Learning Strategies in th@igBade year. The
majority of students received an A in Learning Strategies in both semefstieesr &"
grade year. One subject received an A in Learning Strategies istserhefollowed by
a B+ in semester 2. Another subject received a D in Learning Strategemester 1,
earning a B in semester 2. Therefore, all five subjects were plaoes lgdrning
Strategies class if"&rade regardless of their reading performance as indicated on
TerraNova“ testing. This is important to note because students in special education
often receive this service class as a catch-all approach to providingtiostina variety
of areas, and yet, not all students in this study appeared to need this service basied on t
academic performance in the majority of their classes. The flip sidestargument
would indicate this class helped students perform academically well intiugile
school subjects. The downside is this class wasn’t removed once academic pedorma
improved. It might be recommended that students who struggled with reading earoll in

reading support class instead of a learning strategies class.
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Students with or at-risk for EI demonstrated weaker reading scores orf'their 8
gradeTerraNovaV, Third EditionReading assessment when compared to their same
grade level peers in their home schools. However, while the participamtss seere
lower in nature, the scores varied across and within the three schools adswittathis
study. Subjects 1 and 5 attend&tgBade at School A during the 2008-2009 academic
school year and their reading scores greatly differed. Subjects 2 and 3 at{Bgdzdes
at School B during the 2009-2010 academic school year and their scores grea#yg.differ
Subject 4 who attended School C was the only subject to receive special education
services in language arts and Learning Strategies classes im@@sadth theREAD
180™ program. Yet even with these services, Subject2gr&deTerraNova™ Third
Edition Reading assessment score, when compared to her same grade level peers, was
low.

While the focus of this study was on the reading achievement of these five
subjects, it is important to understand that each subject had a science or math score
his/her & gradeTerraNova™ Third Editionwhich demonstrated a score lower than the
reading assessment score. Subject 1 received a median national percentagfel§cor
on her § grade Science assessment oftegaNova™ Third Edition Subject 2
received a median national percentage score of 25 off hisale Mathematics
assessment of thieerraNova™ Third Edition Subject 3 received a median national
percentage score of 25 on hérggade Science assessment ofteeraNova™ Third
Edition. Subject 4 received a median national percentage score of 19 dhgrad8
Mathematics portion of th€erraNova™ Third Edition Subject 5 earned a median

national percentage score of 10 on HegBade Mathematics portion of HigrraNova™
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Third Edition The data collected for students with or at-risk for El relate back to the
research indicating students with El typically demonstrate dual de&castemic and
behavior (Kauffman, 2005). This information prompts future researchers to look not only
at students with or at-risk for El, but delve into each subject’s IEP to detettmine
academic weakness of each subject.
Research Question 3
What reading instructional practices did students with or at-risk for anarabti

impairment in the participating school district have while enrolled in the 2006-2007,
2007-2008, 2008-2009, and 2009-2010 school years?

In conducting individual teacher interviews through the use of a pre-established
guestionnaire, general and special education teachers’ reading instrety have
impacted the academic performance of the students they instructed. Qfaihe se
teachers who provided reading instruction, only three teachers had been general
education teachers their entire careers. Two teachers who taught gdoeation
classes during the course of this study were former special educatioerteac

Teachers 2, 4, and 5 exclusively taught language arts while TeachghBtte
READ 180program and Teach 6 taught Literature Enrichment. Teachers 1 and 7 were
special education teachers who taught reading, while Teacher 1 alsolaagglaige arts.
During the course of this study, Teachers 1 and 7 also taught Learning Stratédp
may have directly affected the academic performance of Subjects 2 and MtStuiue
took Learning Strategies were provided instruction in note taking, reasihgigues to
better understand curriculum textbooks, efficient study methods, time magrageamd

proper ways to prepare and study for quizzes and tests. In addition to these items
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students were also afforded the opportunity to receive additional assistémoeciaiss
and homework assignment from their teacher.

Six of the seven teachers reported they received reading instructiomgrai
between 2007-2010. Teacher 6 reported he had not. Training methods across the
participating school district varied depending on the individual needs of each
participating school. Teachers reported mixed results on the type of trairengecec
Often teachers were unaware of training opportunities held at the disthectevel and
many felt they had missed opportunities for additional training. Some teachers
guestioned why more training had not been conducted.

However while training was received, reading instructional practidbswthe
three schools greatly varied. With the exception of Teachers 1 and 3, readungiorstr
was not provided on a daily basis as reported by the remaining five teachershdue to t
limited amount of class time and necessity to provide instruction in written lgagua
Teacher 3 shared even in fREAD 180 program there were days in which due to time
constraints, reading was not taught. OftenREAD 180™ program focused on allowing
students to read via a computer and through sustained silent reading. If sliciants
receive reading instruction in their language arts class, then they raynissed the
opportunity to read not only in this class, but throughout their academic school day, as
reading instruction was not a focal point beyond reading and languagkasstssc
Furthermore, Teachers 1, 4, 6, and 7 reported giving minimal amounts of homework in
their language arts classes, Teacher 3 stated she did not give any hamewor

Teacher 3 also shared while she had taugHRE®D 180" program the past

three academic school years, not once during that time period had the program been run
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according to procedures. Taking into account hard and software difficulties th&edo ar
from time to time, Teacher 3’s biggest complaint was the school’s schekligle w
prevented the program from being run effectivédREAD 180" is a 90 min program that
needed to be spaced out between two school days, as classes at her school were only 45
min in length. Students who were absent often missed important aspects ofi¢hedri-
program approach and Subject 4 was often late and/or absent for this class.

Of the seven teachers, the average number of years teaching childreg was 2
years. This number is seen positively as their teaching experiences gase\uast
wealth of knowledge in their field of expertise. However, of the six prograred lst
the interview questionnaire, only three teachers reported using any proghamtheir
classes. Teacher 5 was the only individual to report having used at least thremgrogra
during her career. None of the teachers reported using any of the readingiprogra
during the past three academic school years. Teachers did report howeger usi
strategies within these programs. All teachers reported using direattim and
corrective reading, while five reported using listening to text, listewinige reading, and
peer mediation practices, while four of the teachers reported using thearemtion
practice. Teacher 5 who taughEAD 180" was not part of this reporting group because
of the prescribed teaching procedureREBAD 180

None of the teachers shared they were involved with a true co-teaching
environment where general and special education teachers took a sharedhiégptins
teach an entire class. Of this group of teachers, general educationdeheined that
during the course of this study, a special education teacher had typicdlgemopresent

in a room during instructional moments. Four general education teachetsddpey
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had one or more paraprofessionals work in their rooms. None, however, could recall if
paraprofessional special education assistance was provided directly tustuidain this
study. Yet while having a paraprofessional provide assistance in ebolassay qualify
as a minimal co-teaching environment, one teacher shared he didn’t feel thisawas a
teaching environment and most paraprofessionals only worked with studentsah spec
education. Three general education teachers reported special edueati@nsteonly
when asked, provided assistance for shared students. The same held true for special
education teachers as all reported assistance for any of the@sdhegsnot been
reciprocated.
Limitations of the Study

Throughout the participating school district, 14 possible student subjects met
established eligibility criteria, creating a very small ovenaltijsct pool. Of the 14
possible subjects, only five parents (35.7%) responded and granted permission to access
their child’s school cumulative file. This small return rate exacerlibgedvailable
student information for review in this study and negatively impacted the number of
teachers involved with this study.

Based on a review of individual subject’s cumulative school files, 11 teachers
were deemed eligible to participate. Of these 11 eligible teachersexdy (63.6%)
granted permission to be interviewed using a pre-established questionnaire. l@@ne of t
seven responding was the oRf£AD 180 teacher within the study. While teacher
participation did exceed the number of student subjects, it was small and did not
represent the middle schools across the participating school district in whielatbe

nine schools that provided academic instruction to middle school stud@rtSti6
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grades. Due to the low number of student subjects involved with this study, only three
schools housed teachers who participated in this study. Again, this low number of
schools involved is not representative of the participating school district.

Limiting the study further was the fact that frerraNova™ The Second Editign
changed to th&erraNova™ Third Editionduring the course of this study. Test scores
between the two tests could not be compared.

Unlike recorded information in a student’s cumulative file, an additional
limitation to this study was interview data relied solely on teachereyatirting. The
researcher had no true way of telling if teachers were honestly forithgcom
withholding information.

In addition to teacher self-reporting, interview data collected throughle-ma
messaging back and forth relied solely on the information presented in wrxtéorte.
Electronic mail messaging did not allow the interviewer and interviesvestablish a
rapport between each other and provide additional information based on information
presented in a face to face interview.

While these limitations greatly affected the results of this studyntdst
restricting limitation is the fact data collected can only be applied tB88% The PSS
school system is a unique organization that provides a kindergarten thrdugrade
American education to military and civilian dependents of American. Data da@not
generalized and presented outside of the confines of the PSS.

Implications for Practice
During the course of this study, with the exception oREAD 180" program,

reading content in"7and &' grades was taught in the language arts classes. Special
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education students took additional support classes (i.e., Learning StraREAES,

180™ Reading 7, Reading 8, Literature Enrichment) inconsistently between and among
the participating schools within the district. It is essential that 8% &lopt curriculum
policy changes that make it necessary for all student &am@ &' grade to receive a

reading course taught by a qualified reading teacher, especiallntstueleeiving special
education services. Although Teachers 1 and 7 were qualified reading instraictors
special education teacher who taught a resource room reading andjagsalass at

one participating school was not qualified in either area. Special edutsahers

across the PSS need to be certified in special education, but do not need to hold
certification in the subject matter they instruct.

Of the seven interviewed teachers, none shared they communicated anyesuccess
and/or failures with reading instruction throughout the district. Schools become thei
own self-contained communities almost competing against each other. Rarely do
successes and/or failures at one school get shared with personnel at ansthestioinal
ideas that work become closely guarded secrets, and instead of sharing iaformat
between schools to enhance academic and social success, schools fail to do s@a This is
problem among the three schools associated with this study: a clear lack of
communication. Taking into consideration planning, lunch, and the end of the academic
school day schedule presented in the participating school district, teaclysiesaghl for
five or less hours a day. This is not to state teachers do not use their planning time
effectively. Rather, teachers could communicate with other schools acrosstticé di
Teachers, via e-mail, could share their successes and failures witstuldeints with

other teachers. Personnel at the district level could create a sharemh&ldite between
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schools of effective strategies and techniques that work for middle school stwdlents
or at-risk for El (or with other disabilities as well).

An additional face-to-face way to circumnavigate the communication problem i
to provide mandated literacy training that all middle school reading and Fngus
teachers (general and special educators) across the district wonitd afttes gathering
of professionals would not only provide training, but also allow personnel to become
acquainted with one another and share what's been working in their classrooms for
students in special education.

Reading instruction across the participating school district has be¢gdimi
While teachers reported receiving additional training, none of the teachertete
attending the same training as one of their colleagues in this study. Thisestof gr
concern because all three middle schools are within 30 miles of each other. bmadditi
each teacher used a different set of instructional materials withirctagsrooms. While
it cannot be expected that teachers of differing grade levels would use the same
instructional materials, it is unique to note that Teachers 1 and 7 used completely
different materials for reading instruction.

While report card grades ain@rraNovd“ assessment performances varied, only
School C had a special education staff member trained to provide academic and
behavioral support for students with or at-risk for EI. Currently, the partiecgpathool
district only has two teaching slots for special education teachers witlssiorfal
certification to provide academic and behavioral support for students with EI. The PSS
currently has only six designated teaching slots to provide support for students. with E

Due to this low number of appropriately trained special education teachersistwidb
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or at-risk for EI may continue to poorly perform socially, greatly impgdieir

academic progress. Problems that arise in a classroom may not be propewitluea

an effective and timely manner, allowing difficult situations to escaldteut providing
appropriate assistance. Properly trained special education teamhldrprovide
appropriate classroom assistance in both the general and special educatigs teetti
enhance the learning for students with or at-risk of EI. The PSS should look into this
matter fully.

In addition, none of the seven teachers reported receiving Non-Violent Crisis
Intervention (NVCI) training or taking the refresher course during thedint@s study.
Non-Violent Crisis Intervention training is a two day training period tcsagsacher
proactively deal with negatively viewed behaviors as they arise. This tréotanges on
the de-escalation of problem behaviors. It is essential for teachers whavitlor
students with or at-risk of El be properly trained. This PSS sponsored trednilty
positively impact a student within this study. The lack of training could cause proble
behaviors to escalate and be a cause of missed academics.

A final factor that needs consideration is the hormonal and physiological changes
middle school adolescents go through. All participating students had to deal with puberty
issues, which may have played a significant role in academic and socialdogluaving
each subject’'s'7and &' grade years. While this research topic did not address this issue
directly, it is essential to understand that students with or at-risk for Ehenee more
difficulty handling their own personal changes, lending credence as to why fafr out
five subjects within this study did not qualify for special education services under

category B until reaching middle school.
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Recommendations for Further Research

Noting the limiting effects of this study’s sample size, further rebearmclude
all of the PSS would greatly enhance the efficacy of this study. Thig ctiyg
encompassed three middle schools within one school district in the PSS. Wigra larg
sample size, the information gained could be invaluable. In January, 30grhde
students across the participating school district took the 2011 NEAP Reading
Assessment. It is essential these data be gathered and compared wotlspeading
scores for students with disabilities. Researchers could identify NEARdongeading
trends which may influence how reading instruction for students with disabitié
presented. An additional recommendation for further research would be to conduct
cumulative academic record reviews for the five subjects upon completion d'their
grade year. This additional research could provide academic informatioh, aalilcl
guestion whether a different school setting and/or course selection had anyampiaet
reading performance of the eligible subjects. Finally, it is essentiektmaledge
during the 2010-2011 academic school year, one middle school setting across the
participating school district has implemented a general education, cdiregeaurse
taught by qualified reading teachers f8rgtade students. Reading data from the 2011
TerraNova™ Third Editionshould be evaluated to determine if this core class has
increased erraNova™ Third Editionreading scores at the particular middle school
setting. Data presented along with information from this study should be wetghed t
determine the possible inclusion of reading classe® and &' grade across the

participating school district.



106

Conclusion

This study was conducted to provide a comprehensive review of quantitative and
gualitative data to describe the delivery of reading instruction for studehtemat-risk
for El. Five subjects and seven teachers were associated with this satdycolected
produced mixed results as class opportunities, instructional practices aeadyres; and
individual teacher experience varied from school to school associated wittuthyis s
Yet in a school system that promotes its academic success, students withielssabi
continue to lag behind their same aged peers. Subjects within this study received high
academic grades in reading and language arts classes, howevexdtheig achievement
on theTerraNova™ The Second Editigrand theTerraNova™ Third Editionwas poor
when compared to their same aged peers. However, due to a wide varietyatiblirs,i

generalizations across the participating school district cannot be mad
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Appendix A

Interview Questions for General and Special Education Teachers

Teacher Name: Date of Interview:

Background Information
Over the last three years (including the current year), what gradeslgadts have you
taught in relationship to reading and/or language arts classes?

Grade(s) Taught: Subjects Instructed:

Interview questions
1. What are your professional background experiences in education?

A. What credentials (degrees, licenses, certification(s) do you hold?

B. What positions have you held prior to your current role as a reading and/or
language arts teacher?

C. What training have you received within the last three years concerning

reading instruction?

2. What is your philosophy regarding literacy learning for all students?

3. A. What reading instructional programs are currently being used in yosPclas

B. What reading instructional programs were used over the past two years?
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4. A. Are you aware of any of the following reading programs?

Program Titles Indicator
= Great Leaps Reading Program Yes No
= Teach Your Child to Read Yes No
= Timed Reading Yes No
= Corrective Reading Yes No
= Open Court Reading Yes No
= Peer Assisted Learning Strategies Yes No

B. Have you used any of the above mentioned reading programs?

Program Titles Indicator
= Great Leaps Reading Program Yes No
= Teach Your Child to Read Yes No
= Timed Reading Yes No
= Corrective Reading Yes No
= Open Court Reading Yes No
= Peer Assisted Learning Strategies Yes No

5. A. Are you aware of any specific reading practices used for studehts wit
emotional impairments?

B. Do you use any of the following practices:

Practice Indicator
. Error Correction Yes No
" Listening to Text Yes No
" Listening while Reading Yes No
" Peer Mediation Yes No

" Direct Instruction Corrective Reading  Yes No
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6. How often do you interact with a special education teacher to make
accommodations and modifications to reading instruction?

7. Do you teach reading in a co-teach situation? If yes, is it with:
A. General education teacher

B. Special education teacher

C. Paraprofessional
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Appendix B
Interview Questions forREAD 180 Teachers

Teacher Identification: Date of Interview:

Background Information

Over the last three years, what grades and subjects have you taughtonstalato
reading and/or language arts classes?

Grade(s) Taught: Subjects Instructed:

Interview questions
1. What are your professional background experiences in education?
A. What credentials (degrees, licenses, certification) do you hold?

B. What positions have you held prior to your current role as a reading and/or
language arts teacher?

C. What training have you received within the last three years conceruinggre
instruction?

2. What is your philosophy regarding literacy learning for all students?

3. How do you organize yolREAD 180V class in terms of the types of teaching,
learning activities, and student rotation?

4. How much time is devoted to each area within your indiviREBAD 180
class?

5. What are your observations about the impad&®BAD 180™ on student
outcomes?
A. What do you believe is the impactREAD 180™ on:
= reading achievement
= achievement in other academic subjects
= student behavior
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B. How is reading progress measured in y@EAD 180 class?

C. Do you believREAD 180 has the same impact on all students?

. If no, do you believe this program is less beneficial for students
receiving special education services?
. If no, do you also believe the READ 180 program is beneficial

for students with emotion impairments?

6. How often do you interact with a special education teacher to make
accommodations and modifications to reading instruction?

7. Do you teach READ 180 in a co-teach situation? If yes, is it with a:
A. General education teacher
B. Special education teacher
C. Paraprofessional
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Appendix C

Academic Record Review
Data Collection Sheet

School: Date:

Student Name: Date of Birth:

Demographic Information

Student Age: Sex: (Please check) Male

Female
Students’ Sponsor:

Sponsor’s Affiliation (Please cycle): USA, USAF, USMC, USN, Civilian

Sponsor’s Rank:

School(s) enrolled during the students’ middle school years:

8" Grade
Days Enrolled in School: Number of Absences:
Was the student suspended from school for any time: (Please circle) Yes No

School suspension can be either in-school or away from school

If yes, how many days (in total) was the student suspended:

I7fhlélréldle-IIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII
Days Enrolled in School: Number of Absences:
Was the student suspended from school for any time: (Please circle) Yes No

School suspension can be either in-school or away from school

If yes, how many days (in total) was the student suspended:

l6?hlélréldlelllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllllll
Days Enrolled in School: Number of Absences:
Was the student suspended from school for any time: (Please circle) Yes No

School suspension can be either in-school or away from school
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If yes, how many days (in total) was the student suspended:

Health related issues (if applicable):

Report Card Information

Ggade Level Course Name Final Course Grade Teacher Name
8t

Ggade Level Course Name Final Course Grade Teacher Name
7t

Grade Level Course Name Final Course Grade Teacher Name

6th
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* Denotes class provided in a resource room (special education)

Test Data

8" GradeTerraNova™Reading Test Score:
7" GradeTerraNova™Reading Test Score:
6" GradeTerraNovd™ Reading Test Score:

8" Grade Scholastic Reading Inventory (SRI) Test Score:
7" Grade SRI Test Score:
6" Grade SRI Test Score:

Individual Education Plan Record Review

Current Disability Category: (Please circle) Category A, CateBpfyategory C,
Category D

If Category A, indicate current diagnosis:

Date Found Eligible for Special Education Services:
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Appendix D

Parent Permission Form

Project Title The Effects of Reading Instruction on Eight Grade Students
with or at-risk for Emotional Impairments: An Examination of
Reading Courses and Practices

Why is this This is a research project being conducted by Aaron J. Scalise
research being under the supervision of Dr. Frances L. Kohl at the University
done? of Maryland, College Park. We are inviting your child to

participate in this research study because they have met the
following criteria.
1. Your child was enrolled in eight grade in a PSS
middle school

2. Your child has a current IEP and receives special
education services under one of the following
eligibility categories.

a. Emotional Impairment

b. Communication Impairment

c. Learning Impairment

d. Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder

3. Your child has at least one behavioral, emotional, o
social goal on the IEP

=~

What will I be Your child’s individual records will be thoroughly reviewed to
asked to do? determine the following:
a. Demographic Data
1. age
. race
. Sex
. sponsor’s affiliation
. school(s) enrolled in during middle school year
(6"-8")
b.Enrollment Data
1. each grade level number of days present
. each grade level number of days absent
. if suspended and for how long
. health related issues
. report card information
. test results on thEerraNova™

a b~ wWwiN

U

OO0k, WN
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What about
confidentiality?

We will do our best to keep your child’s record reviews
confidential. All data collected will be stored in a secure
location in the investigator's home office for 10 years in a
locked filing cabinet. Data analysis will also take place in th
location.

If we write a report or article about this research project, you
child’s identity will be protected to the maximum extent
possible. Individual student names will not be used in this
research report.

IS

-

What are the
risks of this
research?

There are no known risks associated with your child
participating in this research project.

What are the
benefits of this
research?

The benefits of participating in this study help determine if

effective reading strategies have been used for students with or
at-risk for emotional impairments. This study’s information will
assist the PSS in making future decision on reading programs

implemented in individual school settings.

Do | have to be in
this research?

Your child’s participation in this research is completely

voluntary. You may choose not to have your child participate

U

May | stop and may withdraw your child at any time. If you decide not to
participating at have your child participate in this study or if you stop your child
any time? from participating at any time, your child will not be penalized.
What if | have Aaron J. Scalise at the University of Maryland, College Park, is
questions? conducting this research. If you have any questions about the

research study itself, please contact Mr. Aaron J. Scalise at

0631-292-3290 (home) or you may contact Dr. Frances L. Kohl

at: Department of Special Education, 1308 Benjamin Building,

College Park, MD 2074, 001-301-405-6490, or
flkohl@umd.edu

If you have questions about your rights as a parent of a research

subject or wish to report a research-related injury, please
contact: Institutional Review Board Office, University of
Maryland, College Park, Maryland, 20742; (e-mail)
irb@umd.eduy(telephone) 301-405-0678. This research has
been reviewed according to the University of Maryland, Coll

Park IRB procedures for research involving human subjects|

ege

Signature and
Date

STUDENT'S NAME
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YOUR NAME

YOUR SIGNATURE

DATE
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Appendix E

Teacher Consent Form

Project Title The Effects of Reading Instruction on Eight Grade Studer
with or at-risk for Emotional Impairments: An Examinatiory
of Reading Courses and Practices

Why is this This is a research project being conducted by Aaron J. Sq

research being
done?

under the supervision of Dr. Frances L. Kohl at the Univer

alise
Sity

of Maryland, College Park. We are inviting you to participate
in this research study because you are currently or have been

a reading, language arts, or READ 180 teacher for a
student(s) with or at-risk for emotional impairments. The
purpose of this research project is to determine the readin
outcomes for eighth grade students with or at-risk of an
emotional impairment in the Participating School District.
The researcher wishes to use this information to establish
whether instructional program and/or practices are effecti
for students with or at-risk for emotional impairments.

What will | be
asked to do?

Once participating students have been identified having a
diagnosis of an emotional impairment (EIl), a communicati
impairment (Cl), a learning impairment (LI), or attention
deficit hyperactivity disorder (ADHD), student academic
records will be reviewed to determine the reading, langua
arts, and/or READ 180 classes the eligible student
participated. Through an examination of student records,
individual teachers will be invited to participate in this stud
Teachers agreeing to participate will be interviewed using
individual questionnaires depending on what subject they
have taught while providing reading instruction to students
with or at-risk for EI. The interview requests information g
professional background, literacy philosophy, reading
programs and materials, awareness of reading programs
materials, and co-teaching opportunities. Each interview
consist of recording the interviewees’ answers manually.

g

Y.

U7

n

and
will

What are the
risks of this
research?

There are no known risks associated with participating in
research project.

this
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What about
confidentiality?

We will do our best to keep your personal information
confidential. To help protect your confidentiality: (1) your
name will not be included on the interview questionnaire ¢
other collected data; (2) a code will be placed on the
guestionnaire and other collected data; (3) through the us
an identification key, the researcher will be able to link yol
guestionnaire to your identity; and (4) only the researcher
have access to the identification kdfwe write a report or
article about this research project, your identity will be
protected to the maximum extent possible. All recorded
information will be held in the researchers’ home office an
be destroyed after 10 years.

=

e of

will

d

What are the
benefits of this
research?

The benefits of participating in this study help determine if
effective reading strategies are currently in place and use
students with or at-risk for emotional impairments. In

addition, teachers are allowed to share their beliefs on the

effectiveness of implemented programs as well as provide

feedback on teacher interaction.

d for

14

Do | have to be in
this research?
May | stop
participating at
any time?

Your participation in this research is completely voluntary.
You may choose not to take part at all. If you decide to
participate in this research, you may stop participating at :
time. If you decide not to participate in this study or if you
stop participating at any time, you will not be penalized or
lose any benefits to which you otherwise qualify

ANy

Statement of Age
of Subject and
Consent

Your signature indicates the following:
you are at least 18 years of age;

you are currently or have been a reading, language arts, ¢
READ 180 general or special educator;
you currently teach or have taught in a PSS middle schoo
setting;

the research has been explained to you;

your questions have been fully answered; and

you freely and voluntarily choose to participate in this
research project.

Signature and
Date

NAME OF SUBJECT

SIGNATURE OF SUBJECT

DATE
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