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Article Information ABSTRACT

Reading proficiency is a foundational skill for academic success, yet many middle school

Received: April 17, 2026 learners continue to struggle despite eatly interventions. Grade 7 students, in particular,
. face a critical transition from learning to read toward reading to learn, making their
IS RIS 2, 2T difficulties especially consequential for future academic achievement. This study sought to
Published: July 29, 2026 address this gap by examining the potential of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al to
support struggling readers at Pefla 1 National High School, Schools Division of Calbayog

Keywords City, during School Year 2025-2026. A mixed-methods design within a pre-experimental
framework was employed. The intervention spanned one academic quarter, with participants

Digital Competence, Edncational purposively selected based on consistently low performance in oral language, phonological
Technology, Literacy Intervention, awareness, phonics, vocabulary, and fluency. Quantitative data were collected through

Phonological Awareness, Secondary p}:etest.and posttest assessments, while que}litative insigh?s were drawn frqm foc.us group
discussions. Findings indicated measurable improvement in most reading dimensions, with
learners moving toward a fairly satisfactory level, though phonological awareness remained
a persistent challenge. Statistical analysis confirmed significant gains between pretest and
posttest scores. However, given the absence of a control group, these tresults should be
interpreted cautiously. The study cannot definitively attribute improvements solely to the
intervention, not can it establish the sustainability of outcomes over time. Qualitative analysis
revealed four recurring themes: (1) cognitive scaffolding, (2) reduction of the affective filter,
(3) gamified motivation, and (4) digital literacy integration. While participants reported largely
positive experiences, the study acknowledges limitations in design and scope. Automated
instructional interventions show promise in bridging the gap between word recognition
and oral accuracy, but further research with control groups and longitudinal follow-up is
needed to validate their effectiveness and long-term impact. Future implementations should
strengthen technological infrastructure and incorporate more interactive, collaborative
features to enhance both engagement and sustainability.

Education, Student Motivation

INTRODUCTION and academic lives, underscoring the need for tailored
Reading competence is a foundational skill that underpins  interventions (Ignacio e/ al, 2024a). Similarly, large-scale
academic success across subjects, yet many students U.S. studies confirm that comprehension problems are
continue to struggle with fluency and comprehension strongly linked to limited vocabulary and background
as they move from “learning to read” to “reading to knowledge, and that targeted instruction in these areas
learn.” Although fluency interventions often improve can significantly improve outcomes for struggling readers
reading rate and accuracy, they do not consistently (Elleman & Oslund, 2021). These realities make practical,
strengthen comprehension, leaving learners unable to  scalable supports that free teachers’ time while generating
extract meaning, synthesize ideas, or critically engage actionable data an urgent priority, and they highlight
with texts. This challenge becomes especially acute in  the necessity of interventions that address fluency and
the secondary grades, where content demands are high comprehension together to prevent widening academic
(Steinle ez al, 2022; Lapatha ef al., 2024a). Research shows  gaps (Steinle e al,, 2022; Lapatha e/ al.,, 2024b).

that older struggling readers present diverse needs, with ~ Recentadvances in educational technology have produced
some requiring ongoing decoding support and others tools that automate assessment and practice while
needing explicit strategies for vocabulary, inferencing, offering teachers analytics to inform instruction (Tawiah
and comprehension monitoring. This demonstrates that e a/, 2025). Microsoft’s Reading Progress, integrated into
comprehension difficulties are not simply a byproduct of ~ Microsoft Teams for Education, allows teachers to assign
slow reading but a distinct barrier to achievement. Recent  passages, capture students’ oral reading recordings, and
phenomenological work in the Philippines highlights obtain Al-assisted error detection and fluency metrics,
how senior high school learners with reading difficulties such as words per minute, accuracy, and omitted or
experience frustration that affects their emotional, social, inserted words, which feed into classroom dashboards
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(Microsoft Learn, 2025). Microsoft has also added Al
features, such as passage generation and automatically
generated comprehension questions, to reduce teacher
preparation time and tailor materials to students’ levels
(Microsoft Education Team, 2024, August 15). Evidence
from a quasi-experimental study in Fresno Unified
School District shows that students using Reading
Progress achieved higher scores on i-Ready reading
assessments, with notable gains among English learners
and disadvantaged students (Microsoft & LearnPlatform,
2024). Research on oral reading fluency consistently
demonstrates its predictive power for comprehension,
underscoring the importance of tools that build fluency
while monitoring accuracy (Sabatini ez a/,, 2019). Similarly,
Paige e al. (2012) found that expressive fluency in high
school readers was strongly linked to comprehension
outcomes, suggesting that structured oral practice
supported by Al can extend benefits beyond speed to
meaning-making,

Factual evidence on Reading Progress and similar
technology-based interventions is increasingly positive
but still emerging in scope and rigor. Microsoft-
commissioned quasi-experimental analyses and district
case studies report correlations between consistent use
of Reading Progress and improved reading accuracy
and rate among elementary students, with smaller but
meaningful gains for subgroups such as English learners
(Microsoft Education Team, 2024). ILocal applied
studies in the Philippines using Microsoft Teams and
Reading Progress have likewise reported improvements
in reading speed and accuracy among senior high school
cohorts after sustained use of the platform (Lapatha ez
al., 2024; Janior e al., 2026). These findings align with
broader research showing that Al-supported fluency
practice can enhance reading achievement by providing
immediate feedback and individualized pacing (Tao ez al.,
2025). Large-scale evaluations of digital reading tools also
demonstrate that adaptive platforms improve vocabulary
and comprehension outcomes, particularly for struggling
readers (Cheung & Slavin, 2013). In addition, randomized
controlled trials of technology-assisted fluency programs
confirm significant gains in oral reading accuracy and
comprehension among middle school students (Kim ez
al., 2021). Studies of English language learners further
show that Al-driven reading interventions reduce
mispronunciations and increase confidence, supporting
equitable access to literacy growth (Jose, 2025b).

In the Philippines, the effectiveness of Microsoft Teams’
Reading Progress has been documented across diverse
contexts, showing consistent gains in fluency, accuracy,
and learner confidence. Tusoy (2023) demonstrated
that integrating Reading Progress with science-based
reading materials improved oral fluency and sustained
student interest, while Aguilar (2023) reported that its
use in Bais City schools boosted confidence and reduced
anxiety in oral reading tasks. Uy (2024) found measurable
improvements in reading speed and comprehension
among senior high school cohorts, confirming its

value beyond the elementary level. Dela Cruz (2023)
highlighted how combining Reading Progress with the
Philippine Informal Reading Inventory enhanced teacher
monitoring and targeted interventions, while Villanueva
(2024) emphasized its role in strengthening digital literacy
and equitable access for learners in rural schools.

The evidence from both international and Philippine
contexts highlights improvements in fluency, accuracy,
confidence, and digital literacy, while also reducing
equitable
However, most existing

teacher workload
to practice opportunities.

studies have focused on elementary or senior high

and fostering access

school populations, leaving a gap in understanding its
effectiveness for Grade 7 struggling readers, a critical
stage where students transition from basic decoding to
higher-order comprehension skills. To address this gap,
the present study evaluates the effectiveness of Microsoft
Teams’ Reading Progress Al in improving the reading
skills of Grade 7 struggling readers in Pefia 1 National
High School, Schools Division of Calbayog City, for the
school year 2025-20206, with the purpose of determining
its impact on fluency, accuracy, and comprehension while
supporting teacher instruction and learner confidence.
Specifically, this sought answer to the following: (1) the
performance of Grade 7 struggling readers before and
after the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al in
terms of oral language, phonological awareness, phonics,
vocabulary, and fluency; (2) the significant difference
between the performance of Grade 7 struggling readers
before and after the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading
Progress Al; (3) the significant experiences of Grade 7
struggling readers in the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading
Progress Al; (4) the reading intervention program with
the use of AI which can be proposed to improve the
reading performance of Grade 7 struggling readers based
on the findings of the study.

MATERIALS AND METHODS

Research Design

This study employed a mixed-methods design using a
pre-experimental research framework that combined
a quantitative approach with qualitative inquiry. Mixed-
methods research involves collecting, analyzing, and
integrating both quantitative and qualitative data
in a single study to provide a more comprehensive
understanding of a research problem than either
approach could provide alone (Creswell & Creswell,
2018). For the quantitative phase, a one-group pretest-
posttest pre-experimental design was utilized. In this
design, a single designated group is measured or observed
before an intervention is introduced and is then measured
again afterward to determine the effects of the treatment,
without a comparison or control group (Fraenkel ef al,
2019). Through this approach, the study evaluated the
effectiveness of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress
Al by assessing the quantitative reading performance
of the struggling Grade 7 readers before and after the
intervention. To complement the statistical data, the
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qualitative phase explored the significant lived experiences
of these learners while using the platform.

Participants and Sampling Procedure

The participants in this study were Grade 7 learners
at Pefia I National High School. Table 1 presents the
distribution of the respondents in the quantitative
phase of the study. The quantitative aspect of this study

Table 1: Distribution of the respondents of the study

involved the two (2) Grade 7 sections. The first section
comprised 51 learners, while the other section comprised
53 learners, for a total of 104 respondents. With this, all
these learners were included; thus, complete enumeration
sampling was used. For the qualitative phase, purposive
random sampling was employed. From each section of
Grade 7 learners, cight (8) learners were then randomly
selected to participate in the FGD.

Sections Population (N) Percentage (%)
Grade 7-Andres Bonifacio 51 49.00

Grade 7- Antonio Luna 53 51.00

Total 104 100.00

Research Instrumentation

This research utilized a teacher-made reading skills test
anchored on the Theory of Automaticity (LaBerge &
Samuels, 1974) as the primary quantitative instrument
to assess the reading skills of struggling Grade 7
readers, focusing on the effectiveness of Microsoft
Teams’ Reading Progress Al as an intervention tool.
To complement the quantitative data, a semi-structured
Focus Group Discussion (FGD) protocol was developed
as the qualitative research instrument. The interview guide
contained open-ended questions focused on the learners’
perceptions of the Al tool, the specific challenges or
technological barriers they encountered, and their overall
engagement with the platform’ automated feedback.
Similar to the quantitative test, the FGD questions were
reviewed to ensure developmental appropriateness and
clarity for Grade 7 learners. Subsequently, the instrument
underwent a rigorous validation process involving six (6)
subject-matter experts (SMEs). These validators were
specifically chosen reading teachers and coordinators with
at least five years of experience in service. They examined
the test’s clarity, relevance, and adequacy in measuring the
five (5) key parameters. To establish an objective measure
of the instrument’s validity, the Content Validity Index
(CVI) was computed. Their feedback and the resulting
CVI scores guided the final refinement of the test. The
researcher then conducted a pilot test and administered
the instrument to 30 students at San Joaquin National
High School to determine its reliability and internal
consistency. The data gathered from this pilot group
were tested using Cronbach’s alpha which received a
perfect CVI score of 1.00 and was rated “Excellent” by
all seven experts. This consistent outcome indicates that
the instrument demonstrated strong content validity, with
every item deemed highly relevant and appropriate for
evaluating the intended constructs.

Data Analysis

The quantitative results from the teacher-made pre-
test and post-test were tallied and tabulated using
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS).
Descriptive statistical tools, particularly the mean and

standard deviation, were employed to present and
summarize the learners’ performance in the areas of
oral language. Furthermore, to determine whether there
was a statistically significant difference in the students’
reading skills before and after the intervention, an
inferential paired-samples t-test was applied. Also, using
a Kolmogorov-Smirnov test it indicates that the data
significantly deviate from a normal distribution which
implies that non-parametric statistical tests should be
employed. For the qualitative data gathered from the FGD,
thematic analysis was utilized based on the established
model of Braun and Clarke (2006). The transcribed
narratives regarding the significant experiences of the
struggling readers were systematically processed through
their six-phase framework: (1) familiarization with the
data, (2) generating initial codes, (3) searching for themes,
(4) reviewing themes, (5) defining and naming themes,
and (6) producing the final report.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Performance of Grade 7 Struggling Readers Before
the Use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al
Tables 2 to 7 present the performance of Grade 7
struggling readers before the use of Microsoft Teams’
reading progress Al using the mean percentage scores,
means, and standard deviations.
Table 2 that Grade 7
demonstrated weak oral language performance before

shows struggling  readers
using Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al as all items
fell below the minimum satisfactory level of 75 and were
interpreted as “Did Not Meet Expectations.” Scores
ranged from 306.54 in understanding figurative language
to 68.27 in identifying appropriate classroom behavior
and permission-seeking, with an overall mean percentage
score of 57.69.

Table 3 shows the performance of Grade 7 struggling
readers before the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading
Progress Al in terms of phonological awareness. The
data indicate that Grade 7 struggling readers exhibited
poor phonological awareness before using Microsoft
Teams’ Reading Progress Al as all six items were rated
“Did Not Meet Expectations.” Scores ranged from a low
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Table 2: Performance of Grade 7 struggling readers before the use of Microsoft Teams’ reading progress Al in
terms of oral language

Items MPS X SD Interpretation

1. | Which sentence is appropriate when asking for | 68.27 0.68 | 0.468 Did Not Meet Expectation
permission?
When someone says, “Thank you,” the polite response is— | 67.31 0.67 | 0.471 Did Not Meet Expectation
3. | Listen to this sentence: “The cat ran after the mouse.” | 49.04 0.49 10.502 Did Not Meet Expectation

Choose the sentence that best describes what you do | 68.27 0.68 | 0.468 Did Not Meet Expectation
before speaking in class.

When giving directions, which statement is clear? 56.73 0.57 | 0.498 Did Not Meet Expectation

What does the speaker mean when he says, “It’s raining | 36.54 | 0.37 | 0.484 Did Not Meet Expectation
cats and dogs”’?
Average 57.69 0.58 | 0.293 Did Not Meet Expectation

Legend: 90-100=Qutstanding; 85-89=V ery Satisfactory; 80-84=Satisfactory; 75-79=Fairly Satisfactory Below 75=Did Not Meet
Expectation

Table 3: Performance of Grade 7struggling readers before the use of Microsoft Teams’ reading progress Al in terms
of phonological awareness

Items MPS X SD Interpretation

1. | Which word rhymes with “cat”? 34.62 0.35 | 0.478 Did Not Meet Expectation
2. | How many syllables are in the word “beautiful”? 58.65 0.59 | 0.514 Did Not Meet Expectation
3. | What is the first sound in the word “fish”? 68.27 0.68 | 0.468 Did Not Meet Expectation
4. | What is the ending sound in the word “dog’? 58.65 0.59 | 0.495 Did Not Meet Expectation
5. | Choose the pair of words that begin with the same sound. | 36.54 | 0.37 | 0.484 Did Not Meet Expectation
6. | What word do you get if you blend /s/ + /un/? 67.31 0.67 | 0.471 Did Not Meet Expectation
Average 54.01 0.55 | 0.232 Did Not Meet Expectation

Legend: 90-100=Outstanding; 85-89=V"ery Satisfactory; 8§0-84=S atisfactory; 75-79=Fairly Satisfactory; Below 75=Did Not Meet
Expectation

of 34.62 in identifying rhyming words to a high of 68.27 from 44.23 in identifying the sound of “ph” to 75.96
in recognizing the initial sound of a word, with an overall in choosing the correctly spelled word, with an overall
mean percentage score of 54.01. mean percentage score of 59.29. These results highlight
Table 4 shows the performance of Grade 7 struggling weaknesses in recognizing letter-sound relationships,
readers before the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading vowel sounds, and sound patterns, indicating that students
Progress Al in terms of phonics. The data show that lacked consistent mastery of phonics skills essential for
Grade 7 struggling readers had difficulty with phonics decoding and spelling, which contributed to their overall
before using Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al, with  reading challenges.

most items rated “Did Not Meet Expectations,” except

for one that reached “Fairly Satisfactory.”” Scores ranged Table 5 shows the performance of Grade 7 struggling

Table 4: Performance of Grade 7 struggling readers before the use of Microsoft Teams’ reading progress Al in
terms of phonics

Items MPS X SD Interpretation

1. | The letter “c” sounds like /s/ in— 66.35 0.67 | 0.473 Did Not Meet Expectation
2. | What sound does “ph” make in the word “phone”? 44.23 0.44 | 0.499 Did Not Meet Expectation
3. | Choose the correctly spelled word. 75.96 0.76 | 0.429 Fairly Satisfactory

4. | Identify the word that contains a short vowel sound. | 60.58 0.61 | 0.491 Did Not Meet Expectation
5. | Which pair of words has the same vowel sound? 46.15 0.46 | 0.501 Did Not Meet Expectation
6. | Choose the word that matches this sound pattern: / | 61.54 0.62 | 0.489 Did Not Meet Expectation

ch/ + air.
Average 59.29 0.59 | 0.268 Did Not Meet Expectation

Legend: 90-100=Outstanding; 85-89=V"ery Satisfactory; 8§0-84=S atisfactory; 75-79=Fairly Satisfactory; Below 75=Did Not Meet
Expectation
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readers before the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading
Progress Al in terms of vocabulary. It shows that Grade
7 struggling readers performed below the expected

level in vocabulary before the use of Microsoft Teams’
Reading Progress Al, with all six items interpreted as

“Did Not Meet Expectations.” Scores ranged from 52.88
in identifying antonyms to 72.12 in recognizing words
related to education, while the overall mean percentage
score was 62.18.

Table 6 shows the performance of Grade 7 struggling

Table 5: Performance of Grade 7struggling readers before the use of Microsoft Teams’ reading progress Al in terms

of vocabulary

Items MPS X SD Interpretation

1. | What does the word “enormous” mean? 55.77 0.56 | 0.499 Did Not Meet Expectation
2. | Which word means the opposite of “happy”? 52.88 0.53 | 0.502 Did Not Meet Expectation
3. | Choose the best word to complete the sentence: The | 64.42 0.64 | 0.538 Did Not Meet Expectation

babyis ___ because she lost her toy.

4. | What is another word for “begin’? 62.50 0.63 | 0.486 Did Not Meet Expectation
5. | Which word is related to “education’? 72.12 0.72 1 0.451 Did Not Meet Expectation
6. | What is the meaning of “cautious”? 65.38 0.65 | 0.478 Did Not Meet Expectation
Average 62.18 0.62 | 0.265 Did Not Meet Expectation

Legend: 90-100=Outstanding; 85-89=V"ery Satisfactory; 8§0-84=S atisfactory; 75-79=Fairly Satisfactory; Below 75=Did Not Meet

Excpectation

readers before the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading
Progress Al in terms of fluency. The data show that Grade
7 struggling readers had weak performance in fluency
before the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al,
with most items rated “Did Not Meet Expectations” and
only one item reaching “Fairly Satisfactory.” Scores ranged
from 50.00 in identifying the first action Maria does in
the morning to 75.00 in recognizing the values shown in

the passage, resulting in an overall mean percentage score
of 65.90. These findings suggest that students struggled
with reading comprehension, contextual understanding,
and oral fluency, reflecting their limited ability to read
smoothly and interpret meaning, which hindered their
overall reading proficiency.

Table 7 presents the summary table on the performance

Table 6: Performance of Grade 7struggling readers before the use of Microsoft Teams’ reading progress Al in terms

of fluency

Items MPS X SD Interpretation

1. | What does Maria do first in the morning? 50.00 0.50 | 0.502 Did Not Meet Expectation
2. | Which sentence best describes Maria? 73.08 0.73 | 0.446 Did Not Meet Expectation
3. | What does Maria feed before going to school? 70.19 0.71 | 0.517 Did Not Meet Expectation
4. | The word “loves” in the passage means— 67.31 0.67 | 0.471 Did Not Meet Expectation
5. | The passage shows that Maria values— 75.00 0.75 | 0.435 Fairly Satisfactory

6. | When reading this passage aloud, what should you do | 59.62 0.60 | 0.493 Did Not Meet Expectation

to sound fluent?
Average 65.90 0.65 | 0.269 Did Not Meet Expectation

Legend: 90-100=Qutstanding; 85-89=V ery Satisfactory; 80-84=Satisfactory,; 75-79=Fairly Satisfactory; Below 75=Did Not Meet

Expectation

of Grade 7 struggling readers before the use of
Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al It shows that
Grade 7 struggling readers consistently performed below
expectations across all reading dimensions before using
Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al Oral language,
phonological awareness, phonics, vocabulary, and
fluency all received interpretations of “Did Not Meet

Expectations,” with mean percentage scores ranging

from 54.01 in phonological awareness to 65.90 in fluency.
The overall mean percentage score of 58.91 further
confirms that students had significant difficulties in
foundational reading skills, including sound recognition,
word knowledge, comprehension, and oral expression,
underscoring the need for targeted interventions to
strengthen their literacy development.
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Table 7: Summary table on the performance of Grade 7struggling readers before the use of Microsoft Teams’

reading progress Al

Dimensions MPS X SD Interpretation

Oral language 57.69 0.58 0.293 Did Not Meet Expectation
Phonological awareness 54.01 0.55 0.232 Did Not Meet Expectation
Phonics 59.29 0.59 0.268 Did Not Meet Expectation
Vocabulary 62.18 0.62 0.265 Did Not Meet Expectation
Fluency 65.90 0.65 0.269 Did Not Meet Expectation
Overall 58.91 0.60 0.217 Did Not Meet Expectation

Legend: 90-100=Outstanding; 85-89=V"ery Satisfactory; 8§0-84=S atisfactory; 75-79=Fairly Satisfactory; Below 75=Did Not Meet

Expectation

Performance of Grade 7 Struggling Readers After
the Use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al
Tables 8 to 13 present the performance of Grade 7
struggling readers after the use of Microsoft Teams’
reading progress Al in terms of oral language using mean
percentage scores, mean, and standard deviations.

Table 8 shows the performance of Grade 7 struggling
readers after the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress
Alin terms of oral language. The results reveal that Grade
7 struggling readers showed notable improvement in

oral language after the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading
Progress Al, with the overall mean percentage score rising
to 77.506, interpreted as “Fairly Satisfactory.”” Most items
reached either “Satisfactory”
such as asking permission (82.69), responding politely
to “Thank you” (81.73), and demonstrating appropriate
classroom behavior (80.77), while comprehension of

or “Fairly Satisfactory,”

figurative language remained weak at 63.406, still classified
as “Did Not Meet Expectations.”

Table 8: Performance of Grade 7struggling readers after the use of Microsoft Teams’ reading progress Al in terms

of oral language

Items MPS X SD Interpretation

1. | Which sentence is appropriate when asking for | 82.69 0.83 | 0.380 Satisfactory
permission?

2. | When someone says, “Thank you,” the polite response | 81.73 0.82 | 0.388 Satisfactory
is—

3. | Listen to this sentence: “The cat ran after the mouse.” | 77.88 0.78 | 0.417 Fairly Satisfactory
Who is doing the action?

4. | Choose the sentence that best describes what you do | 80.77 0.81 | 0.396 Satisfactory
before speaking in class.
When giving directions, which statement is clear? 78.85 0.79 1 0.410 Fairly Satisfactory
What does the speaker mean when he says, “It’s raining | 63.46 0.63 | 0.484 Did Not Meet Expectation
cats and dogs”?

Average 77.56 0.77 | 0.247 Fairly Satisfactory

Legend: 90-100=Outstanding; 85-89="V"ery Satisfactory; 8§0-84=S atisfactory; 75-79=Fairly Satisfactory; Below 75=Did Not Meet

Expectation

Table 9 shows the performance of Grade 7 struggling
readers after the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading
Progress Al in terms of phonological awareness.
The results show that Grade 7 struggling readers
demonstrated improvement in phonological awareness
after the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al,
with higher scores compated to their performance before
the intervention. The overall mean percentage score
increased to 74.04, though it was still interpreted as “Did
Not Meet Expectations.” Some items reached “Fairly
Satisfactory,” such as counting syllables in “beautiful”
(76.92), identifying the ending sound in “dog” (78.85),
and blending sounds (77.88), while recognizing the first

sound in “fish” achieved a “Satisfactory” level at 80.77.
However, weaknesses remained in thyming words (64.42)
and identifying initial sounds in word pairs (65.38).

Table 10 shows the performance of Grade 7 struggling
readers after the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading
Progress Al in terms of phonics. The results indicate that
Grade 7 struggling readers improved in phonics after the
use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al, with the
overall mean percentage score tising to 76.12, interpreted
as “Tairly Satisfactory.” Performance varied across items,
with the highest achievement in correctly spelling words
at 85.58, rated “Very Satisfactory,” while identifying the
sound of “ph” in “phone” and recognizing short vowel
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Table 9: Performance of Grade 7struggling readers after the use of Microsoft Teams’ reading progress Al in terms
of phonological awareness

Items MPS X SD Interpretation

1. | Which word rhymes with “cat”? 64.42 0.04 | 0.481 Did Not Meet Expectation
2. | How many syllables are in the word “beautiful”’? 76.92 0.77 | 0.423 Fairly Satisfactory

3. | What s the first sound in the word “fish”? 80.77 0.81 | 0.396 Satisfactory

4. | What is the ending sound in the word “dog’? 78.85 0.79 | 0.410 Fairly Satisfactory

5. | Choose the pair of words that begin with the same sound. | 65.38 0.65 | 0.478 Did Not Meet Expectation
6. | What word do you get if you blend /s/ + /un/? 77.88 |0.78 | 0.417 Fairly Satisfactory
Average 74.04 1 0.74 | 0.223 Did Not Meet Expectation

Legend: 90-100=Qutstanding; 85-89=V ery Satisfactory; 80-84=Satisfactory; 75-79=Fairly Satisfactory; Below 75=Did Not Meet
Expectation

Table 10: Performance of Grade 7struggling readers after the use of Microsoft Teams’ reading progress Al in terms
of phonics

Items MPS X SD Interpretation
1. | The letter “c” sounds like /s/ in— 7885 | 0.79 | 0.410 Faitly Satisfactory
2. | What sound does “ph” make in the word “phone”? 71.15 0.71 | 0.455 Did Not Meet Expectation
3. | Choose the correctly spelled word. 85.58 0.86 | 0.353 Very Satisfactory
4. | Identify the word that contains a short vowel sound. | 71.15 0.71 | 0.455 Did Not Meet Expectation
5. | Which pair of words has the same vowel sound? 74.04 0.74 1 0.441 Did Not Meet Expectation
6. | Choose the word that matches this sound pattern: / | 75.96 0.76 | 0.429 Fairly Satisfactory

ch/ + air.
Average 76.12 0.76 | 0.220 Fairly Satisfactory

Legend: 90-100=Outstanding; 85-89="V"ery Satisfactory; 8§0-84=S atisfactory; 75-79=Fairly Satisfactory; Below 75=Did Not Meet
Expectation

sounds remained weaker at 71.15, still classified as “Did ~ with the overall mean percentage score increasing to
Not Meet Expectations.” Other tasks, such as recognizing ~ 76.76, interpreted as “Fairly Satisfactory”” Several items
the /s/ sound of “c” and matching sound patterns, reached this level, such as understanding the meaning of
reached “Tairly Satisfactory.” “enormous,” completing a sentence with the appropriate
Table 11 shows the performance of Grade 7 struggling word, identifying synonyms for “begin,” and defining
readers after the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading “cautious,” while recognizing words related to education
Progress Al in terms of vocabulary. The results show achieved a “Satisfactory” rating at 81.73. However,
that Grade 7 struggling readers improved in vocabulary identifying antonyms remained a challenge at 70.19, still
after the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al, classified as “Did Not Meet Expectations.”

Table 11: Performance of Grade 7struggling readers after the use of Microsoft Teams’ reading progress Al in terms
of vocabulary

Items MPS X SD Interpretation
1. | What does the word “enormous” mean? 77.88 0.78 | 0.417 Fairly Satisfactory
2. | Which word means the opposite of “happy’’? 70.19 0.70 | 0.460 Did Not Meet Expectation
3. | Choose the best word to complete the sentence: The | 77.88 0.78 | 0.482 Fairly Satisfactory
babyis __ because she lost her toy.
4. | What is another word for “begin”? 77.88 0.78 | 0.417 Fairly Satisfactory
5. | Which word is related to “education’? 81.73 0.82 ] 0.388 Satisfactory
6. | What is the meaning of “cautious”? 75.00 0.75 | 0.435 Fairly Satisfactory
Average 76.76 0.77 10.237 Fairly Satisfactory

Legend: 90-100=Outstanding; 85-89="V ery Satisfactory; 80-84=S atisfactory; 75-79=Fairly Satisfactory; Below 75=Did Not Meet
Expectation
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Table 12 shows the performance of Grade 7 struggling
readers after the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading
Progress Al in terms of fluency. The results demonstrate
that Grade 7 struggling readers made significant progress
in fluency after the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading
Progress Al, with the overall mean percentage score
rising to 82.69, interpreted as “Satisfactory” Several
items achieved higher levels of performance, such as

identifying sentences that best describe Maria (86.54)
and recognizing values in the passage (86.54), both rated
“Very Satisfactory.” Other tasks, including understanding
word meaning in context and using strategies for fluent

oral reading, reached “Satisfactory,”

while identifying
Maria’s first action in the morning was rated “Tairly

Satisfactory” at 75.96.

Table 12: Performance of Grade 7struggling readers after the use of Microsoft Teams’ reading progress Al in terms

of fluency
Items MPS X SD Interpretation
1. | What does Maria do first in the morning? 75.96 0.76 | 0.429 Fairly Satisfactory
2. | Which sentence best describes Maria? 86.54 | 0.87 |0.343 Very Satisfactory
3. | What does Maria feed before going to school? 83.65 0.84 | 0.372 Satisfactory
4. | The word “loves” in the passage means— 80.77 0.81 | 0.396 Satisfactory
5. | The passage shows that Maria values— 86.54 1 0.87 | 0.343 Very Satisfactory
6. | When reading this passage aloud, what should you do | 82.69 0.83 | 0.380 Satisfactory
to sound fluent?
Average 82.69 0.82 1 0.218 Satisfactory

Legend: 90-100=Qutstanding; 85-89=V ery Satisfactory; 80-84=Satisfactory,; 75-79=Fairly Satisfactory; Below 75=Did Not Meet

Expectation

Table 13 presents a summary of all dimensions of
reading after using Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress
Al, with the overall mean percentage score rising to
77.44, interpreted as “Fairly Satisfactory”” Oral language,
phonics, and vocabulary all reached “Fairly Satisfactory,”
while fluency achieved the highest level at 82.69, rated
“Satisfactory.” Phonological awareness, though improved

compared to the pre-intervention scores, remained at
“Did Not Meet Expectations” with 74.04. These results
highlight that the AI tool was effective in enhancing
students’ reading performance, particularly in fluency and
vocabulary, though continued support was still needed to
strengthen phonological awareness for more consistent
mastery.

Table 13: Summary table on the performance of Grade 7struggling readers after the use of Microsoft Teams’

reading progress Al
Items MPS X SD Interpretation
1. | Oral language 77.56 0.77 | 0.247 Fairly Satisfactory
2. | Phonological awareness 74.04 1 0.74 | 0.223 Did Not Meet Expectation
3. | Phonics 76.12 0.76 | 0.220 Fairly Satisfactory
4. | Vocabulary 76.76 0.77 | 0.237 Fairly Satisfactory
5. | Fluency 82.69 0.82 ] 0.218 Satisfactory
Opverall 77.44 0.78 1 0.193 Fairly Satisfactory

Legend: 90-100=Outstanding; 85-89=Very Satisfactory; 80-84=Satisfactory; 75-79=Fairly Satisfactory; Below 75=Did Not Meet

Expectation

Moreover, Table 14 presents the thematic analysis of
the identified specific changes or improvements that
made Microsoft Reading Progress Al easier to use and
more helpful for the learners. As shown in the table,
four (4) themes emerged from the thematic analysis,
namely: (1) Enhancement of Cognitive Engagement
and Reading Efficiency, (2) Academic Outcomes and
Learner Self-Perception, (3) Positive User Experience
and Collaborative Social Learning, and (4) Suggested
Improvements for Future Implementation. General
Theme 1: Enhancement of Cognitive Engagement

and Reading Efficiency. This theme highlights how the
Al serves as a “reading coach” to strengthen mental
engagement and specific literacy skills. Participants noted
significant improvements in pronunciation clarity, reading
speed, and oral fluency. General Theme 2: Academic
Outcomes and Learner Self-Perception. This theme
integrates the measurable academic gains with the students’
internal shifts in confidence and motivation. General
Theme 3: Positive User Experience and Collaborative
Social Learning. This theme underscores the emotional
and social dimensions of using Reading Progress Al
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Table 14: Thematic analysis of the identified specific changes or improvements that made Microsoft Reading
Progress Al easier to use and more helpful for them
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“The area where I have

Motivation, speed,

Academic outcomes

Al motivates

Verbatim Excerpt Initial Codes Category Theme Clusters General
Themes

“The Reading Coach, it Cognitive support Tool effectiveness | Al enhances mental | Enhancement

strengthened my mind.” engagement of Cognitive

(P1) Engagement

“It helps me with reading, | Reading assistance | Tool effectiveness | Al provides guided and Beading

with the help of the learning Efficiency

Reading Coach.” (P2)

“My pronunciation when I | Pronunciation clarity | Skill development | Al improves oral

read, I speak clearly.” (P5) fluency

“My reading skills are more | Accuracy, speed, Skill development | Al strengthens

accurate... faster, more confidence multiple reading

confident.” (P2) dimensions

“I was helpful, because Improved Academic outcomes | Al boosts Academic

it improved my score in performance measurable Outcomes and

posttest.” (P3) achievement Learner Self-

Perception

easy.” (P1)

enjoyable learning

“It was a great experience...
Al helped us with
pronunciation.” (P5)

Pronunciation
support

User experience

Al aids language

accuracy

“Happy, because I was

Peer collaboration

Social learning

Al encourages

succeeded the most is my fluency self-improvement

reading speed and fluency... through tracking

I treat it like a personal goal

to beat my own score.” (P4)

“I feel much more Increased Self-perception Al builds learner

confident now than I did confidence confidence

before.” (P1)

“I feel happy, it was just Positive emotions User experience Al fosters Positive User

Experience and
Collaborative
Social Learning

answering beside my collaborative
friends.” (P2) engagement
“It would be better if there | Gamification Suggested Desire for Suggested
were games.” (P1) request improvements interactive learning | Improvements
“Group discussions Peer learning Suggested Collaborative for Future .
with classmates can help improvements strategies enhance Implementation
improve reading skills.” (P2) reading
“One-on-one feedback and | Personalized Suggested Need for
personalized goals.” (P5) support improvements individualized

guidance

Participants reported positive emotions associated with
the platform’ ease of use and pronunciation support.
General Theme 4: Suggested Improvements for Future
Implementation. While the overall response to the Al
tool was overwhelmingly positive, students identified
specific areas for enhancement.

Quantitative-Qualitative Integration

Prior to the intervention, the quantitative results revealed
that students consistently did not meet expectations
across foundational reading dimensions, including oral

language, phonological awareness, phonics, vocabulary,
The findings indicated widespread
struggle and low mastery levels in both decoding and

and fluency.

meaning-making. While students demonstrated slightly
stronger continuous reading abilities compared to their
phonological awareness, they lacked the necessary
accuracy and comprehension, resulting in weak overall
performance. The statistical gains in foundational
reading skills were confirmed by the learners’ increased
confidence, accuracy, and motivation. Furthermore,
the overall statistical increase in reading mastery was
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corroborated by the students’ own recognition of their
progress, as they explicitly attributed their higher post-
test scores to the intervention: “It was helpful because
it improved my score in the posttest” (P3). Ultimately,
the qualitative insights confirmed that the AI tool
provided the necessary practice and feedback to drive the
quantitative gains.

Test of Difference Between the Performance of
Grade 7 Struggling Readers Before and After the Use
of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al

Table 15 presents the test of difference between the
performance of Grade 7 struggling readers before and
after the use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress

Al using the Wilcoxon Signed-Rank Test. Initially,
all dimensions, such as oral language, phonological
awareness, phonics, vocabulary, and fluency, were rated
“Did Not Meet Expectations,” with an overall mean
percentage score of 58.91. After the intervention,
scores increased across all areas, with oral language,
phonics, and vocabulary reaching “Fairly Satisfactory,”
fluency achieving “Satisfactory,” and phonological
awareness improving but still remaining below the
satisfactory threshold. The overall mean percentage score
rose to 77.44, reflecting a shift from “Did Not Meet
Expectations” to “Fairly Satisfactory.” This improvement
was statistically significant, as confirmed by the Wilcoxon

Signed-Rank Test (Z = 7.947, p = 0.000).

Table 15: Wilcoxon Signed Rank Test on the test of difference between the performance of struggling Grade

Treaders before and after the use of Microsoft Teams’ reading progress Al(n=104)

Performance N X SD Mean Sum of Z value | p-value
Rank Ranks

Posttest - Negative | 2a 0.60 0.217 16.00 32.00 7.947b* 0.000
Pretest Ranks

Positive 83b 0.78 0.193 43.65 3623.00

Ranks

Ties 19¢

Total 104

a. POSTTEST < PRETEST b POSTTEST > PRETEST ¢ POSTTEST = PRETEST; = Significant at .05 level (p

<.05) ns = not significant

Experiences of Grade 7 Struggling Readers in the
Use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al
Table 16 presents the thematic analysis of the experiences

of Grade 7 struggling readers in using Microsoft Teams’
Reading Progress AL

Table 16: Thematic analysis of the experiences of Grade 7 struggling readers in the use of Microsoft Teams Reading

Progress Al
Verbatim Excerpt Initial Codes Category Theme Cluster General
Themes
“I feel happy, it was just Positive emotions User experience Al fosters Overall User
easy.” (P1) enjoyable learning | Experience and
“Happy, because there’s a Accessibility User experience Al linked with Adaptability
free wifi.” (P3) supportive
environment
“Happy experience. It was | Novelty User experience Al introduces new
my first time answering learning modes
using a computer.” (P7)
“It was good. I had a bit of | Challenge User experience Al requires

difficulty while answering.”’

(®8)

adjustment and
persistence

to use a computer.” (P6)

competence

“I feel happy. I much Digital literacy Skill development | Al promotes Development of
learned about computer.” technology Digital Literacy
(P4) familiarity and Skills
“Happy also, I learned how | Computer skills Skill development | Al enhances digital
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“Happy, because I was Peer collaboration

Social learning

Al encourages Social Learning

pronunciation; you have to
listen carefully to the words
to get them right.” (P5)

answering beside my collaborative and Peer
friends.” (P2) engagement Collaboration
“It was a great experience. | Pronunciation Tool effectiveness | Al aids language Tool

It makes the process much | support accuracy Effectiveness
smoother, especially when in Language
the AT helped us with Enhancement

As shown in the table, four (4) themes emerged from the
thematic analysis, namely: (1) Overall User Experience
and Adaptability, (2) Development of Digital Literacy
and Skills, (3) Social Learning and Peer Collaboration,
and (4) Tool Effectiveness in Language Enhancement.
Specifically, General Theme 1: Overall User Experience
and Adaptability. This theme highlights the varying
personal experiences, positive emotions, and adjustments
that students faced when using Microsoft Teams’ Reading
Progress Al. General Theme 2: Development of Digital
Literacy and Skills. This theme reveals an important
secondary benefit of the intervention: the enhancement
of basic computer skills. For these Grade 7 struggling
readers, the Al tool served as both a literacy intervention
and a gateway to digital literacy. General Theme 3: Social
Learning and Peer Collaboration. This theme highlights
the social dimension and collaborative benefits students
experienced while using the tool. General Theme 4: Tool
Effectiveness in Language Enhancement. This theme
directly addresses the core function of the Reading
Progress Al as an instructional tool. It highlights the
platform’s effectiveness in providing targeted, functional
support, particularly with pronunciation and oral fluency.

Discussions

Performance of Grade 7 Struggling Readers Before
the Use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al
The results show that Grade 7 struggling readers did
not meet expectations across all dimensions of reading
performance. Oral language, phonological awareness,
phonics, vocabulary, and fluency. This indicates that
learners lacked essential literacy skills, which are critical
for comprehension and academic success. The findings
conclude that these deficiencies, if left unaddressed,
would continue to hinder learners’ progress in higher-
order tasks and perpetuate poor reading performance.
This suggests that schools must integrate evidence-based
interventions, such as Microsoft Teams Reading Progress,
which provides personalized support, reduces reading
anxiety, and fosters learner autonomy. The findings are
consistent with the existing literature, which highlights
the importance of foundational reading skills. Casinto
(2025) emphasized that oral language proficiency predicts
later comprehension, which aligns with the low oral
language scores. Nagy (2020) confirmed that deficits in
oral language hinder inferencing, reflecting the learners’

struggles. Kilpatrick (2020) and Moats (2020) identified
phonological awareness as a primary cause of persistent
reading difficulties, corroborating the weak phonological
awareness tresults. Ehri (2020) explained that systematic
phonics instruction supports word recognition, while
Snow (2020) emphasized its effectiveness beyond the early
grades, consistent with the below-expectation phonics
scores. Rasinski and Smith (2020) described fluency as
a bridge between decoding and comprehension, and
Kuhn ez al. (2020) noted that slow and effortful reading
negatively affects comprehension, both of which are
reflected in the low fluency scores.

Performance of Grade 7 Struggling Readers After
the Use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al

The performance of Grade 7 struggling readers after the
use of Microsoft Teams Reading Progress Al showed
notable improvement compared to their pre-intervention
scores. Oral language, phonics, and vocabulary reached
the “Fairly Satisfactory” level. Although phonological
awareness remained below expectations, the general
trend indicates that the Al tool enhanced confidence,
that
Reading Progress Al effectively strengthened multiple

accuracy, and motivation. The conclusion is
dimensions of reading, particularly fluency and oral
language, while highlighting the need for complementary
interventions to address persistent phonological
awareness gaps. The implication is that integrating Al-
driven tools into classtoom instruction can provide
personalized feedback, foster learner confidence, and
promote measurable literacy gains. The qualitative
results further support this, as learners expressed clearer
pronunciation, increased confidence, and enjoyment in
reading activities. These findings are corroborated by
existing studies that emphasize the role of technology-
supported interventions in improving literacy outcomes.
Villanueva (2024) reported that digital reading tools
improved fluency and vocabulary among rural learners,
consistent with the gains in vocabulary and fluency.
Uy (2024) documented measurable improvements in
comprehension and speed through Reading Progress,
aligning with the satisfactory fluency results. Jose (2025)
demonstrated that ESL learners benefited from Al-
driven interventions, improving pronunciation and
comprehension, which supports the oral language

improvements. Tao e# a/. (2025) highlighted that adaptive
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Al tools enhanced inferencing and comprehension,
reinforcing the overall literacy gains. Cheung and Slavin
(2019) confirmed that technology-based interventions
consistently improve reading achievement, validating
the general improvement in scores. Tusoy (2023) found
that Reading Progress improved fluency and sustained
interest among junior high learners, which is reflected in
the present findings. Aguilar (2023) noted that Grade 7
students gained confidence and reduced anxiety in oral
reading tasks when supported by Al, consistent with the
oral language improvements. Finally, Ahmed Alsalami and
Mohammed (2025) reported significant gains in fluency
among EFL learners after the sustained use of Reading
Progress, directly corroborating the improvement in
fluency scores.

Test of Difference Between the Performance of
Grade 7Struggling Readers Before and After the Use
of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al

Based on the findings, the researcher concluded that
Reading Progress Al effectively enhanced literacy skills,
particularly fluency, oral language, and vocabulary,
while still requiring additional support for phonological
awareness. The implication is that Al-driven tools can
serve as powerful complements to traditional instruction,
providing personalized feedback, boosting confidence,
and motivating learners toward measurable achievement.
However, educators must continue to integrate targeted
phonological awareness strategies to ensure balanced
literacy development. These findings are supported by
prior research that highlights the effectiveness of digital
and Al-based interventions in literacy development
(Huot & Loch, 2025). Newton e# al. (2018) argued that
strongly influences productive
language skills, which aligns with the observed gains in

reading proficiency

oral language. Villarente and Moral (2024) confirmed that
targeted reading interventions improved comprehension,
consistent with the overall literacy improvement.
Nation (2021) emphasized that vocabulary deficits
predict poor performance, validating the importance
of the improvements observed. Perfetti (2020) noted
that decoding skills constrain comprehension, which
explains phonological remains a
challenge. Spencer ¢ al. (2020) and Snow and Matthews
(2020) highlighted that weak oral language skills lead to
persistent reading difficulties, reinforcing the significance

why awareness

of oral language improvement. Lee (2021) linked oral
language development to vocabulary growth, consistent
with the observed outcomes. Quinn ¢ a/. (2020) and
Logan et al. (2019) confirmed that dialogic instruction
enhances oral language and reading achievement, which
parallels the learners’ reported confidence and fluency
gains. Finally, Hjetland e# a/. (2020) emphasized that oral
language mediates the relationship between decoding
and comprehension, corroborating the mixed but overall
positive results of the intervention.

Experiences of Grade 7 Struggling Readers in the
Use of Microsoft Teams’ Reading Progress Al

The thematic analysis disclosed overwhelmingly positive
perceptions. Learners consistently expressed happiness,
ease of use, and engagement, highlighting that the tool
fostered enjoyable learning and collaborative classroom
dynamics. Many participants emphasized the development
of digital literacy, noting that it was their first time using a
computer, which built confidence in navigating technology.
The Al’s effectiveness in improving pronunciation and
fluency was also recognized, with learners reporting clearer
speech and smoother reading processes. Moreover, prior
to the intervention, the quantitative results revealed that
students consistently did not meet expectations across
foundational reading dimensions, including oral language,
phonological awareness, phonics, vocabulary, and fluency.
The findings indicated widespread struggle and low
mastery levels in both decoding and meaning-making;
Furthermore, the qualitative data explained how these
quantitative gains were achieved: through heightened
motivation and guided engagement. The overall statistical
increase in reading mastery was corroborated by students
actively tracking their own progress, often treating their
reading speed and fluency as personal goals to improve
upon. Ultimately, these qualitative insights confirmed
that the Al tool provided the necessary guided learning,
pronunciation support, and motivation to drive the
measurable quantitative gains, culminating in students
explicitly recognizing the tool’s positive impact on their
post-test achievements. These experiential findings
are supported by prior research that underscores the
multifaceted benefits of technology-supported reading
interventions. Urbano e /. (2021) reported that Filipino
learners  struggled in global
highlighting the need for reforms that prioritize tools
like Reading Progress. Newton ef al. (2018) argued that
reading proficiency influences productive language skills

literacy benchmarks,

such as speaking, consistent with learners’ improved
pronunciation. Villarente and Moral (2024) confirmed
that targeted interventions improved comprehension,
aligning with the reported gains in fluency and confidence.
Rasinski and Smith (2020) emphasized that expressive
fluency predicts comprehension, which resonates with
learners’ self-reported improvements in speed and clarity.
Quinn ef al. (2020) and Logan ef /. (2019) highlighted
that dialogic instruction enhances oral language and
engagement, consistent with the collaborative experiences
described. Hjetland e a/. (2020) noted that oral language
mediates decoding and comprehension, reinforcing the
importance of the AI’s pronunciation support. Finally,
Reinders and Fatahi (2021), and Aduloju and Adedotun
(2025) emphasized that technology-mediated learning
fosters autonomy and confidence, which aligns with
learners’ motivation to set personal goals and track
progress.
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CONCLUSION
The study’s findings revealed that integrating Microsoft
Teams’ Reading Progress Al served as a transformative
intervention for struggling Grade 7 readers, effectively
improving their performance. This statistically significant
improvement was driven by the tool’s ability to provide
cognitive  scaffolding and real-time phonological
feedback, which elevated fluency to a satisfactory level
while simultaneously reducing students’ affective filter by
creating a happy, low-stakes digital learning environment.
The qualitative findings further revealed that the Al
functioned as a reading coach, fostering intrinsic
motivation through gamified progress tracking, in which
students treated score improvement as a personal goal and
built foundational digital literacy for first-time computer
users. Ultimately, while the AI successfully bridged the
gap between word recognition and oral accuracy, its
impact was maximized by the classroom’s socio-technical
interaction, suggesting that future implementations
should maintain this momentum by integrating students’
expressed desires for more gamified, interactive elements
and personalized, human-centered feedback. Thus, the
researchers recommended that School administrators
should Microsoft

Progress, while ICT coordinators improve infrastructure.

institutionalize Teams’ Reading
Reading teachers must integrate gamified activities, and
English heads schedule peer-led sessions. Teachers should
set personalized goals with Al feedback, and DepEd
supervisors should conduct workshops to strengthen the

technical and pedagogical use of Reading Progress.
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