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ERRATA

The £irst line on page 9 of this report should read
aa follows:

3:86 exceeded the mean expected posttest C3 28)
by 0.58 G2 units.
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The Reading Skills Center program was designed to provide inten-
sive diagnostic-prescriptive feadiné instruction for students in
grades four thrcugh eight who had evidenced severe reading retardation.
The eight Centers were located in Title I eligible nonpublic schools
receiving five full days of corrective reading services. 1In order to
insure that the schools most in ﬂeeéghgiﬁh; services received them and
that a sufficiently broad base for student enrollment existed, partici-

pating schools were required to have an eligihle population of at least

175 students in need of reading services.

In addition to these general requirements, each participating
school was required to have a minimum of fifty students in grades four
through eight who exhibited a minimai reading retardation of two and
one-half years below their nominal grade equivalent. Priority for par-
ticipation in the program was given to those pupils who had previously
participated inAthe Title I nonpublic school corrective reading program

and who had made little or insufficient progress.

Thg selection of program participants was accomplished in two
?hésesg During the spring of 1974, initial recommendations were made
by nonpublic school principals and classroom teachers, and by Title I
staff from other Eémponents,' These recommendations, aécamﬁanie& by

standardized test scores, were reviewed by the Reading Skills Center



selection

~

teachers and were used as a basis for further testing. Fina
was based upon performance on the appropriate level of the Stanford

Diagnostic Test (Harcourt, Brace & World, Inc., New York: 1966).

The Reading Skills Center program functioned throughout the 1974-
1975 school year from September through June. However, it should ﬁe
noted that the program was pilot tested at four sites during the last
four months of the 1973-1974 school year. That initial phase undoubtedly
contributed to smoother administrative functioning in the 1974-1975 pro-

gram. Furthermore, the training of teachers was facilitated since the

eight teachers involved in the pilot project were each assigned to one

of the 1974-75 sites along with a new teacher.

Students were scheduled to attend the Centers in greﬁps of five stu-
dents per teacﬁeri The groups received instruction for three to five
sessions per week in class periods ranging from forty-five to sixty
minutes. The variation of the schedules between schools resulted from

the desire to accommodate the Reading Skills Center program to the needs

of the particular nonpublic host school.

suitable to the needs of the Reading 8kills Center. The Zenters housed
twglteachers, ten sﬁudents per session, desks and chairs for téacﬁers

and students, and a wide variety of reading material including kits, work-
books, hardcoverléna pagéfbazk literature, games and a large assortment of

audio-visual hardware and software.



- Instruction in the program centered around the use of -the Random
House High Intensity Learning System in Reading. The systém is composed
of three major components: 1) the classroom management system, 2) a lib-
rary of reading materials, and 3) a staff development program. The class-

room management system contains a compilation of 500 specific reading ob-

=
iy}

that

jectives with a listing of the precise instructional activitie

foster the attainment of the specified objective. The prescribed gzti~

vitiesvare coded so that students can find the appropriate learning acti-
vity within the library of reading materials. The staff development as-
pect of the system provides consultants to explain the system to teachers

in a workshop setting and to monitor the implementation of the program

by means of site visits.

The Random House system provides instructional activities to students
in the areas of word study, vocabulary, comprehension, and study skills.
Students are assigned a specific number of instructional objectives in
sach of these four areas based upon initial reading performance at the
start of the school year. Students with the weakest skills concentrate
on word study, at the same time that they work on skills in the other
three areas, while those witﬁqincreasingly better skilis spend proportiona-

tely more time in vocabulary, comprehension, and study skills exercises.

The actual activities are assighéd by the teacher.

Typically, a student completes a "check-in" test to determine if the

particular instructional objective is appropriate, i.e., not too difficult

8




and not too simple. When mastery of the instructional objective is
thought to be accomplished, the student takes a "checkout" test. If
successful, the student moves on to the next prescribed activity. If

not, the student engages in additional activities until mastery is achieved

he learning is largely self-directed and self-paced, the

9]
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teacher is free to work with individual students while others are working

on their own. Thus students work on individual selected assignments on
the one hand while frequently obtaining individual instructional assis-

tance from their own teacher.

The proposal to fund the project suggested that z@ntinued.faiLure
in reading may be related to certain emotional and other related learning
difficulties. Accordingly, a special effort was made to refer Reading |
Skills Center participants to Title I clinical-guidance and spéeéh per-

sonnel. These services were provided on the basis of need.

In summary, the Reading Skills Center program was designed to pro-
vide individualized diagnostic and prescriptive reading skills instruction,
along with a group pupil-teacher ratio of five-~to-one, for students
evidencing reading :etardatian in excess of two and one-half years below
their nominal grade level. Each teacher taught five groups so that fifty
students wefe sérvicedAin each Center, and a tata1 of four hundred students

"were served throughout the eight nonpublic school sites.



Th..s section of the report deals with the procedures used to assess
the degree of attainment of the evaluation cbjective of the Réédiﬂg

Skills Center component.

Evaluation Obijective
To determine whether as a result of participation in the Reading
Skills Center compecnent in the nonpublic schools program, the
reading achievement scores of the students will show a statis-
tically significant improvement, using the real posttest scores
and anticipated posttest scores.

In addition to an overall test of the significance of the real post-

called for separate analyses of the performance of students who received
special services provided by the supportive cemp@nents, i.e., clinical
‘guidance and speech ﬁherapy! (None of the studenté participating in the
Reading Skills Center program were sarvéd by the homework helper com-
ponent.) The statistical design called for the use of a sglitsﬁlat fac-

torial analysis for this purpose.

Evaluative Instruments

The evaluation design specified the use of Levels I and II of the
Stanford Diagnostic Test in a pre/posttest paradigm. Level I was in-
dicated for all students in grades three and four énd for those students
in grades five through eight reading below a 3.0 grade equivalent level.
The remainder of participants in grades five through eight were tested

using Level II of the Stanford Diagnostic Test.

10
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valuation Schedule

Typically, pretests were administered in mid-September of 1974,
However, spring 1974 test scores were used for students who were post-
tested in another component and in the four Centers used to pilot test

the program. Students admitted after the start of the program, were

tested during their first week of attendance.

Posttests were administered during the last two weeks of April, 1975.
#
However, where it was known that a student was to be di:.:.charged from the

nonpublic school, the Center teacher administered the posttest prior to

the actual discharge.

A two-phased evaluation reporting form was developed in order to
insure accurate reporting of data and to enable preliminary analysis of
the data to be performed earlyvin the program year. These forms were
collected and checked in January and were returned to the schools. The

second phase of data reporting was conducted during the month of May.b

This procedure had the added advantage of enabling the evaluator to make

ongoing formative inputs to project staff.

Treatment of the Data .

Most of the students in grades four thnrough six Qere tested with
Level I of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test, while Level II was
generally employed-in grades seven and eight. Accordingly, the split-plot
factorial analysis was appropriate in these instances. However, the

number of students served by the speech and clinical guidance components.

11




was so small that separate analyses were precluded. As a result, the.

tudents were regrouped according to a plan devised in consultation with

“M\

the head of the Consultant/Evaluator Unit of the Office of Educational
Evaluation. Three groupings were formed for the purpose of analysis.
One group was comprised of students who received only the Reading Skills
Center service. A second group consisted of those who received one type
of service in addition to the basic program, i.e., either speech or

'linjical guidance. Students in the third group received both of these

0
\L.m

additional services.

There were only 41 students in grade four through six tested on

Level II and 44 in grades seven and eight who were tested on Level I of
the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test for whom complete data were avail-
able. As a result, the data for these two groups were analyzed usirg

the overall real posttest versus anticipated posttest analysis.

Site Visits

Two Half-day visits to each site were made by the evaluation consul-
tant. Teachers were given advance notice of these visits by the project
coordinator. While this procedure may have caused teachers tﬁ.ﬁaké special
preparations, a reasonable sample of typical activitiés was Pr@bably ob-—
served. Site vig cs included meetings with many of the host school prin-

ciples. nformal discussions with individual students often occurred.

12




CHAPTER III

EINDINGS

Tablé 1 Preéents a summary of mean group scores for the pretest and
posttest as well as the anticipated or expected posttest éééresi The
scores were analyzed separately for éach test level and fcr each of the
two grade groupings. In all cases the posttest means exceeded ﬁhe pre-
test means, with mean differences ranging from 0.80 to 1.47 grade eguivaa
lent (GE) units. Similariy; mean posttest/expected posttest differences
ranged from 0.54 to 1.1l grade equivalent uﬁits.

Table 1

Mean Group Scores as a Function .of Grade
and Test Levels

Grades 4-6 Grades 7-8

Test o Expected ’ Expected
form N Pretest Posttest

Level I 117 2.37 2.63 3.17 44 3.02 3.28 3.86

Level II 41 2.57 2,80 3.88. 199 3.97 4.33 - 5.44

Posttest N Pretest Posttest Posttest

The scores of the 44 grade seven and eight students who were tested
on Level I were analyzed using a correlated t test for the difference be-

tween actual posttest and anticipated posttest. The posttest mean of

13




3.86 exceeded the mean expected posttest (3.02) by 0.84 GE units. This
difference was found to be statistically significant (p < .001l). (See

line 2, Item 26 of the appended MIR).

A similar analysis was performed for the 41 grade four through six
students tested on Level II @i the Stanfgra’Diagantie Reading Test
(see line 3). 1In this instance, the posttest mean of 3.88 exceeded the
expected posttest by 1.08 SE units. This result was also found to be

statistically signi f' cant (p <.001).

TEE scores for the remaining two groups were analyzed using the
split-plot analysis of variance method described above in Chapter II.

In order to facilitate the discussion, the Level II test scores of the

be discussed first. Mean posttest

I_I\

grade seven and eight pupils wil
and expected posttest scores as well as their standard deviations are
presented in Table 2. In all, the scores of 199 students were analyzed.
..S8ixty-nine of these students received-only the Reading Skills Center -
treatment, while 109 reééived clinical guidance or speech (97:aﬁd 12

students respectively) in addition to the reading program, and 21

received both of these additional services.

While the expected posttest means varied up to about DiSTGE's; the
actual posttest means were all within 0.1 GE's. Différences between mean
posttest and expected posttest perf@rménée ranged from 0.7 to 1.2 GE's
for the three treatment groups. The summary of the analysis of variance

for these dlfferénces is presented in Table 3.

14




Table 2

Treatment Groups -- Level II, Grades 7-8

N=199

_Group

Pretest
Mean

Expected

__Posttest

Mean . SD

Reading Skills 69
Centers Only

v
ol

W

eading Skills
enters + 1
service

services

4.04

Lad

.87

o
(]

4.71

Table 3
Analysis of Variance Summary Table
Posttest vs. Expected Posttest Scores
Level II, Grades 7-8
SR B . . N=199 _ _ _ _ _ _
Sum of Mean
Source of Variation daf square F . -1

Between subjects
Treatments
Subjects within groups

Within subjects
Scores (expected vs. real)
Treatments X scores
Scores X subjects
within groups

o o
oW
L] - L[]

SO
"~

ot
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The analysis of variance reveals thatvthe source of the only sig-
nificant findihg was the di%féfénce.between tie ﬁhweighted overall mean
posttest and expected posttest scores (5.44 and 4.45 respectively). The
unweighted mean posttest was significantly greater than the unweighted

mean of the expected posttest scores (p < .00l). The differences be-

tween the three treatment groups did not approach significance.

A similar analysis of the Level I scores for grades four through six
proved to be somewhat more complex. Mean posttest and expected posttest

scores for the three treatment groups are given in Table 4.

Table 4
Analysis of the Performance of the Three
Treatment Groups -- Level I, Grades 4-6

i o ' Eépeateﬂ

Posttest Posttest

Pretest T o
Group N Mean __Mean ~ SD Mean SD_

Reading Skills 24 2.62 3.55 0.70 2.90 0.63

Reading Skills 62 2.36 3.11 0.76 2.62 0.62

Centers + 1
service

b
L]

)
[
)
L]

D
[v3]
o
~J
b
N
I
s
o
L]

o
O

Reading Skills 31
Centers + 2
services
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For each of the three treatment groups, the actual posttest mean
exceeded the expected posttest mean by at least one-half a grade equiva-
lent. However, mean expected posttest scores and actual posttest scores

were somewhat different across the groups. The summary of the analysis

of variance is presented in Table 5.

Table 5

Analysis of Variance Summary Table
Posttest vs. Expected Posttest Scores

Source of Variation _sguares df  sguare F p

Between suhjécts
Treatments 5.66 2 2.8
Subjects within groups 93.14 114 0.8

KWW1th;ﬂ subjectsd”m

Scores (expected vs. real) 15.66 1 15.66  120.46  <.001
Treatments X scores 3.66 2 -1.83 14.08 <.001
Scores X subjects 14.68 114 0.13

within groups :

Several sources of significant differences are identified in Table 5.
One of these is difference between unweighted posttest and expected post-
test means (3.21 and 2.65 respectively) which yielded a p value of less
than .001. 1In addition, the combined posttest and expected posttest

f the three treatment groups were found to be significantly

=
fin]
<
o
=
il
'}
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different (p < .05). Post hoc analysis revealed that the performance
of the students in the Reading Skills Centers' only treatment group Qas
superior to each of the other two treatment groups. However, this
difference can best béiatﬁf%bute§rFé the fact that the pretest mean @f

i
i

2.62 for the Reading Skills Centers only treatment group was higher than
the pretest means of the other two groups. In the absence of pretest

equality between the groups, no significant treatment effects can be in-

I

ferred.

The interaction of treatment group with type of test score (real
or expected posttest) was also found to be significant (p < .001). How-
ever, the type of analysis under consideration compares a real score to
an hypothetical one. Accordingly, the interpretation of interactions

is both obscure and of no practical importance in program evaluation.

Fagiliﬁies an§7Maﬁar§1;§
T pHée selectidn of sites and tﬁeiéquiﬁment'céntainéd'théreiﬁ was dis-
cussed in Chapter I. While there was some variation in the adequacy of
the actual classrooms used for Reading Skills Centers, it was apparent
that thé project coordinator was able to secure the cooperation of host

principals in selecting the best available rooms. .

The learning materials contained in each room were appropriate for
the varying reading and maturational levels of the participants. These
materials were well displayed and made the rooms both attractive and func-

- tional. 1In addition, a good deal of student work was displayed.

18
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Staff
The coordinator of the program had previously been a field super-
visor of corrective reading for the nonpublic school ESEA program. Her

training includes a masters degree in reading and Learning Disabilities

as well as advanced training in educational administration. A number of

the teaching staff also hold masters degrees in reading while most of
the others have had considerable preparation. All staff members have pre--

viously taught reading.

The skills of the staff were quite good. Staff morale was excellent
and identification with the program was sincere. Freguent supervisory
visits were made by the project coordinator, and she was viewed most

pééitively by the teachers.

In-service staff training in the diagnosis of reading problems is

an important area that should receive greater focus in the future. Per-

" haps each staff meeting could have a ségmént devoted to such activities

with presentations by teachers, the project coordinator, or outside re-

source personnel,

Students o _
As the year progressed, students became more accustomed to the

working routine and reqﬁirad only minimal supe.vision by the teacher.

Interviews with students revealed thét they held very positive attitudes

toward the Centers, the materials, and the teaching staff. For many stu-

19




dents, the Reading SklllS Center was their most favored learning environ-

ment.

Dlscrépansv Analysis

As implemented, the Reading Skills Centers program coincided Wlth
the description of the program in the funding proposal. The identifi-

cation of students reading in excess of two and one-half y ars below

their nominal grade equivalent has been successful. However, the use of .

a single test administered in the Centers for diagnostic, évaluatign,‘

and placement purposes created some problems.

The screening process 1ncluﬂed the scanning of scores abtalneﬂ on

i

a reading test administered by the nonpublic school during the prior

spring. The grade level score on that test suggested which level of the

' Stanford Diagnostic Test should be given to Préspectivé participants. In
some cases one of the test scores showed a minimum of two and one-half

this issue is detailed in the recommendations section of this report,

¢

Complementary Services

The Reading Skills Center program is but one of the services in-
cluded in the nonpublic school ESEA umbrella. Many of the pa:ticipants
in this component were also served by speech, clinical guidance and
cgrrgcti%e mathematics personnel. In one school, a paraprofessional

assisted the teachers in the instructional process.

20




'~ BEvaluation

The Role o

i
Although program activities commenced in September, the evaluator

was unable to begin site visits or to meet with teaching staff until

g

ecember. This situation arose, in-part, because meetings between admini-

5

strative and evaluation personnel were not cémpletéﬂ-until the first

week of Novembar. The additional delay resulted from a disagreement

‘centering upon the conditions for scheduling site visits.

!

Interactions wiﬁh program staff and Partizigants that occur early
in the project year can give rise to important feedback so that changes
can be made if and when they are necessary. However, such a strategy
requires accepting the evaluator as part of the project team. Restric-
tive and cumbersome regulations and policies do nét foster such an

approach. A more positive view of the evaluation process would certainly

be more productive.

21
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CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS,

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Summary of Findings

rate groupings reflect;ng two test levels and two gradé clusters.
Overall, mean pretest/posttest gains were in excess of one grade équié'
valent. In each of the four separate analyses, two of which employed
the split-plot factorial design, differences bétwéan pmsﬁtests and ex-

pected posttests were all statistically significant. These latter

différénces ranged from about 0.5 to 1.1 grade equivalent units. ﬂéﬁ
X

The facilities for the program and the materials used in the pro-

[

gram were quite good. "The Random House High Intensity Learning System

in Reading''provided teachers and students with a catalogue of activi-

ties for the use of the various learning materials in the Reading

:iékilléﬂéenﬁérs}' As the need arose, students were referred to clinical

guidance and speech personnel.

The program coordinator and the teaching staff are dedicatgé pro-
fessionals and are chiefly résponsiblé for the success of the program.
The coordinator's fine supervisory ability and style are certainly.
appreciated by the staffg The cooperation and unﬂersﬁanding of the h@s£
school principals and staffs have undoubtediy contributed to the success

of the program. .

» 22




Student participants viewed the program most positively. Because

the materials were appropriate, students began to expect success.

The original project proposal called for the use of a single test
for purposes of placement, diagnosis, and evaluation. As suggested in

Chapter III, such a plan resulted in scne logical inconsistencies.

Conclusions

1. As a result of program participation, student per formance has been
outstanding as gauged by pretest/posttest differences. Indeed, per-
formance has significantly surpassed aﬂ;izipated posttest levels.

2. Excellent supefvisign and the dedication and hard work of all pro-
gram staff have contributed to success.

3. Appropriate materials and facilities have also contributed to Efgl

gram success.

4. The first full year of operations has been remarkably successful.

UPféérém ?éfsaﬁﬁé; should strive for continued development of the

program in the coming years.

Recommendations

1. The program should most definitely be recycled.

2. The gains-evidanéed in this :@mgan&n? squé;t that the prograrn
should be expanded to include other schools that meet eligibility
criteria.

3. The project coordinator and the teaching staff should be encouraged

to continue to pursue an eclectic approach in the selection of

23
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materiais and teaching strategies.

Plans should be ﬁadé for additional inservice training of staff
in the diagnosis of reading difficulties.

Student eligibility for the program should be based upon the

degree of reading retardation found at the time of the nonpul:lic

'schools' spring testing program. The Stanford Diagnostic Reading

Test could then be used solely for diagnostic and evaluation

purposes.

24
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" CHAPTER V
EXEMPLARY PROGRAM ABSTRACT

Component Code  Activity Code Objective Code ,
0 |8 2 4-5 7121(0 8101|1 SED Number 75-003

\m'

Central Title I Remedial Services
For Eligible Nonpublic School Pupils
Reading Skills Center Component

1nten51ve dlngnostlc prescrlptlve readlng instruction for Students in
grades four through eight who had evidenced reading retardation in excess

of two and one-half years below their nominal grade level. Priority for

participation in the program was given to those pupils who had previously
participated in the Title I nonpublic school corrective reading program

and who had made little or insufficient progress. %%%

Sl Rl Sad LR R NUA Siulll Ehl B , Function No. 09-59627 -

Students attended the Centers in groups of five studénts per teacher.

The groups received instruction for three to five sessions per week in
class periods ranging from forty-five to sixty minutes. Two teachers
were located at each of the eight Centers so that a total of about four

‘hundred students could be served.

The individual assignments prescribed by the teacher were selected
for putative congruency with 500 specific reading objectives catalogued
by an educational publishing company. Since the learning was largely
self-directed and self-paced, the teachers were free to work with indi-
vidual students while others were working on their own.

.. The..evaluation. objective_of.showing.significant .improvement.in-.. ...

readlng, using the real posttest and anticipated posttest scores, was

achieved. Furthermore, the mean difference between pretests and post-
tests was in excess of one grade equivalent.

Program strengths included a favorable teacher-pupil ratio, the
quality of the teaching staff and their effort, skillful supETV131Dn,
the selection of appropriate facilities and materlals the eclectic — -~
approach of program staff, and the cooperation of host school principals

and teachers. -
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Central Title I Remedial Services For Eligible Nonpublic School Pupils

READING SKILLS CENTER COMPONENT Function No. 09-59627

Use Table 26, for listorical Repression Design (6-step Formula) for Reading and Mathematics.

Appendix A:
26, Standardized Test Results ppendix A,

In the Table below, enter the requested assessment information about the tests used to evaluate the
effectiveness of major project component/activities in achieving desired objectives, This form re- r§§|
quires means obtained from scotes in the form of grade equivalent units as processed by the f-step o
fornula, (see District Fvaluator's Handbook of Selected Fvaluation Procedures, 1974, p, 29-31) Be-

fore completing this table, read all footnotes. Attach additional sheets if necessary,
o frmtT T [ [Naber|  [Predicted | ctual |Gbrained]

Component | Activity |Used | Form | Jevel |TotalGroup [Tested| Pretest |Posttest |Posttest | Value |Sub- 5/
_Code | Coda_ Y 7P:§,Past P:§7EQ§§,}{§y 13/ 4 |Date| Mean __Mean Dateiean| of t [Group

6108 |2 20 (SD66) Wi W | TIT (10824 1117 Ja | b | b Jclb|b |
/08 200 15066 W1W [ T1T | 45125 | 44 [a B.02)3,28 | c [3.807.50%
A 2)0 JS066] W)W ITEITE) M2 e a7 280 e (3,848,554
sloplal g 7 oo Jsoee| wiw jrr [ laoe]os o9 Ja b ] b Jefb|b |
[ iy et d ot o bl (425,600, Lo of sipifcce p < 00

3/ Tdentify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 5), Where several grades are com-
bined, enter the last two digits of the component code.
Total number of participants included in the pre and posttest calculations,
Provide data for the following groups separately: Neglected (code as N), Delinguent (code as D), and
Randicapped (code as H), Place the indicated code letter in the last column Lo ~'gnify the subgroup
evaluated,

a, Pretest administered in 4/74, 9/74 or during first week of attenuance

b. These data contained in the body of he report since a split-plot factorial analy51s
__was performed.

\} Pasttest adninistered in 4/75 o1 prlor o a student's date of Jischarge

1 Josrw ] =~
e —




CFPICE CF EDUCATIOHAL EVALUATION = DATA LG3 FGRY v
Appendix B: (atcach to ¥IR, ften #30)  Function # 0939627

In this table enter all pata Loss information, Detween MIR, item #30 and this form, all participants
{n each activity must be accounted fora The component and activity codes used in completion of Ltem 30
should be used here so that the two tables match, See definitions below table for further Instructions, .
Central Title I Remedial Services For Eligible Nonpublic School Pupils
READING SKILLS CENTER CDMPDNENT

SIPRECING) ©) ) |
Component | Activity | Group| Test |Total|MNumber | Participants | Reasons why students were not tested, or {f
Code Code |I,D, |Used | N |Tested/| Mot Tested/ tested, were not analyzed .
Analyzed  Anelyzed | Number/
— N 1% o Reason
) Mcved/left schual 5
61018124 |7]2]0|24 |SD-66{ 128 117 11 ] 8.6 : ed in grade 31 2
LI
Moved/left school 11
6 O(8 25 (712 0]25 |SD-66| 45| 44 1l [ | ]
LI
] - - |Moved/left school |1
Transfer to other Tifle T prog | 1
61 0{8 204 (7]12]0Q|24 (SD-66 44| 41 5 | 6.8 |Absent from test 1
. LII
Maved/le_ft school R
6| 018 12(5(7(2]0[25 |SD-66] 204] 199, | & |2.5 [
LI Transfer to Dther TltlE 1 prog 2
(1) Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 9). Where several grades are combined,
enter the last two digits of the component code,
(2) Identify the test used and year of publication (MAT=70, SDAT- =74, etc.),
(3) Number of participants in the sctivity,
(4) Number of participants included In the pre and posttest caleulations found on itemif30,
(5) Nuzber and percent of participants not tested and/or not enalyzed on itemf30,
(6) Specify all reasons why students were not tested and/or enalyzed, Tor each reason specified, pravide a geparate
mmber count, If any further documentation s available, please attach to this form, If further 5pnce L
needed to gpecify and explain data loss, cttach additiﬂnal pages to this form,
2 o |
29 3 |
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