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SUMMER PROGRAM FOR LANGUAGE AND HEARTNG IMPATRED CHILDREN

r

Chapter I. PROGRAM DESCRTPTION

This project was designed to provide a program of math and rcuding
instruction bascd on common and cnriching expericnces, for language and
hearing impaired children ages 5-14.

The project populatién was composed of students 5 to 14 years of age,
afflicted with a recegciye and/or expressive language dysfunction who are
below grade in mathémafics and reading. All children are currently en-
rolled in various centers of the School for iLanguage and Hearing Impaired
Children. The instructional staff came from the same centers. A teacher
in charge, assisted by a general dssistant—audiologist, organized the
program, planned orientation sessions and superviséd'all aspects of the
program which employed 13 teachers, 5 paraprofessionals and one secretary.

Approznimately 450 students of the School for Language and llearing
Impairea Children fall into the age and disability ca* gory for this
program. It was estimated that approximately 110 of rhese students would
register for the program; 125 attended. The program operated for 28 days
beginning July 1, 1975. Children were in attpndancc {rom 8:30—15:30 on

class days.

All class sessions were organized according to type of language disa-

bility, chronological age and social maturity. Classes were departmental.

Each teacher worked with four classes daily.

. Program Objcctive: To help pupils achieve mastery of instructional objec-—

tives in reading and mathematics which they fail prior to instruction as '

measured by the CROFT (Reading) and BASE (Mathematics) Criterion Referenced

A

Tests. 5

O
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Chapter 1T1.  EVALUATIVE PROCEDURLS

Ey_:_n_lu_:)_tvi})_n____(H_wj_n_‘vt;ivm_:__r_iﬁl_.: To determine if, as a result of participation
in the program, 70 percent of the pupils master at least one instructional

objective which prior to the program they did not master.

Subjects:  All participants in the program.

Methods and Procedures: Using school records and teacher evalua--
tion as levelers |, all participants were administered, 1s a
pretest, sclected criterion-refercenced tests from the CROFT
(Reading) and BASE (Math) tc ascertain each instructional objec:
tive diagnosed as requiring remediation (as determined by pretest
failure). A post-test was administered on an individual basis
after an appropriate interval of instruction. For each instruc-
tional objective, results of passing and failing on the pretest
and the posc-test were recorded on the C]aés Evaluation Record

ccery. 2

Time Schedule: Some pretests woere administered at the begining

of the program while ensuing pretests were adminlstered later

~during the program as appropriate; the post-test at intcrvals

throughout the 1:fe of the program.

The verms "pretest” and "post-test' when used in the context or an

evaluation based upon a criterion-referenced instrument are interchangeable

" test.

f
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Data Analysis: Data arce analyzed and presented in tabular form
ascertaining the percentage of participants demonstrating mastery
or non-mastery of cach instructional objective (according, to SED

classificavion system) at initial testing, and final testing.

Evaluation Objective #2: To determine, as a result of participation in

the program, the extent to which pupils demonstrate mastery of instructional

objectives.

Subjects:  Same as above.

ypthods and Procedures: Same as above.

Time Schedule: Same as above.

Data Analysis: Data are analyzed and presented in narrative and

tabular form to ascertain cach of the following. The tables are
appended.

N
A) The distribution ¢f pupils failing to demonstrate mastery

prior to instruction and not receiving sufficient instruction

to receive the post-test.

B) The distribution of pupils demonstrating mastery of objectives

prior to inscruction.

C) The distribution of pupil mastery as a result of instruction

by instructional objectives.

D) The distribution of the number.of objectives mastered as a

-
result of instruction. '

7
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E) The distribution of percentage of pupils achieving @ rious

levels of mastery of instructional objective.

Evaluation Objective #3: To determine the extent to which the program,

as actually carried out, coincided with the program as described in the

Project Proposal.

Chapter 1I1. Findings

Objective #1: Did 70 percent of the pupils master at least one

instructional objggtive during the program? Table "D" (appended) presents
evidence 1A the affirmative. Over half (55%) of the pupils mastered one

. i
or more objectives in rcading. The comparable statistic for math is 70%.
Thus the objective was attained by the achievement in math alone. Fﬁrther—_

more many pupils exceeded the one-itcm objective; 267 and 167 in rcading and

math respectively attained three or more instructional objectives.

Objective #2: To what extent did pupils demonstrate mastery of instruc-
tional objectives as a result of participation in the program? Addressing
this question with cvidence beyond that already presented, we need to consider

evidence on several issues:

"
»

(a) to what extent did a demonstrated lack of master§ continue unchanged
chroughout the program?
(b) to what extent did the program dwell on familiar territory on which
pupils had already gained mastery?
(¢) to what extent were the gains in learning patterncd by subject
matter?
“and (d)  to what extent werce pupils likely to succeed in mastoring the

objectives they undertook?
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Now for the evidence.

(a) The extent of unattained objcctives. Table "A" shows how many
instructional objectives in%tially unmastered remained without a post-test
by summer‘s end. According to the evidence, for most students the program
eﬂded.with a few objectives still unattained.

In reading, roughly a quarter (27%) of the pupils at summer's end had
yet to receive a post-test on 3 or 4 reading objectives which has been
failed initially. Nearly half the student.body (477) had yet to be pqst—'
tested on 1 or 2 reading objectives which"had been failed initially. The
remaining quarter (26%) of the pupils in the program succegsfully completed

a post-test for all objectives which had been failed initially, leaving none

t
. 1
unmastered. |

In math, 227% of the pupils had no post-test follow-up recorded on 3 or

more non-mastery items. Nearly half the student body (45%) had no follow-up

on 1 or 2 items not mastered initially. Finally the remainderof the student 3[3
. A -

bndy (33%) successfully completed a post-test for all objectives which had

been failed initially, leaving none unmastered.

Several observations clarify the data. For one thing, the program
rersonnel attempted to give children a sense of accbmplishment through the
attainment of as many unmastered instructional objectives as possible. Hence

the low number of unattained objectives. However, in many cases, though non-

i mastery was demonstrated on test items and recorded on the child's record,
little instruction was given on these objectives. This is because teachers
frequently ascertained non-mastery on an array of instructional objectives

] during the first few days of the summer session before deciding on which

; efforts would be concentrated. Because of the short duration of the program,
a number of identified instructicnal necds therefore went unattended. The

summer's records would prove uscful to planning instruction during the

9
Q .
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regular school year, and serve to heightcn.continuiﬁy between the summer
and winter programs,

In some ways, the program's organization made’it difficul. to eradicate
all pretest failure. Teachers involved pupils in a variety of activities to
make the summer program "fun' for handicapped children who must attend school
for the summer. Also the departmentalization of instruction served to diver-
sify instructional activities and objectives. Accordingly learnin. advanced

simultaﬁcously on many fronts, observation suggests, but, the amount of

progresg was somctimes apparently insufficient to warrant a post-test.

|
t
i

| -

/
(b) The extent of fresh. instructional objectives. Table "B'" shows how
»w-

often pupils demonstrated mastery prior to the program, expressed as a percén—
tage of all pretests attempts. In %oth reading and math, students fared quite
vayiously; In reading, for examplet roughly a fifth (227%) of thke pupils
<rored correctly on ncarly all instructional items during the pretest. By '
contrast another two-fifths (40%) of those in the program failed the great
bulk 6f pretest items. The remaining (38%) students demonstrated mastery
prior to instruction between 26 and 75 percent of the time.

In math, a slightly larger percentage (30%) of Lite pupils scored correcily
on the gréat bulk of instructional items during the pretest. Also, only 20%
of those in the program failed the great preponderance of math items when
tested initially. The remaining hélf of the student body demonstrated mastery
before instruction ranging between 26 and 75 percent of the time,

Thus the student body, handicapped in language, showed less proficiency
in reading than in math. ‘At the same time considerable heterogenity exists on
poth counts. For the grecat majority, the summer program was not a reiteration

of previously mastered curriculum.
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(c) V&rinbility in learning by subject mattcr. Table "C" presents the
distribution of pupil mastery by instructional objective. At least 70% of
the pupils in the program demonstrated mastety by summer's end in a third
(30%) of the instfuctional objectives undertaken. In a little more than half.
(54%) of the instructional objectives undertaken, a majority of youngsters
uemonstrated mastery by summer's end. ﬁy contrast, in a quarter of the instruc-
Fiodal objectives (25%), fewer than 10% of the pupils demonstrated mastery.
Note that very few children had undertakeg\the objectives seldom acﬁicved.'
The statistic in these cases does not ncceésﬁrily reflect anything about the

inherent difficulty of that particular task for the student body. Also,

\
.

teachers concentrated their instructional efiorts on the objectives most

v

frequently not mastered at the program’s onset.

(d) The likelihood of scholastic achievement. Table "E" shows the number
of instructional objectives each child mastered as a percentage of all objeé—
tives he/she undertook du{ing the summer program. In both reading and math,
the student bodyv dJdemonstrated diverse rates of success. In reading, for
example, a seventh (14%) mastered 90-1007% of the objeutivés they attempted.
Nqarly half (48%) wmastered at least 50% of the objectives undertaken. By
contrast another 457 mastered less than 107 of the reading ob;ecgives under-
taken during the summer program.

Similafly in math, a fifcth (20%) of the pupils mastered 90-1007 uf the
objectives they attempted. Ha]f (51%) of student body mastercd at least 507%
of the objectivee undertaken. Yet a third (317) mastered less than 10% of
the objectives undertaken. In short, the program nctted academic achievement
for the majority of pupils in attendance, thoughtsome more than others.

The results in Table "E" understate the amount of afhievement actually

attained. The presumption that non-mastery on a pretest was followed by
e : :

instruction relcevant to that objective is not always warranted, as carlier

1i
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text has deseribed.  All ditems of demonstrated non-mastery orx

enter the denominator of the statistic presented. in Table "R'7

depress the data below the true rate of achfévomvn!.
Egﬁgnkjmigﬁkiggiz While 125 pupils enrolled in and att o

program, cight pupils were absent more than- three out of cver-

days. These few have been eliwminated from the cvaluation.,

One further limitation of this cvaluation should be clax

0
1
i
i

design of the study is such that it does not allow a firm ass

causality, as might be implied by the title of Table '"D". By~
tion, a number of influences extringic to the program (e.g.,

developaent) may account for the learning increments obscrved

rescarch design does not control.

Affoctive Outcomes: Throughout the program, the staff (= -—-wrereeseiroroon

fun while learning. Moreover the staff generally took childx

and sentiments into account when identifying and pursuing ins=

Z&Lives., As a result children appeared to enjoy their summer ¥ s=——————

—

{ the most part, school notwithstanding. Though the chief obj <

\

e .
program are cognitive in naturce, affective oaﬁpomes observed

ihe record by virvtue of their impacteon program enrollees' w =X —————=———m

return to school in the Fall ready to learn. Presumably, sh«

i outcomes cngender significant long-run consequences on contix
development., -

Program Adequacy: - The program materials and facilities

program were adequate. The staff secemed impressively hard-wc
4

thoughtful about its professional calling. On the basis of &

e ent e LAk b s e e e

supplied above and on-the-scene obscervations, the program is

needs of the specific target populaticen for which it was des

crucial for deciding whether to continue the program, since =

1 12
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the children's families included--are limitéd in their ability to meet the
special necds of ' is population. ' )

It should be noted that the program procceded without first establishing
each child's deficiencies in the perceptual motor arcas, e.g., audiological
and visual deficiencies. The availability of diagnostic informagion would
sharpcﬁ the programs's thrust, to the extent that diagnoses guide instruc-

tional decisions and treatment.,

Prior Recomnendation

The .prior evaluation recommended the extension of the concept of experi-
entially bascd learning activities from mathematics to the program's curri-
culum generally. This was accomplished principally with the extension into
reading.

,
Objective #3: To what extent did the actual program coincide with the

proposal design? While there were no significant departures {rom the program
design, séveral minor variations can be mentioned. Also some djfficulties in
implementing the design will be described below.

The program design stipulates the use of the results of a Title T city-
wide test asrg\Plcvoler”, i.c., the basis for grouping children” into instruc-
tional groups. While pupils in the program were administered such a test in

i May, the results were not available at the program's outsét. Consequently,
. classroom assignments were based on school records and teachers' judgments.
This method is appropriate for the design requirement that classes be organized

on the basis of language disability, chronological age, and socinsl maturity.

e ot e BB b e+ e e e
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In constructing Table "A', the heading required by the design ("Number
l/ '
of Instrugtionn[ Objectives Failed") was amended slightly by adding "Without
~ A
Follow-Up". The purposc is to emphasize the statistic's reference not to
pretest failure alone, but to pretest failure without a post-test follow-up.

"none"

1f the statistic were scen as referring to pretest failure alone, the
entry would then be reparded as an illogical configuration of pupils with no
pretest failures and no post-test follow-up. Insteﬁd the "none'" entry shows
the nuhbor (and proportioq}'of pupils who were post-tested on all the instruc-—
tionaldohjcctives which they had failed initially.

Finally, several minor difficulties in test administration and data
collection were incurred by the shift to a new type of test, i.e., criterion
refercnced testing. For one thing, method of recording post-test results
uscd by the program dcpurfod somewhat from the official Class Evaluation
Record schema, in that no symhol was nsed to signifly post-test -{failure.

Thus an "E" on iho program's records might reflect cither no post-test or
post—-test failurc. The effect of this recording error upon the data is to
understate the apparent amount of instruction taking place during the summer
in Tabte A",

Some confusion resulted from the adoption of a new type of test.

Teachers and the program coordinator struggled with the tendency of criterion-

A5

referenced tests to direct the path of instruction, rather than adopting test-
items to fit a preconceived course of instruction. Maintaining a new recording
system on a daily basis throughout the program's duration constituted a size-
able clerical burden, cspcciu]]y for teachers who individuate their instruc-
tional objectives. Morcover the program's organization on a departmental basis

compounded the clerical efforts required by teachers, since they had to establist
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instructi.aal objectives for not one but four different classrooms. (Tests
were sclected long after departmental organization had been elected.)
Finally the cvaluator did not participate in the initial orientation to the
new tests and their administration. Consequently he provided minimal asiss-
tance to the program coordinator and teachers when questions about the
initial guidance arose.

Many of these difficgltics would be minimized by d careful review of
testing maturiqls and the proposed rccofding schcma'by‘the evaluator and

program administrator in pre-program conferences.

Chapter TV. SUMMARY OF MAJOR TINDINGS, CONCLUSTONS AND RECOMMENDATTONS

Sumnary

The summer program serves a population which generally has few, if hny{
options for development-conducive activities during the swemer. Thus both
copnitive and affective outcomes of the program are important to monitor.

As for cognitive growth, the program atta:.>d its first objective, with
as many children achicving mastery og a mnthemd*ical objecﬁivé alone as was
expected of the entire program. Considerable diversity in the student body's
preparcdness to learn was demonstrated, as well as in the amount of learning
that actually took place. Diffprcnces in both preparedness and learning were
pronounced in wathematics and attenuated in reading, as would be anticipated

; on the basis of pupils' handicaps.

| While attitudinal data were not collected systematicu]iy, observations
. .

| suggest that the large majority of pupils enjoyed the summer's activitices.
This in turn will likely increase their willingness to learn upon return to

school in the Fall.

O
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~The program was instituted as written, with but minor excepiion. However,
the adost.on of eriterion reterenced testing complicated both the progren's

implementation and its evaluatioun.

The data give the clear impression that this.program facilitates the
cognitive growth of handicapped yonngsters, even in those arcas most impaéted
by their hunqicaps.

Second, critcerion fuforcnced testing‘broves to be an integral part of
the program, not an extrinsic appendage. Testing decisions with programmatip

implications nced thorough consideration before a program begins.

Recommendations

The program should definitely be continued. This recommendation is made
on the basis of the demonstrated progress of:srudents during the summeT and
on the basis of the lack of meaningful summertime options open to this popu-
lation. The costs of this program are small compdred to the long-run costs
that would be exacted by failing to develop the economic potential of;this

handicapped population.
As for‘program evaluation, the test/should be selected in cqnjuﬁction
with the development of other program cémponents. Where a new mode of testing
, i
is adopted, as in the present instance, the evaluator should participate in
]
pre-program conferences and workshops on test administration, so as to assist
the coordinator and other program personnel in the design and perfbrmancc of
their test-administration responsibilities.
Because children in the summer program attend the same schooi du: ng the

winter, issucs of c¢ontinuity arise that should be studied. Tor one thing,

the use of the same criterion referenced test during the summer and winter
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(previded that an acceptable test were avallable) would facilitate continuity
in planning a child's instruction. For another cexample, the incorporation
into the summer program of specialists at gauging children's deficiencies

in the perceptual motor arpas would provide diagnoses and prescriptions for
some of the school's more sceverely handicapped youth which could be used by
staf{ year-round-. This diagnostic-prescriptive component would be an addition
to the existing approach of an activity/experiential program to achieve
mastery of specific objectives in the areas of reading and math. A proper
experimental design should be devised to gauge the impact of the extra com-

ponent.,

17
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TABLE PAN

DISTRIBUTION JF PUPIL NON-MASTFRY ON PRETEST AND NJ PUST-TFST FOLLUW-UP

Nurber of Instructional Number of Parcentage of
D jmctives Without Foilow=Up Pupils Pupils
Reading:
34 32 27
non % %
none
T%7 50
Math:
11-12 1 3
9.10 1 1
78 0 0
5<6 6 5
34 15 13
1-2 52 45
none 39 R
117 100

TAPLRE "B
DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MADTHRY OF TNSTRICTIONAL OBJECTIVES FRISR T2 INSTRICTI!

Percentape of Mastery of Number of Percentagpe
dnstructional Objectives Pupils of Pupils

Reading:

76-1007% : 26 22
51- 75% ‘ 26 22
26— 507 i9 16
, ~ 0- 25% 46 40
; , 117 100
Math:
' 76-100% 35 ) , 30
51- 75% . 39 33
26~ 507 20 17
g 0- 25% 23 20
117 100
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TARLE nCw

DISTRIBUTION OF PUPIL MASTFRY oY INSTRUCTIONAL JBJECTIVE AS A RFSULT OF INSTRUCTION

a

Instructicn:l Ratio of # runils sehicwvine mastery : Percentere
X Jactive 4 rupils stdororing mascery of Mactory -
Math: .
1101 9/16 - 5%
1102 7/23 ‘ 30
1103 11/12 " 92
11Ch 8711 . 73
1105 T2f15 €0
1106 9/11 82
1107 1/6 v 17
1108 279 22
1109 , 7/10 i)
1110 813 62
1111 9/16 ' . 56
1112 0/8 0
1113 hf12 33
1114 0/ , 0 )
1115 0/3 0
1116 0/0 . 0
1117 o/5 0
1201 8/9 89
1202 g/15 , 60
1301 0/4 , 0
1302 8/16 ' 50
1303 . 514 36
1304 2/17 12
1305 0/2 0
1401 15/37 . 41
1402 . L/12 33
. 1601 : 0/3 0
1602 ‘ 2/L1 22
1801 5025 20
1901 Lfs 50
Reading:
2101 28L6 61
2102 S 3049 51
2103 950 30
2104 Lps 80
2105 o/2 - 0
2401 37/58 64
2402 0/8 0
2403 24 /58 1
2404 ‘ /53 : 64
2405 1/27 b
2406 1/ 100

19
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/ ~16-

DISTRIRUTION OF THE NUBFR OF INSTRUCTIONAL ORJECTIVES MASTIRFD AFTFR INSTRUCTION
liwrber of

Nurber of nstructionaul Percontege of

birctivas ln stovad Puniis Punils
weading:
None £ ks
1-2 3h 29
J.lt 19 16
5-6 7 6
7-8 ) .
117 100
ath. _ .
None 35 30
1-2 63 54
34 18 15
5.6 1 —1
117 100
‘ \
TARLR_"F®

DISTRIBUZION OF PFRCFNTAGE OF PUPILS ACHIFRVING VLRIOUS LEVELS OF MASTFRY OF
INSTRUCTIONAL SZJBCTIV:S
Percentare of lMastery of

Instructional Gojoctives , Nunber Porcent.epe
(F b ‘TJ_L:_JCJSL;_:L) of of
(Fn v e oud Pupils Pupdls
Reooings -
50-100% 16 14
80--89 % 3 3
7079 ¢ 5 b
60-69 » 18 15
50-59 % 14 12
LO49 % 1 1
30-39 % L 3
20-29 % 3 3
10-19 %
0-9 % o3 5
117 100
Matht
90-1007% 23 20
80-89 % 2 1
70-79 % 6 5
6069 % )2 10
50-59 % 17 15
LoL9 4 7 6
30-39 % 7 6
20-29 % 6 5
10-19 % 1 1
0-9 % 5. 2L
117 100
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*/ the test owners recommend the use of the 1973 version of BASE for the elementary years.
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B/Z #09-61606 Math - -3

e e et e e s S ——
1 . = -
) ‘ : ORI RN
1
| . N .
' : i Dot nils
! N i . l |
1 L ' -\.' . .. ) iy ::.'\‘
! ! ' ' ! T } : \ i .
' b I o o
[N ; - ‘ - - | .
‘ ! [ O 25

' T - ’ : |
1303 | Metric © Base7d lmlear 60913 ! w126 14 S
i |

1304 : Temperature n oy . |

l ! ! N
1305 Monetary " S R T S T A

1601 Mathoperations Mttt d
‘ 1

H ; | .

1402 ! Geometry _ ! - A

i

1601 | Sets

!
. 1- !
1602 : Empty set ) " e i " | " v 20
| ]

1 :
1801 . Logical statements " !

T |

1901 © Problemanalysis | v - i v oo f v

T T ' : f l
R S AN S S
: ' - i : ; | i
i I o | ’
T _'—-‘_“ R ’ : t ' H i ,
! ] | a ! | | ! |
T T -1 —"f"'_ T i g
: 4 H i .
| P [ D O R T

*/ The test owners recommend the use -of the 1973 version of BASE for the elementary years.

&




_ B/E 03-61606 _Readina

-y !
I . I . ]
) Tove (VN R e U NLINS ST
| l o . 1 ‘;/ i ) P
(SRR i | N i = i C

i

9101 'Letter recognition, Croft-72 E Hpn 60812 ¢ H

R .
i ot i i |

2102 %Initial coqsonan:s‘_ " " " | w0 9 b5

{ ‘ , : 1 o i
2103  'Medial consenants " ' " " } " 0 1 5 3
_ 2103 “dedial cOnSORAMEE e . ‘ 1
2104 Final consonanes " " o I
2105 Eﬁ_l_eg_gi_s_ ____”__»_____‘: -_____‘_‘______":___"‘__“ o w0 \ 2 L0
R T e 1w
2401 Fantasy " | onoi . 13 C 1
g T T T
2403 < Inferences __ia_ " : A | w10 (12 L 8
T T T ; i ] i - :
! ' - ! ; !
2404 'Facts , [ T O U S bW f 0 13 0 1
_ 2404 cFacts. .. : 1 l : :

. 't " ‘! ", ‘ o | " ) ;11

‘
i

__2406__*Main ideas A S L ;___ " L
. | 2 |
" S 5 N 59 b33 19

2101 _‘Letter_recognition

2107 Initial consonants 502

fa

i
2103 .. Medial consonants

2
(383

!o

L2104 !_Fin,ql_gor_@gngxnts,, i A S __.l____"._._[_ 0 v




R-2_

g

«09-61005

nyT
oYV

 Read

7. o
-1
a0 ve —
) R,
Pa (=N b
)
— . U ~ 1
L
v L
.
hYl I
ERNY
e
=l
PN ._

60813 __ . .

o mpur

, Croftj72

'Fantasy

2401

n
rs

‘Classifying

2402

= uy
~t
\
.
| {
N
L
Voo
b 1 i
' | !
- =
. . 1
: ' i
i i
v '
. : |
] 1
!
! [ ]
_l. l.—
A =
' l i
'
e
! ; d
| !
| } H
1
vl -

2403

)
&

l

|

T
|
t

Follow directions

2405

4

D




32.

33.

L
i~
)

35.

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~

\

B/ 09-01000

Program Abstract: Please provide an abstract of your project, including
aspects of the project which account for highly positive results, Provide

a summary of the findings in relation to the objectives, as well as a descrip-
tien of the pedugogical methodology employed. ‘

v

Date activities began 7/ 1/75 Date activities will terminate 8 / 8 /75
. Mo. Day Yr. ' Mo. Day Yr.
Project time span __ School . ___ More than
(check one): l!__l Year . 2]}E| Summer 31~_[ 12 Mos. AI__J 1 year
Project is: ll::] New ZIEEI Resubmit ted 3[::| Continuation

(Title 111 only)
A. 1If projzct is resubmitted, please indicate number of years opcrifed:
I——] 2 years I——1 4 years

I::] 3 years IE:! 5 or more yeérs
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33,

COFTICT OF TOUCATTOIAL IVALUATICN =~ DATA LOSS TG
(attach to HIR, item §3C) function #_09-61606

In cthis table enter all patd poss informailon.  Delween MR, {lem #30 wnd his form, all purticipants T
iz each activity must be accounted fore The component ‘and activity codes used in completion of item #30
should be used here so that the two tables match. See definitions belev table for further instructions.

DT @1 ®] & ) | ©

Compenent Activity | Group | Test |Total | Number Participants Reasons why students were not tested, or if
Code Code | I,D. | Used | X Tested/ | Not Tested/ tested, were not analyzed
Aralyzed _ Analvzed . Yumber/
! N ol 7% - Reagon
Present fewer than 7 days | 1
. Croft-
610 {8 1141217210 K 72 14 13 1 )
Present fewer than 7 days 1
Base-
6101941 2171210 K 73 14 13 1
: Present fewer than 7 davs 7
. ' Croft-
610|811 {31720 13 72 111 104 7
Present fewer than 7 days 7
Base-
61019 |1 | 37|20} 13 1 111 104 7
;

(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 compenent code,

(2) Identify the test used and year of publication (MAT-70, SDAT-74, etc.).

(3) Nusber of participants in the activity, , .

(4) Nuzber of participants included in the pre and posttest calculations found on 1temit30,

(5) Nucber and percent of participants not tested and/or not analyzed on itemif30. .

(6) Specify all reasons why students were not tested and/or analyzed, For each reason specified, provide & gepsrate -

number count. If any further documentation {s available, please attach to this-form. If further space is-

needed to specify and explain data loss, attach additional pages to this form, . , 341 ,
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