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Function # 09 58616

REMEDIAL PR0CtAM IN READING AND MATHEMATICS FOR HOMEDDUND CHILDREN

Abstract of the Program

The Remedial Program in Reading and Mathematics for Homebound Children
served 479 Title I children who were provided tutorial Instruction within
their homes from February through June, 1975. Twentynine teachers provided
sessions with each child for two or more sessions per week. The children
were two or more years behind in reading and mathematics and were designated
as eligible for homebound instruction due to physical handicaps, hospitaliz
ation, school phobic responses, and other reasons. The youths who participated
in the program were from Manhattan, Bronx, Brooklyn and Queens. About one
third of the youth were from families in which Spanish was the dominant lang
uage spoken in the home. There were three times as many boys in the program
as girls. The age range was from seven to seventeen.

There were two evaluation objectives. First, to assess the extent
to which children in the program demonstrated statistically significant
differences in reading and mathematics between real post test scores and
anticipated post test scores. This objective was modified to determine whether
any statistically significant differences in reading and mathematics prepost
test scores were related to the number of sessions held with students.

The second objective was an analysis of the discrepancy between
the program as described and the actual observations as observed.

The Wide Range Achievement Tests WHAT) was used on a prepost
testing basis. The results were analyzed in terms of a one way analysis
of variance to determine if the gain or loss in reading and mathematics
varied by the number of tutorial sessions held. Informal evaluation pro
cedures included observations and interviews by the evaluator.

The results of the analysis of the data for 202 youths revealed
that the gain or loss in reading and mathematics did not vary with the
number of tutorial sessions held and was not statistically significant.
The discrepancy analysis revealed that the program did deliver the services
to the youth as described in the program proposal.

The greater frequency of tutorial sessions per se with the varied
group of homebound children 143 not sufficient to assure significant changes
in reading and mathematics. Recommendations for refunding the program in
cluded provisions for longer programs with more lead time and more diagnostic
and background information available regarding each child prior to program
operation, therefore enabling the teachers to develop various strategies
for prescriptive teaching.
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I. PROGRAM DESCRIPTION

The Remedial Program in Reading and Mathematics for HOmebound

Children was designed to serve 500 Title I eligible children who were

taught in their homes, or where the homebound instruction was designated.

The program began in February of 1975 due to the delay in_ fanding. The

program began with an orientation meeting on administrative matters,

followed by the first t O-and-one-half month cycle, and some partici-

pant- contInued until June 30. The second cycle with another group of

tudents began April 16 and ended June 30. There were 29 teachers

selected for the program.

The instruction was conducted at the usual site of the homebound

child. Sessions were conducted in Manhattan, Queens, the Bronx and

Brooklyn. The new program was designed to enrich and to supple t

the regular homebound tax levy program. Each teacher was expected to

teach a minimum of eight children per week in homes or at designated

places for the homebo d instruction. The concentrated periods occurred

two or more se sions per week for an hour and fifteen minutes each. The

teacher's work day began at 8:40, and lasted until 3 p.m.

Title I eligible pupils were drawn from the four above-named

boroughs. They ranged in age from seven to seventeen years. The

Title I children were selected for this program from among those

currently provided regular homebound instruction. Other criteria

included: teacher's estimate of individual need, and two or re years

below grade level in reading and mathematics. After a revL.w of pupil

records, informal diagnostic procedures and the standardized individual



testing done at a previous time, the program participants reported

by the Program Coordinator1s Office numbered 479 girls and boys. The

range of characteristics presented by homebound pupils included those

who have physical handicaps, and included a range of those youth with

recent hospitalization, some who had school phobic response and had

difficulty wo king ir the regular school envIronment.

Nearly all of the students were behind in grade level in one or

more subject areas. The assessment by the Wide Range Achievement Test

(WRAT) revealed that many of the youth were behind two or more grades

in math. Nany of the youths were two or more grades behind in reading.

In terms of social and language background, nearly one third of all

students were from families in which Spanish was the native and dominant

langua e spoken in the home.

In the program, there was a constant change of visit schedules

as students were sent to hospitals or sent back to school. The fluidity

of this program change made for some difficulty in scheduling.

The program was limited in focus to reach the youth in remedial

skills in the cognitive areas of reading and mathematics.

Total youth served by the program wern 171 from Brooklyn 59

from Queens and 114 from Manhattan fuld 133 from The Bronx, or a totaa

of 479 students-. There were 357 boys and 122 girls in the program.

This indicates that there were three times m.re boys than girls in

the program. The ages of the youth ranged frOm Seven to seventeen

years.
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II, EVALUATION OBJECTIVES AND PROCEDURES

The evalUation ob'ectivea for the remedial homebound program

were as follows;

First, to assess the extent to which the children who partici-

pated in the homebound remedial program have demonstrated, statistically

significant differences in reading and math between real posttest

.scores and anticipated posttest scores.

The second objective was to determine the extent to which the

program in remedial reading and math for homebound children was

actually carried out as described in the project proposal.

refers to the discrepancy analysis, the difference between

as described and actual operations as observed.

The evaluation procedures and instruments used in the assessment

of the remedial program for homebound children included the following:

To assess the changes in reading and math the Wide Range Achievement

Test WRAT as administered on a pre-post test basis for each cycle

of the program. The pretests were administered shortly after the

beginning of the cycle and were completed by March 7. The posttests

were completed when youth left the program or on the first and second

weeks in June.

design stipulated that the results of the WRAT were to be

analyzed in terms of the correlated t tests indicating differences

between anticipated posttest scores and actual posttest scores.

A modification in the evaluation design was made after discussion

with the Office of Educational Evaluation. It was realized that the

This

the program
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use of the correlated t test was InapproprIate for a number of reasons.

First, the amount of prior schooling could not be accurately determined

for many of the youngsters. Secondly, a comparable ratio could not be

estimated for the time of thc program in terms of months of the school

year since this was a tutorial program for which the number of sessions

with each respective youth varied from ten or less to over forty. It

was decided that one of the ways to assess the objectives for changes

in reading and math would be through the use of a one analysis of

variance rather than the correlated t test, and this modification

was approved by the Office of Educational Evaluation. The criterion

variable or dependent variable was the gain or loss in reading (and

math) for varying numbers of tutorial sessions with the homebound

teachers. This is a fixed effect model or mixed-effect model with

some factors fixed and others random. The Scheffe test was used to

analyze the relationship for any F ratios found to be significant.

Additional evaluation instruMents that were developed in the

program included:

Evaluation procedures not only included the formal testing wi h

the Wide Range Achievement Test WRAT) for the reading and math, but

a series of observations based upon the program's operation. This

included the recruitment of teachers the staff, the orientation and

the preparation of teachers for their visits the staff development

meetings, the review of instructional materials and the staff meetings.

In addition, the Wide Range Achievement Test was administered as

a pre- and posttest. Informal diagnostic procedures such as informal

9
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textbook tests, inventoris of basic reading skills, and informal

evaluation -f reading grade levels were used to pinpoint areas of

weaknesses. Th_ Durell Analysis of Reading Difficulty and the Key

Math Diagnostic Althmetic Tests were used with those children who

needed a more formal Iagnosin.

A major technique of assessment was carried out by the evaluator

vi iting during the teaching sessions in the actual homes in order

to evaluate the scope, the regularIty and quality of the delivery

of services by the teachers to the homebound youngers participating

- in the program.

1 0



III. FINDINGS

OBJECTIVE 1

To assess the extent

6

which the children who participated in

the homebound remedial program have demonstrated statistically signifi-

cant differences in reading and math between pretest scores and posttest

scores in terms of the number of sessions.

Students in the homebound program who took WRAT Level I were

separated from those who took Level II. The test score gain or loss was

regarded as the criterion variable and the frequency of tutorial ssions

was divided into those less than ten, between eleven and twenty, betw en

twenty-one and thirty, thirty-one and forty, and forty-one and over.

The value of the use of the analysis of variance is to find out whether

the variation in the changes in reading and math scores did so vary in

terms of the number of sessions provided for the youth. Did the math

and reading gain more with more tutorial se sions? The F ratios for

the one- ay analysis of variance for reading for Level I was .887 and

for Level II was .327; neither were statistIcally significant.

The F ratio for mathematics for Level I was 1.219 while for

Level II it was .643. In neither case were these results statIstically

significant.

In summary, in none of the cases was the F ra io high enough to

be significant at the .05 level for the gains in reading and mathematics.

The summary tables to follow show the way the students were

distributed and the results of the analysis of vari ce.



Source

-7-

Table 1

Level I Reading

Nutber of Sessions

0-10

3.8

L1-20

42

2.1-30

Table 2

One Way Analysis of Vari -ce:

Between groups

Within groups

Total

Sum of Squares

4 248.8506

135 9467.6909

139 9716.5715

12

31-40 41 and Over

22 12

-Level I

Squares F Ratio

.88762.2201

7001310



-a-

Table 3

Level II Reacii_

Rubber of Sessions

0-10 21-30 31-40 41 at over Total

6 6 6 2

One-Way

Table 4

of Variance for Re_

Source dr

vel II

of Squares Mean Squares

58.6448Between groups

Within groups

Total

57

234.5792

10226.5177

10461.0969

179.4126

F Ratio
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Table 5

Level I MUT Niathema ice

Nubber of Seaaions

0-10 11=20 21-30 31-40 41 and Over

18 46 12

One-Way

Table 6

la of Variance for Mathematica

Source df Sum of 8quazea Mean Squares F Ratio

Between groups

Within groups

Total

4 137.3953

135 3803.0262

139 3940.4215

34.3488

28.1706

1.219

14
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Table 7

Level II WRAT Mathematics

Nunber of Sessions

0-10 11-20 21-30 31-40. 41 and Over

6 25 16 6 8

Table 8

One Way An of Variance for Mathematics Level II

Source Sum of Squares Man Squares F Ratio

Between groups 33.8003 8.4501 .643

Within roups 57 749.5545 13.1501

Total 61 783.3548

15



11

The lack of significant results of the analysis of variance

in terns of the nubber of sessions held may be interpreted as follows:

The nuMber of visits was not randomly assigned and results are con-

founded. A number of possible alternative reasons for the results

may be s ated. The range of youth in the program varies widely in

ability, and their reasons for being in the homebound program. While

they all may be regarded as likely to benefit krom additional homebound

instruction, about 60 percent of the Youth in the program were basivIlly

emotionally disturbed youth another 30 percent have some type

physical handicap so that they were regarded as crippled and another 10

percent were in-the program for a variety of health impaired reasons.

The program presumed that all of the youth would be likely to

benef t from the tutorial type of program. There were many signs of

benefits from the program in addition to the final assessment of reading

and math. However, to presume that reading and math scores would show

gains for all these youngsters was expecting too cb.

The frequency of sessions was, apparently, not randomly assigned

to the children. The teachers served the youth in the program for

various amounts of tine or number of sessions due to such eonsideratiOns

as the following: (1) number of pupils assigned to them at any given

ti ; (2) the lack of availability of other pupils assigned (3) the

feasibility of conducting sessions with given children; (4) other

reasons. Some children were in the program for a longer period of time

and received more frequent sessions. However, the results did not sup-

port the assumption that more sessions per se would produce greater gain

16
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in test scores than fewer sessions.

Some of the youngsters did show gains in read ng and mathematics

during the program, but overall the results were not statistically sig-

nificant. To determine how the gain was related to various types of

youth would be beyond the scope of the evaluation. A study of diagnos-

tic data for a small group of the students regarding the types of the

problems and conditions students presented could be undertaken. Further

analysis of the data could show the importance of the pupil-teacher

tutorial relationship with regard to achievement ii reading and mathe-

matics. Such an analysis is possible and could show whether various

types of tutorial relationship made a difference in achievement.

Another alternative to be considered is that the overall level of

intellectual functioning of the youth in the program was low. They were

behind in grade level in both reading and math. What the students pre-

sented in this program was compounded in a number of ways: low level of

ability, behind grade level in reading and mathematics, and a thture of

varidim types of physical and emotional handicapping conditions.

These varioas characterIstics among the youth may call for quite

different teaching strategies.

The technique of analysis of variance may be considered an e- en-

sion of the difference of means tests but involves working with

variances rather than means and standard errors. The categories Of the

variable, number of sessions, were found to contain within each level of

session more heterogeneity than would be expected due to chance. This

means tl-t some of the youth Who received feWer sessions May have shown

17



13

greater gains than did youth who received greater number of Sessions.

The number of sessions alone was not.the critical factor. In a word,

the variations in performance are unexplained by the number of sessions

held.

It_should be noted that while the more sophisticated analysis did

not show significant dIfferences in the gain by number of sesSions,

there were differences between the pre- and posttest mean scores as

follows in Table 9.

Table 9

Means and Standard Deviations Tor Pre-Post Raw Scores on
WRAT for Mathematics:and Reading

WRAT
Level Subject

Pretest Posttest

SD SD

Reading 142 43.3 19.2 48 6 19.6

II Reading 62 35.3 15.4 41.09 17.0

Mathematics 142 25.4 9.119 29.79 7.69

II Mathematics 62 15.38 6.38 19.24 6.71

These results show that there were overall mean gains between the

pre- and posttests which provide some support for the observations of

staff reported in terms of gains in students.

18



OBJECTIVE 2

The program carried out many of the components of the project

proposal. The total number of children served throughout the program

was 474. This was less than the 500 youth intended in the proposal.

The number of youth served were given more intensive services' there

was a changeover with youth returning to school and others going to the

hospital for treatment. Actual test results were from 202 students.

The goals and purposes of the program were:

1. To provide individualized remedial irstruction in reading

and/or mathematics according to 9.1e needs and strengths of each child.

2. To provide prescriptil!e instruction based on the preferred

learning style and emotional and intellectual development of each child.

The target population consisted of 500 Title I eligible pupil

ages seven to seventeen, who were currently receiving homebound instruction.

The following activities were proposed to attain these goals:

1. Teaching sessions were held on an individual basis with

time allotted in the session for instruction in reading and mathematics

according to the child's needs and strengths. Individual goals were

set for each child. Materials and lessons were developed in accordance

with these goals.

2. There was a combination of teacher-made materials and

co cial materials utilized.

In the program as implemented, the teachers hav c. provided

individualized remedial instruction in reading and/or mathematics,

according to the needs and strengths of the children. Prescriptive

19
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instruction, based on the preferred learning style and emotional and

intellectual development of the child, has been provided. FOUT hundre&

seventy-four (474) Title I eligible pupils who are aurrently.on home-7

bound instruction have received service from this supplementary program.

Teaching sessions were conducted on an individual basis with time

allotted in the,session to instruction in reading and mathematics

according to the child's needS and strengths. Individual long and

sho t term objectives-were set for each child. Materials and lessons

were developed in accordance with these goals. A combination of creative

teacher-made materials and commercial materials such as Unifax Math,

Ruth Cheeves program, Peg-Math, consonant and vowel wheels, Individual-

ized Cassette Learning Packages, Right,to Read Program, Hip Readers

Black Americans in History and Crouch Coordinated Cross Number Puzzles

were used in order to motivate the pupils..

Individual conferences were held on a -e- _car baSis between

parents and teachers, guidance counselor and supervisor to keep the

parent informed of the child'- progress and development, but there

were no group meetings of parents or youth.

The effort.to provide prescriptive inst- ction based upon

preferred learning style was difficult to achieve in this program.

There was a lack of information early in the program regardIng the

particular conditions and presenting difficulties of each child.

The psychologists on the staff provided follow-up information as

specifi- questions were raised by teachers about homebound children.

2 0
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A se_ es of inservice activite were included as specf±ed

in the program.

1. Developing weekly lesson plansb -ed on individual prescrip-
_

inc-uding long 'erm objectiveS (specific ), immediate objectives,.

and task analysis in the supplementary teaching of reading and mathemati

2. Developing appropriate usebf equipment) materials and

upplies to implement objectives with focus on the visual-motOr and

perceptual-motor_areas of learning.. Developing teaching strategitS

based on obildren's'strengtbs to remediatt learning defidiencies.

3. Organizing and setting up a studr area in the bone

other designated site) and creating a learning environment for

Title I children.

4. Motivating children through advan ed prepara _

initructional materials and highint project mOdels.

5. Establishing structured routines for individualized

teaching in the hone or designated site (i.e., consistency of tine

periods and location of stu -_ea, minimizing distractIons, preparing

lessons and materials for each child, cleaning up and developing good

work habits

6. Fostering close personal re3ationships with individual

children.

7. CoimnIcating and working cooperatively with re

-Bureau for the Education of the Physically Handicapped personnel.

8, Self-evaluating (a model plan for teachers).

21
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9. Training in family dynamics and family intervention for

positive parent-teacher relationships in Title I locations.

The evaluator attended most of the orientation and inservice

sessions and discussed with teachers and the coordioator the items

above. The program was so brief and comprehensive i.;hat there was

only time for Introducing many of these activities and seek to

reinforce them during field visits. By and large the activities of

the program as specified in the proposal were carried out in the

actual operation. The attempt to provide cognitive gains through

preferred learning style for example called for much more precise

information about each child in order to utilize the various rnateri

equipment, and supplies. Two youngsters wIth sImilar levels of

intellectual functioning, but with different types of impairment

would require quite different goals as realistic, given their

cIrcumstances. A brain in ured child with average intelligence

presents one series of obstacles to learning and the program objectives

to be rel7aistic ought to take that into account. In this program a

variety of types of youth were provided tutorial sessions in reading

and mathematics without facts readily available concerning the

condition of youth.

2 2
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Self-Conce and the Rel tionsh ith Teachers and Students

A vital component of the homebound program is to establiSh

pos__ ive relationships wIth the parents. To insure maximum participa-

tion and .involvement of the parents the following procedures *ere

_used: individual conferences on a regular basis to keep the parent

informed of the child's progress nd developments parent meetings

for orientation, reaction and response to the project, outreacb

approaches to assist parents in arranging for the provision of

necessary community services.

The evaluator fo_d that the te_hers concentrated their

attention upon developing and sustaining a positive relationship

with the youth. While we have no hard data, at this tine on how

the positive relationship contributed to the learning, where there

was a negative relationship or no relationship it was difficult to

expect much learning. To view the relationship as vital is important,

but it was only one of the factors to Consider. The combination of

consideration of consideration of type of handicapping condition

and development of sound teacher pupil relationship would continue

to be important. At the present stage of analysis, how these may

influence learning with different youth is not clear.

2 3
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Tv. SUHMARY OF MAJOR FThDThGS CO CLUSIONS- AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Finding!

There were two objectives for the evaluation of this program.

The first objective was to assess the ek_ent to which the homebound,

children in the remedial program gained,in their reading and the-

matics at a level statistically significant. Since there were

variations in the number of sessions given to each child and the

types of information about eia limited, an analysis of the differences

between pre- and posttest score on reading and math showed that

gain wat not related tO number of sessions-provided for youth.

review of the mean differences between theIwe- and posttest did show

that there were gains for some of the children in the program. The

assumption of the program that the youth would benefit with more

sessions was shown not to fit for all cases, but further analysis

would be necessary to determine when additional sessions would raise

reading and math scores.

The second objective of the evaluation was to determine the

degree that the program carried out the projected plans within the

proposal. The major gap was in terna of the number of youth served.

Although less than 500 youth were served, efforts were made in the

program to add youth for homebound teaching whenever one of theyouth

returned to school. The program did carry out the major activities

listed in the proposal. The program was brief.

2 4



Conclusions

On the basis of findings no conclusions may be drawn from the

first year of this short-term prOgram. Wbile some of the youth did

show gains ii reading and or in mathematice the program results did not

show that number of sessions per child was related to gain in -eading

and mathematics.

The p _gram opera_ions were carried out in line with the program

proposal.

Recommendations

A number of suggestions regarding the program were made during

Its operation and discussed with the coordinator. A series of recom-

mendations may be formulated.

1. All personnel agreed that one cycle per semester or two per

school year would make more sense than two cycles per semester program.

The program, however, calls for adjustments and efforts in order to

get results.

2. The Wide Range Achievement Tes WRAT) has some advantages

over other tests, but some limitations as well. It is recommended that

other tests to be considered include the Aolptive_Rehavior Scale by the

American Association of Mental Deficiency. This scale has ten domains

of functioning beyond the narrow __ope of cognitive functioning per se.

It enables the broader considerations of social functioning, those

visible functioning behaviors that may tend to stigmatize individuals.

3. It is reco _nded that the idea of a resource center be

considered rather than a generic kit of instructional materials. This

25



would allow the teachers to select the particular types of techniques

and instructional materials deemed appropriate for each child. The dis-

advantage with this proposal would be the individual responsibility of

the teacher to pick up and return the specific items for a wide range of

'youth.

4. The tutorial program emphasized a one,to-one relationship and

in 60,percent of the cases the youth had some indications of e:_tional

disturbance. The youth had difficulties learning in group situations,

but this program sought to aid in learning in a one-to-one, but it did

not take steps t_ move also into group learning situations of regular

classrooms. There were restrictions in the program that prevented the

teachers from field trips, from small group meetings with other youth on

occasional basis.

5. Another suggestion would be to have the youth attend tutorial

sessions while homebound and twice monthly attend small group sessions

with other youth at the nearby school. This would be a step back to the

group settings.

6. The program could be augmented by having parents meetings.

Parents orientation sessions were not held but individual conferences

with parents indicated to the evaluator that at tines_parents were a

part of the problem for youth being homebound. Some of these parents

actually were stigmatizing their children into role conceptions and

negative self images, while other parents were-able to build positive

self concepts for severely handicapped youth. The point here is that

parents are an important component in the homebound program.

2 6
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7. Another alternative that could be considered would be the

use of older teenagers and paraprofessionals to aid in a small group

program to help the teachers during the monthly group sessions. Other

programs along this line have been found to augment the professional

roles of the teacher.

8. Finally, it is recommended that a variation of this program

be refunded with provision for more complete information regarding each

child with more lead tine prior to actual teaching so that teachers may

review the actual cases and prepare prescriptive teaching plans prior to

visiting homes.
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Formerly Table 30C

Use Table 28 for norm referenced achievement data not applicablelo Table 26 (See "Instruction's" Item 5 before

completing this table.)

28. Standardized Test Results

In the table below, enter the requested assessment
information about the tests used to evaluate the effect-

iveness of mayre project components/activities in achieving desired objectives, Before'completing this form, El

read all footnotes. Attach additional sheets if necessary,

Component

Code

Activ-

ity

Code

Test

Used

if_

Form

Pre Post

_Level

Pre Post

Total

N 2/

1

Group

ID 3/

Number

Tested Pretest Posttest

tatistical

Data

tvelfoc 8

ISgirgrce

4

17

5.

Date Mean

.61

SIT Date Mean

6/

fi

7/

TeCt

8/.

Value

6

71

0 8

1-11
1 4

7 2 2 MAT I I

316 142 6 3/7 4303
19.2

6/10 f04 116 F ;887 NS H

6 0 8 1 4 ' 7

-7
2 2 WRAT I I

815,
_

:!7 2 WHAT 11 II 158 62 6 3/7 3503 15010, 411 174 F .327 IS H

6091

6
._

0 9
__

_ _ i
i

A

1
/,I

'!7

..,

7
..,.

2

2

2

2

WRAT

WRAT

. . 1 1 316 142 6 3/7 25.4 9.5 10 29B 707F 1022 NS H

I

.0

1

6 0 9 5 .7

7

2

2

2

2

WRAT I= II 158 62 6 3/7- 15.4 6.4010 1902607 F 064,:. NS H

1/ Identify test used and year of publication (MAT-58; CAT-70,

etc,)

2/ Total number of participants in the activity, as reported.

Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g.,

grade 3, grade'5). Where several grades are combined,

enter the last two digits of ti component code.

Total-number of participants included in the pre and

posttest calculations.

5/ 1 . grade equivalent; 2 . percentile rank; 3 . z score;

= Standard score (publisher's); 5 . stanine; 6 . raw

score; 7 m other.

28
4/

.23.

6/ SD = Standard Deviat!xlo

7/ Test statistics (e.g., t; F; X2).

if Obtained value 8a LeVe1 of Significance

9/ Provide data for the following groups separatel)

Neglected (code as N), Delinquent (code as D),

and Handicapped (code Os 11), Place the in-

dicated code letter in thelast column to

signify the subgroup evaluated.
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AHEM( B

OFFICE OF EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION . DATA LO3S FORN

attsch to MIR, item # 0 Function j.._5861&

In this table enter ell Data Loss information. Derveen MIR, item f30 and this form, all participants

in each aCtiVity cuSt be acco6nted for. The component and activity codes used in completion of item 030

should he uged here so that the two tables match. See definitions below table for further listructions.

Component

Code

Activity

Code

(1)

Group

I.D.

Test

Used

Total

N

4

Number

Tested/

5)

Participants

Not Tested/

(6

Reasons why student we:e not tested, or if

tested were not analyzed

Atelyzed,Jnabzed

------

Reason
N 7

6

6

0

0

8

9

1

1

3

3

7

7

2

2

2

2

13/14

'

WRAT

'65 "Q
70

.

.

See attached form

......._

202,Tosts accounts for 362 youth

6

6

6

6

0814
0

0

0

9

91

1 4

1 5

5

7

7

7

7

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

2

13/14

15/4

WT
5

WRAT

''65

58

158

,70

62

202 = 280

(2 x 14

,

)

---7ilich 140 were in both wile-i

40went to hospital

27returned to school without teiting

3incOnplete test results

33 too brieto test

5 moved
.

.
.

..

.
(1) IdentLy the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3 grade Where several grades are co=bited,

30 enter thd last two digits of the component code.

(2) Identify the test usa and year of publication 14-70 SEAT-74 )*

(3) Number of participants in the activity.
,

(4) Number of participants included in the pre and posttest calculations found on item#

(5) Number and percent of participatto not tested and/or not analyzed on itcm#30.

(6) Specify all reasons why students were not tested and/or analyzed. For each reason specilied provide a separate

'number count. If any further dOeumentatiOn is
available, please attach to this form. If further space is

needgd to specify and explain data loss, attach additional pages to this forp.
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APPENDIX B DATA LOSS FORM EXPLANATION

FUNCTION # 09 58616 Remedial Program in Reading and Mathematics
for Homebound Children

This statement provides the rationale forthe discrepancy
between the total youth reported served by the program and the
total completed tests analyzed and reported.

A total of 202 youth were te.,:ted (col#4 on form ). The program
reported a total of 474 youth served. The evaluation is based upon
completed sets of data received. It appears.that youths were enrolled
in two cycles of the program, but mere pre-and post tested only once.
Other youth were enrolled in the first cycle only then dropped; others
entered in cycle two; some-continued, others-dropped. In a program like
this about 20 percent of the youth returned to school without post-
testing; another 30 Percent went to the hospital for.surgery or other
services; some entered the program too late for testing, other tests

were incomplete and invalid.

The services provided for the total of 474 varied. There were
160 in some phases of both programs, but 20 dropped. Of the 140 for
both phases there were-20 from the first phase only, and another 62
for the second cycle pr phase which is a total-mf the 202 completed
yalta test scores.

In summary:
140 were in both cyclessaccouriting for 280 youth
20 were in cycle 1 only

_62 'mere in cycle 2 only
202, total completed sets of responses

Of -lie 135 others who were served:

40 went to the hespital
27 resutrned ft school without testing
30 had incomplete test results

entered too late for testing
5 moved

Thus of the. 474 students wtio were served in the program, there
were 202 who completed both pre and post tests, but these account for 362H
cases in the program for both cycles. The remaining 135 students who were
served who did bet ocapiete the pre and post testing were accounted for
in the description summarized above.
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