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THE PROGRAM

The purpose of the program was to provial'instruction in

the English Language with.emphasis on oral English fog' eligible'

nOn-English spealsing pupils.enrolled in the Title I non-pUblic

schools:. The major objective was to enable participating
. .

pupils to achieve competency and fluency inthe use of the
.

Engliih.langdage and to assist-them In attaining an achievement
. .

1evel'appropriate for their gehde.level placement.

; This waS accomplished by providing the students with ex-IL

_perienees in language within functional.settings threpgh an

: audio-lingual approach in small groups of from four to eight for

a period 'of forty to sixty minutes for two to five dvs per week.
0

Varied and appropriate learning materials and audio-visual equip"-

ment were used. ,

The.program was in effect from September 1974 t hrough June

30, 1975'and was implemented in ninety two (92) schools during

the fall term and ip ninety-five (95) schools's:luring the spring
_

---teii.

. A totai,of 3,808 eligible non-public schcol pupils from
, .

grades kindergarten through twelve were serviced,and-were select-

ed on the basis of referrals from the principals, classroom

teachers, guidane counsellors, and on occasion from other Title

teaChers in the schools. rn addition the ESL teachers admIn-
h

istered the total auditory test of the_Stanford Achievement Test

4nd gave an oral proficiency test to each entering nu'il in

order to determine his need of ESL instruction.
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EViLUAT/ON PRObEDURES
4.

Evaluation objective #1. This was to determine whether as a re-
,

sult of participation.in tUe.prolram the competency and fluenCy
'4144

,

in the use of English by the students would show a statistically 4'

significant difference between pre-test scores.and post:test

scores.

Evaluation objective #2 This was to determine the various ef-
$.

fects of treatment combination involving the supportive services

of speech aid jiinical guidance. ,

4

Subjects - All participants in the progiam were'tested.

Testim The Total Auditory Test of the 1g74 Stanford Achievement
4 _

Test was administered fs a pre-test in April 1974 and'also in

September 1974. The primary.level form A was given'to grades

two through eight while the intermediate level form A was given

to grades nine through twelve. A post test o4f the same test ind

levels, form B was administered to these students in late_April

1975. 4
,

The 1,22L2ALIILLNEEllien2tg. wes'administered as a pre-test in

January 1975 and as a post-test in Apri1-1975 to all kindergarten'

." and first grade pupils,

Data Collection - Testata aIii itT-Biliir-OupiI-6WEFIRWAIted

by the evaluator were recorded-by the ESL teachers on optical

scanning sheets, hand delivered by the teachers to the coordina-
.

tor's office, and picked up by the' evaluator the last week in.May.

Data.was collected on 3,808 pupils.

6
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Limitations on Data Analysis - A total of 2,987 pairs of pre and
. I

0

post.test scores were analyzed. Pre br post.test scores were not

available for 440 pupils for a.number of reasons. Sixty-five ..

(65) studentq were absent'for either the pre,or post test* 216,

mere reported as transients*, 54 were withdrawn from the program

' before .nost testing since they had made suffitient progresd and
4 ,

no longer were in need of the service* 71 entered the program too

late to be pre tested*.-25.scores were considered invalid, 7 scores

were recorded inaccurately and data on 2 students were misplaced

by a teacher. The evaluator, rejected 381 pairs of scores because .

0.00'

other necessary information such'as the type of treatment re-,

ceived or the grade.level of the pupil was not available.

A true analysis of variance was limited-by the fact that the

giiSups receiv-inl.-the-three --different--treatments were not-ident--

ical at the start of the program since some pupils were handl:-
.

capped by the need for either guidance o= speeth.

No analysis of variance was performed for grades 9, 10, 11

and 12 since the total was /ess than 30 in eath group.

gb analysis was made of the paraprofesiional ..:ompo nent since

le,qs tfian 36% of the teachers had fnll time assistance.

Data Analysi's - A correlated "t test wis performed for each of the

,grade groups. In addition an analysis,of_variance wujNmrfornte4

for ESL only vA ESL with speech pnd lor ESL only vs ESL with

guidance. Separate analyses were done for grades 2 and 3, 4, 5

nnd o, 7 ahd 8. All data analyses,were done VI comoutec.

7
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Evaluation objective #3 In order,to determine the extent to

wq.ch the'*prograia was implemented in the schools the evaluator
.

visited 20 of the elementary schools'and botfi.high schools in-
,

volved In the program. Alist of these schools was assigned

to the evaluator by the director of the non-public school pro-

grams and wai therefore neithe'r chosen noerandomly-selected.by
4-.

. -
the'evalma0r. Pre7vIsits were made to all.twenty elementary

schools during November and December while post visits to all

twenty-elementary schools.and both,high se6o0 were made in

April," May. and °June. Two or three groups of- students were ob-
..

served during each;visit and interviews were conducted with more

ythan half of&the ESL teachers either in their schoole or at staff

meetingi. In iddition interviews were conducted with almost all

of die principals and many of the regular classroom teaehers'and

some of the Title I teachers in the Speech and Guidance comport-
:

ents in the schools'visited. The researcher observed each of .

.0

the ESL supervisors in the field.and had numerou s meetings with

them and the project coordinator durin4 the school year. 'In ad-
4*

, dition t'he researcher attended many of the small group teachers'

'workshops and large.group staff meetings.

$
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Evaluati..xl.Oujeative

,

,

UPON TIr TIWANTION' 0B.Jr..2-TvnS.=e 60

.

In orderato,determine whether as a result of participation in.the *rogram there would be.

statistically significant difference between the'pre and post test scores a correlaied t test
"

0

v. '7 4'11 st,

or

I

cps performed for the varibus grade levels and treatments. The resülts.ife recorded in tible 1
A

'

below:
.

Treatment N

617
120
200

569

285

.MtAN

ThBLE 1 -,

.....

AND T VALUES rOR GRAESES KINDERGARTEN.THROUGH TWELVE

-Fre-test
Meat-Score

MEAN ANp T VALUES FOR KINDERGARTEN (raw.scores)

. Post-test Diff. Value Leval Of Signifioance
Mean Score pf T

ESL only.. 104

EST; only
ESL & Guid.
ESL & Sp.

.ES'L only

. 9.2

15.88
45.65
1054

1.12

1.30,

14.1 .49 11.99 .001
,

MEAN AND T VALUES FOR GRADE 1.4raw scores)
4

. 20.50 . 29.88
,
. 20.50 4.8 10.77 1 .001

20.64 . 4.1 15.09 - .001

MEAN AND T VALUES FOR GgADES 2 & 3 qgrade equivalents),
,

1.73 ,.61 26.51 .601
.001

1.68 .57 12.4'8ESL & Ep.

.

MEAN AND'T VALUES FOR GRADES 4&5&( ,(gradelequivalcjitsr

ZSL onl. . 398y 1.82, 2.51 .69 19:52 ! .001
ESL & Guid. 130. 1.93 2..54 .60 1.0.07 ! .001
ESL & sp. "148 1.92 .70 13.85' .001

1 0
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109
' 44,
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242

1 1.5

;
"1

,:"
.2.54s
3.0
2.2

.'
.

) b.
.

.43 5.95 .001
:04. 4.6 t001 . ., .

.70 4.97 ..001 ,

.. . k. . ._.. . ..o.." %" . : a
.... 1""S . s

MEAN A14D-r VALUES FOR-GRADE, (grade .equiovaients)
. : . . ... .

A3.3. treapment's 23. P-3:-/5
.

.....; . 434.19 , '2.28 .001 .
. .. . .
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.
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*

.
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. ,.
%. .
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Ii order to determine Le variotis effects of treatment Comoinations involving'the supportive

services of clinical guidance and speech an analysis of variance was done. Raw scores were used

for first graders while grade equivalents were used for all others. The results are-recorded in

the Table 2 below and are organized by 4racie #oups and treatment received.

TABLE 2

AVERAGE MEAN GAIN & F RATIO - ESL ONLY VS. ESL AND SPEECH

.

Grade
Total
N

N .

ESL only
N ESL
& SP.

- Average Mean
Gain ESL only

Average Mean
Gain ESL & S.

4

, F
Ratio

Level of
Significance

01st
2 & 3-

- 46566

.
7 & 13

817 .

854
546
142

617
569
398
109

200,-
285
148
32

4.6
.61
.68
.41

4.1
. .51
.71

. .70

2.80
.79
.08

. 3.7

.10

.68

.06
, ,

As indicated in Table 2 there was no significant differende between the ESL only and the

ESL and Speech treatments.

Although in the seventh and eighth grade group the average mean gain was .41 for the ESL

only treatment and .70 for the.ESL with SpOech treatment, the difference was not significant.
0

TABLE 3
AVERAGE MEAN GAIN & F RATIO - ESL MILT VS. ESL AND GUIDANCE

Grade
Total

I
N ESL
only

N ESL
& Guid.

'''-

Average Mean
-Gain ESL only

Average Mean
Gain ESL & Guid.

o

Ratio
peyel of

Significance

1st
2 & 3

' 4&,5e6

"" 7 S 1

. 737
756
52E
li3

.

617
569

e 398
109

120
187
130
44

,4.6(raw score)
.61 ,

.68
. '..-.41

4.8
.51
.61
.64

..3
4.9
le2
2.6

.58

.04

.26

.10

.1 3.

.

7Is indicated in Table 3 there was no significant difference between the ESL only and the

ESL and Guidance treatments.



tae sevene. grew-had an av'ragia mean gain'of .64 f-Ir th;

treatment as opposed to a gain of .41 for t.le LA, only treatmc.nt.

ir this case also the difference was not significant according to the F ratio.

0

,15

419,

p.



. Evaluation Objective #3 In order to achieve the implementation

objective the reseai.cher studied.data collected during observa-

tions and interviews and analyzed print-outs of student, teacher

* and.program information. The results follow:

Implementation - The progkam was fully implemented in 92 schools

during the fall term and in 95 schools during the spring term.
o

It was in effect from the beginning of September to the end of

-- June. SerVice was provided,two days a week foi 50 of the pui34s
,

and three days a week for 35.2%. Only 5.5% received instruction

five days a.week. The average number of days in attendance wad

63.

Staff The program pkovided for 65.2 positions which were coif-

ered,by 78 teachers approximately 35 of whom were licensed ESL
. .

teachers. Almost all were qualified apd very conscientious.

Approximately 80% were in the program for two or more years.

Manv of the teachers, about thirty-five, were enrolled in an in-

service,ESL course during the fall term ahd five were enrolled

in a madters program..

There were ihree.supervisors who observed and'assisted the

teachers in the field, conducted orientation meetings, small
/

-.group workshops, and,staffnmelectifilt'during the year. They visited

each teacher about four tiPep and provided in-servide training

and on tile job assistance in areas of planning, grouping, teaching

_ methods, and learning materials. They also assisted with admin-

01.

istrative affairs at the central office.

The program was directed by,one prolect coordinator,'who

Administrated and coordinated the program effectively.

- 17
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Facilities - Facilities were generally very good.. Most teachers

had.a classroom or a small room suitable for small group inatruc-
.

tion and the storage of materials. In approximately 10% of the

schools the program was hot assigned a room and classes were pub-
.

idguently held in a:section of ifie auditorium, gym or stage.

.SuperviPion and Training - Before cliases began there were three

orientation meetings for all BSL teachers. In addition, each

teacher had ,one meeting a month with the supervisor and a sm..11

group of teachers from the surrbunding schools. These took °

,place at the newly formed storage it s where materials and equip-

ment were made available for exchange ng the teachers. The

teachers were very pleased-with the setftnq up of the storage

sites, with the materials availab.ce and with the meetings where

they were able to share ideas.- Periodic large group staff meet-

ings were held for all teachers. As previ\lusly mentioned, the

supervisors visited each teacher approximately four times during .

. the keartarranged for intervisitations, and conducted small group

workshops when .t1m. non-public schools were closed. Teachers in- .

dicated that they would prefer more asastance early in SePtember.

They also stated that intervisitations were very valuable and

requested thht there be more of them perhaps by teams of teachers

arid under the guidance of a supervisor.

"Materials and Equipient - Appropriate and sufficient equipment

and mateiials which were culturally oriented and Interesting were

generally available to all teachers in the prograM and additional

wiai01.als, were made available throughoutfthe year througA tne

1.8'

-=1
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storage sit exchange method.. A few teachers indicated that some

of the'e ipment hid arrive late in the term due to poor delivery

practices on the part of companies. A few.teachers indicated the

need for more learning equipment, especially the tape recorder.

,,, most teachers used the materials and equipment effectively while

a few-did.not make theman integral part of the p-rogram.N

Students - The program serviced the needs of the .specific tatg

populabton for which it was-designed. /t provided intensive in -

-struction in the English language to pupil-S-whose native language

was oiher than EngliSh. spanish was the native f 71.7%

of the students,,Italian 8.8%, Creoie 5.6%, Greek 3.4%/40riental

2.6%, French 2.3%, Slavic 2.2%, Yiddish or Hebrew .9%, POrtugues

4%, Hungarian .2%, German .1% and other 1.7%. Approximately half

.(51.5%) of the pupils were first and second graders and less than

1.5% were fiinth thrOugh twelfth graderi.

Instruction - The glasSes as observed were conducted by generally

'competent teachers insmall groups.o2 from four to eight pupils.

Emphasis was placed on group instruction with less.attehtidn

.9iven to individual work. Teachers indicated.that when attend-

ance fell to three students in a grogp it was difficult to carry

out a leison effectively since there was less opportunity for

ihteraction. The most effective grouping was considered to be

six. .%

cross-reference and Impact of Other, Programs - The Title I sup-

portive services of Speech and Clinical.Guidance had direct

cross reterence to and impact on the English as a-Second Language

19
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Program. The CSL program identified those pupils in need of

tt;ese supportive services and vice-vers.a and worked with them

:n meeting,the needs of-ihese children. Analysis of the data

revealed ihat 56.5% ofthe participating gtudents 4ceived the

CSL treatment only, 19.7% received ESL plus Speech, 14.4% re-,

ceived ESL plus guidancee.and 9.3% received

Inci Guidance. The findings relating to the

ious treatments have already been discussed.

ESL plus,Speech

effects of the var-:

The District

offices "plug-in" program for providing paraprofessional as-

sistance provide4 for extra individualization and additional aid

to teachers in a few schools. Analysie of the' data indicated
/.

that 17.5%,of the 3,808 Pupils received fun time paraprofes-

sional services. ,

screpancy.Analysis - The program was fully and effectively

impiemen d,in the schools and the aspects coincided with the

descriptions foulZ-iii-Ehe-propesal. A discrepancy existed in

that during,the fall the program was impremented_in 92 schools

rather than the proposed 94. During the spring.term th-e--FiagraM
_

took place in 95 schools. Since in one school there was a
. - ,
trict dress.regulation it wag difficult to assign. a.teacher.

The program was discontinued early in the fall.temin the other

school because of lack of Tacilities.

The programwas to continue through Jmne 30. However, when

,tne non-public school closed before 'he official.public school

closing, actual ESL brasses were not held through.the end of.June.

instead the teachers engaged in other activities such As conduct-

ric.; parent teachers workshops, working in digtrict offices or,

20
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1
0 teaching as substitütes in the public schOols. Others attended

r:SL meetings orsmade intervisitatiens.
- .

Implementation.of RecomMendations Rade in Prior Study - In the

nrevious-study four major recommendations were forwakded. All

of these were implemented during this school year.

To 'satisfy the recommendation that another formal test be

used in'addipion to the standardized test to diagnose oral lang-

uage proficiency the,ESL teachers utilized project Minimal

Language Goals: Further development of,Ithis list is under way

, since many of the teachers indicated the need for more specific

statements and methods of diagnosing and evaluating. In addi-

tion the "rOBE was administered to kindergarten and first giad-

ors. The test was chosen becauseit was more appropriate

,
diagnostic ,test for first graders and suitable for kindergart-

.

éneis.

In response to the suggestion that oriehtatiori sessions be

held for regular classroom teachers in the host schools, Where-

ver possible an orientation, session was provided If not at the

stait of the'year then during the term...In addition about 75%.

of the teachers participated in at least one meeting with the

non-public scliool staff.
.

Mpre and varied r6w abiliLy high interest materials were

ordered and supplied to varioUs sf,hobli in conjunction with the

recommendation. Materials particularly suited to high scho,01

students were rhserved in use in both high schools.

Si.nce a final recommendation was that more time be allottqd

the PA *rogram in 'the schools, scheduAes were rearranged.

21
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wherever possible in order to

space was available and where

result extended services were

A

O'

to

._, ,...4, f

f .

4:21,

provide extra services where

there was.student need. As.a

provided in ten schools.

I
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLOSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS:

Summary of Major Findin4s ° *so

An analysis of pre and post test scores revealed that all

grades made gains of from Almost five to seven months with the

exception of grades ten, eleven, and tUelve which mad a gain of

one year and one month. The correlated t test indicated high ,

'significance ih improvement ai the opl level for all groups,

-
There was no significant difference in achievement between

the ESL only "treatment andthe ESL with,Guidance. Although the
_ -

selenth and eighth grade group.had an average mean gain of 'Al

, for ESL only as opposed to an average meih gain:of .64 for ESL

with Guidance, the F test indicaied significance at only the ;1.0
_

There was no significant difference in achievement between

che ESL only treatment and the ESL with_Guidance treatment. Al-.

though the seventh and eighth grade group had a greater average

mean gain when they had a combination of ESL and Speech (.70) as

opposed to ESL only (.41), significance was reached with the F

thstat only the .06.level.

The pupils identified as needini'supportive assistance in

either 'guide:16e or ipeech made as much improvement as those who

were not handicapoed.
,

.

The orogram was effectively, coordinated and'fully implemented

.

. \
1"the sc:tools. .1..1c. facilities %.;re generally good. only 71% pf

, . . .

. \

..-:the schoola were wiCiout a room assignment. The, supervisors and

t.eadsi;ars were qualified and competent and these were highly 0'1-

23
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.4

"prqpriate,and sufficient materials. These factors along with

.the *Kali group instruction were the greatest strengths of the

program.
4

f Most of the materials and 'equipment were liped effectively

although some teachers hesitated to use some-of the equipment

tend indicated that they could use more specific training in.

the Use of these machinei with individual and groups of pupils.
..

They all stated that'their supervision was excellent but sug-
t.

gested that they could benefit from more on-site assistance When

being given new materialeand equipment.

Some of the host schools were not completely faMiliar with

4
tim gdals of the ESL program and therefore were not'as'able to

work inrconjunction with the ESL teachers.

//The teachers considered the intervisitations very,valuahle

and asked for more-such visits perhaps by a small team along

with a supervisor. This would'provide for mote interaction .

among teachers and more guided analyiis especially for new

teachers. .

- .

Many of the teachers felt they nee4ed a little more sOecif-'

ic direction'as to the goais.,to work toward in the prograii.
11, r

They suggested.that a list of specific skills be developed and

made available to them or that the MinimaltLanguage Goals sheet.,.

he further developed in *more detail.

The teachers stated that the small grow) workshops were

very helpful since they could share ideas and have more contact

with other ESL teachers. tile establishment of Ito,rage.iiCos.

24
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.
.

. .. .

where materials4and equipment could be stored and exchanged was
. . . ;,

also considered a very valuable addition to the program this. ,

. .

,ear.

The recomdehdations from the prior study were implemented

to a greet-degre.g:this school year.

Conclusions 4
sts

: .
.

The ESL program.proved to be effective. Providing small
-

. . -
-'group instruction to non-English epeaking pupils using the

auttio-111.1u °roach can t;e4considered an effective.wiy to

imnrove their-fluency and competency_in the English language As

1/easured by pre and post test scores.
,

'There appeared to be no significant difference among.treat-
.

ments where there was a combination of ESL and/or speeph or
1

guidance or when the trdatment-was Only ESL. .The fact that

taere were no significant differences in improvement amgm

treatments

helpful td
4

As well in,

suggests that the supportive services may have been

those pupils who otherwise may not have functioned

the ESL classroom.

The success of the program may be attributed to the small'

group instruction with opportunitiei for-oral expression and

interaction, teacher-competency, effective Coordination and

supervision 6f the program, and continuity of the teaching staff,
-
. -

the availability of suitable materials and equipment.

Recommendations
4

-

The ESL program should definitely be cohtinued since highly

significant
4P

improvement was made, The supportive services might
t

'also be continued since pupils with special problems were nelped

At achieve to the same degree as the others.

2 5
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d,

.

The followthg'saggestions are forwarded for consideration:..,a

1; -ubli..cize the ESL program thrqurout all the Title
t
I Non-'

. .
. .

. .

'Pliblic schools so that the principals and staff'den be bettér
. . .

.a

infomed Of the goafs and techniques of ESL before they are re-
,

quirecl to file their requests for. services,.

4 Once the program'is assigned to the host school its staff

. should be made thoroughly familiar with the program and have
. ,

'closer oohtact with the'ESL teachers so tlit bOth.may attain

&better V,nderstandiag.of title needs of the studentsAnd how

these may be attained. Where

' shoulework, with the teachers
0

possible.the ESL supervisors

in implementing this.

3:- Encou4aie all ESL teacheri 'to utilize the materials and ma-
.

chilitt'i's an integral part Of the prograM. 'Llve dembnstrations

wi-th pupiAs may be valuable.
-

4. Atsist the teachers in diagnosing mok specifically individ-

ual pupil peeds and'in planning for more dividualiration of

instruction.

.

5. Provide each teacher with a taperecordfr.
.

.

6. Further refine the Minimal Language Goals form to provide -

for more specific'identification of skills and more effective. :

methods of measurement.

7. Continue to iricrease'the nuiliber of Otervisitations

ev.

toAchprs according to need and feasibility. When possible at-
#

to-tot to ol.surve as a toam of two teaeors an a sunervinor
-

lo taat there nav lol.mnre guided obsorvAi-ms, 1,,arnin4 Ind
.

. interactiOn.

2 6
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0. InCfease the number of schools receiving five day service.

9. Provide for a full time secretary to assist with the many

administrative details.
0

10. Develop an..evaluatio6 design which will more accurately an-
,L

alyie th6 impact of the supportive services of speeCh and

4 "Ne

guidance.'

4

'14

-47.

4 0...2

c ,

-

k.

a
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.Use Table 28 for norm referenced achievement data not applicable to Table 26. (See "Instructions" Item 5.Wore
completing this table.)

,

28. kandardized Test Results

.
\

In the table below, enter the requested assessment information about the tests used.to evalulte the effeCt-
iveness of.major project Components/activities in achieving desired objectives. Before completing this, form,

read all footnotes. Attach additional sheets If necessary.

.

Component Activ-
Ccde ity

Code

Test
Used
11

Form Level Total

N 2/

Group

ID.1/

Number
Tetted Pretest

°

Posttest
Statisticali

-Data i

\*

Subgroup

9/
7Pre

' MI
Post11731

,

Post
LIT
N

5
Date Mean

6

SD Date Mean
6/
SD Test

- 8/1
Value

friTA2 ° tM'' L 112231=1 1" 6 EZECESEI 1161 *" t 1/.99 tr4tuent I
6 eocirr,. nrinis= 1131 El 93T 1:11231171211. MEI iiilittilnt if
6 EllaV/. 3111111111112=11211Moi 1 j5 t -.12 EMI 111 47? altitra fi

14er,- 3; To RIPE 865 21s 676 IIIMEEIFECITS:Oi 7 1..2
trtaiment II
tr &tient- INErra 1. ni Nprygm 8,. rirEmEnits treattliast, n

6-

6

1121:73331(311111MIRMI
ilEV 1111/711111Print.

29 9 23 1 FrIEVElk.19 Tel 2.28 all tr4taell
28 19 21 1 REIRIPPIEW11111 8

ell tr t

29

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

2/ Total num erticipanes in the activity.

1/ Identify the partidipins by specific grade level (e.g.,.
grade 1, grade 5). Fhere-soyeral grades are combined,

enter the last two digits of file component code'.

4/ Total number of participants...included in the pro and

posttest calculittons.
5/ I = grade'eqaivalent; / = perceqtile rank; 3 = z score;

.4 = Standard score (publisher'sjr5 = stanine; 6 = raw
score; 7 = other.

NOtE: 11 cases mere recorde<greater than 12 grade
(error in recording on opecan)

5.esses recorded is blanks

6/ 8D = Standard peviatton
7/ Test rstatistica (e.g., t; F; X.2).
8/ obtained value

T1 Provide data for the following groups sepa
Neglected (code as N), Delinquent (code as D)
and Handicapped (code as H). Place ihe in
dicated code letter in the last column to
signify the subgroup evacuated.

:CODE

treatneni I - ESL only
treatment II - ESL and Speech

treatment III -.ESL and Guidance
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tiGaSfi AS A SEMID LAIMAGr: PR6C4RAM NON-PUBLXC SCHOOLS PROGFAM Function #69.:06.20'

r1onnorOF::(2 or EI=ATIMAt V:ALTJATION D:TA 1.35s rcam

(a.;t4ch to n'ar itc,m13v) .junct'on

Cg4 table enter aIl pate Loss information. Between MIR, item iM and this form, all partcipants
itr eich activity must be.accounted for. The component and.activity codes used'in completion of item 030
ahatild be Used here so that the two tables match. See definitions below table for further :nstructione.

Component
% Code

(1)

Activity .Group
Code 11.D.

I

(2) (3)
Test Total
Used N

(4)
Number
Tested/

Analyzed'

(5)
Participants
Not Tested/
Analyzed

. (6)

Reasons why students were not tested,
tested, were not analyzed

- - 'Number/

"Reason

or if ,

N 1 %

1 4 2 7 kg. TOBE,72 127 lOk' 23

,

is%

.

absent for either pre or post tisi 65
,

1 4 2 3 7 2 0

$

l) TOBEs70 1131 937 194 17.2%
resident 216

6 2 11 2 3 7 2 0 (24.3) SAr74 1371

,

1041 330

.

24% 7J

made sufficient progress! and sea

6 I 1, .4 7 : It. - 6A

24

sar71 865 616 189 21.8%
eithdravn before poet testing 54

1 4 2 5

f

7 2 0 (T*8) setyl
25

241 185 56 23.0

.

lat - T1,AwrikmellotArmser
,

'invalid score .
25

(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 pubfleation OgAT-70, S1AT-74, etc.).:
(3) Number of participants in th,e,ectivity.
(4) Number of participants included in the,pre and Posttest calculations found on item030.
IS) Number 'and percent of participants not tested and/or not analyzed on item030.

- (6) Specify all reasons vhy students were not teited.and/or analyzed.- For each -reason specified, provide a separate
. number count. If any further documentation is availabla, please attach to this form. If further space is

needed to specify and explain data.loss; attaCb additional pages to this form. .

. 32
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r1ean6r. Kelly

' In thiS table enter all.Data Loss 1.nformation. .Between 1IR, itdm.#30 and this form, all participants
. -:.-, . , .. .

i

4m each activity cust be accouhted for. The component and activity codes used in completion ot item #30
,

,

.should be used here ao that,the t
.

wo tables match. See definitiont below table for further nstructions:

.. . .

__CoMponeat 4

Cede
.

Activity
Code

(1).

Gtonp
'1.0.

Test
Used

(3)

Total
N

(4/)

Number
Tested/

Analyzed

. .0)
Participants
Not Tested/.

Anal
N 1

zed

(6) ,

Reasons why students were not tasted, or if
tested, were not analyzed

.
irtsdn -%

7 2

.

0
(9)

AM
SAVO- 29 23 6 20.6%

.

Rejected by iesearthr - - (tree ,.
.

.

received via net indicated )
.

.

h2

6 1 k 2 6 7 2 0
(10612)

26
SAT°74 28 7

.

25%

. .

Rejected (indicated> grade 22) 21

Relectetgdid not indicate grade levet)
. _ , .

Recorded reason for no test inaccurat

5 -

ly 7

.
.

-

Re acted- Bad a ccibination 6f *all

treatments (grades g 8) .323

Dati misplaced by teacher 2

.

.

.

.

.
.

.

.

.

.

.
.

, .

.
".

.

%

(1) Identify the participants by specific grade level (e.g., grade 3, grade 9). Where seVeralvades are comhined,,
enter the last mwo digits of the component code.

(2) Identify the test used and year of publication CHAT-70, SEAT-74, etc.).
(3) Number of liarticipants in the activity.
(4) Number of participants included in the pre and posttest 'calculations founi on item#30.
(5) Number and percent of participants not tested and/or dot.analyted on item#30.
(6)'Oecify all reasons why students ware not tested:and/or analyzed. Por each reason specified, provide a separaga

number count. tf^ any further documentation is available, please attach to this form. If ft:that: space Is

needed to specify and.explain data lose, attadh additional pages to this farm.
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