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temporal-occipital, parietal, parietal-occipital, and frontal-temporal regions. At 

approximately 587 ms the differences begin to subside and are seen over the occipital 

region. The differences spread over the temporal and posterior-parietal regions by 

approximately 671 ms and by approximately 755 ms the differences are seen only over 

the left posterior-temporal region. Between 1090 and 1174 ms significant differences are 

seen over the right temporal-occipital and frontal regions. Following this, a significant 

difference is seen over the temporal-occipital regions until approximately 1258 ms. At 

approximately 1342 ms differences are seen over the temporal-occipital region and by 

1426 ms the differences are widespread over the frontal-temporal, left posterior-central, 

central-occipital, and right temporal-parietal regions. These differences dissipate by 

approximately 1510 ms and are limited over the central and left temporal-frontal regions.  

Between 1594 and 1678 ms there is a significant difference over the right temporal 

region. At approximately 1845 ms differences are seen over the left and right occipital 

regions and by 1929 the activity is limited to the left occipital region. 

Figure 16 shows the t-score results between CP-2 and SLI-2 while listening to the 

syntactically incorrect sentences. At approximately 83 ms differences are seen over the 

posterior-central, frontal-temporal, left frontal, occipital, and parietal regions. The 

differences begin to subside and are limited to the left and right occipital and left frontal 

regions by approximately 83 ms and by 167 ms the differences dissipate. At 

approximately 419 ms differences are seen over the vertex, frontal, temporal-frontal, 

posterior-central, and parietal regions. These differences spread to a peak over the vertex, 

left frontal, frontal-temporal, parietal, central-occipital, and posterior-central regions at 

approximately 503 ms. Between 587 and 671 ms the differences dissipate and are limited  
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Figure 16. 

t-score map showing the differences between CP-2 and SLI-2 while listening to the 

syntactically incorrect sentences. A t-score of ±1.83 is significant at the 0.05 level.
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to a small area of the left frontal region. By 671 ms the differences spread over the left 

and right frontal, right frontal-temporal, posterior-temporal, and left and right occipital 

regions. At approximately 755 ms the differences spread further over the vertex, central-

occipital, parietal, frontal-temporal, right frontal, and temporal regions. The differences 

begin to subside at approximately 839 ms and are seen over the left frontal, frontal-

temporal, right anterior-central, posterior-temporal, left posterior-central, and central-

occipital regions. At approximately 922 ms the differences have continued to subside and 

are limited to the left and right occipital, left frontal, and left temporal- occipital regions. 

By 1006 ms the differences are seen over the left frontal region and between 1090 and 

1258 ms the differences are limited to the left occipital region. Between 1342 and 1426 

ms the differences are seen over the left and right occipital regions. At approximately 

1594 ms significant differences are seen over the left temporal-occipital region. Between 

1678 and 1761 ms differences are seen over the central-frontal region and between 1845 

and 1929 ms differences are seen over the left and right occipital and right anterior-

central region. 

N400 and P600 comparison. CP-2 and SLI-2 exhibit differences in the N400 and 

P600 while listening to the two conditions. During the syntactically correct sentences, 

CP-2 does not present with an N400 (Figure 9). On the other hand, SLI-2 does present 

with an N400 over the frontal-central region between 419 and 671 ms (Figure 12). Both 

participants also present with a P600 during the syntactically correct sentences. CP-2 

presents with a delayed P600 between 839 and 1007 ms over the central-parietal region 

(Figure 9). The P600 seen in SLI-2 begins earlier at approximately 671 ms and is seen 
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until approximately 839 ms (Figure 12). The P600 seen in SLI-2 is of greater amplitude 

than the P600 seen in CP-2. 

During the syntactically incorrect sentences, CP-2 and SLI-2 again present with 

differences between the N400 and P600. In CP-2 an N400 is not present during the 

syntactically incorrect condition (Figure 10). On the other hand, an N400 is seen in SLI-2 

at approximately 419 ms over the central-frontal regions. The N400 peaks at 

approximately 587 ms and dissipates by 755 ms (Figure 13). A P600 is also seen in both 

participants. In CP-2 a P600 is observed at approximately 587 ms over the central-

parietal regions. The P600 continues until approximately 671 (Figure 10). In SLI-2 the 

P600 is seen between 671 and 839 ms over the central-parietal regions.  

Discussion 

This study examined the brain electrical activity of two children with SLI and two 

typically developing age-matched peers while listening to sentences with syntactic errors 

versus syntactically correct sentences. The results illustrate how children with SLI 

process language differently than age-matched peers. Specifically, the N400 and P600 

were analyzed in each condition across participants and the results were compared to 

determine differences between the two groups.  

CP-1 and SLI-1 Scalp Distribution Comparison   

The N400 and P600 results of CP-1 during both conditions are congruent with 

that seen in previous studies (Atchley et al., 2005; Friederici & Hahne, 2001; Hahne et 

al., 2004). During the syntactically correct sentences, CP-1 did not demonstrate an N400 

or P600 (Figure 1). However, during the syntactically incorrect sentences, CP-1 presented 

with a P600 between 670 and 755 ms over the left and right parietal region (Figure 2). 

Again, this is consistent with previous studies. Hahne et al. (2004) found a posterior 
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positivity after 600 ms in a group of 10-year-olds and Atchley et al. (2005) also found 

that children demonstrated a P600 over parietal and centro-parietal sites between 674 and 

724 ms while listening to syntactic violations. The P600 indicates that CP-1 recognized 

the presence of the syntactic errors within the sentences.  

The results of SLI-1 during the syntactically correct condition are contrary to that 

seen in studies of children with typically developing language. SLI-1 presented with an 

N400 during both the syntactically correct (Figure 3) and incorrect (Figure 4) condition. 

However, SLI-1 did not present with a P600 during either condition. An N400 is typically 

present with semantic violations (Atchley et al., 2006; Freiderici & Hahne, 2001; 

Holcomb, Coffey, & Neville, 1992); whereas a P600 is present with syntactic violations 

(Atchley et al., 2006; Freiderici & Hahne, 2001). SLI-1 presented with an N400 instead 

of a P600 during both conditions, which indicates that SLI-1 required additional 

cognitive processing in order to comprehend both types of sentences. However, the 

presence of an N400 versus a P600 indicates that SLI-1 was processing the semantic 

structure of the sentences instead of the syntactic structure. SLI-1 presented with word 

finding difficulties as well as syntactic errors on the CELF-4. The presence of the N400 

but not a P600 may suggest that the semantic and lexical difficulties in SLI-1 dominate 

the cognitive processing of SLI-1 and that syntactic processing does not occur.   

Also, the N400 seen in SLI-1 during the syntactically incorrect sentences was 

similar in both location, amplitude, and latency as seen during the control condition. This 

similarity across the two conditions is similar to a finding of Sabisch et al. (2006) that a 

group of 8-year-old SLI participants presented with a large N400 amplitude during both 

semantically correct and semantically incorrect sentences. In this study, the researchers 
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hypothesized that because children with SLI have a weaker representation of verbs that 

they may also have increased difficulty with lexical and verbal integration into sentences, 

thus creating an N400 amplitude during both sets of stimuli. The presence of the N400 

during both sets of sentences reflects the increase in neuronal activity while processing 

the semantic structure of both correct and incorrect syntactic sentences. 

CP-2 and SLI-2 Scalp Distribution Comparison   

CP-2 presented with a delayed P600 while listening to the syntactically correct 

sentences (Figure 9). This finding is congruent with Hahne et al. (2004) who found that 

7-year-old children presented with a positive going waveform during both syntactically 

correct and incorrect sentences. They hypothesized that this waveform may indicate 

difficulty with syntactic processing, even with syntactically correct sentences at this 

young age. Likewise, in the present study, the presence of the P600 indicates that CP-2 

demonstrated syntactic processing difficulties, even on the correct sentences. During the 

syntactically incorrect sentences, CP-2 again presented with a P600 (Figure 10). This is 

congruent with the findings of Hahne et al. that a positivity was seen in syntactically 

correct and incorrect sentences. Also a reversal of polarities is seen across the two 

conditions. During the syntactically correct sentences, there is a negativity between 587 

and 671 ms; whereas during the syntactically incorrect sentences a positivity is seen 

during this same time. Between 839 and 1007 ms a positivity is seen during the 

syntactically correct sentences whereas in the incorrect sentences a negativity is seen. 

This reversal of polarities cannot be accounted for and may be due to the language 

structural difficulties encountered in this age group. Further research needs to be 

conducted in order to determine the source of the polarity reversal.   
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During the syntactically correct sentences, SLI-2 presented with both an N400 

and P600 (Figure 12). The N400 indicates that SLI-2 required additional cognitive 

processing in order to understand the semantic meaning of the sentence stimuli (Atchley 

et al., 2006; Freiderici & Hahne, 2001; Holcomb, Coffey, & Neville, 1992). The presence 

of the P600 is again congruent with the findings of Hahne et al. (2004) that young 

children present with a positive going waveform during syntactically correct sentences 

due to the complexity of the syntactic structure of the sentences.   

During the syntactically incorrect sentences, SLI-2 presented with an N400 and 

P600 (Figure 13) that are both of similar latency, amplitude, and location of the N400 and 

P600 seen during the syntactically correct sentences for this participant. Again, this is 

similar to the observation by Sabisch et al. (2006) that the participants with SLI had an 

increased N400 during both the semantically correct and incorrect sentences. The finding 

that SLI-2 presents with a similar N400 across both conditions indicates that both the 

correct and incorrect stimuli place high semantic processing demands on SLI-2, whereas 

CP-2 did not present with an N400 which indicates that the stimuli did not influence   

CP-2’s semantic processing. Also, the similarity in the P600 across conditions indicates 

that both the syntactically correct and syntactically incorrect sentences create high 

neuronal processing demands in SLI-2. However, considering a P600 was also seen in 

both conditions in CP-2, this indicates that the P600 is a reflection of the language 

structural difficulties and developmental differences due to age versus the language 

impairment of SLI-2 (Hahne et al., 2004).  

Comparison between SLI-1 and SLI-2 

 Both SLI-1 and SLI-2 presented with an N400 during the syntactically correct 

and incorrect sentences. These findings are unexpected in that the N400 is typically seen 
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with semantic errors and is not associated with syntactic errors (Atchley et al., 2006; 

Freiderici & Hahne, 2001; Holcomb, Coffey, & Neville, 1992). The presence of the N400 

may reflect the increased lexical processing that occurs in children with SLI. Although 

SLI-1 did not present with a P600, SLI-2 demonstrated a P600 in both the syntactically 

correct and incorrect conditions. However, this processing may not be a result of the SLI 

but a result of the younger age of SLI-2. CP-2 also presented with a P600 in both 

conditions and previous studies have demonstrated that 7-year-old children have an 

increased positivity while listening to both syntactically correct and incorrect sentences 

(Hahne et al., 2004).  

Conclusions   

The results of this study indicate that children with SLI present with an N400 

while listening to both syntactically correct and incorrect sentences. This suggests that 

these participants have greater lexical and semantic processing demands while listening 

to sentence stimuli. The finding that an N400 was present in both SLI participants across 

the two conditions reflects the high semantic processing demands placed on children with 

SLI. It may be that the semantic processing demands decreased the syntactic processing 

demands in the participants with SLI. The study also suggests that 7-year-olds have 

greater syntactic processing demands as seen by the presence of the P600 in both the 

correct and incorrect conditions in CP-2 and SLI-2. This was likely due to the complexity 

of the sentence stimuli which included irregular past tense and irregular plural forms. 

Also, the study demonstrates that the 9-year-old control participant presents with a P600 

while listening to the syntactically incorrect sentences, which indicates that CP-1 was 

able to accurately detect the syntactic errors within the stimuli. 
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Directions for Future Research 

The findings of this present study indicate a need for future research in order to 

better understand the role of the P600 and N400 in children with SLI. The results of the 

study indicate that children with SLI present with an N400 while listening to both 

syntactically correct and incorrect sentences. In SLI-1 an N400 was seen across both 

conditions; whereas in SLI-2 both an N400 and a P600 were seen across both conditions. 

It is difficult to determine whether the presence of the P600 across both conditions in  

SLI-2 was a reflection of the participant’s language impairment or due to age. Further 

research with older SLI participants needs to be conducted in order to determine the 

semantic and syntactic cognitive processing of children with SLI while listening to 

syntactically correct and incorrect sentences.  

Also, further research needs to be conducted regarding the cognitive development 

of syntactic structures within certain age groups. A list of progressively more complex 

grammatical structures could be compiled and presented to children of certain ages to see 

when the cognitive processing for certain syntactic structures fully matures. It would be 

especially interesting to study if children of younger ages present with a P600 while 

listening to both syntactically correct and incorrect stimuli as seen in this study and the 

study performed by Hahne et al. (2004) only if the syntactic structure is complex or also 

during age-appropriate syntactic structures. It may be that younger children present with 

a positivity even with early developing syntactic structures or that they only present with 

a positivity during later developing syntactic structures. This type of study would help 

researchers to better understand the cognitive development of syntactic structures.  
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Much can be learned regarding the language processing of typically developing 

children and children with SLI through the use of long latency ERPs. 

Electrophysiological measures make it possible to study the neurophysiological activity 

that occurs during language development and in children with SLI. This will provide 

useful information to help researchers better understand the neurological basis for 

language impairments, which will help researchers and clinicians to develop more 

appropriate therapy tools for children with language impairments.  
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Appendix A 

Parental Informed Consent for Child to Act as a Human Research Subject 

David L. McPherson, Ph.D. 
Department of Audiology and Speech Language Pathology 

Brigham Young University 
(801) 422-6458 

 
 

Name of Participant:  Date of Birth:   

Purpose of Study 
This research is designed to examine the processing of language by the brain in children 
with specific language impairment using electrophysiological measures known as event-
related potentials. Participation in this study will help teachers and scientists better 
understand the brain’s ability to process language and will be useful to professionals who 
are responsible for diagnosing and treating language disorders. 

Procedures 
Your child has been asked to participate in a research study conducted by Dr. David L. 
McPherson and / or such assistants as may be selected by him.  

 
The study will be conducted at your child’s school and in room 111 of the John Taylor 
Building on the campus of Brigham Young University. The testing at the school will 
consist of two sessions. One session will test your child’s IQ and the second session will 
test your child’s language. Each session at the school will take approximately 1 hour. 
Testing at Brigham Young University, including orientation and testing, requires one 2-3 
hour session. Your child may ask for a break at any time during testing. Basic hearing 
tests will be administered during the first half-hour of the session. 

 
Surface electrodes (metal discs about the size of a dime) will be used to record electrical 
activity of your child’s brain. These discs will be applied to the surface of the skin with a 
cream or gel and are easily removed with water. Blunt needles will be used as a part of 
this study to help apply the electrode gel. They will never be used to puncture the skin. 
Your child may feel uncomfortable using the cap and having gel on his or her face and 
head. If your child is uncomfortable, he or she will be assured that they will only have the 
electrodes on for a short period of time. If your child has a negative reaction to the 
electrodes, the electrodes and gel will be removed. The gel is easily removed with warm, 
but not hot water. Discomfort from the electrode cap immediately dissipates upon 
removal of the cap. This is similar to a “sports cap” that adds slight pressure to the scalp.  

 
Language processing will be measured using an electrode cap, which simply measures 
the electrical activity of my child’s brain and does not emit electricity, and no electrical 
impulses will be applied to the brain. These measurements of the electrical activity are 
similar to what is known as an “EEG” or brain wave test. These measurements are of 
normal, continuous electrical activity in the brain.  



 89

 
Your child will wear the electrode cap while he/she listens to 240 sentences, during 
which time the electrical activity of his/her brain will be recorded on a computer. Your 
child will be asked to give responses during the hearing test, standardized language test, 
and the electrophysiological recording. 

 
The procedures used to record the electrophysiological responses of the brain are 
standardized and have been used without incident in many previous investigations. The 
combination of sentences presented is experimental, but the recording procedure is not.  

 
 
Risks 
There are very few potential risks from this procedure, and these risks are minimal. The 
risks of this study include possible allergic reactions to the conductive gel or to the skin 
prepping gel. Allergic reactions to the gel are extremely rare. There is also a possibility 
for an allergic reaction to the electrodes. If any of these reactions occur, a rash would 
appear. Treatment would include removing the electrodes and gel and exposing the site to 
air, resulting in alleviation of the irritation. If there is an allergic reaction, testing 
procedures would be discontinued. Another unlikely risk is a small abrasion on the scalp 
when the blunt needle is used to place electrode gel. Treatment would also include 
removing the electrode and gel, exposing the site to air and testing procedures would be 
discontinued. 

 
There are no other known risks with this procedure. It is understood that participation in 
this study is voluntary and the participant may withdraw during any part of the testing 
without any negative consequences now or in the future. 

Benefits 
Benefits from participating in this study include an assessment of hearing, language and 
IQ. I will be notified if any clinical deficits are found in these areas. I also understand that 
there may be no direct benefit to me or my child. However, the information obtained will 
help to further the understanding of language processing, which will be beneficial to 
professionals involved in treating speech and hearing disorders. 

Confidentiality 
Participation in this study is voluntary and your child has the right to refuse to participate 
or withdraw at any time. All information obtained from testing is strictly confidential and 
is protected under the laws governing privacy. No information specifically pertaining to 
your child, other than reporting of test results without identifying information may be 
released without your signature. All identifying references will be removed and replaced 
by control numbers which will identify any disclosed or published data. Data collected in 
this study will be stored in a secured area accessible only to personnel associated with the 
study.  
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Other Considerations 
There are no charges incurred by you or your child for participation in this study. There is 
no treatment or intervention involved in this study.  

 
The procedures listed above have been explained to me and my child by: 
___________________ in a satisfactory manner and any questions relating to such risks 
have been answered. If there are any further questions or concerns regarding this study, I 
may ask any of the investigators or contact David McPherson, Ph.D., Audiology and 
Speech-Language Pathology, 129 Taylor Building, Provo, Utah 84602; phone (801) 422-
6458; email: david_mcpherson@byu.edu. 

 
If there are any questions regarding my rights as a participant in this research project, we 
may contact Renea Beckstrand, PhD, Chair of Institutional Review Board, 422 SWKT, 
Brigham Young University, Provo, Utah 84602; phone (801) 422-3873; email: 
renea_beckstrand@byu.edu. 

 
I give permission for my child to participate in the study explained above.  

 
    
Signature of Parent/Guardian   Date 

 
    
Signature of Witness  Date 
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 Appendix B 

Child Informed Consent to Act as a Human Research Subject 

 
David L. McPherson, Ph.D. 

Department of Audiology and Speech Language Pathology 
Brigham Young University 

(801) 422-6458 
 

This study is to look at how the brain processes words that we hear. Being part of this 
study will help teachers and scientists better understand how the brain reacts to speech. 
What we learn will be useful to people who help children with speech problems. My 
parents have agreed that I can help with this research. 

 
I will be pulled out of class twice for testing. During this time, if I get tired I can ask for a 
break from testing. I will visit BYU one time. During my visit, my hearing will be 
checked. Also, I will wear a silly hat that has connections attached to the computer. The 
hat looks like a shower cap with holes. In the holes, the clinician will put some sticky, 
clear gel. When the gel is put on my head, it may tickle for a moment. It may also feel 
gooey. If I don’t like the feel of the gel and cap, I can ask the clinician to take it off at any 
time. I will hear some sentences through the ear probes. I will press a button to tell the 
researcher if the sentence I heard was “good” or “bad.” If I get tired, I can ask for a rest. 

 
I understand that I do not have to do any part of this study. If I change my mind, I can 
quit the study at any time. 

 
 

I would like to be part of this study. 
 

    
Signature of Participant  Date 

 
    
Signature of Witness  Date 



92 

Appendix C 

Stimulus Sentences 

A. Third Person Forms 

Houghton Mifflin English: Teacher’s Edition, Level 2. (1995). Boston. Houghton Mifflin 
Company. (p. 95–187) 
 

Correct 

1. The mother smiles. 
2. A boy looks. 
3. A baby laughs. 
4. The wind blows. 
5. The boats sail. 
6. The dog digs. 
7. The whale swims. 
8. Two children run. 
9. One girl swings. 
10. They run. 
11. The kite flies. 
12. The ballerina dances. 
13. They sing. 
14. The teacher reads. 
15. The girls cheer. 
16. The rollercoaster shakes. 
17. The class sits. 
18. The bus driver waits. 
19. My sister plays. 
20. The nurse helps. 
21. The author writes. 
22. I wonder what he thinks. 
23. Trees and flowers grow. 
24. The truck driver waves. 
25. The people leave. 
26. The bread bakes. 
27. The duck quacks. 
28. The washing machine washes. 
29. Sally likes to walk. 
30. The figure skater ice skates. 
31. The lion escapes. 
32. The ranger hikes. 
33. The athlete drinks.  
34. Charlie paints. 
35. Sally cries.  

 

Incorrect 

1. The mother smile. 
2. A boy look. 
3. A baby laugh. 
4. The wind blow. 
5. The boats sails. 
6. The dog dig. 
7. The whale swim. 
8. Two children runs. 
9. One girl swing. 
10. They runs. 
11. The kite fly. 
12. The ballerina dance. 
13. They sings. 
14. The teacher read. 
15. The girls cheers. 
16. The rollercoaster shake. 
17. The class sit. 
18. The bus driver wait. 
19. My sister play. 
20. The nurse help. 
21. The author write. 
22. I wonder what he think. 
23. Trees and flowers grows. 
24. The truck driver wave. 
25. The people leaves. 
26. The bread bake. 
27. The duck quack. 
28. The washing machine wash. 
29. Sally like to walk. 
30. The figure skater ice skate. 
31. The lion escape. 
32. The ranger hike. 
33. The athlete drink. 
34. Charlie paint. 
35. Sally cry.
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B. Past Tense Verb Forms: -ed and irregular 

Houghton Mifflin English: Teacher’s Edition, Level 2. (1995). Boston. Houghton Mifflin 
Company. (p. 95–187) 
 
Correct 

1. The girl laughed. 
2. The train moved. 
3. My friend smiled. 
4. The balloon popped. 
5. The horse kicked. 
6. The plane flew. 
7. The doorbell rang. 
8. Uncle Ed ran. 
9. Santa Claus came. 
10. The guests left. 
11. The librarian whispered. 
12. We started. 
13. The runner rested. 
14. The patient coughed. 
15. The little boy fell. 
16. The mailman drove. 
17. Andy threw. 
18. Jeff swung. 
19. The tiger slept. 
20. We watched. 
21. The star twinkled. 
22. The worm crawled. 
23. The ball bounced. 
24. The student learned. 
25. The carousel tuned. 
26. The hippo splashed. 
27. The horn honked. 
28. The kitten meowed. 
29. The water boiled.  
30. The woman sang. 
31. The artist drew. 
32. The dolphin swam. 
33. The ship sunk. 
34. The cowboy rode. 
35. The team lost.  
36. The contestant won. 
37. The family ate. 
38. The strangers met. 
39. The puppy grew.  

 

 
Incorrect 

1. The girl laugh. 
2. The train move.  
3. My friend smile. 
4. The balloon pop. 
5. The horse kick. 
6. The plane flied. 
7. The doorbell ringed. 
8. Uncle Ed runned. 
9. Santa Claus comed. 
10. The guests leaved. 
11. The librarian whisper. 
12. We starts. 
13. The runner rest. 
14. The patient cough. 
15. The little boy falled. 
16. The mailman drived. 
17. Andy throwed. 
18. Jeff swinged. 
19. The tiger sleeped. 
20. We watches. 
21. The star twinkle. 
22. The word crawl. 
23. The ball bounce. 
24. The student learn. 
25. The carousel turn. 
26. The hippo splash. 
27. The horn honk. 
28. The kitten meow. 
29. The water boil. 
30. The woman singed. 
31. The artist drawed.  
32. The dolphin swimed. 
33. The ship sinked. 
34. The cowboy rided. 
35. The team losed. 
36. The contestant wined 
37. The family eated. 
38. The strangers meted. 
39. The puppy growed.  
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C. Regular and Irregular Plural Nouns 
Houghton Mifflin English: Teacher’s Edition, Level 3. (1990). Boston. Houghton Mifflin 
Company. (pp. 26, 74–89) 
 

Correct 

1. The sleeves covered both hands. 
2. The coat had two big pockets. 
3. She found a key in one pocket. 
4. The key will open many doors. 
5. Dennis saw three blue belts. 
6. Kerry wore a striped skirt. 
7. Did you see this red shirt? 
8. How did Donna look in those gloves? 
9. One child hopped on both feet. 
10. A cat chased three mice. 
11. The bus passed some geese. 
12. A baby was playing with a toy mouse. 
13. Fe fell and hit his two front teeth. 
14. Grandma picked corn.  
15. My father drives a truck. 
16. His truck has sixteen wheels. 
17. Dad drives the truck to a dock. 
18. The he drove to a store. 
19. Uncle Henry is a cook. 
20. He works at a school. 
21. Mr. Lee ate three cups. 
22. My cousins own a huge pool. 
23. My sister is having a party. 
24. Two boys are swimming in the water. 
25. Many foods come from plants. 
26. A king lived in a huge castle. 
27. The queen showed the guests each room. 
28. Food was served on long tables. 
29. The children played in a box. 
30. Some horses waited by a gate. 
31. The tree had many branches. 
32. Some people build houses. 
33. Farmers grow fruit and vegetables. 
34. Drivers take packages to cities. 
35. Teachers show children how to read books. 
36. Doctors and nurses help sick people. 
37. Laura read some stories. 
38. Some animals like to eat berries. 
39. Baby dogs are called puppies.  
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Incorrect 

1. The sleeves covered both hand. 
2. The coat had two big pocket. 
3. She found  keys in one pockets. 
4. The key will open many door. 
5. Dennis say three blue belt. 
6. Kerry wore a striped skirts. 
7. Did you see this red shirts? 
8. How did Donna look in those glove? 
9. One child hopped on both feets. 
10. A cat chased three mouses. 
11. The bus passes some gooses. 
12. A baby was playing with a toy mouses. 
13. He fell and hit his two front tooths. 
14. Grandma picked corns. 
15. My father drives a trucks. 
16. His truck has sixteen wheel. 
17. Dad drives the truck to a docks. 
18. Then he drove to a stores. 
19. Uncle Henry is a cooks. 
20. He works at a schools. 
21. Mr. Lee ate three cup. 
22. My cousins own a huge pools. 
23. My sister is having a parties. 
24. Two boys are swimming in the waters. 
25. Many foods come from plant. 
26. A king lived in a huge castles. 
27. The king showed the guests each rooms. 
28. Food was served on long table. 
29. The children played in a boxes. 
30. Some horses waited by a gates. 
31. The tree had many branch. 
32. Some people build house. 
33. Farmers grow fruit and vegetable. 
34. Drivers take packages to city. 
35. Teachers show children how to read book. 
36. Doctors and nurses help sick persons.  
37. Laura read some story. 
38. Some animals like to eat berry. 
39. Baby dogs are called puppy.  
 

 




