ChatPDF Comparison Document B

A synthetic companion report designed for multi-document comparison tests in PDF chat tools.

Document purpose: This fictional report is designed to be uploaded alongside the earlier ChatPDF Upload Test
Sample. It covers a similar student study routine, but changes the schedule, sample size, intervention design, outcome
measures, and recommendations. Use it to test whether an Al document assistant can compare two PDFs accurately.

1. Executive Summary

This companion report describes a fictional follow-up trial called the Focus Study Extension Trial. The trial tested
whether a more guided study routine could improve student review habits over a longer period. Unlike the earlier
six-week pilot, this version lasted ten weeks and included teacher feedback, digital flashcards, and optional office-hour
check-ins.

The main finding is that guided feedback improved quiz consistency and retention more than confidence. Students in the
guided routine group completed more early-week reviews and performed better on delayed review questions. The
change in weekly quiz scores was still modest, but the delayed-recall result suggests the routine may have helped
students retain information longer.

Key differences from the earlier pilot:

bullet The follow-up trial lasted ten weeks instead of six.

bullet The sample included 72 fictional students instead of 48.

bullet The routine used 20-minute review blocks, digital flashcards, and teacher feedback.
bullet The peer check-in was replaced by optional office-hour check-ins.

bullet The report added a delayed-recall measure two weeks after the final quiz.

2. Trial Background

After reviewing the first Focus Study Pilot, Northbridge Learning Center designed a longer trial to see whether the routine
could produce more durable learning gains. Teachers kept the core idea of shorter review sessions but added more
structure because student reflections suggested that some learners did not know how to create good recall questions on
their own.

The extension trial did not add new lessons or tutoring hours. It changed how students reviewed existing lessons. The
routine focused on earlier review, better question design, and a clearer feedback loop between students and teachers.

3. Study Routine Tested

Routine Element What Students Did Reason for Including It

20-minute review block Reviewed class notes two or three Reduced friction and made the routine
times per week in shorter sessions. easier to fit into school nights.

Digital flashcards Created or reviewed five to eight Turned passive notes into active recall
cards after each lesson. prompts.

Teacher feedback note Submitted one unclear question Helped students fix misunderstandings
every Friday for quick teacher before the next quiz.
feedback.
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Routine Element What Students Did Reason for Including It

Optional office-hour Could attend a 15-minute group Supported students who needed more
check-in check-in once per week. help without making the routine
mandatory.

4. Participation and Results

The extension trial used two fictional groups. The guided routine group followed the new study process. The usual-study
group continued normal habits. Both groups took the same weekly quizzes, and both groups completed a delayed-recall
check two weeks after the final quiz.

Guided Routine Group | Usual-Study Group Interpretation

Average weekly study 3.1 sessions 1.8 sessions Guided students reviewed

sessions more often and earlier in
the week.

Average quiz score +8 percentage points +4 percentage points The guided group

change improved more, but the
change remained
moderate.

Delayed-recall score +9 percentage points +2 percentage points Retention was the clearest

change outcome difference.

Last-minute study 35% of students 58% of students Cramming decreased, but

reports it did not disappear.

Confidence before quiz Small-to-moderate Small increase Confidence improved less

increase than study behavior.

The results suggest that a slightly more guided routine may be more useful than a routine students must design on their
own. The strongest outcome was delayed recall, not immediate confidence. This makes the follow-up trial a useful
comparison document because it points to a different kind of benefit than the original pilot.

5. Student Feedback Themes

Student feedback was more mixed than the score table suggests. Many students liked the shorter sessions and
flashcards, but some thought the weekly teacher-feedback note felt like an extra assignment. The office-hour check-ins
helped a smaller group of students, mostly those who were already comfortable asking for help.

bullet Theme 1: Flashcards helped students notice gaps quickly, especially in science and history.

bullet Theme 2: Shorter sessions were easier to start, but some students skipped them when homework was heavy.
bullet Theme 3: Teacher feedback reduced repeated mistakes, but the Friday note added small workload pressure.
bullet Theme 4: Office-hour check-ins helped some students, but participation stayed uneven.

bullet Theme 5: Students preferred flexible timing over a fixed review schedule.

6. Teacher Observations

Teachers reported that the guided routine made student confusion more visible. Instead of waiting until a low quiz score
appeared, teachers could see unclear points in the Friday feedback notes. This helped them adjust review questions and
spend a few minutes addressing common misconceptions before the next quiz.
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Teachers also noted that the routine worked best when students received example flashcards. When students made
cards without guidance, some cards were too broad, too easy, or based only on copying definitions. Better card design
seemed to improve the value of the routine.

7. Risks and Limitations

This follow-up trial still has limits. It was fictional, relatively small, and run inside one learning center. The groups were not
fully randomized, and the delayed-recall measure covered only selected topics. The report should not be read as proof
that a guided study routine will work for every subject or age group.

Why It Matters How To Address It Next

Single-center trial Results may reflect the culture of one  Run the routine across several schools
school. or grade levels.

Partial randomization Class schedules influenced group Use stronger random assignment where
placement. possible.

Teacher-feedback Teachers may not have time to Test peer review, auto-generated

workload respond every week. feedback, or rotating feedback weeks.

Uneven office-hour use The students who need help most Offer structured small-group review
may not attend. during class time.

Limited delayed-recall Retention was measured on selected ~ Measure delayed recall across more

scope topics only. subjects and units.

8. Recommendations

The report recommends keeping the routine, but simplifying the feedback burden. The clearest next step is a
twelve-week trial with a larger group, clearer random assignment, and more direct tracking of delayed retention.

Recommendation Reason

Keep short review blocks Students found them easier to start than long study sessions.
Teach flashcard design Better cards may produce better recall and fewer shallow reviews.
Reduce required feedback notes Weekly teacher feedback may be too much for larger classes.
Add delayed-recall checks Retention was the strongest signal in this trial.

Compare subject areas The routine may work differently in math, science, history, and

language classes.

9. Comparison Targets for Al Document Tools

When this document is uploaded with the earlier ChatPDF Upload Test Sample, ask the Al assistant to compare both
reports. Good answers should notice changes in duration, sample size, routine design, outcomes, limitations, and
recommendations.

bullet\Which report showed a stronger change in quiz scores?

bullet\Which report measured delayed recall?

bullet How did the routine change between the first pilot and the follow-up trial?
bullet\\/hich limitations appear in both documents?

bullet\WWhich recommendation changed the most between the two reports?
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bullet\W/hich document places more emphasis on teacher involvement?

10. Quick Fact Sheet

Program name Focus Study Extension Trial

Organization Northbridge Learning Center

Duration Ten weeks

Sample size 72 fictional students

Groups Guided routine group and usual-study group

Core intervention 20-minute review blocks, digital flashcards, teacher feedback notes,

optional office-hour check-ins
Strongest result Delayed-recall score improved more in the guided routine group

Main caution The teacher-feedback requirement may not scale easily

11. Short Glossary

Active recall A study method where students try to remember information before checking
notes.

Delayed recall A later check of what students remember after time has passed.

Flashcard design The process of turning a concept into a short, testable question and answer.

Feedback loop A process where students identify weak points and receive help before the next
assessment.

Usual-study group The comparison group that continued normal study habits without the guided
routine.

12. Suggested Answers To Comparison Questions

These notes are included so testers can evaluate whether a document-chat tool is comparing the files correctly. They
should not be treated as research findings.

bullet Document B has a longer duration and larger sample than the earlier pilot.

bullet Document B adds delayed recall, while the earlier pilot focuses more on weekly quiz change and consistency.
bullet Document B replaces peer check-ins with teacher feedback and optional office hours.

bullet Both documents report better study consistency and less last-minute cramming.

bullet Both documents caution that the findings are early and should not be treated as proof.

End of synthetic comparison document.
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