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Appendix A

Appendix A provides district data related to the number and percent of .
students by grade who have achieved at or above the state goal. A review of
this data indicates that 57% of the eighth graders achieved at or above the
state goal on all 3 tests. This compares to our 55.0% in 2000, 63.3% in
2001, 60.4% in 2002 and 67.3% in 2003. We must remember that these are
five different groups of students. The challenge to our regular classroom
teachers is to increase the percentage of students reaching and exceeding the
state goals while addressing individual student needs.

TABLE I presents Connecticut Mastery Test First Generation results for the
1985-1992 school years. Results indicate that, by grade 8, students are
showing generally high levels of mastery of the skills measured by this test.
In addition, a longitudinal comparison of groups of students from year to
 year indicates a consistent improvement in scores. This would suggest that

our efforts to provide remedial assistance, both in the classroom and with
- support services provided favorable results.

TABLE 2 presents Connecticut Mastery Test Second Generation results by.
school for 1993-1999. - Cumulative data for grade eight students, including
the Connecticut Mastery Test, Stanford Achievement Test, and Off Level
Connecticut Mastery Test results are provided in graphic form in TABLES
4,5,6,7,8,9,10,11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18.

TABLE 3 presents Connecticut Mastery Test Third Generation results for
2000-2004.
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Connecticut Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table

Print Date: 10/15/2008
Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

Students Included All

Mathematlcs
Percent by Levet
: Number :BQ|DW 'E*"‘""“"“ : T | % AtfAbove < % AUAE)OVG
Group Grade Year ; Tested Basm Basnc ; Proﬁcaent Goal Advanced F’rof CIency ; Goal
Mansfield | 3 2008; 122 . 48 48 i 115 a7l e ez L o7eT
[ Male |3 2003. Coee 47 | osa 1 C 4. 3,344_ 438 | 92.2 ©o78a
. Female . 3 2008 58 Pos2 68 86 414l 319 87.9 L 793
| Black 3 la008° 3 . 00 {00 00 (333 667 | 100.0 [ 100.0
Hispanic L3 2008, 6 L1687 ;00 . 333 13830 167 83.3 . 500
White 3 q20080 100, 50 | B0 i 120 (400% 370 880 770
Asian American; 3 2008 13 ;00 {00 00 231 7698 100.0 £ 1000
FIR Meals 3 12008 21 © 65 |48 48 ‘476: 833 | 85.7 [ 810
Full Price 3 20080 101 . 40 50 ¢ 129 356 426 1.1 L 782

Note Thls report does not mclude ELL- exempt students.



Connecticut Mastery Test

Performance Level Report - Report Table .
’ Print Date: 10/15/2008

Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

_Students included: All
- Writing

Percent by Level !
e St
Proficiency | Goal

. Number B'elo@ ! :
Group Grade Year: Tested = Basic | Basic  Proficient Gga! Advanced ; oier i >
Mensfield | 8 2008, 122 ¢ GO . 49 . 172 541, 238 | 951 CTre
. Male 2008 64 00 | 63 ! 219 1563 156 93.8 S S
Femals 120081 58 00 | 34 1 121 517 328 | 96.6 i 845
Black (2008 3 00 | 06 | 00 (667 338 100.0 © 1000
Hispanic 12008 6 .00 00 167 1833 00 100.0 833
White ‘ 20080 106 | 00 i 50 . 19.0 510 250 ! 95.0 . 760
Asian American ‘2008: 18 00 . 77 77 615, 231 92.3 . 84S
FIR Meals ' 2008 21 L 00 | 48 ¢ 333 1476 143 95.2 . 619
Full Price 12008 101 . 00 7 50 ; 139 654 257 . 950 . 812

'e

O W W W W W W W

Note: This report does not include Ell-exempt students.



Connecticut Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table

Print Date: 10/15/2008
Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

... Students ncluded: A~
Reading
Percent by Level : ;
e BT e et
Group Grade Year: Tested | Basic Basic: Proficient GoaliAdvanced .  Proficiency : Goal
Mansfield | 8 (2008, 122 115 . 66 138 467 213 . 820 880
- Male Po3 foo08 ¢ 64 © o125 1 7.8 . 1090 516 172 79.7 ¢ 688
Female 3 2008 58 ©103 52 7.2 414 259 84.5 67.2-
Black 32008 3 f 00 00 0 00 10007 00 100.0 . 100.0
Hispanic .3 2008 6 © 167 00 | 00 887 167 83.3 - 833
White .3 i2008: 100 . 110 ; 80 | 150 430 230 81.0 . 660
Asian Americen, 3 2008 . 13 D154 . 0.0 - 154 538 154 : 84.6 69.2
FIR Meals 3 12008 21 ©o19.0 1430 48 18191 00 66.7 Co610
3

. FulPrice 12008, 101 | 99 | 50 . 158 (436 257 85.1 . 693

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students.



Group

Mansﬂe!d
" Mate
Female
Black
Hispanic
White

Asian American

FIR Meals

. Full Price

Performance Level Report - Report Table

Connecticut Mastery Test

Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

Grade Year

2008,
12008
12008
£2008
2008 |
2008
2008
12008
12008

_ib.

U N W O NN

Number
Tested
1 32
58
74
8
8
108
8
22 .

1 ‘éD

Students Encluded Ali

Be!ow

; Basw
: 3.4
1.4
0.0
12.5
1.8
0.0
9.1
G 9

Mathematlcs

Print Date: 10/15/2008

Baslc Proﬂc:ent
'Q 114 ;

6.9

149
375

125 .
- 10.2

0.0

186
;109 i

f

‘%6 7
6.9
24,3

125 -

12.86
17.6
12.5
22.7
15

Goai

5364f
431 0
L31.1
Pong
375

398
L0

364
364

Advanced

33.3
30.7
28,4
250
250
206
87.5
18.2
36. 4

Note Tius repcrt does not |nclude ELL -exempt students.

% AtfAbove

Proﬁcnency

86.4
89.7
83.8
825
75.0
88.0
100.0
77.3
88.2

% AtiAbove
Goal ;
697
828
59.5
50.0
62.5
70.4
87.5
54.5
727



Connecticut Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table
. Print Date: 11/3/2008
Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced
Students Included: All

Wrttlng

g - SRR

. Number | Below | ’ : | %AvAbove | % AUAbove
Group Grade Year . Tested | Basm Basm Profment Goal.Advanced; F’rofc:lency ; Goal

i\/lansﬁeld VI 2008 Tz U oo s TS0 ;‘335; as 0 esr T T raa
, z

Male 12008 58 0.0 | 52 i ‘328 (2031 328 | 948 621
Femals 2008 72 {00 P83 97 458, 361 | 91.7 Eos10
Black ; 2008 8 .00 100 | 500 [375; 125 | 100.0 . 500

Hispanic ‘
White
Asian American’
i FiR Meals
| FullPrice

L2008 ! 8

00 125 250 (3875 250 87.5 [ 625
§2008" 108,

00 | 75 | 179 408 340 | 925 i 745
2008, 8 0.0 100 | 125 (125, 750 100.0 . 875
2008 22 00 4 91 | 500 {318 a1 ! 0.8 40,9 ;
,2008 o8 00 5 65 . 139 398 308 : 93.5 . 796

e b

[ S O N N N

Note: This report does not |nc1ude ELL-exemp% students.



Connecticut Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table

‘ Print Date: 11/3/2008
Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

~_Students lncluded All
Readmg

o Percent by L@V@i

. Number “Below i : ‘ i %AtAbove ;% AtiAbove
Group Grade Yeas Tested | Bas.lc iBasu: Profment Gaal Advanoeci Profmency : Goal

Mansfield Goos. 0 dos s 123 Je1s) 268 | 808 | e85
© Male 2008 ¢ 58 | 103 | 89 | 88 ;53.4‘; 207 82.8 CT44

4-3 H

Female 12008 . 72 Co114 . 97 1 153 0319 319 | 79.2 639
- Black £ 2008 8 {375 06 ¢ 00 (500 125 62.5 foB25
Hispanic ‘20080, 8 {125 125 0 375 (2500 125 75.0 . 375

White
- Asian American?
'FIR Meals
© Full Price

120080 106 . 94 | 94 | 123 4340 285 811 ©689
*2008‘ 8 €0 ;00 & 00 (250 750 100.0 L1000
(20081 - 22 273 et do227 reel 81 63.6 T -

2008f 108 i 74 583 . 102 1435 308 ] 84.3 L 741

I I R A N

Note Th|s report does not snclude ELL -axempt studen%s.



Group
:Mané‘fiéid‘
Male
Female
Black
Hispanic
White

Asian American -

FIR Meals
Full Price

Connecticut Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table

Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

Grade Year
C s 2008
12008
12008
12008 ;
12008
2008
12008
12008
2008

5

cr G oA oo Oy

Number

141
85
56

5
9

113
14
21
120

Note:

. Students Included: All

B“glow
Tested

Basic
3.5
38
0.0

222
2.7
0.0
4.8
3.3

i

This report does not include ELL-exampt students.

! Basic | Proficient | Goal : Advanced | Proficiency

87

47
T
L 0.0
00
7.1
0.0
4.8
5.8

i

Mathe_rr‘ié;gt'i‘ésu |

EYe
7.1

12.5

206

22.2
8.0
7.1
9.5
9.2

L 348

P 341

| 35.7 -

| 40.0 |

(022
$36.3

286

476 |
R

46.8
50.6
411
40,0
33.3
46.0
64.3
33.3
49.2

i

% AlfAbove

90.8
91.8
89.3
100.0
77.8
90.3
100.0
90.5
0.8

Print Date: 10/15/2008

Percentby Le Ve{

: % AtfAbove
Goal :
Tgip
847
76.8
80.0
55.6
82.3
02.8
81.0
81.7



Connecticut Mastery Test

Performance Level Report - Report Table
: Print Date; 10/15/2008

Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

. StudentsIncluded: Al
Writing

mperoembyl_evm N e

© Number = Below . : . %AUAbove % AtiAbove
Group Grade Year Tested Ba;ic | ; Easic Pro%'iclien"t ch!_i Afivanc,ed ; .Prfalf:c_ie.:_wy o Goql.
Manstield s ‘2008 38| 22 1 28 0 109 (30 449 949 TR
 Male - | 5 20080 82 | 12 | 49 | 146 451 341 | 93.9 L 793
Female 12008 56 36 | 00 | 54 {304 607 96.4 S TR
. Black {2008 | 5 00 P00 0 00 400 800 - 100.0 (1000
i Hispanic 12008 9 L 222 (00 114 866 111 77.8 C667
. White 2008, 110 . 09 27 | 118 1408 436 96.4 CoB4s
Asian American’ (2008, 14 60 D74l T 143 T4 92.9 . 887
FIR Meals 2008 21 . 48 | 48 | 143 574 190 | 90.5 L 782
Full Price g (2008 #7017 28 103 (359 . 496 |- 95.7 . 855

i
H

TR oY o th 1o Oy O

Note: This report does not inciude ELL-exempi students.



Connecticut Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table
: Print Date: 16/15/2008
Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced
Students Included: All |

Readmg e e e

Percent by Level | |

L o1 prssy e pmnng g gk s o e ...w-,nwi SUNR .‘.g e ) \: % AUAbove : % AUAbove

Basic i Proficient 1 Goat Advanced Proficiency Goal |

Mansfield | 5 12008, 141 TUve 85 | 113 F489284 e Y A

| Male 12008] 85 0.4 24 | 129 (474 282 882 . 753 7
Femaie \ 12008° 56 54 © 54 | 89 518, 286 | 89.3 . B0.4
Black 12008 | 5 L 00 00| 00 1800, 200 ! 100.0 L1000
Fispanic ‘ ‘20080 8 . 833 ;00 | 11 444 414 ! 66.7 . 556
White : 20080 113 74 | 35 . 124 504 265 89.4 CT70
Asian American: ‘2008 14 . 00 . 74 T4 288 7.1 92.9 . 857
FRMeals 6 ~120080 21 . 143 | 48 ¢ 143 (619 48 | 81.0 8B
Full Price ‘2008; 120, 87 33 | 108 467 325 | 90.0 ;792

| Number  Below
Group Grade Year: Tested Basic

i
i
;
o
i
J
i
!
H

: ¢

E4 T TS s B T B & B S R

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students.



Connecticut Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table

Print Date: 10/15/2008
Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

_Students Included Al

Scrence
_ Percent by Level :
Number | Below 5 : ; i ~ %AtAbove | % AUAbove

Group Grade Year Tested Basuc Basac Proficient . Goai Advanced : Prof iciency Goal
Mansteld 5 [2008] 141 | 00 ; '35 06 a9 39 . 985 . 858
- Meale 5 2(}03; 85 L0035 L 7 |506: 388 96.5 i 894
Female 5 12008, 56 © 00 36 . 181 454 339 96.4 {804
Black 5 izoosé -5 fo0C 100 00 .1000 0.0 | 100.0 . 1000
Hispanic 5 2008 9 L0014 222 2220 444 i 88.9 © 887
White L5 2008 113 ¢ 00 ! 35 0 106 (496, 363 . ~ 95 ¢ 858
Aslan American. 5 120080 14 1 00§ 00 74 4291 500 100.0 A X

- FIR Meals © 5 12008 21 .00 | 95 ;143 ‘;:571 ©o480 1 905 L7182
. Full Price 5 (2008, 120 § 00 25 . 100 475 400 97.5 TR

Note This report does not znclude ELL-exempt students.



. Connecticut Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table
Print Date: 10/1 512008
Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced
. Students Included: All |

e Percel:ltby Leve; e e e

. Number Below : ; ' % AtAbove - % AUAbove
Group Grade Year ! Tested | Basic : Basic ; Proficient ; Goal Advanced Proficiency : Goal

\

Mansfield . 6 20080 138 | 514 | 37 | 154 412 346 91,2 75.7
Male 6 j2008 70 ¢ B7. 29 0 129 1871 414 o1.4 . 786
Female B 2008, 66 .45 | 45 . 182 [455% 273 90.9 L 727

Black 6 2008 3. . 00 | 00 . 667 (333 00 100.0 Po333

Hispanic 6 12008 7 . 286 | 00 . 143 1286 286 71.4 P 574

White C 6 (0081 119 1 34 D42 i 143 L 445 336 92.4 P82

6
8
6

Asian American’ ;2008 7 43 00 0 143 100 714 85.7 LoT14
- FIR Meals (2008{ 16 | 250 188 250 |25, 188 a6 HL 313
- Ful Price : i2008; 20 ¢ 26 | 17 . 142 1450 367 95.8 A

Mote: This report does not include ELL-exempt students.




Group
E‘I\fiarfé-fié'i'c!‘ "
: Male
Female
Black
Hispanic
White
Asian Amerlcan
FIR Meals
Fuli Price

*i

Performance Level Report - Report Table

Connecticut Mastery Test

Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

Grade Year

G) .

o) I o> S = B o TR e SR o) Sk e o 2

2(}08

2008
2008
12008
2008
. 2008
2008

2008

2008

Students Included All

Number

Tested

BT
70
66
-
7
149

16
120

the

i

59
8.6
3.0
0.0

28.6

5.0 -

¢.0
25.0
3 3

Beiowu
Basm

Pé%cént by Levei

Tra

Wr:“fmg

12.9

1.5
0.8
0.0
8.4
0.0

125

67

i BaSlG Profclent

191
21.4
16.7
66.7
0.0
18.3
14.3
18.8
19 2

!

Goal |
46 3

—
i

{

-549‘};
£ 53.0

P00
L 429

471
571

’375:

475

21, 3
17.1
258
33.3
286
20.2
28.6
6.3
23 3

Thls repart does not mciude ELL exempt students.

Acivanced

% At/Above

Prof” cuency .

6.8
78.6
85.6
100.0
71.4
85.6
100.0
62.5
90.0

Prini Date: 10/15/2008

| % AtiAbove
: Goal



Connecticut Mastery Test

Performance Level Report - Report Table
‘ ' Print Date: 10/15/2008
Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

Students lncluded AEI

Readmg
[ ~ Percent by Levet [
Number Ethe]OW '*5‘"”‘ o Mﬁ?m i T ﬂ: % AtAbove % Al/Above

Group_ Grade Yearf Tested | Basic ,Basm Profcierat Goat Advanced} Prof'cnency Goal

‘Mansfield s izooe. s 1 67 67 sr 430 s . se7r . 7185
Male 6 (20080 89 | 58 116 43 37?” 406 | 826 L 783
Female 6 2008 66 | 76 | 15 | 121 4851 303 90.9 788
Black 6 20080 3 1 ee7r 00 . 00 333: 00 . 333 [ 333
Hispaniic 6 2008, 7, 286 00 00 874: 143 714 L T4
White .6 o080 M8 . 34 | 76 . 93 415 881 89.0 . 797
Asien American’ 6 2008 7 143 { 00 . 00 574 286 85.7 . 857
FiRMeals 6 [2008] 16 | 250 125 188 438‘ 00 62.5 L 438
Full Price 6 2008; 19 42 59 1 BT | 429 40.3 89.9 Lo832

Note Th|s repcr’c does not snciude Ei_L exempi stuﬁents.



Connecticut-Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table |
Print Date: 10/15/2008
percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

Studer&ts Included AII L
Mathematlcs
Percent by Level

Number EBEUW .' . : l T 5 % At/Above % At/Above

Group Grade Year' Tested Basw Bas;c F’I’OflCleﬁthC)ai Advanceci Profmency Goal

Mansfield | 7 20 158 T e e 165 "J354 Cas ez mer
E i T i

’2(}08 790 1 18 025 114 fazo, 418 962 84.8
20080 78 25 113 215 l278 468 96.2 L7y
12008 | 9 ;o111 oo To222 L4440 222 88.9 fo8sT
o080 11 1 00, 91 . 364 545 00 90.9 . 545
o008 117 L 47 47 L 162 369 444 ] 96.6 . 803
20080 20 . 00 | 00, 50 (150, 8GO0 100.0 © 850
12008 1 L 00 Poo | 00 gwoo; 0o | - 1000 1000

H
! 5

: Male i

Female

| Black

. Hispanic
White .
Asian American%
Am, Indian

N T e T e e

© FIR Meals 12008 | 15 .00 00 | 400 400, 200 | 100.0 . 600
| Full Price (2008, . 143 ! 2.4 ;_213 14.0 350) 469 | @58 | 818

Note Ti‘nrs report does not mclude ELL exempt students.



Groug

Man.sfield
Male
Female
Black
Hispanic
White

Asian American,

Am. Indian
FIR Meals
IFu!l Price

Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

7

B N R TN I

Grade Year

12008
12008 |
,2008 |
12008 |
12008 :
/2008 |
2008 ,
12008 |
12008

12008,

Number
Tested
- 159
80
79
g
10
119
20
1
15
144

Mote: This report doas not inciude ELL-exempt students.

Connecticut Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table

StudentsIncluded: AH
Writing

i

" Below

3.8
38
3.8
0.0
10.0
42
0.0
0.0
87
3.5

6.3
2.8
3.8

L 33.3 |

0.9
5.9
0.0
8.0

133
L 5B

113 314
125 400
104 P 22.8 !
14T
400 300
109 353,
0.0 150
0.0 :100.0.
46.7 1 Q0 ¢
7.6 347

47.2
35.0
59.5
44.4
20.0
437
85.0
0.0
33.3
48.6

Percent by Level
o e g e o4 AtAbove
Basic | Basic  Proficient | Goal ; Advanced Proficiency

89.9
87.5
92.4
66.7
90.0
89.9
100.0

400.0

80.0

81.0

Print Date: 10/15/2008

% AlfAbove
Goal
78.6
75.0
82.3
55.6
50.0
79.0
100.0
100.0
333
83.3



Connecticut Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table

Print Date: 10/15/2008
Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

... Students included: All.
Reading

- Percent by Level *

| T e sl o % AUASOYe
Group Grade Year: Tested . Basic : Basic . Proficient  Goat" Advanced =~ Proficiency Goal
" Mansfield © 7 ‘so08. 157 64 . 38 | 38 344 516 g8 860
~ Male : 20080 79 ¢ 38 | 3.8 38 392 404 | 924 1 836
Femate ;2008 78 i 90 28 : 38 |205, 538 87.2 . 833
Black tpo08l -9 D411 D4ttt 00 (2227 856 77.8 LTT8
Hispanic .2008 10 ©200 1100 . 100 (4000 200 70.0 : 600
White , ‘20080 147 . 51 1 34 43 350 521 815 . g§r2
Asian American’ fZOGSE ‘ 20 5.0 G0 3.0 (300 650 95.0 _ 95.0
Am. Indian 12008 ¢ 1 ©00 00 0 00 #1000 00 100.0 1000
F/R Meals | 2008 15 ©200 . 87 133 (467 133 73.3 . 800
Full Price : 20080 142 . 49 . 35 . 28 (331 556 | 91.5 .88

N N e e e e A |

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students,



Connecticut Mastery Test

Performance Level Report - Repoit Table _
Print Date: 10/15/2008

Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

. Students included: Al e

Mathematics
Percent by Level _
" Number ks mrpenme L boue. % AtfAbove
Group Grade Year; Tesled | Basic | Basic . Proficient : Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 8 20080 148 | a4 . 60 161 ;4430 302 ;. 906 745
© Male tos i2008 73 i 27 1 68 . 184 1397 342 90.4 74D
Femae 8 2008, 76 . 39 53 . 158 487 263 90.8 ;750
Black 8 12008 1 ' o0 00 0 1000 |00 00 | 1000 1 00
Hispanic 8 ‘20080 7 | 143 ;143 . 286 429 00 714 . 429
White o8 f20087 127 24 0 63, 150 1433 ‘831 ! 91.3 Y
8 2008 14 L7400 . 143 (5T 214 92.9 78.6

§ 20080 10 | 300 200 300 {200 00 50.0 f 200

8 2008 139 14 . 60 1 151 (450, 324 93.5 . 784

_Asian American:
FIR Meals | 8
Full Price

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempi siudents.



Connebticut, Mastery Test.
Performance Level Report - Report Table

Print Date: 10/15/2008
Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

__Students included: Al
Writing ;

Pementbyl_eve { AR SUORPON.

. Number | Below. g : ; © %AUAbove | % AtAbove
Group Grade Year ! Tested | Basic | Basic ; Proficient | Goal Advanced ! Proficiency Goal
Mansfield & 2008, 149 | 54 | 54 . 107 | 483 02 ! 893 C 785
L Male {8 o080 7a i 68 196 i 110 1548 178 83.6 D726
. Female g 2008, 76 | 39 13 1105 421 421 94.7 . 842
Black L8 12008 1 1 00 00 | 00 1000{ 00 100.0 L1000
Hispanic 8 2008 7 , 143 1143 288 (1431 286 71.4 . 428
e
8
8
8

White | 2008, 127 . 47 . 55 . 102 488 307 | 89.8 . 795
Asian American 2008, 14 . 74 00 74 574, 286 92.9. 857
. F/R Meals 20080 10 | 400 200 100 3000 00 i 40.0 300
" Full Price 20081, 139 | 20 1 43 . 108 486 324 92.8 820

Note: Fhis report does not inciude ELL-exempt students.



Connecticut Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table

. Print Date: 10M15/2068
Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced

Students included: All

Readmg e )
Percent by Level |

. Number | Below j : ‘ % AUAbove - % AVAbove

Group Grade VYear:@  Tested . Basic Basic - Proficient Goal : Advanced : Proficiency - Goal

‘Mansfield 8 lh008: 149 74 34 0 54 1450 389 89.3 X
| Male g l20080 73 1 68 27 . 82 (478 342 | 90.4 . 822
Female 8 l20080 76 | o7& | 33 | 26 421 434 . 882 . 855
Black 8 2008 1 [ 00 P00 | 00 10000 00 100.0 1000
Hispanic 82008, 7 ©143 1143 0 143 1429 143 714 P 571
White s a0 27 1 83 a1l 55 (449 402 90.6 L850
Asian American: 8 | 2008, 14 © 143 L 00 0 00 428, 428 85.7 . 857
FiRMeals' : 8 20080 © 10 | 600 | 00 : 100 1300 00 40.0 L300
8

Full Price (2008° 139 | 36 36 50 460 . 417 92.8 . 878

Nota: This report does not include ELL-exempt students.



Connecticut Mastery Test
Performance Level Report - Report Table
Print Date: 10/15/2008
Percent of Students Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal, Advanced '
\_ﬁﬁf"?'e“tﬁ,“.??ﬁﬁﬂded' All e e
Sc;ence

Percent by Level :
Number ?.‘"—”Beiow 5NM - v T watpbove % AtAbove

Group ) Gradg Year Tested' | 1 lBaSlC E Basw | Prof crent ' Goal | Advanoed Profi caeﬂcy .Qogl
Mansfaeid ©g oo M0 | 60 . 20 1 73 T527 1 320 ; 92.0 (7% ¢
Male L8 2008 73 (68 27 55 15070 342 ° 90.4 L 840
Femate 8 2008 77 . 52 13 | 91 (545 209 93.5 . 844
Black 8 ‘20080 2 4 500 | 00 . 00 [500; 00 | 50.0 L 500
Hispanic g (20080 7 ¢ 143 | 00 , 286 1574: 00 | 85.7 A
White {8 o008 127 39 i 24 .63 15350 339 | 93.7 L 874
Asian American’ 8 2008, 14 Lo1a3 00 T4 4290 88T 85.7 . 786
FRMeals © 8 |2008) 11 . 455 | o1 | 182 [273. 00 45.5 fo213
Fuli Price 8 2003 139 | 29 14 . 65  54. 7. 345 | 95.7 . 892

Note: Tms report does not include ELL exempt students,
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%476 |801/66| %¥6 |ctuoor | %i8. | 111/L6 | %88 | 06/6L | %T6 |901/86] %L8 |001/L8| %C8 w.o:%__ wxV/IN | = V/N | - Butppay-
o B . o . Sl spy.

04001 | 801/8011 %86 | €11/111| %66 | 1ii/011) %96 | 06/98 %L6 1901/c01 | %496 | 001/96 | %06 ++V/IN | «xV/N | 28pon8upy.
%86 | ot/sor | %i6 |ervoni| %s6 11119011 %6 | 06/58 | -%86 | 901401 | %66 | 001/66 | %68 sxV/IN | x+V/N | sotmoyiopy:
AT Ll LT s RPIET N

516 | CEL/TTI | %L8 | OTI/101 [T-%P8 _.m:\.a %08 | YO1/68 | %64 | STT/I6| %T8 | 16/SL | %T6 22 VN | 6xV/N |~ Buippay
— =T - o CSUBLAA - ISMY
%96 | cer/3zL| %€6 | ori/sor | %98 _m:am 0498 | v01/06 | %08 | ST1/261 %06 | 16/28 | %99 +sVIN | 2xV/N | 28omSupg.
%96 | ec1/8zi €6 | 911/801 |1 %56 2_:8& %06 | YOI/F6 | %Z6 | SI1o0t] %98 | 16/8L | %98 #+V/IN | «sV/IN | Sonpuayiopy
T TR EEEro N ,_wmmﬁup

%S8 LEULIT| %88 | 9E1/0T] .ﬁmmum.ﬂ.__mx%_ %L8 | ezl/Lor |7 %18 | SOT/S8] %58 | SO1/68 I %49L %L | 98/19 m&%&
REEE I s O R R mﬁ:&,%ﬁ
%96+ ..E: %96 | 9c1/0€T | %96 _Esﬁ %68 | €TI/OTT | %b6 | S0T/66]| %68 | SOL/F6 | %69 %bl | 98/v9 | @Bonduvy
. ﬁm@.. _mmSmH %66 | 9ELPET ”_..a.\&m : "”a:ms_ %96 | €Z1/811 .ﬁ&_ “lsorort %16 | S01/96 | %68 %8L | 68/69 | soypuiayiop]
o] . T PAAVED

Emu‘__mﬁw %u Jaueouag # Emu.hmm L % Ll pusodad # Emu%nw : % JU3DIDJ # FUERIEE S < aoded # SR ‘
1661 0661 6861 8861 L861 | .ww.m S861
R j2a27 L .wmam.ﬂ. 12437 wmawﬂu e jeda7 mmamm.,_ jaqag
PACGY| JOIPIY 2A0qQY |- Naﬁmsmm, m@@\ JHPRUIY 2409F Na@mﬁwﬁ adoqy | [pIpauiay 2404y uipauiay m@awx, OIPIUDY 2409V |
cfoi | smapnig foy | ismuopnis fo spapmis Jo # spuapnis o4 | smopng fo # snapiis fo spuapnis fo #

7661 - SS61

NOLLVIANTD LSUTA
SLTINSEY LSAL AMALSVIA LADLLOANNOD

1 HT4V.L




~R1-

SIINSTI LSHL AUTILSYIA LODILDENNOD

THIIVL

) o : S . CGAISAL
951 €91 L N 14 AT §z1 _ ot 151 191 ¥ET 61 Y41 €21 0€1 L 5] 431 &v1 - 1 8Tl ¥Ti 141 SINAARIS IO #
%BTT | %S YLIE %L | S%EIAT | %EOL | %TUST | %Y %5i6 %6/T1 %ET | HELY | %S | %edd SRy | %Y YTIE % E5 % &7 % 171 % £y | GopIsy) nomiasiay
seozior T oLl | e/ | S E0T | % 8Lte | % 109 | S l/ST | %btick | oGeubl | %8LYC | %SLit | %Leoh | % 8Lt | % LSt | Wewee | WSU6L | SSUEE | %TUTE ) % bTOE % LTE | Y ¥UIE . YL
TR0 | SRR RET | HOBILOT | TTRITCL | % 6906.| % 1L6E | YA OLI66 | %601 | SADS/G51 | %ELIS6 1| WLLYIT | %05/t0 | % i%TR [ % vOiER | shovil | WGOB/OET | WELDS | WELRIL | Y ELVE | % TLGE % ELIYG | (100D JURS) 2oUajoaxsy
. : B . S - . ] R £ FAVID
: - : T — AT
i 651 [42! g1 gel §FT - ¥l ¥l 681 44} fia! [£41 3¥i SET 8p1 16851 gl arl £l 051 $€1 SINBGALS A0 #
- %418 %661 | %BEURT 1:%TUBL | %48 -1 %OIAT | %BPLEL [ %UT %5/8 %bi9 % L61 | %OUVe | %ed/EE | % STSE | %TE |- %6WO - f  SASIL % 9/6 % 5/8 % UL % 9/8 {Uipaniay) uOmLaIIIu]
Lol R T TRImE] GOl | % L] %BULT | %GIiSE | WITHE | %6uoy | Wseby | %9UGE | %SUPE | WLEVE | % pUEE § S0TGE | %TENIS | %eee/8r | %6 0u/bb | % LEEE | % LU % TE/PY - Rt foId
SRI0ET | GOLIZT | %b0en | BLISTT | Veth/00l | WCLEGT | % L9706 | Wil/ST] | %99/001 | %8S/ | % LOGG | 96 TSHY | % LRI9 | % LWhY | WBLATL | ‘SHhA/TOT | L9/ | 9a¥9/S6 | % LS | % 19706 | %hCoive | (B0 spig) aempiaaay
o S R N T . s 5 i S AAVED
T B R e e . I ] AIISAL
A 61 $£1 =T 14 SN0 A .4 S I 1 2zl 951 A3 £p1 61 244 £11 [ SRR 1 A . d! 821 &1 (Al SINIANLIS 30 #
b9 | WEEEL | %l | %€l | WSV | S ¥UAL % 91/ Yot/ %ILE %0119 % 9% %36 | %ot § %IUS | %o SEUL -] . %ET % LT %00 %UL i %RT uolq
WOTIT. | %THS |- %00 | %97 Y OUF | %0TL | %ETL | %L %S/T LT % HT %L} %TLY | %8l AW %00 | %UT | %wl % 0G| %ELE Isvanag
RIS ¢ %ITHL | %8 %3UTT | %0T8 .1 %EULL | %SUEL | %0y | %BLZL | %OLf % 8/5 %6 1 WA | BEWTE | %L | %ed WIS % Ly % ST | %EuE | % IS HAPOCE
E i S B . - R L (iDipataay} wopuastsuy
TG 1 WoU8 | %SUG | SUL - | Tl % IGO0l [ % 6UET | %TUe TR | Wil | WRLIE | YLEGLT | %EWOL | %9T91 | %IUL | WETAT | SALTEl ] %66 | % ETL | % 6UC] | % 6UNL oL
CoRIT6 1 HOUS | % SUS | %IITE [ %0 % 8T | 0L/ Tele | WObIP] | % CHPL | Y6 00/EC | % iviPl | %O | %BLCl | WOEET. | WSUS | ASTE | WOUL | %6UL-| %6US woatnog
VLIITL | TRETL | S BUEl | % BUL | BebUS | SHLUS . | REEWE | EUTL | %ee/St | % 8mOf | % CEEl | % Se/Te | %BE/ST | %CIIL | WRVEOL | WEUL | % OV6T, % TU6: | Y% LULl | %eus] HIAPOOD)
Si6eTer | WBLOY | 76 TLVE | OACOICE | %A SOMCE | VADGIST | GRSLIUE | SALLIE | %890V | SLLILE | % 6WST | % IS/ET I %ES/ET | %OLVE | TWAENIE | %AL/Sy | Y PLSE | % LEAOY | % 69/SE | % LI/EE o
TSTe | iOIST | SAVRIT | % bLiSt | % 6OHT | e19/ZT_| % P91 | %EoI9T | %eeii6r | Wibivl | %Ts/il | %zeml [ W ibST | % SwOL | 9el0/8e 3 %GI9/LE | %SB/ST | % WLAT %% 9LRT 1 % 18/6T | % 69/81 Bsraynog
T ornaicE | STofiv | SL6O/EE | UL 0/0v | UALOMYE | L% SSIVE | GASSISC | GALLIVT | HGWZE | RBSIST | Yevwili | Y Sr/Al | %evi9T | WRBERL | WEOE [ -%elofbh ti %rL/SE § 0 E3IOF | % TL6T- | % 0%LE | WIS/ “Hpeen
L B P - | - . T Y (oen g mouspRaxy
L . RENES : : : e U L : ¥ ACVHD
6667 Le6T | 9861 -e66T r661. £661 | 6667 86! £66T 9661 $661 #6617 £661 6661 B66T . - £66T .ge6l s661 .| #gel |- £661 "
PRSI J/SIUIPIT TSI J/SISPIIS - . eFmussHgsueps - T
- ONIQVEE - ONILEA SIEV EOVIDNYT SOILVIWEHLIVI - -
6661 — €661
NOLLVIANHD ANOOHS




lmﬂl

dii) sBueyoxXs UBLLISE) 0} NP }5] 948} JOU PID OUM SJUSPNIS £ 9PNIU} JOU §30F .«
SuapMS paoejdino sapnjay ,

SIINSHY ISHL XHALSVIA LODELDANNOD

€ ¥1gv.L

PGl 651 §6} 6%} GGl 861 694 691 96t 851 694 69} (PRIS3 ) Sjuepmig jo #
%516 %EL0E %81yt %3/EL %E/G %Yl %9/01 %87} %L yAUA %ol %9 {olseg #oRq) | 9497
%9 %Ll %910} %871 %59 %414 %5G/6 A A %9/6 %B/G1 68171 {olseg) 7 leas]
%l %518 %8/E) %9104 %BIEL %GV %ELEE %BHIE Y%LLLT %LTIVE %GLI97 %ee/lE (ueiold) ¢ 1eae]
% 9E/56 %EGIES | %BAZEL | %BILL %S0 GEEZG | %8821 | %6941 %0Y/E %981/G | WELVEL | %ERIELL {leoD) ¥ loAa
%lPIEL %lblifl ¥IN YN %BE/ 19 0 L pivd YIN viN %lEILS %0ELLY Wi YN (psoueapy) § e
2 8pelg)
¥al 861 vl $&l £ol 1] . W £&l £9} 191 Wl £GE »poIsa] sjuspmg o
%0119} %6/51 %041 %l L) S%Lly %tlG %51/ %210} %Lz %l %41C %ALY {o1seg mofpg) | 18Aa
%ESG %9/01 %65/L %824 %41LE %19 %0k %4/ L %Z p A %F/S Y% LI0h {iseg) 7 (2497
%6/5) %OMLL %8/T} %l %l il YA %A1 %OC/LE SGEHVE %] 1/6l %8LiZe %8L/8¢ (uannoid) ¢ AT
Y%EpiLL %e6/a8 1 %AA60L | %hiVLE %0628 | %eWa.L | %ei20L | %990l %9PIGL %EGIBE | WBLELL 1 %8901 {leony) ¥ DA%
%GElLG %C0/9E WiN YN %y Z/6E S ATy YIN YN %4609 %yei0f WIN ¥IN {peoueapy) & A
gspels
orl 29} ysl Z9) ovl 19 PG 861 Wi [4:3 551 gol L9159, sjuspnis jo #
%G/E %615 %9/ %ELL Yo% %010 %0/0 %9 % . %¥e 96010 %S/E UOJLIEA
Vi %l %045 %816 %00 %EiT %010 % LG %0/0 %EC T %9/ 8e8INog
%6/5 %PiC %9/ % il Sbig %00 Yo¥rl?. %L %% %PE Yo% %G/ UIMPOoS)
) foiseg MojBg) | 9497
% %ELIL SELIL %l %GIE %615 %6/% Solf % %14 119 % %biZ LojuIA
%Ef %y %8/ %8/ %El} eI %0LG %G1 %0HE % %89/E %¥LL 1SEOYN0S
%o/E %9/ %e LS W 11G %9/E %% e %816 R %8/C %4lT %G/ UIMPO0D)
{o15e) 2 988
%L1 %615 %Y Y%l ST LL %6/5 %640} %0T L %BECIE) %l %GTIEL UEZEL UOJUIA
%L %l 4L %04/S “%YIT 9%E1 L %E L8 %045 %616 %0E8 %8111 %816 %y l/L JSESUINOS
%1 19 9, %9/E A %9 %8BI %6101 %SelrL %G8 %I %BELL %8¢/9) UMpoOg)
{wepiold) ¢ @ra
%EGIOE %GEBL %QLEY %2/68 Y%6E/CE %9G/0C %ZLIBE %} OfEE %6180 %07/2E % LI6E %89/8E uojLiA
GGG %EPIIT %ELLPE %0415E %Z9/81 %GPILL %6.4/8E %55/92 %LELL g AN A %)LIGE %L9IVE 18E8LIN0S
Y4 %BE/81 %l LI0Y %C9/9E Y%G/LE %GGI0 Y%ELBE %9G/ZE %86/08 %l % B/EY %C9/8E : UI#Apo0)
_ [E05)) ¥ 19A81
%879} %EE/8L YN ViN ShEYive %9z ¥iN WiN Y57} %GESL Wi VIN UDJUIA
%8718 Y%EEIg YIN YiN %16 %Ge/1Z YN VIN %ELLL, Wi YIN VIN 1SEBYINOG
%0E/9] ShBF/ET YN YIN %eLit) %PEi YN YN A %BERL YN VIN LIMDOOS)
{paoUBADY) G [ohe]
£002 2602 1008 0002 £002 002 1002 0002 £002 00T 1002 0002 ¥ SpEID
IOVINIDUZHSLINIANLS IOV INIDUIHSINIANLS IOV INZOHIAGSINGANLS
ONIQYHH ONILIHM SOHYINIBLYI
FO0Z-000T
NOLLVYANTD qdIHL




Education . . ..
Dr. Mark K. McQuillan

gg g ¢ %' Commissioner

EMBARGOED: _ " 12:01 a.m. Friday, July 18,2008
Contact: Tom Murphy 860.713.6525

2008 Connecticut Mastery Test Results Show Uneven Gains: Upper Grades Do Better

(HARTFORD, CT) Connecticut’s elementary and middle grade students generally improved
their performance in mathematics and reading, while posting mixed results in writing on the
2008 Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT). The annual, state-administered CMT assesses
approximately 250,000 students in Grades 3 through 8 on their application of skills and
knowledge in these three core academic disciplines. For the first time this year, public school
students in Grades 5 and 8 were also given an assessment in science. ‘

“When we look across the performance of six grades of students in three academic disciplines, it
would be fair to characterize this year’s scores as uneven improvement,” said Commissioner
‘Mark K. McQuillan in announcing this year’s statewide scores. “I am still concerned about the
downward trend in reading in Grades 3, 4, and 8 and know that we must do more at the State and
local levels to accelerate improvement and to close the achievement gaps.”

Table 1 compares the percentage of students scoring at or above the proficient level and the
percentage of students scoring at or above the goal level for each content area tested in 2006
through 2008, and for science this year.

Table 1: CMT Performance, by Year and Grade, Percent At/Above Proficient and Percent At/Above anl

Mathematics Reading Writing Science
Grade Year % Prof | % Goal | % Prof % Goal % Prof | % Geoal | % Prof | % Goal

2006 78.3 56.3 69.2 54.4 81.7 61.1
3 2007 80.1 594 69.3 52.3 82.4 60.8
2008 80.7 60.2 68.4 52.1 82.9 63.5
2006 80.3 58.8 71.8 57.8 84.2 62.8
4 2007 - 80.9 62.3 70.6 57.0 24.1 65.1
2008 “81.5 60.5 69.7 56.0 84.8 62.9
2006 80.8 60.7 72.8 60.9 85.3 65.0
5 2007 82.5 66.0 73.4 61,5 85.7 64.6

2008 §3.1 66.2 74.0 62.2 85.7 64.6 81.1 55.2
2006 79.8 58.6 754 63.6 82.7 62.2
6 2007 82.7 63,9 75,7 64.3 83.8 63.0
2008 84.3 66.56 77.6 66.4 82.9 61.9
2006 77.8 57.0 76.4 66.7 80.9 60.0
7 2007 80.2 60.3 75.5 65.9 811 60.4
: 2008 82.6 63.3 79.7 712 80.1 62.0
2006 78.9 58.3 76.6 66.7 81.9 62.4
8 2007 80.8 60.8 76.4 66.6 82.5 64.0

2008 81.2 61.0 77.0 649 82,7 63.4 75.2 589




This is the third administration of the Fourth Generation CMT, which was first administered in
 March 2006. The March 2006 administration serves as a baseline for examining changes in
student performance between 2006 and 2008. The proficient level is the standard used to
identify schools and districts that are making Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) under the federal
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act. The goal level is the State standard, which is more
challenging than the proficient standard. :

“Student performance in mathematics was steady and consistently improved throughout the
grades while improvements in reading were primarily in the middle grades this year. In writing,
our students maintained strong performance, but scores were both up and down slightly. In all,
most gains in student performance were in Grades 4 through 7 this year.”

“There are bright spots and there are some areas of disappointment in our 2008 CMT scores,” he
said. “We will be poring over these data to determine how we can move our students forward,
close achievement gaps and help greater numbers of our students to achieve at higher levels
academically.”

The Commissioner urged teachers, administrators and parents to use the test data to improve
opportunities for individualized instruction for students. “These test results tell us a great deal
about how every student is performing and how well students apply their academic skills and
knowledge.”

By September, parents will receive CMT score reports giving the individual performance of their
children. “I encourage parents to talk with teachers and administrators, to ask questions about
what their child needs to improve and develop plans with their teachers to reinforce their work in
the classroom. Parents and teachers working together can do great things for children,” said
McQuillan.

CMT Results by Content Area

The following summarizes CMT performance for mathematics, reading, writing and science
(Grades 5 and 8), focusing on the percentages of students meeting the goal and proficient
standards across grades. Tests for all areas contain a combination of multiple-choice and open-
ended items.

Mathematics

Actoss the grades, the CMT mathematics tests assess skills, concepts and applications in four
broad areas of mathematics: Numerical and Proportional Reasoning, Algebraic Reasoning,
Geometry and Measurement, and Working with Data: Probability and Statistics. In 2008, across
Grades 3 through § at least 60 percent of the students in each grade scored at or above goal on
the mathematics portion of the CMT, and at least 80 percent scored at or above the proficient
level. The score trends for both levels of performance within grades between 2006 and 2008 are
positive across the years, with the 2008 percentages the highest for the three-year period of time.

Reading

In each grade, the CMT reading tests contain two components: Reading Comprehension and the
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP). Reading Comprehension tests how well students understand



the content of literary and informational passages, interpret meaning, make connections to the
world, and elaborate on the text. The DRP is a nationally normed test that identifies the level of
text that students are able to read. At least 52 percent of students scored at or above the goal
level and at least 68 percent scored at or above the proficient level on the reading portion of the
CMT across Grades 3 through 8. The trends between 2006 and 2008 are positive across the
years for Grades 5 through 7 for goal and proficient, negative for Grades 3 and 4 and mixed for
Grade 8.

Writing

The CMT writing tests include the Direct Assessment of Writing and Editing & Revising, at each
grade. Editing sections test students’ understanding of the conventions of the English language
including capitalization, punctuation and usage of language and spelling, while Revising sections
assess students’ ability to read passages and identify errors in organization, syntax and word
choice. The Direct Assessment of Writing requires students to write up to a three-page first
draft. Students respond to a prompt that was designed to elicit a narrative (Grades 3 and 4),
expository (Grades 5 and 6), or persuasive (Grades 7 and 8) response. In 2008, across Grades 3
through 8, at least 62 percent of the students in each grade scored at or above goal on the writing
portion of the CMT and at least 80 percent scored at or above the proficient level. Student
performance has been relatively consistent within grades from 2006 to 2008.

Science

This year was the first time that elementary and middle school students in Connecticut were
assessed in science. Grade 5 students took a cumulative elementary science CMT that assessed
knowledge and abilities learned throughout the elementary grades. Students in Grade 8§ were
assessed on science knowledge and abilities learned in Grades 6 through 8. Both assessments are
based on State expectations for science learning described in the 2004 Core Science Curriculum
Framework.

Students are expected to understand and explain science concepts and how they relate to the real
world in the areas of earth, physical and life science. In addition, students must be able 1o
explain how scientific inquiry is conducted. Science performance tasks, developed by the
Connecticut State Department of Education for teachers’ use during the school year, form the

basis for some of the CMT questions that assess understanding of scientific inquiry. '

In 2008, in both Grades 5 and 8, more than 55 percent of the students scored at or above goal on
the science portion of the CMT and at least 75 percent scored at or above the proficient level.

Subgroup Performance

The following summarizes student performance by subgroups such as gender, race/ethnicity,
eligibility for free or reduced-price meals (the CSDE poverty indicator), students who receive
special education (SPED) services and English language learners (ELL).

Gender

» The percentage of male and female students scoring at or above the proficient and goal
levels in mathematics across the grades is similar, indicating there is yirtually no gender
gap in mathematics performance in the State’s elementary and middle schools.




e There is a moderate gender gap in reading when looking at the male and female students
scoring at or above the proficient and goal levels across the grades. The widest margin is
in Grade 3 where females scored about 8 percentage points higher than males at or above
the goal and proficient levels. _

e The writing results indicate a large gender gap in performance with female students
outperforming males across all grade levels. The largest gap is in Grade 7 with females
outperforming males by 18 percentage points at the goal level and 14 percentage points at
the proficient level.

o For science in Grade 3, the percentage of males scoring at or above goal was slightly
higher ‘than that for females. In Grade 5, the percentage of male and female students
scoring at or above the proficient level was similar. In Grade 8, the percentages of males
and females scoring at or above the goal and proficient levels were similar.

Race/Ethnicity

Across the grades and content areas, white and Asian American students outperformed their
black, Hispanic and American Indian peers in all tested content areas. When looking at gaps
in performance, white and Asian American students tended to perform similarly while black
and Hispanic students performed similarly. '

e About 70 to 85 percent of white and Asian American students scored at or above goal on
the mathematics and writing sections of the CMT across grades, compared with about 30
to 40 percent of black and Hispanic students in mathematics, and about 35 percent of the
black and Hispanic students in writing. Approximately 90 to 95 percent of white and
Asian American students met or exceeded proficiency for mathematics and writing across
the grades compared with about 60 to 65 percent of black and Hispanic students.

e About 65 to 85 percent of white and Asian American students met the goal standard
across grades for reading compared with about 25 to 45 percent of black and Hispanic
students. In addition, about 80 to 90 percent of white and Asian American students met
the proficiency standard for reading across grades, compared with about 45 to 60 percent
of black and Hispanic students. '

o The percentage of white and Asian American students scoring at or above goal in science
for Grades 5 and 8 was about 70 percent, while the percentage of black and Hispanic
students was about 25 percent. Approximately 88 percent of white and Asian American
students met the proficient standard in both Grades 5 and 8, compared with nearly 60
percent of black and Hispanic students in Grade 5 and about 46 percent of black and
Hispanic students in Grade 8.

e For mathematics across all grades, for reading in Grades 5 through 7, and for writing in
Grade 3, the percentage of students scoring at or above goal and at or above proficient
increased for each racial/ethnic subgroup between 2006 and 2008. On average, the
percentage point increase was greater for black, Hispanic and American Indian students
than their white and Asian American counterparts, suggesting a decrease in the
performance gap for these disciplines and grades.

Eligibility for Free or Reduced Priced Meals

A student’s eligibility for free or reduced-priced meals (FRM) is a measure of the student’s
family’s economic need or poverty. In all subjects tested and in all grades, a higher
percentage of non-eligible students scored at or above goal and at or above proficient than
their FRM-eligible peers. '



o About 30 and 40 percent of FRM-eligible students met the goal standard for mathematics
across the grades, compared with about 70 to 80 percent of non-eligible students
statewide. For performance at or above the proficient level, about 60 and 65 percent of
FRM-eligible students met the standard compared with 90 to 92 percent of their more
advantaged peers.

e Reading results indicate that about 25 to 45 percent of FRM-eligible students scored at or
above goal across the grades, while about 65 to 82 percent of the State’s more advantaged
students met the goal standard. About 45 to 55 percent of FRM-eligible students met the
proficiency standard, compared with about 80 to 90 percent of their non-eligible
classmates. - :

e Tor writing, the percentage of FRM-eligible students scoring at or above goal ranged
from 34 to 40 percent, compared with about three-fourths of non-eligible students.
Actoss the grades, about 60 to 70 percent of FRM-eligible students scored at or above
proficient, compared with about 90 percent of the non-eligible students.

e In Grades 5 and 8, about 25 percent of the FRM-¢ligible students met the goal standard
for science compared with about 70 percent of their more advantaged peers. Fifty-nine
percent of Grade 5 and 39 percent of Grade 8 FRM-eligible students scored at or above
proficient, compared with 91 percent and 87 percent, in Grade 5 and 8 respectively, of
their more advantaged peers.

o In reading and mathematics across all grades and in writing for Grades 3 and 6, the gap in
performance between FRM-eligible students and their non-eligible classmates decreased
at both the goal and proficient levels between 2006 and 2008.

Special Education

Across the grades, smaller percentages of SPED students scored at or above goal and at or above
proficient on all the tested content areas of the CMT than their non-SPED peers.

e The trends in mathematics performance over the three years for SPED students are
generally positive, particularly at the proficient level. On average, about one-fourth of
SPED students met the State goal in mathematics compared with about two-thirds of their
non-SPED classmates. At the proficient level, the percentages increased to about 40 to
50 percent of SPED students compared with about 85 to 90 percent of their non-SPED
peers.

¢ Across the grades, between about 10 to 30 percent of SPED students met the State goal in
reading compared with about 55 to 80 percent of their non-SPED classmates. At the
above proficient level, the percentages increased to about 25 to 40 percent of SPED
students and 70 to 85 percent of their non-SPED peers.

¢ Between 15 and 25 percent of SPED students met the State goal in writing across the
grades, compared with 68 to 70 percent of their non-SPED peers. At the proficient level,
the percéntages increased to about 35 to 50 percent of SPED students compared with
about 85 to 90 percent of their non-SPED peers. -

e For science in Grades 5 and 8, approximately 22 percent of SPED students scored in the
goal range, compared with about 60 percent of their non-SPED classmates. The
percentage of SPED students scoring in the proficient range was 50 percent in Grade 5
and 39 percent in Grade 8, compared with 85 and 80 percent in Grades 5 and §,
respectively, for their non-SPED peers. :



e While the gap in performance between SPED and non-SPED students decreased between
. 2006 and 2008, there was no consistent pattern across the disciplines tested.

English Language Learners

Significantly smaller percentages of ELL students scored at or above goal and at or above
proficient on all tested content areas of the CMT, compared with non-ELL students.

e In mathematics, about 10 percent to 30 percent of ELL students scored at or above goal.
Across the grades, about two-thirds of non-ELL -students met the State goal. The
percentage of ELL students meeting the State’s proficiency standard in mathematics was
about 35 to 55 percent across the grades compared with about 80 to 85 percent of non-
ELL students. _

e Across the grades, about 10 percent of ELL students met the State goal in reading
compared with about 55 to 75 percent of non-ELL students. The percentage of ELL
students meeting the State’s proficiency standard in reading was about 15 to 25 percent,
while about 70 to 85 percent of non-ELL students were proficient across the grades.

e Tor writing, about 10 to 30 percent of ELL students met goal compared with about 63
percent of non-ELL students. The percentage of ELL students meeting the State’s
proficiency standard in writing ranged from about 35 to 55 percent, compared with about
85 percent of non-ELL students across the grades. '

e The performance of ELL students scoring at or above goal in science was 10 percent n
Grade 5 and 5 percent in Grade 8, compared with 58 percent and 61 percent, respectively,
for their non-ELL peers. The percentage of ELL students meeting the proficiency
standard was 30 percent in Grade 5 and 19 percent in Grade 8, compared with 83 percent
and 77 percent in Grades 5 and 8 respectively, for their non-ELL peers.

e FELL students scored consistently lower than their non-ELL peers and the gap in
performance show little evidence of declining between 2006 and 2008.

Additional detailed information on subgroup performance is available at: www.ctreports.com.

Sample items from the CMT for each content area and examples of student responses are
available in the CMT Handbooks located at:
http://www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/assessment/cmt/cmt_handbooks.him.

Vertical Scale and Achievement Growth Results 2006-2008

Vertical scales were developed for CMT mathematics and reading for Grades 3 through 8 to
measure changes in student performance. Tables 2 and 3 summarize the statewide mathematics
and reading average vertical scale and growth results, respectively, for matched groups of
students in Grades 3 through 8 who took the CMT over a two-year period (2006-2008) or a one-
year period (2007-2008).

Table 2 presents the average mathematics vertical scale score and achievement growth for each
adjacent-grade combination from 2007 to 2008, as well as each three-grade combination from
2006 to 2008. In terms of average vertical scale scores, the mathematics performance of
Connecticut students statewide has increased from 2007 to 2008 and from 2006 to 2008, when
comparing results for cohorts of students as they progressed through the grades. From 2007 to
2008, mathematics growth is greatest between Grades 3 and 4 (39 vertical scale-score units) and



gradually decreases through the grades to a low of 16 vertical scale-score units between Grades 7
and §. Over the two-year period from 2006 to 2008, growth is greatest for the grade three/four/
five combination (72 vertical scale-score units) and then trends downward to a low of 38 vertical
scale-score units for the grade six/seven/eight combination.

Table 2: CMT Mathematics Vertical Scale and Achievement Growth Results 2006-2008

Grades Average Vertical Scale Score Growth Growth
2006 2007 2008 2006 - 2008 | 2007 - 2008

G3-G4 452 491 39

G3-G4-Gs5 450 491 522 72 31

G4 - G5 - G6 487 521 543 56 23

G5-G6-G7 515 540 559 45 20

G6 - G7- G8 532 554 570 38 16

Table 3 presents the average vertical scale and growth data for reading. Similar to mathematics,
there is positive growth between each of the adjacent-grade groups from 2007 to 2008 and for
each three-grade combination from 2006 to 2008. Growth in reading is also greatest for students
in the lower grades and decreases as students move through the higher grades.

Table 3: CMT Reading Vertical Scale and Achievement Growth Results 2006-2008

Grades Average Vertical Scale Score Growth Growth
2006 2007 2008 2006 - 2008 | 2007 - 2008

G3 - G4 423 451 28

G3-G4 -GS 423 451 476 53 26

G4 -G5 - G6 452 477 496 44 20

G5 - G6 - G7 476 491 513 38 22

G6 - G7 - G8 490 506 - 516 26 10




Guidelines for Proper Connecticat Mastery Test (CMT)
Data Analysis

The CMT provides performance data at six grades in three subjects each year. There are various
ways to appropriately compare results across years. However, there are also some commonly
made comparisons which are inappropriate and can lead to erroneous conclusions. Therefore,
the Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) is providing this brief guide to list both
some appropriate comparison techniques and some common mistakes made when analyzing
CMT data.

Appropriate Analyses:

e Within a generation and grade, mathematics, reading and writing results may be
compared across years (e.g., fourth-grade mathematics performance levels in 2007 can be
compared with fourth-grade mathematics performance levels in 2008). Note: As a
reminder, the Generation three CMT was administered from 2000-2004 and the
Generation four CMT has been administered in 2006, 2007 and 2008,

e Within a generation and grade, mathematics, reading and writing results may be
compared across years at the subgroup level (i.e., English language learner status, special
education ‘status, gender status, free/reduced meal status or ethnic background status).
For example, the performance of sixth grade girls in writing can be compared with the
performance of sixth grade boys in writing.

o Within a generation and grade, comparisons may be made on the basis of scale scores and
achievement levels for all groups of students. In reading, DRP unit scores may also be
compared for all groups of students. '

Inappropriate Analyses:

¢ Direct comparisons across generations are inappropriate (e.g., it is not appropriate to
compare the performance of fourth-grade mathematics students in the fall of 2004 to the
performance of fourth-grade mathematics students in the spring of 2008).

e Comparisons of score-band performance across grades within a content area should not
be made. Instead, the CMT vertical scale is a more effective tool when making cross-
grade comparisons.

o Averaging numbers across content areas within a grade is not appropriate (e.g., the
percentage of students at the goal level in reading across grades cannot be averaged;
neither can the percentage of students at the goal level be averaged across all the content
areas within a grade). : :

This list is not exhaustive. If you would like further guidance on how to interpret CMT
scores, please call the CSDE Student Assessment Office at (860) 713-6860. (Note:
Members of the press corps should call the CSDE Public Information Office at 860-713-
6525).
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APPENDIX B

Stanford Achievement Test Resulfs |
1990-2001
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FIGURE 2

Stanford Achievement Test Results

Comparison by Grade by Year

1990-2001
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FIGURE 3

Stanford Achievement Test Results

Comparison by Grade by Year

1990-2001
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APPENDIX C

Grade One Critferion Referenced Test
2000-2004




GRADE ONE CRITERION REFERENCED TEST

This test was administered to.grade one students for the first time in May 2000. Subtests have been modified as
appropriate to reflect current instruction and improve the administration of the test, as well as the use of results
to inform both teachers and parents.

The purposes for developing and implementing this test include:

. providing a relevant test that matched the curriculum taught to students in grades kindergarten and one

. assisting grade one and two teachers and support services staff in the identification and placement of
second grade students prior to the start of the school year

. providing information to parents concerning their child's performance related to current grade one exit
and grade two entry level expectations

. assisting, to a limited degree, in the identification of students with exceptional ability

The results of the May 2004 test administration were as follows:

Total number of first grade students

2004 Grade 1 - CR.T.

137

Total number of students tested -

Math - 137: Reading Comp. — 137, Word Analysis - 137

Number of students excused

Math - 0; Reading Comp. — 0; Word Analysis - 0

Students at or above

Subtest the expected level Percent
Mathematics 126 92%*
Reading Comprehension 116 85%
Word Analysis 125 91%

1993-1994 1994-1995 1995-1996 1996-1997 1997-1998 1998-1999
Sept. Grade 2 Students at Yo Students at % Students at % Students at % Students at % Students at %
or above the or above the or above the or above the or above the or above the
expected expected expected expected expeeted expected
level level level level level level
Mathematics 110 80% 119 85% 119 84% 126 87% 104 81% 126 7%%
Reading 65 48% 63 45% 67 48% 76 2% 70 56% 82 55%
Comp.
Word Analysis 84 63% 101 71% 115 82% 105 72% 103 80% 142 89%
19992000 2000-2001 2001-200 2002-2603
May - Grade T | Students at % Students at % Students at % Students at %
or above the or above the or above the or above the
expected expected expected expected
fevel evel fevel level

Mathematics 138 H% 118 0% 11t 81% il2 91%
Reading 118 T1% 107 82% 127 93% 88 T2%*
Comp. *
Word Analysis 145 95% 117 89% 116 85% 109 85%

% Mathematics subtest was modified to clarify directions and substitute different visual images.
#* Reading comprehension subtest consists of D.R.A. levels for the first time.

-1-




In addition to the three tests reported, a writing sample was obtained from all students to determine writing
ability upon entry into grade two.

Results were reviewed by both staff and administration and as a result the following has or will occur.

Kindergarten and first grade teachers have reviewed test resulis.

Second grade teachers have reviewed the results for individual children and support services staff have
assisted with programming as necessary.

Second grade teachers, with the assistance of the Support Services staff, are workmg to address individual
concerns related to reading results.

Kindergarten, first grade and second grade teachers have met with building principals and assistant
superintendent to discuss and develop strategies related to reading comprehension.

Administration will review with the K-8 Language Arts/Reading Consultant all interventions currently
being implemented in light of our district Literacy Plan.

Administration will review the appropriateness of all test items given current revisions in both the Language
Arts/Reading curriculum and Mathematics curriculum, as well as proposed changes by first grade teachers
and the Language Arts/Reading Consultant.

The grade one Criterion Referenced Test will be reviewed by staff and administration as part of an overall
district assessment plan given the changes to state testing and success of students.
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APPENDIX D

Off Level Connecticut Mastery Test Resulfs
2002-2004




OFF LEVEL CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS
GRADES THREE, FIVE, AND SEVEN

The Mansfield Public Schools initiated the use of Off Level Connecticut Mastery Tests in the fall of 2002. The
criteria referenced tests replaced the norm referenced Stanford Achievement Test which had been used in
grades three, five, and seven since 1986. The Off Level Connecticut Mastery Test is being used because it

mirrors in many ways the Connecticut Mastery Test, Third Generation used in grade four, six, and eight.

The

type of test and subtests administered are similar and will be used to assist grade level teachers in addressing

specific learning objectives with individual students.

Students Above Remedial Level
MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS: WRITING READING

2002 2003 2004 2002 | 2003 2004 2002 2003 2004

FUUEEED & e # g [ G i T R #
GW 45/49 64764 35738 87438 63763 31733 34749 63764 30734
Gr.
3
SE 30731 4444 42/43 31731 44/44 37757 31731 41744 16159
Gr.3
VN 54755 42744 47749 53754 A4l 49749 $3/54 41/44 41749
Gr. 3 : S
Total | 133/135 150/152 1241127 1327133 1517151 IR 1287134 1457152 107/122 | 88~
Gr. 3 ; &
MMS | 1347156 150/169 T 12241 1517156 1647166 129/136 145/157 |.-927] 1597166 | 96| 132/139 | 95.
Gr.5 0
MMS | 1257149 |-84-] 145/174 | 14770 | 136/149 156/168 1487158 T 141748 [2937] 158171 192 154/165 |93 1
Gr.7 ! ' o

Results were reviewed by both staff and administration and as a result the following has or will occur:

= Grade level teachers have developed and implemented strategies to address the individual needs

of students based on test results as well as classroom performance.

= Support Services staff in collaboration with classroom teachers have reviewed students in need

of support services and developed programs to address individual student needs.
* Jssues regarding administration of the Connecticut Mastery Test - 4™ Generation will be
reviewed with all appropriate staff prior to testing in Spring 2006.
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