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Connecticuf Mastery Test
Supplemenftary Information




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. We must
remember that these are 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 1A 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 1B presents Connecticut Mastery Test Second Generation results
by school for 1993-1999.

TABLE 1C presents Connecticut Mastery Test Third Generation results for
2000-2004.

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 2, 3,4, 5,6, 7, 8,9, 10, 11,
12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20.



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Groug

Mansfieid
Male
Female
Black
Hispanic
White
Asian American
Am. indian
F/R Meals
Full Price

Grade Year

3
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2010
L2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
2010
L2010
2010
2010

Number
Tested

133
71
62
10

105

33
100

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Below
Basic
4.5
5.6
3.2
10.0
12.5
38
8.0
4.0
8.9
3.0

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

Mathemalics

Percent by Level

Basic

7.5
85
5.5
5.6

125

7.6

At

GG
152
5.0

Proficien
12.0
12.7
1.3
206
12.5
12.4

0.0
9.4
8.1
13.0

hitps://solutions].emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

5
|3

- Goal

421
423
- 419
400
- 50.0
© 443
1t

0.0

42.4

42.0

Advanced

338
31.0
371
20.0
12.5
314
77.8
160.0
242
37.0

% AttAbove
Proficiency
88.0
85.9
90.3
20.0
75.0
88.6
88.9
100.0
75.8
92.0

% Al/Above
Goal
75.8
73.2
79.0
70.0
82.5
76.2
88.9
100.0
86.7
79.0
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Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction Page 1 of 1 |

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Leveils

Writing
Percent by Level _ ,_
Number = Below : % At/Above % At/Above

Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient - Goal  Advanced Proficiency Goal
Mansfield 32010 132 8.8 8.1 24.2 333 285 84.1 59.8
Male 3 2016 70 8.6 0.0 2845 31.4 214 81.4 52.9
Fernale 3 2010 62 4.8 8.1 194 - 355 2.3 87.1 87.7
Black 32010 10 : 0.0 200 15.0 30.0 40.0 80.0 70.0
Hispanic 32010 8 ' 12.5 250 12.5 25.0 25.0 62.5 50.0
White 3 2010 104 ' 7Y 7.7 25.0 385 221 : 84.6 8.7
Asian Amarican 3 2010 9 . 3.0 G.40 333 0.0 887 100.0 66.7
A, Ingian 3 2010 1 : 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 6o 100.0 100.0
FIR Meails 30 2010 33 3 18.2 16.2 27.3 24.2 156.2 86.7 39.4
Ful Price 3 200 99 3.0 7.1 23.2 35.4 303 89.9 66.7

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

https://solutionsl.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/chartselections.aspx 9/29/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Ciroup

Mansfeld

Mala

Female

Black
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Wilhite
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Grade Year

2010
2010

2010
2040

2010

- 2016
2010

210
2010

2010

Number
Tested
132
70
62
10

160

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Below
Basic
124
16.0
14.5
10.0
28.8
12.4
G0
0.0
18.8
10.0

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

Reading

Parcent by Level

Basic Proficient Goal  Adgvanced .
' 417

.8
8.6
4.8
20.0
0.0
BT
T
RS
12.5
50

10.6
114
8.7
8.0
14.3
1.4
111
ERE;
158
9.0

42 9
403
40.8

286
42,9

333
100.9
313
45.0

08,8
27.1
30.6
30.0
28.5
57.6
44,4
0.0
21.9
31.0

% AtlAbove
Proficiency

811

814
80.6
70.0
71.4
81.9
88.9
100.0
68.8
86.0

% AtAbove

Goal

705
70.0
71.0
70.0

57.1

70.5
77.8
100.0
53.1
76.0

Page 1 of 1

9/29/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group

Manshald
Male
Female
Black
Hispanic
White
Asian American
A Indian
FIR Mesis
Fudi Price

https://solutions] .emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

Grade Year

BN

O N > SR N - N S

2014
2010
2010

2010
2010
L2010
2010

2010
2010

2010

Number
Tested

130
58
72
1
12
104
12
1
22
108

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Balow

Basic

1.5
8.6
2.8
0.0
0.9
1.9
8.0
8.0
4.5
0.9

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

Mathematics

P@m@r‘s‘i by Level

Basic Proficient Goal Advanced

3.1
52
1.4
g.a
83
2.9

GO

0.0

135

4.9

11.6
121
11.1
0.G

83
13.5
0.0

0.0

18.2
10.2

30.0
259
333
1000
250
327

. 83

0.0
27.3
368

53.8
55.9
514
0.0
58.3
48.0
817
100.0
36.4
57.4

% At/Above
Proficiency
95.4
94.8
95.8
100.0
91.7
95.2
100.0
100.0
81.8
98.1

% AtfAbove
Goal
83.8
82.8
84.7
100.0
83.3
81.7
100.0
100.0
638
88.0

Page 1 of |

10/19/20160



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction ' Page 1 of 1

Merformance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Writing
Percent by Level
Number Below i % At/Above % At/Above

Group Grade Year Tested - Basic - Basic Proficent - Goal  Advanced Proficiency Goal
Mansfield 4 2010 131 _ 0.8 3.8 14.5 420 - 389 85.4 80.9
Male 4 2010 58 ' 0.0 5.2 207 458 278 94.8 741
Female 4 2010 73 1.4 2.7 88 - 384 47.5 85.9 86.3
Black 4 2010 1 0.0 0.a 0.0 000 8.0 100.0 100.0
Hispanic 4 2510 12 0.0 C 83 250 417 25.0 91.7 86.7
White 4 2010 105 1.0 38 152 410 300 95.2 80.0
Agian Amerfean 4 2014 12 : 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.7 533 | 100.0 160.0
A, indian 4 2010 i 8.0 0.0 0o 1600 G.0 . 100.0 160.0
FIR Meais 4 2010 23 43 21.7 4.3 478 217 73.9 60.6
Fult Price 4 2010 108 _ 0.0 0.0 187 457 428 100.0 83.3

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

https://solutions.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx ' 10/19/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group
Mansfield
Male
Female
Black
Hispanic
White
Asian American
Am. Indian
FiR Meais
Full Price

Grade Year

E=Y

F N N O N S N

2010

2018

2010
2010
2010
2010

2010

2010
2010
2040

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Reading
Percent by Levsl
Number : Below % At/Above
Tested f Basic - Basic  Proficlent . Goal  Advanced Proficiency
130 ' 5.4 4.6 8.5 523 28.2 90.0
58 1.7 8.6 2.1 £5.2 22.4 89.7
72 8.3 14 58 R ARL 347 90.3
1 8.0 0.¢ 0.0 1000 8.0 100.0
12 : 16.7 8.3 83 . BOOD 18.7 75.0
104 5 4.8 4.8 9.6 53.8 269 90.4
12 IR 0.0 0.9 417 58.3 100.0
1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1006 100.0
22 _ 18.2 45 227 384 182 77.3
108 2.8 4.5 56 C 556 315 92.6

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

https://solutions].emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

Page 1 of 1

% At/Above
Goal
81.5
77.6
84.7
100.0
66.7
80.8
100.0
100.0
54.5
87.0

10/19/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction -

Groun

Manstield
Male
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Black
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FiR Meals
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Grade Year
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Gy o Gy Wy

2010
2010

2010

2010
2010

2010
2010

2010

2010

Number
Tested

135

71

64
5
10
107
13
30
105

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

HBaelow
Rasio

2.2
1.4
3.1
0.G
Ry
2.8
8.0
3.3
1.9

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

Mathematics

Percent by Level

Besic Proficient Gosl

3.0
2.8
31

40.0

0.0
1.8
G.0
8.7

1.8

13.3
6.8
9.4
200
30,0
13.1
0.0
232
10.5

A5G
D437
48.4
40.0
70.0
448
385
433
48,7

Agvancad

366
352
35.9
0.0
0.0
374
61.5
233
38.0

% AtAbove
Proficiency
94.8
95.8
93.8
60.0
100.0
95.3
100.0
90.0
o982

% At/Above
Goal
815
78.9
84.4
40.0
70.0
82.2
100.0
66.7
85.7

Page 1 of |

10/19/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group

danshield
Male
Famale
Black
Hispanic
White
Aslan American
F/R Meals
Fullt Price

Grade ' Year

1

G on i O s O ER

2010

2010

2010
2010
2018

2010

2010
2010

2010

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Writing
FPercent by Level
Number Below : % At/Above
Tested Basic Basic Proficient . Goal  Advanced Proficiency
136 15 44 168 382 380 941
70 2.9 43 214 . 443 27.1 92.9
66 0.9 45 12.1 31.8 51,8 95.5
5 20.0 0.0 400 400 0.0 80.0
10 0.0 0.0 80.0 10.0 30.0 100.0
108 0.9 5.6 13.9 407 388 93.5
13 : 0.0 0.0 0.0 38.5 815 100.0
30 ' 3.3 87 287 400 23.3 90.0
106 ' 0.9 3.8 142 377 43.4 95.3

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

https://solutionsl.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

% AtfAbove
Goal
77.2
71.4
83.3
40.0
40.0
79.6
100.0
63.3
81.1

Page 1 of 1

10/19/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Sroup
Mansfieid

iails

Female

Black

Hispanic

Wyite
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F/R Meals
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Grade Year

4

Gy onoth o W O Ot En

2010

P 2010

2010
2014
2810
2010
2010

- 2010

2010

Number
Tested
136
71
65
5
10
108
13
30
106

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Helow

Basic

12.5
18.3
8z
80.0
20.0
1.1
0.0
200
10.4

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

4.4
2.8
8.2
0.6
a.6
4.8
7.7
0.0
2.8

16.2
155
189
20.0
30.0
13.8
231
13.3
17.0

Reading
Percent by Level

40.0
0.0
40.0
417
154

387 .

37.7

Basic Proficent Gosl Advanced

375
3.2

29.4
28.2
30.8
20.0
10.8
28.7
53.8
20.0
32.1

% At/Above
Proficiency

83.1
78.9
87.7
40.0
80.0
84.3

92.3.

70.0
86.8

% At/Above

Goal

66.9
63.4
70.8
20.0
50.0
70.4
68.2
56.7
69.8

Page 1 of 1
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Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group

Mansfield

Male

Famale

Black

Hispanic

White

Asian Amarican

F/R Mesals

Full Price

https://solutions | .emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

Grade Year

G dn dn O fn O ot O

2010
2010
2010
2010

2010

2310

2010

2010
2010

Number
Tested
137
71
66
5
10
109
13
30
107

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Below
Hasic

1.5
2.0
3.0
RS
0.0
8
0.0
0.0
1.8

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

Science

Fercent by Level

8.8
7.0
8.1
40.0
6.0
5.4
0.6

100

5.8

13.8
15.5
124
2040
20.0
13.8
7.7
20.0
121

418
304
43.8
40.0
7.0

C 384

385

387

43.8

- Basic  Proficient ' Goal  Advanced

36.5
38.0
34.8
0.0
10.0
385
538
333
37.4

% AtAbove
Proficiency

82.0
93.0
90.9
60.0
100.0
91.7
100.0
90.0
92.5

% At/Above

Goal

78.1
77.5
78.8
40.0
8G.0
78.0
92.3
70.0
80.4

Page 1 of 1

10/19/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group

Mansfisid

Male

Female

Black

Hispanic

White

Asian American

FIR Mezls

Full Price

https://solutionsl.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

Grade Yesar

]

o O, ;o G D d

2010
C 2010

2010

2010
2010
2010
2010
2010

2010

Number
Tested
146
B84
82
10

117
11
36

110

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance L.evels

Beicw.
Basic

1.4
6.0
2.4
20.0
6.0
0.0
4.0
56
0.0

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

Mathematics

Fercent by Level

Basic Proficlent Goat  Advanced

3.4
7.8
0.0
0.0
125
34
0.0
138
0.0

15.8
12.5
18.3
30.0
125
14.5
182
13.8
16.4

39.7
408
- 38.0
. 30.0
375
427
182
50,0

36,4

39.7
39,1
40.2
20.0
37.5
39.3
53.6
16.7
4773

% At/Above
Proficiency
895.2
92.2
97.6
80.0
87.5
96.8
100.0
8.6
100.0

% At/Above
Goal
79.5
79.7
79.3
50.0
75.0
82.1
81.8
66.7
8356

Page 1 of 1

10/19/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group

Mansfield

Male

Female

Biacik

Hispanic

White

Asian American

F/R Meals

Full Price

Grade Year

[ RN ¢ VR 6 I 5 I o > B ¢ DI 6 S B B

2010

2010
12010
2010

2010

2010
2010
2010
2010

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Writing
Percent by Level

Number . Below . :

Tested ' Basic Basic Proficlent Goal  Advanced
146 ' 2.7 2.1 164 4582 33.8
84 4.7 3.1 141 5341 25.0
82 1.2 12 18.3 390 40.2
10 . 100 0.0 400 400 10.0
8 125 00 250 800 12.5
117 : 0.8 25 145 479 34.2
11 9.1 0.8 91 182 63.5
36 8.3 B8 333 417 11.1
110 0.9 .08 108 - 464 40.9

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

https://solutions1.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

% At/Above
Proficiency
95.2
92.2
97.6
90.0
87.5
96.6
90.9
86.1
98.2

% At/Above
Goal
78.8
78.1
79.3
50.0
52.5
82.1
81.8
52.8
87.3

Page 1 of 1

10/19/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group

bansiield
Maie
Female
Black
Hispanic
White
Astan American
iR Meals
Full Price

https://solutions1.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

Grade Year

lo>]

Do o G O Oy B

2010
2010
2010
2010

2010
2010

2010
2010

2010

Number
Tested
146
84
82
10
8
117
11
35
110

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Helow
Basgic

4.8
8.3
3.7
30.0
12.5
1.7
2.1
114
2.7

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

Percent by Lavel

Basic Proficient © Geal  Advanced -

2.7
3.1
2.4
0.0
g.0
3.4
0.0
8.3
0.8

8.9

1.8
148
10.0
12.5
G4

.6
114
87

428
53.1
34.1
30.0
62.5
A3.8
273

0.0
L 40.0

. Readmg

411
359
45.1
30.0
12.5
41.9
53.6
18.4
482

% At/Above
Proficiency

92.5
90.6
93.9
70.0
87.5
84.9
80.9
80.6
96.4

% At/Above

Goat

83.6
89.1
79.3
80.0
75.0
85.5
80.9
68.4
88.2

Page 1 of 1

10/19/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group
Mansfield .
Male
Female
Black
Hisparic
Wihite
Astan American
Am. Indian
F{R Meals
Full Price

Grade Year
72010
7 2010
7 2010
72010
72010
72010
72010
7 2018
72010
72010

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Leveis

Méiﬁemaﬁss

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above
Tested Basic Basic Proficient  Goal Advanced Proficiency
143 35 2.8 13.3 280 524 93.7
88 . 34 2.3 81 205 857 94.3
55 . 38 <¥s 200 255 47.3 92.7
5 é 0.0 0.0 200 600 20.0 100.0
10 100 10.0 300 300 200 80.0
114 . 28 2.8 12.3 288 535 04.7
13 B 0.0 7.7 0.0 84.6 92.3
1 00 0.0 0.0 1000 00 100.0
29 103 00 241 310 345 89.7
114 18 - 35 105 272 570 94.7

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

https://solutionsl.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

% AtAbove
Goal
80.4
852
72.7
80.0
50.0
825
84.6
100.0
‘65.5
84.2

Page 1 of 1

10/19/2610



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group

Mansfield
Male
Female
Black
Hispanic
White
Asian American
Am. indian
F/R Meals
Full Price

https://solutions1.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

Grade Year

2010
2010
2010
2010

2010
2010

2010
2010
2010
2010

g

T R N T i TR R R

Number
Tested
143
88
55
5
10
114
13
1
29
114

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Balow
Basic
42
57
1.8
8.0
20.0
2.8
7.F
0.0
6.8
35

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

Wréiéﬁg

Percant by Leafei

4.2
8.8
0.0
0.G

100

35
7.7
8.0
3.4
4.4

11.9
13.8
8.1
20.0
20.0
12.3
0.0
0.0
138
11.4

32.2
375

238
600

16,0
34.2
154
100.0
44.8
289

Basic Proficient Goa! Advanced

47.6
354
855
20.0
40.0
47.4
&68.2
8.0
310
218

% AlfAbove

Proficiency

91.6
87.5
98.2
100.0
70.0
93.9
84.6
100.0
89.7
92.1

% At/Above

Goal

79.7
73.9
89.1
80.0
50.0
81.6
846
100.0
729
80.7

Page 1 of 1

10/19/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group
wansfield
Maie
Female
Black
Hispanic
White
Asian American
Arn, Indian
FiR Meals
Full Price

Grade Year
7 2010
72010
7 2010
72010
7 2010
7 2010
7 2010
72010
7 2010
7 2010

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Reading
Percent by Level
Number Below _ % At/Above
Tested Basic Basic Proficient - Goal  Advanced Proficiency
143 4.2 5.8 14 39.9 480 90.2
88 : 4.5 4.5 0.0 47.7 432 90.9
55 é 3.8 7.5 38 27.3 58.2 89.1
5 00 0.0 00 600 400 100.0
10 L 200 10.0 10.0 500 10.0 70.0
114 a5 5.3 098 412 491 912
13 - 0.0 7.7 0.0 7.7 846 92.3
1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 08 100.0
29 138 13.8 0.0 41.4 31.0 72.4
114 1.8 3.5 1.8 395 53.5 94.7

Note: This report doss not include ELL-exempt studenis.

https://solutions1.emetric.net/ctdataanaly zer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

% AtAbove
Goal
88.8
90.9
85.5
100.0
60.0
80.4
92.3
100.0
72.4
93.0

Page 1 of |

10/19/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group

iMansfield
Male
Female
Black
Hispanic
YWhite
Astan American
A indian
IR Meals
Full Price

Grade Year

o

Qo 00 0 D0 e O O 0 o

2010 '
2010

2010
2010

2010
2010
2010
F 2010

2010
2010

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Ma‘ih@ma‘iiéé N

Fercent by Levsl

Number : Below ' % AtAbove
Tested Basic Baslc Proficient | Goal  Advanced Proficiency
138 29 14 145 . 3989 413 95.7
58 : 1.8 1.5 11.8 382 47.1 97.1
70 - 4.3 1.4 17.4% 414 357 94.3
4 0.0 0.0 250 250 50.0 100.0
4 . 250 0.9 0.0 50.0 25.0 75.0
119 1.7 47 6.0 412 395 96.6
9 1.1 0.0 0.0 222 66.7 88.9
2 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 B0O 500 100.0
20 _ 10.0 5.0 30.0 35.0 20.0 85.0
118 1.7 0.8 11.9 40.7 4.9 97.5

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

https://solutions].emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

% At/Above
Goeal
81.2
85.3
771
75.0
75.0
80.7
88.9
100.0
55.0
85.6

Page 1 of 1

10/19/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Sroup

Mansfisid
Mala
Female
Black
Hispanic
White
Asian American
Am Indian
FiR Mesals
Fult Price

Grade Year

e

Q0 00 o o 00 Q0 00 OO o

2010
2010
2010
2016
2010
2010
2010
2010

2010
2010

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

WWriting
Fercent by Level
Number Below 1 % At/Above
Tested Basie Basic Proficient . Goal  Advancad Proficiency
141 5.0 5.4 7.1 411 40.4 88.7
71 7.0 7.0 9.9 C 485 288 85.9
70 2.8 57 4.3 387 51.4 g1.4
4 0.0 0.0 4.0 53.0 50.0 100.0
4 250 0.0 0.0 250 50.0 75.0
122 4.8 5.8 8.2 428 377 88.5
g 3.0 ot 00 22.2 56.7 88.9
2 _ 4.0 C 00 0.8 BDO 0.0 100.0
21 ' 14.3 238 4.8 47.8 9.5 61.9
120 3.3 3.2 7.8 40,8 45.8 ' 93.3

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

https://solutions 1 .emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTD ACode/ChartSelections.aspx

% AtAbove
Goal
81.6
76.1
87.1
100.0
75.0
80.3
88.9
160.0
57.1
85.8
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Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group

Mansfield
Male
Female
Black
Hispanic
Whits
Astan Amerigan
Am, Indian
FiR Meals
Full Price

Grade Year

]

(=R v ol v B « R v e B s BER o o JE & 4 B wa

2010
2010

2010
2016

2010

2010
2018
2010
2010

- 2010

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Reading
Percent by Level _
Number . Below - N % At/Above
Tested . Basic Basic Proficient Goal  Advenced Proficiency
139 . 50 2.9 7.9 403 439 92.1
69 298 43 101 420 408 92.8
70 f 7.1 1.4 5.7 386 471 91.4
4 _ 0.0 25.0 0.0 250 800 75.0
4 - 250 0.0 0.0 50.0 250 75.0
120 42 2.5 9.2 497 425 93.3
9 11 0.0 0.0 222 687 88.9
2 : 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 100.0
21 180 438 238 333 19.0 76.2
118 25 2.5 51 415 483 94.9

Note: This report does nof include ELL-exempt students.

https://solutions1.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

% At/Above
Goal
84.2
82.6
85.7
75.0
75.0
84.2
83.9
100.0
52.4
89.8
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Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction

Group

Mansheld
Male
Female
Black
Hispanic
White
Astan American
A, Indian
FIR Meals
Full Price

Grade Year

8 2010
2010
2010
2010
- 2010
L2010
2010
2010
2010
2010

o0 00 To 0 OO0 0 00 0O

Number
Tested

139

118

Performance Level Report
Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Science

Pemeﬁ? by i@?@%

Below % At/Above
Basic - Basic  Froficient  Gosl Advanced Proficiency
2.9 . 3.6 94 482 B0 93.5
2.9 2.8 11 - 46,4 37.7 94.2
2.5 4.3 3.8 5.0 34.3 92.9
6.0 250 0.0 5000 280 75.0
0.0 250 0.6 25.0 850.0 75.0
25 25 108 500 342 95.0
11.1 0.4 0.0 2.2 86,7 88.9
8.0 - Q.0 0.0 100.0 8.0 100.0
8.5 14.3 18.0 47.68 85 76.2
1.7 1.7 7.8 48.3 40.7 98.6

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

https://solutions1.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx

% At/Above
Goal
84.2
84.1
84.3
75.0
75.0
84.2
88.9
100.0
57.1
89.0
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS

TABLE 1A

FIRST GENERATION
1985 - 1992
# of Students #of Students | # of Students |- # of Students #of Students | W#of Students | # of Students | # of Students
TESTS Above Remedial | Above Rermiedial | Above Remedial | Above Remedial | Above Remedial } Above Remedial | Above Remedial | Above Remedial
' Level Level Leyel - Level Level Level Level - Level
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
# | Percent # | Percent # Percent]  # Percent # Percent # |Percent| # | Percemt| # | Percent

Mathematics | 69/89 78% 10271141 89% | 96/105 | 91% }[102/105| 97% | 118/123 | 96% | 129/131| 98% | 134/136 | 99% | 134/139| 96%
Language | 64/86 | 7a% | 797114 | 69% | 947105 | 89% [ 99/105 | 94% | 1107123 | 89% |126/131| 96% | 1307136 96% |131/137| 96%
Arts: Writing S , - _ e _

Readin_g 61/86 71% '87,_’1134 76% | 89/105 | 85% | 85/105| 81% | 107123 B7% | 109/131| 83%. | 120/136; 88% |117/137| 85% -
. (DRP)* : o I I T e e '

GRADE 6 . 3 o - N _
Mathematics | N/A** | N/A** | 98/108 | 86% | 78/91 | 86% {106/115| 92% | 94/104 | 90% |[109/115| 95% | 108/116| 93% |128/133| 96%
Language | N/A®® | NJA** | 72/108 | 66% | 82/91 | 90% |92/115 | 80% | 90/104 | 86% ]99/115| 86% |108/116| 93% |128/133| 96%
Arts: Writing , . ' ' _ _ .

Reading | N/JA** | N/A** | 98/108 | 92% | 75/91 | 82% | 91/115| 79% | 89/104 | 86% | 97/115 | 84% | 101/116| 87% {121/133} 91%

(DRP)*

GRADE 8 o _
Mathematics | NJA** | N/A** | 96/108 | 89% | 99/100 | 99% | 104/106 | 98% 85/90 94% 1106/111.} 95% | 1107113 | 97% | 105/107| 98%
Language N/A** L N/A** 1 97/108 | 90% | 96/100 7 96% | 103/1061 97% 86/90 96% | 110/111 1 99% | 111/113| 98% | 108/108| 100%
Aris: Writing

Reading N/A** | N/A** 189/108 | 82% |&7/100| 87% |98/106| 92% | 79/90 | 88% | 97/111 | 87% |106/113| 94% }99/108| 92%

(DRP)* e :

*PDRP stands for Degree of Reading Power
**Not administered in 1985




TABLE 1B

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS

SECOND GENERATION
1993 .- 1999
"MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS: WRITING READING
e Students/Percentage . Students/Percentage L Students/Percentage S
1993 | 1994 b 1995 1906 Aogr ). 1998 71999 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 1993. 1994 1995 1996.. 1. 1997 . 1998 1999,
GRADE 4 . L N e e e e o K P R :
Excellence (State Goal) - 1. - L . - . L
Goodwin 27/57%. | 3766% | 20/13% | 40/63% 1 35/74% | 44/67% | 30/68% | 18/38% | 26/42% | 18/45% | 27/44% 1 28/58% | 32/49% | 24/57% | 26/55% 1 34/58% 1 24/62% 1 UH063 % 1 33/69% | 41/62% | 35/80%.
Southeast 1869 % | 29/81% | 28/76% | 35/14% | 28/85% | 27/61% | 28/67% | 10/45% | 16/47% | 12/32% | |7/52% | 14M7% | 29/13% | 26/65% | 16/64 % | .22/61% 1 2769 % |- 26/79 26/84% | 28/67% | 22/52%
Vinten 3367 % | 35/69% | 40777 % | 35/74% | 45/76% | 31/63% | 34/76% 1 23/52 24/51% | 25M9% | 3777 40/68% | SU71% | 30/73% | 25/56% | 32/65% 1 32/63% | 3472 % | 46/78% | 29/59% 1. 18/65%
Proficient : . -
Goodwin 1532% | 1727% | 9/22% | 19730% | 7i15% 16/24% | 11/25% | 18/38% | 22735 13/33% | 30M8% | 15/32% | 22/33% | 14/33% | ®A1T% | ®14% | MI8% | 12/19% | 11/23% | 1/17% | 4/9%
Souiheast S/19% | 139% | T20% | 9/25% 1 5/15% | 13/30% | 12/28% | 8/36% | 14/41% | 23/50% | 14M2 14/46% | 9/21% 12/30% | 208 7720% 821 % | 5/3% 5/16% 9i21% | 9721%
Vinton 14/29% | 15129% | 1273 SM19% ; 1221% | 11/23% | T/6% | 16/36% ] 20043% | 17/33% | 817% | 1323% | B8/18% 9/22% | 13/29% | 1021% | 11/22% | 7I5% 9/15% 816% | 921%
Intervention {Remedial) . -
Goodwin 5/1% | 8/13% 5 % 447 % 5/11% 6% 3% | 11/23% ] 1423% | 922 % /8 % 5/10% 1218% | 4/10% | 13/28% | 17/728% | 8/20% | 11/i8% 4/5% 14/21% | 5/11%
Southeast W12 % 010 % 174 % /1% 0/0% _4/9% 205% Hi8% | 412% 1 8% 26 % 2T% 2/5% 5% 7128 % 7/20% 416 % 5% /0% 512% | 1126%
Vinton 4 % 12 S0 % 347 % 213% 15% 4/9% 5A1% | 36% | 918% 36 % 6/16% 5/11% 173% HI6% | 114% | 8/15% | 613 4/7% 12/25% | 6/14%
# OF STUDENTS 122 149 128 144 139 159 131 113 143 129 143 137 150 122 117 144 129 143 138 157 129
TESTED
GRADE 6 . 4 . .
Excellence (State Goal] | 84/62% | 92/61% | 82/67% | 95/64% | 88/62% | 102064% | 116/78% | 64/47% | 61/41% | 64/52% | 99/67% | 82/58% | 106/66% | 115/771% | S0/67% | 3107/72% | 100/82% i 115/78% | 98/6%% | 121/76% | 130/88%
Proficient 44132% | 55/7% | 33/27.% | 44/30% | 4B/33% | S1/32% | 29/20% I 33704 % | 54/37% | 3428% | 3926% | 54/38% | 46729% | 32/21% ) 25/19%  27/18% | 14/11% | 15/10% | 26/18% | 23715%. | 10/7%
Intervention (Remedial) §/6 342 346 % 96 % Ti5% 6/49% 3/2% 1 38028% | 33/22% | 24720% | 107 % 5/a% 315% 2/1% 19/14% § 14/10% | &1% 18/12% | 18/13% | 15/% 1| 85%
#OF STUDENTS 136 150 123 148 143 159 148 133 148 122 148 142 159 149 134 148 122 148 147 159 148
TESTED :
GRADE 8 .
Exvellence (State Goal) | 04/13% | 89/72% .| 94/73% 1 112/75% | 96/73% [ 130/20% | 114/75% | 83/64% | 82/67 £3/50% | 114/77% | S8/73% 1 128/80% | 104/69% | 99/76% | 89/71% | 00/69.% | 121/82% | 107/30% | 138/85% § 108/72%
Proficient 31/24% | 34727% | 30/24% § 32/22% | 33/25% 1. 29/18% | 33/22% | 35027% | 3428 % | 46/37% | 22/15% | 24/18% | 24/15% | 43/28% | 15/12% | 26/21% 1 23/18% | 20/13% | I8/13% | 17/10% . 30/20%
Intervention (Remedial) 43 % 1% 443 % 513 % 3/3% 443% 443% i25% | /5% | 17/13% | 138% 1219% 5% 4/3% 1612% | 10i8% | 1713 % /5 % 9/7% §/5% 12/8%
# OF STUDENTS 129 124 128 149 132 163 151 130 123 123 149 134 161 151 130 125 130 148 134 163 156
TESTED




TABLE 1C

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS

THIRD GENERATION
2000-2604
MATHEMATICS WRITING READING
STUDENTS/PERCENTAGE STUDENTS/PERCENTAGE STUDENTS/PERCENTAGE
Grade 4 2000 2001 2002 2003 - 2004 1 2000 2001 2002 2603 Co20p4 b 2000 2001 2002 2003 - 2004
Level 5 {Advanced) LT e S
Goodwin NiA N/A 18/38% 13124% 16/25%: NIA NA 16/34% 12122% 1 42120%7 NIA NiA 23145% 16/30% | AH28%
Southeast NIA N/A 24/40% 7123% 18020% 1 NIA N/A 21/35% Q3% 0 14/30% N/A N/A 20133% 8i28% H23%
Vinton NIA NIA 19/35% 14i25% |- 17133%. N/A NIA 14/26% 24/42% 1 18/35% . MN/A N/A 18/33% 16/28% | -2447% .
Level 4 {Goal) R e L
Goodwin 36/62% 43/81% 2247 % 30/58% | 28/47%. | 32i56% 387 3% 26/55% /B7% |[3558% 1 36/52% 40/77% 18/38% 24/48% | 29/48%
Southeast 34/67% 2BM% 22137% 1M/37% L-20M3% 5] 26/55% 38/79% 27145% 18/62% L 1900% .+ 35/70% 3471% 26/43% 16/65% | 10M40%:;
Vinion 38/65% 39/74% 22140% 28M49% | 22042% | 3361% 39072% 30/56% 22/36% L 90A0% T 39/72% 42/78% 19/35% 30/53% 15129%
Level 3 (Proficient) e e o
Goodwin 16/28% T113% 214% 815% 9H5% . ) 14/26% 10/18% 4/%% 611% 1°610% .7 TH12% 318% Yo% 6i11% | 6HE%:.
Southeast 114% 9/18% 11/18% 930% [TMe% - 9719% 5M10% 8/13% 1/3% THE% 2/4% 5M10% 711% 27% | 6H3%
Vinton 13/23% 13125% 6/11% 13123% | "8[156% 11720% 10/19% 519% Ti2% | .BM0% 47% 218% 5/9% A7T% C510%
Level 2 (Basic) S B i
Goodwin 35% 218% 6% 214% CUBI8%. ] 9/16% 214% Y% 216% cbfE% L 8M14% 8/12% 36% 36% 3%
Southeast 7114% 3/6% Y% 0% | oBM3% ] THE% 510% 213% 3% o BHA% b 418% 418% 47% 3% o 2A%
Vinton 4% %% 6/11% Yo% 2% A% 5/9% 519% 5% FBM0% 477% T13% 7113% 4{7% LAY
Level 1 (Below Basic) S L e
Goodwin 35% 2% 214% Y% . 3B% 204% 216% 5/0% 24% o o2R% 0 THM2% 6% 214% 5/3% o BI8Y
Southeast 3i6% 2{/4% 2(3% 0/0% Cadf9% 1 BH1% 01G% 213% 0/0% Y% 9M8% 5110% A47% 2T% STOM9%
Vinton 5% 010% 2/4% % L3 Y% o BMH% 010% 510% % S 28% o TN3% 36% 519% 3/5% -~ 612%..
# of Students Tested® 165 155 162 141 - 160; 158 154 161 140 160~ 162 154 162 140 460
Grade § sl
Level 5 (Advanced) NIA NA | 40/24% | 60737% | 53031%. .| NIA NA 1 aTme% | 294% | 56l3a%h | A NA | 36/22% | 57/35% | . 54B2%
Level 4 (Goal) 104/88% | 111/78% | 89/53% 75/46% | 8751%: i 101/66% | 102/72% | 79/48% 82/50% | -64/36% ] 114774% | 109/77% 88/53% 7143% | 73/43% -
Level 3 (Proficient} 28/18% 22116% 19111% 2415% 1 127% | 3120% 22116% 28M7% 7H7%  FUOBBHTS L % 1218% 17110% 15/9% L 43iB% -
Level 2 (Basic) 10/7% 6/4% 127% 1% B3% | 11T% 107% 5/4% 147% 159% 1218% 715% 10/6% 513% 1 T4%.
Level 1 {Below Basic) 1177% 2% 714% 211% 127% | AG7% 75% 5/3% 412% 85% - | 1711% 14/10% 15/9% 16/10% 2113% .
# of Students Tested” 153 141 167 163 171 - 153 141 163 163 171 154 142 166 164 H L
Grade 8 L : T
Level 5 (Advanced) NIA NIA 47/30% 57137% | .- 43/26%. N/A NIA 04/41% 61/39% 60/35% NIA N/A T4/47% 7347% 66/38%
Level 4 (Geal} 112/66% | 124/73% 57136% §3/40% [ .B9/42%: | 117/68% | 126/76% 52133% 70/45% B1135% 1 132/78% | 132i78% 53/53% B5136% | -B3/37%-
Leval 3 (Proficient) 37122% 26115% 34/121% 2TH 7% 26M6% . | 31718% 22M3% 2415% 13/8% 28M7%- 1 10/6% 13/8% 8/5% 11I7% S1iB%
Level 2 {Basic) 14/8% 15/5% 8/6% T14% 16519%. | Ti% /5% 117% BI4% 14/8% 14/8% 10/6% 413% 6/4% 1318% -
Level 1 (Below Basic) 6/4% 412% 12/8% 211% 127% | 14i8% 10/6% 714% 5/3% 85% | 13/8% 14/8% 20M3% 3/6% 19111%
# of Students Tested” 169 169 159 156 165+ | 169 169 158 155 172 169 169 159 154 172

* Includes outplaced students
** Does not include 7 students who did not take test due to German exchange trip
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CT Students Improve Performance on 2010 CMT; Post Gains over
Benchmark Year (2006) Across Grades 3-8 in All Content Areas
Except Writing at Grade 3; Largest Gains Seen in Grades 6,7 and 8

(HARTEORD, CT). Results of the annual, state-administered Connecticut Mastery Test {CMT) in Grades 3-
8 show a trend of improving student performance in reading, writing and mathematics since the new
generation test was introduced in 2006. While students’ scores were both up and down from 2009 to 2010,
depending on the grade and discipline, scores were generally improved, particularly in Grades 6, 7 and 8.

The CMT assesses approximately 250,000 students on their application of skills and knowledge in the core
academic content areas of mathematics, reading and writing in Grades 3 through 8, and in science in Grades
5 and 8. This year marked the fifth 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 over the course of the Fourth Generation.

“This year’s test results show that from 20006 to 2010, there is a positive trend of improved student
achievement across all six grades and academic disciplines, which is encouraging,” said Commissioner
Mark K. McQuillan in announcing this year’s statewide CMT scores. “Our students are performing
better, but challenges remain.” The Commissioner recognized the efforts of educators to raise student
performance levels and encouraged continned efforis to reach all students to help them succeed.

For the CMT, five levels of student performance are reported: Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal and
Advanced. The Proficient level is used to identify schools and districts that are making Adeguate Yearly
Progress (AYP) under the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act. The Goal level is more chailenging
than the Proficient level and is the state target for student performance. In September, parents will receive
CMT score reports that provide individual student performance data for their children. Table 1 compares the
2010 CMT results with those from the previous four years of Generation 4 CMT.

Table 1 CMT Performance, by Year and Grade, Percent At/Above Proficient and Percent At/Above
oal, 2006-2010




3 2008 60.2 80.7 52.1 68.4 63.5 82.9
3 2009 63.0 82.8 54.6 711 62.6 83.2
3 2010 62.6 83.6 57.1 72.3 58.3 80.3
4 2006 58.8 80.3 57.8 71.8 62.8 84.2
4 2007 62.3 80.9 57.0 70.6 65.1 34.1
4 2008 60.5 815 56.0 69.7 62.9 84.8
4 2009 63.8 84.6 60.7 74.4 64.2 85.0
4 2010 67.2 85.2 60.0 72.9 63.6 86.5
5 2006 60.7 80.8 60.9 72.8 65.0 85.3 NA NA
5 2007 66.0 82.5 61.5 73.4 64.6 85.7 NA NA
5 2008 66.2 83.1 62.2 74.0 64.6 85.7 55.2 81.1
B 2009 69.0 85.9 66.0 77.7 66.6 86.5 58.3 82.9
5 2010 72.6 87.8 61.8 75.4 68.2 87.3 58.7 82.5
b 2006 58.6 79.8 63.6 75.4 62.2 82.7
6 2007 63.9 82.7 64.3 75.7 63.0 83.8
6 2008 66.6 84.3 66.4 77.6 61.9 82.9
6 2009 69.0 86.8 68.0 80.3 62.2 83.1
6 2010 71.0 88.2 74.9 85.5 65.9 85.5
7 2006 57.0 77.8 66,7 76.4 60.0 80.9
7 2007 60.3 80.2 65.9 75.5 60.4 81.1
7 2008 63.3 82.6 71.2 79.7 62.0 80.1
7 2009 66.3 85.7 74.9 83.4 62.9 80.9
7 2010 68.8 87.4 77.5 85.3 61.3 79.7
8 2006 58.3 78.8 66.7 76.6 62.4 81.9
8 2007 60.8 80.8 66.6 76.4 64.0 82.5
8 2008 61.0 81.2 64.9 77.0 63.4 82.7 58.9 75.2
8 2009 64.7 84.5 68.5 80.5 66.5 83.7 60.9 76.6
8 2010 67.5 86.6 73.4 82,6 62.7 80.6 63.1 76.0

Compared with the results from the first administration of the Generation 4 CMT in 2006, Connecticut’s
elementary and middle schoo! students improved their performance at the Goal level in all content areas and
at all grade levels tested, except for Grade 3 Writing in 2010. Performance at the Proficient level also
showed marked gains over the base year at all grade levels and in all subject areas, except for writing in
Grades 3, 7 and 8, which dropped by approximately 1 percentage pomnt from the first administration of
Generation 4. Grades 6 and 7 posted the greatest gains over the base year at the Goal level in both reading
and mathematics, with an increase of 12.4 percentage points in mathematics and 11.3 percentage points for
reading in Grade 6, and an increase of 11.8 percentage points in mathematics and 10.8 percentage points for
reading in Grade 7.

Compared with the 2009 administration, most content areas were up across all grades at both the Proficient
and Goal levels with the following exceptions: reading at Grades 4 and 5, both at the Proficient and Goal
levels, and writing in Grades 3, 7 and 8 at both the Proficient and Goal levels. Grade 4 increased at the
Proficient level, but dropped by less than 1 percentage point at the Goal level. Grade 3 mathematics
remained unchanged at the Proficient level (there was tess than a .5 percent change over last vear). In



science for Grades 5 and 8, resuits increased at the Goal level, but decreased by less than 1 percentage point
at the Proficient level.

“I am pleased to see improvements in the performance of students across the board, including somewhat
Larger gains by minority and economically disadvantaged students, which helps to close Connecticut’s
large achievement gaps. While this shows positive movement, we should all be concerned with the 30
percentage point gaps in performance among racial and econoniic groups that persist. We need to do
more to help all children succeed,” McQuillan said.

CMT Results by Content Area

The following summarizes CMT performance for mathematics, reading, writing and science (Grades 5 and
8}, focusing on the trends in the percentages of students scoring at or above the Goal and Proficient levels
across grades.

Mathematics

Across the grades, the CMT mathematics tests assess skills, concepts and applications in four broad areas of
mathematics: Numerical and Proportional Reasoning; Algebraic Reasoning; Patterns and Functions;
Geometry and Measurement; and Working with Data: Probability and Statistics.

The score progressions for the Goal and Proficient levels of performance for mathematics within each grade
trended upward across all five years of the generation, with the 2010 percentages exceeding 2009 results by
2 to 3 percentage points. By 2010, at least 63 percent of the students in each grade scored at or above the

. Goal fevel on the mathematics portion of the CMT, while at least 84 percent of the students met or exceeded
the Proficient standard.

Reading

For each grade assessed, the CMT reading tests contain two components: Reading Comprehension and the
Degrees of Reading Power® (DRP). Reading Comprehension assesses 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 national norm-referenced test that identifies the level of text that students
are able to read.

The variability in the percentage of students scoring at or above the Goal level across the grades in reading
continues to be substantial, with approximately 57 percent of the Grade 3 students meeting Goal compared
with about 78 percent in Grade 7. At the Proficient level in reading, the range was 72 percent in Grade 3 to
86 percent in Grade 6. The overali trends between 2006 and 2010 are positive at most grades and levels, with
the 2010 cohort of students exceeding previous cohorts in the percentage of students scoring at or above
Goal and at or above Proficient, except for Grades 4 and 5.

Writing

The CMT writing tests inciude the Direct Assessment of Writing and Editing & Revising at each grade. The
Direct Assessment of Writing requires students 1o 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. The Editing questions assess students’ understanding of the conventions of the
English language, including capitalization, punctuation and usage of language and spelling, while Revising
questions assess students’ ability to identify errors in organization, syntax and word choice.

In 2010, across Grades 3 through 8, percentages ranged from a low of 58 percent of the students at or above
the Goal fevel and 80 percent of students at the Proficient level in Grade 3, to 68 percent of the students at or
above Goal and 87 percent of the students at the Proficient level in Grade 5. Student performance was
somewhat inconsistent this year with three grades (4, 5 and 6) continuing the upward trend over the life of
the generation and three grades (3, 7 and 8) showing a slight downturn,

Science

This was the third year that Connecticut elementary and middle school students were assessed in science.
Grade 5 students took a cumulative elementary science CMT that assessed concepts and skills taught
throughout the elementary grades. Students in Grade 8 were assessed on science concepts and skills taught 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 to 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 students’ understanding of scientific inquiry.

In 2010, approximately 60 percent of the Grade 5 students and 63 percent of the students in Grade 8 scored
at or above the Goal level on the science portion of the CMT, and about 83 percent of the Grade 5 students
and 76 percent of the Grade 8 students scored at the Proficient level. Scores at the Goal leve] had increased
for both grades from the 2009 administration, while scores at the Proficient level were down slightly for both
grades over last year’s administration.

Student Subgroup Analysis

Eligibility for Free/Reduced-Priced Meal Subgroup

Appendix A provides comparisons of CMT performance data for Grades 3-8 in the areas of mathematics,
reading, writing and science by: gender, racial/ethnic subgroups, eligibility for free or reduced-priced meals
(poverty status), special education (SPED) status and English language learner (ELL) status,

While the 2010 CMT resuits demonstrated improvement over the base year for all students in all content
areas except writing, students who were eligible to receive free/reduced-priced meals posted much higher
gains than their peers who pay full price, thus indicating that the achievement gap based upon economic need
or poverty is narrowing. Eligibility for free/reduced-priced meals is used as a proxy for a family’s socio-
economic status or level of economic need. Students who were economically disadvantaged posted higher
average gains across all grades, performance levels and content areas except for writing at the Goal level.
Average gains across Grades 3-8 ranged from a 1 percent gain in writing at the Proficient level to a 7 percent
gain at the Proficient level in mathematics. See Appendix A for more specific information about these gains.

Some of the trends in reading and mathematics for students eligible for free/reduced-priced meals are
outlined in the following figures. The trend of positive change from the beginning of Generation 4 is
apparent. For example, Figure 1 shows that in Grade 5 mathematics, there is a 12.6 percentage point increase
for students who are eligible for free/reduced-priced meal scoring at/above Proficient from 2006. Full-priced
meal students gained only about 6 percentage points at the Proficient level during that same time frame.
Figure 2 illustrates that free/reduced priced meal students also had similar gains in Grade 8 mathematics,
where they demonstrated larger gains (14.7 percentage points) than students who were full-priced lunch
students (6.3 percentage points).

Figures 3 and 4 compare the percentages, from 2006 to 2010, of Grade 5 and 8 students scoring at/above
Proficient in reading. The percentage of Grade 5 students eligible for free/reduced-priced meals increased by
5.1 percentage points since 2006, compared to an increase of 3.9 percentage points for students not eligible
for free/reduced-priced meals. For Grade 8, the increases are even more dramatic. Figure 4 shows an
increase of 11.4 percentage points for students eligible for free/reduced-priced meals, compared to 5.3
percentage points for their noneligible counterparts.
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Special Education Subgroup

About 12 percent of the total student population receives special education services. These students either
take the standard grade-level CMT test (with or without accommodations), the Skills Checklist for
significantly, cognitively disabled special education students, or the CMT Modified Assessment System
(MAS). The CMT MAS, which was administered for the first time this year, is an alternate assessment
designed to be more appropriate for those special education students whose disability would preclude them
from achieving grade-level proficiency on the standard CMT. The student’s Individualized Education
Program (JEP) team determines if a student meets the eligibility criteria to be assessed with the CMT MAS
in mathematics and/or reading.

Some of the trends in reading and writing for special education students who took the standard fest are
outlined in the following figures. The general trend of positive growth from the beginning of this generation
is apparent. It is important to note that students who fook the MAS in mathematics and/or reading are not
incinded in the summary calculations for the standard test for 2009 and 2010. MAS scores are reported

separately.

Some of the trends in reading and mathematics for students eligible for special education are outiined in the
following charts. The trend of positive growth from the beginning of Generation 4 is apparent. For example,
in Grade 5 mathematics, there is a much larger percentage of special education students scoring at/above
Proficient. There are more than 22.9 percent of Grade 3 special education students scoring at/above
Proficient in 2010 when compared to the percentage in 2006. In 2010, 58.8 percent of the special education
students in Grade 8 reading scored at/above Proficient compared to 37.8 percent of special education
students in Grade 8 reading in 2006,
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MAS Performance

Students who were assessed with the CMT MAS were categorized as being in one of three performance
levels: Basic, Proficient or Goal. Since this is the first administration of the CMT MAS, the data being
released should be considered as a baseline. Table 2 reports CMT MAS performance by showing the
percentage of test takers by grade who scored at the Goal level on this modified test. It also reports the
percentage of students by grade, who scored at or above the Proficient level. This last percentage includes ali
the students who scored in both the Goal and Proficient ievels.

Table 2: CMT Performance, by Grade, Percent At/Above Proficient and Percent At/Above Goal for
: Students who Took the CM'T MAS

Grade Test Mathematics Reading
% Prof or % Prof or
% Goal Above % Goal Above
3 MAS 454 741 29.9 44.3
4 MAS 407 714 36.3 64.9
5 MAS 36.7 70.3 342 66.2
6 MAS 40.6 727 15.8 48.2
7 MAS 194 442 262 56.4
8 MAS 16.1 40.1 414 64.1




Race/Ethnicity Subgroup

White students continue to substantially outperform their black and Hispanic peers at all grade levels and
across the four content areas, However, if we examine student gains over last year for Grades 5 and 8, which
test all four content areas, we see dramatic increases between 2009 and 2010 on the part of the black and
Hispanic students over their white classmates, at both the Goal and Proficient levels in all content areas
except writing, which has declined for all groups. Figures 9 through 12 summarize the results.

Looking over the last five years of CMT administration, a steady trend across content areas and performance
levels suggests that, in the majority of cases, black and Hispanic students are posting annual gains that are
greater than their white counterparts. These data would suggest that while there is a positive trend in
performance for ali subgroups across the five years of Generation 4, the gap between white students and their
black and Hispanic peers is beginning to narrow.

Figure 9 indicates that between 2006 and 2010, the percentage of Grade 5 white students scoring at the
Proficient level increased by 5.2 points compared fo an increase of 13.1 points for black and Hispanic
students. Figure 10 shows a similar trend for Grade 8 students in mathematics. For white students, the
percentage of students scoring at the Proficient level increased by 4.9 points, while the percentage of black
and Hispanic students increased by 15.3 points.

Figure 11 compares the percentage of Grade 5 black/Hispanic students and white students scoring at the
Proficient level in reading from 2006 to 2010. The percentage increase was 2.9 points for white students and
4.3 points for black/Hispanic students, For Grade 8 reading, illustrated in Figure 12, white students
registered a 3.9 point increase compared to an 11.2 point increase for black/Hispanic students.
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Additional information on subgroup performance is available on the Connecticut Online Reports Web site
{(www.ctreporis.com).




Sample items from the CMT for each content area and examples of student responses are available in the
CMT Handbooks located on the CSDE Web site (www.cl.gov/sde).

Student Growth

In 2008, the CSDE released a vertical scale for mathematics and reading for the Fourth Generation
CMT. Vertical scale data is available for all students who took the CMT from 2006 to 2010. The
vertical scale will permit districts and schools to measure changes in student performance {growth)
within each content area as they progress from Grade 3 through Grade 8. In addition, districts can
use the vertical scales to set growth targets for students or groups of students (class, school,
districts), and monitor how these targets are met on a yearly basis. The vertical scales could be used
for accountability, instructional planning, program evaluation and other educational purposes. The
vertical scales from 2006 to 2010 are available on the CSDE’s Web site. -

One of the features of the vertical scales is that the growth in content can be mapped onto the
performance levels (Below Basic, Basic, Proficient, Goal and Advanced) within each content area,
and students’ growth can be examined in relation to the achievement levels. As an example, Figure
13 below presents growth in mathematics scores for all elementary students by lunch status (red =
full price, orange = free/reduced price) from Grade 3 to Grade 5. The background colors represent
five achievement levels: from Below Basic at the bottom to Advanced at the top.

Figure 13
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The figure compares how both groups have grown from Grade 3 to Grade 5. More interestingly, it
shows how both groups have grown in relation to the achievement levels. Students who receive free
or reduced-price meals, for example, started at the low end of the Proficient Jevel in Grade 3 in
2008 and ended at the border between Proficient and Goal in Grade 5 in 2010. Students who were
not eligible for free or reduced-price meals started at the low end of the Goal level in Grade 3 in
2008 and ended at the upper end of the Goal jevel in Grade 5 in 2010.

National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) Performanee

Connecticut participates in biennial administrations of the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP), the nation's only representative and continuing assessment of what America's students know and
can do in various subject areas. In Connecticut, we use NAEP results to chart student achievement over time
and to compare the performance of our state’s students to their peers across the country. Results from the
NAEP 2009 reading and mathematics assessments place Connecticut among the top 10 performing states in
the nation and show similar performance patterns to those evident in the CMT 2006-2010 results,

In Grade 8 mathematics and reading, Connecticut student performance on NAEP increased when compared
to results from recent years. In the case of Grade 4 students, NAEP 2009 mathematics and reading results
remained steady overall, but there was improvement for some of our student subgroups. For example, the
average scale score of Grade 4 students identified as economically disadvantaged improved by 8 points on
the NAEP reading scale when comparing 2009 results to those reported in 2007. Over the last few NAEP
administrations, we have begun to see consistent incremental improvements for many of our student
subgroups, and these improvements are reflected in the CMT trend data.

NAEP resuits provide us with additional evidence to support our findings from this round of CMT reporting.
Overall, Connecticut student performance is improving over time, and results show rising student
achievement among our subgroups. These are critical steps forward in closing our state’s wide and persistent
achievement gaps.

To read more about Connecticut student performance on NAEP, visit:

http://'www.csde.state.ct.us/public/cedar/assessment/national/naep.itm.

Guidance for Proper Data Analysis

When it comes to analyzing CMT data, there are proper methods as well as improper methods. Conducting
an improper analysis will lead to conclusions that are not necessarily supported by the data. Therefore, the
Comnecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) provides guidance for proper data analysis of the
statewide testing data in the document “Data Analysis Guide,” which is available through the Student
Assessment Link on the CSDE Web site.



Appendix A— Comparisons by Subgroups

Grade 3 Subgroup Comparisons

2007 31.4 59.1 23.6 43.4 38.4 67.8

Black 2008 32.7 60.2 26.6 45.0 42.7 69.1
2009 33.9 62.5 28.3 47.9 40.6 68.5
2010 34.6 65.1 31.8 50.3 39.4 66.9
2006 31.0 58.0 243 41.1 35.4 63.3
2007 34.0 61.4 22.9 41.7 38.0 66.4
Hispanic 2008 36.3 62.5 24.0 42.6 41.1 67.3
2009 39.0 65.6 27.0 46,7 40.6 638.0
2010 39.3 67.8 30.6 48.5 36.5 64.5
2006 67.5 87.3 67.2 80.9 71.2 88.7
2007 70.9 88.7 65.1 81.2 70.4 88.9
White 2008 71.4 89.1 64.0 79.3 72.7 89.2
2009 74.5 90.9 66.7 81.7 72.4 90.0
2010 73.9 91.4 69.1 82.8 67.7 87.0
2006 74.3 90.9 66.3 79.4 73.4 90.3
2007 77.3 92.2 66.2 82.3 76.2 92.4
Asian American 2008 77.7 91.8 67.0 82.4 79.8 92.1
2009 80.3 94.0 67.9 83.6 77.7 92.3
2010 80.0 92.7 68.9 83.2 74.1 91.1

2006 46.8 65.4 41.7 64.1 51.6 72.9
2007 55.2 73.0 48.1 61.7 52.5 83.8
Am. Indian 2008 53.9 82.2 44.7 62.7 61.2 86.8

2009 52.7 . 72.9 46.1 64.8 51.5 74.3
2010 58.2 82.4 49.7 72.7 47.6 78.9
2006 30.8 58.1 24.5 425 36.4 64.2
2007 34.4 61.4 23.4 42.8 37.5 66.8
2008 34.6 61.2 24.5 43.3 40.4 66.8
2009 37.9 65.1 27.5 47.4 39.7 67.9
2010 38.9 67.6 315 49.9 37.2 65.0
2006 67.7 87.3 67.6 81.0 717 89.3
2007 70.6 88.4 65.1 81.1 71.1 89.3
Full Price Meals 2008 72.5 90.0 65.2 80.4 74.4 90.4
2009 75.3 91.4 67.7 82.6 74.0 90.9
2010 75.3 92.2 70.7 84.2 70.0 88.7
Sped 2006 23.9 45.2 17.2 28.6 20.7 42.3

Free/Reduced-
Price Meals




2008 25.9 48.1 13.4 25.5 21.1 43,1

2009 30.7 56.2 19.3 34.4 16.2 43.2

2010 3L4 58,3 213 35.5 17.0 37.6

2006 60.2 82.3 58.8 74.0 65.6 86.1

2007 63.5 84.0 56.5 74.1 65.2 86.7

Non-Sped 2008 64.2 84.5 56.5 73.3 68.3 87.3
2009 65.8 85.1 57.3 73.9 67.4 87.7

2010 65.3 85.8 59.8 75.1 63.0 85.1

2006 27.1 52.7 15.2 30.5 29.1 55.3

2007 26.1 52.5 10.3 24.6 27.0 55.5

EtL . 2008 27.3 51.8 10.3 24.2 26.8 53.2
2009 29.7 57 .4 12.4 29.0 28.0 58.0

2010 27.9 57.3 12.9 28.3 24.2 51.7

2006 58.4 80.1 57.1 719 63.2 83.5

2007 61.4 81.8 54.8 72.0 62.8 84.0

Non-ELL 2008 62.1 82.3 54.5 70.9 65.5 84.5
2009 65.2 84.4 57.3 73.8 64.8 84.9

2010 64.7 85.2 59.8 75.0 60.5 82.2

Grade 4 Subgroup Comparisons

Black 2008 60.6 29.4 45.2 715
2009 35.3 65.3 34.9 52.5 42.2 719

2010 38.6 65.9 34,5 50.6 41.3 75.1

2006 328 60.4 27.4 44.4 39.2 69.5

2007 35.6 60.8 27.5 41.9 40.8 67.8

Hispanic 2008 35.5 63.1 27.9 43.1 37.8 69.6
2009 38.2 67.1 30.7 47.3 40.1 70.1

2010 43.5 69.6 30.9 46.4 40.3 73.2

2006 69.9 88.8 69.6 82.1 71.9 89.8

White 2007 74.2 86.8 69.5 §2.2 75.2 90.6
2008 72.0 £6.9 67.9 81.0 73.3 90.9




75.1

72.7

74.2

2009 92.4 85.1

2010 | 782 | 927 | 71.8 | 835 | 737 | 920
2006 | 760 | 921 | 692 | 825 | 775 | 931
2007 | 796 | 932 | 693 | 829 | 801 | 938
Asian American 2008 78.7 93.1 716 82.2 79.2 93.9
2009 | 824 94.6 | 749 854 | 812 | 943
2010 | 84.7 950 | 73.1 844 | 802 | 945
2006 | 46.1 704 | 503 63.4 | 461 | 747
| 2007 | 49.7 785 | 471 61.8 | 535 | 813
Am. Indian 2008 | 50.9 776 | 470 | 640 | 540 | 816
2009 | 576 | 813 | 557 700 | 537 | 816
2010 | 586 | 773 | 540 | 694 | 578 | 852
2006 | 317 509 | 275 454 | 386 | 69.0
2007 | 354 | 611 | 282 | 441 | 401 | 67.8
Fr;'zﬁ :ﬁ:;id“ 2008 | 346 629 | 27.9 440 | 380 | 696
2009 | 380 | 672 | 329 | 500 | 408 | 705
2010 | 426 | 694 | 330 | 490 | 404 | 736
2006 | 702 | 888 | 704 | 827 | 729 | 904
2007 | 742 | 896 | 697 | 823 | 760 | 912
Full Price Meals | 2008 | 728 | 903 | 692 | 818 | 746 | 919
2009 | 760 | 927 | 736 | 858 | 756 | 92.0
2010 | 801 | 935 | 738 | 851 | 762 | 934
2006 | 232 | 460 | 181 | 290 | 211 | 460
2007 | 257 | 467 | 165 | 279 | 212 | 448
Sped 2008 | 220 | 456 | 156 | 257 190 | 455
2009 | 326 | 626 | 257 | 398 | 201 | 468
2010 | 341 | 603 | 231 | 367 | 200 | 481
2006 | 635 | 848 | 629 | 773 | 682 | 891
2007 | 670 | 852 | 621 | 759 | 705 | 889
Non-Sped 2008 | 654 | 860 | 610 | 752 68.3 89.6
2009 | 667 | 866 | 635 | 772 | 698 | 898
2010 | 702 | 875 | 628 75.7 69.0 | 911
2006 | 27.6 | 540 | 152 | 304 | 319 | 621

2007 | 235 | 492 8.6 194 | 247 53
ELL 2008 | 226 | 49.8 7.8 17.7 200 | 536
2000 | 247 54.2 10.5 229 | 226 | 524
2010 | 27.4 53.5 7.1 19.0 | 200 | 546
2006 | 60.7 81.8 | 602 742 | 646 | 854
Non-ELL 2007 | 646 | 827 | 598 735 | 673 | 858
2008 | 625 832 | 585 724 | 652 | 86.4




2009

65.7

63.1

76.9

2010

69.2

86.8

62.5

75.5

Grade 5 Subgroup Comparisons

31.5 58.4 30.5 46.3 41.3 72.0 NA NA

2007 37.9 61.9 331 48.6 40.6 72.6 NA NA

Black 2008 38.2 64.0 34.9 50.8 391 71.6 233 57.8

2009 42.2 68.9 39.2 54.8 44.7 74.2 26.4 61.8

2010 46.6 71.0 33.1 51.2 47.4 76.4 28.1 60.1

2006 34.1 61.1 316 458 41.3 69.0 NA NA

2007 40.6 64.1 31.3 46.5 396 69.8 NA NA

Hispanic 2008 415 65.4 34.6 48.6 38.6 69.7 25.6 58.1

2009 45.2 69.7 381 54.0 42.3 72.6 29.3 63.5

2010 50.4 74.4 32.3 495 44.5 73.8 29.4 61.2

2006 71.4 89.0 72.8 83.4 74.3 91.1 NA NA

2007 76.5 90.2 73.3 83.8 74.3 91.5 NA NA

White 2008 77.4 91.0 74.2 84.7 75.8 92.3 68.7 91.1

2008 79.6 92.9 77.9 87.9 76.8 82.3 72.1 92.0

2010 82.6 94.2 74.4 86.3 77.9 92.8 73.8 92.4

2006 80.1 92.9 74.8 84.2 77.6 93.8 NA NA

2007 82.2 93.3 74.8 85.8 80.1 93.9 NA NA

Asian American 2008 84.1 94.4 76.0 85.9 79.2 94.4 69.9 90.1

2005 85.8 95.6 78.0 87.2 79.8 94.3 70.9 91.2

2010 89.4 96.0 73.8 86.0 85,5 95.3 70.9 91.0

2006 51.1 77.4 45.9 59.4 53.0 78.8 NA NA

2007 56.3 75.3 52.5 69.0 56.3 81.6 NA NA

Am. Indian 2008 54.2 80.4 57.4 729 60.4 85.7 51.9 81.2

2009 57.4 80.9 57.8 72.0 59.8 851 49.1 80.3

2010 68.6 87.1 51.9 £69.6 61.2 85.7 54.8 84.9

2006 34,0 61.2 315 46.5 40.6 70.2 NA NA

2007 40.3 64.2 32.5 482 39.7 71.1 NA NA

Free/Reduced- 1= 00T 208 | 653 | 342 | 490 | 382 | 702 | 254 | 590
Price Meals : ;

2009 45.3 70.2 38.8 55.0 43.1 72.9 29.6 63.9

2010 497 73.8 34.0 51.6 46.0 75.0 31.0 62.7

Full Price Meals 2006 71.7 88.9 73.0 835 74.9 91.4 NA NA




2008 78.0 91.4 75.3 85.7 76.9 93.0 69.1 91.4
2009 7.9 93.0 78.4 88.1 77.8 93.0 72.1 82.0
2010 84.2 94.9 75.7 87.4 79,9 93.8 74.8 92.9
2006 21.3 41.8 19.9 29.9 22.3 47.7 NA NA
2007 24.6 45,0 19.5 311 20.7 48.0 NA NA
Sped 2008 24.9 449 20.1 30.7 22.4 49.3 23.0 50.2
2009 245 60.1 306 44.3 21.5 49.4 24.3 53.8
2010 37.9 04.7 24.9 41.0 23.8 51.3 23.4 51.3
2006 66.2 86.3 66.6 78.7 70.8 80.4 NA NA
2007 71.5 87.4 67.0 79.0 70.4 90.7 NA NA
Non-Sped 2008 715 88.0 67.6 79.6 70.0 90.4 59.4 85.1
2009 72.3 88.4 69.0 80.5 72.4 91.3 62.8 86.7
2010 75.9 90.0 64.8 78.3 74.0 92.1 64.5 86.6
2006 25.6 51.3 15.9 28.0 27.3 56.8 NA NA
2007 24.9 48.7 10.6 23.1 21.4 53.5 NA NA
ELL 2008 23.7 48.5 111 21.7 18,6 52.6 8.9 37.9
2009 27.1 51.6 11.9 24.1 22.0 55.2 11.8 42.6
2010 29.0 56.0 7.6 19.3 20.8 54.0 8.5 36.8
2006 62.4 82.3 63.1 74.9 66.8 86.7 NA NA
2007 68.1 84.2 64.0 75.9 66.8 87.4 NA NA
Non-ELL 2008 68.4 84.9 64.9 76.8 67.0 87.5 57.6 83.4
2009 71.0 87.5 68.5 80.2 68.7 88.0 60.6 84.9
2010 74.6 89.2 64.1 77.8 70.4 88.9 62.1 84.6
Grade 6 Subgrou narisons

52.6

2006 38.3 67.2

2007 33.0 62.2 36.0 52.1 38.5 69.1

Black 2008 36.9 64.7 38.8 55.3 40.2 69.3
2009 39.8 68.9 41.9 58.8 39.4 69.3

2010 44.8 73.3 52.8 70.3 43.9 73.7

2006 29.6 58.1 33.4 48.7 36.9 66.1

Hispanic 2007 34.5 62.5 344 49.6 38.4 68.3
2008 39.3 66.4 36.7 51.9 38.2 66.3




2010 45.0 72.4 49.9 66.9 40.6 70.0

2006 70.4 88.8 75.3 85.3 71.9 89.1

2007 75.9 91.0 76.3 86.0 72.8 89.8

White 2008 78.1 91.9 78.2 87.6 71.0 89,0
2009 80.8 94.2 81.3 90.4 72.7 89.8

2010 82.0 94,9 85.1 92.8 76.5 91.8

2006 77.8 91.8 75.1 85.3 77.8 92.0

2007 23.0 93.6 77.4 86.0 77.9 93.2

Asian American 2008 84.6 94.5 79.3 87.1 77.6 91.7
2009 86.6 96.2 80.0 88.6 78.3 93.8

2010 87.9 96.4 86.7 93.2 81.8 93.8

2006 51.6 70.3 52.9 72.9 53.5 77.4

2007 56.3 73.6 52.4 69.2 46.2 74.5

Am. Indian 2008 56.7 79.3 58.4 75.8 52.3 75.2
2009 62.7 88.0 65.9 84.1 53.1 79.6

2010 56.7 84.8 68.4 82.3 54.8 81.0

2006 29.5 58.0 34.6 50.3 37.1 66.3

2007 34.9 63.4 35.2 51.1 37.9 68.5

Frff;ﬁ Zeﬁzzzd' 2008 | 388 | 663 | 378 | 537 | 377 | 669
2009 42.1 70.4 41.2 57.7 37.1 67.1

2010 46.9 74.2 51.9 69.1 42.1 71.7

2006 70.4 88.7 75.5 85.6 72.5 89.4

2007 75.6 90.5 76.0 85.6 73.0 89.9

Full Price Meals 2008 78.9 92.3 78.9 88.2 72.6 89.9
2009 81.1 94.1 81.5 90.5 73.9 90.6

2010 82.8 95.1 86.1 93.5 78.1 92.7

2006 16.8 39.0 20.0 31.9 18.5 41.9

2007 20.7 42.8 20.1 31.6 18.6 43.1

Sped 2008 25.0 46.9 23.7 36.3 17.3 42.7
2009 33.3 61.1 35.0 51.3 17.2 42.6

2010 34.9 64.0 40.4 58.0 21.1 47.0

2006 64.3 85.3 69.5 81.3 68.1 88.2

2007 69.5 88.0 70.1 81.5 68.7 89.0

Non-Sped 2008 72.1 89.2 72.0 83.0 67.7 88.1
2009 72.4 89.2 71.9 82.8 68.0 88.3

2010 74.3 90.5 77.8 87.8 71.7 90.6

2006 16.6 41.6 12.6 24.9 21.8 50.2

ELL 2007 15.0 41.8 8.9 18.0 18.5 48.9
2008 18.9 44.5 8.9 19.3 16.6 44.2




2010 20.7 50.0 15.9 33.7 16.0 45.4
2006 60.3 81.4 65.7 77.4 63.9 84.1
2007 65.9 84.4 66.6 78.1 64.8 85.2
Non-ELL 2008 68.7 86.1 68.9 80.2 63.9 84.6
2009 71.2 88.5 71.6 82.8 64.4 84.9
2010 73.0 29.8 77.2 87.5 68 87.3

Grade 7 Subgroup Compari

51.8

37.1

2007 27.9 55.8 38.7 52.8 36.0

Black 2008 31.3 60.9 45.3 59.2 37.2
2009 36.6 66.5 52.2 65.9 39.5

2010 40.9 70.6 56.0 69.5 36.9

2006 26.0 52.1 36.5 49.7 33.6

2007 30.6 57.5 36.1 48.9 32.6

Hispanic 2008 33.8 61.9 43.0 55.2 34.9
2009 37.5 66.8 487 62.2 36.1

2010 41.1 70.4 52.3 65.6 33.5

2006 69.8 88.1 78.4 86.5 69.8

2007 72.6 89.7 77.4 85.5 70.9

White 2008 75.6 91.3 82.4 89.0 72.5
2009 77.7 93.3 84.8 91.2 73.1

2010 80.4 94.5 87.4 92.9 72.7

2006 76.7 91.4 79.4 87.1 72.8

2007 79.6 91.8 78.9 87.5 75.2

Asian American 2008 82.5 93.2 83.2 89.3 77.4
2009 83.9 93.8 85.4 91.6 77.5

2010 85.2. 96.2 88.9 93.2 78.5

2006 43.7 73.3 60.2 66.2 47.8

2007 47.8 71.4 57.9 72.3 52.2

Am. Indian 2008 57.0 79.2 64.4 77.2 52.0
2009 55.0 83.2 66.0 76.2 53.3

2010 66.2 88.2 80.3 86.9 56.9

Free/Reduced- 2006 26.7 54.0 38.0 52.0 34.6
Price Meals 2007 30.1 57.3 37.0 50.4 336




2008

2009 37.3 67.1 49.9 63.6 36.9 61.9

2010 42.3 71.8 54.3 67.7 34.8 60.4

2006 63.8 87.0 77.8 85.9 69.8 87.9

2007 72.1 89.2 77.2 854 70.9 88.5

Full Price Meals 2008 75.7 91.1 82.3 85.0 73.0 88.3
2009 78.5 93.5 85.4 91.7 74.2 89.1

2010 81.5 94.9 88.6 93.7 74.6 89.4

2006 17.0 35.9 22.5 33.3 17.1 38.6

2007 18.1 38.8 21.4 317 16.3 39.2

Sped 2008 20.1 41.3 27.5 37.8 17.0 37.0
2009 27.6 56.5 38.5 52.6 17.6 38.0

2010 31.1 61.3 41.9 56.5 16.3 36.1

2006 62.4 83.3 72.5 82.1 65.6 86.5

2007 65.9 85.7 71.7 81.3 66.1 86.5

Non-Sped 2008 68.8 87.9 76.8 85.0 67.8 85.6
2009 70.2 88.6 78.4 86.3 68.7 86.4

2010 72.2 89.8 80.5 87.7 66.9 85.1

2006 12.6 33.3 13.2 23.9 15.8 39.9

2007 12.1 33.3 8.2 17.2 10.8 36.5

ELL 2008 13.2 36.2 11.7 23.3 12.0 34.7
2009 15.0 40.9 15.0 27.8 10.6 32.4

2010 16.5 43.9 14.7 29.0 8.1 28.5

2006 58.7 79.5 68.7 78.4 61.6 82.4

2007 62.1 81.9 68.0 77.7 62.2 82,7

Non-ELL 2008 65.3 84.5 735 81.9 64.0 81.9
2009 68.3 87.4 77.2 85.5 65.0 82.8

2010 70.9 89.1 79.9 87.5 63.5 81.8

Grade 8 Subgroup Comparisons

Hispanic 2006

34.3

62.0

NA

NA




37.3

NA

NA

2007 56.9 49.9 61.7
2008 30.5 59.1 344 50.4 354 62.8 25.9 46.5
2009 33.6 63.2 38.3 55.1 40.0 65.3 27.9 48.4
2010 38.8 68.2 47.3 1.2 34.3 591 32.0 49,2
2006 711 88.9 78.5 86.6 72.9 £9.0 NA NA
2007 73.4 90.4 78.2 86.4 75.4 90.2 NA NA
White 2008 73.8 90.6 77.0 87.2 74.6 90.4 72.8 87.3
2009 77.2 92.9 80.1 89.9 77.2 90.6 74.9 88.4
2010 79.0 93.8 83.3 90.5 73.8 88.8 76.2 87.3
2006 78.8 92.4 78.6 86.5 76.8 90.3 NA NA
2007 81.2 92.3 79.0 87.0 78.3 92.1 NA NA
Asian American 2008 80.3 92.7 79.0 88.8 80.8 92.1 716 86.2
2009 82.6 93.9 . 819 89.4 81.8 93.0 74.8 87.0
2010 84.0 94.0 84.5 90.5 78.0 90.7 76.1 86.2
2006 42.3 76.1 55.0 70.7 53.9 75.2 NA NA
2007 a5.7 71.7 519 70.4 48.1 69.6 NA NA
Am, Indian 2008 49,7 70.6 56.9 70.6 53.5 73.5 45.8 65.2
2009 55.6 23.1 60.8 76.2 58.1 76.4 56.1 73.6
2010 55.6 82.1 61.1 76.5 56.3 77.5 50.6 64.3
2006 26.5 54.8 37.6 51.8 35.3 63.5 NA NA
2007 30.3 58.6 38.2 51.9 36.1 63.9 NA NA
Free/Reduced-
Price Meals 2008 29.9 58.3 35.0 51.7 34.3 63.0 25.9 46.3
2009 33.7 64.6 39.8 57.6 40.6 66.9 28.9 49.6
2010 39.7 69.5 49.0 63.2 355 61.2 33.5 51
2006 70.2 87.9 77.6 85.9 72.5 88.8 NA NA
2007 72.3 89.2 77.3 85.7 74.5 . 896 NA NA
Full Price Meals 2008 73.7 90.6 77.0 87.3 75.2 90.7 72.4 87.1
2009 77.2 92.6 80.0 89.7 77.3 90.7 74.2 87.8
2010 79.9 94.2 84.2 91.2 75.3 89.6 76.8 87.7
2006 17.3 37.8 24.4 35.0 18.8 41.6 NA NA
2007 195 39.8 233 33.9 20.5 41.9 NA NA
Sped 2008 18.5 40.2 21.2 34.6 19.2 42.5 21.5 38.8
2009 26.4 53.7 29.5 47.6 21.3 43.3 23.3 39.0
2010 28.8 58.8 35.1 50.5 18.8 38.5 24.1 37.9
2006 63.7 24,2 72.2 82.0 68.0 87.1 NA NA
2007 65.9 85.9 72.0 81.7 69.4 87.6 NA NA
Non-Sped 2008 66.5 86.5 70.4 8§2.4 69.0 87.8 63.7 79.9
2009 68.4 87.5 72.1 835 72.2 88.8 65.6 81.3
2010 71.2 89.3 77.0 85.6 68.2 85.8 68.0 80.8
ELL 2006 16.4 40.2 14.7 24.3 16.8 41.3 NA NA




2008 34.4 18.5 11.4 35.6 5.0 18.7
2009 10.5 35.5 7.1 18.3 13.4 38.7 4.8 16.8
2010 14.6 38.4 11.0 22.5 8.8 27.5 6.2 16.2
2006 59.8 80.3 68.6 78.5 64.0 83.3 NA NA
2007 62.4 82.4 68.5 78.4 65.7 84.1 NA NA
Non-ELL 2008 62.9 82.9 67.0 79.1 65.3 84.4 60.9 77.3
2009 66.6 86.3 70.6 82.7 68.5 85.4 63.0 78.8
2010 69.4 88.3 75.6 84.7 64.7 82.6 65.2 78.3




TABLE 2

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2009

Percent of Students Above Group Percentile Scores Off Level CMT (Grades 3 & 5)

Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores
98% 98

96% -
100 YT 9% a5 9% 54%, /

N9,

0- o’i?? i E S 4
Total Mathematics Total Writing Total Reading
rade 3 (04)

Mathematics — Writing Reading Science

Grade 5 ('06) E Grade 6 ('07) [I1Grade 7 ('08) B Grade 8 ('09)




Percent of Students Above

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL

TABLE 3

'CLASS OF 2008

Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores

98%

Mathematics Wri

Grade 4 ('04) ElGrade 6 ('06)
[1Grade 7 ("07) BiGrade 8 ('08)

89%

87%87%

Reading

Group Percentile Scores Off Level CMT (Grades 3 & 5)

98%

100+
a0+
804"
704
604"
504
a0
304
204"
104

[

Total Mathematics

Total Writing Total Reading

Grade 3 ('03)

HGrade 5 ('05)




TABLE 4

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2007

Percent of Students Above Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. (Gr. 3)

Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores and Off Level CMT (Gr. 5)
Q694

N U6 % - 6%

100 947 91%

90% 89% 88% 0% 1004

85%gaos

SRS

Total Reading Total Mathematics
Grade 3 ('01) B Grade 5 ('03)

Mathematics Writing Reading

1 Grade 4 ('02) B Grade 6 ('04) [ Grade 7 ('06) & Grade 8 ('07)




TABLE 5

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2006

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. {Gr. 3 & 5)

Percent of Students Above 96% and Off Level CMT (Gr. 7)
%gpzedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores -

SR/

91% 91% 0%

93%

e
L
d
e
d
d
vd
d
d

Mathematics Writing Reading Total Reading Total Mathematics
Grade 3 ('00) El Grade 5 ('02) B Grade 7 ('04)

Grade 4 ('01) [ Grade 6 ('03) B Grade 8 ('06)




TABLE 6

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2005

Percent of Students Above
Remedial Standard from C.N.T. Scores

Mathematics Writing Reading

Grade 4 ("00) E1Grade 6 ('02) B Grade 8 ('04)

100+

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. (Gr. 3 & 5)
and Off Level CMT (Gr. 7)

NAVAVANAVANAVA VAN

92%

Total Reading

92%

Total Mathematics

1Grade 3 ('97)

A Grade 5 ('99) B Grade 7 ('01)




TABLE 7

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL

CLASS OF 2004
Group Percentfile Scores from S.A.T. (Gr. 3 & 5)
Percent of Students Above and Off L.evel CMT (Gr. 7)
Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores
98 A! 999 970/0

gy, 95% 4%

d
L
«
“
A
d
L
|
L

Mathematics Writing Reading Total Reading Total Mathematics
Grade 3 ('98) E Grade 5 ('00) B Grade 7 ('02)

Grade 4 ('99) Bl Grade 6 ('01) B Grade 8 ('03)




TABLE 8

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2003

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

Percent of Students Above
Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores 28%

93% 93%

e
d
d
d
d
d
L]
d
d

Mathematics Writing Reading Total Reading Total Mathematics
f Grade 3 ("'97) E1Grade 5 ("99) B Grade 7 ('01)

2l Grade 6 ('00) B Grade 8§ ('02)

Grade 4 ("98)




TABLE 9

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2002

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

Percent of Students Above

Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores
98% 99% e, 95%

99%

NAVAVAVAVAVAVANAN

Total Reading Total Mathematics
7 Grade 3 ("96) [ Grade 5 ('98) B Grade 7 ('00)

Mathematics Writing Reading

Grade 4 ('97) [

Grade 6 ('99) B Grade 8 ('01)




TABLE 10

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2001

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.
Percent of Students Above

Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores 9794 97%
96% Sads

a8y, 92%

d
L
L
Ve
d
%
d
d
vd

Mathematics Writing Reading Total Reading Total Mathematics
Grade 3 ('95) B Grade 5 ('97) B Grade 7 ('99)

Grade 4 ('96) I Grade 6 ('98) B Grade 8 ('00)




TABLE 11

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2000

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T,

Percent of Students Above
" Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores

NANAAVANANANAANAN

Mathematics Writing Reading Total Reading Total Mathematics
B Grade 3 ('94) @ Grade 5 ('96) B Grade 7 ('98)

Grade 4 ('95) B Grade 6 ('97) B Grade 8 ('99)




TABLE 12

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL

Percent of Students Above

Remedg%L/Standard from C.M.T. Scores

CLASS OF 1999

Group Perce

ntile Scores from S.A.T.

94%,

Mathematics Writing Reading

@ Grade 4 ('93) EiGrade 6 ("95) B Grade 8 ('97)

Total Reading

28%.

4%

Total Mathematics

Grade 3 ('92) E

Grade 5 ("94) B Grade 7 ('96)




TABLE 13

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 1998

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

Percent of Students Above

Remediai/Standard from C.M.T. Scores
98%

Mathematics Writing Reading Total Reading Total Mathematics
Grade 3 ('92) O Grade 5 ('94) B Grade 7 ('96)

Grade 4 ('93) El Grade 6 ('95) Bl Grade 8 ('97)



TABLE 14

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 1997

Percent of Students Above Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.
Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores

98%  97% 98% 98% 7Y,

L
e
L
L
|
A
L
1
d

Mathematics Writing Reading Toial Total
' Reading Mathematics

Grade 3 ('91) B Grade 5 ('93) B Grade 7 ("95)

7 Grade 4 ('92) E Grade 6 ('94) B Grade 8 ('96)




TABLE 15

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL

CLASS OF 1996
Percent of Students Above Group Percentile Scores from 8.A.T.
Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores
900/, B7% ores,

DN N N N N N N NN

Mathematics Writing Reading

Total Reading Total Mathemalics
@ Grade 3 ('90) @ Grade 5 ("92) B Grade 7 ('94)

@ Grade 4 ('91) & Grade 6 ('93) B Grade 8 ('95)




TABLE 16

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 1995

Percent of Students Above Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.
Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores

7% __99%
95%

ANANANAVAVAVAVANAN

BN

Total Reading Total
Mathematics

Grade 3 ('89) ElGrade 5 ("91) B Grade 7 ("93)

Mathematics Writing Reading

B Grade 4 ('90) B Grade 6 ('92) B Grade 8 ("94)




TABLE 17

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOOL
CLASS of 1994

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.
Percent of Students Above

Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores

Q89

b U7

100~ 93% %
e
e
e
]
e
e
L
1
Mathematics Writing Reading Total Reading Total Mathematics
Grade 3 ('88) @ Grade 5 ('90) # Grade 7 ('92)

@ Grade 4 ('89) EGrade 6 ('91) B Grade 8 ('93)




TABLE 18

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
1993

Percent of Students Above Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores
97% 98% 100%

NAVAVAVAVAVANANANAN

Total Reading Total Mathematics

Mathematics Writing Reading

2 Grade 3 ('87) Bl Grade 5 ('89) B Grade 7 ('91)

Grade 4 ('88) I Grade 6 ('90) B Grade 8 ('92)




TABLE 19

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
1992

Percent of Students Above Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores
9294

pd
d
e
A
d
e
L
d
%
d

BN

Total Reading , Total Mathematics
@ Grade 3 ('86) I Grade 5 ('88) B Grade 7 ("90)

Mathematics Writing Reading

Grade 4 ('87) @ Grade 6 ('89) B Grade 8 ('91)




TABLE 20

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
1991

Percent of Students Above Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.
Remedial Standard from C.\M.T. Scores

Total Total
Reading Mathematics

Grade 3 ('85) ElGrade 5 ("87) B Grade 7 ('89)

Mathematics Writing Reading

Grade 4 ('86) @ Grade 6 ('88) B Grade § ("90)




APPENDIX B

Stanford Achievement Test Restilts
1990-~2001




FIGURE 1

Stanford Achievement Test Results
Comparison by Grade by Year
Total Reading and Tetal Math

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001
N 1GS.1%ide] N §1GS. |%ile} N {GS.1%ilel N IGS. [%ile] N 1GS. |%ile] N |GS.1%ile] N {GS.|%ile]| N 1G5 J%ile] N §GS |%ile] N [GS. {%ile| N [GS.[%ile] N [G.S. | %ile
Grade| i21 | 9 96 [ 141] 9 98 113} 8§ 94 1123 6 72 {1299 7 78 {1251 6 70 104} B 89 |00} 6 68 | 129] 7 85 j144 | 7 86 | 1384 9 96 1160) 9 97
3
TOTAL
READING | Grade | 123§ 8 a1 11261 8 95 140} 7 88 1143 8 93 {1221 8 91 11554 8 91 1141 8 95 1163 | 8 93 |53} ¢ 98 1156 8 93 J130} 8 95 |1y 8 92
3
Grade} 105} 9 98 j119| 8 95 J 19} ¢ 98 124 9 9% 1371 9 97 | 1521 ¢ 98 {130 9 98 153} 9 99 11524 9 9% | 147} 9 99 {166 | 9 9¢ 11371 9 98
7
N |GS.t%ile] N 1GS.1%ile] N IGS. |%ile] N [GS.]%ile] N |GS. i%ile| N JGS. |%ile] N 1GS.§%ile] N |GS. j%ile] N |GS %ile] N 1G.S.|%ile] N 1GS. 1 %ilel N [G.S. | %ile
Grade ] 132 | 6 65 | 143 7 79 118} 5 49 | 144§ 6 68 {136 6 68 | 140} 6 66 {1401 7 84 139 5 58 (1271 6 7 1154 7 83 {1391 8 95 11614 9 99
3
TOTAL .
MATH | Grade| 126 | 8 8% 1281 8 90 [ 142] 5 54 {1471 7 82 {1251 7 80 jis4} 7 87 144} 7 8 p163 | 6 66 F153| ¢ 97 F156) 7 80 | 1364 7 87 170§ 8 89
5
Grade | 105§ & 99 {119] 8 9z |119] 8 95 124§ 9 97 1135 % 93 Jisz| 9 97 | 131} & 94 1154 ¢ 8 91 154} 8 9 J148| 9 97 11651 9 97 {156 7 80
7




FIGURE 2

Stanford Achievement Test Results

Comparison by Grade by Year

1990-2001
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FIGURE 4

Stanford Achievement Test Results
Comparison of Reading Subtests by Grade by Year

159¢ 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 195% 2000
N |GS. {%ile] N |GS j%ilef] N IGS. j%ile] N 1GS. |%ilejf N {GS. §%iled N JGS |%ile| N [GS. |%ile] N |GS. [%ile] N |GS8. [ %ile] N |GS. | %ile] N |G.S.] Wile
Gr{ Word Study 132 4 75 i41 7 86 115 7 78 144 3 54 134 6 68 13% 5 56 14¢ 7 79 133 5 59 129 7 79 155 7 79 138 8 91
3 Skills
Comprehension | 136 G 95 141 9 58 114 8 93 142 6 57 131 3 9 139 6 67 140 8 90 138 7 83 12% 7 81 156 7 84 138 8 94
Vocabulary 129 9 96 141 9 98 113 8 93 125 6 68 131 6 7i 125 & 72 104 8 90 100 5 66 129 7 87 141 7 87 138 9 97
Gr N 1GS. §%ilel N IGS. 1%ile] N |GS.{%ile] N JGS. {%ile] N [GS |%ile| N |GS. [%ile] N |GS. |%ile] N {GS. | %ilel N JGS.|%hiel N |GS.{ %ilel N | GS. | %ile
5. | Comprehension | 123 8 93 131 8 93 142 8 93 i43 9 93 122 9 96 156 9 96 144 9 98 163 9 97 155 9 99 156 9 97 136 9 96
Vocabulary - - - - - - - - - 143 8 33 122 8 90 155 8 89 142 g 95 163 3 93 153 9 99 136 3 41 136 8 90
N JGS. [ %ile] N {GS. [%ile] N §GS. 1%ilef N JGS j%ile] N [GS [%ilef N 1GS, {%ile] N JGS. {%ie] N |GS. {%ilef N JGS [%ile] N |GS | %ile| N [G.S, | %ile
Gr { Comprehension | 105 9 98 119 8 93 159 9 98 124 9 99 137 8 94 152 8 98 131 9 98 153 9 99 135 9 89 148 9 99 167 g 98
7
Vocabulary - - - - - - - - - 124 9 99 137 9 99 152 ) 98 130 9 99 154 9 99 i52 9 98 151 9 9% 166 9 9%
2001
N _§{ G.8. | %ile
Gr| WordStudy | 160 & | 93
3 Skiils
Comprehension | 160 | 8 95
Vacabulary i60 | @ 96
Gr N §G.8. | %ike
5.} Comprekension [ 171 ] 8 | 94
Vocabulary 173 2 52
N | G.5. | %ile
Gr | Comprehension | 158 | 9 98
7
Vocabulary 157 9 98




APPENDIX C

Grade One Criferion 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

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

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

2004 Grade 1 - C.R.T.

Total number of first grade students

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 1996-1957 1997.1998 1998-1999
Sept. Grade 2 Students at % Students at % Students at % Students at % Students at % Students at %o
or above the or above the or above the or above the or above the or above the
expected expected expected expected expeeted expected
fevel level level levet level level
Mathematics 119 80% 119 25% 119 84% 126 87% 104 81% 126 7%%
Reading 65 48% 63 45% &7 48% 76 52% 70 56% 82 55%
Comp.
Word Anajysis 84 63% 101 71% 115 82% 1638 72% 103 80% 142 89%
1999-2000 2000-2601 2001-2602 2002-2003
May - Grade | | Students at % Students at % Stadents at Y Students at Y
ot above the or above the or above the or above the
expected expected expected expected
level level level fevel

Mathematics 138 90% 118 0% 111 81% 112 S1%
Reading 118 T7% 107 82% 127 93% 83 T2%%
Comp. *
Word Analysis 145 95% il7 89% 116 85% 109 89%

* 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.




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 results.

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 working to address individual
concerns related to reading resuits.

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.



APPENDIX D

Off Level Connecticut Mastery Test Results
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

# % | # %a - # 9% # % # S # % # b # % # %
GW 49/49 1007 64/64 [10G: 35/35 100 48/48 100.1 63/63 [7100 3133 | 94| 44/49 90 1 63/64 | 98- 30/34 88:
SE 30/31 |97 44744 | 1000 42/43 168wy 3131 {1100 44744 100 3737 100 3131 o 41/44 | 937 36/39 92
Gr.3 SR S ; R REITE SRR ; . S
VN 54/55 | 98| 4244 12950 47449 11961 53/54 L9 4444 1001 49/49 1004 53754 |98 1 4144 | 93 41/49 1 84
Gr.3 R S SR RERS R s :
Total | 133/135 | 98.:| 150/152 | 9975 124/127 ¢ 987 132/133 | 9971 15¥/151 § 100 ) 117/119 | 987 128/134 | 93} 145/152 | 95| 107/122 | 88
Gr.3 ’ : : o o )
MMS | 134/156 | 86 j 150/169 | 89 122/141 | 87| 151/156 | 97 164/166 | 99 1297136 | 95 | 145/157 | 92 | 159/166 | 96 | 132/13%9 | 95 |
Gr. 5 : L s P Y § ) o
MMS | 125/149 | 84::| 145/174 § 83 .1 147/170 186 136/149 9171 156/168 | 793.:| 148/158 | 94:"1 141/148 | 95} 158/171 | 927 1547165 | 93
Gr.7 L ] o ) T

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.

Issues regarding administration of the Connecticut Mastery Test - 4™ Generation will be
reviewed with all appropriate staff prior to testing in Spring 2006.




