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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. 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 IA 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 IB presents Connecticut Mastery Test Second Generation results
by school for 1993-1999.

TABLE Ie 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.
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Mathematics

Percent by Level

Number Below % AtJAbove % AtJAbove
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goai Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 3 2010 133 4.5 7.5 12,0 42.1 33.8 88.0 75.9

Male 3 2010 71 56 8.5 12.7 42.3 31.0 85.9 73.2

Female 3 2010 62 3.2 6.5 11.3 41.9 371 90.3 79.0

Black 3 2010 10 100 0.0 200 40.0 300 90.0 70.0

Hispanic 3 2010 8 125 12.5 12.5 50.0 12.5 75.0 62.5

White 3 2010 105 3.8 76 124 44.8 314 88.6 76.2
Asjan American 3 2010 9 0.0 11.1 0.0 11.1 77.8 88.9 88.9
Am indian 3 2010 1 00 00 0.0 0.0 1000 100.0 100.0

FiR Meais 3 2010 33 9.1 15.2 9.1 424 24.2 75.8 66.7
Full Price 3 2010 100 3.0 5.0 13.0 42.0 37.0 92.0 79.0

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

https:llsolutionsl.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10/19/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance levels

Writing

Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 3 2010 132 6.8 91 24.2 333 26.6 84.1 59.8

Male 3 2010 70 8.6 100 28.6 31.4 21.4 81.4 52.9

Female 3 2010 62 4.8 81 19.4 35.6 32.3 87.1 67.7

Black 3 2010 10 0.0 20.0 100 300 400 80.0 70.0
Hispanic 3 2010 8 12.5 25.0 125 250 25.0 62.5 50.0

White 3 2010 104 77 7.7 26.0 36.5 22.1 84.6 58.7
Asian American 3 2010 9 00 0.0 33.3 00 66.7 100.0 66.7
Am. Indian 3 2010 1 0.0 00 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
FIR Meals 3 2010 33 182 15.2 27.3 24.2 15.2 66.7 39.4
FuJi Price 3 2010 99 3.0 7.1 23.2 36.4 30.3 89.9 66.7

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

https:llsolutionsl.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACodelchartselections.aspx 9/29/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Reading

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 3 2010 132 121 68 10.6 417 288 81.1 70.5
Male 3 2010 70 10.0 86 11.4 42.9 27.1 81.4 70.0
Female 3 2010 62 145 48 9.7 40.3 30.6 80.6 71.0
Black 3 2010 10 10.0 20.0 0.0 40.0 30.0 70.0 70.0
Hispanic 3 2010 7 28.6 0.0 14.3 28.6 28.6 71.4 57.1
vVhite 3 2010 105 12.4 57 11.4 42.9 27.6 81.9 70.5
Asian American 3 2010 9 00 111 11.1 333 44.4 88.9 778
Am. Indian 3 2010 1 00 00 00 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
FIR Meals 3 2010 32 188 12.5 15.6 31.3 219 68.8 53.1
Full Price 3 2010 100 100 5.0 9.0 45.0 310 85.0 76.0

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

https:!/solutions1.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/chartselections.aspx 9/2912010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Mathematics

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basio Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 4 2010 130 1.5 3.1 11.5 300 53.8 95.4 83.8
Male 4 2010 58 0.0 5.2 12.1 25.9 56.9 94.8 82.8
Female 4 2010 72 2.8 14 11.1 33.3 51.4 95.8 84.7
Black 4 2010 1 0.0 00 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
Hispanic 4 2010 12 0.0 8,3 8.3 25.0 583 91,7 83,3

\f.Jhite 4 2010 104 1,9 2,9 135 327 49,0 95,2 81,7
Asian American 4 2010 12 00 0.0 00 8.3 91,7 100,0 100,0
Am. Indian 4 2010 1 0,0 0,0 00 0,0 1000 100,0 100,0
FIR Meais 4 2010 22 4.5 13,6 18.2 27,3 364 81,8 63.6
Full Price 4 2010 108 0,9 0,9 102 30.6 57.4 98.1 88.0

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

https:llsolutionsl ,emetric.netlctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections,aspx 10119/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction Page 1 of 1

Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Writing

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 4 2010 131 0.8 3.8 145 420 38.9 95.4 80.9
Male 4 2010 58 00 52 20.7 46.6 276 94.8 74.1
Female 4 2010 73 1.4 2.7 96 38.4 47.9 95.9 86.3
Bleck 4 2010 1 0.0 00 0.0 100.0 00 100.0 100.0
Hispanic 4 2010 12 00 8.3 25.0 41.7 25.0 91.7 66.7
White 4 2010 105 1.0 3.8 15.2 410 39.0 95.2 80.0
Asian American 4 2010 12 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.7 58.3 100.0 100.0
Am, Jndlan 4 2010 1 00 00 00 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
FIR Meals 4 2010 23 4.3 21.7 4.3 478 217 73.9 69.6
Full Price 4 2010 108 00 00 16.7 40.7 42.6 100.0 83.3

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

https:llsolutions I.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzerICTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10/19/2010



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction Page 1 of 1

Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Reading

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goel Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 4 2010 130 5A 4.6 8.5 523 29.2 90.0 81.5
Male 4 2010 58 1.7 8.6 12.1 55.2 22A 89.7 776
Female 4 2010 72 8.3 14 5.6 50.0 34.7 90.3 84.7
Black 4 2010 1 0.0 00 00 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
Hispanic 4 2010 12 167 8.3 8.3 500 16.7 75.0 66.7
White 4 2010 104 4.8 4.8 9.6 53.8 269 90A 80.8
Asjan American 4 2010 12 0.0 0.0 0.0 41.7 513.3 100.0 100.0
Am. Indian 4 2010 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
FIR Meals 4 2010 22 18.2 4.5 22.7 364 18.2 773 54.5
FuH Price 4 2010 108 2.8 4.6 5.6 55.6 31.5 92.6 87.0

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

https:llsolutionsl.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10/1912010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Mathematics

Percent by Level

Number Below % AfJAbove % AtiAbove
Group Grade Year Tested Basio Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 5 2010 135 2.2 30 13.3 45.9 355 94.8 81.5
Male 5 2010 71 14 2.8 16.8 437 35.2 95.8 78.9
Female 5 2010 64 3.1 3.1 94 48.4 359 93.8 844
Black 5 2010 5 0.0 40.0 200 40.0 0.0 60.0 40.0
Hispanic 5 2010 10 0.0 0.0 30.0 700 0.0 100.0 70.0
Whlta 5 2010 107 2.8 1.9 131 44.9 374 95.3 82.2
Asian American 5 2010 13 0.0 0.0 0.0 385 61.5 100.0 100.0
FiR Meals 5 2010 30 33 6.7 23.3 43.3 233 90.0 66.7
Full Price 5 2010 105 1.9 19 10.5 46.7 390 96.2 85.7

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

https:llsolutions I .emetric.netlctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx IOlI9/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Writing

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 5 2010 136 1.5 4.4 169 382 39.0 94.1 77.2

Male 5 2010 70 2.9 4.3 21.4 44.3 27.1 92.9 71.4
Female 5 2010 66 0.0 45 12.1 31.8 51.5 95.5 83.3
Black 5 2010 5 200 0.0 400 40,0 0,0 80.0 40.0
Hispanic 5 2010 10 0.0 0,0 600 10.0 300 100,0 40.0
White 5 2010 108 0.9 56 13.9 40,7 38.9 93.5 79.6
Asian American 5 2010 13 0,0 00 0,0 385 61,5 100.0 100.0
FIR Meals 5 2010 30 33 6.7 26.7 40.0 23,3 90,0 63.3
Full Price 5 2010 106 0.9 38 14.2 37.7 43.4 95.3 81.1

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

https:llso1utionsl ,emetric.net!ctdataanalyzerICTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10119/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Reading

Percent

Number Below % AtiAbove % AtiAbove
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 5 2010 136 12.5 44 162 37.5 29.4 83.1 66.9

Male 5 2010 71 18.3 2.8 15.5 35.2 28.2 78.9 63.4
Female 5 2010 65 62 62 16.9 40.0 30.8 87.7 70.8

Black 5 2010 5 60.0 00 200 00 200 40.0 20.0
Hispanic 5 2010 10 20.0 0.0 30.0 400 10.0 80.0 50.0

White 5 2010 108 11 < 1 4.6 139 41.7 287 84.3 70.4
Asian American 5 2010 13 0.0 7.7 23.1 15.4 53.8 92.3 69.2

FIR Meals 5 2010 30 20.0 10.0 13.3 36.7 200 70.0 56.7

Full Price 5 2010 106 10.4 2.8 17.0 37.7 32.1 86.8 69.8

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

https:llsolutionsl.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10119/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Science

Percent by Level

Number Below % AtlAbove % AtlAbove
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goai Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 5 2010 137 1.5 6.6 139 41.6 365 92.0 78.1
Male 5 2010 71 0.0 7.0 15.5 39.4 380 93.0 77.5
Female 5 2010 66 3.0 6.1 12.1 439 34.8 90.9 78.8
Black 5 2010 5 0.0 40,0 20.0 40.0 0.0 60.0 40.0
Hispanic "- 201O 10 0.0 00 20.0 70.0 10.0 100.0 80.0v

VVhite 5 2010 109 1.8 6.4 138 39.4 38.5 91.7 78.0
Asian American 5 2010 13 0.0 0.0 7.7 38.5 53.8 100.0 92.3
FIR Meals 5 2010 30 0.0 10.0 20.0 367 333 90.0 70.0

Full Price 5 2010 107 19 5.6 12.1 43.0 37.4 92.5 80A

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

https:llsolutions I .emetric.netlctdataanalyzerlCTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10119/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Mathematics

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goai Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 6 2010 146 1.4 3,4 15<8 397 39<7 95<2 79<5

Male 6 2010 64 0<0 T8 12<5 406 39< 1 92<2 79<7

Female 6 2010 82 2.4 00 18<3 39<0 40<2 97<6 m3

Black 6 2010 10 200 0<0 300 30<0 200 80<0 50<0

Hispanic 6 2010 8 00 12<5 125 37<5 37<5 87<5 75<0

White 6 2010 117 0<0 3,4 14<5 427 39<3 96<6 82<1

Asian Amerrcan 6 2010 11 0<0 00 182 182 63,6 100<0 8U

FIR Meals 6 2010 36 5.6 13,9 U9 50<0 16.7 80<6 66<7

Full Price 6 2010 110 0<0 0<0 16.4 36.4 473 100<0 83<6

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

https:llsolutions1<emetric,netlctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections,aspx 10119/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Writing

Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanoed Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 6 2010 146 2.7 2.1 164 452 33.6 95.2 78.8
Male 6 2010 64 4.7 31 14.1 53.1 25.0 92.2 78.1
Female 6 2010 82 12 12 18.3 390 40.2 97.6 79.3
Black 6 2010 10 10.0 0.0 40.0 40.0 100 90.0 50.0
Hispanic 6 2010 8 12.5 00 250 50.0 12.5 87.5 62.5
White 6 2010 117 0.9 2.6 14.5 47.9 34.2 96.6 82.1
Asian American 6 2010 11 9.1 0.0 9.1 182 63.6 90.9 81.8
FIR Meals 6 2010 36 8.3 5.6 33.3 41.7 11.1 86.1 52.8
Full Price 6 2010 110 0.9 09 109 464 409 98.2 87.3

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

https:llsolutionsl.emetric.netlctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10/19/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Reading

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 6 2010 146 4,8 2,7 89 42,5 411 92,5 83,6

Male 6 2010 64 6,3 3.1 1,6 631 35,9 90,6 89.1

Female 6 2010 82 37 24 14,6 34,1 45,1 93,9 79,3

Black 6 2010 10 300 0,0 100 30,0 300 70,0 60,0

HIspanic 6 2010 8 12,5 0,0 12,5 62,5 12.5 87,5 75,0

White 6 2010 117 1,7 34 94 436 41,9 94,9 85,5

Asian American 6 2010 11 9,1 0,0 0,0 27.3 63,6 90,9 90,9

FIR Meals 6 2010 36 11,1 83 11.1 50,0 194 80,6 69.4
Full Price 6 2010 110 2.7 09 8.2 40,0 48.2 964 88.2

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

https:llsolutions1.ernetric.netlctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10119/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Mathematics

Percent

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 7 2010 143 35 2.8 13.3 280 524 93.7 804

Male 7 2010 88 34 2.3 91 29.5 55.7 94.3 85.2

Female 7 2010 55 3.6 3.6 20.0 25.5 47.3 92.7 72.7
Black 7 2010 5 0.0 0.0 20.0 60.0 200 100.0 80.0
Hispanic 7 2010 10 10.0 10.0 30.0 30.0 20.0 80.0 50.0

White 7 2010 114 2.6 2.6 12.3 28.9 53.5 94.7 82.5
Asian American 7 2010 13 77 0.0 77 0.0 84.6 92.3 846
Am, Indian 7 2010 1 00 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0
FiR Meals 7 2010 29 10.3 0.0 24.1 310 34.5 89.7 65.5
Full Price 7 2010 114 1.8 3.5 10.5 272 57.0 94.7 842

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

https:llsolutions l.emetric.netlctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10/19/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Writing

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 7 2010 143 4.2 4.2 119 32.2 476 91.6 79.7

Male 7 2010 88 5.7 6.8 13.6 37.5 36.4 87.5 739

Female 7 2010 55 1.8 00 9.1 23.6 655 98.2 89.1
Black 7 2010 5 0.0 0.0 200 60.0 200 100.0 80.0
Hispanic 7 2010 10 200 10.0 20.0 10.0 400 70.0 50.0
\iVhite 7 2010 114 2.6 35 12.3 34.2 47.4 93.9 81.6
Asian American 7 2010 13 7.7 7.7 0.0 15A 69.2 84.6 84.6
Am. indian 7 2010 1 0.0 00 0.0 100.0 00 100.0 100.0
FIR Meals 7 2010 29 6.9 3.4 138 44.8 310 89.7 75.9
Full Price 7 2010 114 3.5 4.4 11.4 28.9 51.8 92.1 80.7

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

https:llsolutionsl.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDA Code/ChartSelections.aspx 10119/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Reading

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advancad Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 7 2010 143 4.2 5.6 104 399 49.0 90.2 88.8

Male 7 2010 88 4.5 4.5 0.0 47.7 43.2 90.9 90.9

Female 7 2010 55 3.6 7.3 3.6 27.3 58.2 89.1 85.5

Black 7 2010 5 00 00 0.0 60.0 40.0 100.0 100.0

Hispanic 7 2010 10 20.0 10.0 10.0 50.0 10.0 70.0 60.0,
White 7 2010 114 3.5 5.3 09 412 49.1 91.2 9004

Asian American 7 2010 13 0.0 7.7 0.0 7.7 84.6 92.3 92.3

Am, Indian 7 2010 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 00 100.0 100.0

FIR Meals 7 2010 29 138 13.8 0,0 4104 31,0 7204 7204

Full Price 7 2010 114 1.8 3.5 1,8 395 53,5 94.7 93.0

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

https:llsolutionsl.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzerICTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx IOll9/20l0
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Percent of Students by Performance levels

Mathematics

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 8 2010 138 2.9 1.4 145 39.9 413 95.7 81.2

Male 8 2010 68 1.5 15 11.8 382 47.1 97.1 85.3

Female 8 2010 70 4.3 1.4 17.1 41.4 35.7 94.3 77.1

Black 8 2010 4 0.0 00 25.0 25.0 50.0 100.0 75.0

Hispanic 8 2010 4 250 0.0 0.0 50.0 25.0 75.0 75.0

White 8 2010 119 1.7 1.7 16.0 41.2 395 96.6 80.7

Asian American 8 2010 9 11.1 0.0 0.0 22.2 66.7 88.9 88.9

Am. Indian 8 2010 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 100.0 100.0

FIR Meals 8 2010 20 100 5.0 30.0 35.0 20.0 85.0 55.0

Full Price 8 2010 118 1.7 0.8 11.9 40.7 44.9 97.5 85.6

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

https:llsolutionsl.emetric.net/ctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10119/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Writing

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 8 2010 141 5.0 6.4 7.1 41.1 40.4 88.7 81.6

Mele 8 2010 71 70 7.0 99 46.5 296 85.9 76.1

Female 8 2010 70 2.9 57 4.3 357 51.4 91.4 87.1

Black 8 2010 4 00 0.0 0.0 50.0 500 100.0 100.0

8 2010 4 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 50.0 75.0 75.0

Whita 8 2010 122 4.9 6.6 82 426 37.7 88.5 80.3
Asian American 8 2010 9 0.0 11.1 00 222 667 88.9 88.9

Am. Indian 8 2010 2 0.0 0.0 00 50.0 500 100.0 100.0

FIR Meals 8 2010 21 14.3 23.8 48 47.6 95 61.9 57.1

Full Price 8 2010 120 3.3 3.3 7.5 40.0 45.8 93.3 85.8

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

https://solutions1.emetric.netlctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10119/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Reading

Percent by Levei

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 8 2010 139 5.0 29 7.9 40.3 43.9 92.1 84.2

Male 8 2010 69 2.9 4.3 10.1 420 40.6 92.8 82.6

Female 8 2010 70 7.1 14 5.7 38.6 47.1 91.4 85.7

Black 8 2010 4 0.0 25.0 0.0 25.0 50.0 75.0 75.0

Hispanic 8 2010 4 25.0 00 0.0 50.0 25.0 75.0 75.0

While 8 2010 120 4.2 2.5 92 41.7 42.5 93.3 84.2
Asian American 8 2010 9 11.1 0.0 0.0 22.2 66.7 88.9 88.9

Am, Indian 8 2010 2 0.0 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 100.0 100.0
FIR Meals 8 2010 21 19.0 4.8 23.8 33.3 190 76.2 52.4
Full Price 8 2010 118 2.5 2.5 5.1 41.5 48.3 94.9 89.8

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

https:llsolutions1.emetric.netlctdataanalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10/19/2010
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Percent of Students by Performance Levels

Science

Percent by Level

Number Below % At/Above % At/Above
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal

Mansfield 8 2010 139 2.9 3.6 9.4 48.2 36.0 93.5 84.2

Male 8 2010 69 29 2.9 10.1 46.4 37.7 94.2 84.1

Female 8 2010 70 2.9 4.3 8.6 50.0 343 92.9 84.3

Black 8 2010 4 0.0 250 0.0 50.0 25.0 75.0 75.0
Hispanic 8 2010 4 0.0 250 0.0 25.0 50.0 75.0 75.0

White 8 2010 120 25 2.5 10,8 500 34.2 95.0 84.2
Asian American 8 2010 9 11.1 00 0.0 22.2 66.7 88.9 88.9
Am. Indian 8 2010 2 0.0 00 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0

FIR Meals 8 2010 21 95 14.3 19.0 47.6 9.5 76.2 57.1
Full Price 8 2010 118 1.7 17 7.6 483 40.7 96.6 89.0

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

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



TABLE1A

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS
FIRST GENERATION

1985 - 1992

# ofStudents # ofStudents # ofStudents # ofStudents # ofStudents # ofStudents # ofStudents # ofStudents

TESTS Above Remedial Above Remedial Above Remedial Above Remedial Above Remedial Above Remedial Above Remedial Ahdve Remedial
Level Level Level Level Level Level Level Level

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992
# Percent # Percent # Percent # Percent # Percent # Percent # Percent # Percent

GRADE 4
A{athematics 69/89 78% 102/114 89% 96/105 91% 102/105 97% 118/123 96% 129/131 98% 1341136 99% 1341139 96%

Language 64/86 74% 79/114 69% 94/105 89% 99/105 94% 110/123 89% 1261131 96% 130/136 96% m/137 96%
Arts: WritinR

Reading 61/86 71% 87/114 76% 89/105 85% 85/105 81% 107/123 87% 109/131 83% 1201136 88% 117/137 85%
(DRP)'

GRADE 6
Mathematics N/A** N/A** 98/108 86% 78/91 86% 1061llS 92% 94/104 90% 109/1 IS 95% 1081ll6 93% 128/133 96%

Language N/A** N/A** 72/108 66% 82/91 90% 92/llS 80% 90/104 86% 99/ll5 86% 108/116 93% 1281133 96%
Arts" Writing

Reading N/A** N/A** 98/108 92% 75/91 82% 91/115 79% 89/104 86% 97/115 84% 10l/116 87% 12l/133 91%
(DRP) *

GRADE 8
Mathematics N/A** N/A** 96/108 89% 99/100 99% 104/106 98% 85/90 94% 106/111 95% 11O1l13 97% IOS/107 98%

Language N/A** N/A** 97/108 90% 96/100 96% 1031106 97% 86/90 96% 1l01l1l 99% Ill/113 98% 108/108 100%
Arts: Writinz

Reading N/A** N/A** 89/108 82% 87/100 87% 98/106 92% 79/90 88% 97/111 87% 1061ll3 94% 99/108 92%
(DRP) *

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



TABLE IE

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS
SECOND GENERATION

1993-1999

MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS: WRITING READING
Studentstpercentage StudentslPercentage StudentslPeicentage

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 lP9'S 1999 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 1993 1994 /995 1996 1997 1998 1999
GRADE 4

Excellence 'State Goa

Goodwin 27/57 % 37/60% 29173 % 40/63 % 35/14% 44/67% 30}68% 18/38 % 26/42 % 18/45% 27/44 % 28158% 32/49% 24/57% 26155% 34/58% 24/62% 40/63 % 33/69% 4l/62% 35/80%

SOIl/hwsl 18/69% 29/81% 28176% 25/74 % 23185% 27161% 28/67% 10/45% 16/47 % 12132 % 17/52 % 14f47% 29n3% 26/65% 16/64 % 22/61 % 27/69 % 26179% 26/84% 28/67% 22152%
Vinton 33/67% 35/69% 40/77% 35174 % 45176% 31163% 34176% 23/52 % 24/51 % 25/49 % 37/77% 40/68% 31nJ% 30/75% 25/56% 32/65 % 32/63 % 34/72 % 46/78% 29/59% 28165%

Pro lcient
Goodwin 15/32 % 17/27 % 9/22% 19/30% 7115% 16/24% 11/25% ISI3S % 22J35 % 13/33 % 30/4S% 15132% 22133% 14133% 8117% &114% 7/lS% 12fl9% 11123% WI7% 4/9%

SOIl/heast 5fl9% 7Il9% 7/20% 9/25% 5/15% 13130% ]2/2S% SJJ6% 14/41 % 23/60% 14/42% 14/46% 9122% 12130% 2/S% 7/20"/0 SI11 % 5115 % 5116% 9121% 9121%
Vinton 14129% 15/29% 12/23% 9119% 12/21% 11123% 7/16% 16136 % 20143 % 17/33 % 8117 % 13/22% S118% 9/22% 13/29% 10m % 11/22 % 7115 % 9115% 8/16% 9/21%

Intervention Remedial
Goodwin 511] % 8/13% 2/5% 417% 5/1i% 6/9% 317% 1lI23 % 14/23% 9122 % 5iS% 5/10% 12/1S% 4/10"10 13128 % i7128% 8120% l11I8% 418% 14/2l% 5/ll%

Southeast 3112% 0/0% 114% 111% 0/0% 4/9'% 2J5% 4118% 4/12% 3/3% 2J6% 217% 215% 2/5% 7128 % 7/20% 4110% 2J6% 0/0% 51l2% lJ126%
Vinton 2/4% 112% 0/0% 317% 213% 7fl5% 4/~1o )111 % 316% 9/18% 3/6% 6110% 51l1% 113% 7Il6% 7/14% 8/15% 6Il3 % 417% 12/25% 6114%

# OF STUDENTS 122 149 128 144 139 1S9 131 113 143 129 143 137 ISO 122 117 144 129 143 138 1S7 129
TESTED

GRADE 6
Exeellence 'State Goal 34/62% 92161% 82/67 % 95/64 % 88/62% 102164% 116178% 64/47 % 61/41 % 64/52% 99/67 % 82158% 106/66% 115/77% 90/67% J07/72% 100/82% 115178% 98/69% 121176% 130/88%

Pro :cient 44132% 55/37 % 33/27% 44/30% 48/33% 5lf32% 29/20% 33124 % 54137 % 34128 % 39/26 % 54/38% 46/29% 32121% 25fl9% 27/18% 14111 % 15/10% 26fl8% 23115% 1017%
Intervention (Remedial 8/6% 312% 8(6% 9/6% 7/5% 6/49% 312% 38/28 % 33/22 % 24120% 10n% 614% 815% 211% 19114% 14110 % 817% 18112 % 18/13% 1519% 815%

# OF STUDENTS 136 150 123 148 143 1S9 ]48 135 148 122 148 142 159 ]49 134 148 122 ]48 ]42 1S9 148
TESTED

GRADE 8
Excellence State Goan 94173 % 89/72% 94173 % 1l2f7S% 96n3% 130/80% 1I4/7S% 83/64 % 82167 % 63/50 % 114/77% 98173% 128/80% 104/69% 99176% 89/71% 90/69% 121182% 107/80% 138185% 108/72%

Pro :eient 31124% 34127 % 30/24% 32122 % 33125% 29118% 33/22% 35127 % 34/28 % 46/37 % 22115 % 24/18% 24/15% 43/2S% 15/12% 26/21% 23118 % 20113 % 18/13% 17/10% 30120%
Intervention emedia 4/3% 1f1% 413 % 5/3 % 312% 4/2% 4/3% 12/9% 715 % 17/13 % 1318% 12/9% 915% 4/3% 16/12% 10/8% 17113 % 7/5% 917% 8/5% 121S%

# OF STUDENTS 129 ]24 128 149 132 163 151 130 ]23 ]25 149 134 16] 15] 130 125 130 148 134 163 150
TESTED



TABLEIC

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS
THIRD GENERATION

2000-2004
MATHEMATICS WRITING READING

STUDENTS/PERCENTAGE STUDENTS/PERCENTAGE STUDENTS/PERCENTAGE
Grade 4 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004

Level 5 (Advanced)
Goodwin N/A N/A 18/38% 13/24% 15/25% N/A N/A 16/34% 12/22% 12/20% N/A N/A 23/49% 16/30% 17/28%
Southeast N/A N/A 24/40% 7/23% 9/20% N/A N/A 21/35% 9131% 14/30% N/A N/A 20/33% 8128% 11/23%

Vinton N/A N/A 19/35% 14/25% 17/33% N/A N/A 14/26% 24/42% 18/35% N/A N/A 18/33% 16/28% 24/47%
level 4 (Goal) ...

Goodwin 36/62% 43/81% 22/47% 30/56% 28/47% 32156% 38/73% 26/55% 31/57% 35/58% 36/62% 40177% 18/38% 24/44% 29148%
Southeast 34167% 35/71% 22/37% 11/37% 20143% 26/55% 38/79% 27/45% 18/62% 19/40% 35/70% 34171% 26/43% 16/55% 19/40%

Vinton 38/68% 39/74% 22/40% 28/49% 22142% 33/61% 39/72% 30/56% 22/39% 22142% 39172% 42/78% 19/35% 30/53% 15/29%
Level 3 (Proficient)

Goodwin 16/28% 7113% 2/4% 8/15% 9/15% 14/25% 10/19% 419% 6/11% 6110% 7/12% 3/6% %% 6/11% 6/10%
Southeast 7/14% 9/18% 11/18% 9/30% 7/15% 9/19% 5/10% 8/13% 1/3% 7/15%> • 2/4% 5/10% 7/11% 2/7% 6/13%

Vinton 13/23% 13/25% 6/11% 13/23% 8/15% 11/20% 10/19% 519% 7/12% 5IJO% 4/7% 214% 5/9% 4{7% 5/10%
Level 2 (Basic) ...

Goodwin 3/5% 214% 3/6% 2/4% 5/8% 9/16% 2/4% %% 3/6% 5/8% 8/14% 6/12% 3/6% 3/6% 3/5%
Southeast 7/14% 3/6% %% 3/10% 6/13% 7/15% 5/10% 2/3% 1/3% 5/11% 4/8% 4/8% 4rt% 1/3% 2/4%

Vinton 2/4% %% 6/11% %% 2/4% 4/7% 5/9% 5/9% 3/5% 5/10% 4/7% 7/13% 7/13% 4/7% 1/2%
Level 1 (Below Basic)

Goodwin 3/5% %% 214% %% 3/5% 2/4% 2/4% 0/0% 2/4% 2/3% 7/12% 3/6% 214% 5/9% .5/8%
Southeast 3/6% 2/4% 2/3% 010% 4/9% 5/11% 010% 213% 0/0% 2/4% 9/18% 5/10% 4/7% 217% 9/19%

Vinton 3/5% 0/0% 2/4% %% 3/6% 6/11% 010% 010% %% 2/4% 7/13% 3/6% 5/9% 3/5% 6/12%
#of Students Tested' 165 155 162 141 160 158 154 161 140 160 162 154 162 140 160

Grade 6
Level 5 (Advanced) N/A N/A 40/24% 60/37% 53/31% N/A N/A 47/28% 39/24% 56/33% N/A N/A 36/22% 57/35% 54/32%

Level 4 (Goal) 104168% 111/79% 89/53% 75/46% 87/51% 101/66% 102172% 79/48% 82150% 61/36% 114/74% 109177% 88/53% 71/43% 73/43%
Level 3 (Proficient) 28/18% 22/16% 19/11% 24/15% 12/7% 31/20% 22/16% 28/17% 27/17% 28/17% 11/7% 12/8% 17/10% 15/9% 13/8%

Level 2 iBaslc) 10/7% 6/4% 12/7% 211% 5/3% 11/7% 10/7% 6/4% 11/7% 15/9% 12/8% 7/5% 10/6% 5/3% 7/4%
Level 1 (Below Basicl 11/7% 2/1% 7/4% 211% 12/7% 10/7% 7/5% 5/3% 4/2% 8/5% 17/11% 14/10% 15/9% 16/10% 21/13%
#of Students Tested' 153 141 167 163 171 153 141 165 163 171 154 142 166 164 171

Grade 8
Level 5 (Advanced) N/A N/A 47/30% 57/37% 43/26% N/A N/A 64/41% 61/39% 60/35% N/A N/A 74/47% 73/47% 66/38%

Level 4 (Goall 112166% 124/73% 57/36% 63/40% 69/42% 117/69% 128/76% 52/33% 70/45% 61/35% .. 132/78% 132/78% 53/53% 55/36% 63/37%
Level 3 (Proficient) 37/22% 26/15% 34/21% 27/17% 26/16% 31/18% 22/13% 24/15% 13/8% 29/17% 10/6% 13/8% 8/5% 11/7% 11/6%

Level 2 (Basic) 14/8% 15/9% 9/6% 7/4% 15/9% 7/4% 9/5% 11/7% 6/4% 14/8% 14/8% 10/6% 4/3% 6/4% 13/8%
Level 1 (Below Basic) 6/4% 4/2% 12/8% 211% 12/7% 14/8% 10/6% 714% 5/3% 8/5% 13/8% 14/8% 20/13% 9/6% 19/11%
#of Students Tested' 169 169 159 156 165~ 169 169 158 155 172 169 169 159 154 172

, Includes outplaced students
~ Does not Include 7students 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

(HARTFORD, CT). Results ofthe anuual, 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 thatfrom 2006 to 2010, there is a positive trend ofimproved student
achievement across all six grades and academic dLvciplines, 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 ofeducators to raise student
performance levels and encouraged continued efforts 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 Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) under the federal No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act. The Goal level is more challenging
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 I compares the
20 I0 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
Goal,2006-2010



3 2008 60.2 80.7 52.1 68.4 63.5 82.9

3 2009 63.0 82.8 54.6 71.1 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 84.1

4 2008 60.5 81.5 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

5 2009 69.0 85.9 66.0 77.7 66.6 86.5 58.3 82.9

5 2010 72.6 61.8 75.4 68.2 87.3 59.7 82.5
--"--_. - -

6 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 69.0 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 78.9 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

8 2009 64.7 84.5 68.5 80.5 66.5 83.7

8 2010 67.5 86.6 73.4 82.6 62.7 80.6

Compared with the results from the first administration ofthe Generation 4 CMT in 2006, Connecticut's
elementary and middle school students improved their performance at the Goal level in all content areas and
at all grade levels tested, except for Grade 3 Writing in 20 10. 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 I percentage point 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 I percentage point at the Goal level. Grade 3 mathematics
remained unchanged at the Proficient level (there was less than a .5 percent change over last year). In



science for Grades 5 and 8, results 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 ofstudents 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 economic groups thatpersL~t. 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; Pattems and Functions;
Geometry and Measurement; and Working with Data: Probability and Statistics.

The score progressions for the Goal arid 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 level 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 stndents 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 overall 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 include the Direct Assessment of Writing and Editing & Revising at each grade. 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. The Editing questions assess students' understanding of the conventions of the
English language, including capitalization, punctuation and usage ofJanguage 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 level 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 witb 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 level 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 FreelReduced-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, raciaVethnic subgroups, eligibility for free or reduced-priced meals
(poverty status), special education (SPED) status and English language learner (ELL) status.

While the 2010 CMT results 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 freelreduced-priced meals, compared to 5.3
percentage points for their noneligible counterparts.
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Figure 3
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Special Education Snbgroup

About 12 percent ofthe 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 ahemate 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 (IEP) 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 test are
outlined in the following figures. The general trend ofpositive groWth from the beginning of this generation
is apparent. It is important to note that students who took the MAS in mathematics and/or reading are not
included in the summary calculations (or the standard test (or 2009 and 2010. MAS scores are reported
separatelv.

Some of the trends in reading and mathematics for students eligible for special education are outlined 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 5 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.

CMTMATH
GRADES

Sped.1 EducationlNot Special Ed.

Proficient or Above
Figure 5

(Students who took eMT MAS or the Checklist are not included in average districtJstatewide scores for 2009 and 2010.)



CMTMATH
GRADE 8

Special Educationl Not Speciai Ed.

Figure 6 Proficient or Above

53.7

~ 37.8 ;=o~-*IP 39.8---

1--.;;;:-;8:4-;.2===iiiIllll0835s:9.9-===Ill!i 865 ::::::;;;;;;jlllii875 =;=o~1Il1ll" 89.3

"1------------------::::::="'" 58.8

CMTREADING
GRADE 5

Special Education! Not Special Ed,

Figure 7
Proficient or Above

----,""78.7 ==='llllllil'79.o~~_l1lll!'79.6--_III 805 ---=;;;;;ii!iiii" 78.3-
L-- _

44.3

__-+ 29.9 _~uu."".•,,*_31.1 u_u·_cud!/!!.'" 30.7



Figure 8
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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 perfonnance by showing the
percentage oftest 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 all
the students who scored in both the Goal and Proficient levels.

Table 2: CMT Performance, by Grade, Percent At/Above Proficient and Percent At/Above Goal for
Students who Took the CMT MAS

Grade Test Mathematics Reading
% Prof or % Profor

% Goal Above % Goal Above

3 MAS 45.4 74.1 29.9 44.3

4 MAS 40.7 71.4 36.3 64.9

5 MAS 36.7 70.3 34.2 66.2

6 MAS 40.6 72.7 15.8 48.2

7 MAS 19.4 44.2 26.2 56.4

8 MAS 16.1 40.1 41.4 64.1



Race/Etbnicity Subgroup

White students continue to substantially outperfonn 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 perfonnance
levels suggests that, in the majority of cases, black and Hispanic students are posting armual gains that are
greater than their white counterparts. These data would suggest that while there is a positive trend in
perfonnance for all subgroups across the five years of Generation 4, the gap between white students and their
black and Hispanic peers is begimling 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 to 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 blacklHispanic 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 tbe Connecticut Online Reports Web site
(www.ctreports.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.ct.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 level 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 level in Grade 5 in 2010.

Na tional Assessment of Ednca tionaI Progress (NAEP) Performance

COlIDccticut 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 perfOlmance 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 results 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/assessmentlnational/naep.htm.

Guidance for Proper Data Aualysis

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
Connecticut 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 Snbgroups

Grade 3 Subgroup Comparisons

2006 28.2 56.3 25.6 43.8 38.6 66.7

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 24.3 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 68.0

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 42.5 36.4 64.2

2007 34.4 61.4 23.4 42.8 37.5 66.8
Free/Reduced-

2008 34.6 61.2 24.5 43.3 40.4 66.8
Price Meals

2009 37.9 65.1 27.5 47.4 39.7 67.9

2010 38.9 67.6 31.5 49.9 37.2 65.0

2006 67.7 87.3 67.6 81.0 71.7 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



2007 23.8 46.1 15.3 27.4 21.0 43.8

2008 25.9 48.1 13.4 25.5 21.1 43.1

2009 30.7 56.2 19.3 34.4 19.2 43.2

2010 31.4 58.3 21.3 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-5ped 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

ELL . 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 71.9 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

2006 28.0 57.0 29.5 47.6 39.9 70.0

2007 33.0 59.0 29.5 45.9 41.3 69.6
Black 2008 31.8 60.6 29.4 45.2 39.7 71.5

2009 35.3 65.3 34.9 52.5 42.2 71.9

2010 38.6 65.9 34.5 50.6 41.3 75.1

2006 32.8 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 89.8 69.5 82.2 75.2 90.6

2008 72.0 89.9 67.9 81.0 73.3 90.9



2009 75.1 92.4 72.7 85.1 74.2 91.1

2010 78.2 92.7 71.8 83.5 73.7 92.0

2006 76.0 92.1 69.2 82.5 77.5 93.1

2007 79.6 93.2 69.3 82.9 80.1 93.8

Asian American 2008 78.7 93.1 71.6 82.2 79.2 93.9

2009 82.4 94.6 74.9 85.4 81.2 94.3

2010 84.7 95.0 73.1 84.4 80.2 94.5

2006 46.1 70.4 50.3 63.4 46.1 74.7

2007 49.7 74.5 47.1 61.8 53.5 81.3

Am. Indian 2008 50.9 77.6 47.0 64.0 54.0 81.6

2009 57.6 81.3 55.7 70.0 53.7 81.6

2010 58.6 77.3 54.0 69.4 57.8 85.2

2006 31.7 59.9 27.5 45.4 38.6 69.0

2007 35.4 61.1 28.2 44.1 40.1 67.8
Free/Reduced-

2008 34.6 62.9 27.9 44.0 38.0 69.6
Price Meals

2009 38.0 67.2 32.9 50.0 40.8 70.5

2010 42.6 69.4 33.0 49.0 40.4 73.6

2006 70.2 88.8 70.4 82.7 72.9 90.4

2007 74.2 89.6 69.7 82.3 76.0 91.2

Full Price Meals 2008 72.8 90.3 69.2 81.8 74.6 91.9

2009 76.0 92.7 73.6 85.8 75.6 92.0

2010 80.1 93.5 73.8 85.1 76.2 93.4

2006 23.2 46.0 18.1 29.0 21.1 46.0

2007 25.7 46.7 16.5 27.9 21.2 44.8

Sped 2008 22.0 45.6 15.6 25.7 19.0 45.5

2009 32.6 62.6 25.7 39.8 20.1 46.8

2010 34.1 60.3 23.1 36.7 20.0 48.1

2006 63.5 84.8 62.9 77.3 68.2 89.1

2007 67.0 85.2 62.1 75.9 70.5 88.9

Non-Sped 2008 65.4 86.0 61.0 75.2 68.3 89.6

2009 66.7 86.6 63.5 77.2 69.8 89.8

2010 70.2 87.5 62.8 75.7 69.0 91.1

2006 27.6 54.0 15.2 30.4 31.9 62.1

2007 23.5 49.2 8.6 19.4 24.7 53

ELL 2008 22.6 49.8 7.8 17.7 20.0 53.6

2009 24.7 54.2 10.5 22.9 22.6 52.4

2010 27.4 53.5 7.1 19.0 20.0 54.6

2006 60.7 81.8 60.2 74.2 64.6 85.4
Non-ELL 2007 64.6 82.7 59.8 73.5 67.3 85.8

2008 62.5 83.2 58.5 72.4 65.2 86.4



2009

2010

Grade 5 Subgroup Comparisous

65.7

69.2

86.1

86.8

63.1

62.5

76.9

75.5

66.3

65.9

86.6

88.1

2006 31.5 58.4 30.5 46.3 41.3 72.0 NA NA

2007 37.9 61.9 33.1 48.6 40.6 72.6 NA NA

Black 2008 38.2 64.0 34.9 50.8 39.1 71.6 23.3 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 31.6 45.8 41.3 69.0 NA NA

2007 40.6 64.1 31.3 46.5 39.6 69.8 NA NA

Hispanic 2008 41.5 65.4 34.6 48.6 38.6 69.7 25.6 59.1

2009 45.2 69.7 38.1 54.0 42.3 72.6 29.3 63.5

2010 50.4 74.4 32.3 49.5 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

2009 79.6 92.9 77.9 87.9 76.8 92.3 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

2009 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 72.9 60.4 85.7 51.9 81.2

2009 57.4 80.9 57.8 72.0 59.8 85.1 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 31.5 46.5 40.6 70.2 NA NA

2007 40.3 64.2 32.5 48.2 39.7 71.1 NA NA
Free/Reduced-

2008 40.8 65.3 34.2 49.0 38.2 70.2 25.4 59.0
Price Meals

2009 45.3 70.2 38.8 55.0 43.1 72.9 29.6 63.9

2010 49.7 73.8 34.0 51.6 46.0 75.0 31.0 62.7

Full Price Meals 2006 71.7 88.9 73.0 83.5 74.9 91.4 NA NA



2007 76.7 90.0 73.4 83.8 74.9 91.8 NA NA
2008 78.0 91.4 75.3 85.7 76.9 93.0 69.1 91.4

2009 79.9 93.0 78.4 88.1 77.8 93.0 72.1 92.0

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 31.1 20.7 48.0 NA NA

Sped 2008 24.9 44.9 20.1 30.7 22.4 49.3 23.0 50.2

2009 34.5 60.1 30.6 44.3 21.5 49.4 24.3 53.8

2010 37.9 64.7 24.9 41.0 23.8 51.3 23.4 51.3

2006 66.2 86.3 66.6 78.7 70.8 90.4 NA NA
2007 71.5 87.4 67.0 79.0 70.4 90.7 NA NA

Non-Sped 2008 71.5 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 11.1 21.7 18.6 52.6 9.9 37.9

2009 27.1 51.6 11.9 24.1 22.0 55.2 11.9 42.6

2010 29.0 56.0 7.6 19.3 20.8 54.0 9.5 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

2006 27.1 56.2 36.1 52.6 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 34.4 49.6 38.4 68.3

2008 39.3 66.4 36.7 51.9 38.2 66.3
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2009 41.8 69.5 39.4 55.6 37.0 66.1

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 83.0 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
Free/Reduced-

2008 38.8 66.3 37.8 53.7 37.7 66.9Price Meals
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



2009 19.4 47.2 10.3 22.7 14.5 44.6

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 89.8 77.2 87.5 68 87.3

2006 23.9 51.8 38.9 53.3 37.1 65.2

2007 27.9 55.8 38.7 52.8 36.0 64.9

Black 2008 31.3 60.9 45.3 59.2 37.2 62.1

2009 36.6 66.5 52.2 65.9 39.5 64.4

2010 40.9 70.6 56.0 69.5 36.9 62.7

2006 26.0 52.1 36.5 49.7 33.6 60.1

2007 30.6 57.5 36.1 48.9 32.6 61.0

Hispanic 2008 33.8 61.9 43.0 55.2 34.9 59.7

2009 37.5 66.8 48.7 62.2 36.1 61.0

2010 41.1 70.4 52.3 65.6 33.5 59.4

2006 69.8 88.1 78.4 86.5 69.8 88.3

2007 72.6 89.7 77.4 85.5 70.9 88.4

White 2008 75.6 91.3 82.4 89.0 72.5 87.9

2009 77.7 93.3 84.8 91.2 73.1 88.3

2010 80.4 94.5 87.4 92.9 72.7 87.9

2006 76.7 91.4 79.4 87.1 72.8 89.2

2007 79.6 91.8 78.9 87.5 75.2 91.0
Asian American 2008 82.5 93.2 83.2 89.3 77.4 91.7

2009 83.9 93.8 85.4 91.6 77.5 91.5

2010 85.2 96.2 88.9 93.2 78.5 91.1

2006 43.7 73.3 60.2 66.2 47.8 72.4

2007 47.8 71.4 57.9 72.3 52.2 72.3
Am. Indian 2008 57.0 79.2 64.4 77.2 52.0 73.0

2009 55.0 83.2 66.0 76.2 53.3 75.3

2010 66.2 88.2 80.3 86.9 56.9 81.9

Free/Reduced- 2006 26.7 54.0 38.0 52.0 34.6 62.9
Price Meals 2007 30.1 57.3 37.0 50.4 33.6 62.1



2008 33.6 62.3 44.5 57.4 35.7 60.7

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 68.8 87.0 77.8 85.9 69.8 87.9

2007 72.1 89.2 77.2 85.4 70.9 88.5

Full Price Meals 2008 75.7 91.1 82.3 89.0 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 31.7 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 73.5 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

2006 24.6 52.7 38.2 52.8 37.0 65.8 NA NA

2007 27.7 56.9 38.3 53.0 36.4 65.0 NA NA

Black 2008 28.3 57.6 36.1 53.7 35.3 65.2 24.8 45.7

2009 32.2 64.1 40.3 59.6 40.6 68.9 26.4 48.0

2010 37.7 68.9 49.8 64.6 36.7 62.7 31.0 49.5

Hispanic 2006 25.9 53.7 36.2 50.4 34.3 62.0 NA NA



- 2007 29.7 56.9 37.3 49.9 34.5 61.7 NA NA

2008 30.5 59.1 34.4 50.4 35.4 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 61.2 34.3 59.1 32.0 49.2

2006 71.1 88.9 78.5 86.6 72.9 89.0 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 71.6 86.2

2009 82.6 93.9 81.9 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 45.7 71.7 51.9 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 83.1 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-

2008 29.9 58.3 35.0 51.7 34.3 63.0 25.9 46.3Price Meals
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 35.5 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 89.6 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 19.5 39.8 23.3 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 38.9 24.1 37.9

2006 63.7 84.2 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 82.4 69.0 87.8 63.7 79.9

2009 68.4 87.5 72.1 83.5 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



2007 12.7 34.6 8.8 17.6 12.7 33.6 NA NA
2008 11.0 34.4 6.9 18.5 11.4 35.6 5.0 18.7

2009 10.5 35.5 7.1 19.3 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

I_Grade 5 ('06) • Grade 6 ('07) • Grade 7 ('08) !Ill Grade 8 ('09) 1

Total Reading

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

Total Mathematics Total Writing

I.Grade3 C04) IScienceReadingWriting

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

.96%

Mathematics



TABLE 3

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2008

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

Total Mathematics Total Writing Total Reading

IIIGrade 3 ('03) III Grade 5 ('05) I

10

o

20

Reading

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

98%

Mntbematjcs Wrifing
• Grade 4 ('04) mBIGrade 6 ('06)

[J Grade 7 ('07) IIIGrade 8 ('OS)



TABLE 4

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2007

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

Group Percentile Scores from SAT. (Gr. 3)
and Off Level CMT (Gr. 5)

III! Grade 4 ('02) Iill] Grade 6 ('04) D Grade 7 ('06) III Grade 8 ('07) I

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

Mathematics Writing Reading

100

60

50

40

30

20

10

o
Total Reading Total Mathematics

III! Grade 3 ('01) Iill] Grade 5 ('03) I



TABLE 5

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2006

Percent of Students Above
Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores
98%

I_Grade 4 ('01) ill Grade 6 ('03) II Grade 8 ('06) I

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

96%

Total Reading Total Mathematics

Iill Grade 3 ('00) ill Grade 5 ('02) II Grade 7 ('04) I
o

10

20

ReadingWritingMathematics



TABLE 6

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2005

100

30

20

10

o

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

"9~%

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

1111 Grade 4 ('00) III Grade 6 ('02) Ii!Il Grade 8 ('04) 1

Mathematics Writing Reading Total Reading Total Mathematics

1111 Grade 3 ('97) III Grade 5 ('99) Ii!Il Grade 7 ('01) I



TABLE 7

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2004

1I11III Grade 4 ('99) II Grade 6 ('01) I11III Grade 8 ('03) I

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

Total Reading Total Mathematics

IIIGrade 3 ('98) II Grade 5 ('00) I11III Grade 7 ('02) I
ReadingWritingMathematics

Percent of Students Above
Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores
98% 99% 97%

A a"ibL 94% 95%



TABLES

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2003

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

Total Reading Total Mathematics

III Grade 3 ('97) II Grade 5 ('99) IIGrade 7 ('01) I

o

10

30

50

20

60

90

40

ReadingWriting

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

III Grade 4 ('98) II Grade 6 ('00) l1li Grade 8 ('02) I

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

Mathematics



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% 94% 95%

95% ~ ....nI

I_ Grade 4 ('97) • Grade 6 ('99) l1li Grade 8 ('01) I

Total Reading Total Mathematics

I_ Grade 3 ('96) • Grade 5 ('98) _Grade 7 ('00) 1ReadingWritingMathematics
o



TABLE 10

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 2001

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

Total Reading Total Mathematics

1111 Grade 3 ('95) III Grade 5 ('97) III Grade 7 ('99) I

o

20

10

ReadingWriting

Percent of Students Above
Remedial Standard from C.M.T. Scores
96%

Mathematics

1111 Grade 4 ('96) III Grade 6 ('98) IIIl Grade 8 ('00) I



100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

o

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

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

o

I.Grade 4 ('95) IlIil Grade 6 ('97) 11II Grade 8 ('99) I
Mathematics Writing Reading Total Reading Total Mathematics

I.Grade 3 ('94) IlIil Grade 5 ('96) • Grade 7 ('98) I



TABLE 12

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 1999

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

Total Reading Total Mathematics

111I Grade 3 ('92) III Grade 5 ('94) IIIl!I Grade 7 ('96) I

70

o

10

50

80

30

90

20

40

60

100

ReadingWriting

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

98%

Mathematics

III Grade 4 ('93) IITJ Grade 6 ('95) 11III Grade 8 ('97) I

90

60



TABLE 13

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 1998

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

Total Reading Total Mathematics

I_ Grade 3 ('92) IiIIl Grade 5 ('94) 11II Grade 7 ('96) I

80

50

90

60

ReadingWriting

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

98%

Mathematics

I_ Grade 4 ('93) IiIIl Grade 6 ('95) 11II Grade 8 ('97) I



TABLE 14

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 1997

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

Group Percentile Scores from SAT.

111I Grade 4 ('92) IillIl Grade 6 ('94) 11II Grade 8 ('96) I
Mathematics Writing Reading Total Total

Reading Mathematics

111I Grade 3 ('91) IillIl Grade 5 ('93) 11II Grade 7 ('95) I



TABLE 15

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 1996

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

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

IIIIl Grade 4 ('91) l1TIJ Grade 6 ('93) l1li Grade 8 ('95) 1

10

o
Mathematics Writing Reading

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

o

Total Reading Total Mathematics

IIIIl Grade 3 ('90) l1TIJ Grade 5 ('92) l1li Grade 7 ('94) I



TABLE 16

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
CLASS OF 1995

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

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

I.Grade 4 ('90) IJ1] Grade 6 ('92) Ell Grade 8 ('94) I
Mathematics Writing Reading

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

o
Total

Total Reading Mathematics

1111 Grade 3 ('89) [ill] Grade 5 ('91) II1II Grade 7 ('93) I



TABLE 17

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOOL
CLASS of 1994

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

IIlII Grade 4 ('89) !ill Grade 6 ('91) 11II Grade 8 ('93) I

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

Total Reading Total Mathematics

IIlII Grade 3 ('88) !ill Grade 5 ('90) 11II Grade 7 ('92) I
ReadingWritingMathematics

40



TABLE 18

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
1993

I.Grade 4 ('88) Iillj] Grade 6 ('90) 11III Grade 8 ('92) I

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

Total Reading Total Mathematics

iii! Grade 3 ('87) IiIi Grade 5 ('89) 11II Grade 7 ('91)
ReadingWriting

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

100% r. _

Mathematics



TABLE 19

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
1992

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

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

III Grade 4 ('87) B1l Grade 6 ('89) III!I Grade 8 ('91) I

20

10

o
Mathematics Writing Reading

40

30

20

10

o
Total Reading Total Mathematics

11 Grade 3 ('86) B1l Grade 5 ('88) III!I Grade 7 ('90)



TABLE 20

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL
1991

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

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T.

IIIGrade 4 ('86) [ill Grade 6 ('88) II Grade 8 ('90) I

100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

Mathematics Writing Reading

90

80

50

40

30

20

10

o
Total Total

Reading Mathematics

III Grade 3 ('85) [ill Grade 5 ('87) II Grade 7 ('89) I



APPENDIXB

StanfordAchievement Test Results
1990-2001



FIGURE 1

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

1990-2001

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001

N G.S. "Ioile N G.S. "loBe N G.S. "Ioile N G.S. %i1e N G.S. "Ioile N G.S. "/oile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %i1e N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %i1e

Grade 121 9 96 141 9 98 113 8 94 123 6 72 129 7 78 125 6 70 104 8 89 100 6 68 129 7 85 144 7 86 138 9 96 160 9 97
3

TOTAL
READING Grade 123 8 91 126 8 95 140 7 88 143 8 93 122 8 91 155 8 91 141 8 95 163 8 93 153 9 98 156 8 93 130 8 95 170 8 92

5

Grade 105 9 98 ll9 8 95 ll9 9 98 124 9 99 I37 9 97 152 9 98 130 9 98 153 9 99 152 9 99 147 9 99 166 9 99 157 9 98
7

N G.S. %ile N G.S. %i1e N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. "Ioile N G.S. %ile N G.S. "Ioile N G.S. "Ioile N G.S. %iIe N G.S. "Ioile N G.S. %ile

Grade 132 6 65 143 7 79 ll8 5 49 144 6 68 136 6 68 140 6 66 140 7 84 139 5 58 127 6 76 IS4 7 88 139 8 95 161 9 99
3

TOTAL
MATH Grade 126 8 88 128 8 90 142 5 54 147 7 82 125 7 80 154 7 87 144 7 85 163 6 66 153 9 97 IS6 7 80 136 7 87 ]70 8 89

5

Grade 105 9 99 ll9 8 92 ll9 8 95 124 9 97 I35 8 93 IS2 9 97 131 8 94 154 S 91 IS4 8 90 148 9 97 165 9 97 156 7 80
7



FIGURE 2

Stanford Achievement Test Results
Comparison by Grade by Year

1990-2001

Total Reading

Grade 3 Grade 5 Grade 7

11J!iiI1990 D 1991 D 1992 D 1993 111994 111995 1iiii11996 D 1997 11II1998 1iiii11999 D 2000 D 2001 I



FIGURE 3

Stanford Achievement Test Results
Comparison by Grade by Year

1990-2001

Total Mathematics

99%
100

90

80

70

60

50

40

30

20

10

0

Grade 3 Grade 5 Grade 7

11!iiI1990 D 1991 D 1992 D 1993 1!ii11994 mJlI1995 1!ii11996 D 1997 111998 mJlI1999 D 2000 D 2001 I



FIGURE 4

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

1990-2001

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

N G.5. %ile N G.5. %ile N G.5. %ile N G.s. %ile N G.5. %ile N G.5. ''Ioile N G.8. %i1e N G.8. "Ioile N G.8. %ile N G.8. %ile N G.8. %ile
ili Word Study 132 6 75 141 7 86 ii5 7 78 144 5 54 134 6 68 139 5 56 140 7 79 138 5 59 129 7 79 155 7 79 138 8 91
3 Skills

Comprehension 130 9 96 141 9 98 ii4 8 93 142 6 67 l3l 6 69 139 6 67 140 8 90 138 7 81 129 7 81 156 7 84 138 8 94

Vocabulary 129 9 96 141 9 98 113 8 93 125 6 68 131 6 71 125 6 72 104 8 90 100 6 66 129 7 87 141 7 87 138 9 97

G, N G.S. %ile N G.5. %i1e N G.8. %ile N G.8. %Ue N G.8. "faile N G.8. %ile N G.8. %ile N G.S. "Ioile N G.S. %ile N C,s. %ile N G.S. %i1e
5. Comprehension 123 8 93 131 8 93 142 8 93 143 9 98 122 9 96 lS6 9 96 144 9 98 163 9 97 155 9 99 156 9 97 136 9 96

Vocabul - - - - - - - 143 8 93 122 8 90 155 8 89 142 8 95 163 8 93 153 9 99 156 8 91 136 8 90

N G.S. %iIe N G.5. %ile N G.8. %ile N G.s. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. "Ioile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %i1e N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. o/"ile
ili Comprehension 105 9 98 119 8 93 ii9 9 98 124 9 99 137 8 94 lS2 8 98 l3l 9 98 153 9 99 155 9 99 148 9 99 167 9 98
7

Vocabulary - - - - - - 124 9 99 137 9 99 lS2 9 98 130 9 99 154 9 99 lS2 9 98 lSI 9 99 166 9 99

2001

N G.S. "Ioile
ili Word Study 160 8 93
3 Skills

Comprehension 160 8 95
Vocabulary 160 9 96

G, N G.S. %ile
5. Comprehension 17l 8 94

Vocabulary 173 8 92

N G.S. %i1e
ili Comprehension lS8 9 98
7

Vocabulary 157 9 98



APPENDIXC

Gra.de One Criterion 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:

2004 Grade 1 - C.R.T.
Total number of first grade students 137
Total number of students tested Math - 137; Reading Compo - 137; Word Analysis - 137
Number of students excused Math - 0; Reading Compo - 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 % 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 expected expected

level level level level level level

Mathematics 110 80% 119 85% 119 84% 126 87% 104 81% 126 79%

Reading 65 48% 63 45% 67 48% 76 52% 70 56% 82 55%

ComD.

Word Analysis 84 63% 101 71% 115 82% 105 72% 103 80% 142 89%

1999-2000 2000-2001 2001-2002 2002-2003

May-Grade 1 Students at % Students at % StUdents at % Students at %

or above the Or above the or above the or above the
expected expected expected expected

level level level level

Mathematics 138 90% 118 90% III 81% 112 91%

Reading 118 77% 107 82% 127 93% 88 72%*

ComD. ,
Word Analysis 145 95% 117 89% 116 85% 109 89%

* MathematICs subtest was modified to clarIfy dIrectIOns and substitute different visual images.
** Reading comprehension subtest consists ofD.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 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.



APPENDIXD

OffLevel 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

II % # % II % II % II % # % II % II % II %
GW 49/49 100 64/64 100 35/35 100 48/48 100 63/63 100 31/33 94 44/49 90 63/64 98 30/34 88
Gr.

3 ....
SE 30/31 97 44/44 .100 42/43 98 31/31 100 44/44 100 37/37 100. 31/31 100 41/44 93 36/39 92
Gr.3
VN 54/55 98 42/44 95 47/49 96 53/54 98 44144 100 49/49 100 53/54 98 41/44 93 41149 84
GI'.3
Total 1331135 98 1501152 99 124/127 98 1321133 99 1511151 100 1171119 98 1281134 95 1451152 95 1071122 88
Gr.3

MMS 1341156 86 150/169 89 122/141 87
i

1511156 97 1641166 99 129/136 95 145/157 92 1591166 96 1321139 95
Gr.5

MMS 1251149 84 1451174 83 147/170 86 1361149 91 1561168 93 148/158 94 1411148 95 158/171 92 1541165 93
Gr.7

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 - 4th Generation will be
reviewed with all appropriate staff prior to testing in Spring 2006.


