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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 JA 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 JB presents Connecticut Mastery Test Second Generation results 
by school for 1993-1999. 

TABLE JC 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, 21, and22. 
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Performance Level Report 
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 3 2013 114 2.6 2.6 11.4 44.7 38.6 94.7 83.3 

Male 3 2013 69 4.3 2.9 10.1 44.9 37.7 92.8 82.6 
Female 3 2013 45 0.0 2.2 13.3 44.4 40.0 97.8 84.4 

Black or African Am 3 2013 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 

Hisp/Lat or any race 3 2013 9 11.1 0.0 44.4 22.2 22.2 88.9 44.4 

White 3 2013 82 2.4 3.7 8.5 47.6 37.8 93.9 85.4 

Asian 3 2013 16 0.0 0.0 6.3 37.5 56.3 100.0 93.8 

Two or more races 3 2013 6 0.0 0.0 16.7 50.0 33.3 100.0 83.3 

FIR Meals 3 2013 28 7.1 7.1 32.1 25.0 28.6 85.7 53.6 

Full Price 3 2013 86 1.2 1.2 4.7 51.2 41.9 97.7 93.0 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https://solutions l.emetric.net/CTDataAnalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSe!ections.aspx 10/112013 



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction Page 1 of 1 

Performance Level Report 
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 3 2013 115 4.3 4.3 13.9 48.7 28.7 91.3 77.4 

Male 3 2013 70 7.1 4.3 20.0 50.0 18.6 88.6 68.6 

Female 3 2013 45 0.0 4.4 4.4 46.7 44.4 95.6 91.1 

Black or African Am 3 2013 1 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 

Hisp/Lat or any race 3 2013 10 20.0 20.0 10.0 30.0 20.0 60.0 50.0 

White 3 2013 82 3.7 3.7 13.4 48.8 30.5 92.7 79.3 

Asian 3 2013 16 0.0 0.0 6.3 56.3 37.5 100.0 93.8 

Two or more races 3 2013 6 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 100.0 66.7 

FIR Meals 3 2013 29 13.8 6.9 17.2 48.3 13.8 79.3 62.1 

Full Price 3 2013 86 1.2 3.5 12.8 48.8 33.7 95.3 82.6 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https ://solutions l.emetric .net!CTDataAnal yzer /CTD A Code/ChartSelections.aspx 10/l/2013 
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Number 
Group Grade Year Tested 

Mansfield 3 2013 115 

Male 3 2013 70 

Female 3 2013 45 

Black or African Am 3 2013 1 

Hisp/Lat or any race 3 2013 10 

White 3 2013 82 

Asian 3 2013 16 

Two or more races 3 2013 6 

FIR Meals 3 2013 29 

Full Price 3 2013 86 

Performance Level Report 
Percent of Students by Performance Levels 

Reading 

Percent by Level 
% 

Below At/Above 
Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency 

7,0 4,3 12.2 37A 39.1 88.7 

11A 4.3 10.0 37,1 37,1 84.3 

0.0 4A 15.6 37.8 42.2 95.6 

0.0 0.0 0.0 100,0 0.0 100.0 

30.0 0.0 40.0 20,0 10.0 70.0 

6.1 4.9 7,3 37.8 43.9 89.0 

0.0 0,0 18.8 37.5 43,8 100.0 

0.0 16,7 16,7 50.0 16,7 83.3 

17.2 13.8 20.7 27,6 20.7 69.0 

3.5 1,2 9,3 40.7 45,3 95.3 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https://solutions l.emetric.net/CTDataAnalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 
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% 
At/Above 

Goal 

76.5 

74.3 

80.0 

100.0 

30.0 

81.7 

81.3 

66.7 

48.3 

86.0 
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Pertormance Level Report 
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 4 2013 124 2.4 4.8 10.5 36.3 46.0 92.7 82.3 
Male 4 2013 65 1.5 1.5 6.2 43.1 47.7 96.9 90.8 

Female 4 2013 59 3.4 8.5 15.3 28.8 44.1 88.1 72.9 
Black or African Am 4 2013 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 
Hisp/Lat or any race 4 2013 16 6.3 18.8 6.3 43.8 25.0 75.0 68.8 
White 4 2013 94 2.1 2.1 11.7 38.3 45.7 95.7 84.0 

Asian 4 2013 8 0.0 0.0 0.0 12.5 87.5 100.0 100.0 

Two or more races 4 2013 5 0.0 20.0 20.0 0.0 60.0 80.0 60.0 

F/R Meals 4 2013 32 3.1 6.3 .15.6 46.9 28.1 90.6 75.0 

Full Price 4 2013 92 2.2 4.3 8.7 32.6 52.2 93.5 84.8 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https ://solutions 1.emetric .net/ CTDataAnalyzer/CTD A Code/ChartSelections.aspx 10/1/2013 
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Performance Level Report 
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 2013 124 3.2 4.0 20.2 39.5 33.1 92.7 72.6 

Male 4 2013 65 4.6 4.6 24.6 46.2 20.0 90.8 66.2 

Female 4 2013 59 1.7 3.4 15.3 32.2 47.5 94.9 79.7 

Black or African Am • 4 2013 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 

Hisp/Lat or any race 4 2013 16 6.3 6.3 43.8 25.0 18.8 87.5 43.8 

White 4 2013 94 3.2 4.3 16.0 . 44.7 31.9 92.6 76.6 

Asian 4 2013 8 0.0 0.0 12.5 25.0 62.5 100.0 87.5 

Two or more races 4 2013 5 0.0 0.0 40.0 0.0 60.0 100.0 60.0 

F/R Meals 4 2013 32 0.0 9.4 40.6 37.5 12.5 90.6 50.0 

Full Price 4 2013 92 4.3 2.2 13.0 40.2 40.2 93.5 80.4 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https :/I solutions l. emetric.net/ CTDataAnalyzer/CTD A Code/ChartSe lections. aspx 10/1/2013 
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Performance Level Report 
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 4 2013 122 4.9 7.4 12.3 49.2 26.2 87.7 75.4 

Male 4 2013 64 6.3 9.4 14.1 . 48.4 21.9 84.4 70.3 

Female 4 2013 58 3.4 5.2 10.3 50.0 31.0 91.4 81.0 

Black or African Am 4 2013 1 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Hisp/Lat or any race 4 2013 15 13.3 6.7 33.3 40.0 6.7 80.0 46.7 

White 4 2013 93 3.2 6.5 9.7 54.8 25.8 90.3 80.6 

Asian 4 2013 8 0.0 12.5 0.0 25.0 62.5 87.5 87.5 

Two or more races 4 2013 5 20.0 0.0 20.0 20.0 40.0 80.0 60.0 

FIR Meals 4 2013 32 6.3 9.4 25.0 50.0 9.4 84.4 59.4 

Full Price 4 2013 90 4.4 6.7 7.8 48.9 32.2 88.9 81.1 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https://solutionsl.emetric.net/CTDataAnalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10/l/2013 
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Performance Level Report 
Percent of Students by Performance Levels 

Mathematics 

Percent by Level 
% % 

Number. Below AU Above AU Above 
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal 

Mansfield 5 2013 135 0.7 3.0 4.4 37.0 . 54.8 96.3 91.9 

Male 5 2013 73 1.4 4.1 2.7 35.6 56.2 94.5 91.8 

Female 5 2013 62 0.0 1.6 6.5 38.7 53.2 98.4 91.9 . 

Black or African Am 5 2013 1 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Hisp/Lat or any race 5 2013 7 0.0 0.0 14.3 42.9 42.9 100.0 85.7 

White 5 2013 110 0.9 2.7 4.5 40.9 50.9 96.4 91.8 

Asian 5 2013 12 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Two or more races 5 2013 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 40.0 60.0 100.0 100.0 

F/R Meals 5 2013 28 0.0 7.1 10.7 39.3 42.9 92.9 82.1 

Full Price 5 2013 107 0.9 1.9 2.8 36.4 57.9 97.2 94.4 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https :/I solutions 1.emetric.net/CTDataAnalyzer/CTD A Code/ChartSelections.aspx 10/112013 
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Performance Level Report 
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 2013 136 1.5 2.9 10.3 37.5 47.8 95.6 85.3 

Male 5 2013 73 2.7 4.1 11.0 39.7 42.5 93.2 82.2 

Female 5 2013 63 0.0 1.6 9.5 34.9 54.0 98.4 88.9 

Black or African Am 5 2013 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Hisp/Lat or any race 5 2013 7 14.3 0.0 14.3 57.1 14.3 85.7 71.4 

White 5 2013 111 0.9 3.6 10.8 38.7 45.9 95.5 84.7 

Asian 5 2013 12 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.3 91.7 100.0 100.0 

Two or more races 5 2013 5 0.0 0.0 20.0 60.0 20.0 100.0 80.0 

F/R Meals 5 2013 29 3.4 6.9 '13.8 44.8 31.0 89.7 75.9 

Full Price 5 2013 107 0.9 1.9 9.3 35.5 52.3 97.2 87.9 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https ://solutions 1 .emetric.net/ CTDataAnalyzer/CTD A Code/ChartSelections.aspx 10/112013 
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Performance Level Report 
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 5 2013 134 4.5 3.0 11.9 47.0 33.6 92.5 80.6 

Male 5 2013 72 6.9 1.4 12.5 47.2 31.9 91.7 79.2 

Female 5 2013 62 1.6 4.8 11.3 46.8 35.5 93.5 82.3 

Black or African Am 5 2013 1 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Hlsp/Lat or any race 5 2013 7 14.3 0.0 0.0 85.7 0.0 85.7 85.7 

White 5 2013 110 4.5 2.7 14.5 41.8 36.4 92.7 78.2 

Asian 5 2013 12 0.0 0.0 0.0 58.3 41.7 100.0 100.0 

Two or more races 5 2013 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 

F/R Meals 5 2013 27 7.4 11.1 18.5 48.1 14.8 81.5 63.0 

Full Price 5 2013 107 3.7 0.9 10.3 46.7 38.3 95.3 85.0 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https:l/solutions 1.emetric.net/CTDataAnalyzer/CTDACode/ChartSelections.aspx 10/1/2013 
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Performance Level Report 
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 5 2013 137 2.2 2.2 8.8 . 49.6 37.2 95.6 86.9 
Male 5 2013 74 4.1 1.4 5.4 54.1 35.1 94.6 89.2 
Female 5 2013 63 0.0 3.2 12.7 44.4 39.7 96.8 84.1 

Black or African Am 5 2013 1 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Hisp/Lat or any race 5 2013 8 12.5 0.0 12.5 62.5 12.5 87.5 75.0 

White 5 2013 111 1.8 1.8 9.9 50.5 36.0 96.4 86.5 
Asian 5 2013 12 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.7 100.0 100.0 
Two or more races 5 2013 5 0.0 0.0 0.0 60.0 40.0 100.0 100.0 

FIR Meals 5 2013 30 3.3 10.0 6.7 56.7 23.3 86.7 80.0 

Full Price 5 2013 107 1.9 0.0 9.3 47.7 41.1 98.1 88.8 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https ://solutions 1. emetric.net/ CTDataAnalyzer/CTD A Code/ChartSelections.aspx 10/1/2013 
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Performance Level Report 
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 6 2013 141 2.1 2.8 18.4 39.0 37.6 95.0 76.6 

Male 6 2013 79 2.5 1.3 19.0 39.2 38.0 96.2 77.2 

Female 6 2013 62 1.6 4.8 17.7 38.7 37.1 93.5 75.8 
Black or African Am 6 2013 6 0.0 0.0 33.3 50.0 16.7 100.0 66.7 

Hisp/Lat or any race 6 2013 9 111 0.0 22.2 33.3 . 33.3 88.9 66.7 

White 6 2013 113 1.8 2.7 18.6 41.6 35.4 95.6 77.0 

Asian 6 2013 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 77.8 100.0 100.0 

Two or more races 6 2013 4 0.0 25.0 25.0 0.0 50.0 75.0 50.0 

FIR Meals 6 2013 32 3.1 9.4 28.1 40.6 18.8 87.5 59.4 

Full Price 6 2013 109 1.8 0.9 15.6 38.5 43.1 97.2 81.7 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https :I/ solutions 1 .emetric.net/ CTDataAna1yzer/CTD A Code/ChartSe1ecti ons.aspx 10/1/2013 
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Performance Level Report 
Percent of Students by Performance Levels· 

Writing 

Percent by Level 
% % 

Number Below AU Above AU Above 
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Baste Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal 

Mansfield 6 2013 140 1.4 3.6 18.6 35.7 40.7 95.0 76.4 

Male 6 2013 78 2.6 5.1 21.8 37.2 33.3 92.3 70.5 

Female 6 2013 62 0.0 1.6 14.5 33.9 50.0 98.4 83.9 

Black or African Am 6 2013 6 0.0 0.0 16.7 66.7 16.7 100.0 83.3 

Hisp/Lat or any race 6 2013 8 12.5 0.0 00 12.5 75.0 87.5 87.5 

White 6 2013 113 0.9 4.4 21.2 35.4 38.1 94.7 73.5 

Asian 6 2013 9 0.0 0.0 0.0 22.2 77.8 100.0 100.0 

Two or more races 6 2013 4 0.0 0.0 25.0 75.0 0.0 100.0 75.0 

F/R Meals 6 2013 32 3.1 9.4 31.3 43.8 12.5 87.5 56.3 

Full Price 6 2013 108 0.9 1.9 14.8 33.3 49.1 97.2 82.4 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https:/ I so 1 utions 1. emetric .net/CTDataAnal yzer/CTD A Code/ChartSelections.aspx 10/112013 
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Performance Level Report 
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 2013 140 5.7 2.9 11.4 57.9 22.1 91.4 80.0 

Male 6 2013 79 8.9 1.3 13.9 55.7 20.3 89.9 75.9 

Female 6 2013 61 1.6 4.9 8.2 60.7 24.6 93.4 85.2 

Black or African Am 6 2013 6 0.0 16.7 16.7 66.7 0.0 83.3 66.7 

Hisp/Lat or any race 6 2013 9 22.2 0.0 0.0 66.7 11.1 77.8 77.8 

White 6 2013 112 4.5 2.7 11.6 60.7 20.5 92.9 81.3 

Asian 6 2013 9 11.1 0.0 0.0 11.1 77.8 88.9 88.9 

Two or more races 6 2013 4 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 0.0 100.0 50.0 

FIR Meals 6 2013 31 9.7 12.9 25.8 48.4 3.2 77.4 51.6 

Full Price 6 2013 109 4.6 0.0 7.3 60.6 27.5 95.4 88.1 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https ://solutions l. emetric .net/ CTDataAnalyzer /CTD A Code/ChartSelections.aspx 10/1/2013 
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Performance Level Report 
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 7 2013 135 1.5 3.0 8.9 43.7 43.0 95.6 86.7 

Male 7 2013 58 1.7 3.4 10.3 39.7 44.8 94.8 84.5 

Female 7 2013 77 1.3 2.6 7.8 46.8 41.6 96.1 88.3 

Black or African Am 7 2013 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 

Hisp/Lat or any race 7 2013 17 0.0 5.9 5.9 52.9 35.3 94.1 88.2 

White 7 2013 103 1.9 2.9 9.7 . 44.7 40.8 95.1 85.4 
Asian 7 2013 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 14.3 85.7 100.0 100.0 

Nat of HI or Pac lsi 7 2013 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Two or more races 7 2013 6 0.0 0.0 16.7 33.3 50.0 100.0 83.3 

F/R Meals 7 2013 26 3.8 11.5 11.5 50.0 23.1 84.6 73.1 

Full Price 7 2013 109 0.9 0.9 8.3 42.2 47.7 98.2 89.9 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https:// solutions 1.emetric.net/ CTDataAnal yzer/CTD A Code/ChartSelecti ons.aspx 10/l/2013 
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Performance Level Report 
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 2013 135 1.5 0.7 8.9 31:1 57.8 97.8 88.9 

Male 7 2013 58 3.4 0.0 13.8 43.1 39.7 96.6 82.8 

Female 7 2013 77 0.0 1.3 5.2 22.1 71.4 98.7 93.5 

Black or African Am 7 2013 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 

Hisp/Lat or any race 7 2013 17 0.0 0.0 11.8 35.3 52.9 100.0 88.2 

White 7 2013 103 1.9 1.0 9.7 33.0 54.4 97.1 87.4 
Asian 7 2013 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Nat of HI or Pac lsi 7 2013 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Two or more races 7 2013 6 0.0 0.0 0.0 16.7 83.3 100.0 100.0 

F/R Meals 7 2013 26 3.8 3.8 15.4 34.6 • 42.3 92.3 76.9 

Full Price 7 2013 109 0.9 0.0 7.3 . 30.3 61.5 99.1 91.7 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https ://solutions 1.emetric.net/ CTDataAnalyzer/CTDA Code/ChartSe1ections. aspx 1011/2013 
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Performance Level Report 
Percent of Students by Performance Levels 

Reading 

Percent by Level 
% % 

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

Mansfield 7 2013 135 3.0 3.7 3.0 36.3 54.1 93.3 90.4 

Male 7 2013 58 1.7 3.4 3.4 44.8 46.6 94.8 91.4 

Female 7 2013 77 3.9 3.9 2.6 29.9 59.7 92.2 89.6 

Black or African Am 7 2013 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Hisp/Lat or any race 7 2013 17 5.9 11.8 0.0 41.2 41.2 82.4 82.4 

White 7 2013 103 2.9 2.9 2.9 37.9 53.4 94.2 91.3 

Asian 7 2013 7 0.0 0.0 0.0 28.6 71.4 100.0 100.0 

Nat of HI or Pac lsi 7 2013 1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Two or more races 7 2013 6 0.0 0.0 16.7 16.7 66.7 100.0 83.3 

FIR Meals 7 2013 26 11.5 7.7 7.7 53.8 192 80.8 73.1 

Full Price 7 2013 109 0.9 2.8 1.8 32.1 62.4 96.3 94.5 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https ://solutions l.ernetric.net/ CTDataAnalyzer/CTD A Code/ChartSelecti ons.aspx 10/112013 
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Performance Level Report 
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 2013 140 1.4 2.9 20.7 31.4 43.6 95.7 75.0 

Male 8 2013 69 2.9 1.4 26.1 23.2 46.4 95.7 69.6 

Female 8 2013 71 0.0 4.2 15.5 39.4 40.8 95.8 80.3 

Black or African Am 8 2013 3 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.7 0.0 100.0 66.7 

Hisp/Lat or any race 8 2013 12 0.0 0.0 50.0 41.7 8.3 100.0 50.0 

White 8 2013 109 1.8 3.7 18.3 32.1 44.0 94.5 76.1 

Asian 8 2013 12 0.0 0.0 8.3 8.3 83.3 100.0 91.7 

Two or more races 8 2013 4 0.0 0.0 25.0 25.0 50.0 100.0 75.0 

FIR Meals 8 2013 31 3.2 0.0 35.5 35.5 25.8 96.8 61.3 

Full Price 8 2013 109 0.9 3.7 16.5 30.3 48.6 95.4 78.9 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https:/ I solutions 1. emetric.net/ CTDataAnalyzer/CTD A Code/ChartSelections.aspx 10/1/2013 
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Number 
Group Grade Year Tested 

Mansfield 8 2013 140 

Male 8 2013 68 

Female 8 2013 72 

Black or African Am 8 2013 3 

Hisp/Lat or any race 8 2013 11 

White 8 2013 110 

Asian 8 2013 12 

Two or more races 8 2013 4 

F/R Meals 8 2013 31 

Full Price 8 2013 109 

Performance Level Report 
Percent of Students by Performance Levels 

Writing 

Percent by Level 
% 

Below At/Above 
Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency 

0.0 2.9 10.0 46.4 40.7 97.1 

0.0 5.9 13.2 48.5 32.4 94.1 

0.0 0.0 6.9 44.4 48.6 100.0 

0.0 0.0 33.3 0.0 66.7 100.0 

0.0 9.1 0.0 63.6 27.3 90.9 

0.0 1.8 10.9 48.2 39.1 98.2 

0.0 0.0 0.0 33.3 66.7 100.0 

0.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 25.0 75.0 

0.0 6.5 12.9 61.3 19.4 93.5 

0.0 1.8 9.2 42.2 46.8 98.2 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https :/I so I utions l.emetric .net/ CTDataAnalyzer/CTD A Code/ChartSelections.aspx 
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Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction Page 1 of 1 

Performance Level Report 
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 8 2013 140 2.1 3.6 10.0 39.3 45.0 94.3 84.3 

Male 8 2013 69 1.4 5.8 11.6 37.7 43.5 92.8 81.2 
Female 8 . 2013 71 2.8 1.4 8.5 40.8 46.5 95.8 87.3 
Black or African Am 8 2013 3 0.0 33.3 33.3 0.0 33.3 66.7 33.3 
Hisp/Lat or any race 8 2013 12 8.3 16.7 8.3 50.0 16.7 75.0 66.7 
White 8 2013 109 1.8 1.8 10.1 38.5 47.7 96.3 86.2 
Asian 8 2013 12 0.0 0.0 8.3 33.3 58.3 100.0 91.7 

Two or more races 8 2013 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 75.0 25.0 100.0 100.0 
F/R Meals 8 2013 31 3.2 6.5 19.4 35.5 35.5 90.3 71.0 
Full Price 8 2013 109 1.8 2.8 7.3 40.4 47.7 95.4 88.1 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https ://solutions 1.emetric.net/CTDataAnalyzer/CTD A Code/ChartSelections.aspx 10/l/2013 



Performance Level Summary - CMT Data Interaction Page 1 of 1 

Performance Level Report 
Percent of Students by Performance Levels 

Science 

Percent by Level 
% % 

Number Below AU Above AU Above 
Group Grade Year Tested Basic Basic Proficient Goal Advanced Proficiency Goal 

Mansfield 8 2013 141 4.3 4.3 8.5 38.3 44.7 91.5 83.0 
Male 8 2013 69 4.3 7.2 7.2 34.8 46.4 88.4 81.2 

Female 8 2013 72 4.2 1.4 9.7 41.7 43.1 94.4 84.7 
Black or African Am . 8 2013 3 0.0 33.3 33.3 33.3 0.0 66.7 33.3 
Hisp/Lat or any race 8 2013 12 8.3 16.7 8.3 58.3 8.3 75.0 66.7 
White 8 2013 110 4.5 2.7 8.2 38.2 46.4 92.7 84.5 
Asian 8 2013 12 0.0 0.0 8.3 16.7 75.0 100.0 91.7 

Two or more races 8 2013 4 00 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0 100.0 100.0 

F/R Meals 8 2013 31 0.0 6.5 16.1 45.2 32.3 93.5 77.4 

Full Price 8 2013 110 5.5 3.6 6.4 36.4 48.2 90.9 84.5 

Note: This report does not include ELL-exempt students. 
By federal law, race/ethnicity categories were changed in 2011. 

https:// solutions I. emetric.net/ CTDataAnal yzer/CTD A Code/ChartSelections.aspx 10/!12013 



TABLE1A 

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS 
FIRST GENERATION 

# of Students # of Students 

TESTS Above Remedial Above Remedial 
Level Level 

1985 1986 

# Percent # Percent 

GRADE4 
Mathematics 69/89 78% 102!114 89% 

Language 64/86 74% 79/114 69% 
Arts: Writing 

Reading 61/86 71% 87/114 76% 
{DRP)* 

GRADE6 
Mathematics N/A** N/A** 98/108 86% 

Language N/A** N/A** 72/108 66% 
Arts: Writing 

Reading N/A** N/A** 98/108 92% 
(DRP)* 

GRADES 
Mathematics N/A** N/A** 96/108 89% 

Language N/A** N/A** 97/108 90% 
Arts: Writing 

Reading N/A** N/A** 89/108 82% 
(DRP)* 

. 
*DRP stands for Degree of Readmg Power 
**Not administered in 1985 

# of Students 
Above Remedial 

Level 

1987 

# Percent 

96/105 91% 

94/105 89% 

89/105 85% 

78/91 86% 

82/91 90% 

75/91 82% 

99/100 99% 

96/100 96% 

87/100 87% 

1985- 1992 

# of Students # of Students # of Students 
Above Remedial Above Remedial Above Remedial 

Level Level Level 

1988 1989 1990 

# Percent # Percent # Percent 

102!105 97% 118/123 96% 129(131 98% 

99/105 94% 110!123 89% 126/131 96% 

85/105 81% 107!123 87% 109!131 83% 

106!115 92% 94/104 90% 109!115 95% 

92/115 80% 90/104 86% 99/115 86% 

91/115 79% 89/104 86% 97/115 84% 

104!106 98% 85/90 94% 106!111 95% 

103!106 97% 86/90 96% 110/111 99% 
. 

981106 92% 79/90 88% 97/111 87% 

# of Students # of Students 
Above Remedial Above Remedial 

Level Level 

1991 1992 

# Percent # Percent 

1341136 99% 134!139 96% 

130!136 96% 1311137 96% 

120!136 88% 117!137 85% 

108(]16 93% 128!133 96% 

108!116 93% 128!133 96% 

101f116 87% 1211133 91% 

110fll3 97% 105!107 98% 

111!113 98% I 08!108 100% 

106!113 94% 99/108 92% 



"~ 

[993 19')4 1995_ 1996_ ®: 
eGoal) 

Goo< lwi'<_ 1f/J7' 

Vi'"" 33/67% 35/69% 4007% 35/74% 45176% 

2% 19130' 

' if;; 1% 

#0" 122 149 128 144 i 
TESTED 

1% 

~ 6% '% ~ _2/ili_ 

# OFTESTED 
36 150 23 148 143 

Ex""""''' 94/73% 89/72% 94173% 12175% 96173% 
hofio0<t_ _l!/24' 7% _% = _}&== 

# o;~~~~~", 129 124 128 149 

31/63% 

16/24% 

159 

1~ 

159 

130/80% 

~ 

TABLE1B 

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS 
SECOND GENERATION 

1993-1999 

_j!!J4 I~ 1~ 1292_ 

34176% 23152% I 24151% 25/49% 37/77% 40/68% 

11125% 18/38% 13/33' 

~ 
1% 5/8% 

' 
131 113 143 129 143 137 

199/i_ 

31 71% 

z2m% 

5/11% 
l50 

~"- l_6l. _11! 7"[o 
~ 

_lO '-"' 
148 135 48 122 48 142 159 

114175% 83/64% I 82167% 63/50% 114177% 98173% 128/80% 

9/5% 
151 130 123 125 149 134 161 

1999 1993_ 1994 1995 1999 

3l 25/56% l2165% 31/63% 3j/l2% 4§m% 29~ I 28/65,._ 

14133% 8117% 8/14% 7/18% 12119% 123% 1117% 4/9% 

9/22% 13/29% 10121% 11122% 7/15% 9/15% 8116% 9/21% 

4/10% 13/28% 17128% 20% 8/ 1111 5% 4/8% 14m% 5/11% 

W% 7/16% 7/14% 81 15% 611: 5% 417% 12/25% 6/14% 

122 117 144 129 143 138 !57 129 

25/19% 27118% 14111% 15110% 26/1 1% 10/7% 

149 134 148 122 148 14' ]59 148 

104169% 99176% 89111 % 90/69% 121 82% 10~0% 138/ill' 108/~ 

4/3% 16112% 10/8% 17/13% '% 917% 8/5% 1218% 
151 130 125 130 18 134 163 150 



Grade 4 
Level5 

Goodwin 

Vinton 
Leve14 (Goal) 

JOQ.odwin 

Vinton 
Level3 (f 

. Goodwin 

Vinton 
Level2 (Basic) 

Goodwin 
s, 

Vinton 
Level 1 (Below Basic) 

Goodwin 

Vinton 
# 'Tested' 

Grade 6 
LevelS' 

Level I (Goal) 
Level3 

Level 2, Basic) 
Level1 (Be ow Basic) 

# of ' Tested' 

Grade 8 
LevelS(, 

Level4 (Goal) 
Level i 

Level2 (Basic) 
Level1 Below Basic) 

# 'Tested' 

lVII< I ntoiVII< llv~ 

STlJuc'" I~'"""""'" rAGE 

TABLElC 

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS 
THIRD GENERATION 

2000-2004 
WRITING 

STUDe'"" 1 ~<Cot 
_1QQO _1(101 2002 2003 2QQ! 200Q_ ;m1 _1002 _2003 2004 2000 

READING 
STUDENTS/PERCENTAGE 

2001_ 2QQ2 _2Q03 2004 

N/A 
N/A 

N/A 8/38% 13/24% i/25% N/A N/A 16/34% 12122% 12120' N/A 
N/ft.. 

N/A 

N/6. 
23/49% 16/30% 17/28% 

N/A 24/40% 7/23'/o_ ~ .Hf!l_ 1lfll 21f.35% _9/31% 14/30~ 1Qm% _§g8% ..11@'&_ 
N/A N/A 9/35% 14/25% '/33% N/A N/A 14/26% 24/42% 18/35~ N/A N/A 18/33% 16/28% 24747% 

~2% ~81% 22/47% 30/56% 28tiZ'/o_ 32~ 38173% .1§/55% _3.1157% ~ 36/62% 40~ 1.8@% 24/44% 29/48% 
34/67% 35/71% 22/37% 11/37% 20/<13% 26/sm 38/79% 27/45% 18/62% 19745% 35/70% 34/71% 26/43% 16/55% 19/40% 
38/68% 39/74% 22140% 28/49% 22M2% 33/61l 39/72% 30/56% 22/39% 22142% 39172% 42/78% 19/35% 30/53% 15/29% 

16/28% 7/13% 214% 8/15% 9115% 14/25% 10/19% 419% 
7/14% 9/18% 11/18% 9/30% 7/15% 9/19% 5/10% 8/13% 
13/23% 1]/25% _6/11% 13/23% 8/~ 11/2Q.% 1Q/1_9% _§/9% 

3/5% 
7/14% 
2/4% 

214% 
3/6% 
}\% 

%% 
~4% 

316% 
Y,% 

6/11% 

2/4% 
213% 

2/4% 
3/10% 

Y,% 

Y,% 
0/0% 

5/8% 
6113'& 
2/4% 

9/16l 
7/151 
4/7% 

214% 
5/10% 
5/9% 

6/11% 
1/3% 

]/12% 

3/6% 
_1/3% 
3/5% 

6/10% 
7/15% 
5110% 

7/12% 3/6% 
214% 5/10% 

Y,% 
7/11% 
5/9% 

6/11% 
2/7% 
4/7% 

5/8% 8/14% 6/12% 3/6% 3/6% 
5/11o/.o_ 4/8'/o_ ~ _11D', 113% 
5/10% 4/7% 7/13% 7/13% 4/7% 

6/10% 
6/13% 
5/10% 

3/5% 
214% 
1/2% 

3/:Wo 
165 

110% 
155 

2/4% 
162 

%% 
141 

3/6% 6/11' 0/0% OIO% %% 211% 7/13% 3/6% 5/9% 3/5% 6/12% 
160 158 154 161 140 160 162 154 1~ ~40 160 

N/A N/A 40/24% 
104/68% 111/79% 89/53% 
28/18% 22116% 19/11% 
1 017% 6/4% 12/7% 
11/7% 211% 7/4% 

153 141 167 

N/A NIA 
112166% 124/73% 
37/'22% _16/15% 
1418% 5/9% 
6/4% 4/2% 
169 169 

'I 

~ 
_34/21% 

9/6% 
1218% 

159 

60/37% 
75/46% 
24/15% 

2/1% 
2/1% 
163 

57/37% 
63/40% 
27/17"/o_ 

7/4% 
211% 
156 

53/31'& 
87/51% 
12/7% 
5/3% 

1217% 
171 

~ 
26/11 
15/9 
12/7 
165"_ 

N/A N/A 
101/66% 
31/20% 22116% 
11/7% 10/7% 
1017% 7/5% 
153 141 

N/A N/A 
117/69% 128/76% 
31/18% .1m3%_ 

7/4% 9/5% 
14/8% 10/6% 

16!l _169 

" Does not include 7 students who did not take test due to German exchange trip 

47)28% 
79/48% 
28/17% 
13/4% 
5/3% 
165 

64/41% 
52133% 
24/15% 
1117% 
7/4% 
158 

39/24% 
82/50% 
27/17% 
_11/7% 

4/2% 
163 

61/39% 
70/45% 
13/8% 
6/4% 
5/3% 
155 

56/33% 
61/36% 
28/17% 
15/9'/o_ 
8/5% 
171 

60/35% 
61/35% 

8/5% 
172 

N/A 
114174% 
11/7% 
12@-. 

17/11% 
154 

N/6_ 
109/77% 

1218% 

JMo. 
14/10% 

142 

N/A N/A 
132/78% 132178% 

10/6% 13/8% 
14/8% 10/6% 
13/8% 14@"/o 

169 169 

3.§g2% 
88/53% 
17/10% 
JQ/6o/o_ 
15/9% 

166 

74/47% 
53/53% 

8/51o 
4/3% 
~3% 

159 

57135% 
71/43% 
15/9% 
5/3% 

16/10% 
164 

73/47% 
55/36% 
11/7% 
6/4% 
9/6% 
154 

54/32% 
73/43% 

_13/€ Yo. 
7/4' 

21/1: % 
171 

66/38% 
i3/37% 
11/6% 
13/8% 

19/11% 
172 



2013 CAPT Results Show Increases and CMT Results Show Decreases 
Commissioner's Network Schools Make Gains in First Year; 

Some Alliance Districts Show Improvements, Outpacing the State 

(HARTFORD, CT)--The Connecticut State Department of Education today released the results ofthe 2013 
statewide student assessments, the Connecticut Academic Performance Test (CAPT) and Connecticut Mastery Test 
(CMT). The results show some bright spots in two key reform initiatives. Each of the Connnissioner's Network 

schools, and one quarter of the AIIiance Districts, showed noteworthy improvement. 

The statewide results of the 2013 CAPT were generally positive. Performance increased slightly in mathematics, 
science and reading, but decreased slightly in writing. Compared to the baseline year of 2007, student 

performance increased in all content areas. Student performance data on the CMT show decreases in all grades 
and content areas as compared to last year. In most cases however, CMT data demonstrates a marked improvement 
over the baseline year of 2006., 

"Over the past two years, thanks to Governor Maiioy and the General Assembly, we have taken significant steps 
to enhance public education in our state. And there are initial signs that our signature reforms are working. We 
are encouraged by the bright spots, especially gains on the CAPT test and in the Commissioner's Network this 
year, though it remains clear that major work lies ahead to ensure that each student is prepared for success in 
college and career," said State Department of Education Commissioner Stefan Pryor. "It is increasingly apparent 
that our legacy tests are out of sync with the new Common Core State Standards. That's one of the reasons why 
we're enabling districts to accelerate their testing transition, permitting districts to opt in to Common Core-aligned 
assessments this year. We must continue to pursue critical reforms- implementing the Connnon Core, evaluating 
and supporting teachers and administrators, and turning around our lowest perfonning schools- with sustained 
focus in order to elevate overall perfonnance and close the achievement gap." 

Classrooms in Connecticut are nearing completion of a significant instructional transition. In 2010, the State 
Board of Education adopted the Connnon Core State Standards, a set of clearer, fewer, and higher expectations 
articulating what students need to Jearn in a given grade. With new standards, Connecticut will need to administer 
new assessments. The CAPT/CMT assessments are not designed to measure student learning relative to the 
Connnon Core standards. For this reason, Connecticut will sunset the administration of the ELA and math 
CAPT /CMT tests in 2014-15 and implement the Smarter Balanced assessments statewide, though science CAPT 
and CMT will continue to be administered. Furthermore, under the direction of Governor Malloy and 
Commissioner Pryor, the Department plans to seek flexibility from the US Department of Education regarding the 
nse of student assessment data in the educator evaluation and support system for 2013-14 and to provide local 
choice in the decision of which standardized test to administer next year. 1f Connecticut's flexibility requests are 
approved, districts will have the option to choose whether or not to include student assessment data in educator 
evaluation for the 2013-14 academic year and wiil be able to choose to administer either the legacy assessments, a 
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Common Core aligned test (or both), in 13-14. 

The State Department of Education also announced today that it has pulled down the School Performance 

Reporting website containing the School Performance h1dexes (SP!s ). The Department concluded that the site 

contained calculation errors due to human error; however, the underlying test data used to calculate SP!s remains 

valid. No funding decisions were based on these SP!s. No district or school classification designations are 

expected to change. To date, no consequences for districts, schools, educators, or students have occnrred based on 

the SP!s that are being revised. At the request of the CSDE, the 2012-2013 CAPT and CMT assessment data 

released today was independently verified by an external auditor (as a supplement to Collllecticut's traditional 

process). Release of the assessment data was delayed to ensure its accuracy. This comprehensive analysis 

confirmed and validated the accuracy of2013 CAPT and CMT student assessment scores. 
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2012-13 Assessment Data 
In the following pages, the CSDE will undertake analysis of performance trends using traditional (at/above 
Proficiency or Goal level) methods. Once historical SPI data are revised and new 2013 SPis are completed and 
audited it will be possible to conduct additional analysis, evolve observations, and derive additional insights. 

COMMISSIONER'S NETWORK: Encouraging Improvements in Year One 
The Commissioner's Network is a program that provides supports and rigorous interventions directly to the state's 
chronically struggling schools. It also provides funding and greater flexibility to implement high-leverage 
strategies like extended school days and years in these high poverty, low achieving schools. 

Connecticut admitted a first cohort of historically low performing schools into the Commissioner's Network in 
2012. These schools were Curiale in Bridgeport, Milner in Hartford, Stanton in Norwich, and High School in the 
Community in New Haven. While it was expected that scores in these schools would initially decrease as 
comprehensive and dismptive turnaround initiatives were implemented, the results for year 1 were largely 
positive. The percentage of students scoring at/above Proficient or Goal increased in each of the four 
Commissioner's Network schools in a majority of opportunities (Proficient or Goal across tested grades and 
content areas). The CSDE will be more deeply analyzing data regarding the Network inclusive of index analysis 
in the coming weeks. Here are some positive higl11ights of performance in the Network: 

• The percentage of students scoring at/above Proficient in 3'd grade math increased in every Network 
school that administered the CMT. Curiale posted the highest gain in this level and content area, 
improving from 27.0 percent to 51.9 percent, an increase of24.9% percent. Statewide, the percentage of 
students scoring at/above Proficient in 3'd grade math decreased by 3.1% percent 

• Reading was an especially strong subject for 8'" grade students at Curiale and Mimer. The percentage of 

students scoring at /above Proficient or Goal in this content area increased in both schools. At Milner, the 
percentage of students scoring at/above Proficient in reading increased by 21.3 percent, from 38.7 percent 
to 60.0 percent. Statewide, the percentage of students scoring at/above Proficient in reading decreased 

slightly from 86.2 percent to 85.7 percent. 

• The middle and late grades at Milner showed positive gains in writing. The percentage of students 
scoring at/above Proficient or Goal increased in grades 5, 6, 7, and 8. The biggest gain in this content 
area belongs to the 6'" grade at Milner, which saw its scores in percent at/above Proficient increase by 
29.7% percent from 39.5 percent to 69.2 percent. Statewide, the percentage of students in writing scoring 
at/above Proficient in writing decreased by 0.5 percent in the 6'" grade from 84.9 percent to 84.3 percent. 

• Stanton school inlproved in every tested content area in the 4'h grade. The highest gain was in the 
percentage of students scoring at/above the Proficient level in reading, which increased by 15.8 percent, 
from 43.1 percent to 58.9 percent. Statewide, the percentage of students scoring at/above the Proficient 
level in reading decreased by 0.7 percent, from 78.3 percent to 77.6 percent. 

• High School in the Community posted gains in every content area in the percentage of students scoring 
at/above Goal. The percentage of students scoring at/above Goal in reading at High School in the 
Community increased from 8. 7 percent to 24.4 percent, a gain of15. 7 percent. Statewide, the percentage 
of students scoring at/above the Goal level in reading rose by 1.0 percent, from 47.5 percent to 48.5 
percent. 
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Table 2 
NETWORK SCHOOLS: COMPARJSON OF 2012 AND 2013 

MATH READING SCIENCE WRITING 

PROF GOAL I PROF I GOAL PROF GOAL PROF GOAJ" 

12 13 12 13 GG 12 13 2 13 12 13 12 13 G 13 

~ 

46.7 47.E 13.3 14.3 565115d 8.' 24. 4 .1 57.0 5.9 17. 74.( 69.4 [;] 34. 
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ALLIANCE DISTRICTS: Outpacing the State with Disproportionate Gains in Some Districts 

One of the major innovations of Public Act 12-116, the Alliance District initiative, channels greater state financial 
support to Connecticut's 30 lowest performing districts, provided the districts embrace reforms designed to 
position their students for success. In the 2013-14 school year, Alliance Districts are deploying these new funds 
to facilitate the transition to the Common Core State Standards, the implementation of educator evaluation and 
support systems, and the turnaround of low performing schools. 

One quarter of the Alliance Districts showed improvement in the percentage of students scoring at/above 
Proficient or Goal in half or more of opportunities (Proficient or Goal across tested grades and content areas). 
And each one of the 30 Alliance Districts improved in some of its tested grades and subjects. Here are some 
additional Alliance District highlights: 

• A majority of Alliance Districts showed improvement in the percentage of students scoring at/above the 
Proficient or Goal level in reading in the 7'h grade. 

• A majority of Alliance Districts showed improvement in the percentage of students scoring at/above 
Proficient in writing in the 4th grade. Statewide scores dropped slightly in this grade and content area. 

• A majority of Alliance Districts posted gains in the percentage of students scoring at/above Proficient in 
science in the 5th grade. 

• Some Alliance Districts showed dramatic gains. Of particular note is New Britain, which demonstrated 
improvement in the percentage of students scoring at/above Proficient or Goal in 97.5 percent of 
opportunities (Proficient or Goal across tested grades and content areas). Bloomfield and New London 
also posted increases in 67.0 percent or more of these opportunities. 
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Charter Schools 

Currently, 17 state charter schools, representing less than 2 percent of public schools, are operating in 

Connecticut. Until this year, the last time a state charter school was approved by the State Board of Education 

was in 2008, Funding appropriated in the biennial budget is expected to aJlow one new state charter school to 

open in the 2013-14 fiscal year and up to three in f!Scal year 2014-15. Tlus year, the State Board of Education 

approved three new charter schools (two state charters and one local charter). Here are some highlights from 
charter schools' 2012-13 data: 

• On the CAPT, five out of six charter high schools showed gains in the percentage of students scoring 

at! above Proficient or Goal in a majority of opportunities (Proficient or Goal across tested grades and 
content areas). 

• Also on the CAPT, in three state charter high schools, 97 percent or more of students scored at! above 

Proficient in writing- nearly 10 percent over the state average. 

• On the CMT, a majority of charter schools showed improvement in the percentage of students scoring 

at! above Proficient or Goal in half or more of opportunities (Proficient or Goal across tested grades and 

content areas). 

New London Special Master District 

Legislation in last year's education reform act enabled the CSDE to identify districts for special master status. 

New London is the first special master district added under the authority of Commissioner Stefan Pryor. 

Bolstered by a collaboration between the special master and the New London public schools, and aided by 

Alliance District funding, New London has shown some positive gains this year on the CMT and the CAPT. 

• New London demonstrated improvement in the percentage of students scoring at! above Proficient or 

Goal in 70.0 percent of opportunities (Proficient or Goal across tested grades and content areas) .. 

• New London produced strong results in the middle grades. In grades 5 and 6, the percentag~ of students 
scoring at! above Proficient or Goal increased in every tested content area but one. 

• In 6'h grade, the percentage of students scoring at!ahove Goal in math increased from 28.0 percent to 39.4 

percent, a gain of 11.4 percent. Statewide, this figure decreased hy 2.3 percent. 

• Also in 6" grade, the percentage of students scoring at! above Goal in writing increased hy 13.1 percent, 

from 33.3 percent to 46.4 percent. Statewide, this figure decreased by 2.3 percent. 

• New London showed positive gains in 5th grade in science in both at!ahove Proficient or Goal- the 

percentage of students scoring at these levels increased by 6.0 percent and 8.4 percent respectively. 

Statewide 2013 CAPT and CMT Results 

The statewide results of the 2013 CAPT were generaJly positive. Performance increased slightly in mathematics, 

science and reading, but decreased slightly in writing. Compared to the baseline year of 2007, student 

performance increased in all content areas. Student performance data on the CMT show decreases in all grades 

and content areas as compared to last year. In most cases however, CMT results this year are a marked 

improvement over the CMT baseline year of 2006. 

The CAPT assesses students on their integration and application of skills in the acadenilc content areas of 

mathematics, reading across the disciplines, writing across the disciplines, and science in the I o"' grade. The 

results from the March 2007 CAPT provide a baseline for exanilning student performance statewide over seven 

years of CAPT adnilnistrations. 
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The CMT assesses students on their application of skills and knowledge in the academic content areas of 
mathematics, reading, and writing in Grades 3 through 8, and science in Grades 5 and 8. The March 2006 
administration of the CMT serves as a baseline year for examining changes in student performance because it 
was the first year that the Fourth Generation CMT was administered. 

Complete state-, district- and school-level CMT and CAPT results are uow available on the Online Reports 
website (www.ctreports.com). Parents will receive notification of individual student performance results for 
their children in September. 

2013 CAPT Results 

Connecticut students demonstrated improvements in most content areas as compared to 2012 and in all content 
areas when compared to the baseline year of 2007. Statewide scores show that gains at either the Proficient or 
Goal level (or both) were posted on the CAPT in every tested content area. Slight decreases were evident in math 
Proficiency and writing Goal. However, the percentage of students scoring at/above Goal in math increased 
significantly, improving by 3.3 percent. The percentage of students Proficient in writing also showed slight 
improvement. 

A majority of districts in the state posted scores in the percentage of students at/above Proficiency or Goal that 
were equal to or improved upon last year's figures in a majority of content areas. Magnet and Charter high 
schools performed particularly well. Magnet high schools showed increases in the percentage of students at/above 
Proficient or Goal in all opportunities (Proficient or Goal across tested grades and content areas). Five out of six 
charter high schools showed gains in the percentage of students at/above Proficient or Goal in a majority of 
opportunities (Proficient or Goal across tested grades and content areas). 

Mathematics 
The 2013 results for mathematics show a strong increase in the percentage of students statewide at/above Goal 
compared to last year. The percentage of students statewide at/above the Proficient level in 2013 decreased 
slightly from 2012 and increased slightly from 2007. 

Science 
The percentage of students at/above Proficient has increased slightly from 2007 and the percentage of students 
scoring at/above Goal has increased from the baseline year. Similarly, the percentage of students scoring 
at/above Proficient and at/above Goal increased from 2012 to 2013. 

Reading across the Disciplines 
There have been overall gains for reading across the disciplines in both the percentage of students scoring 
at/above Proficient and the percentage of students at/above Goal when 2013 data are compared to the baseline 
data from 2007. Progress from 2012 to 2013 in reading across the disciplines is also evidenced by tl1e data. 
For example, there is a 1.0 increase in the percentage of students at/above the Goal level compared to last 
year. 

Writing across the Disciplines 
Since 2007, there have been strong overall gains in writing across the disciplines in both the percentage of 
students at/above Proficient and the percentage of students at/above Goal. Comparison of2013 to 2012 shows 
a small decrease in the percentage of students at/above Goal with a minor increase in the percentage at/above 
Proficient. 
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Table 4: 2007-2013 CAPT Performance for Percent At/Above Proficient and At/Above Goal 

Mathematics Science 
Reading Across the Writing Across the 

Disciplines Discip]ines 

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent At/Above 
At/Above At/Above At/Above At/Above At/Above At/Above At/Above 

Year Proficient Goal Proficient Goal Proficient Goal Proficient Goal 

2007 77.3 45.3 81.4 44.5 79.7 45.5 82.3 53.0 

2008 79.7 50.2 80.5 46.5 82.7 45.5 88.2 57.9 

2009 78.4 48.0 78.4 43.0 81.8 47.5 86.5 55.0 

2010 78.8 48.9 81.5 45.5 82.9 45.9 86.2 59.6 

2011 80.3 49.6 81.7 47.2 81.9 44.8 88.6 61.3 

2012 78.8 49.3 80.2 47.3 80.9 47.5 88.8 63.1 

2013 78.6 52.6 81.7 49.0 81.0 48.5 88.9 62.1 
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CMT Results Show Greater Decreases in Early Grades: Effects of Common Core Transition 

The Common Core sets fewer standards, but expects a deeper understanding of the subject matter for students in a 
given grade. Teachers are beginning to adopt new instructional practices aligned with the Common Core- going 
deeper into essential content and emphasizing critical thinking skills. It is expected that, as districts begin shifting 
to the Common Core, scores on legacy assessments such as the CMT and CAPT will decrease because traditional 
classroom instruction associated with these legacy assessments covers more topics and not in the same depth and 
marmer that will be required for success on new assessments. 

Results on legacy tests such as the CMT at the earlier grade may show a more significant drop because younger 
students have had less experience with traditional instruction and with the CMT given schools' more pronounced 
shifts to the Common Core in earlier grades. The grade 3 CMT tested students on topics they may not have 
encountered in class over the course of the year if their school was implementing the Common Core Standards 
with fidelity. The largest overall decrease in scores is in the percentage of students scoring at/above Goal in grade 
3 math. This content area and performance level dropped from 66.8 percent to 61.6 percent, a dip of 5.2 percent 
In contrast, the percentage of students scoring at/above Goal in math in grades 7 and 8 dropped by only 0.5 
percent 
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Table 1: CMT Performance by Grade, Percent At/Above Goal and Percent At/Above Proficient in the 
Years 2006, 2011, 2012 and 2013 

Mathematics Reading Writing Science 

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 
At/Above At/Above At/Above At/Above At/Above AtJAbove At/Above At/Above 

Grade Year Proficient Goal Proficient Goal Proficient Goal Proficient Goal 

3 2006 78.3 56.3 69.2 54.4 81.7 61.1 NA NA 

3 2011 84.3 63.2 73.9 58.3 81.1 61.1 NA NA 

3 2012 85.8 66.8 74.5 59.2 83.2 62.7 NA NA 

3 2013 82.7 61.6 72.4 56.9 80.4 60.0 NA NA 

4 2006 80.3 58.8 71.8 57.8 84.2 62.8 NA NA 

4 2011 85.1 67.2 74.7 62.5 85.4 65.5 NA NA 

4 2012 85.8 68.2 78.3 64.1 83.7 65.3 NA NA 

4 2013 83.8 65.4 77.6 62.7 83.5 63.1 NA NA 

5 2006 80.8 60.7 72.8 60.9 85.3 65.0 NA NA 

5 2011 87.6 72.7 75.1 61.4 88.0 66.8 82.4 60.2 

5 2012 85.7 71.8 79.7 67.7 88.5 68.1 82.4 64.1 

5 2013 84.4 69.4 79.1 66.9 87.7 65.6 81.7 62.5 

6 2006 79.8 58.6 75.4 63.6 82.7 62.2 NA NA 

6 2011 88.5 71.6 86.5 76.0 86.1 65.3 NA NA 

6 2012 87.2 69.5 84.8 74.2 84.9 67.5 NA NA 

6 2013 85.9 67.2 84.5 73.3 84.3 65.2 NA NA 

7 2006 77.8 57.0 76.4 66.7 80.9 60.0 NA NA 

7 2011 87.2 68.7 85.7 77.8 79.8 58.9 NA NA 

7 2012 86.7 68.3 87.4 . 79.9 83.9 65.6 NA NA 

7 2013 84.9 65.7 87.0 78.9 83.2 65.0 NA NA 

8 2006 78.9 58.3 76.6 66.7 81.9 62.4 NA NA 

8 2011 86.0 66.8 83.4 74.7 81.6 64.8 75.9 63.3 

8 2012 87.1 67.4 86.2 76.8 86.2 68.4 77.1 62.1 

8 2013 86.1 65.2 85.7 76.3 85.7 67.3 76.5 60.6 

CAPT and CMT Subgroup Performance 

A preliminary analysis of subgroup performance on this year's CAPT/CMT assessment data shows that 

Connecticut's achievement gaps have widened in some cases and narrowed in others. Though the trends appear 

mixed, there are some positive signs. Gaps were somewhat diminished on the CAPT in the percentage of students 

scoring at/above Proficient in science for many subgroups. CMT data reveals that free and reduced price eligible 

students, Hispanic/Latina students, and African American students closed the gap or held constant in a majority of 

opportunities (comparison of performance in Proficient or Goal across tested grades and content areas). 

On the CAPT, one positive sign is an increase in the percentage of students scoring at/above proficient in Science. 

The achievement gap between free and reduced price meal students and full price meal students, ELL and non-
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ELL students, and between Hispanic/Latino and African American students and white students dhninished. Free 

and reduced price meal students also diminished the gap slightly between their full meal counterparts in the 
percentage of students scoring at/above proficient in writing slightly. The gap in the percentage of African 
American students at/above Proficient in writing and their white peers also diminished slightly. 

While some signs on the CAPT are encouraging, the data shows that gaps are widening in other areas. ELL 
students, African American students, and Hispanic/Latino students experienced a widening of the gap in five out 
of eight opportunities to increase or diminish the gap- in other words, non-ELL students and white students made 
greater gains, or experienced lesser losses, when compared to their peers. 

CMT data presents a similarly mixed picture. Though there are a number of positive highlights. In the percentage 
ofHispanic/Latino students scoring at/above Proficient or Goal, Hispanic/Latino students posted greater gains or 
saw lesser losses compared to their white counterparts in eighteen out offorty opportunities to narrow or widen 
the gap. The Hispanic/Latino/white achievement gap remained constant in seven other opportunities. Thus, the 
Hispanic/Latino /white achievement gap diminished or remained constant in twenty eight out of forty 
opportunities to diminish or narrow the gap. 

Comparing the scores of the African American subgroup with the white subgroup, the data reveals that African 
American students diminished the gap in seventeen of forty opportunities. The African American/white 
achievement gap remained constant in nine other opportunities. Thus, the African American/white achievement 
gap diminished or remained constant in twenty eight out of forty opportunities to diminish or narrow the gap. 

One distinctly positive sign is in writing for Hispanic/Latino and African American students, where the Goal level 
in every grade showed the gap narrowing or remaining constant when compared to their white peers. In writing at 
the Goal level in the 8th grade, African American students narrowed the gap by 2% and Hispanic/Latina students 
in the 4th grade diminished the gap by 3%. 

Comparing the scores of the free and reduced price meals subgroup with the full price meals subgroup, the data 
reveals that free and reduced price meals students narrowed the gap in seventeen out of forty opportunities. The 

free and reduced price meals/full price meal achievement gap remained constant in seven other opportunities. 
Thus, the free and reduced price meals/full price meal achievement gap dhninished or remained constant in twenty 
four out of forty opportunities to diminish or narrow the gap. In the percentage of students scoring at/above Goal 
in reading, the gap between free/reduced price and full price meal students narrowed or remained constant in five 

out of six opportunities to increase or diminish the gap. Free/reduced price meal students narrowed the gap by 2% 
in the percentage of students at/above Goal in writing. 

The achievement gap between ELL students and their non-ELL counterparts widened in most cases. Out of forty 
opportunities in the percentage of students scoring at or above Proficient or Goal, ELL students experienced a 
narrowing of the gap in only six. The gap between the percentage of ELL students scoring at or above Proficient 
in math and the percentage of non-ELL students scoring at this level widened in every grade. ELL students did 
narrow the gap in some places- by 3% in 7th grade writing Proficiency and by 2% in 7th grade reading 

proficiency. 

Students with Disabilities 

The CMT and CAPT Modified Assessment System (CMT MAS & CAPT MAS) 
In March 2013, the CAPT and CMT Modified Assessment System (MAS) were administered for the fourth time. 
The MAS is one of two United States Department of Education approved alternate assessments used in 
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Connecticut. It is an altemate test for mathematics and reading only and is available ror identified students with 
disabilities for whom the standard CAPT or CMT is inappropriate. Students are identified to take the MAS 
through multiple valid measures. They are students who, because of their disabilities, would be unlikely to achieve 
a Proficient score on the standard test, but who might be better able to demonstrate their capabilities on the 
modified test. A student with disabilities may qualify for this altemate test in one or both of the reading or math 

subject areas. These students must also take the standard grade-level writing and science tests. There are three 
standards that have been established for performance on the MAS: Basic, Proficient, and Goal. 

Of the 2013 total tested CMT population, 4.4 percent participated in the MAS reading test and 3.7 percent 
participated in the MAS mathematics test. The number of students in 3'd, s"', and 7th grade taking the MAS 
decreased in 2013 when compared with 2012. The number of students taking the MAS in 4th, 6'h, 8th, and 10'b 

grade increased in 2013 when compared with 2012. Of the 2013 total tested CAPT population, 3.0 percent 
participated in the MAS reading test and 2. 7 percent participated in the MAS math test. The results show mixed 
results from 2012-13. The percentage of students scoring at/above Proficient or Goal in writing increased, while 
the percentage of students scoring at/above Proficient or Goal in math decreased slightly. 
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Table 5: Student Performance on CMT and CAPT MAS 

Cohort 
Mathematics- State Reading- State 

Cohort % % 
Years 

Grade Number 
Diff. %At/Above 

Diff. At/Above Diff. 
Number 

Diff. 
%At/Above 

Diff. At/Above Dill Levels Tested Proficiency 
Goal 

Tested Proficiency 
Goal 

2011 1050 65.9 37.3 1410 48.8 30.9 

2012 3 1203 153 66.3 0.4 36.3 ·1 1591 181 47.6 -1.2 30.9 0 

2013 1164 -39 60.7 -5.6 1528 -63 43.1 -4.5 

2011 1374 59 31.3 1848 63.4 32 

2012 4 1378 4 63.5 4.5 32 0.7 1851 3 66.7 -J.2 33.7 1.7 

2013 1418 40 62.1 -1.4 1853 2.0 65.1 -1.6 

2011 1431 61.6 29 1777 65 33.4 

2012 5 1590 159 59.9 -1.7 25.1 -3.9 2006 229 64.1 -0.9 32 -J.4 

2013 1542 -48 59.5 -0.4 1947 -59 67.3 2.2 

2011 1538 62.9 31.3 1876 49.5 12.6 

20J2 6 15i5_ 17 60.3 -2.6 28.5 -2.8 1834 -42 47.9 -1.6 14 2 IM 
2013 1629 74 56.1 -4.2 1911 77 43.8 -4.1 
2011 1411 38.1 17.8 1610 58.1 27.8 

2012 7 1570 159 36.2 -1.9 15.2 -2.6 1811 201 59.5 1.4 28 0.2 

2013 1548 -22 36.3 0.1 1756 -55 60.1 0.6 

2011 1320 38.8 15 1425 63.8 40.1 

2012 8 1404 84 36.6 -2.2 12.5 -2.5 1525 100 67.9 4.1 44.5 4.4 

2013 1582 178 34.8 -1.8 1691 166 63.9 -4.0 

2011 914 33.4 15.4 941 61.3 38.4 

2012 10 995 81 29.8 -3.6 13.3 -2.1 967 26 61.2 -0.1 38.2 -0.2 

2013 1109 114 29.7 -0.1 12.7 -0.6 1081 114 67.3 6.1 42.1 3.9 
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The CMT and CAPT Skills Checklist 
The second alternate assessment in Connecticut's assessment system is the Skills Checklist, which is designed for 

students with significant cognitive disabilities at each tested grade. The Skills Checklist is completed by the 

student's primary special education teacher. Judgments are made by the teacher based on observations and 

interactions with students throughout the year. Three performance standards have also been set for the Skills 

Checklist: Basic, Proficient, and Independent 

This year approximately 1.3 percent of the total tested population in Grades 3 through 8 were administered the 

CMT Skills Checklist. TI1e number of students taking the Skills Checklist in 2013 decreased in three grades and 

increased in four when compared with 2012. Table 20 lists the percentage of Skills Checklist examinees from 

2006,2011, and 2012 performing within each of the higher two levels at Grade 3 and Grade 8. 

Table 6• CMT SkiDs Checklist Results 
Year Number Grade Mathematics Reading Communication Science 

Tested 

Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent Percent 
Within Within Within Within Within Within Within Within 

Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient Proficient 
Level Level Level Level Level Level Level Level 

2006 344 20.3 7.0 7.8 1.7 8.1 2.0 NA NA 
2011 551 3 23.0 24.0 21.1 2.5 26.1 4.4 NA NA 
2012 556 24.5 24.5 21.4 4.9 26.4 6.3 NA NA 
2013 564 27.0 18.8 16.7 4.6 23.4 4.6 NA NA 
2006 367 6.8 3,8 10.9 2.2 16.9 3.8 ' ' 
2011 495 8 18.6 8.3 19.2 8.1 27.3 9.7 43.0 20.0 
2012 556 24.5 7.9 21.4 7.0 27.2 10.3 45.9 17.8 
2013 515 21.0 12.0 21.0 8.0 28.0 11.3 41.6 20.6 

*Sc1ence was not tested m 2006 
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School Performance Index (SPI) Database 

Tbe State Department of Education also announced today that it has puiied down the School Performance 

Reporting website containing the School Performance Indexes (SPis ). The Department concluded that the site 

contained inaccuracies. However, the underlying test data used to calculate SPis remains valid. At the request of 

the CSDE, the 2012-2013 CAPT and CMT assessment data released today was independently verified by an 
external auditor (as a supplement to Connecticut's traditional process). This comprehensive analysis confirmed 

and validated the accuracy of2013 CAPT and CMT student assessment scores. 

Based on preliminary findings, the Department expects that many 2011-12 SPis wiii be slightly higher than those 

previously posted. The difference is expected to be slightly less than one SPI point for SPis calculated using the 
CMT and slightly more than one SPI point for SPis calculated using the CAPT. The SPI targets for 2012-13 will 

also change, though likely to a lesser extent. These estimates are subject to confirmation in the audit process. 

No state funding decisions were based on these SPis. No district or school classification designations are expected 

to change. 

The primary cause of inaccuracies stemmed from human error. Data had been extracted from incorrect tables 
from a database. As a result, inaccurate values were displayed online. To a much lesser extent, some SPI values 

for multiple years were slightly skewed because certain rules were not properly applied. 

TI1e Department engaged an independent audit finn, Blum Shapiro, to examine the State's calculations and 
processes relating to test data and accountability. The auditor's work has already begun. Once the auditor has 

independently verified the SPis, the State will re-release them and the CSDE will incorporate recommendations to 

improve the process to prevent issues in the future. This process is expected to conclude in September. Estimates 

of the variance between SPis and targets reported on the website and the corrected versions contained in this 
release are preliminary and subject to revision pending the conclusion of the audit. 

Under the new school accountability system outlined in Connecticut's ESEA waiver from No Child Left Behind, 

School Performance Indexes (SPis)--an average of student performance in all tested grades and subjects for a 

given school-allows for the evaluation of school performance across ail tested grades, subjects and performance 
levels on CAPT/CMT tests. SPis are derived through a complex computation that contains certain rules which 

must be applied to the data To review the computational guide: School and District Perfonnance Computational 

Guide. 

Henry H. Scherich, president of Measurement Incorporated (CSDE's contracted external vendor) offered the 
following statement: "In the compilation of the 2011-2012 School Perfonnance Index for Connecticut, 

Measurement Incorporated worked with the staff of the Connecticut State Department of Education to produce 

data sets for the purpose of the production of an online report. Measurement Incorporated regrets and takes 

responsibility for our role in the errors made. We offer an apology to the CSDE and the schools and districts 

affected by this error. We have cooperated with the audit that the CSDE has hired BlumShapiro to perform and 

will work with the CSDE and its auditor to create systems to prevent such problems from ever occurring in the 

future." 

### 
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Mathematics 

TABLE2 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2012 

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

Writing Reading Science 

\!if] Grade 3 ('07) 1111 Grade 4 ('08) D Grade 5 ('09) D Grade 6 ('10) 1111 Grade 7 ('11) 1111 Grade 8 ('12) \ 



Mathematics 

TABLE3 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2011 

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

Writing Reading Science 

I [lliJ Grade 3 ('06) IIIII Grade 4 ('07) []Grade 5 ('08) D Grade 6 ('09) IIIII Grade 7 (' 10) IIIII Grade 8 ('11) I 



Mathematics 

TABLE4 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2010 

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

Writing Reading Science 

IIIII Grade 4 ('06) [JGrade 5 ('07) D Grade 6 ('08) 1111 Grade 7 ('09) 1111 Grade 8 ('10) I 



TABLES 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2009 

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

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

Mathematics Writing Reading Science Total Mathe~mtics Total Writing 

Ill Grade 3 (04) I 
Total Reading 

IIIII Grade 5 ('06) D Grade 6 ('07) D Grade 7 ('08) Ill Grade 8 ('09) I 



TABLE6 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2008 

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

98% 

' Wri ing Reading 
Ill Grade 4 ('04) []Grade 6 ('06) 

D Grade 7 ('07) •Grade 8 ('08) 

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

Total Mathematics Total Writing Total Reading 

I• Grade 3 (' 03) 0 Grade 5 ('05) I 



TABLE 7 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2007 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

11111 Grade 4 ('02) 0 Grade 6 ('04) 0 Grade 7 ('06) Ill Grade 8 ('07) I 

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

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

1111 Grade 3 ('01) D Grade 5 ('03) I 



TABLES 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2006 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

I• Grade 4 ('01) D Grade 6 ('03) IIIII Grade 8 ('06) I 

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

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

111111 Grade 3 ('00) D Grade 5 ('02) IIIII Grade 7 ('04) I 



TABLE9 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2005 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

I• Grade 4 ('00) D Grade 6 ('02) II Grade 8 ('04) I 

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

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

I• Grade 3 ('97) D Grade 5 ('99) II Grade 7 ('01) I 



TABLElO 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2004 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

11111 Grade 4 ('99) D Grade 6 ('01) 1111 Grade 8 ('03) I 

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

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

11111 Grade 3 ('98) D Grade 5 ('00) 1111 Grade 7 ('02) I 



TABLE 11 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2003 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

I• Grade 4 ('98) 0 Grade 6 ('00) IIIII Grade 8 ('02) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. 

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

IIIII Grade 3 ('97) 0 Grade 5 ('99) IIIII Grade 7 ('01) I 



1 

TABLE 12 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2002 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

11111 Grade 4 ('97) []Grade 6 ('99) 1111 Grade 8 ('01) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. 

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

11111 Grade 3 ('96) D Grade 5 ('98) 1111 Grade 7 ('00) I 



TABLE 13 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2001 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

j1111 Grade 4 ('96) 0 Grade 6 ('98) 1111 Grade 8 ('00) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. 

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

11111 Grade 3 ('95) D Grade 5 ('97) II Grade 7 ('99) I 



TABLE 14 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 2000 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

I• Grade 4 ('95) D Grade 6 ('97) 1111 Grade 8 ('99) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. 

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

11111 Grade 3 ('94) D Grade 5 ('96) 1111 Grade 7 ('98) I 



TABLE 15 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 1999 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

I• Grade 4 ('93) D Grade 6 ('95) Ill Grade 8 ('97) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. 

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

11111 Grade3 ('92) EJ Grade 5 ('94) 1111 Grade 7 ('96) I 



TABLE 16 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 1998 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

I• Grade 4 ('93) D Grade 6 ('95) Ill Grade 8 ('97) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. 

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

I• Grade 3 ('92) D Grade 5 ('94) Ill Grade 7 ('96) I 



TABLE 17 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 1997 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

111 Grade 4 ('92) []Grade 6 ('94) II Grade 8 ('96) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. 

Total Total 
Reading Mathematics 

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



TABLE18 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE. SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 1996 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

I• Grade 4 ('91) D Grade 6 ('93) II Grade 8 ('95) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. 

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

/• Grade 3 ('90) D Grade 5 ('92) II Grade 7 ('94) I 



TABLE 19 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
CLASS OF 1995 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

11111 Grade 4 ('90) []Grade 6 ('92) 1111 Grade 8 ('94) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. 

Total Reading Total 
Mathematics 

I• Grade 3 ('89) D Grade 5 ('91) 1111 Grade 7 ('93) j 



TABLE20 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOOL 
CLASS of 1994 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

IIIII Grade 4 ('89) 0 Grade 6 ('91) 1111 Grade 8 ('93) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. 

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

IIIII Grade 3 ('88) 0 Grade 5 ('90) IIIIGrade 7 ('92) j 



TABLE21 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
1992 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

I• Grade 4 ('87) []Grade 6 ('89) Ill Grade 8 ('91) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. 

1 

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

1111 Grade 3 ('86) D Grade 5 ('88) Ill Grade 7 ('90) I 



TABLE22 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
1992 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

11111 Grade 4 ('87) D Grade 6 ('89) 1111 Grade 8 ('91) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A. T. 

Total Reading Total Mathematics 

I• Grade 3 ('86) D Grade 5 ('88) 1111 Grade 7 ('90) I 



TABLE23 

MANSFIELD MIDDLE SCHOOL 
1991 

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

Mathematics Writing Reading 

11111 Grade 4 ('86) El Grade 6 ('88) 1111 Grade 8 ('90) I 

Group Percentile Scores from S.A.T. 

Total Total 
Reading Mathematics 

11111 Grade 3 ('85) El Grade 5 ('87) 1111 Grade 7 ('89) I 



APPENDIXB 

Stanford Achievement Test Results 
1990-2001 



1990 1991 1992 

N G.S. ''loile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N 

Grade 121 9 96 141 9 98 113 8 94 123 
3 

TOTAL 
READING Grade 123 8 91 126 8 95 140 7 88 143 

5 

<ffad£ 105 9 98 119 8 95 119 9 98 124 
7 

N G.S. %He N G.S. ''/oile N G.S. %ile N 

Grade 132 6 65 143 7 79 118 5 49 144 
3 

TOTAL 
IVIATH Grade 126 8 88 128 8 90 142 5 54 147 

5 

Grade 105 9 99 119 8 92 119 8 95 124 
7 

1993 

G.S. 

6 

8 

9 

G.S. 

6 

7 

9 

FIGURE 1 

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

1990-2001 

1994 1995 1996 

%ile N G.s. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile 

72 129 7 78 125 6 70 104 8 89 

. 

93 122 8 91 155 8 91 141 8 95 

99 137 9 97 152 9 98 130 9 98 

%ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile 

68 136 6 68 140 6 66 140 7 84 

82 125 7 80 154 7 87 144 7 85 

97 135 8 93 !52 9 97 !3l 8 94 

1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 

N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.s. %ile N G.S. "/.,iJe N G.S. %ile 
. 

100 6 68 129 7 85 144 7 86 138 9 96 160 9 97 

163 8 93 153 9 98 156 8 93 130 8 95 170 8 92 

[53 9 99 152 9 99 147 9 99 166 9 99 157 9 98 

N G.S. 'Yoile N G.S. %ile N G.S. 'Yoile N G.S. %He N G.S. %ile 

139 5 58 127 6 76 154 7 88 139 8 95 161 9 99 

163 6 66 [53 9 97 !56 7 80 136 7 87 170 8 89 

!54 8 91 154 8 90 148 9 97 165 9 97 [56 7 80 



Grade 3 

FIGURE3 

Stanford Achievement Test Results 
Comparison by Grade by Year 

1990-2001 

Total Mathematics 

Grade 5 Grade 7 

lmn 1990 o 1991 o 1992 o 1993 •1994 mi'ii199S 1111996 o 1997 •1998 1111999 o 2ooo o 2001 I 



1990 1991 

N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N 
ili Word Study 132 6 75 141 7 86 115 
3 Skills 

Comprehension 130 9 96 141 9 98 114 

Vocabulary 129 9 96 141 9 98 l\3 

Gc N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N 
5. Comprehension 123 8 93 131 8 93 142 

Vocabularv - - - -

N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N 
ili Comprehension 105 9 98 119 8 93 119 
7 

Vocabularv - - - - - -

2001 

N G.S. %ile 

ili Word Study 160 8 93 
3 Skills 

Co~ehension 160 8 95 

Vocabulary 160 9 96 

Gc N G.S. %ile 
5. Comprehension 171 8 94 

Vocabularv 173 8 92 

N G.S. %ile 

Gc Comprehension 158 9 98 
7 

Vocabularv !57 9 98 

FIGURE4 

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

1990-2001 

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 

G.S. %He N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile 

7 78 144 5 54 134 6 68 139 5 56 140 7 79 

8 93 142 6 67 131 6 69 139 6 67 140 8 90 

8 93 125 6 68 131 6 71 125 6 72 104 8 90 

G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %He N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile 

8 93 143 9 98 122 9 96 !56 9 96 144 9 98 

- 143 8 93 122 8 90 155 8 89 142 8 95 

G.S. %ile l'\ G.S. %ile K G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. ''loile 

9 98 124 9 99 137 8 94 !52 8 98 131 9 98 

- 124 9 99 137 9 99 !52 9 98 130 9 99 

1997 1998 1999 2000 

N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile 
138 5 59 129 7 79 155 7 79 138 8 9l 

138 7 81 129 7 81 !56 7 84 138 8 94 

100 6 66 129 7 87 141 7 87 138 9 97 

N c.s. %He N G.S. %ile N G.S. %ile N G.S. o/oile 
163 9 97 !55 9 99 156 9 97 136 9 96 

163 8 93 153 9 99 !56 8 91 136 8 90 

N G.S. %ile N G.S. 'Yoile N G.S. %.ile N c.s. %ile 

153 9 99 155 9 99 148 9 99 167 9 98 

!54 9 99 !52 9 98 151 9 99 166 9 99 



APPENDIXC 

Grade 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 Comp.- 137; Word Analysis- 137 
Number of students excused Math- 0; Reading Comp.- 0; Word Analysis- 0 

Students at or above 
Sub test the expected level Percent 

Mathematics 126 92%* 
Reading Comprehension 116 85% 
Word Analysis 125 91% 

1993-I994 I994-1995 I995-I996 I996-1997 I997-1998 I998-1999 

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 

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

Comp. 

Word Analysis 84 63% IOI 71% 115 82% IOS 72% 103 80% 142 

I999-2000 2000-200I 200I-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% 111 81% 112 91% 

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

Comp. ' 
Word Ana_!ysis 145 95% 117 89% 116 85% I09 89% 

* Mathematics subtest was modified to clarify directwns and substitute different visual images. 
**Reading comprehension subtest consists ofD.R.A. levels for the first time. 

% 

79% 

55% 

89% 



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 progrannning 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 

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 

# % # % # % # % # % # % # % # % # 
GW 49/49 100 64/64 100 35/35 100 48148 100 63/63 100 31/33 94 44/49 90 63/64 98 30/34 
Gr. . 

3 . 

SE 30/31 97 44/44 100 42/43 98 31/31 100 44/44 roo 37/37 100 31/31 100 41144 93 36/39 
Gr.3 I • 
VN 54/55 98 42/44 95 47/49 96 53/54 98 44/44 100 49/49 100 53/54 98 41/44 93 41/49 

.. 

Gr.3 
. . ·· 

Total 133/135 98 150/152 99 124/127 98 132/133 99 151/151 100 117/119 98 128/134 95. 145!152 95 1071122 
Gr.3 

MMS 134/156 86 150/169 89 122/141 87 151/156 97 164/166 99 1291136 95 145/157 92 159/166 96 132/139 
Gr.5 I. 

MMS 125/149 84 145/174 83 147/170 86 136/149 91 156/168 93 148!158 94 141/148 95 158/171 92 154/165 
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- 41
h Generation will be 

reviewed with all appropriate staff prior to testing in Spring 2006. 

% 
88 

92 

84 

88 

95 

93 


