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FOREWORD

The North Carolina Annual Writing Assessment has been in place for seven years. We can
be proud of the improvement shown on this performance test, which allows students to
demonstrate higher order thinking skills. We can attribute the improvement in test scores to a
change in attitede by educators toward writing instruction. The assessment program defined good
writing and provided a structure for staff development at the state and local levels. As a result of
this extensive staff development, the amount of writing being done in the classroom has increased;
and writing scores have improved, making it obvious that writing is a teachable skill.

It is encouraging to note that the writing assessment is not a minimal skills test. Standards
for the assessment are high. Students who score at the top of the scale would be judged as "good
writers" by any measure. As the emzhasis on writing continues, we expect the improving quality
of writing to be noticeable as students enter high school. With stronger writing skills, students
will find that they can communicate their ideas more effectively in vther subjects.

Bob Etheridge
State Superintendent of Public Instruction




STATE REPORT
TESTING WRITING: GRADES SIX AND EIGHT, 1989-90

ABSTRACT

In 1982, the Annual Testing Commission recommended that writing be added to the North
Carolina Annual Testing Program because writing is a basic skill and can be improved with
appropriate emphasis. In 1989-90, sixth-grade students were asked to write a clarification
composition focusing on their special day and explaining why they prefer the special day, and
eighth-grade students were asked to write a letter to their principal persuading the principal with
sufficient elaboration, that the new subject of their choice should be taught at their school. The
quality of the compositions was determined based on the composing characteristics of main idea,
supporting detail, organization and coherence, and they were scored using a focused holistic score
scale of 1to 4. A second, independent score of a "+" or "-" was obtained from each readcr on the
student's performance with respect to the usage of standard English conventions. Each of the
80,902 sixth-grade student papers was read by two readers with a perfect agreement rate of 71.95
percent; 77,976 cighth-grade papers had a perfect agreement rate of 70.42 percent. The results of
the writing test for public school students were as follows:

1. 50.66 percent of the sixth graders wrote well enough to score at or above the mid-point of
the 4 point scale. About 9.02 percent of the sixth graders received a score of 3.5 or 4.0,
and 15.34 percent scored 1.0 or 1.5.

2. About 60.22 percent of the eighth graders wrote well enough to score at or above the mid-
point of the 4 point scale. Approximately 12.59 percent of the cighth graders scored 4.0 or
3.5, and about 10.36 percent scored 1.0 or 1.5.

3. A majority of the students (65.54 percent of sixth graders and 62.97 percent of eighth
graders) displayed a reasonable command of English conventions. Only 16.08 percent of
the sixth graders and 16.00 percent of the eighth graders were deficient in these skills.

Interpretation of writing scores across years must be made with cae because of the
difference in writing prompts, change in grade levels, time of year of the assessment, and
emphasis within the classroom. In previous years, writing scores have improved at both grade six
and grade eight when clarification and persuasive writing were tested. This year scores improved
at the sixth grade at 2.5 and above but there was a slight decline in grade eight scores. The
regional scores varied somewkat but were in line with statewide averages. The scores for
individual school systems, however, varied widely.

2o
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STATE REPORT
TESTING WRITING: GRADES SIX AND EIGHT, 1989-90
THE ANNUAL TESTING PROGRAM

Summary

At the November, 1982, meeting of the State Board of Education, the Annual Testing
Commission recommended that writing be added as an assessment area to the North Carolina
Annual Testing Program. The Annual Testing Commission believed that: (1) statewide emphasis
on writing instruction was needed; (2) the measurement of writing would improve staff
development and instructional efforts in the area of writing; (3) more time and resources were
needed for teaching writing; and (4) as a result of the writing assessment, there would be more
instruction in writing in the public schools. The Commission also strongly believed that writing
was and continues to be a basic skill and can be improved with appropriate emphasis.

The attached report describes the writing task which was administered in 1989-90 and
explains how student compositions were scored. Grade six students were tested on their ability to
write a clarification composition focusing on a special day explaining why the particular day was
special to them. Eighth graders were evaluated on their skills in writing a persuasive letter
convincing their principal that a particular new subject should be taught at their school. On the day
of testing, individual copies of the prompt were removed from sealed envelopes and given to each
student who then had fifty minutes to complete the composition. Each paper was scored at a
central site by two experienced, trained readers.

As one of two scores, the composition was assigned either a 1, 2, 3, 4, or Non-Scorable,
which reflected the reader’s general impression of each student's performance with respect to a set
of prespecified criteria for each score point (focused holistic scoring). The quality of each
composition was determined by considering such characteristics as (1) main idea, (2) supportive
details, (3) organization and (4) coherence. A focused holistic score was assigned to each
student's paper based on these characteristics. In general, those responses that fell within the
lower score-point range (1 and 2) of the score scale were those that, while they identified a main
idea, failed to or just met the minimum criteria for supporting details because of a loss of focus or a
vagueness in word choice. In these cases, characteristics of organization and coherence were
rarely a factor in determining a student's overall score. As a rule, only those students who
elaborated such that they demonstrated facility in all or most of the four characteristics achieved
higher score-point values (3 and 4).

The student's ability to use standard writing conventions (i.¢., grtammar, spelling, usage,
and sentence formation) was not inclvded in determining a student's focused holistic score. A
second, independent score was obtained from each reader on the student's performance with
respect to the usage of standard English conventions. This score was reported as a "+" or "-".
The "+" paper exhibited an acceptable level of skills in sentence formation, usage, and mechanics;
the "-" paper did not exhibit an acceptable level.

At the sixth-grade level, each of the 80,902 student papers was read by two readers, with a
perfect agreement rate of 71.95 percent. At the eighth-grade level, 77,976 student papers had a
perfect agreement rate of 70.42 percent. Only .50 percent of the sixth-grade scores and .62 percent
of the eighth-grade scores differed by more than one point. At each grade level, there were 120
papers that had been preassigned a true score. They were not distinguishable from any other
papers and were circulated and scored daily by randomly selected readers. At the sixth-grade level,



readers had absolute agreement with the scores of these papers 80.5 percent of the time at the
cighth grade they agreed 77.3 percent of the time. This agreement rate is similar to results achieved
by other statewide writing assessments.

The results of the writing test were a5 follows for public schools:

1. 50.66 percent of the sixth graders wrote well enough to score at or above the mid-
point of the 4 point scale. About 9.02 percent of the sixth graders received a
score of 3.5 or 4.0, and 15.34 percent scored 1.0 or 1.5,

About 60.22 percent of the eighth graders wrote well enough to score at or above
the 2.5 mid-point on the 4 point scale. This midpoint is used as a screen by the
NC Competency Test to determine the passing requirement for a high school
diploma. Approximately 12.59 percent of the eighth graders scored 4.0 or 3.5,
and about 10.36 percent scored 1.0 or 1.5.

(20

3, On the English conventions' scores, a majority of the students (65.54 percent of
sixth graders and 62.97 percent of the eighth graders) displayed a reasonable
command of English conventions. Only 16.08 percent of the sixth graders and
16.00 percent of the eighth graders were deficient in these skills.

In the annual testing program assessment, the students are tested on four different modes of
writing. Sixth-grade students are asked to write either a clarification or descriptive composition,
and eighth-grade students are asked to write ¢ither a persuasive or point-of-view composition. The
years that each mode of writing was administered are shown below:

Sixth Grade Ninth &Eighth Grade
1983-84 Descriptive Persuasive
1984-85 Clarification Point-of-View
1985-86 Clarification Persuasive
1986-87 Descriptive Point-of-View
1987-88 Clarification Persuasive
1988-89 Descriptive Point-of-View
1989-90 Clarification Persuasive

Each year when a type of writing assessment is repeated, the same scoring criteria and
score point standards are used as in the previous years when the types of writing were assessed,
but the guides are tailored to fit a particular prompt and the anchor papers are changed to
correspond to the prompt. Therefore, when examining writing scores from year to year, it is
important to look at the years when a particular type of writing was evaluated rather than simply
looking from one year to the next.

An evaluative comparison of writing scores across years cannot be made without caution
because writing prompts change each year. For instance, one prompt may be easier for students to
respond to the-. another; therefore, the scores that year could be slightly higher, Other factors
influencing performance include change in grade level, time of the year of the assessment, and
emphasis within the classroom. All of those factors, along with writing type, should be kept in
mind when interpreting scores.

At both grade levels, scores appear to have leveled off over the years. At grade six, there is
a slight decline in 3.5's and 4.0's since the clarification writing was last assessed in 1987-88,
However, there is a slight increase in the nimber of students scoring above the 2.5 mark, At the
eighth grade level, there is a slight decline in the number of students scoring 2.5 or better when
compared to the 1987-88 persuasive scores. However, there is a notable increased when
compared to the 1985-86 scores. On the lower end of the scale, both grades had slightly more
1.0's and 1.5's than in 1987-88 but fewer for the eighth grade than in 1985-86 and for the sixth
grade than in 1984-85. Because of the similarity in scores to past years, it appears scores in these
two types of writing are levelling off across years.

10



| THE ANNUAL TESTING PROGRAM
TESTING WRITING: GRADES SIX AND EIGHT, 1989-90

Background
On June 13, 1977, the North Carolina General Assembly enacted a 1aw directing the State
Board of Education to evaluate annually the educational progress of North Carolina students in the

first, second, third, sixth, and ninth grades. Initially, testing was limited to reading, language arts
and mathematics.

Developmental efforts in the assessment of writihg began in 1979. The Annual Testing
Commission over the next four years reviewed materials, met with writing consultants, determined
criteria to be measured, developed test items and scoring guides, conducted small-scale tryouts,
examined the procedures and products of preliminary studies, and conducted field studies on
technical issues. The Commission's deliberations included public hearings to hear testimony from
educators and the public. '

In 1983, several test items were field tested with selected sixth and ninth graders. Students
writing samples were collected and scored using two different methods; focused holistic scoring®
and criterion scoring. After examining field-test results, *he Annual Testing Commission chose
items and the focused holistic scoring method to be used in the statewide assessment of writing
scheduled for the 1983-84 school year. Sixth-grade students were asked to do descriptive writing
in 1983-84, 1986-87 and 1988-89. They were asked to do clarification writing in 1984-85, 1985-
86, 1987-88 and 1989-90. Ninth-grade students were asked to do persuasive writing in 1983-84
and point-of-view writing in 1984-85. Eighth-grade students were asked to do persuasive writing

in 1985-86, 1987-88 and 1989-90 and point-of-view writing in 1986-87 and 1988-89.

The Commission believes that statewide emphasis on writing instruction is needed and that
the measurement of writing will encourage instructional attention to writing which, in turn, will
improve student achievement in other areas of the curriculum. When writing is measured and the
results are provided to teachers and students, more information will be available to use in planning
instruction, allocating time, and securing resources necessary for those who have not made
adequate progress in learning to write well. In 1984, the Commission made the decision to return
the students’ essays to the schools. Copies of the scoring guides used by readers are sent to all
sixth and eighth-grade teachers each year. The retum of the students' essays allows teachers to use
the scoring guides along with the essays to better understand the scoring criteria and to explain to
parents the scores received by students each year. Writing is a basic skill and should be measured
in order to focus attention on its development in the State's public schools.

* Focused holistic scoring is the technical name given to scoring hat reflects a reader's overall impression
of a composition's quality, keeping in mind a set of prescribed characteristics and an acceptable level of proficiency.



The Writing Task

The sixth-grade writing task required students to write 4 clarification composition within 50
r.inutes focusing on a special day and explaining to the reader why the day is special. Basically,
the writing task required students to identify the day with sufficient supporting detail so that a
reader could understand why the day was special. Throughout the composition, the writer was to
demonstrate and maintain organization and to write coherently so that sentences and transitions
flowed smoothly. ‘

The writing task at the eighth grade was to write a persuasive composition convincing the
principal that a new subject should be taught at school and providing sufficient elaboration to
convince the principal that the students' chosen subject should be the one added. In writing
persuasively, the writer must convince the audience to make a particular choice or to agree with the
writer. In attempting to persuade the audience, information of sufficient power or compelling
details must be provided. Also, information must be presented which is deemed appropriate for
inf}]lucncing a specified audience. As with other composition, the writing must be organized and
coherent. '

S . ]a!.. S ].‘

Interest in the scoring of writing samples is not new in the field of education. For a long time,
the general feeling was that it probably is not possible and certainly is not wise to make
assumptions about a writer's proficiency without reading actual writing samples. However, there
were problems related to scoring large numbers of writing samples. Writing scores were
considered generaily unreliable because of the difficulty in getting scorers to agree on the rating that
should be assigned to a writing sample.

Within the last ten years, however, sufficient concern about the general quality of writing
among public school and college students in this country caused instructional and measurement
specialists alike to reopen the issues related to scoring writing samples. Sufficient research has
been conducted to isolate the sources of historic unreliability in writing scores. Because of these
cfforts, more reliable scores are possible when reader training and scoring procedures are carefully
controlled and monitored.

Focused holistic scoring has proven to be a versatile and a fairly reliable method of scoring
writing samples. It is used by Texas, South Carolina, Maryland, New Jersey, and Connecticut in
their writing assessments and has been adopted for use in North Carolina.

Focused holistic scoring (as defined by the Annual Testing Commission) is closely related to
holistic scoring, and an assigned score reflects a reader's general impression of r:ach composition's
quality. This process differs from pure holistic scoring, however, in two important ways. First, it
requires readers to focus their attention on a set of prescribed composition characteristics and ‘o
assign scores based on the level of facility in these areas that the writer demonstrates. Second, this
process requires each possible score to represent a specified level of proficiency for the set of
composition characteristics being observed. Each point on the scale is anchored by a statement or
series of statements describing the proficiency level that the point represents. The Commission
selects a sample of student papers that represents each level or score point for readers to use as an
anchor for a particular score point. The score is useful because it represents a specific type and
level of performance.

The second judgment made by the readers describes the writer's general proficiency with

conventions of written composition. The reader decides whether the writer is or is not proficient in
using accepted English conventions.

P- N
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Reader Train

The first objective of reader training is to capitalize on the common knowledge and
understanding among readers and to remove, at least temporarily, the biases that readers might
have about the importance and approlpriatencss of certain characteristics of written composition.
The training matenial is designed to define clearly each characteristic that the reader will be asked to .
cvaluate. Wherever possible, the scoring guide, containing actual palpers which were selected by
the Commission, minimizes the need for making judgments and inferences. It is essential that
readers accept the definitions set forth in the scoring guide.

Before scoring begins, test booklets containing the students' actual writing are divided so
that obvious student and school identification information are separated from the compositions.
Thus, readers cannot be influenced by factors such as geographical location. Each composition is
scored by two independent readers who in most cases are expected to assign the same score. To
ensure accuracy in scoring, readers are required to reach a common understanding of the
definitions and of applications of the definitions. They receive three days of intensive training on
the scoring guide and anchor papers. Agreement with other readers and consistent adherence to the
scoring criteria are monitored throughout the scoring session. Validity papers are circulated among
the readers throughout scoring to ensure room-wide adherence to the scoring standards. If readers
do not agree with validity papers a minimum of 70 percent, they are retrained. Team leaders
receive special training and are able to provide assistance or clarification to readers during each
scoring session. In addition, the scoring director rescores all compositions on which the two
scores differ by more than one point. Compositions for which the two scores differ by a single
point are assigned a mid-point score. For example, if Reader A assigns a composition score of 2

and Reader B assigns the composition a score of 1, the score reported to the student and teacher is
1.5.

Strict security guidelines are observed for the scoring process. For this reason, readers
must sign a confidentiality statement, wear an identification badge in the scoring area, and jeave all

scoring materials in the scoring rooms. Security personnel monitor compliance with all security
guidelines.



Results of the Writing Test
Sixth Grade
Sixth graders were asked to choose their special day and tell why it is special. The prompt
and directions are shown below.

Most people have a special day that they enjoy. It can be a holiday, your birthday, or a day
of the week such as Friday or Saturday. Choose any day of the year that you especially enjoy.
Tell what the day is and explain why you like it.

* Name your special day.

* Give at least two different reasons why it is your special day and explain your reasons.
* Write in complete paragraphs.

* Check to be sure you are writing good sentences.

*  Use correct grammar, spelling, capitalization, and punctuation.

There were 80,902 public school student papers which were scored by two readers and
rescored if the readers differed by more than one point on a four-point scale. The agreement rate of
the readers is shown below.

Table 1. Sixth-Grads Reader Agreement Status

Total Public Perfect Agreement  Adjacent Agreement  Resolution Required
School Papers - —n___Percent = __n__ Percent __n _Percent
80,902 58,213 71.95% 22,284 27.54% 405 50%

The 70 percent criterion rate for perfect agreement required by the State Board of Education was
exceeded, and the resolutions required were few. Readers had a 77.3 percent perfect agreement
with the validity papers that were circulated daily.

The rating score points ranged from 1 to 4 and are described below.

Clarification Composition Score Scale

4 = The paper exhibits a strong command of clarification writing.
3 = The paper exhibits a reasonable command of clarification writing.

2 = The paper focuses on a special day and attempts to establish reasons why the day is
special as opposed to other days.

1 = There is evidence that the writer has read the prompt and attempted to respond to it.

14



The sixth-grade writing results are given below. About 9.02 percent of the students
received a score of 3.5 or 4.0 and about 15.34 gercent scored a 1.0 or 1.5. Likewise, 26.69
percent scored a 3.0 and 14.95 percent scored a 2.0. The standards are quite high for a 4 since the
paper must show strengths in all four criteria used to assess writing (main idea, supporting detail,
organization, and coherence). The 2 score point indicated that the student is able to focus on the
task with a strategy in mind and give concrete details. The paper remains in the 2 score point
because of the sparsity of elaboration or an overriding flaw in organization and coherence. Less
than one percent of the papers had problems which made them non-scorable.

Table 2. Distribution of Writing Scores for Sixth Graders

Score —n Percentage Cumulative Percentage
4.0 2,855 3.53 3.53
3.5 4,444 5.49 9.02
3.0 21,589 26.69 35.71
2.5 12,091 14.95 50.66
2.0 26,965 33.33 83.99
1.5 5,749 7.i1 91.10
1.0 6,659 8.23 99.33
NS 550 0.68 100.01

A separate score was given for the correct use of accepted English conventions, including
the student's ability to write complete sentences, to demonstrate appropriate usage of the language,
and to use appropriate spelling, punctuation, and capitalization. A plus ratings score (+) was given
if the student had a reasonable level of proficiency in sentence formation, usage, and mechanics. A
minus score (-) indicated that the writer displayed severe problems in the three criteria listed above.
Table 3 shows that the two readers per paper agreed that 65.5 percent of the papers used English
conventions, i6 percent of the papers did not, and 18 peicent of the papers received a plus from
one reader and a minus from the other reader. Less than one percent of the papers were judged to
be non-scorable and received minus convention scores.

Table 3. English Conventions Scores for Sixth Graders

Reader Agreement —_n_

plus/plus (++) 53,026 65.54
plus/minus (+-) 14,869 18.38
minus/minus (--) 13,007 16.08

Of the students scoring 3.0 or higher on the focused holistic scale, more than 83.66 percent
had double-plus (++) ratings on English conventions. The percentage of double-plus ratings for
1.0, 1.5, and 2.0 score scales was 33.65 percent, 41.94 percent, and 58.65 percent respectively.



Eighth Grade
Eighth graders were asked to write a persuasive composition convincing the principal to
add a new subject to the school. The prompt and directions are shown below.

There will be a new subject added to your school. Choose a subject and write a
letter convincing your principal that the subject you have chosen should be taught.

As you write, remember to:

* Be sure totell your principal why the subject you chose is the best subject to add.

* Give at least two different reasons why your subject is best to add and explain your reasons.
*  Write so that you will convince the principal that you are right.

>  Write in complete paragraphs.

¢ Check to be sure you are writing good sentences.

* Use correct grammar, spelling, capitalization, and punctuation.

As with the sixth grade, two readers read each paper with rescoring required for any paper
with scores that differed by 2 or more points. A total of 77,976 public school student papers were
scored, with 70.42 percent perfect agreement. The overall agreement rates are shown below.

Table 4. Eighth Grade Reader Agreement Status

Total Public Perfect Agreement Adjacent Agreement
——n___ Percent —n__ Percent —N__ _Percent
77,976 54912 70.42% 22,583 28.96% 481 0.62%

The 70% criterion rate for perfect agreement required by the State Board of Education was
exceeded and the resolutions required were few. Readers had a 77.3 percent perfect agreement
rate with the validity papers that were circulated daily.

The rating score points ranged from 1 to 4 and are described below.

4 = The response exhibits a strong command of persuasive writing,

3 = The response exhibits a reasonable command of persuasive writing.

2 = The response exhibits a weakness of persuasive writing.

1 = The response exhibits a lack of command of persuasive writing, There is evidence
that the writer has read the prompt and attempted to respond to it.

The eighth-grade writing results show that about 12.59 percent of the students received a
score of 3.5 or 4.0 and about 10.36 percent scored at 1.0 or 1.5. About 31.43 percent scored a
3.0 and 26.72 percent scored a 2.0. The standards are quite high for a 4 since the paper must
show strengths in all four criteria used to assess writing (main idea, supporting detail,
organization, and coherence). ‘The 2 score point indicates that the student is able to focus on the
task with a strategy in mind and give clear reasons for the position. The paper remains in the 2
score point because of the sparsity of elaboration or an overriding flaw 1n organization and
coherence. About three percent of the papers had problems which made them non-scorable. This
is an unusually high number of non-scorables. The majority of these papers were off-topics where
the students wrote on writing prompts that had been used in previous administrations, i.¢. "Radios
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should/should not be allowed in school." This may have occured in part because students took the
word "subject"” in the prompt to be synonymous with the word "topic" and then wrote on whatever
they pleased. However, in order to do this, the students had to totally ignore "added to your
school" and "why it should be taught." This may indicate that students need to be encouraged to
read the prompt and instructions carefully and then think about thetn before they begin to write.

Table 5. Distribution of Writing Scores for Eighth Graders

Score —n_ Percentage ( '
4.0 3,857 4,95 4.95
3.5 5,954 7.64 12.59
3.0 24,509 31.43 ;. 44.02
2.5 12,632 16.20 60.22
2.0 20,832 26.72 86.94
1.5 3,997 5.13 92.07
1.0 4,078 5.23 97.30
N 2,117 2.71 100.01

Each student's ability to use accepted English conventions correctly, to write complete sentences,
to use words appropriately, to spell, punctuate, and capitalize properly was measured by a separate
score. As with the sixth-grade scoring process, a plus rating (+) was given if the writer
demonstrated a reasonable level of proficiency, and minus rating (-) was given if there were severe
problems in using English conventions appropriately. Table 6 shows 63 percent of the
compositions were acceptable to both readers and 16 percent were not. 21 percent received a plus
from one reader and a minus from the other. Less than one percent of the papers were judged to be
non-scorable and received minus conventions scores.

Table 6. English Conventions Scores for Eighth Graders -

Reader Agreement —_Tt

plus/plus (++) 49,100 62.97
plus/minus (+-) 16,400 21.03
minus/minus (--) 12,476 16.00

Of the students scoring 3.0 or higher, more than 81.41 percent received double-plus ratings

(++). The percentage of double-plus (++) ratings for the students scoring at 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0 was
21.95, 33.73, and 52.25 respectively.



Making comparisons of writing performance, based on focused holistic scoring, across
years is difficult due to the pattern of scores that a given prompt produces. One prompt by its very
nature may produce a distribution of scores that is uniformly higher or lower than another prompt.
Other prompts may tend to be easier to produce reasons and elaborations for and yield greater
proportions of particular score points. North Carolina's scoring guides maintain exactly the same
standards across years for a mode of composition; however, the special characteristics of a prompt
can produce different distributions of scores from these guides. Another problem in making the
straight comparisons across years is the difference in experience resulting from the actual time of the
school year the assessment was administered, at what grade level the assessment was administered,
and the number of years between assessments. Furthermore, emphasis given to each type of
writing in the curriculum may vary from classroom to classroom. For these reasons, changes in
writing across years are difficult to interpret. However, with these precautions in mind, the data in
Tables 7,8,9 and 10 are presented. -

The percentage of students receiving scores of 3.5 or better has decreased from 11.08 in
1987-88 to 9.02 for clarification writing at grade 6 and from 17.50 to 12.59 for persuasive writing
at grade 8. However, in the sixth grade, the percentage of students receiving 2.5 or higher has
increased from 47.40 in 1987-88 to 50.66 in 1989-90. The number of students scoring 2.5 or
above has decreased from 66.07 percent to 60.22 percent at grade 8. On the other end of the scale,
the percentage receiving 1.0 and 1.5 at grade 6 increased from 13.70 percent in 1987-88 to 15.34
this year and from 5.99 in 1987-88 to 10.36 at grade 8. Another obvious difference scross the time
period is the increase in the non-scorable (off-topic) essays at grade 8.

The following tables show the score point distribution for the years that descriptive, point-
of-view, clarification and persuasive writing have been assessed.

1%



Table 7. Distribution of Writing Scores for De.criptive Writing
for Sixth Graders

1983-84 1986-87
Score —0 _  Percentage’ Score __n_ Percentage
4.0 3,271 3.83 4.0 1,812 2.29
3.5 3,618 4.23 3.5 2,632 3.32
3.0 17,096 19.99 3.0 9,405 11.87
2.5 10,827 12.66 2.5 8,730 11.02
2.0 32,957 38.54 2.0 24,345 30.74
1.5 6,340 7.41 1.5 9,688 12.23
1.0 10,704 12.52 1.0 22,312 28.1
NS 698 .82 NS 279 26
1988-89
Score -  Percentage
4.0 2,255 2.78
3.5 4,081 5.03
3.0 21,223 26.17
2.5 2,875 15.88
2.0 26,133 32.22
1.5 4,966 6.12
1.0 9,136 11.27
NS 427 53
Table 8. Distribution of Writing Scores for Clarification Writing
for Sixth Graders
1984-85 1985-86
Score ——n___  Percentage Score —n_ Percentage
4.0 1,203 1.45 4.0 1,131 1.39
3.5 2,138 2.80 35 2,591 3.19
3.0 12,033 14.55 3.0 14,657 18.06
2.5 10,801 13.06 2.5 12,913 15.91
2.0 27,879 33.71 2.0 38,928 47.97
1.5 11,035 13.34 1.5 5,584 6.88
1.0 16,870 20.40 1.0 4,928 6.07
NS 575 .70 NS 423 52
1987-88 1989-90
Score N Score —n_
4.0 3,537 &%‘?9&“ 4.0 2,855 Em;‘g?u
3.5 4,996 6.49 3.5 4,444 549
3.0 16,125 20.93 3.0 21,589 26.69
2.5 11,855 15.39 2.5 12,091 14,95
2.0 29,710 38.56 2.0 26,965 33.33
1.5 4,749 6.16 1.5 5,749 7.11
1.0 5,811 7.54 1.0 6,659 8.23
NS 262 .34 NS 550 0.68

1



Table 9.

1984-85
Score —n__ Score
4.0 3,823 . 4.0
3.5 4,652 4.99 3.5 3,066 3.69
3.0 18,788 20.16 3.0 13,529 16.30
2.5 11,537 12.38 2.5 13,209 15.91
2.0 35,563 38.15 2.0 36,204 43.61
1.5 6,844 7.34 1.5 6,768 8.15
1.0 11,535 12.28 1.0 8,543 10.29
NS 468 50 NS 212 .26
198&-89
Score S | Percentage
4.0 3,179 3.94
3.5 5,237 6.48
3.0 23,109 28.61
2.5 12,915 15.99
2.0 26,562 32.89
1.5 4,332 5.36
1.0 5,265 6.52
NS 165 - .20
Table 10. Distribution of Writing Scores for Persuasive Writing
for Ninth and Eighth Graders
1983-84 1985-86
Score N __  Percentage Score S | I Percentage
4.0 869 99 4.0 1,282 1.48
3.5 1,206 1.38 3.5 2,390 2.75
3.0 4,039 461 3.0 10,453 12.03
2.5 5,735 6.54 2.5 12,410 14.29
z.0 19,394 22.12 2.0 43,844 50.47
1.5 15,741 17.95 1.5 7,999 9.21
1.0 39,652 45.23 1.0 8,010 9.22
NS 1,035 1.18 NS 485 .56
1937-88 1989-90
Score —N__  Percentage Score —_n Percentage
4.0 6,664 8.22 4.0 3,857 495
3.5 7,525 9.28 3.5 5,954 7.64
3.0 27,202 33.56 3.0 24,509 31.43
2.5 12,169 15.01 2.5 12,632 16.20
2.0 22,361 27.59 2.0 20,832 26.72
1.5 2,307 2.85 1.5 3,997 5.13
1.0 2,541 3.14 1.0 4,078 5.23
NS 278 34 NS 2,117 2.71 .

19 20
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Y SUMMARY REPORT
omenet QO The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
TESTH Writing Assessment 1969-1950
Test Date: October, 1989
STATE | | !
1 NVENTION SCORES

NUMBER . 45 FOCUSEDHOLISTIC SCORE PONTS _ CONVENTION SCORE:

STATE

Total: 80,902
Handicapped: 7,792 ,
Non-Handicapped: 71,839 Pct | . 3;

REGION 1-NORTHEAST Do
Total: 4,693 ﬁ-pmw,,

Handicapped: 474 o 052 L0
Non-Handicapped: 4,183 ;i””“'“ i
L.{ REGION 2~SOUTHEAST N
P o a0 bee| 347
Handicapped: 887 Pet | 0:3 |

Non-Handicapped: 8,229 pPet | 3:0 1=

REGION 3-CERTRA
0 Total: 13,515
Handicupped: 1,253

Non~Randicapped: 12,131

REGION "s°¥3¥.Y?"T“§3 346 DEEE RECER b SR R R |
Handicapped: 9986 . . :

Non-Handicapped: 9,040
REGION -NORT“ Y'NTnik 296 N E B Pt R R

nandicappod: 1,356
Non-Handicapped: 12,735

Q

LERIG ™




SUMMARY REPCORT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

2%¢
QO

Test Date: October, 1989
STATE

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 3.5 3.0 25 20 15 1.0 NS ++ +-

REGION 6-~SOUTHWEST
Toggf: 13,878 p¢

ct g &

i um | 682] 81
Handicapped: 1,338 5:- Y IEL R
Non-Handicapped: 12,464 33'

igag |
)
L VIR IR
Handicapped: 827 pct Q1703 B3|
Non-Handicapped: 7,264 pct 3§ 2573
REGION 8-WESTE N
Total: 6,659 Pet | 3.1~ -
Handicapped: 659 gg g? :§?§ %ég? ' Gi
Non-Handicapped: 5,793 pct iﬂ '“29& §E§§

idned




u ! EXCEPTIONAL STUDENT SURVEY REPORT
NORTH CARULINA onol The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
TESTIVG PRIRAM Writing Assessment 1989-1990
Test Date: October, 1989
FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
HumaER 40 35 30 DHFIOTCIPREPONTS 6 ns 4 4~ --
Not Exceptional 82,759 pet] 2.3 | 48 | 28,0 | 18.3 | as.0 7.0 0.4 0.8 0e.5 19.9 ’ 13.0 
Num| 1449 - | 2001 [18872 |t9239 [22878 | 4384 | 4038 321 41749 | 12802 | - asos
Gifted o.oaoﬁ pot| 15.9 | 8.0 | aai [ 120 |20 | 10 | 07 | 00 | wmo ]| a4 0.8
Num| 1369 | 1445 | 3918 | 1082 | 10i 8 e7 ) 8721 1 308 LU
Multihandicapped 53] “pet| 0.0 1.9 | 9.4 3.8 |34.0 | 8.7 | at1.s 3.8 ',"32 zo 8 47 2
‘ Num ) 1 ] -2 18 "8 | 22 =N w R T |
Deaf-Blind 1| pot| 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 [100.0 0.0 | “0.0 %} 0.0 - ioo.o
Num ) o o 0 0 0 ! 0 SO R
Hearing Impaired 114| pPct| 0.9 2.8 19,3 14.9 28.9 14.0 17.8 1.8 43 o '21 9 35
Num i -8 22 17 33 18 20 2 | oA ] 28 40
> Speecedpnd/or Language 3sg| Pot| 1.8 2.3 18.0 11.3 | 43.4 10.0 | 12.1 1.8 488 21.8 31,9
w | Impair Num ] 9 70 4 189 30 47 8 SELTRN B 124
Visually Impaired 81| pot| o.0 0.0 | 19.5 7.3 | 418 | 12.2 | 19.5 0.0 s1.0 | 9.8 29.3
o o}l o s 3 17 'l 8 BRI 1 R R S B 12 :
Behaviora!ly/Emolionally p88] Pot] 0.1 0.4 41 7.8 (a8 | 4.9 | 32w 3.9 at.9 | 238 . 4.6
Handicapped Num 1 3 41 74 3s2 147 321 39 s _202 | as
Orthopedically Impaired 48| Pet| 0.0 0.0 | 10.4 10.4 | 41.7 | 18.7 | 18.7 4.2 52.1 18.8 w.2
Num ) 0 L 8 20 . ] 2 T e SR T RN
Specific Learning Disability 5,307 Pot] 0.2 | .0.0 7.2 7.7 | 2.1 18.7 | 20.0 2.0 0.8 24.2 - 88,2
Numl 10 30 381 409 | 1971 832 | 1870 104 1088 1288 2031
Mentally Handicapped 761 Pct{ 0.0 0.0 0.3 1.2 | 22,5 | 18,0 | 82.7 8.4 10.0 18,1 71.9
Nui ¢ 0 2 ] 171 14 401 LT 16 138 847
Other Health Impairment 90 Pot] 1.4 1.1 10.0 | 13.3 | 28,9 | 21,1 | 23.3 t.1 42.2 21.1 38,7
Num 1 9 12 26 19 21 1 38 19 33
Unknown 1,271 pet| 1.8 40 | 204 | 148 | 239.7 8.7 | 10.9 0.7 58.4 19.8 21.8
Nom| 18 81 289 1 804 | soo 138 o 742 5 cas2 | - g1
STATE TOTAL 30,802| Pat| 3.8 8.8 | 28.7 | 14.9 | 33.9 7.1 8.4 0.7 or.8 18.4 18,1
Num| 2855 | 4444 (21589 [12001 (208085 | 87490 | eass 580 83026 14809 13007
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9 SUMMARY REPORT
ot OO The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
MSCSOLS Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 1-NORTHEAST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 3.0 25 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ +- --

STATE rotal 00,905 |
octal: ’ »_ zi é

Haﬁdicapped: 7,792
Non-Handicapped: 71,839
REGION 1-NORTHEAST
Total: 4,693
Handicapped: 474
& Non-Handicapped: 4,183

BEAUFORT COUNTY
Total:

299
Handicapped: 40
Non-Handicapped: 257
W. TON Y
ASHINGTON Fotal: 298
Handicapped: 18
Non-Handicapped: 280
BERTIE COUNTY
y u“Total: 304
Handicapped: 25
Non-Randicappen: 279
CAMDEN Y
: 3{3 Couugotalz 85
" Handicapped: 9

" Non-Handicapped: 76




”U 2 SUMMARY REPORT
’ muw The North Carolina Annual Testing Program
.| TESTREPROGR .3; s.?.s Writing Assessment 1989-1990

REGION REGION 1-NORTHEAST

GRADE 6

Test Date: October, 1989

NUMBER ‘ CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED . ‘ 25 0 . ++ +- o
CHOWAN COUNTY
Total: 200
Handicapped: 25
Non-Handicapped: 174
CURRITUCK COUNT
Total: 175
> Handicapped: 19
v Non-Handicapped: 156
DARE COUNTY
Total: 220
Handicapped: 4
Non~Handicapped: 216
GATES COUNTY
Total: 122
Handicapped: 6
Non-Handicapped: 114
HERTFORD COUNTY
0 ggtal: 318
Handicapped: 28
Non-Handicapped: 290
HYDE COUNTY
Total: 62
Handicapped: 10
Non~Handicapped: 52
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SUMMARY REPCRT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
Wrliting Assessment 1989-1950 |

o’a
- QO

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 1~-NORTHEAST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 25 20 15 10 NS +4+ +- -

gl ol o oal |

MARTIN COUNTY
Total: 370

ct 31¥ 8y )| 23
. um .
Handicapped: 32 sﬁ 0.0}:.0. 3
Non-Handicapped: 338 3: ; 4
PAS TANK Y

QUCTANK VAl a2

Handicapped: 43

Non-Handicapped: 398 2

9-v

PERQUIMANS COUNTY
Q TotaI: 168

Handicapped: 22
Non-Handicapped: 121

PITT COUNTY
Total: 1,319

Handicapped: 151
Non-Handicapped: 1,163
T
TYRRELL cougogal 78
Handicapped: 9
Hon-Handicapped: 69
WASHINGTON COUNTY
. Total: 233
Handicapped: 33
Non-Handicapped: 200
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REGION REGION 2-SOUTHEAST

SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

GRADE 6

Test Date: October, 189

NUMBER

3.5

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS
3.0 2.0 1.5

1.0

CONVENTION SCORES
++ +- --

TESTED
STATE
Total: 80,902
Handicapped: 7,792
Non-Handicapped: 71,839
REGION 2-SOUTHEAST
G1o °¥o¥a1: 9,310 §
Handicapped: 887
Non-Handicapped: 8,229 pc
BRUNSWICK COUNT
S Total: 615
Handicapped: 59
Nen-Handicapped: 556 P
ARTERET COUNTY
¢ ¢ “'l,'gtal H 616
Handicapped: 103

Non-Handicapped: 488

NEW BERN/CRAVEN COUNTY
/ Total: 1,078

Handicapped: 90
Non—-Handicapped: 988
DUPLIN COUNTY
Total: 568
Handicapped: 45

Non-Handicapped: 513
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Ua SUMMARY REPORT
moo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
BASIC SKRLLS Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 2-SOUTHEAST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 30 25 20 15 1.0 NS ++ -

GREENE COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

-2‘?? 3

JONES COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

8-V

LENIOR COUNTY
To*al:

Handicapped:
Non~Handicapped:

KINSTON CITY
NSTO Total: 359

sﬁ 8.
Handicapped: 46 g& 0.3 -
Non-Handicapped: 313 pct
‘ um
NEW HANOVIRngg ‘}'Y 1,442
Handicapped: 108
Nen-Handicapped: 1,283
0(" 4\J ONSLOW Couuggtalz 1,293
Handicapped: 85
Non-Handicapped: 1,181




u SUMMARY REPORT

mu&mnoo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
TESTRIG PRIRAM, oo LS Writing Assessment 1989-1990
REGION REGION 2-SOUTHEAST

Test Date: October, 1989

NUMBER ' FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS ‘CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 - 35 3.0 2.5 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ + - --
CAMP LEJEUNE N I A I R Eo Rl
J Total: 273
Handicapped: 19
Non-Handicapped: 230
PAMLICO COUNTY
Total: 152
Handicapped: 18
Non-Handicapped: 134
PENDER COUNTY '
X Total: 365
< Handicapped: 5
Non-Handicapped: 326
Y
SAMPSON COl)l'g"l;ta 1 491
Handicapped: 78
Non-~Handicapped: 379
CLINTON CITY
Total: 208
Handicapped: 16
Non-Handicapped: 192
WAYNE COUNTY
Total: 998
Handicapped: 73
Non~Handicapped: 919




U¢ SUMMARY REPORT

. meo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION RRGION 2-SOUTHEAST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 25 20 15 10 NS ++ +- -

e E R EE R EEE
vorteticiess 55 55| 0| owd s o 4ot |

GOLDSBORO CITY
Tot

CI-Vv




u SUMMARY REPORT

NOKTH boo The North Caroilna Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
TESTING PRIGAAM sasic sxaLs Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 3-CENTRAL

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 25 20 15 1.0 NS ++ +- -=

" | STATE
. Total: 80,902

Handicapped: 7,792
Non-Handicapped: 71,839
REGION 3-CENTRA
Total: 13,515
Handicapped: 1,253
Non-Handicapped: 12,131

11-v

Total: 1,443 ot R

Handicapped: 148
Non-Handicapped: 1,292

DURHAM CITY

Total: 596
Handicapped: 44
Non-Handicapped: 552
: MBE T
BJGECO ngga : 400
Handicapped: 46
Non-Handicapped: 354
R
TARBORO CITgotalz 247
Handicapped: 18
Non-Handicapped: 229




'6 SUMMARY REPORT
““'m oo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: Qctober, 1989
REGION nuclou 3-CENTRAL

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS , CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 a5 30 25 2.0 1.5 10 NS ++ 4= -—
FRANKLIN COUNTY el g sema ] oo | e P s | Fe el B “t-*faww :
Total: 330 -2‘62 13 : = i | 50, T ’«'23,8 -
H an di c app e d s 1 ‘ 1. 1‘ N 3 #40 ... T NERY. s B “ 3 . 1‘ . g sy @ ]
Non-Handicapped: 316 2563 : W9 il o @ S
FRANKLINTON CIT ol
Total: 93 171
Handicapped: 6 0.
z Non-Handicapped: 65 231
= W4
GRARVILLE COUNT '
_ Total: 497 Zfa
Handicapped: 30 B
Ron-Handicapped: 467 zgﬁi
HALIFAX -COUNTY |
Total: 500 17°
Handicapped: 20 .
Non-Handicapped: 480 18é
ROANOKE RAPIDS CITY
OANO Totag: 240 zzs
Handicapped: 24 4,
Non-Handicapped: 2lv -255
WELDON CITY
45 . Total: 87 6.
Handicappad: 6 - 0.
Non-Handicapped: 81 R A




SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

o’a
i)

REGION REGION 3-CENTRAL

Test Date: October, 1989

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES

TESTED 4.0 3.5 3.0 2.5 20 - 15 10 NS ++ --
JOHNSTON COUNTY
Total: 1,132 g£<
Handicapped: 118 sgﬁ?
Non-Handicapped: 1,014 gﬁ“.
NASH COUNTY -
co Total: 873
Handicapped: 61

Non-Handicapped: 765

£1-V

i
ROCKY MOUNT CIT
Total: 373

lum

Handicapped: 24 gﬁ.
Non-Handicapped: 345 Pct
un

NORTHAMPTON COUNTY "
Total: 300 33
Handicapped: 32 S:
Non-Handicapped: 261 pct
VANCE COUNT’¥'ota1: 544 S:
Handicapped: 35 sg.
Non-Handicapped: 509 S:

WAKE COUNTY
Total: 4,659

Handicapped: 536
Non-Handicapped: 4,076

50
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REGION REGION 3-CENTRAL

SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Ainual Testing Program
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989

GRADE 6

NUMBER
TESTED

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS
2.5 2.0 1.5

3.5 3.0 1.0

NS

CONVENTION SCORES

++ +

-

WARREN COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:
WILSON COUNTY
Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

234
9
224

967
82
885
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'0 SUMMARY REPORT
moo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

. Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 4-SOUTH CENTRAL

NUMBER FOCUSED Housnc SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 20 15 10 NS ++ +- -

WA
E

fiiag |
4 e
i g ngg. o S
EEREEEE
IR RS
WHITEVILLE %3331: 138 pPct -»51 ”iDi 27g ~13£ ”318 il
Handicapped: 12 pet | 0.9| 0.9] 0.4 ~o0cd| 2550 as.
Non-Handicapped: 176 pct - Si . - 25 g
2 o
é Vi
32‘ _125 . ‘1 f 

STATE
Total: 80,902

Handicappead: 7,792
Non-Handicapped: 71,839
REGI 4-S TH ENTRA
GION OU f N le 146
nandzcapped 998
Non~Handicapped: 9,040

CI-V

BLADEN COUNTY :
Total: 435

Handicapped: 57
Non~Handicapped: 378
COLUMB NTY
OLUMBUS Cogotals 569
Handicapped: 4
Non-Handicapped: 535

CUMBERLAND COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped: 355 pct | 0.
3

54
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u 6 SUMMARY REPORT
., 00

REGION REGION 4-SOUTH CENTRAL

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

GRADE 6

Test Date: October, 1989

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS

TESTED 4,0 35 3.0 25 20 1.5 1.0

++

CONVENTION SCORES
;- - -

FT BRAGG
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:
HARNETT COUNTY
Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:
HOKE COUNTY
Total:
Handicapped:
Non~Handicapped:
LEE COUNTY
Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:
MOORE COUNTY
Total:
Handicapped:

" Non~Handicapped:

307
29
278

894
100
793

406
47
359

559
52
487

348
37
292

698
58
640
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REGION REGION 4-SOUTH CENTRAL

SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

GRADE 6

Test Date: October, 1989

NUMBER
TESTED

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS
30 2.5 20 1.5

1.0

CONVENTION SCORES
NS ++ --

LI-V

RICHMOND COUNTY
Total: 676

Handicapped: 49
Non-Handicapped: 571
ROBESOX COUNTY
Total: 1,711
Handicappod: 148
Non~Handicapped: 1,433
SCOTLAND COUNTY
Total: 568
Handicapped: 49
Non-Handicapped: 506
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' a SUMMARY REPORT

W‘w The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
TLSTING PROGR oo Writing Assessment 1988-1990

Test Date: Qctober, 1989
REGION REGION 5-NORTH CENTRAL

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS X CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED . : 3.0 25 20 1.5 ‘ 4+~ -

STATE
Total: 80,902

Handicapped: 7,792
Non-Handicapped: 71,839 p
REGION 5-NORTH CENTRAL
Total: 14,296 pet
Handicapped: 1,356

1 Non-Handicapped: 12,735
[o; |

ALAMANCE COUNTY
_ Total: 730
Handicapped: 78
Non-Handicapped: 651

BURLINGTON CITY
G Total: 452
Handicapped: 42
Non-Handicapped: 410

NTY
CASWELL COUTotal 255
Handicapped: 9
Non-Handicapped: 210

™, CHA’I‘HAM COUNTY
U Total: 405
Handicapped: 37

Non~Handicapped: k1]




ua SUMMARY REPORT
Woo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
e Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 5-NORTH CENTRAL

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 3.5 3.0 25 20 15 1.0 NG ++ + - -

Lamnniaea cinme e . il R R ERECRCRe

DAVIDSON COUNTY
Total: 1,211

Handicapped: 105
Non-Handicapped: 1,099

LEXINGTON CITY
Total: 222

Handicapped: 19
Non~Handicapped: 202

61-v

THOMASVILLE CIT
Total: 172

Handicapped: 18
Non-Handicapped: 153

FCRSYTH COUNTY
Total: 2,713

Handicapped: 207
Non-Handicapped: 2,469

GUILFORD COUNTY
Total: 1,881

Handicapped: 126
Non-Handicapped: 1,742

GREENSBORO CITY
Total: 1,498

Handicapped: 181
Non-Handicapped: 1,297




SUMMARY REPORT

CARULINA The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
m°° - Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 5~NORTH CENTRAL

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 3.0 25 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ + = -
HIGH POINT CITY SN IR B I
Non-Handicapped: 515 31, f13§ . ¥ i &
ORANGE COUNTY e pmes Ladns L e
G Total: 387 ( ,13,2 4}
Randicapped: 56 .¢7.}
»! Non-Handicapped: 331 20.;
8 - 67]
o
CHAPEL HILL CIT
Total: 445 15& '
Handicapped: 51 z;i .
Nen-Handicapped: 374 1552 ;
PERSON COUNTY o
RSON € Total: 419 14é
Handicapped: 24 N
Non-Handicapped: 384 155§ :
RANDOLPH COJINTY
po Total: 1,071 1163
Handicapped: 132 .
Non-Handicapped: 939 1?,
6% | asnEsoro c1ty Foan
ORO gotalz 259 .17‘. :
Handicapped: 26 30.8!
Non-Handicapped: 232 165




' SUMMARY REPORT

mm 00 The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRAD: 6
BASIC SKHAS Writing Assessment 1989-1990

REGION REGION 5-NORTH CENTRAL

Test Date: October, 1989 | -

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 25 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ +- -

ROCKINGHAM COUNTY
Total: 257

Handicapped: 38
Non-Handicapped: 218 p
EDEN CITY .
N Total: 287
Handicapped: 32
Non-Handicapped: 226

17-Y

WESTERN ROCKINGHAM CITY
Total: 267

Handicappad: 40
Non-Handicapped: 226

REIDSVILLE CITY
S Total: 274

Handicapped: 26
Non-Handicapped: 248

STOKES COUNTY
Total: 505

Kundicapped: 62
Non-Handicapped: 441
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b‘u SUMMARY REPORT
e QO The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
BASK SIS Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 6—-SOUTHWEST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 25 20 15 10 NS ++ +- -

STATE
Total: 89,902

Handicapped: 7,792
Non-Handicapped: 71,839

REGION 6-8 UTH“{ T
ON 6 oTota ? 13,878

Handicapped: 1,338

z Non~Handicapped: 12,464
N
ANSON COUNTY
S0 UNTTotaI: 386 p
Handic~pped: 35
Non-Handicapped: 350
B Y
CABARRUS coggtalz 893
Handicapped: 108
Non-Handicapped: 785
K POLIS CITY
ANNA Total: 317
Handicapped: 38
Non~-Handicapped: 2717

e,
bk) CLEVELAND COUNTI
Total: 621

Handicapped: 65
Non-Handicapped: 548

3}?




SUMMARY REPORT
n’c

mmoo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
TESTIG P ASK. SNRLLS Writing Assessment 1989-1990

REGION REGION 6-SOUTHWEST

Test Date: October, 1989 }

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 3.0 25 2.0 1.5 1.0 NS ++ +- -

KINGS MOUNTAIN CITY
Totai: 268

Handicapped: 20
Non-Handicapped: 247

SHELBY CITY
Total: 236

Handicapped: 38
Non-Handicapped: 198 p

£V

GASTON CO Y
° u“%otal: 2,163

HanGicapped: 223
Non~Handicapped: 1,936

LINCOLN COUNTY
Total: 671

Handicapped: 43
Non~Handicapped: 598 k.
MECKLENBURG COUNTY
Total: 5,258
Handicapped: 441
Non-Handicapped: 4,805 pu

AN 5:? &
Hod| B3]

i;,; ;.. Tt T s TN e T s b s
1! & i I, O N L e 0

ROWAN COUNTY
Total: 1,250

Handicapped: 149
Non-Handicapped: 1,096




U‘ SUMMARY REPORT
s moo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 6-SOUTHWEST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 KX 3.0 25 2.0 1.5 1.0 NS ++ + - -
STANLY COUNTY
Total: 510 Pt
Handicapped: 42
Non~Handicapped: 457
ALBEMARLE CITY
Total: 139 ﬁi
Handicapped: 16
Non-Handicapped: 122
o
1
H UNI Y
f N COUNTTotalz 941
Handicapped: 9%
Non-Handicapped: 847

MONROE CITY
Total: 225

Handicapped: 26
Non-Handicapped: 198




* '

056
E= 1 1

REGION REGION 7-NORTHWEST

NUMBER
TESTED

cC-v

STATE

Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

REGION 7-NORTHHTST
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

ALEXANDER COUNT
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

ALLEGHANY COUNT
‘Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

ASHE COUNTY

Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

AVERY COUNTY

Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

80,902
7,792
71,839

8,205

827

7,264

353
53
300

118
15
103

293
21
272

204
25
178

SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

GRADE €

Test Date: October, 1989

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE PO TION SCORES
30 25 20 1. -




SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annhual Testing Program GRADE 6
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

0’¢
e}, 4,

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 7-NORTHWES™

CONVENTION SCORES

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS
20 15 1.0 NS +4+ +- -

TESTED 4.0 35 3.0 25

BURKE COUNTY

92-v

Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

CALDWELL COUNTY
. Total:

Handiceipped:
Non-Handicapped:
CATAWBA COUNTY
Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:
HICKORY CITY
Total:
Handicapped:
Non~-Handicapped:

899

830

942
72

838 ot

1,028

132 p

896

315
33
278

‘ ?313
,ws.g gr
1| 1

ﬁ?f‘ 34,
S N

' m;
Y N

NEWTON~-CONOVER flTY
Total: 231

Handicapped: 44
Non-Handicapped: 186

R 1 |l 4

o.g ‘252 1s§§ 19,3
' 6. 25. 562
0.81 9 ot

DAVIE COUNTY
Total: 362

Handicapped: 32
Non-Handicapped: 326




b' 2 SUMMARY REPORT
== 21

REGION REGION 7-NORTHWEST

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6

Writing Assessment 1989-1990
Test Date: October, 1989

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCOHES

NUMBER

LT-V

TESTED

3.5

3.0 25 20 1.5

1.0

++ -

lREDlLL COUNTY

ctal:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

MOORESVILLE CIT
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

STATESVILLE CIT
Total:

nandiéappad:
Non-Handicapped:

SURRY COUNTY

Total:
Handicapped:
Mon-Handicapped:

ELKIN CITY

Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

MOUNT AIRY ngY .

Handicapped:
Non~Handicapped:

808
69
691

160
5
154

214 Pe¢

23
190

562
44
513

61
11
50

175
16
157
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b" SUMMARY REPORT
NORTH oo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
T PR s s Writing Assessment 1989-1990-
Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 7-NORTHWEST
NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 3.0 25 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ - -
WATAUGA COUNTY R |
Total: 330 28gii ::':"6%:! B I 1868
Handicapped: 37 . 010001 13,5 g 4 24,
Non-Handicapped: 290 RS ' oo
WILKES COUNTY
0 Total: 795
Handicapped: 91
z Non-Handicapped: 700
s ]
YADKIN COUNTY
m“goml: 355
Handicapped: 38
Non-Handicapped: 312
i
o
S Y B O I B
I
E R § ‘
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) SUMMARY REPORT
"""'m%o‘ The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
BASIC SMILS Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 8-WESTERN

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCCRES
TESTED 40 35 30 25 20 45 1.0 NS ++ +- -

STATE
Total: 60,902 % e ¥

Handicapped: 7,792
Non~Handicapped: 71,839
REGION 8- TE
610 "‘gota H 6,659
Handicapped: 659
Non-Handicapped: 5,793

6C~V

BUNCOMBE COUNTY s | R,
“Total: 1,630 ct

Handicapped: 177
Non-Handicapped: 1,414

ASHEVILLE CITY

Total: 352
Randicapped: 23
Non~Handicapped: . 327
HEROKEE COUNTY
¢ otal: 273
~ Handicapped: 39
Non-Handicapped: 231
CHEROKEE FEDERA
-
Handicapped: 0
Non~Handicapped: 63

vy L
S



' 0% SUMMARY REPORT

S moo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 6
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: Qctober, 1989
REGION REGION 8-WESTERN

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 25 20 15 10 NS +4 +- —

g o.g i ig «;-:-66§§ 50 ,Q)
i e’ et

15,5 22,4]39,3] 10,3 8 gl T
0§§'0?§37f§ H SR P i

CLAY COUNTY
Total: 88

cE _

um
Handicapped: 3 Ppet] 0.9}

(13 B

um

Non-Handicapped: 63

GRAHAM C Y
ou"*otal: 116

Handicapped: 16
Non-Handicapped: 100

0¢e-v

ii?g ":93 2 it

a1

LGEE

*od| Mod) g

33,6| 12, ;1. 2
353 Alfl 3}31 Y

A:eg ;‘::93 ::%§ ::;g .

HAYWOOD CO Y
¢ "%3:;1: 542

Handicapped: 46
Non-Handicapped: 496

T .
HENDERSON ngltlax . 625

ot 2 B

um | 1721 7%
Handicapped: 52 sg 1.914.0,
Non-Handicapped: 570 ﬁ:

HBND!RSONVILLE (il’l“f 119

ot
nandicapped: 14 gg e T
Non~Handicappad: 105 3;
IACKSON COWTEL . am
Handicapped: i3

Non-Handicapped: 248 360'




SUMMARY REPORT

‘The North Carolina Annual Te<t’ag Prugram GRADE 6
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

o’a
| —mn Qe

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 8-~WESTERN

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 3.0 25 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ + - -
MACON COUNTY
Total: 270
Handicapped: 18
Non-~Handicapped: 250
MADISON COUNTY
8 Total: 196
Handicapped: 30
Z. Non-Handicapped: 166
MCD LL
CDONE COUNT:1= 465
Handicapped: 32
Mon~Handicapped: 431
MITCHELL CO Y
021.1 187
Handicapped: 13
Non-Hendicapped: 14
POLK COUNTYTot‘h 154 ct
Handicapped: 23
Non-Handicapped: 131
R D Y
UTIRRFORD GOWTE  7as
Handicapped: 65
Non-Handicapped: 683




. ' SUMMARY REPORT
” 0 GRADE 6
mm oo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program
TESTI BASIC SKRLLS Writing Assessment 1989-1996

Test Date: October, 1989
" "GMON REGION 8-WESTERN

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 3.0 25 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ +- -
SWAIN COUNTY
Total: 123
Handicapped: 18
Non~-Handicapped: 79
TRANSYLVANIA COUNTY
,Totafz 305
. Handicapped: 42
Q Non-Handicapped: 262

YANCEY COUNTY

Total: 184
Handicapped: 15
Non~Handicapped: 93
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. a SUMMARY REPORT

mmmmoo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
' ertlng Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989 |
STATE '

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 3.0 2.5 15 1.0 NS ++ +- -

STATE
Total: 77,976

Handicapped: 6,101
Non-Handicapped: 70,372

REGION 1~NORTHEAS
otal: T 4,489

Handicapped: 382
Non-Handicapped: 4,059

REGION 2-SOUTHEAST
Total: 8,973

Handicapped: 717
Non-Handicapped: 8,109

ESE°ET EoEcEe

REGION 3-CENTRA
Total: 12,731

Handicapped: 946
Non—-Handicapped: 11,5688
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Handicapped: 793
Non-Handicapped: 9,093
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SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

GRADE 8

Test Date: October, 1989

NUMBER
TESTED

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS
4.0 3.5 20 1.5 1.0 NS

CONVENTION SCORES
++ +- -

eV

REGION 6-SOUTHW ST
g 13,521
Handicapped: 1,051

Non-Handicapped:
REGION 7-NORT ST
Total:

Handicapped: 681

Non~Handicapped:
REGION 8-“!8'!‘!!0;3

Handicapped: 562

Non-Handicapped:

12,318 e 1
7,949 bet |
6,974 po |

5,803 p
um

A \Os O

i3 il Lad i A ) ] IS
Peblad i iinde) it it OO~ .
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u EXCEPTIONAL STUDENT SURVEY REPORT
~ ,...Lm o ou The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
Writing Assessment 1989-1990
Test Date: October, 1989
FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES

NUMBER 0 35 @ JporOHQHSTICICOREPOINTS 16 ns 4 +- -~

Not Exceptional 02,811 pot| 3.2 | 6.6 326 | 170 280 | 40 | a8 | 2.0 | @35 | 27 | a9
Num] 2024 - | 4127 20481 11248 |18172 | 9083 | 2370 | 1348 5| 29814 - |7 94287 0| 8610 .
Gifted 7.861] Pot]| 23.3 | 23.4 40.4 8.3 ‘8.4 | 0.2 0.2 0.1 7 88 R e e
Num| 1762 | 1670 | 3088 627 a1 | 13 | e e ___:_1158 o). 3838 | 83

Multihandicapped 30 pet] o.c | 0.0 | 13.3 | 7 | 18.7 | 0.0 |23.3 |30.0 40.0 | 10.0 80.¢
Nuw 0 0 4 I I T R EEE A R Tt BREAE | Rt RN IR IR | Eat
Deaf-Blind 1| pot]- 0.6 :] .0 | 0.0 | 0.0 0.6 | 0.0 | 0.6 l1woo 2| 60 | 0.0 :~1'oaa~o
71 Hearing Impaired o3| pet| 1.1 | 1.0 | 1m0 | 1200 ae e | 10.8 | 14.0 8.8 39 s | 204 | :n n'

w Num 1 1 14 42 .34 10 13 8 S B R A
Speech and/or Language 158| pot| 0.8-] :3.2 | 17.4 [ 17.4 |38 | 110 | 116 | 3.2 31.0 20.0 | 494
Impaired Num| 1 .8 27 27 58 17 18 1 5 | o s | e
Visually Impaired a3l pet| 2.2 | 7.0 |23.3 | 118 [30.2 | 183 | 9.3 | 0.0 '41 o | w8 | sze
Nom| 1} e 8 10 | <8 14 N I ) SOl | JERR NP LI R 7 I

Yiorally/Emolionally g18] pot] 0.4 | o.» 8.1 8.0 | 248 | 8.3 | 307 | 4.4 22.8 | 24.8 © 88

Han capped Num ‘. 8 56 73 225 | 140 281 132 - 208 224 488

| ally Impairad 38| pet] 0.0 2.8 10.8 10.8 85.3 2.8 15.8 2.8 47 4 21.1 31 ]
Specific Learning Disability 3,937 Pot] 0.2 0.8 8.9 9.8 | 338 | 13,7 | 24.3 9.1 .8 : 24.8 2

Nm| B 28 382 378 | 131 841 957 358 90 €77 2270

Mentally Handicapped 780 Pot] 0.0 0.0 0.5 2.7 13.9 12.9 41.9 28.1 5.8 139 - 80.3

Num 0 o | 4 29 110 102 331 222 40 Y140 34
.| Other Health Impairment o8| Pot 0.0 | 41 | 143 | 112 |26 | 183 | 11.2 |43 | 847 40.6 - K LT A

Num o 4 14 L 28 18 1 1" 3_4 | 2 L

Unknown 1,803 pot| 3.7 | e.9 | 330 18.2 29.3 4.1 4.4 2.9 . 22.2 | 1e.8

Nuw| 86 102 808 224 440 62 | o8 | a3 m : 423 249

STATE TOTAL 77,|m| Pot] 4.9 7.6 | 318 | 10.2 | x8.7 8.1 8.2 2.7 5.0 | 2.0 - 18,0

nNum| 3887 | B984 [24309 [12032 20832 | 3907 | 4078 | 2117 49100 18400 12476

'8‘; B




U‘ SUMMARY REPORT
The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
"s""m oo Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 1-NORTHEAST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 3.5 3.0 2.5 2.0 1.5 1.0 NS ++ -

EEREn R

| iggg iy %

-;; ;i;;. i; | g |
| 2Gé§ ?3,3 27,

STATE
Total: 77,976

Handicapped: 6,101
Non-Handicapped: 70,372
REGION 1~NORTHEAST
° o#ogai: 4,489
Handicapped: 382 pect | %
Non-Handicapped: 4,059 pPee:f 8.1 |

GE-V

BEAUFORT COUNTY
. Total: 337

Handicapped: 35
Non-Handicapped: 302

0.
26
W. N CITY

ASHINGTO gotal: 302

Handicapped: 19

Non-Handicapped: 281

210

BER
ERTIE COUNTK 2l 262

Handicapped: 11
Non-Handicapped: 271
90 | campen county

Total: 70

Handicapped: 4

Non~Handicapped: 66




0‘0 SUMMARY REPORT
mmoo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
TESTRR BASIC SKHLLS Writing Assessment 1989-1990

q

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 1-NORTHEAST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 3.5 3.0 25 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ +- -

CHCYAN COUNTY = ..... ) . '.?:"f:"f A :'
Total: 157 s: :v,,]‘oi., : _1‘1 '3’6 152 *1'215

Handicapped: 11 Pet |~ 0.Q:1::0.9| 18.2] < 0.Q172.2]-: -0,
Non-Handicapped: 145 Al X281 164 :w@?i T

CURRITUCK COQUNT N E R B g
8‘0’%. H 2 ’ ! 7 I g
g "8
-28.0(-31.3] 2

hort 1t 1 N

184
Handicapped: 16
Non~Handicapped: 164

LE-V

'1'l§ i3lé

DARE COUNTY A
Total: 213 F

Handicapped: 12 p
Non-Handicapped: 201
GATES COUNTY
Total: 115
Handicapped: 13
Non-Handicapped: 85

HERTFORD COUNTY
Total: 318

Handicapped: 26
Non-Handicapped: 292

HYPE COUNTY
Total: 67

Handicapped: 6
- Non-Handicapped: 61

3222 231
16 =




' SUMMARY REPORT
o’a

sttt QO The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
TISTHG BASIC SKALS Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 1-NORTHEAST '

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 2 20 15 10 NS ++ += -2

MARTIN COUNTY ' Co :w
Total: 384 pct *l'g N
4

NN
- N
N

Handicapped: 32 pect | 0.
Non~Handicapped: 352 bet | 1.1 1
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Ua SUMMARY REPORT
8
The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE
"‘s""m 00 Writing Assessment 1989-1990

, Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 2-SOUTHEAST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTlON SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 25 20 15 10 NS ++ -

STATE

Total: 77,976
Handicapped: 6,101
Non-Handicapped: 70,372

REGION 2-80¥g¥§t§T

8,973
Handicapped: 717
7| Non-Randicapped: 8,109
(Vo]
BR WICK UNT
UNSWIC Fgota 3 600
Handicapped: 42
Non-Handicapped: 558
T Y
CARTERE Coggzal. 597
Handicapped: 55
Non-Handicapped: 503
NE RN VEN UNTY
W BE /Cngotalso 988
Handicapped: 82
Non-Handicapped: %04
DUPLI Y
N cou“*otal: 546
Handicapped: 30

Non-Handicapped: 490

102




‘ ‘ SUMMARY REPORT

m The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
TESTRE oo Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: {ctober, 1989
REGION REGION 2-SOUTHEAST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 3.0 25 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ +- -

GREENE COUNTY
Total: 234

Handicapped: 42
Non-Handicapped: 169

'1713

g .11.2
iffj o

JONES COUNTY
Total: 121

Handicapped: 12
Non-Handicapped: 109

U7V

LENIOR COUNTY
0 Total: 473

Handicapped: 45
Non-Handicapped: 428 pPc

KINSTON CITY
! T- Total: 368 P
Handicapped: 53

Non-Handicapped: 315

NEW HANOVER COUNTY
Total: 1,316

Handicapped: 77
Non-Handicapped: 1,208

53855 &

10/ | onsLow county
Low UNgotalz 1,207

Handicapped: 79
Won-Handicapped: 1,120
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. SUMMARY REPORT
“ ‘ GRADE 8
mm oo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program
TESTRES RASIC SKRLS Writing Assessment 1989-1990

. Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 2-SGUTHEAST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 3.0 25 2.0 1.5 1.0 NS ++ +- -

CAMP LEJEUNE
Total: 189

Handicapped: 8 .u’

Non-Handicapped: 85

PAMLICO COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

150 pc

13
137

7=V

PENDER COUNTY ‘
oy Total: 374 pet

Handicépped: 29
Non-Handicapped: 329

[ S 2 N
[
-en ) o
- O . - i x ek
N AN L HARO
NN
N O »
> O»

L 2
2
L gy
N
@

{ —)
-,
DD
Qe pte
~JN
IR I
-3 N :
e

SAMPSON COUNTY
Total: 488

Handicapped: 59
Non-Handicapped: 429

2
-3

KA
s
~

> O

CLINTON CITY
Total: 193

Handicapped: 11
Non~-Handicapped: 182

WAYNE COUNTY
Total: 993

Handicapped: 67
Non-Handicapped: 926

06 "

Do e e
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REGION REGION 2~SOUTHEAST

SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program

Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989

GRADE 8

NUMBER
TESTED

3.5

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE PO
3.0 25 20 ‘

15

INTS

1.0

CONVENTION SCORES

++

+ -

A

GOLDSBORO CITY
Total:

" Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

325
21
302

............

9
‘

| 9‘3

:

13,
0.
14‘

| 5

412 i

= 3084 M
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a
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SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

%0
o5 Q9.

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 3-CENTRAL

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 3.0 25 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ +- --

STATE '
Total: 77,976

Handicapped: 6,101
Non-Handicapped: 70,372
REGI -CENT
GION 3-C To%ﬁ : 12,731
Handicapped: 946
M Non-Handicapped: 11,588

LRV

DURHAM COUNTY
Total: 1,328

Handicapped: 97 .un i T
Non~Handicapped: 1,204 STy 3 e 1;6; '
m CIT! Lo e . -
OUR Total: 485
Handicapped: 33
Non~-Handicapped: 451
EDGECOMBE CQUNT
DGECOM gota!: 390
Handicapped: 35
Non-Handicapped: 355
TARBORO CITY
Total: 236
Handicapped: 17
Non-Handicapped: 218

110



u a SUMMARY REPORT
mm 90

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8

Writing Assessment 1989-1990
Test Date: October, 1989

-V

REGION REGION 3-CENTRAL

NUMBER
TESTED

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS
3.0 2.0

1.5

1.0

++

CONVENTION SCORES

FRANKLIN COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

FRANKLINTON CIT
Total:

Handicappad:
Non-Handicapped:

GRANVILLE_nggg

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

HALIFAX COUNTY

Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

ROANOKE RAPIDS YITY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

WELDON CITY

Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

326
21
305

94
5
89

458
15
437

461
11
450
204
27
177
99

97

R

o 31 .‘.:};;-:,?: 81 Y
A K | B B

e
80 g 40,

o T 1
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Ve SUMMARY REPORT
oo QO The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

‘ Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 3-CENTRAL

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTlON SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 3.0 25 2.0 1.5 1.0 NS ++ -

JOHNSTON COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped: 83
Non-Handicapped: 1,025 Pot 1652 |18, 'Jgg 188123,

Handicapped: 59 Pet 1 0.0 10,910 3aT 8. .

Non~Handicapped: 813

1,109 p -;Atf:.f;iw.,iss V:R

NASH COUNTY

SH-V

ROCKY MOUNT CIT ‘
Total: 389

Handiéapped: 17
Non-Handicapped: 370 pc
NORTHAMPTON COUNTY
Total: 271
Handicapped: 18
Non-Handicapped: 249
VAN 00“*
cEC gotals 543
Handicapped: 29
Non-Handicapped: 493
WAKE COUNTY
€0 Total: 4,425
Handicapped: 417
Non-Handicapped: 3,878




SUMMARY REPORT
e

mwoo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
TESTHG PROGRAM maSic sius Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 3~CENTRAL

NUMPSR FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTeD 40 35 30 25 20 15 1.0 NS ++ +- -—

---- A a4
R |

' 22.6 | .

f07 | i

WARREN COUNTY
Total: 206

Handicapped: 11
Non-Handicapped: 195 p

WILSON COUNTY
Total: 831

Handicapped: 49
Non~Handicapped: 782 pe

9H-v

1




'6 SUMMARY REPORT
“ﬂﬁ The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
TESTIRNG PROGR oo Writing Assessment 1989-1990

. Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 4-SOUTH CENTRAL

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED : : 3.0 25 2.0 15 ' ++ +- -

STATE o
Total: 77,976 P

Handicapped: 6,101
Non-Handicapped: 70,372 Pet

REGION 4-SOUTH ENTRA

Tota 10 044 Pct
Handicapped: 793
E Non-Handicapped: 9,093
BLADEN COUNTY
u“To al: 398 _d-
Handicapped: 54 P
Non-Handicapped: 344
COLUMB C Y
us cootar: 564
Handicapped: 31
Non-Handicapped: 533
WHITEVILLE CITY
gotal: 186
Handicapped: 8

Non-Handicapped: 178

CUMBERLAND COUNTY
otal: 3,124

y o S o
Handicapped: 285 i 1‘2 “ﬁ!2:§?~ 2§:§ P*fs :
Non-Handicapped: 2,834 &2358 a~*2231 SR ¢ i




0' o\ SUMMARY REFORT
e € © The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
TESTH BASY SKILLS Writing Assessment 1989-1990
Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 4-SOUTH CENTRAL
NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4,0 35 30 25 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ + - -
FT BRAGG
Total: 268
Handicapped: 21 pPet
Non-Handicapped: 247 pet
HARNETT CO Y
u#ztalz 912 ety
Handicapped: 80 Pet 1 0.0
Non-Handicapped: 832 Pet 6,11
>
|
&1 HOKE UNTY
5| HOKE COUNTY,\ ta1: 389
Handicapped: 36
Non~-Handicapped: 353
LEE NTY
cou Total: 540
Handicapped: 21 ct
Non-Handicapped: 516 p
MON ER 0 Y
ONTGOMERY gogg : 311
Handicapped: 21
Non-Handicapped: 274
MOORE couuT%otal: 692

Handicapped: 35
Non~-Handicapped: 654




' SUMMARY REPORT
. GRADE 8
mmm oo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program
TESTRE Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REQGION REGION 4-SOUTH CENTRAL

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 30 25 20 15 1.0 NS ++ -

RICHMOND COUNTY SRR e TR H

Handicapped: 23 pet )i

Non-Handicapped: 494 Qt w;ss fﬁa; a;za Q;;J i, » , i -

22 Vi ..... Bl B Ty

b ;’iei
SCOTLAND COUN'I'Y '

e

Handxcapped: 47 5
| 7163

ROBESON COUNTY
Total: 1,749

> Handicapped: 132
%| Non-Handicapped: 1,542 Pc

Non-Handicapped: 539

L MACWIE® | OMONNN | CONNRO




SUMMARY REPORT

o’a

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program
mm oo Writing Assessment 1989-1890

REGION REGION 5~NORTH CENTRAL

GRADE 8

Test Date: October, 1989

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS
NEMAER 3.0 25 20 1.5

TESTED 40 3.5

CONVENTION SCORES
++ +- -

oS-V

STATE

Total: 77,976
Handicapped: 6,101
Non-Handicapped: 70,372

EERRA

REGION 5-NORTH CENTRAL
Total: 13,686

nandicapped: 969
Non-Handicapped: 12,428

. _?;Q% .
32‘
13, :1°g§ 31{8 )

169

2B
’333 .

ALAMANCE COUN'I‘Y
Total: 754

Handicapped: 61
Non-Handicapped: 692

B36258

BURLINGTON CITY
%otal: 463

Handicapped: 31
Non~Handicapped: 432

AS .ELL TY
¢ COUN Total: 275

Handicapped: 22
Non-Handicapped: 250

538385
e D o
N
LWIOCOLER
ot

Q W

o Caje

CHATHAM COUNTY
Total: 405

Handicapped: 32
Non-Handicapped: 373

¥ 7 ii i 2 I 14 1

$ol | é?g

528362
oD ®»
PO
CRMOOCNN
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1%§og

_;?: 138
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REGION REGION 5-NORTH CENTRAL

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program

SUMMARY REPORT
GRADE 8
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

. Test Date: October, 1989

NUMBER
TESTED

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
4.0 35 3.0 25 20 1.E 1.0 NS ++ -

16—~V

.
Text Povided by ERIC I 2 {:

DAVIDSON COUNTY
Total:

Randicapped:
Non-Handicapped:
LEXINGTON CITY'
Tgtals
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

THOMASVILLE CIT
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:
FORSYTH COUNTY
Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

GUILFORD CO*gle.

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:
GREENSBORO ggTz 11
Handicepped:
Non-Handicapped:

1,135

80 pect

1,054

212 pee|

17

195 p

170
16
154

2,582
142
2,427

1,763
83
1,675

1,461
129
1,332




0‘6 SUMMARY REPORT
et OO The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
TESTN S SIS Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 5-NORTH CENTRAL

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 25 20 15 1.0 NS ++ +- -
HIGH POINT CITY E S e
Total: 563 315 16,
Handicapped: 48 Q1 12.3] =4,
Non-Handicapped: 469 § o 3!3 15
ORANGE COUNTY e
> Total: 389 'ﬁ. vazi 14
gh Handicapped: 30 BURIE Y
Non-Handicapped: 356 p ‘315 ]
CHA‘.‘L " l L“ c l T RS (R RERY st Ty 55;:3.52;
Total: 378 p "sgs A &
Handicapped: 29 27.61
-~ Non-Handicapped: 348 3&1
SON ouugotalz 391 3;1
Handicapped: 30 - 3,
Non-Handicapped: 361 3!1
poL *ggalz 982 g : gg’ .
HRandi capped: 89 pet 0. e BN ¥ I
Non-Handicappel: 892 .;38. .
. ITY R
2 EJ ASHEBORO C Stal: 258 :2’,
Handicapped: e p 1%
Non-Handicapped: 224 '33,




IS,

0' a SUMMARY REPORT
mm oo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8 |
TESTING K LS Writing Assessment 1989-1990 |

' Test Date: October, 1089
REGION REGION 5-NORTH CENTRAL

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORF £::WTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 3.0 25 2.0 ) 1.0 NS +4 4+~ -
ROCKINGHAN COUNTY
Total: 248 ct
Handicapped: 20 pe
Non-Handicapped: 227
EDEN CITY
Total: 309 ot
Handicapped: 6 :
. Non-Handicapped: 91 Pet | 3
|
<] wESTERN ROCKINGUAM CITY
Total: 260
Handicapped: 25
Non-Handicapped: 234
REIDSVILLE CITY
gotal: 233
Handicapped: 14 ¢t
Non-Handicapped: 219 pot
STOKES COUNTY
Total: 455
Handicapped: 31
Non-Handicapped: 423
IBU sl sl i Lo sl sl
13%




SUMMARY REPORT
P

e QO The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
TESTING PROGRAM paSIC st Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 6-SOUTHWEST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 25 20 15 1.0 NS ++ +- -

oo Ziﬁgaﬁ%ﬁzggliﬁzﬁﬁ A g%;i
S - B TETIS ARG R $ | b | b

REGION 6-SO ST |
Total: 13,521 p

g:..fgi .
Handicapped: 1,051 s: = 0 |50
Non-Handicapped: 12,318 3:

e e
- 8 i e
4 e ottt ot

76—V

ANSON COUNTY
Total: 343

ct

um
Handicapped: 10 sﬁ:;
Non-Handicapped: 307 g:

’;7§ '_?243 143 f:: g
at| Mg "?fig 5
Handicapped: 70 §§ g g e

Bk

e R
|
|

CABARRUS COUNTY
Total:

KANNAPOL1 ITY
S gotal: 295

Handicapped: 33

s ¢1 1t
12,11}
Non-Handicapped: 262

e "*2
T
4 % : o

"

CLEVELARD COUNT
Tota

1(_ﬁ, t : 627
w Handicapped: 51

Non-Handicapped: 546




' o\ SUMMARY REPORT

o moo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date; October, 1989
REGION REGION 6-SOUTHWEST )

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
4 - -

TESTED 4.0 3.5 3.0 2.5 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++
KINGS MOUNTAIN SIT' | 1. - ’ S 5 S rpe Lo ::.'g;if'z.'::.:r: S . FER
Handicapped: 29
Non~Handicapped: 243
SHELBY CITY
Total: 240
Handicapped: 32

Non-Handicapped: 206

56—V

Total: 2,193 pet

Handicapped: 163
Non-Handicapped: 2,011

LINCOLN COUNTY

Total: 659 ct
Handicapped: 58
Non-Handicapped: 597
MECKL NBURC COUNTY
CKLE Togagz 5,051
HRandicapped: 1
Non-Handicapped: 4,738
ROWAN com';otal 1,162
Handicapped: 129

Non-Handicapped: 1,027

3=




96—V

o’
Q9.

REGION REGION 6-SOUTHWEST

SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program

Writing Assessment 1989-1990

GRADE 8

Test Date: October, 1989

NUMBER
TESTED

35

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE P
30 25 20

1.5

OINTS

1.0

NS

++

CONVENTION SCORES

+ -

STANLY COUNTY

UNION COUNTY

MONROE CITY

)

Total:
Handlcappad:
Non-Handicapped:

ALBEMARLE CITY
Total:

Handiéapped:
Non-Handicapped:

Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

Total:
Handicapped:
Hon-Handicapped:

£80 pPct

39

137
12
122

948 P

97
851

196
17
178

405 po

WAL= WDDONW WGV '

- oo
3 W




SUMMARY REPORT
o’a ,

e 00 The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
BASIC SHILLS Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 7~-NORTHWEST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 25 20 15 10 NS ++ +- -

STATE SN e
Total: 77,976 pet:):

Handicapped: 6,101 Pet
Non-Handicapped: 70,372

REGION 7-NORTHWEST
Total: 7,949

Handicapped: 681 p
Non-Handicapped: 6,974 P

LS=V

ALEXANDEF COUNT ]
Total: 349 pet |-

Handichpped: 38
Non-Handicapped: 310
ALL Y
SHANT Cooval: 125
Handicagpoped: 10 p
Non-Handicapped: 96
HE COUNTY
ASHE €O 'Totalz 265
Handicapped: 19
Non~Handic’ppod: 246
AVERY COUNTY
¢ UNTTotals 196
Handicapped: 13
" Non-Handicapped: 183




SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

a’a
mmoo

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION RSGION 7~NORTHWEST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 4.0 35 3.0 25 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ +- -
BURKE COUNTY
Total: 888
Handicapped: 47
Non-Handicapped: 832
CALDWELL COUNTY
ggtal: 848
> Handicapped: 69
‘4 Non-Handicapped: 738
CATAWBA COUNTY
Total: 954 p
Handicapped: 101 pe
Nen-Handicapped: 844
HICKORY CITY
¢ Total: 314
Handicapped: 20
Non~Handicapped: 293
NEWTON-CONOVER CITY -
EWTON-C 0 i 224
nandicappod: 29

Non-Handicapped: 195

DAVIE COUNT
¥ota1: 399
Handicapped: 37

Non-Handicapped: 362




b'a SUMMARY REPORT
mm oo The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
BASIC SIOULS Writing Assessment 1989-1990

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 7-NORTHWEST

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 3.5 3.0 25 20 1.5 1.0 NS ++ +- -
IREDELL COUNTY sy
Total: 714 ‘18:1 336 58,
Handicapped: 48 P 322,911
Non-Handicapped: 495
MOCRESVILLE CIT
'l'ota!: 191
> Handicapped: 14 F
2] Non-Handicapped: 177

STATESVILLE CIT
Total:

213
Handicapyped: 24
Non-Handicapped: 189
R' m . RRERE JEROETR R
SURRY cou ¥ota1: 605 3
Handicapped: 50
Non-Handicapped: 541
L ITY
SLKIN € Total: 60
- Handicapped: 12
Non-Handicapped: 48
MOUNT AIRY CITY
Total: 144
Randicapped: 10
Non~Handicapped: 132

. T TI. Lo e

142
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REGION REGION 7-NORTHWEST

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program
Writing Asse_ssment 1989-1990

SUMMARY REPORT

Test Date: October, 1989

GRADE 8

NUMBER
TESTED

3.5

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS
3.0 25 20 1.5

CONVENTlON SCORES

++

09-v

WATAUGA COUNT!
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:
WILKES COUNTY
Total:
Handicapped:
Non~Handicapped:
YADKIN COUNTY
Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

334

34

767 Pc

78

669 et

359
28
324

um

19 S AR .
39: fan e B H i

f}if:?? od

143




SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program GRADE 8
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

o’a
—l QO

Test Date: October, 1989
REGION REGION 8-WESTERN

NUMBER FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS CONVENTION SCORES
TESTED 40 35 30 25 20 15 10 NS ++ +- -

STATE
Total: 77,976

Handicapped: 6,101 p
Non-Handicapped: 70,372
REGION 8-WESTER S
Total: 6,583 Pt
Handicapped: 562 pPct:
Non-Handicapped: 5,803

19-V

B Bs Y IR
UNCOM coggzalz 1,565 pet:

Handicapped: 169
Non-Handicapped: ' 1,392

ASREVILLE CITY

- Total: 317 |
Handicapped: 15
Non-Handicapped: 302
EE C TY
CHEROK Cco Nia1s 310
Handicapped: 16

Non-Handicapped: 268

CHEROKEE FEDERA
5 gotai: 67
Handicapped: 3

Non-Handicapped: 64

ERIC 465
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REGION REGION 8-WESTERN

SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annval Testing Program
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

GRADE 8

Test Date: October, 1989

NUMBER
TESTED

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POlNTS
3.0 2.5 20

CONVENTION SCORES
+- -

CLAY COUNTY

Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

GRAHAM COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicopped:
HAYWOOD COUNTY
Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

HENDERSON COUNT
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

HBNDIRSONV!LLI YITY

Handicqpped:
Non-Handicapped:

JACKSON COUNTY

Total:
nandicippod:
Non-Handicapped:

79

um
3
21 P«

9 3 . A
5 Pet |
87 Pet

577
43
528

650

48

127

19 p

108

278

23 F

255

25
_,..o?

149
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REGION REGION 8-WESTERN

SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Annual Testing Program

‘Writing Assessment 1989-1990

GRADE 8

Test Date: October, 1989

NUMBER
TESTED

3.5

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS
3.0 25 20 1.5 1.0

CONVENTION SCORES
++ += -

MACON COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non~Handicapped:

MADISON COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non~-Handicapped:

MCDOWELL COUNTY
. Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

MITCHELL COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non~Handicapped:

POLK COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

RUTHERFORD gggﬁl?

Handicapped:
Non~Handicapped:

221 p

13

206 p

209

26
182

455 pet

29
355

178 §

122 pc

148 pc
um

21

127 pe

759
73
685

y 1325 if. .f
REw Q0 s 11
Sl

ff* 19é§
w33

e

sl
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REGION REGION 8-WESTERN

SUMMARY REPORT

The North Carolina Arnual Testing Program
Writing Assessment 1989-1990

GRADE 8

Test Date: October, 1989

NUMBER
TESTED

35

FOCUSED HOLISTIC SCORE POINTS
30 25 20 15

1.0

CONVENTION SCORES
++ +- --

H0-Y

SWAIN COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

TRANSYLVANIA COUNTY
Total:

Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:
YANCEY COUNTY
Total:
Handicapped:
Non-Handicapped:

152

115
18

97 Pet

303

24
279

199 pe

11
188

e




