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LEGISLATIVE BACKGROUND

In June 1984, the General Assembly of the State of Connecticut amended Section
10-14 m-r ot the Connecticut General Statutes, an act concerning Education
Evaluation and Remedial Assistance (EERA). This law provides that:

0

By May 1, 1985, each local or regional board of educatior shall have
developed and submitted for State Board of Education approval, a new
plan of educational evaluation and remedial assistance. Each plan
had to address the following:

0 the use of student assessment results for instructional
improvement;

0 the identification of individual students in need of remedial
assistance in language arts/reading and mathematics:

0 the provision of remedial assistance to students with identified
needs; and

0 the evaluation of the effectiveness of the instructional
programs in language arts/reading and mathematics.

The State Beoard of Education shall administer an annual statewide
mastery test in language arts/reading and mathematics to all fourth-,
sixth- and eighth-grade students, with the following exceptions:

0 Special Education students who are excluded by a Planning and
Placement Team (PPT) decision;

) students who have been enrolled in an "English as a Second
Language" program for two years or less: or

0 students enrolled in a Bilingual Program (as defined in Section
}0-179 of the Connecticut General Statutes) for two years or
ess.

Each student who scores below the statewide remedial standard on one
or more parts of the eighth-grade mastery examination or the
ninth-grade proficiency test shall be retested. These students shall
be retested annually, using the eighth-grade mastery test, only in
the deficient area(s) until such students score at or above :he
statewide remedial standard(s).

Biennially, each local or regional board of education shall submit to
the State Board of Education a report which includes indicators of
student achievement and instructional improvement.

On a regularly scheduled basis, the State Board of Education shall
complete field assessments of the implementation of local EERA plans.

-vii-



0 On an antual basis, test results and low income data shall be used to
determing the distribution of availabie state funds to support
remedial arsistance program:.

The purpose of this report %s to provide an overview and summary of the
implementation of the fourth-gra:e Connecticut Mastery Test. The mastery test
assesses how well each student i.: verforming on those skills identified by
content experts and practicing educniurs as important for students entering
fourth grade to have mastered.

-viii-



FOREWORD

The Connecticut Mastery Test is a critical element in Connecticut's agenda to
attain educational equity and excellence. The testing program assesses
essential skills in mathematics and language arts, including listening,
reading and writing, for grades four, six and eight students. Student
achievement is measured and reported in relation to specific learning
objectives that students reasonably can be expected to have mastered by the
end of grades three, five and seven.

The Connecticut Mastery Test provides valuable educational information which
can be used to improve instruction and elevate the achievement of
Connecticut's students. The test results are reported in a manner that
identifies how well each student is succeeding in relation to clearly defined
and meaningful standards. It is my hope that educators throughout the state
use the results as a tool to gain a better understanding of the learning
occurring in our classrooms and the ways to increase learning in the future.
Connecticut is committed to an annual cycle of assessment in order to promote:

0 the monitoring of individual student achievement;

0 the evaluation of instructional program effectiveness:

o educational goal setting; and

0 remedial assistance program improvement.
I encourage you to carefully review the masiery test results provided at the

student, classroom and district levels. The Department is prepared to assist
loc«l school districts in the areas of curriculum and professional development

M/, M tk‘ /

Gerald N. Tirozzi Z

Commissioner of Education

Lol 3
—
——
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OVERVIEW OF THE MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

In the spring of 1984, the Connecticut General Assembly amended the Education
Evaluation and Remedial Assistance (EERA) legislation to authorize the
creation of mastery tests in the basic skill areas of mathematics and language
arts, including listening, reading and writing skills. The tests were to %e
established for grades four, six and eight.

The goals of the mastery testing program are:

) earlier identification of students needing remedial education;
o] testing a more comprehensive range of academic skills;

0 setting high expectations and standards for student achievement;

0 more useful test achievement information about students, schools and
districts;

o] improved assessment of suitable equal educational opportunities: and
o) continual monitoring of students in grades four, six and eight.

The type of test that best addresses these goals is & criterion-referenced
test. Criterion-referenced tests are designed to assess the specific skill
levels of students. Such tests usually cover relatively small units of
content. Their scores have meaning in terms of what each student knows or can
do. Test results are used to identify the areas of strengths and weaknesses
of each student.

MASTERY TEST CONTENT

The CMT is designed to assess essential language arts/reading, writing and
mathematics skills that can reasonably be expected to be mastered by most
students by the end of the third, fiflh and seventh grades. The specific
skills to be tested within these content areas were identified by committees
of educators from throughout the state. In addition, surveys were sent to
many teachers, administrators and parents to determine the appropriateness of
these skills for the Mastery Test. A complete description of the procedures
gsedB:? the development of the fourth-grade CMT can be found in Appendix A

p. .

Mathematics

The Mathematics Advisory Committee recommended a grade four mathematics test
that assessed twenty-five (25) specific objectives in four domains:

(1) Conceptual Understanding; (2) Computational Skills: (3) Problem
Solving/Applications; and (4) Measurement/Geometry. There are four *est items
per objective for a total of 100 items on the mathematics test. A detailed
1ist of domains and objectives is given in Appendix B (p. 35).

Language Arts

The Language Arts Advisory Committee recommended 1%3-item grade four
language arts test that covers two domains: Readin, "..>-ening and
Writing/Locating Information. Nine (9) objectives were recommended by the
Language Arts Advisory Committee.



The general content of Reading/Listening consisted of narrative, expository
and persuasive passages on a variety of topics measuring a student's ability
in: (1) Litera) Comprehension; (2) Inferential Comprehension; and (3)
Evaluative Comprehension. Audiotapes were used to assess students' listening
comprehension ability in: (1) Literal Comprehension and (2) Inferential and
Evaluative Comprehension. The Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test was also
used to assess reading. The DRP test included eight (8) passages and

fi ty-six (56) tast items. It was designed to measure a student's ability to
understand nonfiction English prose at different levels of reading difficulty.

The general content area of Writing/Locating Information consisted of three
components. First, there was a writing sample for direct, holistic assessment
of student writing. Each student was asked to write a composition on a
designated topic. Writing was then judged on a student's demonstrated ability
to convey information in a coherent and organized fashion. Second, the
mechanics of good writiny, which was defined as (1) Capitalization and
Punrtuation, (2) Spelling, Homonyms and Abbreviations and (3) Agreement, was
assessed in a multiple-choice format. Third, Locating Information (Schedules,
Maps, Index and Reference Use and Dictionary Meaning), measured students'
ability to find and use information from the sources listed. A detailed list
with objectives and number of items per objective is given in Appendix C

(p. 37).

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

The Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE), in conjunction with
content consultants and various CMT advisory committw«ns, has begun the
development of the second generation of the CMT. ‘lhe current CMT is under
review to determine which skills are appropriate for inclusion on the new
test. In addition, new content areas and other forms of assessment technigues
(e.g., nerformance assessment and short-answer questions) are being
considered. It is anticipated that th2 second generation CMT will be
administered for the first time statewide in the fall of 1993. Items for this
set of exams will initially be piloted in the fall of 1991 followed by a
second pilot in the fall of 1992.

SETTING MASTERY SVANDARDS BY OBJECTIVE

The essence of the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) is the establishment of a
specific mastery standard against which each student's knowledge and
competency on each objective can be compared. The mastery test incorporates
appropriate and challenging expectations for Connecticut public school
students. The goal of the CMT Program is for each student to achieve mastery
of all objectives. The objectives being tested were identified as appropriate
and reasonatle for students at each of the grades tested. Tiese tests are
designed to measure a student's performance on these specific objectives.

The process of establishing the mastery standards by objective used a
statistical method that required two decisions to be utilized. The first
decision defined a student who mastered a particular skill as one who had a
95% chance of correctly answering each item within the objective. The second
decision wa that the specific standard for each objective would identify 99%



of the students who mastered the skill. By applying the two decision rules
stated above to a binomial distribution table, mastery standards were
established for the 25 mathematics objectives and the 9 language arts
objectives.

The mastery standards are as follows:

0 In mathematics, for each of the 25 objectives, a student must answer
correctly at least 3 out of 4 items.

0 In language arts, for the 9 multiple-choice objectives with varying
nunbers of items, a student must answer correctly the following
numbers of items:

# Items Correct

. for r
WRITING MECHANICS
(1) Capitalization & Punctuation 9 out of 12
(2) Spelling 7 out of 9
(3) Agreement 11 out of 15

LOCATING INFORMATION

(4) Schedules, Maps, Table of Contents,
Title Page and Dictionary 8 out of 11

LISTENING COMPREHENSION

(5) Literal 5 sut of 7

(6) Inferential and Evaluative 9 out of 13
READING COMPREHENSION

(7) Literal 9 out of 12

(8) Inferential 10 out of 14

(9) Evaluative 7 out of 10

No mastery standards were set for the two holistic language arts measures,
neither the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test nor the Writing Sample, since
these measures are not composed of objectives on which mastery coula be
assessed.

SETTING REMEDIAL (GRANT) STANDARDS

In addition to mastery standards, Section 10-14 m-r cf the Connecticut General
Statutes requires that the Connecticut State Board of Education establish
statewide standards for remedial assistance in order to meet two
responsibilities:

0 to identify and monitor the progress of students in need of remedial
assistance in ianguage arts/reading and mathematics as part of the
EERA field assessments; and



o] to distribute EERA funds based on the number of needy students
statewide, as well as for use in the Chapter 2 and Priority School

District Grants.

Students who score below the remedial standard(s) are eligible for services
provided for in EERA legislation. Remedial standards were established by the
State Board of Education acting on the recommendations of committees that
represented Connecticut citizens and educators. ‘he standard-setting
committees recommended the follcwing remedial standards:

1. In mathcmaticg, a student who answers fewer than 69 of the 100 items
(69%) correctly is required to receive further diagnosis by the local
school district and, if necessary, to be provided with remedial
assistance.

2. In reading, a student whose Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) unit score
is lower than 41 is required to receive furti.er diagnosis and, if
necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance.

3. In writing, a student receiving a total holistic score less than 4 is
required to receive further diagnosis by the local school district
and, if necessary, to be provided with remedial assistance.

The mastery and remedial standards were established by the State Board of
Education on June 23, 1985. For a detailed explanation of the remedial
standard-setting process, see Appendix D (p. 39).

STATEWIDE ACHIEVEMENT GOALS

In addition to mastery and remedial standards, statewide achievement goals
have been established in the content areas of mathematics, reading (DRP) and
writing. These goals represent high expectations and high levels of
achievement for Connecticut public school students.

The achievement goals are as follows:
0 In mathematics, all students must master 22 of 25 objectives tested.

o] In reading, a student must score a Degree of Reading Power (DRP) unit
score of 50 with 70% comprehension.

0 In writing, a student must score a total holistic score of 7 on a
scale of 2 to 8.

STUDENT GROWTH OVER TIME

The Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) program is designed to provide
criterion-referenced information about the level of student mastery of
objectives in grades four, six and eight. However, the basic scores reported
for the mastery tests do not provide a system for evaluating achievement
growth from grade four to grade six to grade eight. This is so because
mastery decisions are based on student performance (mastery/non-mastery) on



objectives that are unique to grade level. Mastery of objectives cannot be
compared directly across grade levels and tests because of the differences in
the number of objectives, curriculum content and levels of difficulty. In
order to make valid interpretations across grade levels, the mastery test
performance must first be linked using a procedure called vertical equating.

Purpose of Vertical Equating

Vertical equating is a psychometric technique for comparing tests at all
ability levels. This is accomplished by putting them on a new scale which is
common to the tests. Vertical equating is based on twc assumptions. The
first is that learning is continuous. The second is that instruction in each
area is related to increased achievement in that area. These assumptions
enable test developers to create a scale score that covers a wide range of
content over several grades. The type of equating that leads to the
development of thgse “"growth scales" is known as vertical equating. The
development of growth scales is a common practice and has been used
successfully in the development of a variety of achievement test batteries.
The purpose of vertical equating is to provide one scale score system which
can be used to compare performance across multiple grade levels. This score
system enables test users to ‘nterpret test score information over time
without altering the basic nature of the testing nrogram. This achievement
growth can be monitored over time on the basis of student performance on the
CMT across grades.

Development of Vertical Scales

In order to develop a vertical scale, peiformance on the grade four, grade six
and grade eight mastery tests was statistically linked. This was accomplished
during the 1987 administration of the CMT using representative statewice
samples of approximately 5,000 sixth-grzde students and approximately 7,000
eighth-grade students. Each group of students at grade six and grade eight
was administered the appropriate on-grade level test form of the CMT along
with one below-grade level section of the CMT. Specifically, each group of
eighth-grade students took the grade eight test as usual and a part of the
grade six test. Likewise, each sixth-yrade group took the grace six test as
usual along with a section of the grade four test. Each sample of students
took only one below-level section of the CMT involving approximately one hour
of additional testing time. Performance on the below-level items was not
counted toward the CMT scores of individual students. For each of these
linking samples, item difficulty estimates were obtained for the on-grade and
below-grade level items by analyzing all items together as one test. Once
items from the on-grade and below-grade level tests were linked, item
difficulties from each level of the CMT were adjusted to a common metric to
produce the vertical scale.

Vertical scales were established in the content areas of mathematics and the
reading comprehension section of the language arts test. For each grade and
content area, every correct score corresponds to a speciti< value on a common
score scale (vertical scale). Each of the vertical scales was constructed so
that each scale score point represents the same theoretical achievement level
whether derived from a score on the grade four test, a score on the grade six

}o



test or a score on the grade eight test. This allows valid interpretations of
growth across time using tests differing in content, length and item
difficulty. A1l items on the mathematics and reading comprehension tests were
used in the development of the vertical scales. The writing and language arts
tests were not scaled because of the nature of these assessment processes.

The Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test employs DRP unit scores which are
already on a common scale across grades, obviating the need for any other
development. (For more information see Congero, W.J., 1989, The Development
of Vertical Scales to Enhance the Evaluation of Assessment Data. Paper
presented at the annual conference of the National Counci® of Measurement in
Education, San Francisco, CA. This paper is available through the Student
Assessment and Testing Unit of the Bureau of Evaluation and Student
Assessment.)

Scaled scores can be used to measure growth over time because CMT scores from
ali three grade levels have been placed on a common scale. These scales
provide a means of monitoring students' academic progress from grade to

grade. Before the scales were developed, it was difficult to assess the
performance of groups of test takers as they moved from grade to grade because
of differences in test length, curriculum content covered and levels of
difficulty on the fourth-, sixth- and eighth-grade tests.

Since students who took the fourth-grade test in 1987 subsequently took the
sixth-grade test in 1989, change in test performance can be assessed across
two years' time. Similarly, change in performance can be assessed for 1990
sixth graders who took the grade four test in 1988. A summary of the overall
growth in performance for these two groups of students in the content areas of
mathematics and reading comprehension can be found in the 1990-91 Grade 6
Summary and Interpretations Manual. Students who took the fourth-grade test
in 1985 subsequently took the sixth-grade test in 1987 and the eighth-grade
test in 1989. Similarly, students who took the fourth-grade test in 1986
subsequently took the sixth-grade test in 1988 and the eighth-grade test in
1990. A summary of the overall growth in performance for these groups of
students in the ..~tent areas of mathematics and reading comprehension can be
fcund in the 1990-9y1 Grade 8 Summary and Interpretations Manual.

NORMATIVE INFORMATION

The CMT program is designed to provide detailed information about fourth-,
sixth- and eighth-grade students' mastery of specific skills and objectives.
The provisicn of national norms with CMT results is intended to enhance the
usefulness and flexibility of mastery test information by offering a bridge to
conventional norm-referenced testing programs. The decision to provide
normative information with the CMT does not change the essential purposes of
our criterion-referenced testing program. The CMT will continue to be used
for diagnostic and other instructional purposes with results reported at the
student, classroom, schooi, district and state levels.

In particular, national norms provide greater:
0 Test gconomy. By providing national norms with CMT results, schoo!l
districts can eliminate their standardized testing programs at these

grades, thus saving mcney and undue testing time while retaining
normative data.

Jb



0 Test Efficiency. Federal compensatory programs require the
systematic testing of students using instruments that can provide
normative information. Because norms are provided with the CMT,
school districts will not have to "double test" compensatory program
students. This service allows for increased instructional time for
these students.

o) Test Interpretability. Criterion-referenced test (CRT) programs
may be criticized because the public has difficulty interpreting CRT
performance. National norms will assist in the interpretation of CMT
pertformai.ce by providing a traditional benchmark with which the
public is familiar.

Development of Norms

In order to provide estimated national norm-referenced data based on CMT
performance, items on the CMT were statistically linked to items on a
nationally norm-referenced test (NRT). Content-appropriate items from a
nationally normed host test were included on the CMT to provide a common
referent to both tests. Test equating procedures were then used to 1ink CMT
items with the normed test by placing all the items on a common scale. With
this 1inkage in place, estimates of how the performance of Connecticut
students compares to a national sample could be made. The NRT used to
accomplish this task was the sixth edition of the Metropolitan Achievement
Test (MAT-6), normed in 1986. The equating of the CMT to the MAT-6 enabled
group summary scores on the CMT to be interpreted relative to the MAT-6
nationally representative normative data.

The CMT was initially equated to the MAT-6 during the pilot testing phase to
investigate the relationship of the test content and material between the two
tests and the differential nature of the items included on the CMT anri MAT-6.
In addition, these preliminary data provided a benchmark by which the
stability of the link could be monitored over time. The stability issue is
monitorea :ach year by readministering MAT-6 items during CMT administrations
using representative statewide samples. The comparison of these data with
prior information provides the information necessary to identify the
instructional effects on student performance over time and to update the
CMT/MAT-6 link as appropriate. This monitoring and updating ensures the
continued accuracy of the normative estimates.

RESEARCH OPTIONS PROGRAM

The Research Options Program is a free service provided by the Connecticut
State Department of Education (CSDE) to help educators and educational
policymakers gain access to the extensive information available from the
Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT). Participation in the Research Options Program
is completely voluntary.

The Research Options Program allows educators and educational policymakers
(1.e., superintendents, principals, researchers, evaluators and school board
members) to benefit from customized research investigations designed to suit
their individual needs or questions. Many school districts have taken
1dvantage of the Research Cptions Program in previous years to successfully
#udress special local concerns.



The Research Options Program provides a number of ways of examining student
achievement, as measured by the CMT. For example, one method is to compare
aggregated student test scores obtained from the CMT in two or more categories
of interest. Categories might include males and females, special program
students compared to non-special program students, or any other comparison.
These reports include tables that show the proportion of students mastering
each objective, average number of objectives mastered and the achievement
indicators for students on each component of the test under consideration.
These breakdowns allow district personnel to directly compare the performance
of specific groups of students. In addition, graphics are provided, as
appropriate, with each report. Graphs help simplify the task of interpreting
data and convey information in a compact visual format.

The Research Options component of the CMT has grown a great deal since the
first study was performed on the Connecticut Basic Skills Proficiency Test
almost a decade ago. This year, test directors and evaluators in 28 districts
took advantage of this valuable rescurce to address questions of local
interest. In addition, statewide programs such as Bilingual Evaluation,
Chapter I and School Effectiveness have used the research options to obtain
useful information for participants in over 100 districts. [For more
information see Mooney, R.F., 1989, The Connecticut Mastery Test Research
Options Program: The Application of State Criterion-Referenced Test Reports
for Local Research Needs. Paper presented at the annual conference of the
National Council of Measurement in Education, San Francisco, CA. See also the
Research Options Handbook (1988) provided by the Connecticut State Department
of Education. (These references are available through the Student Assessment
Unit of the Bureau of Evaluation and Student Assessment.)]

TEST ADMINISTRATION AND SCORING

The regular administration of the Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT) for 1990 was
conducted using Form D during a three-week period commencing on September 24,
1990. Test sessions were conducted by local school district staff under the
supervision of local test coordinators who had been trained by staff of the
Connecticut State Department of Education (CSDE) and The Psychological
Corporation (TPC). A student who took all subtests participated in
approximately six and one-half hours of testing.

The Grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test had seven testing sessions.

Mathematics I (60 minutes)

Mathematics II (60 minutes)

Writing Sample (45 minutes)

Degrees of Reading Power (55 minutes)

Reading Comprehension (60 minutes)

Listening Comprehension (45 minutes)

Writing Mechanics/Locating Information (60 minutes)

At the conclusion of the make-up testing period, answer booklets were returned
to TPC in San Antonio, Texas for optical scanning and scoring, and then
organized in preparation for holistic scoring workshops.
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Scoring of the Language Arts and Mathematics Tests

The mathematics and language arts multiple-choice tests were machine-scored by
TPC. Mathematics scores were reported for the total test as well as for
mastery by each objective. Language arts scores were reported for mastery of
each objective only.

Scoring of the Writing Sample

Every writing sample was scored by Connecticut educators using a technique
known as the holistic scoring method. Holistic scoring is an impressionistic
and quick scoring process that rates written products on the basis of their
overall quality. It relies upon the scorers' trained understanding of the
general features ihat determine distinct levels of achievement on a scale
appropriate to the group of writing pieces being evaluatea. A1l participants
received on-site training and were required to demonstrate a clear
understanding of the scoring criteria prior to actually scoring student
essays. Each paper receives a final score between 2 and 8, where 2 represents
a poor paper and 8 represents a superior paper. A thorough description of the
training and scoring process, including sample papers representing different
holistic scores, is presented in Appendix E (p. 45).

Analytic Scoring

A1l papers receivirg holistic scores at or below the remedial standard of 4
also received analytic scoring in four categories (traits): focus,
organization, support/elaboration and conventions. Analytic scoring is a
thorough, trait-by-trait analysis of those components of a writing sample that
are considered important to any piece of writing in any context. This scoring
procedure can provide a comprehensive picture of a student's writing
performance if enough traits are analyzed. It can identi® those traits that
make a ptece of writing effective or ineffective. However, the traits need to
be explicit and well defined so that the raters understand and agree upon the
basis for making judgments about the writing sample. The analytic rating
guide and sample marker papers for the analytic scoring are presented in
Appendix F (p. 57).

Scoring of the Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) Test

The DRP multiple-choice test was machine-scored by TPC. The scores reported
are in DRP units. Tnese scores identify the difficulty or readability level
of prose that a student can comprehend. This makes it possible to match the
difficulty of written materials with student ability. These scores can be
better interpreted by referring to the readability levels of some general
reading materials as shown below:

) Elementary textbooks (grades 3-5) -®35-58 DRP Units
0 Fiction Section - children's magazines - 48 DRP Units

A much more extensive list of reading materials is containod and rated in the
Readability Report, Seventh Edition, published by The College Board.
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The conversion between DRP unit scores and raw scores can be made from the
tabled values obtainable through the Student Assessment and Testing Unit of
the Bureau of Evaluation and Student Assessment.

SCHOOL DISTRICT TEST RESULTS REPORTING

The CMT school district reports are designed to provide useful and
comprehensive test achievement information about districts, schools and
students. Four standard test reports are generated to assist superintendents,
principals, teachers, parents and students to understand and use
criterion-referenced test results. Appendix G (p. 61) presents samples of the
district, school, class and parent/student diagnostic score reports.

FALL 1990 STATEWIDE TEST RESULTS

The Grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test provides a comprehensive evaluation of
student performance on specific skills that Connecticut educators feel are
important at the beginning of fourth grade. The mastery test's greatest
instructional utility lies in its identification of areas of student weakness
and strength. These results profile the statewide results. Each school
district also receives a full complement of reports that identify patterns of
academic strength and weakness at the district, school, classroom and
individual student levels.

Chart 1 (p. 12) gives a statewide summary of the average number of objectives

mastered (mathematics and language arts), average writing and reading scores,

the number of students scored, the number of students scoring at or above the

remedial standard (where applicable) and the percent of students scoring at or
above the remedial standard (where applicable).

-
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The follouwing are highlights of the 1990 Grade 4 CMT results:

MATHEMATICS

0

Fourth graders mastered an average of 21.2 of the 25 objectives
tested, up slightly from last year's figure of 20.6.

A total of 88.3% of the students scor-ed at or above the remedijal
standard, up slightly from last year's figure of 86.9%.

A total of 61% of the students scored at or above the mathematics
goal, an increase from last year's figure of 54%.

LANGUAGE ARTS

0 Fourth graders mastered an average of 6.3 of the 9 objectives tested,
representing no change from last year?

WRITING

0 Fourth graders averaged 5.1 on a scale of 2 to 8, up slightly f:om
last year's 5.0.

0 A total of 87.8% of the students scored at or above the remedial
standard, an increase from last year's figure of 85.8%.

0 A total of 18% of the students scored at or above the writing goal
representing no change frem last year's figure of 18%.

READING

0 Fourth graders averaged 48 units on the Degrees of Reading Power
(DRP) test; up slightly from last year's average of 47 units.

0 A total of 72.9% of the students scored at or above the remedial
standard, a slight increase from last year's figure of 72.4%.

0 A total of 49% of the students scored at or above the reading goal

representing no change from last year's figure of 49%.

™o
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CHART 1
1990 CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST RESULTS
GRADE 4 STATEWIDE SUMMARY

AVERAGE
NUMBER OF NUMBER OF STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE
OBJECTIVES STUDENTS REMEDIAL STANDARD"*
SUBJECT MASTERED SCORED NUMBER PERCENT
MATHEMATICS 21.2 34,265 30,258 88.3%
LANGUAGE ARTS 6.3 34,002 _ ———e
AVERAGE
HOLISTIC SCORE
WRITING SAMPLE 5.1 33,841 29,720 87.8%
AVERAGE DRP
UNIT SCORE
READING 48 34,155 24,907 72.9%

* MATHEMATICS REMEDIAL STANDARD
WRITING REMEDIAL STANDARD
READING REMEDIAL STANDARD

69 ITEMS CORRECT
4

41 DRP UNITS

VEC _12-
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Mathamatics

In mathematics, fourth graders mastered an average of 21.2 objectives, or
84.8%, of the 25 objectives tested. While the state's goal is that all
students master every objective, an interim standard (22 of 25 objectives
mastered) has been established which represents a high level of mathematics
achievement. Chart 2 (p. 15) 1llustrates that, statewide, students
demonstrated strength (85% or more students achieving mastery) in the basic
conceptual and computational skills and simple applications objectives of
addition/subtraction facts with and without regrouping; identifying
shapes/angles/sides and objects in arrays; rewriting numbers using expanded
notation; rewding and interpreting graphs and tables: telling time;
determining the value of a set of coins; and identifying number sentences and
needed information from problems and solve story problems with addition and
subtraction. However, students did not perform as effectively (fewer than 50%
of the students achieving mastery) on the objective of rewriting numbers by
regrouping. This objective assesses the understanding of place value as well
as regrouping for multi-digit computation.

Chart 3 (p. 16) illustrates the percent of students, statewide, achieving
mastery on selected numbers of objectives. This chart indicates that the
percent of students mastering fewer than 22 objectives has steadily declined
from 1985 to 1990. Furthermore, during that same time period, the percent of
students mastering at least 22 objectives has dramatically increased from 42%
in 1985 to 61% in 1990.

Students getting fewer than 69 questions correct on the 100-question
mathematics section (11.7%) were identified as needing further diagnosis and
possible remedial instruction.

There continues to be a consistent pattern throughout the mathematics subtests
of student strengths in primarily computational skills and easy one-step
routine applications. These strengths are offset by an equally clear pattern
of student weaknesses on higher order objectives involving more than routine
conceptual understanding or simple application of skill. For example,
students are consistently strong in their ability to recall number facts and
compute with whole numbers. However, there is consistent weakness in working
with fractions, making estimates and solving 2-step or non-routine problems.

Language Arts

In language arts, fourth grade students averaged 6.3 objectives, or 70.0% of
the 9 objectives tested. The state's goal is that all students master every
objective. Chart 4 (p. 17) illustrates that students did reasonably well on
writing mechanics, as well as locating information and 1iteral reading
comprehension. However, weaknesses were found in the higher order inferential
and evaluative listening and reading comprehension objectives. These results
indicate that students need to learn more effective comprehension strategies
while simultaneously being exposed to a wide variety of reading selection:.



In writing, fourth grade students averaged 5.1 points on a scale of 2 through 8.
The state's goai is that all students be able to produce an organized,
well-supported piece of wriling, that is, a holistic score of 7 or 8. Chart 5
(p. 18) illustrates that 18% of the students produced an organized,
well-supported piece of writing (scores of 7 or 8), and an additional 43%
produced a paper which is generally well organized (scores of 5 or 6). A total
of 27% of the students scored a 4, which indicates minimally proficient writing,
while the remaining 12% scored below the remedial standard (scores of 2 or 3).

In reading (Degrees of Reading Power test), fourth-grade students average 48
units on a scale of 15 through 99. The state's goal is that all students be able
to read with high comprehension those materials typically used at the fourth
grade or above; that is, at least 50 on the DRP unit scale. Chart 6 (p. 19
i1lustrates that 49% of the students scored at least 50 on the DRP score scale,
24% scored between 41 and 49 and 27% scored below the remedial standard of 41.
The average score of 48 suggests that Connecticut fourth graders typically can
read and comprehend expository materials normally used up to grade four. These
results indicate that students may need to be exposed to more nonfiction
materials in the primary grades with an emphasis on helping them learn to read
and organize the information from these materials.

~14-
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MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS

DETERMINE 1 AND 10 MORE/LESS THAN #
EXTEND PATTERNS: #'S AND ATTRIBUTES
ORDER WHOLE NUMBERS

REWRITE #S BY EVPANDED NOTATION
REWRITE #S BY REGROLIPING: 10'S & 1'S
ID FRACTIONAL PARTS OF REGIONS/SETS
RELATE MULT/DIV FACTS TO PICTURES

NS OA W

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS

8. ADDITION/SUBTRACTION FACTS TO 18

9. ADD/SUBTRACT WITHOUT REGROUPING
10. ADD 1- & 2-DIGIT #S WITH REGROUPING
11. ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFERENCES TO 100
12. MULTIPLY/DIVIDE BY 2, 5, 10

PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS

. IDENTIFY OBJECTS IN AN ARRAY

. READ/INTERPRET GRAPHS/PICTOCRAPHS
READ/INTERPRET TABLES/CHARTS

ID NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PICTURES
ID NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PROBLEMS
SOLVE STORY PROBLEMS WITH +/-

SOLVE STORY PROBLEMS/EXTRA INFO
IDENTIFY NEEDED INFO IN PROBLEMS

13
14

1.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.

MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY

- MEASURE LENGTHS/IDENTIFY UNITS
22. ESTIMATE LENGTHS/AREAS

- TELL TIME TO NEAREST 1, 1/2, 1/4 HOUR
- DETERMINE VALUE OF A SET OF COINS
. IDENTIFY SHAPES/ANGLES/SIDES

21

23
24
25

CHART 2
MATHEMATICS: PERCEN1 OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY FOR EACH OBJECTIVE

0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80
PERCENT OF STUDENTS
This bar chart illustrates the percent of students, statewide, who mastered each of the 25 mathematics objectives.




LA
2

ERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.

Percent of Students

CHART 3

MATHEMATICS: COMPARISON OF PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY ON SELECTED NUMBERS OF
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This bar chart illustrates the percent of students, statewide, whose total numbers of objectives mastered fell within one of the indicated ranges.
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LANGUAGE ARTS: PERCENT OF STUDENTS ACHIEVING MASTERY FOR EACH OBJECTIVE

WRITING MZCHANICS

1. CAPITALIZATION AND PUNCTUATION

2. SPELLING/HOMONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS

3. AGREEMENT

LOCATING INFORMATION

4. SCHEDULES/MAPS/BOOKS/DICTIONARIES

LISTENING COMPREHENSION

5. LITERAL

6. INFERENTIAL/EVALUATIVE

LANGUAGE ARTS UBUECTIV™.S

READING COMPREHENSION

7. LITERAL

8. INFERENTIAL

9. EVALUATIVE

PERCENT OF STUDENTS

L)-:\) l}}

EI{ILC This bar chart illustrates the percent of students, statewide, who mastered each of the nine language arts objectives.




PERCENT OF STUDENTS

CHART 5
WRITING SAMPLE: |
PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT EACH SCORE POINT

V. N - U i ';;-ﬁ
4 6 8

HOLISTIC WRITING SCORES

This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students who received each halistic writing
scor, statewide. Holistic writing scores are interpreted as follows: a student who scores 7
or 8 has produced a paper which is well written with developed supportive detail; a student
who scores 5 or 6 has produced a paper which is generally wall organized with supportive
detail; a student who scores 4 is minimally proficient; and a student who scores 2 or 3 is in
need of further diagnosis and possible remedial assistance.
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CHART 6
DEGREES OF READING POWER® (DRP)°:
PERCENT OF STUDENTS AT SELECTED RANGES OF DRP UNIT SCORES

PERCENT OF STUDENTS

40 AND BELOW 41-49 50 AND ABOVE
DRP UNIT SCORES

This bar chart illustrates the distribution of students, statewide, scoring in each of three
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) score categories. DRP score categories are interpreted
as follows: a student who scores 50 DRP units or above has met the statewide Reading
Goal and can read, with high comprehension, materials which are typically used at grade 4
or above; a student who scores 41-49 DRP units can read, with high comprehension,
materials which are typically used below grade 4 but above the Remedial Standard: and a
student who scores 40 DRP units or below is in need of further diagnosis and possible
remedial assistance.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



COMPARISON OF 1985 THROUGH 1990 TEST RESULTS

Charts 7-12 (pp. 21-26) address the comparison of the 1985 through 1990 test
results. Charts 7 (p. 21), 10 (p. 24) and 11 (p. 25) present a comparison of
statewide average scores on the four subtests, a comparison of students
scoring at or above tF. remedial standard and a comparison of the percent of
students scoring at or above the statewide goals, respectively. The remaining
three charts provide a comparison of the percent of students achieving mastery
in each mathematics objective (Chart 8, p. 22) and each language arts
objective (Chart 9, p. 23) and a comparison of student achievement in relation
to the remedial standards (Chart 12, p. 26).

Chart 7 (p. 21) shows that the statewide average scores increased in all areas
tested when 1990 results are comparad to 1985 results. In mathematics, the
average number of objectives mastered increased from 19.3 in the initial
assessment in 1985 to 21.2 in 1990. Mathematics scores have increased
slightly in each of the test administrations indicating a steady positive
trend. ORP reading performance has also been moving slowly in a positive
direction. MWhile the average DRP score was unchanged from 1988 to 1989, there
has been a one point increase in each other year moving from 43 in 1985 to 48
in 1990. The average number of language arts objectives mastered has
increased slightly over the life of the CMT program from 6.1 objectives
mastered in 1985 to 6.3 mastered in 1990. Student performance on the writing
samples showed some progress from 1985 to 1990 with the average holistic score
increasing from 4.8 to 5.1. '

Chart 8 (p. 22) lists the percent of students at mastery for each of the 25
mathematics objectives. From 1985 to 1990, 24 objectives have shown a gain in
percent of students at or above mastery and 1 has slightly declined. A
comparison of the 1990 and 1985 results shows large gains (at least 10
percentage points) in the percent of students meeting the mastery standard in
the following objectives: rewriting numbers by regrouping; identifying
fractional parts; relating multiplication/division facts to pictures;
estimating sums and differences; reading and interpreting tables/charts;
identifying number sentences from pictures; and estimating lengths and areas.

Chart 9 (p. 23) lists the percent of students at mastery for each of the 9
language arts objectives. From 1985 to 1990, 6 objectives have shown a gain
in percent of students at o above mastery and 3 objectives have declined.

When 1990 results are compared with 1985, inferential reading comprehension
showed the most improvement in the percent of students at mastery with a 16
percentage point gain.

Chart 10 (p. 24) compares the percent of students who scored at or above the
remedial standard in mathematics, writing and reading (DRP) for 1985 through
1990. 1In each content area there has been a gain in the percent of students
meeting the remedial standard over the six CMT administrations. 1In
mathematics, the remedial standard is 69 out of 100 items correct. There was
an 8 percentage point increase in performance at or above the remedial
standard from 1985 (80%) to 1990 (88%). Im writing, the remedial standard is
four on a scaie from 2 to 8. The percent of students scoring at or above the
remedial standard increased from 81% in 1985 to 88% in 1990. In reading (DRP)
the remedial standard is 41 DRP units with 70% comprehension. There was a

5 percentage point increase in performance at or above the remedial standard
from 1985 (68%) to 1990 (73%).
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CHART 7
COMPARISON OF STATEWIDE AVERAGE SCORES FOR 1485 THROUGH 1990

9
8
Q 0
of" 59 7
[a @ I¥] o L
45 45 O
%2 3::_ 5
20 20
s | I |
&0 | | 3G 3
Wi t | Wiy
z o ; ' zd 2
<o 54 | ,l o ] |
i ! | 1-41 |
! i b
0 ':-U_-‘-L_E—H_HL—.U_L-U . 0 l 'J_.__s-“__..!nij._.ﬂg__ﬂ_..ﬂ.
, 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 199y
= MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS
ggip
N N A
& ¥ 60.
Q O
A ?
Q = 50 .
= = 45 4T 41 48
3 5 5.1 50 5.1 > 43 M40 V) )
Q A4 ) A Vi g 40§01 N1 )
w | ) PN ! | I o~ ,
Q 4] | | ! =' ! W
= ! i ;' f g' | g 30- j
S : | ! i : ‘ w :
DI L I O O | 2
! : { .’ i | 20 i
1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990
Q. WRITING READING 9.

ERIC |

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



CHART 8
MATHEMATICS: COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS
ACHIEViNG MASTERY IN EACH OBJECTIVE FOR 1985 THROUGH 1990

P iRCENT OF STUDENTS PERCENTAGE POINT
OBJECTIVE S UDENTS AT MASTERY GAIN FRGV
1935 TO 1990

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS

1. DETERMINE 1 AND 10 MORE/LESS THAN # 91% 92% 93% 91% 91% 93% 2%
2. EXTEND PATTERNS: #S AND ATTRIBUTES 72% 75% 8% 69% 1% 7% 5%
3. ORDER WHOLE NUMBERS 78% 82% 84% 83% 83% 83% 5%
4. REWRITE #'S BY EXPANDED NOTATION 96% 96% 96% 96% 96% 95% 1%
5. REWRITE #S BY REGROUPING: 10'S & 1'S 35% 39% 41% 45% 48% 49% 14%
6. ID FRACTIONAL PARTS OF REGIONS/SETS 73% 85% 86% 90% 90% 83% 10%
7. RELATE MULT/DIV FACTS TO PICTURES 54% 61% 62% 59% 60% 1% 17%

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS

8. ADDITION/SUBTRACTION FACTS TO 18 91% 97% 87% 98% 98% 97% 6%
9. ADD/SUUBTRACT ‘WITHOUT REGROUPING 95% 96% 7% 97% 97%, 96 % 1%
10. AR 1- & 2-DIGIT #'S WITi1 REGROUPING 89% 87% 88% 84% 85% 92% 3%
11. ESTIMATE SUMS/DIFFERENCES TO 100 28%, 46% 52% 49% 51% 59% 31%
12. MULTIPLY/DIVIDE BY 2, 5, 10 79% 80% 81% 78% 78% 80% 1%

PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATION

13. IDENTIFY OBJECTS/NUMBERS IN AN ARRAY 82% 87% 88% 89% 90% 87% 5%
14. READ/INTERPRET GRAPHS/PICTOGRAPHS 89% 90% 91% 92% 93% 95% 6%
15. READANTERPRET TABI.£S,CHARTS 78% 84% 86% 90% 91% 92% 14%
1t 1D NUMBER SENTENCES FROM PICTURES 57% 58% 60% 60% 62% 79% 22%
17. ID NUMBER SENTEMCES FROM PROBLEMS 91% | 91% 92% 93% 93% 93% 2%
18. SOLVE STORY PROBLEMS WiTH +/- 83% 76% 78% 85% 85% 91% 8%
19. SOLVE STORY PROBS WITH EXTRA INFO 73% 63% 65% 78% 79% 7% 4%
20. IDENTIFY NE™ DED INFO IN PROBLEMS 79% 82% 83% 83% 83% 87% 8%

MEASUREMENT/GEOMETRY

21. MEASURE LENGTHS/IDENTIFY UNITS 76% | 79% | 8% | 82% | 8% | 78% 2%

22 ESTIMATE LENGTHS/AREAS 0% | 79% | 81% | 72% | 72% | 80% 10%

23. TELL TIME TO NEAREST 1. 1/2. 1/4 HOUR 86% | 90% | 91% | 94% | 95% | 91% 5%

24. DETERMINE VALUE OF A SCT OF COINS 91% | 93% | 94% | 92% | 92% | 92% 1%

25 IDENTIFY SHAPES/ANGLES/SIDES 97% | 97% | 9% | 1% | 97% | 99% 2%
b
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CHART 9
LANGUAGE ARTS: COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS
ACHIEVING MASTERY IN EACH OBJECTIVE FOR 1985 THROUGH 1990

PERCENT OF STUDENTS PERCENTAGE POINT
OBJECTIVE AT MASTERY GAIN FROM
1985 TO 1990

1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1980

WRITING MECHANICS

1. CAPITALIZATION AND PUNCTUATION 71% 83% 85% 79% 72% 71% -3%
2. SPELLING/HOMONYMS/ABBREVIATIONS 66% 62% 62% 68% 67% 71% 5%
3. AGREEMENT 80% 81% 82% 84% 84% 83% 3%

LOCATING INFORMATION

4. SCHEDULES/MAPS/BOOKS/DICTIONARIES 81% 85% 87% 88% 89% 88% 7%

LISTENING COMPREHENSION

5. LITERAL 73% 54% 55% 68% 68% 66% -7%

6. INFERENTIAL/EVALUATIVE 60% 64% 66% 74% 74% 57% -3%

READING COMPREHENSION

7. LITERAL 67% 1% 3% 65% 66% 72% 5%
8. INFERENTIAL 51% 58% 60% 52% 53% 67% 16%
9 EVALUATIVE 55% 52% 54% 51% 52% 58% 3%
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PERCENT AT OR ABOVE THE REMEDIAL STANDARD PERCENT AT OR ABOVE THE REMEDIAL STANDARD

PERCENT AT OR ABOVE THE REMEDIAL STANDARD

CHART 10
COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS
SCORING AT OR ABOVE THE REMEDIAL STANDARD
"IN EACH SUBJECT AREA FOR 1985 THROUGH 1990
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PERCENT AT OR ABOVE THE GOAL PERCENT AT CR ABOVE THE GOAL

PERCENT AT OR ABOVE THE GOAL

CHART 11
COMPARISON OF THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS
SCORING AT OR ABOVE THE GOAL
IN EACH SUBJECT AREA FOR 1985 THROUGH 1990
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CHART 12
COMPARISON OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT IN RELATION TO THE REMEDIAL STANDARDS
1985 THROUGH 1990 ADMINISTRATIONS

1985 1886 1987 1988 1989 1980
NUMBER _ PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER  PERCENT __ NUMBER _ PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT

STUDENTS AT OR ABOVE THE STANDARD:

ON ALL THREE TESTS 17,499 58.6 18,311 59.8 19,840 63.9 19,387 60 4 21,420 64.9 22,788 66.2
ON TWO OF THE TESTS 5,647 189 6,109 19.9 5,997 19 3 6,590 205 6,259 19.0 6,571 191
ON ONE OF THE TESTS 3.913 131 3,617 118 3.341 108 3.883 121 3,348 101 3.379 98
ON NONE OF THE TESTS 2.822 94 2,588 856 1,867 6.0 2,259 7.0 1,975 60 1.666 4.8

!

N
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| NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT NUMBER PERCENT _ NUMBER  PERCENTY NUMBER PERCENT

STUDENTS BELOW THE STANDARD:

ON ALL THREE TESTS 2.459 82 2,265 74 1,643 53 1,804 56 1,665 50 1.376 40
ON TWO OF THE TESTS 3.943 132 3,671 120 3.284 106 3.993 124 3,404 103 3.346 9.7
ON ONE OF THE TESTS 5,664 190 6,113 200 5.729 18 6 6,647 207 6.204 18.8 6.556 191
ON NONF OF THE TESTS 17.815 59 6 18,576 607 20.389 €57 19,675 613 21.829 66 1 23,126 67 2

NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED 29.881 30,625 31.045 32,119 33.002 34,404

HUMBER OF STUDENTS BELOW REMEDIAL

STANDARD ON ONE OR MORE SUBTESTS

{'JNDUPLICATED COUNT) 12.066 40 4 12.049 393 10.656 343 12,444 387 11.273 342 11.278 328

)
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Chart 11 (p. 25) compares the percert of students scoring at or above the
statewide goals in matnematics, writing and reading from 1985 through 1990.
There has been at least a slight gain in the percent of students reaching the
statewide goal in each of the three content areas over the six CMT
administrations. In mathematics, the goal is 22 of 25 objectives mastered.
There was a 19 percentage point increase in performance at or above the
statewide goal from 1985 (42%) to 1990 (61%). In writing, the goal is 7 on a
scale of 2 to 8. The percent of students scoring at or above the statewide
standard increased slightly from 17% in 1985 to 18% in 1990. In reading (DRP)
the statewide goal is 50 DRP units with 70% comprehension. There was a

7 percentage point increase in performance at or above the goal from 1985
(42%) to 1990 (49%).

Chart 12 (p. 26) is a comparison of student achievement in relation to the
remsdial standards for 1985 through 1990. Over the six-year period, the
percent of students at or above the remedial standard on all three tests
(mathematics, reading, writing) has increased from 58.6% in 1985 to 66.2% in
1990, while the percent of students below the remedial standard on all three
tests has declined from 8.2% in 1985 to 4.0% in 1990. The percent of students
below the remedial standard on one or more subtests has also dropped from
40.4% in 1985 to 32.8% in 1990.

Test Results by District

Appendices H, I and J address the comparison of test results by school
district. Appendix H (p. 73) and Appendix I (p. 81) present a listing of the
mathematics and language arts test results, respectively, for each Connecticut
school district. Appendix J (p. 89) is a listing of the percent of students
meeting the statewide goals in reading (DRP), writing and mathematics for each
school district. In each appendix, school districts are listed
alphabetically, followed by regional school districts. The Type of Community
(TOC) designation in the second column and the Education Reference Group (ERG)
designation in the third column indicate the TOC and ERG groups with which
each district or school has been classified. Definitions of the TOC and ERG
classifications are provided in Appendix K (p. 95) and Appendix L (p. 97),
respectively. TOC and ERG summaries follow the alphaketical 1istings of
school district results in mathematics, language arts and percent meeting the
statewide goal in each content area.

The State Department »f Education advises against comparing scores between and
among school districts. It is more meaningful to compare district results
longitudinally within each district. It is also not appropriate or meaningful
to sum across the different tests and subtests for comparative purposes
because of differences in test length, mastery criteria and remedial
standards. These comparisons are inappropriate because it is impossible to
identify, solely on the basis of this information, ho " the average student has
performed in the districts being compared. Average * »res and standard
deviations provide more appropriate comparative infc .ation on how well the
average student is performing, although many factors may affect the
comparability of these statistics as well.
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Normative Results

Normative information is provided to indicate how well the average student in
Connecticut performs compared to a national sample of students. Norms have
been available for the mathematics test, the language arts test and the
reading comprehension test since 1987. These norms are based on links
established hetween the CMT and the sixth edition of the Metropolitan
Achievement Test (MAT-6). The norms are expressed in percentile ranks which
provide estimates of group performance relative to the performance of the
national MAT-6 norm group. Percentile ranks range from 1 to 99. A percentile
rank of 50 represents the score that divides the norm group into two equal
parts; half scoring below and half scoring above this value. Each reported
percentile rank represents the performance of a nationally representative
sample of students in relation to Connecticut student performance.

The following are the estimated norms for the grade four statewide averages.
In the content areas of mathematics, language arts and reading comprehension
(not DRP), data are provided for the 1987 through 1990 administrations.

Grade Four
1987 1988 1989 1990
Mathematics 67 66 67 68
Language Arts 69 70 69 €7
Reading Comprehension 60 58 59 58

Patterns in the data are summarized below.

0 In each content area and administration year, the mean national
percentile rankings of Connecticut students substantially exceed the
national average (50th percentile rank).

0 The norms for mathematics and language arts have remained similar to
one another over the four years with percentile ranks ranging from 66
to 70 in value. 1In 1990 the reading comprehension performance
continues to be lower than either mathematics or language arts when
compared to a nationai sampie.

0 The percentile ranks within each content area are quite stable across
the four years, differing in value by no more than three points.

It should be pointed out that these norms provide a way to interpret the
performance of the average Connecticut student relative to a national sample.
They do not address the issue of how Connecticut, as a state, compares to
other states. The fact that, in 1990, the average Connecticut student is at
the 68th percentile in mathematics does not mean that the state as a whole
would be in the 68th percentile if it were compared to other states. A
state-by-state achievement testing program has been endorsed by the Council of
Chief State School Officers (CCSSO) and the National Governors' Association
(NGA) and is in progress using the National Assessment of Educational Progress
(NAEP) Program. Connecticut participated in the 1990 trial state assessment
for mathematics at grade eight. Results of this assessment are scheduled for
retease June 6, 1991 at a national press conference in Washington, D.C.
Connecticut intends to participate in the 1992 trial state assessment in
grades four and eight.

~28-



Norms Avajlable to Districts

Mathematics, language arts and reading comprehension norms can also be
calculated for groups of students at the district level. Each year all
districts are notified by the CMT contractor that norms for their own
districts and schools within their districts are optionally available. In
addition, districts are offered all materials and directions necessary to
hand-calculate norms for groups of students within their districts (e.n
Chapter I students). There is no charge for either of these services. .y
district that requests this information receives it directly from the CMT
contractor. No district receives normative information unless it is
specifically requested by the superintendent. Over one half of Connecticut
school districts has requested norms in the past.

Participation Rate Results

Appendix M (p. 101) presents the number of fourth-grade students in each
district and the percents of students who participated in the gr~de four
mastery testing during the fall 1990 statewide administration. Appendix M
also shows the percent of students exempted from CMT testing. The
alphabetical listing of districts provides the following information for each
district:

Column 1 The name of the district

Column 2 The total fourth-grade population at the start of mastery testing
Column 3 The number of students eligible for testing

Column 4 The percent of total population exempted from testing

Columns 5-8 The percent of eligible students tested in each content area

The results in Appendix M illustrate that participation rates by school
district on the fourth-grade CMT were quite high, with only a few exceptions.
However, the high percentage of students exempted from the CMf! statewide,
combined with the large variation in exemption rates among districts, has
raised concerns about the fair application of exemption procedures and its
impact on students. The Department is currently examining the impact of the
exclusion provisions on the CMT programs for Special Education and Bilingual
students. It is anticipated that the results from these analyses will be
available in the spring of 1991.
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Test Construction

The development of the fourth-grade criterion-referenced mastery test required
the formation of seven statewide advisory committees. These included the
Mathematics and Language Arts Advisory Committees, the Psychometrics Advisory
Committee, the Bias Advisory Committee, the Mastery Test Implementation
Advisory Committee and two standard-setting committees, one for mathematics
and one for language arts. These committees were comprised Oof representatives
from throughout the state. Members were selected for their area of

expertise. Approximately 150 Correcticut educators participated on the
mastery test committees which met over 80 times during the first 18 months of
test development. (See Acknowledgements, p. v and page 44.)

Beginning in the spring of 1984, content committees in both language arts and
mathematics participated in each stage of the test development process,
including assisting the State Department of Ecucation in the selection of The
Psychological Corporation as its test contractor. First, the content
committees reviewed the curriculum materials prevalent throughout the state
and the scope of the national tests in use in Connecticut at the respective
grade levels. Additional resources included the Connecticut curriculum guides
in mathematics and language arts, developed in 1981, as well as the results of
recent Connecticut Assessment of Educational Progress (CAEP) assessments in
mathematics and language arts. Next, the committees identified sets of
preliminary mathematics and language arts objectives which reflected existing
curriculum materials and the goals of the mastery testing program. The
content committees defined an objective as an operationalized learning outcome
that was fairly narrow and clearly defined.

Four criteria were used in identifying the appropriate learning outcomes or
test objectives and in selecting specific test items to be included on the
Grade 4 Connecticut Mastery Test (CMT). To have been considered for use, test
objectives and items must have been:

(1) significant and important;

(2) developmentally appropriate;

(3) reasonable for most students to achieve; and

(4) generally representative of what is taught in Connecticut schools.

Once the objectives were identified, item specifications and/or sample items
were written. Item specifications are written descriptions of the types and
forms of test items that assess an objective. They also prescribe the types
of answer choices that can be used with each item.

After the test specifications were written and agreed upon, the test
contractor wrote items and response choices for each cf the objectives. The
items were then reviewed by the content committees. Items which met the
criteria of the test specifications and received the approval of the content
committees were considered for the pilot test. Before testing, the Bias
Advisory Committee reviewed each item for potential discrimination related to
gender, race or ethnicity in the language or format of the question or
response choices. Page v lists the original members of the Bias Advisory
Committee although some membership changes have occurred since piloting.
After their review was completed, the pilot test forms were constructed. Over
500 customized Connecticut items were included in the October 1984 grade four
pilot test in language arts and mathematics.

NS
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The Psychometrics Advisory Committee provided advice concerning other aspects
of the pilot test including the sampling design, statistical bias analysis,
the design of item specifications and pilot test administration procedures.
The recommendations proposed by the Psychometrics Advisory Committee were
reviewed and endorsed by the Mastery Test Implementation Advisory Committee.

Pilot Tests

After the items had been reviewed, twelve test forms (six in mathematics and
six in language arts) were piloted for the grade four test. The purpose of
several pilot test forms was to ensure that enough test items were included to
construct three comparable test forms from the pilot test results.

Over 6,000 grade four students participated in the October 1984 pilot test.

In January 1985, the pilot test results were made available to Connecticut
State Department of Education (CSDE) staff. The process of selecting items to
construct three comparable test forms began by the Bias Advisory Committee
examining the pilot test statistics of each item for potential bias. As a
result, some {tems were eliminated from the item pool. From the remaining
items, test forms were constructed to be equivalent in content and difficulty
at both the objective and total test levels.

Once the items were sorted on this basis, the test contractor prepared three
compliete forms of the mathematics test and two complete forms of the language
arts test. These forms were approved by the content committees. Each form
was created to be equal in difficulty and test length. A third language arts
test was constructed after a few additional items were piloted as part of a
later test administration. The psychometric procedures used to construct
th§s$ test forms focus primarily on the use of the one-parameter item response
model.

Survey

In October 1984, a survey of preliminary grade four mastery test objectives
was sent to over 3,000 Connecticut educators. The purpose of the survey was
to determine (1) the importance of the proposed mathematics and
reading/language arts objectives and (2) whether the objectives were taught
prior to the beginning of grade four. Over a 50% response rate was achieved
which included approximately one-third of the respondents representing urban
school districts. As a result of the survey, two objectives were not
considered to be important learning outcomes before fourth grade and
consequently were eliminated from the fourth-grade language arts test by the
Language Arts Advisory Committee.
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Grade Four Mathematics “bjectives

The 25 objectives of the fourth-grade mathematics test are 1isted below.
There are four test items for each objective. The number of items in eact
domain is indicated in the parentheses.

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS (28)

1.

NN

7.

Identify the number one more, one less, ten more or ten less
than a given number

Extend patterns involving numbers and attributes

Order whole numbers

Rewrite numbers using expanded notation

Rewrite numbers by regrouping tens and ones

Identify fractional parts of regions and sets from pictures
for halves, thirds, fourths and sixths

Relate multiplication and division facts to rectangular arrays

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS (20)

8.
g.
10.
1.
12.

Know addition and subtraction facts to 18

Add and subtract one- and two-digit numbers without regrouping
Add one- and two-digit numbers with regrouping

Estimate sums and differences to 100

Multiply and divide by 2, 5 and 10

PROBLEM SOLVING/APPLICATIONS (32)

13.

14.
15.
16.
17.

18.
19.

20.

Identify objects or numbers that do or do not bvlong in a
collection, matrix, or array

Read and interpret bar graphs and pictographs

Read and interpret data from tables and charts

Identify or write number sentences from pictures

Identify number sentences from addition or subtraction story
problems

Solve simple story problems involving addition or subtraction
Solve and identify number sentences in simple story problems
involving addition and subtraction, with extraneous
information

Identify needed informaticn in problem situations

MEASUREMENT /GEOMETRY (20)

21.

22.
23.

24.
25.

Measure length and identify appropriate units for measuring
length and distance

Estimate lengths and areas

Tell time to the nearest hour, half hour and quarter hour,
using analog and digital clocks

Determine the value of a set of coins

Identify shapes, angles and sides

Performance on all 25 objectives is reported at the student, classroom,
school, district and state levels.

4.

[
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Grade Four Language Arts Objectives

There are nine multiple-choice objectives and two holistic measures, one for
reading and one for writing, within the fourth-grade language arts test. The
number of items for each content area or objective is indicated in the
parentheses.
WRITING MECHANICS (36)
1. Capitalization and Punctuation (12)
2. Spelling Words, Homonyms and Abbreviations (9)
3. Agreement (15)
LOCATING INFORMATION (11)

4. Schedules, Maps, Table of Contents, Title Page
and Dictionary (11)

LISTENING COMPREHENSION (20)

5. Literal (7)
6. Inferential and Evaluative (13)

READING COMPREHENSION (36)

7. Literal (12)

8. Inferential (14)

9. Evaluative (10)
DEGREES OF READING POWER (56) |
WRITING SAMPLE (1)

Holistic scoring is provided for all students. Analytic scoring is

provided for students who score at or below tke remedial standard of
4 (on a scale of 2-8).

Performance on all nine Language Arts objectives, the Degrees of Reading Power
and Nr;ting Sample is reported at the student, classroom, school, district and
state levels.
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Remedial (Grant) Standard-Setting Process

Background

There are several acceptable strategies for setting standards on
criterion-referenced tests. Each of the pronosed methods has one or more
unique characteristics. One common element to the various methods is that
they all offer to the individuals who are setting the standards some process
which reduces the arbitrariness of the resulting standard. Different methods
accompiish this in different ways. A1l methods systematize the standard-
setting process so that the result accurately reflects the collective informed
Jjudgment of those setting the standard.

Types of Standard-Setting Methods

Standard-setting methods can generally be categorized into three types: test
question review, individual performance review and group performance review.
Test question review methods specify a procedure for standard setters to
examine each test question and make a judgment about that question. For
example, standard setters might be asked to rate the difficulty or the
importance of each question. These judgments are combined mathematically to
produce a standard. Individual periormance review methods also require
standard setters to make judgments, but the judgments are made on the basis of
examining data that indicate how well individual students perform on test
items. These data may be based on actual pilot test results or projacted
results using mathematical theories. In this method, additional student
information, such as grades, may also be used to inform the standard setters.
Group performance review methods provide for judgments to be made based on the
performance of a reference grcup of students. That is, standard setters
review the group performance and make a determination where the standard
should be set based on the group results.

Selection of a Standard-Setting Method

Several factors affect the choice of a particular standard-setting method.
The type of test is one consideration. For example, some methods are only
appropriate for multiple-choice questions or for single correct answer
questions while other methods are more flexible. For instance, time
constraints are a consideration if student performance data are necessary.
In this case, a pilot test must be conducted and the test results must be
analyzed prior to setting the standards. Another consideration is the
relative importance of the decisions that will be made on the basis of the
standard. For example, a classroom test affecting only a few studenis would
not require as stringent a procedure as would a statewide test determining
whether a student is allowed to graduate from high school. Other relevant
factors include the number of test items, permanence of the standard, purpose
of the test and the extent of available financial and other resources to
support the standard-setting process.

A
O
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On February 4, 1985, the Mastery Test Psychometrics Advisory Committee met to
consider the issue of standard-setting procedures and voted unanimousl* to
approve the following proposal.

A PROPOSAL FOR SETTING THE REMEDIAL STANDARDS ON THE CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTS

1. Two standard-setting committees will be created: one for mathematics and
one for reading and writing.

2. This description of a minimally proficient student will be given to each
of the committees:

Imagine a student who is just proficient enough in reading, writing
and mathematics to successfully participate in his/her regular
fourth-grade coursework.

3a. In mathematics, an adaptation of the Angoff procedure will be used.
The committee will be provided with each item appearing on one form of the
mathematics test. The committee will be given the following directions:

Consider a group of 100 of these students who are just proficient
enough to be successful in regular fourth-grade coursework. How many
of them would be expected to correctly answer each of the questions?

The committee will rate each item. The committee will then be given the
opportunity to discuss their rating of each item. Sample pilot data will
be presented. Committee members will be given the opportunity to adjust
their item ratings. The item ratings will then be averaged in accordance
with the Angoff procedure in order to produce a recommended test standard.

b. In reading, the committee will review and discuss each passage c¢f the
Degrees of Reading Power (DRP) test. Student performance data will be
presented. The committee will consider the reading difficulty that should
be expected of a student at the grade level being tested. The committee
members will identify the passage that has the appropriate level of
reading difficulty consistent with the above description of a minimally
proficient student.

c. In writing, the committee will read four sample essays. These essays
will have been prescored holistically (on a scale from 2 to 8) in order to
rank the quality of the essays. Committee members will classify essays
into one of three categories: 1) definitely NOT proficient, 2) borderline
and 3) definitely proficient. These classifications will be discussed in
1ight of the holistic scores. The committee will then classify
approximately twenty-five additional essays. The essay ratings will be
discussed in the same manner as the original four essays. HWhen all essays
have been discussed, the essays which fell in the borderline category will
be focused upon to determine the standard. The committee will determine
where, among the borderline essays, the standard should be established.

4. The standards recommended in step 3 will be presented to the Mastery Test
Implementation Advisory Committee for discussion aad iction.
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Connecticut's Strategy

Several steps were employed to create an acceptable and valid test standard
for Connecticut tests. Initially, a separate standard-setting committee was
convened for each test on which standards were to be set. Individuals were
chosen to serve as members on the committee on the basi, of their familiarity
with the area being assessed and the nature of the examinees. One source of
such members was the test content committees related to the project. For
example, members of ‘he Mathematics Advisory Committee were represented on the
committee setting standards for the mathematics mastery test.

The actual procedures used to set standards were an adaptation of a method
proposed by William Angoff (1970). This test question review method required
members of a standard-setting committee to estimate the probability that a
question would be correctly answered by examinees who possess no more than the
minimally acceptable knowledge or skill in the areas being assessed. Standard
setters then reviewed pilot test data for sample items as further evidence of
the appropriateness of the judgments being made. The original probability
estimates assigned to each test question were reviewed and adjustments made by
the standard satters. The final individual item probabilities were summed to
yield a suggested test standard for each member of the committee. The
suggested standards were averaged across members of the committee to produce
the recommended test standard.

The recommended test standard was presented to the Mastery Test Implementation
Advisory Committee and the State Board of Education.

In mid-March 1985, Mathematics and Language Arts Standard-Setting Committees
met to set the remedial standards for the Grade 4 Mastery Test. The following
information summarized the results of the standard-setting activities
conducted by CSDE staff:

I. Mathematics (100-item test)

Using the procedures previously outlined, the standard setters rated each item
and considered the pilot data. Committee members discussed items and were
given the opportunity to adjust their initial ratings. The final ratings were
averaged to produce a remedial standard. It was recommended that a raw score
of 69 be the remedial mathematics standard. Below is a summary of the ratings.

Procedure # Judges nange % Mean % Correct Raw Score
Angoff 21 56.7-81.3 68.7 68.7

II. Reading (Degrees of Reading Power, 56-item test)

Standard setters used two procedures to establish a remedial reading
standard. First, they examined the passages in the Degrees of Reading Power
(DRP) test, asking themselves which passage is too difficult for the student
who 1s just proficient enough to successfully participate in fourth-grade
coursework. Discussion occurred throughout this selection process.

D0
-42-



Second, they examined textbooks which are typically used in grades three and
four and selected those textbooks which a minimally proficient student would
not be expected to read in order to successfully participate in fourth-grade
coursework. Discussion occurred throughout this selection process.

The average readability values of the selected passages and textbooks and the
pilot test data were then revealed to the standard setters. The standard
setters discussed the readability values and the pilot test data and
recommended the DRP unit score of 41 as the remedial standard. This standard
was accepted by the State Board of Education at the 70% comprehension level.
Below is a summary of the ratings.

Readability Recommended
Procedure # Judges Range Remedial Standard
A. Test Passage Review 17 42-48 DRP Units
41 DRP Units
B. Textbook Review 17 42-51 DRP Units

IIT. Writing (45-minute writing sample)

Using the procedure previously outlined, standard setters read and rated 21
essays written to a narrative prompt and 21 essays written to an expository
prompt. After discussions and final ratings, the holistic scores for the
papers were revealed to the group. The committee then discussed the
appropriate remedial writing standard in light of the degree to which their
ratings matched the holistic scores. It was the recommendation of the

commi ttee that a holistic writing score of 4 be used as the remedial writing
standard. Belcw is a summary of the ratings.

NARRATIVE PROMPT

Rating After Discussion

Holistic Definitely Definitely
_Score NOT Proficient Borderline Proficient
2 84% 4% 12%
3 37% 6% 57%
4 4% 4% 92%
5 8% 6% 86%
6 20% 2% 78%
7 4% 0% 96%
8 4% 2% 94%
EXPOSITORY PROMPT
Rating After Discussion
Holistic Definitely Definitely
Score NOT Proficient Borderline Proficient
2 94% 0% 6%
3 33% 2% 65%
4 4% 12% 84%
5 0% 2% 98%
6 2% 4% 947
7 0% 0% 100%
8 0% 0% 100%
Oty



Standard-Setting Committees

LANGUAGE ARTS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTEE

Evelyn P. Burnham, Colebrook Public Schools
Nicholas P. Criscuolo, New Haven Public Schools
Mary R. Fisher, Thompson Public Schools
Marguerite Fuller, Bridgeport Public Schools
Anne Jackel, Thompson Public Schools

Dorothy Kaplan, Middletown Public Schools
Robert Kinder, CT State Department of Education
Bob Lincoln, Toll and Public Schools

Virginia Lity, Bridgeport Public Schools
Virginia Manulls, Colebrook Public Schools
Noreen McDermott, Hartford Public Schools
Elizabeth Nelligan, Canton Public Schools
Dorothy Nevers, Canton Public Schools

Carol D. Parmelee, Middietown Public Schools
Beverly R. Peterman, Stamford Public Schools
Geraldine Smith, Canton Public Schools

Mary Weinland, CT State Department of Education

MATHEMATICS STANDARD-SETTING COMMITTEE

Betsy Andersen, Manchester, Connecticut

Betsy Carter, CT State Department of Education
Geraldine M. Cemprola, Ridgefield Public Schools
Linda Cherry, Suffield Public Sciools
Elizabeth B. Cubeta, Middletown Public Schools
Corretta K. Dean, Bridgeport Public Schools
Tony Ditrio, Norwalk Public Schools

Anita Gaston, Bloomfield Public Schools

Janet Heintz, Farmington Public Schools

Mary Anna Keough, Meriden Public Schools
Steven Leinwand, CT State Department of Education
Wesley Masten, Norwalk Public Schools

Irene B. Moriarty, Meriden Public Schools
Pamela Munro, Windham Public Schools

Eileen O'Reilly, Manchester Public Schools
Lois Piper, Norwalk Public Schools

Twila Pollard, New Haven Public Schools
Rosemary Powers, Bloomfield Public Schools
Sylvia E. Webb, Middletown Public Schools
Geurge A. Wells, New Haven Public Schools
Frank K. Whittaker, Bridgeport Public Schools
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An Overview of Holistic Scoring

Description of the Method

Holistic scoring involves judging a writing sample for its total effect.

The scorer makes an overall evaluation taking into account all characteristics
which distinguish good writing. No one feature (such as spelling, rhetoric,
or organization) should be weighted to the exclusion of all other features.
Contributing to the rationale underlying holistic scoring is evidence that:

0 no aspect of writing can be Jjudged independently and result in an
overall score of quality,

0 teachers can recognize and concur upon good writing samples; and

0 teachers tend to rank entire pieces of writing in the same way,
regardless of the importance they might attach to the particular
components of writing.

The scoring scale for holistic scoring is determined by the quality of the
specific samples being evaluated. That is, the success of a particular
response is determined in relationship to the range of ability reflected in
the set of writing samples being assessed.

Preparation for Scoring

Prior to the training/scoring sessions, a committee consisting of Connecticut
State Department of Education (CSDE) consultants, representatives of the
Language Arts Advisory Committee and other language arts specialists from
throughout the state, two chief readers and a project director from
Measurement Inc. of Durham, North Carolina and a reading specialist from The
Psychological Corporation met and read a substantial riumber of essays drawn
from the total pool of essays to be scored. Approximately 60 essays were
selected to serve as “"range-finders" or “marker papers" representing the range
of achievement demonstrated in the total set of papers. Copies of those
range-finders served as training papers during the scoring workshops which
followed. Each range-finder paper was assigned a score according to a
four-point scale, where 1 represented a poor paper and 4 represented a
superior paper.

Scoring Horkshops
During the month of November, several holistic scoring workshops were held in
various locations throughout the state. Attendance at the grade four scoring
workshops totaled 254 teachers. A chief rcader and two assistants were
present at every workshop in addition to representatives of the CSDE. Each
workshop consisted of a training ses<:on and a scoring session.
Training and Qualifying

0 A1l teachers were shown approximately fourteen range-finder papers.

The chief reader discussed each paper and explained the reason why
each received its score.

RN
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0 A1l teachers were given a six-paper practice set. They scored the
papers independently and recorded the scores on their papers. When
all teachers were finished, the chief reader discussed each paper and
explained why each received its score.

0 A1l teachers were given a nine-paper training set. They scored the
papers independently, based on an overall impression, and recorded
their scores on a monitor sheet as well as on their papers. As they
finished reading and scoring, they brought the monitor sheet to the
team leader who checked the scores. When all teachers were finished
and all monitor sheets were checked, the chief reader discussed the
nine-paper set.

0 Regardless of whether or not they qualified on the first training
set, all teachers were then given another nine-paper training set.
They scored the papers and had the monitor sheets checked. Set Two
was not discussed, except with non-qualifiers.

0 Teachers were considered qualified if they scored six or more papers
correctly on either set. Teachers who met the standard began scoring
live papers after Set Two.

0 If any teacher did not qualify, they received additional training by
one of the team leaders or by the chief reader away from the scoring
room. They had two more opportunities to qualify. Any teacher who
failed to qualify would have been excused from the project and paid
for one day.

The Scoring Session

Once scorers qualified, actual scoring of the writing exercises began
according to the steps outlined below:

0 Scorers read each paper once carefully but quickly and designated a
score. Again, the score reflected the scorer's overall impression of
the response as it corresponded with the features of written
composition which were internalized during the training process.

0 Each paper was read and scored by a second scorer independently of
the first, that is, without seeing the score assigned by the first
reader. The chief reader had the responsibility of adjudicating any
disagreement of more than one point between the Judgments of the
first two scorers. In other words, adjacent scores (i.e., awarded
scores of 4 and 3, 1 and 2, 2 and 3) were acceptable, but larger
discrepancies (i.e., scores of 2 and 4, 3 and 1, 1 and 4) were
resolved by the chief reader. In general, with successful training,
the occurrence of large score discrepancies is rare.

0 The two scores for each paper were added to produce the final score
for each student, resulting in scores between 2 and 8.

6:)
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Understanding the Holistic Scores

Examples of actual student papers which are representative of the scoring
range will assist the reader in understanding the statewide standard set for
writing and interpreting the test results. Sample papers representing four
different holistic scores are presented on the following pages. Note that the
process of summing the scores assigned by the two readers expands the scoring
scale to account for "borderline" papers. A paper which receives a 4 from
both scorers (for a total score of 8) is likely to be better than a paper to
which one reader assigns a 4 and another reader assigns a 3 (for a total score
of 7). 1In addition, it should be emphasized that each of the score points
represents a range of student papers--some 4 papers are better than others.

A score of Not Scorable (NS) was assigned to student papers in certain cases.
A score of NS indicates that the student's writing skills remain to be
assessed. The cases in which a score of NS was assigned were as follows:
0 responses merely repeated the assignment;
0 illegible responses;
0 responses in languages other than English;
0 responses that failed to address the assigned topic in any way; and
0 responses that were too brief to score accurately, but which
demonstrated no signs of serious writing problems (for example, a
response by a student who wrote the essay first ¢n scratch paper and
who failed to get very much of it copied).
Both readers had to agree that a paper deserved a NS before this score was
assigned. If the two readers disagreed, the chief reader arbitrated the
discrepancy. Papers which were assigned a score of NS were not included in
summary reports of test results.
Summary Comments
The fact that standards must be maintained and reinforced throughout a scoring

session cannot be overemphasized. Holistic scoring depends for its usefulness
on consistency of scoring among all scorers throughout the sessions.
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WRITING ASSIGNMENT
Grade Four
Form D

Imagine that you got lost one day. Whom did you see? Where did you go? What
did you do? Whom did you ask for help? How did you find your way back home?

Write a story telling your teacher what you did on the day you got lost.

o Tell what happened to you the day you got lost.
o Tell how you found your way home.

6.
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WRITING SAMPLE [

KD

+he  wooda

CONNECTICUT MASTERY 1EST

THE | 05T

nNee @ k2d go‘i‘ lost Sn

0 na
ms_aﬁl%_m_ﬂzk?ng o shartour
ib&m__mas_immyimwm—
Mﬂe:i_m_‘tb&r&_m)&&_q_&dlﬂ*
k_c.lcm&_ﬂ_;_mm,&
WS ﬁ:‘:—]&-z*"ll o . He . T hear
5 _5X10\.._\129_‘JL1 A Yo
I:Hna-\- s
+he pe Ceon w@g_d&__“_l

same.ans.  Went + ero

) N 1)
L N4i/

Scvore Point: |

This Is an unsuccesstul narrative. There is evidence that the
writer saw the prompt and attempted to respond to at.
Although the writer se:s up a story (once a wid ypot lust in
L the womds), the events are not sequenced.

|
|
|
l

Page 6

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST

L l

WRITING SAMPLE

1
_Cne ('-\/n\/ [-woas UCLUO‘/)C? Longf,
a . L Qak_mag;

alKL/lﬁ | -I—Len I——Can/)ﬁ' eSS

~ é, / + K

‘Ezl— (]I(’J}//' -

score Poant: 1

controlled, but e agrrvative
crent ly elaborated tor o

This response 15 organfzed and
15 not sutticaently sustained or sults
higher score,
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST

WRITING SAMPLE | l l l I 1

I
— ArRd.
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ney (<% O/ ____

_lL
| JA& /!J‘ mé Jo

. /. 2 7% /2 J,/

. ]
”, L l. &/ L1GILA 7 s {1

A cared S0

e g IIMAH’UM
* Im (=] _ngﬂ_l/m_
Cn ,L

Score Point: 2

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST WRITING SAMPLE L

I Sl a Quy athe swoead's T +ald bm mjv' MAMmE S~ are
T %ald him wimera T\, Ye we walked despec ang
—deeger iathe woad. He \ef: me 0 e woed's

T J':\Inl- g s agaa T cans £.0d m\/ Wiy \ome ravpe

_Day Math 1S werty S@audk  me  Leahlue haouse T+ {oad
ke munge T Saw A Cac- iotee dQ.L_fﬁW_Z_S_Q_\,J_‘___
u_ kg %g\, he Saw me  aod Go 42 b we cad are
o last T Sa.d yes T Ccan's €ind my wemlsc
ar tay dm? he Said Thoow where
o -Qlo\m\# xS'lO\.‘LlDU. ne I%ou Same =€
oy Frieads o wy wvacd: L Say My tmem

and _<.q+ec aod ﬁmu '}hey Sgy__muc_;/__

_Ih.,z s.Siec

Sa.d J&H\Aﬂ-j;:an . Sad rog
N i me My Mgw \’ldd +’2a(’IS W) 'her-
jmﬁ“ Rouwl  wag 8a hapay o e my caoaig
_lfme,y Said_welcome home Sean f

VoaLE Sehar (6 wWor¥ind dawe tews o

! cod vy
| Eew Yok

1 Qo+ G nuppyc feam
,—‘ 1
. DT

lasic.sg.

SeTe BNV IR

This response presents a sustained sequence ot events. The
areanisation 1s weak, however, in the middie of the storvy <he
1ep 3h iz ocvulbs without transition trom heing lost 1o
berng an the yard.  The writer's control of the narrati-e
deterivtates at the end.

The

Score Point: 2

{
2 In this resccnse, the writer presents a sustained sequence of
| events with minmimi’ elaboration (...when I was gotng to the
park... clv:e bv...). The response is a minimally successful
narrative.
i
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST WRITING SAMPLE [ 1 ] r l

I 30‘}' Ios+
One, o 3 was rém‘mq"{'d{' a 54@[& ¥al iAg

S 4

o/ mMany anunild ere \WNere, (£ wert Sa  (ioav

-hr Q.
me J'AIL.I 'U\
pon  He  caid

T et L ,
A_I_‘&@_m ,mL_[mmL Sa.f*_/u

Score Poimt: 3

This firat-person response is & eustained narrative with
vivid detsila that enhance the story (...flowers, rabdits,
fox...and other snimslas...l picked up & bdird. It was very
soft...In the morning...the birda were chirping...like an
alarm clock.) The narrative fa organized and controlled.
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY ;%ST ‘VRITING SAMPLE

The Dn;l L QJ: l ot

__Qa.:._.__d.m.z_a_wmy_a/ny oo ond  my  olags .

Nam A'AJL{H' A0 a %ield 4‘!“1_'1\ ofif t.n-fa +he
—oods . and  wee aach g ndy ogrtues ond cepam
ed . thed  um  eachichae o part ofF b wmod

and cr+ of f =) #a ﬂ“g—"ﬁbi‘—ﬂ-d—-&&a_
i heard 4 ANA 08 m wlla b[‘ ngd gm‘m‘l

wary Slaml;z apxe) ﬂ‘g v Wes  a blg he Lonc cw[z# b‘LmA'
L8 i‘b_L b..fr &Qﬁ shm gﬁns hcm.c& a‘ od

afs WX >) the wWoods  ood H:vé__hu.o_ms_cma%
—aftee 8 Hen e caw . he e and

L Pa - WA f, - .f* *kﬂ oY) 4 I:%
__._ktgu__-tgp_m__,p_s__nfm_AL*_{L..o_mM
VAR

Sk wbep laakd ad
+ e 1,,,&_

Page ¢

~ gno‘ -+ T4 "'M&J__QDAA-;—-&LLA_

\A(:L ﬂ"u.nv_s' Magns amuﬂt)‘

dcore Point: 3

In this response, the narrative is asustained and details
enhance the story line, However, the writer losea control
of the eventa on the second pasge and the development of the
narrative dererioratea. More consistent control ia needed
for a higher score.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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CONNECTICUT MASIERY TEST WRITING SAMPLE [ [ L
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o Page 6
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Scare Point: 4

This response teads smoothly trom begianing to end, 1t s
very well elats ruei with @any  vivad  and  appropriate
detatls. This is a tully develuped and complete ndrrative,
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d 1. N ivid d i1 ib he
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APPENDIX F
Grade Four Analytic Rating Guide
and

Marker Papers for Atalytic Scoring
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Grade Four Analytic Rating Guide
FOCUS: How effectively does the writer unif, the paper by a dominant topic?
1 = switches and/or drifts frequently from the dominant topic
2 = switches and/or drifts somewhat from the dominant topic
3 = stays on topic throughout the response
ORGANIZATION: Is there a plan that clearly governs the sequence from the
beginning to the end of the response, and is the plan effectively signaled?
1 = no discernible plan

2 = inferable plan and/or discernible sequance; some signals may be
present

3 = controlled, logical sequence with a clear plan
SUPPORT/ELABORATION: To what extent is the narrative developed by details
that describe and explain the narrative elements (character, action and
setting)?

1 = vague or sketchy details that add little to the clarity of the
response or specific details but too few to be called Tist-like

2 = details that are clear and specific but are list-1ike, or uneven, or
not developed

3 = somewhat developed details that enhance the clarity of the response
CONVENTIONS: To what extent does the student use the conventions of
standard written English (e.g., sentence formation, spelling, usage,

capitalization, punctuation)?

1

many errors

2

some errors

3 few errors
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY 1EST

Tgo and te |l +he Doles That T am loc+ and te)l the
\ -
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—tBe $4 Thetam on and te) :
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_tale me & a tine and fall ”;;y_&tﬂpr Apd tetl That
Am aft the dine a0d F wat ke @ pus Opd T e Waln

And T blake o Pace and Cell My B the ang 4ol
himThe S T amon and take biis Ond wra

FOCUS = 3

ORGANIZATION = |
SUPPORT/ELABCRATION = |
CONVENTIONS = |
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST WRITING SAMPLE [
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FOCUS = 3
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SUPPORT/ELABORATION -
CONVENTIONS = ¢
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TEST WRITING SAMPLE l ‘
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- APPENDIX G
Sample Grade Four Mastery Test Score Reports

o Class Diagnostic Report
- Mathematics

o School by Ciass Report
- Mathematics

o District by School Report
- Mathematics

o Class Diagnostic Report
-~ Language Arts

o School by Class Report
- Language Arts

o District by School Report
- Language Arts

o Parent/Student Diagnostic Report

~3
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT

YEJ CHER: AB

GROUP CODE: 217

SCHOOL : B

SCHOOL CODE:

DISTRICT: B DISTRICT

DISTRICT CODE:
TEST DATE: 10/90
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED: 26

NUMBER OF STUDENTS NEEDING
FURTHER DIAGNOSIS

MATHEMATICS PART 1 OF 2
PAGE 1
GRADE: 04 FORM: D
NUMBER/PERCENT

OF STUDENTS
MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

IN MATHEMATICS : 9 MASTERY
CRITERIA CLASS SCHOOL }DISTRICT
$ OF ITEM:
OBJECTIVES CORRECT 877, 877 &/7
CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS
1, Determine 1 & 10 more/less than a number 3 of 4 31 o 3 o 3 31 4] 4f @] o 2 3| 4] o o 4 o | 227 85/ 74/ 73{1159/ 78
2. Extend patterns 3 of 4 ] 1} 3 2] 31 1) 2| 2f e 2 3 oOf 2 3 2f 2] 1l < 110/ 38] 42/ 41] 773/ B2
3. Order whole mumbers 3 of 4 U 21 o 2 2f ol 3] 2 of o 1 21 3} 4f 4 3 3 1} 149/ 54] 50/ 49| 957/ 64
4. Rewrite numbers using expandad notation 3 of 4 2] 3 2f 3 3 3! 4 31 of 3 & 2f « 31 4y 31 4} 4] 23/ 88} 82/ 801310/ 88
5. Rewrita numbers by rogrouping 3 of 4 of of o o o o o o0 =2 o o o o o0 1 o O o© o/ 0 5/ 5| 290/ 19
6. Idontify fractional parts Jof & 2 2f 2f 2f 3] 3 3 o o 2 U o & 31 & « 0 15/ 58| 64/ 63j1064/ 71
7. Rolate mult/division facts to pictures 3 of & o 3 3 2 2 1} 2 2l 2] o 3 2] 2] &f 2 3] 3] 4| 11/ %2] 52/ 51| 834/ 56
COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS
8. Add/subtract facts to 18 3 of & 3 af o 3 a4 31 6 of a4f ol &4 of 3] af 4] 4] 4 64} 26100 9%/ 9211430/ 96
9. Add/subtract without rogrowping 3 of 4 o o 3 4 6 of ol 4] 3 4] o 4 o 4f o] 4 6] 3} 26/100] 100/ 98]{1447/ 97
10. Add with regrouping 3 of 4 2l <« o 3 4 of o 3} 3} o 3 3 o 4] 4 o] 3] 4o 24/ 92| 89/ 87|1333/ 89
11, Estimato sums and difforonces 3 of & 0 2| 4 0 2 0 0 0 3 3 1 1 2 1 3 1 2 0 5/ 19 2l/ 21] 489/ 33
12. Multiply and divide by 2, 5, 10 3 of 4 U o 31 o 3 1] 1 3] of & 4 31 3 4 4] 31 4 | 20/ 7?7Q 70/ 69]1040/ 70
{ |
¥ INDICATES A SCORE BILOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD A « ABSENT Copyright ® 1990, 1987 by Connecticut State Department of Education.
THIS STUDENT MUST RECEIVE FURTHER DIAGNOSIS vV o vOID All rights reserved. Printed in the United States of America.
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THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORATK)?‘

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT MATHEMATICS PART 2 OF 2
PAGE 2
TEACHER: AB 0
GROUP CODE: 217 9
SCHOOL : B GRADE: 04 FORM: D a
SCHOOL CODE: 2
DISTRICT! B DISTRICT 3
DISTRICT CODE: 2
TEST DATE: 10/$0 2
NUMBER ©/ STUDENTS TESTED: 26 NUAMBER/PERCENT
OF STUDENTS
NUMBER OF STUDENTS NEEDING MASTZRING EACH OBJECTIVE
FURTHER DIAGNOSIS
IN MATHEMATICS @ 9 MASTERY
CRITERIA CLASS SCHOOL |OISTRICT
& OF ITEMS A \
OBJECTIVES CORRECT \ $/7 744 L 744
PROBLEM SOLVING AND APPLICATIONS
13. Identify cbjects/numbars in an array 30f 6 3] 3 o 3 3} 2 o <o 3 31 3} 1} 2| o of 3 & 31 21/ 81] 65/ 64}1110/ 74
14. Read snd interpret graphs 3 of & & o o o o 3t 31 31 3 4 2 3 o 3| 3 34 3 «f 23/ 88] 96/ 941385/ o3
15, Read and inlarpret tables 30f 6 3 3 o 2 & 1 3| 4 o 3| 3| 3 & of & 4] 3 31 227 851 91/ 89{1273/ 85
16. Identify mumber sentencas from pictures 3 of 4 1 21 31 1y 21 11 31 2 3 & 1 31 3] 4 2] 2 =a 1| 10/ 38] a8/ 47| 845/ B7
17. Identify rumber sentonces from problems 3 of 4 2l o o of 4 o0 o 33 3 & & & 2 o 3 <« 3 | 22/ 85f 82/ 80]1280/ 88
1 18. Solve story problems using edd/sub 3 of ¢ 4 o 64 3 ﬁ 4 31 41 4 o 2 o & & o & & s 22/ 85 83/ 81]1258/ 84
(=)} 19, Solve story problems with extra info 3 of & ] 3 o 3 3 1 31 3 & ©Of 3 3 3 2f 6 LU 4| 1oz 54| 48/ 47| 764/ 51
“*’ 20, Identify necdud information in problems 3 of & 3 o 3 21 3 e o af 4 & 2| 3 4 a4 3 1 2| «f 172/ ¢5) 65/ 64|10%7/ 69
MEASUREMENT AND GEOMETRY
21. Measure length/idantify units 3 of 4 1 & 3 2f 31 2] 31 2] 4 31 2 2 2z & & 1 1 3| 117 92! e6s 65] %4/ 3
22, Estimate length/arca 3 of 4 H o & 31 3 1 2 2f 3 o 3 31 2 % 3 2 3| 3] 17/ 65! 59, 58] 893/ 60
23, Tell time 3 of @ 3] o 3 3 o 1 o af 3| 3 & of o o zl & 31 2] 20/ 771 74/ 73]1195/ 80
24. Determine the valua of a set of coins 3 of & 3 o o 2 3 o 2f o 31 4 o 34 2 & 3] 1 2f 4| 177 65| 797 7711277/ 86
25. ldentify shapes/anglos/sides i 3 of & 3] 3 o a o o 3 a4f a4 31 4 o} & s o o & & 26/ 92| 98/ 96114527 97
{
AVERAGE NUMBER OF
OBJECTIVES MASTERED
TOTAL NMUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 10} 18] 20] 1ef 190 3} 17| 17| 23] 23| 14| 16} 15| 23} 20| »7] 17/ 19| 16.8 16.6 18.0
i NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS
NUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT * " % wl % BELOW REMED!AL STANDARDS
{MATHEMATICS REMEDIAL STANDARD) 69 OF 100 a8 77 78! 65| 77| 57] Tof 73| 85] 88| 65/ 65| 71| 88 8].l 72] 71 76 9/ 35 42/ 41] 475/ 32
% INDICATES A 3COIE BELOW THE REMEDIAL $1ANDARD A = ABSENT Copyright @ 1990, 13987.by Connecticut Stats Department of Education.
THIS STUDENT MUST RECEIVE FURTHER [ .. vOSI5 vV = vOID 311 rights reserved. Printed :n the Uri od Stutes of America.
copy 1 PROCESS NO. 19050159-7006-08209-1
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THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORATION
—

CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT Page 1
GRADE: 04 FORM: D
267
SCHOOL ¢ B —s: MATHEMATICS
SCHOOL CODE: 221
DISTRICT: B8 DISTRICT
OISTRICT CODE: 217 ]
TEST DATE: 10/90 2
Scores indicate Numbar/Percent of 206 2
students mastering esch objective SCHOOL |DISTRICT 2
&
NUMBER OF STUDENTS YESTED 25 26 2% 27 102 1499
MASTERY
OBJECTIVES CRITERIA 74 .// /4 L 794 L 744 e//
CONCEPTUAL UNWDRERSTANDINGS
1. Det. sine 1 & 10 more/lass than a umber 3 of & 26/ 96} 22/ 85| 16/ 67 12/ 44 7/ 7311159/ 78
7 % ttersd paetarns 3 of & 12/ 48] 10/ 38] 12/ 50 8/ 30 G2/ 4l} 773/ B2
3. gras dwoie numbers 3 of & 17/ 68} 14/ 54| 11/ 46 8/ 30 50/ 49| 957/ 64
4. Rewrit® nwunbers using expandad notation 3 of 4 22/ 88| 23/ 88| 20/ 83] 17/ 63 82/ 801310/ &8
5. Rarite rusmbnrs by regrowming 3 0f 4 37 12 o/ 0 1/ 4} W/ o 8/ 5| 290/ 19
6. Idenciéy fractional parts 3 of & 20/ 80§ 15/ 58] 14s EB8| 15/ §6 649/ 63110649/ 71
7. Relate mult/division fscts to pictures 3 of & 16/ 60} 11/ 42} 14/ 58| 12/ a4 52/ Bl] 834/ b6
COMPUTATICHAL SKILLS
8. Add/subtract facts to 18 3 of & 24/ 96| 267100 23/ %6} 21/ 78 %/ 92|1430/ 96
i 9. Add’subtr. ot without regrouping 3 of & 257100} 26/100] 23/ 96} 26/ 96 100/ 98|14%7/ 97
g 10. Add with ragrouning 3 0of ¢ 24/ 96| 24/ 92| 20/ 83] 21,/ 78 89/ 87{1333/ 89
1 11, Estimate sums and difforonces 3 of 4 7/ 28] 5/ 19] 77 29 2/ 7 21/ 21] 489/ 33
12. Multiply and divida by 2, 5, 10 3 of & 21/ 84] 20/ 77} 14/ 58} 1B/ 56 70/ 691040/ 70
PROBLEM SOLVING AND APPLICATIONS
13, ldentify objects/numbers in an array 3 of ¢ 15/ 60| 21/ 81| 15/ 63| 14/ 52 65/ €4{1110/ 74
14. Read and interpret graphs 3 0of & 24/ 96| 23/ 88} 24/100| 25/ 93 96/ 941385/ 93
15. Read and interpret tables 3 of & 24/ 96| 22/ 85| 22/ 92| 23/ 85 91/ 89/1273/ 85
16, ldentify numbaur sentences from pictures 3 of & 14/ 56| 10/ 38| 11/ 6| 13/ 48 48/ 47| 845/ 57
17. Identify rnumber senteonces from problems 3 of ¢ 22/ 88| 22/ 85| 20/ 83] 18/ 67 82/ 80|1280/ 86
18. Solve story problems using add/sub 3 of 4 23/ 92| 22/ 85] 21/ 88| 17/ 63 83/ 8l1]1258/ 8&a
1%, Solve tiory problems with extra info 30f G 15/ 60| 1%/ 54| 14/ 58 5/ 19 48/ 47| 764/ 51
20. Identify needed information in problems 3 of ¢ 20/ 80} 17/ &5| 17/ 71) 11/ 41 65/ 64[1037/ 69
MEASUREMZNT AND GEOMETRY
21. Moasure length/idontify units 3 of & 23/ 92] 11/ 42) 19/ 79| 13/ 48 66/ 65] 944/ 63
22. Estimate Jengthv/area 3 of ¢ 177 68| 17/ 65| 15/ 63| 10/ 37 59/ 58| 893/ 60
23, Tell time 3 of & 20/ 80| 20/ 77} 19/ 79| 15/ 56 74/ 7311195/ 80
26. Dotermina tho value of a sat cf coins 3 of & 21/ 84| 17/ 65| 19/ 79| 22/ 81 79/ 7711277/ 86
25, Identify shapes/snglos/sides 3 of & 24/ 96| 24/ 92| 24100} 26/ 96 98/ 96|14B2/ 97
AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJUECTIVES MASTERED 19.0 16.8 17.3 13.7 16.6 18.0
NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS BELOW REMEDIAL STANDARD# 6/ 26 9/ 35 7/ 29| 20/ 74 42/ 41} 475° 32
# Raemadial Standard is 69 of 100 Items Correct. Copyright © 1990, 1987 by Connecticut State Depai-tmant of
Education. All rights reserved. Printed in tiw U.S.A.
CopPY 01 PROCESS NO. 19050154-7004-08200-1
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT Page 1
GRADE: 04 FORM: D
8CHOOL D scHooL E
MATHEMATICS
8CHOOL C SCHOOL §
DISTRICT: 8 DISTRICT
DISTRICT CODE: scHOOL B SCHOOL G
TEST DATE: 10/90
Scores irdicate Number/Percent of SCHOOL A SCHOOL H
students mastering each cbjastive DISTRICT
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED 102 73 3 7% %9 % 54 26 1499
MASTERY
0 .. "VES CRITERIA $/7 /7 8/% /7 t 244 $/7 &/ s/ *//
CON. .#TUAL UNDERSTANDINGS
1. Ostermine 1 & 10 more/less than a rumber 3 of & 79/ 73| 59/ 81| 29/ 71} 69/ 86| w2/ 86| 26/ 60] 35/ 65| 24/100 1159/ 78
2. Extend patterns 3 of ¢ %2/ 41| 37/ 51] 20/ 49| 34/ 46| 26/ 53| 19/ 46| 20/ 37] 16/ &7 773/ B2
3. Ordor whole numbers 3 of ¢ 50/ 49] 39/ B3] 21/ 51} @6/ 62| 32/ 65| 327 76| 33/ 61! 19/ 79 957/ 6%
G. Rewrite rumbars using expandad notation 3 of & 82/ 0| 63/ 86] 34/ 83| 67/ 91| w4/ 90| 34/ 79] w2/ 78] 247100 1310/ 88
5. Newrite mumiers by regrowing 3 of & 5/ 5] 15/ 21 6/ 15| 9/ 12| 11/ 22| &/ 9] 27 &| es 25 290/ 18
6, Ideritify frectional parts 3 of 4 64/ 63| 55/ 75| 24/ 59) 63/ 85| 37/ 76| 28/ 65} 30/ 56| 20/ 8% 1064/ 71
7. Relets mult/divisicn fsais to pictures 5 0f 6 52/ Bl} 27/ 37| 20/ 49| @1/ BB| 32/ 65] 18/ 2] 25/ 46| 14/ B8 834/ 56
COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS
8. Add/subtract facts to 18 3 of & 9%/ 92| 677 92| >7/ 90) 71/ 9G: 99/100| 41/ 95| B2/ 96| 24/100 1430/ 96
9. Addssubtract without regrouping 3 of ¢ |100/ 98] 68/ 93| %0/ 98| 70/ 9% %9/330, 40/ 93| 52/ 96| 24/100 1447/ 97
10. Add with rsgrouping 3 of & 89/ 87| 64/ 88] 34/ £3! 70/ 95] 46/ ui 21/ $5| 47/ 87 23/ 96 1333/ 89
11. Estimete sums and difforencaes 3 of 21/ 21] 17/ 231\ 12/ 29| 24/ 32| 13/ o7} 7/ 16| 15/ 28] 13/ 56 «89/ 33
12. Multiply end divida by 2, 5, 10 3 of & 70/ 69| Bus &B| 27/ 66| 59/ 80| 36/ 73| 31/ 72| 29/ B4} 14/ 58 1040/ 70
PROBLEM SOLVING AND APPLICATIONS
13, ldentify objrets/numb.rs in an array 3 of & 65/ 64| 57/ 78; 30/ 73| B/ 70| 6d/ 831 29/ 67| 40/ 74| 227 92 1110/ 74
16. Read snd Inta~prot graphs 3 of & 96/ 9¢} ¢4’ 83] 36/ 88] 66/ BY| @&/ 96| 33/ 8B} 48/ 39| 23/ 96 1385/ 93
15. Road and interprot tables 3 of ¢ 91/ 89| 59/ 81| 30/ "3] 64/ 8&| al/ 85| 37/ 8&; 44/ 81] 21/ 88 1273/ 85
16. Identify number sentencos from plotures 3 of <8/ 471 397 83| 20/ 09] 94/ 59§ 31/ ¢8| 2/ 51} 26/ 48| 20/ ax 8eL/ B7
17. denti®y rupbier senterces from problems 3 of & 82/ 80| 03/ 86} 10/ 73| 62/ 84| 38/ 79| N/ 1. 44/ 8i, 23/ 96 1280/ 86
13, Sclva story wr2lems using add/sub 3 of 6 83/ 81§ Ko/ 79| 27/ 661 B8/ 8| 43S 90| 35/ 81 39/ 72| 21/ &8 1258/ 84
19. 5o ve story problems with sxtra info 3 of & 48/ 7] 37/ 51] 20/ 49] zes 35) 28/ 58| 19/ <a| 19/ 38| 21/ 88 764/ 51
20. Iduntify rmaeded information in problems 3 of & 65/ 6%; 50/ 68| 22/ 34| 49/ 66| 387 79| 29/ 67{ 32/ 59| 20/ 8% 1037/ 69
HEASUREMENT AND GEOMETRY
21. NKeaturn lengthv/idortify units 3 0f & 66/ 65) 40/ B5] 27/ 66; 45/ 01] 26/ 53] 31/ 72| 24/ 44| 16/ 67 944G/ 63
22, Egtimate langth-’srea 3 of 9 59/ 681 a1/ 56§ 22/ 54} 38/ 51| 30/ 61| 23, 53| 34/ 63] 12/ 50 893/ 60
3. Tell time 3 of 4 7%/ 73 S5/ 75| 33/ 80| 60/ 81| 38/ 79| 32/ 70| G2/ 78] 22/ 92 1195/ 80
%, Deiarmine the valuw of & set of coins 3 of @ 79/ 77| b6/ 77| 35/ 83| 68/ 92| wzs 88| 39/ 91| w2/ 78{ 23/ 96 1277/ 86
25, Identify shapes/angles/sides 3 of & 987 96} 71/ $7| 39/ BBl 73/ 99| 47/ 98] 43/100] 54/100| 247100 1452/ 97
AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 16.5 17.1 16.5 17.9 18.6 17.1 16. 20.% 18.6
MEBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS SELOW REMEDIAL 3TANDARD 427 41 26/ 38| 319/ 46| 22/ 30] 15/ 31| 18/ 43| 23/ 43| 3/ 13 475/ 32

® Remedial Stardard is 69 of 100 Items Corre~t.

Copyright ® 1990, 1987 by Connecticut State Departmant of
Education.

All rights resevvad.

Printed in thae U.S.2.
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY YESTING PROGRAM

CLASS DIAGNOSTIC REPORT

THE PSYCHOLOGICAL CORPORA ON

TEACHER! AB

GROUP CODE! 217

SCHOOL : B

SCHOOL CODE:

DISTRICT: B DISTRICT

DISTRICT CODE:
TESY DATE: 10/90
NUMBER OF STUOENTS TESTEO: 26

NUBET OF STUDENTS NEEDING
FURTHER OIAGNOSIS

MASTERY

i
LANGUAGE ARTS 3
<
PAGE 1 ¢
8
(#]
2
GRADE: 04  FORM: O -
3
Q
3
g
Z

NUMBER/PERC ENT

OF STUDENTS

MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

IN WRITING %
IN READING 15 CRITERIA CLASS SCHOOL |OISTRICT
% OF ITEM
OBJECTIVES CORRECT 87/ t /44 724
WRITING MECHANICS
1. Capitalization and Punctuation 9 of 6 4] o 7/ 28] &8/ 48| 7797 53
2. Spelling (words/homonyms/abbreviations) 7 of 7 71 6 16/ 62| 54s B3! 952/ 6B
3., Agreement 11 of 8 9 187 72| 53/ 52| 887/ 60
LOCATING INFORMATION
%, Locating Information (schedules, maps, 8 of 11 100 9% 24 71 71 8 10| 10 9 B 5] 6 10] 9| 8 9] 14/ 56| 53/ B2| 984/ 67
table of contents & title pager and
dictionary)
LISTENING COMPREHENSION
5. Literal 5 of 7 5 2| 3 Q@ 5 3 5 6 @ 3 2 5 @ 5 @ 4 @ 9/ 354 35/ 34| 603/ 61
6. Inferential and Evaluative 9 of 13 7l 4 7 77 5] 6f 9 9 6 9 6 6] 8 10§ 7 9 8/ 31| 25/ 2b{ 378/ 26
READING COMPREHENSION
7. Litorai 9 of 12 9 11 & 10 71 9 & 7 11 <4 7 71 10f 11] 9] 51 7| 11/ 49 40/ 40| 652/ 4%
8. Inferential 10 of 14 10 8 6] 12f 11| 9| 8 6| 7 12 9] 10 6| 12| 10| 6 8 9/ 36| 349/ 34} 567/ 39
9. Evaluative 7 of 10 L 3 4 [ 6 5 6 Q@ 3 ) Q@ 3 7 8 2 4 3/ 12 23/ 23| 408/ 28
AVERAGE NUMBER OF
OBJECTIVES MASTERED
TOTAL NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED 6] o 3 2| o 3| o o S5 5 2 1 o 3 8} 6] o 3 3.8 3.6 %.3
REMEOIAL NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS
HOLISTIC MEASURES OF WRITING AND READING STANDARDS BELOW REMED!AL STANDARDS
NRITING SAMPLE % OF 8 #3 5] NS 5 5 ) 5 5 6 51 #3 [ 6 5 5 L3 [ 5 4/ 17 28/ 28} 375/ 26
*xANALVTIC SCORES: FCCUS 3 3] 3 3
ORGANIZATION 2 1| 2 2
SUPPORT/ELABCORATION 1 ] 1 1
CONVENTIONS 1 1 1 1
61 ORP » " " * * ] o» » »
OcGREES OF READING POWER (DRP)™ UNITS 38l 4l] 4l] 37] 48] 371 4B} @3] 37] 44] 35] 38| 44| 4d{ 93] 3] 31} 38 15/ 58 68/ 671 817/ 55
i)
¥ INDICATES A SCORE BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD THIS STUDENT MUST RECEIVE FURTHER DIAGNOS!S A = ABSENT -
MM ANALYTIC SCORES ARE GIVEN ONLY FOR THOSE STUDENTS WHO SCORED AT OR BELOW THE REMEDIAL STANDARD % u VOID Copyright & 1990, 1387 by Comnecticut State Department of Education.

1t @ NEEDS REMEDIAL ASSISTANCE 2 ® BORDERUINE PERFORMANCE 3 w SATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE

NS = NOT SCORABLE

All rights reserved.

Printed in thy United States of America.
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

SCHOOL BY CLASS REPORT

THE PSYCH OLOG

Page 1

ICAL CORPORATION

©

GRADE: 04 FORM: D

J1OHIASH 3H,

247
SCHOOL: B LANGUAGE ARTS
SCHOOL CODE: 221 3
DISTRICT: B8 DISTRICT ‘%
DISTRICT CODE: 217 :i;
TEST DATE: 10/90 k:
Scores indicate Number/Percaent of 206 é
students mastaring esch objective SCHOOL |[DISTRICT 2
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED 25 26 24 27 102 1495
MASTERY

OBJECTIVES CRITERIA 8// t 744 8/7 8// Y94 8/7
HRITING MECHANICS

1, Capitelization and Punctuation 9 of 12 167 64 7/ 28} 15/ 63| 10/ 37 48/ 48| 779/ B3

2. Spelling (words/homonyms/abbraviations} 7of 91 19/ 76| 16/ 62 9/ 38} 10/ 37 54/ 53| 952/ 65

3. Agresment 11 of 15 18/ 72| 18/ 72| 11/ 46 6/ 22 53/ B2] 837/ 60
LOCATING INFORMATION

4. Locating Information (schedules, maps, 8 of 11 20/ 80} 14/ 56} 11/ @6 8/ 30 B3/ 52| 984/ 67

table of contonts & titla page: and
dictionary)

LISTENING COMPREHENSION

5. Litaral 50f 7 11/ 46 9/ 35{ 11/ @6 @/ 15 35/ 36| 603/ 6}

6. Inferential and Evaluative 9 of 13 13/ 52 8/ 31 3/ 13 ) VA 25/ 28] 378/ 26
READING COMPREHENSION

7. Litoral 9 of 12 187 72| 11/ 99 6/ 25 5/ 19 40/ 40| 652/ 4%

8. Inierential 10 of 1% 14/ 56 9/ 36 77 29 4/ 158 34/ 36| 567/ 39

9. Evaluative 7 of 10 12/ 48 3/ 12 4/ 17 &/ 15 23/ 23] 408/ 28
HOLISTIC MEASURES OF KRITING AND READING B SIYOENTS
KRITING SAMPLE HOLISTIC
NUMBER/PERCENT PRODUCING MATERIAL THAT IS: SCORE 8/7 L 724 $/7 t 724 /7 g//

Hall writton with doveloped supportive datail 7 or8 0/ © o/ 0} 0/ 0] o/ o0 [\ &G4/ 4

Generally well organized with supportive detail Eor 6 7/ 28] 16/ 67 6/ 26 2/ 7 31/ 31} 478/ 33

Minimally proficient ) 19/ 56 @/ 17] 14/ 6l 8/ 30 40/ 40| 533/ 37

Balow tha romedial standards 2or3 G/ 16} 4/ 17] 3/ 13| 17/ 63 287 28| 375/ 26
DEGREES OF READING POWER (DRP )" DRP UNIT
NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS SCORE t Y44 8/7 &7 74 794 8/7

Atzabove the reading goal for begiming grade 04| S50+ 6/ 24} 0O/ 0] o/ Of O/ O 67 6] 237/ 1é

Bolow the reading goal for beginning grade 0¢ 61 to 49 6/ 24} 11/ @2} 5/ 21 6/ 22 287 27} 430/ 29

but above the remedial standard

Bolow the remedial standard#*» BELOW 41 13/ 52| 15/ 58| 1%/ 79} 21/ 78 68/ 67| 817/ 55
AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED IN LANGUAGE ARTS 5.6 3.8 3.2 1.9 3.6 %.3
AVERAGE HOLISTIC WRITING SCORE 4.1 %.7 4.1 3.1 4.9 4.2
AVERAGE DRP UNIT SCORE 42 %0 36 35 38 Q0

Copyright © 1990, 1987 by Connecticut State Department of

Education. All rights resorved. Printed in the U.S.A.

#Romedial Standard is ¢ for Writing.
#%Romodial Standard is 41 ORP Units for Reading.
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AN

CCNNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM DISTRICT BY SCHOOL REPORT Pege 1
GRADE: 04 FORM: D
SCHOOL D scHooL E
LANGUAGE ARTS
SCHOOL C SCHOOL F
DISTRICT: B DISTRICT
DISTRICT CODE: SCHOOL B scHoOL G
TEST DATE: :0/90
Scores indicata Numbar/Parcent of SCHOOL A SCHOOL H
students nastering sach objective DISTRICY
NUMBER OF STUDENTS TESTED 102 72 41 73 99 4% 54 6 1495
MASTERY
OBJECTIVES CRITERIA 744 | 724 | 724 ®/7 ®/7 «// 8/7 744 ®/7
WRITING MECHANICS
1, Capitelization end Punctuation 9 of 12 48/ 48| 29/ 40f 21/ 51| 3B/ 49} 29/ 62| 24/ 85| 31/ R?{ 13/ 57 779/ 53
2. Spelling t(words/homonyms/rhbreviations? 7 0f 9 54/ 53| 45/ 63| 25/ 61| 43/ 61} 35/ 73] 25/ B7| 35/ 65| 17/ 71 952/ 66
3. Agreament 11 of 15 53/ 52} 2/ 58| 21/ 51] 35/ 49| 31/ 66] 30/ 68] 28/ 52] 19/ 83 887/ 60
LOCATING TNFORMATION
4. Loceting Information {schadules, maps, 8 of 11 53/ 52| 60/ 83} 23/ 56| 46/ 65] 40/ 85} 31/ 70} 30/ 56} 20/ 87 984/ 67
table of contents & title pege, and
dictionary)
LISTENING COMPREHENSION
5. Literal 5 of 7 35/ 36| 26/ 36| 13/ 32| 27/ 38) 26/ k4| 15/ 34} 21/ 39| 12/ 80 603/ 4l
6. Infarentisl and Eveiuative 9 of 13 25/ 25 11/ 15 9/ 22| 12/ 17| 13/ 27 6/ 14 14/ 26 77 29 378/ 26
READING COMPREHENSION
7. Litarel 9 of 12 40/ 40| 26/ 33] 15/ 37| 29/ 40} 26/ 54| 17/ 40| 21/ 39} 12/ 50 652/ 4%
8. Infarantial 10 of 14 34/ 36| 21/ 29| 16/ 39 23/ 321 24/ 50| 13/ 30| 19/ 35} 12/ 50 §67/ 39
9. Evaluative 7 of 10 23/ 23} 13/ 18 7/ 17| 19/ 26§ 19/ 40 S/ 12| 17/ 31| 12/ 50 408/ 28
#°% OF STUDENTS
HOLISTIC MEASURES OF WRITING AND READING T STATED LEVEL
WRITING SAMPLE HOLISTIC
NUMBER/PERCENT PRODUCING MATERIAL THAT IS: SCORE ®// | 744 ®/7 ®// 877 «// 744 ®/7 ®/7/
Hell writton with developed supportive datail 7o0r8 O/ 0 s/ 4} 1/ 34 o/ O] «/ 8} o/ O| 5/10f{ O/ O 64/ &
Generally well organized with supportive deteil 5oré 31/ 31} 14/ 19 5/ 13| 24/ 34 16/ 33} 13/ 30] 18/ 35 7 29 478/ 33
Minimally proficiant 9 40/ 40| 25/ 35] 16/ 40} 25/ 35] 24/ 50} 15/ 34| 10/ 19| 14/ 58 533/ 37
Balow the rwedial standards 2or? 287 28| 30/ 42} 18/ 45] 22/ 31 4/ 8] 16/ 36| 19/ 37 3/ 13 2757 26
DEGREES OF READING POWER fORP)™ DRF UNIT
NUMBER/PERCENT OF STUDENTS SLORE ®// ®// 244 744 L 724 ®// 874 724 t 744
At/abova the reading goal for begimning grade 04| 50« 6/ 6] 8/ 11| 3/ 7| 9/ 12] 18/ 3%} 3/ 7] 127 22) 5/ 21 237/ 16
Below the raading goal for begimniig grade 06 41 to 49 28/ 27] 32/ 49 12/ 29] 20/ 27| 16/ 33| 10/ 23] 14/ 26 9/ 38 @30/ 29
but sbove the remedial standerd
Balow the remedial standarcds* BELOKW 91 68/ 67| 32/ 49| 26/ 63] 44/ 60} 18/ 37| 30/ 70] 28/ 52| 10/ 42 817/ 55
AVERAGE NUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED IN LANGUAGE ARTS 3.6 3.8 5.7 3.8 5.1 3.8 4.0 5.6 9.3
AVERAGE HOLISTIC NRITING SCORE 4.0 3.6 3.7 4.0 Q.6 3.8 %.3 4.2 Q.2
AVERAGE DRP UNIT SCORE 38 40 37 39 43 3?7 41 42 90
Copyright © 1990, 1987 by Comnecticut Stata Department of #Remedial Standard is ¢ for Hriting,
Ecucation., All rights resarved. Printad in the U.S.A. wxRegmedial Stendard is 41 DRP Units for Reading.
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Mastery Testing

Program

CONNECTICUT

PARENT / STUDENT DIAGNOSTIC REPORT

Your child's scores on the Connecticut Mastery Test are reported inside.
For a description of the Connecticut Mastery Testing Progranm, sec the back cover of this folder,
For general information about your local district’s testing program, please contact your sy perintendent of schools.

For further information on the Connecticut Mastery Testiag Program. contaet: Connecticut State Department
of Education, Student Assessment and Testing, Box 2219, Hartford, Connecticut 06145, 12031 566-4008,
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGHAM
GRADE 4 REPORT —

€erA
MATHEMATICS | Vo 1o
. o~ SC L
8’ /r”’ -~ DISTRICT: B DISTRICT

OBJECTIVES TESTED

CONCEPTUAL UNDERSTANDINGS

1.
2.
30
4.
5.
6.
7.

Identify the number ons more, one less, ten more or ten loss than a given mmber
Extend patiarns involving numbers and attributes

Order whole rumbars

Rewritae mmbers using expanded notation

Rewrite numbers by regrouping tans and ones

GRADE! 06

STUDENT OBJECTIVES ANALYSIS

TEST DATE: 10/%0

FORM: ]

Identify vractional parts of regions and tats from pictures for halves, thirds, fourths, and sixths

Relate multiplication and division facts to rectangular arrays

COMPUTATIONAL SKILLS

8.
9.
10.
1.
12.

Know addition and subtraction facts to 18

Add and subtract one and two digit numbers without regrouping
Add ono and two digit rumbers with reogrouping

Estimata sums and differences to 100

Multiply and divide by 2, 5, ard 10

PROBLEM SOLVING AND APPLICATIONS
13. Identify objects or runbers that do or do not balong in a collection, matrix, or array

14.
15.
16,
17.
18.
19.
20.

Read and interpret bar graphs and pictographs

Read and intrcpret dats from tablas and charts

Identify or write number senterces from picturas

Identify number sentencas from addition or subiraction story problems
Solve simple story problems involving addition or subtraction

Solve and idontify number sentencas in simpla story problems, irwolving addition and subtractions with extranacus information

Identify needed information in problem situations

MEASUREMENT AND GEOMETRY

21.
22.

Measure length and identify appropriate units for measuring length and distance
Estimate lengths and arcas

23. Tell time to the nearest hour, half hour and quartar hour using analog and digital clocks

26,
ZSC

Detarmine the value of a set of coins
Identify shapes, angles and sides

This student has me.tered 23 out of 25 mathamatic objectivas and correctly answered
91 out of 100 {tems.
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FOR
KA
MASTERY CRITERIA
STUDENT
NUMBER CORRECT [SCORE
30f ¢ G
3 of & @
3 of & 9
3 of & )
3 of & L3
3 of & @
3 of & 4
3 of & 3
3 of & 9
3 of & @
3 of & 1
3 of 4 L)
3 of & 3
3 of & @
3 of & 2
3 of & 3
3 0of & 9
3 o0f )
3 cf & &
3 X 4 @
3 of & 3
3 of & ¢
3 of & 9
3 of & [
3 of & 9

TroTAL MMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED (out of 25) » 23
MUMBER OF ITEMS CORRECT (out of 100) = 9

(Remedial Standard is 69 of 100 items correct)
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OGRAM

GRADE 4 REPORT

LANGUAGE ARTS
TEACHER: L R

SCHOOL ¢ 8
DISTKICT: B DISTRICT

OBJECTIVES TESTED

NRITING MECHANICS
1. Capitalization and Punctuation
2. Spelling {(words,; homonyms; and abbreviations)
3. Agresnent (varb tensze, subjeot-verb, and pronoun referant)

LOCATING INFORMATION

4. Locating Informmtion (schedules, maps, tablao of contents and title page, and dictionary)

LISTENING COMPRENENSION
5. Litersl (undarstands tha meanings of idoas clearly stated by a spoaker)
6. Inferential and Evaluative (understands the moanings of ideas not claarly stated,
is sble to meke critical judgments sbout them)

READING COMPRENENSION
7. Literal (understands the meunings of ideas clearly stated within a
8. Inferential {understands the meanings of idaes not stated,
9. Evaluative (able to make

passage)

but implied, within a passage)
critical judgments sbout statements and inferences within a passaga)

STUDENT OBJECTIVES ANALYS.S
GRADE!: FOR
TEST D2YE:

FORM:

0%

30/ %0 KA

IMASTERY CRITERIA
STUDENT

SCORE

NUMBER CORRECT

of 12 11
of 9 9
of 15 13

but implieds by a gpeaker and

of
of
ot

TOTAL MUMBER OF OBJECTIVES MASTERED (out of

STUDENT
WRITING SAMPLE SCORE

e

DEGREES OF READING POWER (DRP)™

STUDENT
SCORE

Holistic Writing Score (Remedial Standard is 4 of 8} 6

DRP Units

(Remedial Standard is 41 DRP Units

Reading Goel is 50 DRP Units) 55

This student hat produced material that is generally well organized

with supportive detail.

Capvaghl © 1990 By € onmger ol Stale Boaee! ot tuucatnin

AH fehs tewriaed Pondid i the Levlod suites ot Anserg g

9,

' This student has scored above
gradars.

.

HLUTS

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

the reading goal for beginning fourth

A Reging Bawer g DR e ragemaks owned by Toucrstona ApPLEU Scionce Associates Inc

J
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

PARENT/STUDENT DIAGNOSTIC REPORT

Dear Parent:

Inside you will find the results of the Connedticut Mastery Test administered to vour child earlior this fall. The test results help to show
vou and the schoaol distiet's protessional statt how well vour chuld s pertormimg on those skifls identitiod by the State ot Connecticut as
mportant for stuclents entering tourth grade 1o have mastered.

These tests are dostgned 1o deternune the specitic shill Tevels o students. The test results will be used to:
provide your schaoob with mtormation tor use massessing the progress of indiviaual students over time;
~ provide your school with intormation based on which improvements in the general instructional program can be made; and
provide intormation on appropriate bastc shills remedial assistance tor students so mdicated.

Masteny testing wWill occur each b in grades four v and erght tar all students and in high school 1or those students for whon' retesting
s required,

It vou hove any questions about these test tesults, please ask vour child’s teacherta. The teacherist will share with vou other observations
and recommendations based on experience moworking swith vouwr son or daughter during the last several months.,

Description of the Test

Mathematics: [he miathematics test asseoes Denty-tve 250 specine objectives intour general areas of: 11 Conceptual Understandin s,
i Computational SKills: 4 Problem Solving Apphications, and 141 Measurement, Geametiy . Fest items evaluate a student’s ability 1o order
and rename numbors compute and estirmate sams and ditterencess read and mtegpeet atles, graphss and charts; sohve a broad range ot
problems neasure and estimate leneth and swadth adentine shapes omd edb e

Language Arts: The Lingoaoe s test covers o general aieas Readima Distenngg Comprehension and AW nitmg Tocatigd Intormation. I here
Jre nme 19 obpectinves and two holistic nueasaies, one e reading aied one meoswobing,

[he content of Readimy Distenmng Comprehension consists aof noaative expostton . and peisudsis e passages an a vartely o topics measuring
a student's readmg and Distening abihity ing oL Biteral Comprehension 0 interenttial on Interpretinve Comprehension; and (3 Evaluative or
Cutical Comprehension. Audio tapes are used 1o assess a student's Iistenmg comprchension abilitv, Also used s the "Degrees of Reading
Pover” (DR Test which machudes vight 81 passanes and iy <y oo test ateas s designed to measure a student's abihity o understand
nomtiction Eoglish poose onoa gradoated scale of reading ditrcalts

[he content of Wnting L ocatimg Intonnabion consists ot thice components bast st Ao e ditectiy assessed A student s ashed to
witte on g designated toje . The st s udped on the student < demonstrated abidey 100 evey miannation ina coherent and organized
ishion, Second. the test assesses the mechane s of good wotimg swhach are detsio o G Py Capitabization and Pundtuation; 12y Spelling
avords, homonvms. and abbreviationss and o5 Apreemient gt the test asseosaes 0 oap Intomabion throogh the ose ot sehedules,
maps. ttle pages, ables of contents and dictionanes. This panb of ibe test nee-aes - stadont's abnlite to nnd a0 ose intormation: tromn

Bisto] soatree s
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

OBJECTIVES TESTED

MATHEMATICS TOTAL
GRADE 4 CONCEPTUAL COMPUTATIONAL PROBLEM SOLVING MEASUREMENT | MATH
UNDERSTANDINGS SKILLS Al.D APPLICATIONS AND GEOMETRY
%% %3
2 & %
3%5%%
S %% 2%
®, 2 Y5
20
°© % @
TEST DATE: 10/90 ‘%A@ Y
=z
s
%
%3
)
#OF [T[E
DISTRICT STUDENTS([O|R SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
TESTED |clG]
ANDOVER 29 14[3] 90 90 97100 76100 83100100100 48 86| 90 97 97 93 90 97 93 97| 86 90100 97100[22.9 3
ANSONIA 166 |5/6| 98 87 97 96 62 97 84| 96 99 95 81 95| 93 97 96 76 98 96 88 97| 87 84 92 ©5 98|22.8 3
ASHFORD 39 |6]4{100 72 90100 67 95 72| 95 92 90 67 85| 82 97 97 85 97 92 77 92| 97 77 92 95100{22.) 5
AVON 173 [4|1] 97 93 94 99 66 99 85/100 99 98 91 98| 97 97 99 90 99 99 91 98| 95 88 98 98 99[25.7 1
BARKHAMSTED 53 [6/3] 98 91 94 98 60 98 70{100 92 92 51 62| 92 98 96 85100 96 92 96| 81 87100100 98)/22.3
BERLIN 203 |4|3| 96 87 90 98 67 79 74| 98 98 97 80 88| 90 95 98 88 98 95 87 94| 89 86 96 991:0/22.6 3
BETHANY 71 |4f2] 99 93 93 99 70 75 81| 96 96 86 54 91| 94100100 89 97 94 94 94| 94 S1 99 94 97(22.7 3
BETHEL 222 14|4| 95 82 88 95 57 83 79{100 98 94 69 89| 88 96 95 86 95 95 86 90| 80 83 95 93 99|22.1 5
BLOOMFIELD 139 [2|4| 97 78 68 97 68 96 86| 99 97 9% 75 86] 90 96 96 84 94 90 78 93| 80 82 85 93 99|z2.2 5
BOLTON 71 14]2] 97 92 89100 46 89 76| 99100 97 79 93| 94100 97 94 97 97 89 96| 90 90 96 97100{22.9 3
BOZRAH 32 15131 91 72 81100 31 81 63) 97 97 84 50 81| 88 94100 88 94100 84 94| 81 88 97 91100{z1.3 3
BRANFORD 202 [4]4] 99 76 89 99 50 84 81| 99100 98 75 89| 92 96 98 88 99 97 89 97| 84 85 97 92100{22.5 2
BRIDGEPORT 1499 |117| 78 52 64 88 19 71 56| 96 97 89 33 70| 74 93 85 57 86 84 51 69| 63 60 80 86 97|1n.0 32
BRISTOL 618 |3/6| 95 80 86 97 41 81 69| 97 97 92 62 82| 90 96 94 78 93 92 73 85| 80 83 90 94 99/21.2 10
BROOKFIELD 176 {4|2| 95 83 87 97 65 89 75| 98 98 93 74 76| 87 97 95 85 95 0 85 92| 81 85 93 95 99[22.1 7
BROOKLYN 105 675 95 75 92 98 5. 97 75| 99 98 90 70 83| 90 96 S6 86 96 96 83 90| 86 85 96 98100|22.2 5
CANAAN 18 |6/4] 94 83 83100 39 83 78| 94100100 22 83| 94 88 94 94100109 94100{ 72 89 94 94100/21.9 6
CANTERBURY 80 16131100 90 96 98 51100 88| 96 99 99 78 94| 95 99 94 90 99 94 86 95| 84 89 95 95 98|23.0 4
CANTON 100 [4|2] 97 92 92 97 70 84 78| 98 93 94 79 86| 96 97 95 86 96 9% 86 95| 89 94 97 95 99|22.8 &
CHAPLIN 25 |6|5| 96 54 75 88 38 75 5G| 88 92 83 42 75| 79 80 76 64 80 60 56 68| 75 75 80 88 92/13.4 25
CHESHIRE 347 {2|2] 98 88 92 99 63 85 78| 98 97 93 70 83| 93 98 98 87 96 96 £é 96| 85 90 97 97100|22.6 3
CHESTER 55 16131100 91 93 98 35 85 69100100 98 76 87| 95100100 84100 93 93 96| 85 87 98 98100{22.56 0
CLINTON 180 |5|4| 96 87 84 98 73 87 73| 94 92 86 71 76| 93 96 94 83 96 92 86 96| 77 86 96 94 99]22.0 6
COLCHESTER 153 [5/5} 96 73 88 99 5¢ 76 72| 99 96 92 45 78| 88 94 94 92 9¢ 90 82 92| 73 82 97 90 99{21.% 7
COLEBROOK 16 16/3/100 81 96100 31 75 56[100 94 81 25 69/100 94100 69100 88 69 88| 88 88 9¢ 81100{20.6 13
COLUMBIA %3 |513] 93 93 92 95 72 88 84| 95 98 95 88 86| 95100100 86 95 95 93 91| 93 88 95 98100|23.1 2
CORNWALL 12 [6(31100 92100 92 83 92 92| 83 92 92 83100{100100100100100100100100]100 $2100100 92{23.6 0
COVENTRY 118 {4|3] 77 88 85 97 60 76 71| 37 97 92 63 71| 89 95 94 86 92 92 81 86| 78 84 92 96100/21.6 6
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

OBJECTIVES TESTED

MATHEMATICS TOTAL
GRADE 4 CONCEPTUAL COMPUTATIONAL PROBLEM SOLV!'.G MEASUREMENT MATH
UNDERSTANDINGS SKILLS AND APPLICATIONS AND GEOMETRY
%% %Y
(e N ) 2%
%% %%
& 0% % mc %6
0"6 22 % ®
TEST DATE: 10/90 2.
S,
)
%
%9
5,
8,
#OF |T]E
DISTRICT STUDENTS|O|R SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
TESTED fclG
CROMWELL 136 |aj4| 97 83 88 95 47 89 69] 96 96 90 71 72| 88 99 99 83 93 90 80 88| 85 81 96 90 99|21.7 8
DANBURY 551 |3[6| 95 75 87 95 48 89 72| 98 96 94 65 82| 85 96 92 75 93 89 77 89| 77 81 90 89 98[21.3 12
DARIEN 203 |2[1] 99 93 94100 66 87 83| 97100 96 73 94| 92 98 98 90 99 96 89 95| 90 90 96 95100{22.1 2
DEEP RIVER 47 165100 77 94100 49 68 70| 98 96 91 55 79| 85 98 98 87 91 98 87 94| 87 87 98 89 98[21.7 6
DERBY 97 |5{4| 98 81 94 95 47 94 70| 99 97 95 55 87| 88 98 97 82 95 94 79 93| 80 88 93 88100{21.9 6
EASTFORD 19 [6]3] 79 58 74 84 42 84 42100 84 79 26 84| 95 95 8¢ 74 84 79 63 68| 74 68 68 84100{18.7 26
EAST GRANBY 52 |412]100 83 87 98 48 94 71| 98 98100 62 87| 92 96100 92 96100 88 98| 71 90 87 98 98}22.3 2
EAST HADDAM 84 |5|4| 94 80 95 99 48 90 74| 98 99 95 70 87| 92 96 96 89 94 92 88 90| 90 81 98 92100/22.3 7
EAST HAMPTON 131 [6[3| 95 79 82 95 62 79 64| 97 94 89 76 79| 88 97 92 85 95 90 82 93| 84 86 92 93100[21.7 8
EAST HARTFORD 410 |2/6] 95 78 87 93 53 90 81| 97 97 93 70 85 90 97 94 80 93 91 76 89| 79 80 90 90 99}21.7 9
EAST HAVEN 229 12|5] 94 86 84 95 55 86 83| 98 97 93 72 84| 93 96 98 84 97 93 85 92| &z 82 96 92100/22.2 5
EAST LYME 179 |4|2| 97 81 82 96 60 83 68| 96 96 87 55 70| 91 94 9% 79 96 94 84 93| 83 91 93 89 99/21.5 11
EASTON 83 |a|1|100 87 95 98 5¢ 93 83/100100 96 70 84| 88 99 94 88 94 95 83 94| 90 94 98 96100}22.7 2
EAST WINDSOR 92 |4[5| 96 87 76100 33 84 82)/100100 95 66 88| 92 97 96 86 97 91 74 93| 83 74 90 95100{21.7 8
ELLINGTON 142 |4{3! 99 85 91 97 57 94 76| 99 98 92 69 83| 92 97 98 88 96 97 86 92| 92 85 99 97 99/22.6 1
ENFIELD 485 |315] 97 82 93 96 59 94 78] 99 97 94 8G 81| 91 98 97 82 97 93 81 92| 82 86 Y3 94100|22.4 5
ESSEX 67 [6/4| 96 82 88 97 55 81 76100 99 96 67 97| 94 94 99 82 97 97 85 90| 94 90 99 97100{22.5 4
FAIRFIELD %60 |2[2| 98 92 96 97 62 92 83| 99 97 95 76 93| 97 99 98 87 97 97 91 94| 89 88 97 97 99[23.1 2
FARMINGTON 272 |4]2| 99 91 96100 71 94 90|100 98 96 86 93| 96 99 98 86 99 98 90 97| 93 88 97 98100/23.5 0
FRANKL IN 25 |5/3/100 68 76100 16 84 72|100100 92 24 84| 72100 88 80100100 64 84| 88 84 96 96 96/20.6 &
GLASTONBURY 367 |4f2| 97 83 95 98 60 84 73| 99 97 96 58 84| 88 97 96 83 98 94 87 93| 83 88 94 96 99[22.2 5
GRANBY 115 [4[2| 97 95 96 97 63 92 83| 99 94 96 74 85| 97 97 99 90 98 96 90 97| 83 87 98 97 99/23.0 1
GREENWICH 428 |2f2] 96 90 91 96 62 89 79| 97 98 95 74 89| 93 97 96 88 96 96 86 96| 86 87 96 95 99|22.7 5
GRISWOLD 125 |4]6]| 94 84 80 96 58 68 70| 97 94 94 38 82| 88 94 96 88 95 92 82 94| 65 80 89 94100/21.1 8
GROTON 512 [34] 92 71 84 95 34 77 65| 97 96 92 54 82| 84 95 94 80 91 88 77 89| 74 78 90 89 98/ 20.7 13
GUILFORD 290 [412] 98 88 94 99 67 87 77| 99 98 96 43 87| 94 99 97 90 98 98 93 97| 78 86 94 94100|22.5 3
HAMDEN 409 |2|4| 95 83 85 9¢ 45 87 73| 99 98 90 56 80| 87 95 94 79 95 93 77 87| 77 81 92 93 98/21.3 10
HAMPTON 13 |5{4|100100 85106 69 85 77100100100 69 85/100100 92 85 92 92 85 92! 85 92100 92100{22.8 0
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRANH

STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

OBJECTIVES TESTED
MATHEMATICS TOTAL
GRADE 4 CONCEPTUAL COMPUTATIONAL PROBLEM SOLVING MEASUREMENT | MATH
UNDERSTANDINGS SKILLS AND APPLICATIONS AND GEOMETRY
o o o -~ - s o - - - - ~ -, o ~ -~
C A ° ) %, 2 A
S % e 12 0\% 258 5550\ 5 5 R\IL %Y
2% % 2\§ 4 2% 2\% 22 % 8 %9 e\%% S e\LE %
{,“‘%33‘%,6,%-%%%‘7%a’&’%%d’o"‘é’s ‘éa,%?'&&%
TEST DATE: 10/90 2 5%223%6\8 %22 5%\ 9% 83 38\8 8 % a\y ob
S %% VW 8 BH\ 5958950\ A
TR S IRAEE X\ VAR T A O A\
% 23 @ 3 ] 2\% % % % A 6 \¢ e 7 ’
% R e 7 A 2 8 5 O b >
2 2 e 3 ¢ 2 0,
% 2 ¢ g ©° ?D
Og‘
HOF [T[E
DISTRICT STUDENTS|O[R SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJACTIVE
TESTED [clG
HARTFORD 1769 11|7| 72 47 48 84 12 58 49| 95 93 85 25 58| 67 84 72 56 83 81 47 61| 49 51 77 85 96[16.4 41
HARTLAND 26 |6[3] 92 77 96 96 35100 81[100100 92 81 77| 96 96 92 96 92 96 92 96| 92 96100100100{22.7 &
HEBRON 130 |5[2| 98 82 94 98 58 92 85| 99100 95 77 93| 93 96 98 91 96 97 91 95| 92 85 96 97 99/23.0 3
KENT 35 |6/4|100 94 97 97 56 97 88[100 97 97 88 94| 97 97100 94 94100100100| 94 94100100100{23.8 0
KILL INGLY 210 |6|6] 96 79 87 97 44 90 73| 99 97 91 71 86] &6 96 96 80 93 89 80 90| 82 85 97 95100{21.9 5
LEBANON 93 {6[/4] 98 88 94 96 60 90 71| 96 97 9 74 85| 97 96 98 85 96 94 90 95| 89 91 97 98100|22.7 3
LEDYARD 219 |6|2f 95 76 90 95 53 90 75{ 96 96 89 60 84] 84 99 95 84 92 91 81 90| 87 82 96 92100{21.8 8
LISBON 49 [4]5]100 88 84 96 57 78 69]100 98 92 55 86| 96 96 94 82 96 92 86 94| 90 82 94 98100[22.0 6
LITCHFIELD 87 |6{3| 94 74 86 98 48 97 77| 98 92 94 67 82| 87 94 92 71 92 92 76 91| 83 90 90 90 98[21.5 11
MADISON 208 |5|2| 99 85 93 98 56 86 76| 97 99 95 72 93| 91 97 97 85 97 92 88 92| 86 81 97 97 99|22.4 7
MANCHESTER 571 {3[a| 96 88 93 97 83 95 87| 97 94 88 79 83| 93 96 95 77 95 92 87 92| 89 83 95 96 99|22.7 4
MANSFTZLD 131 [6[a]| 97 91 96 99 65 95 82| 96100 94 65 89| 89 98 98 93 96 95 90 92| 89 88 96 97 98/22.9 2
MARLBOROUGH 69 [5/2/100 95 96 99 75 99 86| 97 99 94 80 99| 96 96 96 91 99 94 91 94| 97 84 94 96100{23.4 0O
MERIDEN 611 |3|6f 91 70 77 91 48 84 65( 95 94 89 59 65| 82 93 90 73 90 84 67 79| 75 76 86 89 97[20.1 18
MIDDLETONN 326 |3|6| 94 79 82 95 50 81 67| 95 94 86 58 71| 90 94 93 75 93 90 77 86] 71 87 91 90 91/20.9 11
MILFORD 451 [3{a] 96 88 82 96 44 87 68| 98 98 90 53 81| 93 €6 96 85 9% 91 81 91| 79 83 96 9% 98/21.6 7
MONROE 231 |a|2| 99 89 90 98 73 97 87| 99100 98 85 97| 94 8 99 84 96 97 86 94| 87 88 99 98100[23.3 1
MONTVILLE 202 |4{s| 95 76 86 95 46 84 74| 97 98 95 51 77| 90 99 95 83 95 94 79 88| 78 83 92 93 99[21.4 8
NAUGATUCK 354 |2|6| 96 87 90 99 51 90 79| 98 97 94 76 86| 93 97 97 83 96 94 79 91| 82 84 91 93100(22.2 5
NEW BRITAIN 613 |3|6| 89 71 77 91 45 75 6a4f 96 94 91 57 74| 82 93 88 72 86 85 64 77| 75 73 85 89 98/19.9 21
NEW CANAAN 191 {2[1] 99 92 87 96 69 95 77| 99 97 96 64 88| 95 97 97 90 99 97 91 96| 85 92 95 96 99|22.9 2
NEW FAIRFIELD 199 [4[2] 97 82 88 97 42 85 74| 97 97 94 53. 80| 93 94 94 85 95 95 84 94| 80 78 96 96 99|21.7 6
NEW HARTFORD 73 [5{3] 97 77 78 95 42 95 74| 97 99 93 62 82| 85 99 96 79 93 96 78 95| 86 82 97 93100/21.7 7
NEW HAVEN 1257 |1]7| 86 57 76 91 35 68 54| 94 93 83 35 64| 75 89 80 60 88 82 56 71| 58 66 76 88 97/18.2 29
NEWINGTON 282 |2|3] 95 95 89 97 59 96 85[100 99 98 ¥1 94| 94 98 98 90 96 95 90 97| 90 90 98 97100{23.2 1
NEW LONDON 262 |3|6| 86 57 73 92 24 58 56| 97 95 88 35 72| 77 95 89 69 91 86 61 80| 51 72 86 88 96{18.8 25
NEW MILFORD 307 |5/4| 97 83 92 97 53 84 69| 98 96 95 59 79| 89 98 94 87 97 94 85 94| 80 80 96 94100/21.9 7
NEWTONN 282 |5|2/100 88 95 99 79 94 79| 92 94 90 71 82| 93 98 96 89 96 92 88 95| 85 83 94 96100{22.7 1




CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

OBJECTIVES TESTED
MATHEMATICS TOTAL
GRADE 4 CONCEPTUAL COMPUTATIONAL PROBLEM SOLVING MEASUREMENT |  mATH
UNDERSTANDINGS SKILLS AND APPLICATIONS AND GEOMETRY
S - - z P P PN
%5555 5\ % 5 0\ 3859898\ R %\ o
000m6‘§<‘/%%3m0%.°}/ 2 % 2\% % %%9-.1,\99.-
2% e 22 e\e %8 g 2\% 2% 88T SRS S 5 B\ 4% o
® 22598 ZE\s 22 0 e\% 8% % 2228\%e % \02 9%
2% %2 V3 3\% 2% 2 5\2 222 2%%%3\% 5 % 5\%0 2%
TEST DATE: 10/90 % %3%%%%46, 5 %0 % %\% 2%t % BB B\E Y ° a\% 9%
R 28 % 2\ 3% 2L\S 2% %2 % % Hu\2 = 3\% %
e % © B, f: 3 e\ T 2 2 3 35 %\ o %
'y % g % 2 > ¢\ 3 < 2 © 5 T\% % % %
s 2% 8\ % % 2\% %%y % %\ %, B °
® = O W » < % % 5 2 -
> % © 2 8§ % 5 ¢ 5
2 % * 2% % %
2 o ®
(o]
8
#OF [T]E
DISTRICT STUDENTS|O|R SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
TESTED_|CiG
NORFOLK 25 16/4f 92 92 92 88 56 96 76| 96 96 80 72 88| 92 96 96 96 96 96 80 96| 88 92 96 96 96|22.4 4
| NORTH BRANFORD 186 [413] 96 83 91 95 39 76 68 97 96 89 67 78( 90 96 97 84 94 91 87 89| 85 90 94 95 99|21.7 9
N NORTH CANAAN 45 {6/4] 96 71 73 93 31 78 71| 98100 96 56 69| 8¢ 93 89 78 93 91 78 84| 73 80 91 91100/20.6 13
| NORTH HAVEN 220 |2|3] 99 86 87 95 54 84 72| 98 97 94 50 84| 92 96 97 85 97 97 83 96| 75 85 94 95100/21.9 3
NORTH STONINGTON 59 |5/3/100 86 92 97 37 76 81| 95 93 93 69 97! 97 98100 92100 97 92 98| 88 86 95 97100/22.6 3
NORWALK 671 1316| 83 74 67 85 3¢ 77 69| 93 92 88 55 75| 83 91 86 70 88 84 69 81| 77 72 85 85 96/19.6 21
NORWICH 381 |3|6| 95 74 85 97 41 81 68| 98 98 93 57 77| 83 96 95 78 93 93 82 90| 81 81 92 96100[21.3 9
OLD SAYBROOK 112 (54| 94 87 91 99 67 92 73| 97 97 96 69 88| 96 99 96 85 98 96 93 95| 88 87 96 95100/22.7 1
ORANGE 166 21| 96 86 87 96 46 77 72| 99 98 96 77 85| 91 95 98 82 93 95 85 93| 86 89 98 95 99|22.1 6
OXFORD 141 |5/3| 99 84 86 96 54 77 70/100 99 96 56 91| 89 94 94 84 93 85 87 90| 76 89 95 91 98/21.7 7
PLAINFIELD 182 [6[6] 91 78 76 96 49 79 69| 96 95 90 66 68| 88 92 88 69 87 85 76 81| 81 79 91 91 96[20.6 13
PLAINVILLE 186 (4|5| 97 74 84 96 39 79 73| 98 99 95 63 72| 8¢ 97 96 83 96 91 78 91| 84 84 93 93 99[21.¢ 10
PLYHOUTH 126 [2{5| 96 83 93 98 71 94 84| 96 98 96 83 86| 89 98 95 85 91 90 87 5| 93 83 95 96 98/22.7 6
POMFRET 43 le6la|l 98 77 77 91 56 91 77| 98100 95 56 88 86 95 95 81 98 93 84 93] 81 86 86 88100/21.7 9
PORTLAND 83 [5)4| 98 77 86 99 47 92 70| 99 95 88 75 55| 89 99 98 76 93 92 75 93| 90 87 95 92 99{21.6 5
PRESTON 48 45| 96 79 88 94 38 73 63| 98100 92 5¢ 83| 90 98 94 83 98 96 88 94, 88 85 90 96100/21.5 6
PUTNAM 96 [6/6] 98 76 84100 48 95 77| 96 98 96 64 79( 93 97 94 80 94 91 77 81| 79 81 91 94l00(21.6 7
REDDING 103 |51 95 83 89 95 58 79 73| 94 91 83 68 83| 89 97 93 75 94 92 87 90| 82 79 92 90100/21.5 9
RIDGEFIELD 257 |5|1f 99 93 93 98 75 96 81|100 ° 97 82 90| 96 99 98 92 97 97 88 99| 93 89 96 98100[{23.5 2
ROCKY HILL 150 {a4l4| 97 82 95 96 65 85 80| 97 -u 96 70 86| 91 99 97 84 96 93 83 93| 85 83 95 97100{22.64 3
SALEM 68 |5/4/100 85 93 96 44 75 68| 99 97 93 49 71| 82 96 96 88 96 90 87 88| 81 85 96 91 99(21.4 6
SALISBURY 49 16{4] 92 71 90 92 39 67 55| 98 86 94 18 80| 8& 92 88 69 96 86 78 84| 65 78 96 92100{19.9 16
SCOTLAND 22 |6(5| 95 55 95100 36 86 59| 95100 86 32 95| 86100100 86100 95 86 ' | 77 95 86100100[21.4 9
SEYMOUR 159 |5/5| 94 87 92 96 36 79 71|100 98 93 59 78| 91 98 97 83 97 96 87 93| 77 82 94 97100[21.8 3
SHARON 23 [6{4| 96 74 87 87 35 43 57| 87 96 91 57 65| 746100 96 76 96 87 78 83| 70 83 87 83100{19.8 22
SHELTON 362 [3[3] 99 81 88 97 42 91 74| 99 98 95 57 86| 87 97 96 83 95 94 78 90| 75 86 96 96 99|21.8 5
SHERMAN 30 [62]100 73 90100 G0 97 83| 97 90100 63 93| 93 93 93 97 97 93 80 93|100 77100 90100[22.3 3
SIMSBURY 282 [4[1]| 98 87 93 98 73 92 81| 97 96 94 82 89| 93 98 96 86 98 96 90 96| 89 87 98 96100{23.0 &
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

OBJECTIVES TESTED

MATHEMATICS TOTAL
GRADE 4 CONCEPTUAL COMPUTATIONAL PROBLEM SOLVING MEASUREMENT MATH
UNDERSTANDINGS SKILLS AND APPLICATIONS AND GEOMETRY
% % %%
5 8 2
3 o 4B
)
®© 9, O
R 2
® B 2 ¢
)o [
TEST DATE: 10/90 2.
%
Q
%6
)
o%
?.
# QF TIE
DISTRICT STUDENTS{O|R SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
TESTED |C|G
SOMERS 98 |4|3] 98 87 96 97 73 90 78| 99 98 94 71 85| 93 96 92 83 91 94 85 91| 80 90 96 99100]22.6 5
SOUTHINSTON 410 |3|5] 97 83 93 97 51 93 74| 98 99 93 74 88| 93 97 %7 84 97 95 84 96| 91 88 95 95 99| 22.5 4
SOUTH WINDSOR 308 (2|2] 95 82 87 94 45 76 74| 97 96 95 64 84| 90 97 97 85 94 93 82 90| 79 83 95 95 99|21.7 7
SPRAGUE 27 14{5] 96 T3 89 96 41 85 63]100100100 74 81| 78 96 96 89100 96 85 96] 85 93 89100 93{22.0 4
STAFFORD 148 {5)5] 97 84 76 99 47 90 77| 97 99 92 61 89] 93 GK 95 80 93 90 84 91} 70 88 95 95 98] 21.7 6
STAMFORD 823 |1{6] 90 67 79 90 38 73 62| 97 94 89 41 74} 78 90 84 68 90 87 66 77} 68 71 84 86 98/19.4 25
STERLING 37 |615] 92 78 81100 57 86 68] 95 95 84 51 68| 86100 95 84 92 86 76 84] 78 76 97 95100]/21.0 11
STONINGTON 146 |4]5] 93 86 90 97 66 93 73] 97 97 95 73 84] 92 97 95 82 95 95 86 96| 88 87 95 97 99]22.5 7
STRATFORD 459 j2{5] %6 83 86 97 59 85 74} 96 94 90 49 77| 89 96 95 81 95 89 80 88| 81 85 92 90100{21.5 10
SUFFIELD 136 |9|{3] 96 85 95 98 78 96 82| 92 96 95 80 77] 92 99 96 88 96 88 90 90| 88 88 94 96100}22.8 4
THOMASTON 90 |4|F] 96 93 96 96 56 83 701100 99 94 6% 70| 9% 97 S& 77 92 94 74 88| 82 86 93 97 99| 21.8 3
THOMPSON 119 {6fw; 94 82 78 96 42 83 731 97 95 91 58 8l1] 87 91 96 82 95 94 81 94| 72 87 97 96100}{21.49 9
TOLLAND 149 (513] 95 80 91 99 42 83 66} 97 97 95 47 88| 90 98 99 81 96 95 79 89| 89 86 96 95 99|21.7 5
TORRINGTON 349 13'4] 96 79 81 96 52 83 76| 99 99 96 73 79} 87 94 93 80 94 94 78 911 85 84 95 92100{21.8 9
TRUMBULL 364 [#;2] 99 88 93 99 62 95 79] 99 98 95 84 90| 94 96 96 83 94 93 87 93 &8 86 97 94 99{22.8 4
UNION 7 15|51100 86100100 57 86 861100100100 57100 86100100100 86100100100{100100100100100}23.4% 0
VERNON 309 |3|4] 96 88 89 98 51 90 72].98 98 93 55 88| 94 97 97 86 98 94 83 94| 80 85 96 97 99| 22.2 4
VOLUNTOWN 31 |6]|5] 97 90 87 87 58 87 65| 97 97 87 65 84| 87 97 97 84100 87 90 90] 81 87 94 94 97| 21.8 10
WALLINGFORD 437 }13]5] 96 78 83 96 37 75 67 97 99 95 54 79| 90 97 95 82 93 93 80 92| 77 81 94 93100]/21.2 9
WATERBURY 92% |1]6]| 85 50 61 883 19 77 491 95 94 86 29 66| 71 92 84 66 87 85 56 73| 57 66 82 87 96/18.0 28
WATERFORD 166 [4]9} 98 70 87 98 36 89 69] 96 95 99 61 77| 84 98 96 81 93 90 76 89| 84 82 92 93 99{21.3 8
WATERTOWN 232 {2]5] 99 91 93 98 K8 87 84| 98 99 96 83 87| 97 97 98 81 97 97 89 95] 83 £4 95 95100|22.8 2
WESTBROOK 63 |6]49] 98 81 76 94 51 90 59 94 86 849 48 59} 87 94 89 83 98 84 81 94| 8i 89 90 90 98}20.8 11
WEST HARTFORD 549 (212] 95 85 90 97 61 87 75| 97 96 92 68 83| 93 95 96 84 96 94 85 93} 85 84 95 95 99| 22.2 7
WEST HAVEN 440 §2]6] 98 91 93 98 69 93 80] 98 99 96 75 89| 97 97 97 86 98 97 89 95| 86 85 95 96100]| 23.0 3
WESTON 90 {5(1]100 89 97 98 58 94 78] 99 99 98 73 91| 93100 98 83 99 97 89 94| 90 84 97 93100{22.9 1l
WESTPORT 218 |3]1] 99 93 96 99 75 91 88100 98 94 79 96| 97 99 98 90 99 97 93 98| 91 88 98 98100 23.5 1
WETHERSFIELD 213 [2|3] 99 85 92 97 52 91 75| 99 97 97 70 86] 92 97 98 87 95 95 86 95| 92 85 95 95100| 22.5 5




CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

OBJECTIVES TESTED
MATHEMATICS TOTAL
GRADE 4 CONCEPTUAL COMPUTATIONAL PROBLEM SOLVING MEASUREMENT MATH
UNDERSTANDINGS SKILLS AND APP. ICATIONS AND GEOMETRY
E\2 & % % &\ o% =29
2\S % % % 2\%% &%
Z\e = 2 % <o 2%
2 \® ® ® 3 T\ 27
QS \% @ © I\2z @
2 \% % 4 3\%% ¢4
5 & \& % ® B m% X
%% %\s 3 % 5\%3* 8%
TEST DATE: 10/90 % % '66 %3 % % &\% 9%
% % 2 \2 AR AR
2 9 3\« % o
e s e \% % 3 %
e B B \G - "‘
%% % >
¢ % ?
g ° %
HOF [T|E
DISTRICT STUDENTS|O|R SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
TESTED |C|G
WILLINGTON 56 |5/4] 98 96 89 95 70 82 73| 98 98 96 55 70| 91 95 91 88 98 98 88 93| 73 93 96 96100 22.2 9
) WILTON 212 |4]11100 92 92 99 81 92 82] 98 97 94 67 92| 94 96 92 86 95 95 87 92| 83 90 96 94100/22.9 5
3 WINCHESTER 133 16|5] 96 72 80 94 41 76 62| 93 97 87 54 77| 87 95 94 83 92 87 80 90| 78 80 92 91 98(20.8 9
\ WINDHAM 291 16|6] 89 72 77 949 59 82 73| 94 93 88 65 72| 82 89 87 74 92 89 73 84| 68 78 91 90 99|20.6 16
WINDSOR 337 |2|4] 89 73 85 96 41 89 72| 97 98 94 52 81} 81 96 94 83 93 91 76 88| 75 83 93 96 99)21. 11
WINDSOR LOCKS 113 |4|5] 97 88 94100 53 88 76| 99 99 95 78 84| 92 97 96 89 96 96 81 96| 88 87 93 97100} 22.6 3
WOLCOTT 147 |2]5] 97 82 91 98 60 90 78] 99 94 94 71 84| 85 97 99 83 95 93 81 90| 88 85 95 90 99)22.2 5
WOODBRIDGE 82 [4]|1] 9% 87 89 .8 62 88 80 99 99 96 68 94| 96 95 96 91 99 95 82 91| 88 83 94 96100|22.6 G
WOODSTOCK 86 16]3] 98 80 79 99 55 86 70| 94 91 88 36 77| 92 97 94 85 91 92 77 91| 77 84 93 92 99{21.1 10
REG. DIST. NO. 06 72 |6[a] 97 81 89 97 49 68 68] 96 97 99 68 78] 94 97 96 85 97 92 76 93| 81 81 93 93100{21.6 7
REG. DIST. NO. 10 168 [5/3] 98 90 93 97 67 95 77} 96 98 93 79 85| 90 96 96 88 95 93 87 96| 85 86 95 96100{22.7 4
REG. DIST. NO. 12 81 |6]2] 99 84 90 99 63 94 63| 98100 94 74 93| 90 96 98 90 91 96 83 95| 93 85 98 98100} 22.6 1
REG. DIST. NO. 13 131 [5{3| 98 85 85100 49 70 65| 97 98 93 62 79| 93 97 95 84 96 92 86 96| 76 85 95 95 98|21.7 6
REG. DIST. NO. 16 111 |4f2f 97 86 86 99 56 93 77| 94 99 92 34 77| 95 95 95 82 96 92 87 91| 76 83 96 98100{21.8 5
REG. DIST. NO. 15 233 |4|3] 98 91 91 99 62 89 85] 99100 95 80 93| 95100 98 86 99 97 91 98| 85 86 98 99 99!23.1 1
REG. DIST. NO. 16 146 [G|5{ 93 75 87 97 36 79 62| 96 96 94 58 76| 85 97 94 79 97 89 82 89| 86 78 94 92100/21.1 10
REG. DIST. NO. 17 133 16/3] 98 96 93 99 78 95 77| 97 97 91 69 83| 98 98 98 92 99 98 91 94 95 86 97 94100} 23.1 1
REG. DIST. NO. 18 90 [6]2] 96 90 98 97 73 97 84| 97100 98 81 88| 94 92 97 85 96 92 97 99] 90 89100 98 99| 23.3 0
L




CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

MATHEMATICS OBJECTIVES TESTED
TOTAL
GRADE 4 CONCEPTUAL COMPUTATIONAL PROBLEM SOLVING MEASUREMENT MATH
UNDERSTANDINGS SKILLS AND APPLICATIONS AND GEOMETRY
% & Q& ? & <= e 0 o B 2B B v - ¢ % o B R <
3%%%%2 2\ 23 %5 2\5 22459 50\ B3 L 5\%% 8
® % 0w g3 2\ 2 2 ¢ o2\% % =% e 2 3 =z % ® S\ &2 ©.o.
)%663%‘590@6%@%%%060%%% 5 B\2C T
® 328 %8 Z\s 220 0 e\t B3 % 3228\ *3\03 9t
. @ 5 2 2\ % % Z\E 22 % g Y Y e\2 2 g &\'2% 9%
) 2 © 2 U\D 2 2 2 3\2 & & 2 2 % % 35\% S S &\ 2% 2%
TEST DATE: 10/90 2 %%%%%6%%%%6%5%%%%%6.%% % 2\% o%
% R ERAC 2 2\% 3% 3 % ¢ ¢ 2\2% >~ ®\% %
% o‘%‘p@-"% &\9&\4%339-%‘06 > &\o& B
L YA T TAVEEE Y SR AT A A
% 22 &\ % % e\1 AR AR e
>, S, e S S 8 % %0 Q
2 C " 2Y S %
% 2 % © )
e
)
#OF |T]E
DISTRICT STUDENTS|O|R SCORES INDICATE THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
TESTED |c|G
TOC 1 TOTAL 6271 80 53 63 88 23 68 53| 95 94 86 31 65| 72 89 80 60 86 83 54 69| 58 61 79 86 97|17.8 32
I
= TOC 2 TOTAL 7011 96 86 90 97 58 89 78| 98 97 94 69 86| 92 97 97 84 96 94 84 93| 84 85 94 94 99[22.3 &
' TOC 3 VOTAL 8117 94 78 8¢ 95 47 8G 71| 97 96 92 62 79| 88 95 93 78 93 90 76 88| 79 81 91 92 98/21.2 11
TOC % TOTAL 6528 97 85 90 97 59 87 77| 98 98 9¢ 67 84| 91 97 96 85 96 94 85 93| 85 86 95 95 99|22.3 5
]
T0C 5 TOTAL 3717 97 85 90 98 58 87 74| 97 97 93 67 84| 91 97 96 85 96 93 86 94| 83 85 95 94 99|22.2 5
TOC 6 TOTAL 2726 96 80 86 96 53 87 72| 96 96 92 63 81| 90 95 94 82 94 91 82 90| 82 84 94 94 99|21.7 8
ERG 1 TOTAL 2058 98 90 92 98 58 91 81| 99 98 95 76 91| 94 98 97 88 97 96 88 95| 89 88 97 96100/23.0 3
ERG 2 TOTAL 5799 97 87 92 98 62 89 78| 98 97 94 69 87| 93 97 97 86 96 95 87 94| 86 86 96 96 99/22.5 4
ERG 3 TOTAL 3741 97 86 89 97 55 88 75| 98 97 94 67 85| 91 97 96 86 96 94 85 93| 84 87 95 96 99|22.3 5
ERG 4 TOTAL 5210 95 82 88 96 53 87 7G| 97 97 92 63 82| 89 96 95 83 95 92 82 91| 81 83 94 94 99(21.8 7
ERG 5 TOTAL 4489 96 81 88 97 51 85 74| 98 97 93 64 81] 90 97 96 83 95 93 82 92| 83 84 94 94 99{21.9 7
ERG 6 TOTAL 8548 92 73 79 93 43 81 68] 96 °5 91 57 77| 84 94 90 75 91 89 72 84| 74 77 86 90 98|/20.5 15
ERG 7 TOTAL 4525 78 51 61 87 21 65 53| 95 94 86 30 63| 72 88 79 58 85 82 51 67| 56 58 78 86 97{17.4 35
STATE TOTAL 34370 93 77 83 95 49 83 71{ 97 96 92 59 80{ 87 95 92 79 93 91 77 87| 78 80 91 92 99{21.2 12
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ECTICUT 1
CONN MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT PAGE
OBJECTIVES TESTED
LANGUAGE ARTS widonoe | CREADING. WRITING SAMPLE
. I
GRADE 4 NEING NG L ONFRENENGION|  COMPRERENSION ARTS POWER (DRP)
©
& % % \.33\% % \% % -~ 2 \&%3%% 5 \"Y 7T g 3
%05 A A\ER\ B\ % R\h BT % % % %
% %2 % \3%% % T E\ % \® % & 5 %
% %, 3 % % D % % %
% %q,o‘?n Y % ‘?b‘ 7(% % '%%
, .
TEST DATE: 10/90 % %% %, 9;% sy i LY
%A . %, %\ %
% ¥ ) e\« =
%‘ % o/ Ny, 6/
L. (< > L )
%o %& \g% 9
2 > X %m
MASTERY CRITERIA
(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE)
#OF T[E -
SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS
DISTRICT STEENTSIRIR MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
ANDOVER 29 [4]3] 69 55 93 100 76 83 9 83 &3 7.3 | 17205951 17 | 3 728 72424 7 5.4 10
ANSONIA 167 |5l6f 71 78 90 95 72 75 77 7% 7.1 8 31 61 52 8| 1 21724311213 5.7 2
ASHFORD 39 [efa] 672 77 79 85 69 38 79 67 a4 6.0 | 21285149 21| 3 3152833156 3 5.4 5
AVON 173 {af1] 93 84 98 97 | sa 79 9 88 79 7.9 8 18 74 Eq a{ 0 31423272013 5.9 3
BARKHAMSTED 52 63| &7 79 94 98 79 73 85 8 75 7.5 | 15236251 15| 2 6274012 6 8 5.0 8
BERLIN 203 |af3| 75 79 o3 93 | 83 N 81 76 67 7.2 | 11197058 11 | 1 722252513 8 5.3 9
BETHANY 7 laf2] 75 71 89 92 7% 69 79 15 72 7.0 | 20136350 20| 41525201413 8 5.0 20
BETHEL 221 {afe] 83 80 90 93 73 70 79 82 27 7.3 | 15176852 15| 1 320222522 9 5.7 4
BLOOMFIELD 139 |2]a| 68 78 85 9 62 55 70 59 50 6.2 | 30353545 30| o 5322720 9 & 5.0 9
BOLTON 71 |of2] 8¢ 80 97 97 | 8« 8¢ a7 81 82 7.8 6 21 73 54 6| 3 919291412 1¢ 5.4 12
BOZRAH 30 |5{3] 83 73 90 93 | 83 70 83 72 66 7.1 | 24146250 26| 3 7103436 3 7 5.3 10
BRANFORD 202 {afe] 91 80 94 97 73 67 89 80 62 7.3 | 10216955 10| 2 529241815 9 5.3 7
BRIDGEPORT 1495 |1|7| 55 65 61 67 | a1 26 ¢ 39 28 4.3 | 55291640 55 | 10163720 9 & 1 4.2 26
BRISTOL 618 [3]6] €9 76 85 89 67 56 75 66 55 6.4 | 25255048 25 | 4 820202413 8 5.2 12
BROOKFIELD 176 |a|2| 80 75 e 94 73 62 77 18 62 6.9 | 256264948 25| 2 617272021 8 5.5 8
BROOKLYN 105 |6|5| 83 76 90 90 76 s 83 75 64 6.9 | 16295550 16| 2 33815181211 5.3 5
CANAAN 18 |eja] 88 81 94 94 a1 56 9% 8 4l 7.1 | 19196351 19 | 0 033172222 6 5.5 0
CANTERBURY 78 lo[3| 86 76 a1 99 79 67 86 83 79 7.5 8 36 56 51 8| 0 9322520 8 4 5.0 9
CANTON 100 |af2] 82 80 93 97 76 80 8 79 80 7.5 | 14167055 14 | 4 32127261011 5.4 7
CHAPLIN 25 [els| 52 52 60 58 60 44 64 56 52 5.1 | 48203262 48 1717133313 8 0 4.3 33
CHESHIRE 306 |2|2] a5 82 95 98 | 80 74 90 85 83 7.7 | 112168535 11 | 1 52525221310 5.4 6
CHESTER 5¢ |6f3] 85 78 100 100 | 81 72 91 83 67 7.6 | 15206552 15| 0 01022312512 6.1 0
CLINTON 181 |sla| 79 78 92 97 79 67 81 76 63 7.1 [ 11226752 11| 0 417 24 2320 12 5.7 4
COLCHESTER 153 |5(5] 80 77 92 95 79 n 89 83 &9 7.3 | 16285650 16| 1 625232515 7 5.3 7
COLEBROOK 16 |6/3| 56 50 @88 94 63 50 81 6 50 6.0 [ 312564047 31| 625252519 0 0 4.3 31
COLUMBIA o1 [5[3] 83 61 e8 93 % 78 88 73 85 7.3 | 15226352 15| 6 5283518 8 8 5.2 5
CORNWALL 12 [6|3] 75 83 &3 100 | 10¢ 100 83 92 92 8.1 8 88357 8| 0 817331717 8 5.4 8
COVENTRY 118 {¢[3| e+ 635 86 92 68 57 78 68 €7 6.3 | 21285149 21| 3 935151712 9 5.1 12
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ICUT
CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM STATE BY CISTRICT REPORT PACE 2
LANGUAGE ARTS OBJECTIVES TESTED i
TOT, DEGREES O
ADING LANGUAGE READING WRITING SAMPLE
GRADE 4 MECHANICS w30 [COMPRFHENSION|  COMPRENENSION ARTS POWER (DRP)
A P Z % <2 A 2
%2 % %\ .uh % % &« B % L\E R TV g
% % B \RER\® B\ % B\ % Ve % % Y ¢
S 7 % N % 2% 2 \~ Yo & % %
L 2% % Y D % % ¢
%o ’%30 q’q\??ﬁ o‘}. Y ‘{-’6 7% % %
< Ta
TEST DATE: 10/90 LYY % °’% % ““b,é %
L, o
L Y ® 8, ® T\
5y % % %
%, % 2 %
% %
MASTERY CRITERIA
(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE)
HOF |T]E
SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS
DISTRICT R b MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE

CROMNELL 136 |afa] 76 75 85 92 69 66 80 72 59 6.7 | 20265750 20| 0 516252617 10 5.6 5
DANBURY 551 [3]6] 65 69 79 86 60 51 66 65 55 6.0 [ 37253865 37| 3 835251710 2 4.8 11
DARIEN 199 |2f1| 87 85 96 99 82 69 | 89 81 68 7.6 | 10217055 10| 0 11323232416 6.2 1
DEEP RIVER %6 (65| 76 76 98 98 | 85 78 | 9 80 83 7.7 | 11335751 11| 0 4451724 7 4 5.0 &
DERBY 98 |sle| 75 78 93 91 75 50 7% 71 6o 6.6 | 22284948 22| 0 3302536 1 3 5.1 3
EASTFORD 20 |6|3| 65 70 70 80 85 85 58 68 58 6.5 | 25306548 25| 01055 51515 0 4.7 10
EAST GRANBY 52 |af2] 92 73 98 9% 79 50 85 & 7 7.2 6197755 4| 010272351913 8 5.2 10
EAST HADDAN 8¢ |5laf 86 82 89 95 | 82 77 | 83 75 69 7.4 | 15206351 13| 0 728262016 5 5.2 7
EAST HAMPTON 131 |s[3| &3 70 &7 93 7% 70 7 % 69 7.0 | 20265650 20 | 1 212352619 5 5.6 3
EAST HARTFORD 410 12]6] 69 64 -3 90 59 52 69 64 53 6.0 [ 26290467 26| 3 7302025 8 6 5.0 9
EAST HAVEN 229 |2[s] 75 77 oo 93 70 64 6 67 65 6.7 | 213045648 21| 310322717 6 5 4.8 13
EAST LYME 179 laf2] 71 82 &8 92 7% 64 77 % 66 6.9 | 22166650 22| 3 526211919 7 5.3 @8
EASTON 83 [af1} 72 70 92 %2 | 80 n a8 80 80 7.2 | 13196752 13| 1 725262212 8 5.3 8
EAST WINDSUR 92 |als| 77 8o 95 95 60 56 7% 13 n 6.8 | 16596769 14| 1 6062281% G 7 4.9 6
ELLINGTON 162 |6(3( 89 78 95 95 | &1 61 85 80 56 7.2 | 11236655 11| 0 1162118 3211 6.0 1
ENFIELD @82 |315{ 6 74 92 9% Nt 75 69 68 6.7 | 17275650 17| 2 827281811 7 5.1 10
ESSEX 67 l6faf 79 73 a1 97 v 67 85 82 67 7.2 [ 18176551 18| 3 3 927261715 5.8 6
FAIRFIELD 458 |2f2] 84 75 93 95 r» 718 ) 86 84 74 7.5 114196652 14| 2 628232035 6 5.2 8
FARMINGTON 273 [ol2] 89 82 97 97 | 8 77 | 8 79 80 7.6 | 816 75 54 8| 0 31325212215 5.9 &
FRANKLIN 25 |s{3| 76 68 @8 100 6 66 72 72 68 6.7 | 20205247 20| o 8283612 8 & 4.8 12
GLASTOMBURY 367 |al2] 80 77 o3 93 7% 66 86 80 74 7.3 | 14196752 16| 1 21619821912 5.8 3
GRANBY 115 laf2| 82 78 92 98 | 81 76 83 78 77 7.5 {1020 6555 10| 6 8173217 913 5.3 12
GREENWICH 026 [2]2] 76 80 90 95 75 65 82 17 69 7.1 | 16226652 16| 1 820222017 7 5.3 9
GRISWOLD 126 laf6| 73 76 87 89 71 el 77 68 B2 6.5 | 23334647 23| 413202526 8 2 4.8 17
GROTON 512 {3[a] 68 65 84 89 67 54 72 63 55 6.2 | 32204646 32| 718362012 5 3 4.4 25
GUILFORD 290 lo|2| 85 82 98 97 78 76 83 82 79 7.7 | 13206753 13| 1 721252618 6 5.6 9
HAMDEN 410 {2/0] 76 74 85 90 6¢ 54 8 % 67 6.6 | 20205248 24| 2 5302320135 7 5.3 7
HAMPTON 13 (5] 92 85 92 100 56 54 7769 69 6.9 | 831 62 51 8| 0 0153138 015 5.7 0
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING FROGRAM

STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

3

OBJECTIVES TESTED
LANGUAGE ARTS TOTAL DEGREES OF
4 WRITING Locatma | LISTENING READING LANGUAGE READING WRITING SAMPLE
GRADE MECHANICS INFORMATION JCOMPREMENSION| COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER (DRP)
[ % Z% PA 2 A g e A
LYY 23\% B\% % B \h \&%RtE %\ ?
S % %\ ¥ % > %, ) % % % %
%, o,‘; %%, % S %, %1’ v % %
% 9 %3 % % B %
) (X
> % 5 ) % %
®
TEST DATE: 10/90 % %, % LY
% B % % o
Y Y Y
% %, ® s
4, ¢ t3
3 % Q
3 2 %
% k K
2 % %
MASTERY CRITERIA
{NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE)
# OF T{E - .
SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS
DISTRICT STIDENTSIONR MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
= -
HARTEORD 1771 1|7 8 48 59 33 23 36 29 20 3.4 2110 36 69 | 17 18 32 4.0 35
HARTLAND 26 6|3 92 9 92 77 69 92 88 62 7.5 27 65 53 8| o 415 5.8 4
HEBRON 130 |5]2 72 97 98 82 78 9% 86 87 7.7 216752 12| 2 4 30 5.3 6
KENT 35 el 69 97 100 91 66 91 77 66 7.4 31 66 59 3| o 931 5.4 9
KILLINGLY 207 le |6 65 85 91 69 58 73 61 62 6.3 3049468 21| 5 a 27 5.1 9
LEBANON 95 |6]a 70 91 92 71 70 66 84 63 7.0 166652 15| o 332 5.9 3
LEDYARD 217 (a2 72 84 9% 76 68 81 75 65 6.9 196150 19| 2 5 28 5.2 7
LISBON %9 |als 65 94 9% 67 63 86 80 63 6.9 2747467 27 ) o a 33 5.1 &
LITCHFIELD 86 |63 78 83 9% 76 70 7 71 59 6.7 285751 15| 5 518 5.5 9
MADISON 208 |5]2 8 92 93 85 80 89 85 63 7.5 16 73 54 sl 0 217 5.7 3
MANCHESTER s67 |sla 73 86 90 72 67 77 11 70 6.8 20 60 51 20 | & 10 24 5.1 13
MANSFIELD 131 [e]a 78 93 95 81 67 82 82 79 7.4 196455 17 ] 1 3 9 6.0 &
MARLBOROUGH 68 |5{2 76 91 97 81 72 9% 84 84 7.7 18725 10| 0o 6 25 9 5.6 6
MERIDEN 610 {3]e 63 70 77 50 42 57 51 45 5.1 283745 35 4 926 4 5.0 13
MIDDLETOWN 326 |3]6 71 84 86 63 53 73 68 58 6.2 3064367 27| 1 7 36 2 4.9 9
MILFORD %51 |3la 71 &8 93 70 68 76 67 66 6.8 294948 221 210 26 4 5.1 12
MONROE 231 |4 ]2 77 93 97 78 80 79 717 73 7.4 196552 16| 1 213 7 5.7 3
HONTVILLE 203 lafs 7% 88 93 63 &6 72 67 60 6.4 294547 26 | 6 10 28 7 5.0 16
NAUGATUCK 356 |2]6 72 91 %% 68 59 75 67 63 6.7 284949 23| 110 34 4 5.0 11
NEW BRITAIN 613 |3]6 62 69 77 51 37 56 51 4l 5.0 26 31 41 45 | 12 14 36 2 &3 2
NEW CANAAN 191 |21 71 91 97 81 72 86 81 7 7.3 1768562 15| 2 4 14 11 8.7 6
NEW FAIRFIELD 199 a2 77 91 92 75 55 83 72 &5 6.8 2656649 22 ) 4 4 26 7 5.3 8
NEW HARTFORD 73 [5]3 79 89 93 81 73 78 77 68 7.2 304950 16 | 1 4 31 6 5.2 6
NEW HAVEN 1260 |1]7 62 63 67 %2 33 49  aa 39 4.5 221839 60 | 10 14 35 2 4.3 24
NENINGTON 283 [2][3 82 9% 99 76 72 87 79 62 7.4 1% 73 54 9| o 528 4 5.1 5
NEW LONDON 242 |36 59 7% 81 56 50 58 51 43 5.3 252641 51 |11 12 @1 3 4.3 23
NEW MILFORD 306 |5(% 72 92 95 70 61 81 728 72 7.0 22781469 22| 1 114 12 5.9 3
NENTONN 281 {5]2 7% 9% 9% 77 N 85 83 74 7.4 236451 13| 1 4 28 $ 5.2 5
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

PAGE

OBJECTIVES TESTED
LANGUAGE ARTS LANGUAGE D%%T\%ESGOF WRITING SAMPLE
I} ING
GRADE 4 ME"SLESIES NFORMATION coﬁ;asr{nssﬁéﬁglorq cou%%eaensm AR POWER ({DRP)
$
) ~- o~ Z, “ -4 . K-X > o Y -3
L% B\at\ % AN % % A\ % \Lahh % T eeoe g T\
% % 6% %\ > Y s, % e B % % 3 G
Y % K} < 9"“% % % 2 ® v % ¢ -3
5% T \3Y s '\ %\ by %
2 2 Z \ 2.
A % b % % %
)
TEST DATE: 10/90 % 3 %, °’<‘% ( ‘% \Q% %
% % % LY 2 P
% %, & % %
% % 2 <
% e\ % @
; % y
v > %
MASTERY CRITERIA
{NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE)
FOF ITIE
. SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS
DISTRICT 5%?@?8 g MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE !
NORFOLK 25 [6|e] 80 76 92 92 76 56 8 7r B¢ 6.9 | 123256560 12| 0163636 8 & 0 45 1t
NORTH BRANFORD 136 |of3] 77 85 94 97 73 59 77 76 60 7.0 16226251 16| 1 720252214 7 E.3 @
NORTH CANAAN %2 |6ja] 69 62 88 90 67 64 8 79 N1 6.8 | 2124569 211 5 517173637 5 5.4 10
NORTH HAVEN 220 {2[3] 74 73 9a 92 7% o7 83 73 68 7.0 | 1629555 16| 0o 526202811 5 5.3 5
NORTH S’ ONINGTON 59 |5[3] 81 &3 o3 97 92 81 95 85 @6 7.9 8 22 69 53 a| , 225272222 2 5.4 2
NORWALK 671 |3l6] 68 72 76 81 59 51 6% 60 50 5.8 | 412335746 61 ] 715331916 7 5 4.6 21
NORWICH 381 {3(¢] 79 72 a1 9 69 61 75 70 69 6.7 | 20203524 20! 2 727281910 6 5.1 9
OLD SAYBROOK 113 |5l 75 71 &9 93 75 68 79 79 8 7.0 16255951 16| 5 6202723 9 5 5.0 12
ORANGE 164 |2[1] 88 75 90 90 7 n 81 73 &6 7.1 | 181765851 1f | 1 736261512 3 5.0 8
OXFORD 191 [5{3] 76 79 @89 89 76 62 83 77 66 7.0 | 18295850 18| 1 421302811 & 5.3 &
PLAINFIELD 182 |ej6] 64 61 77 as 55 55 65 54 57 5.7 | 3439324 36| 8 8362514 7 1 4.5 16
PLAINVILLE 184 lals] 73 75 86 93 66 55 7% 70 64 6.6 | 20285248 i | 4 3332020 7 9 5.1 8
PLYMOUTH 127 |2]5] 83 71 e 9% 6% 66 80 70 N 6.9 | 132606352 13| 21128 2317 14 6 5.1 12
POMFRET o3 lelal 67 71 86 95 62 60 70 72 65 6.5 | 292048648 29| 0191641921 1612 5.4 19
PORTLAND 83 [5]a| 55 67 86 87 70 63 73 79 5B 6.4 | 283161 46 28 | 511 231620 18 7 5.2 16
PRESTON a8 {a[5] 71 81 o8 9% 79 63 90 83 60 7.2 [ 17236050 17 | 610351521 210 4.8 17
PUTNAM 95 {6]6] 60 73 82 88 61 r6 72 62 52 6.1 | 29323946 29 | 2213222310 7 2 4.2 35
REDDING 103 |sla] 73 80 a9 90 82 67 79 72 69 7.0 | 26195549 26| 1 625252117 7 5.4 7
RIOGEFIELD 257 |s5|1] 88 86 95 99 81 79 9% 87 79 7.8 9 15 76 54 91 0o 11221352110 5.9 1
ROCKY HILL 148 |o]a] 8 80 a1 9% 79 77 80 74 70 7.3 | 182359851 18| 1 41819251516 5.7 5
SALEM 68 |slal 76 65 91 88 78 62 82 76 65 6.8 | 21215951 21| 4 7321926 9 1 4.9 12
SALISBURY @9 l6fe] 65 65 84 86 78 57 80 71 61 6.5 | 351451647 35| 8 6312712 610 4.9 14
SCOTLAND 22 lels] 68 73 &1 91 68 32 9 73 @ 6.3 | 27185549 27 | 0260202919 5 0 4.6 26
SEYMOUR 159 |5|5] 82 a4 92 95 75 72 77 70 69 7.2 | 14275880 16| 3 6352020 7 4 4.9 9
SHARON 23 {ela| 78 70 a3 96 7% 6l 835 78 52 6.7 | 26264847 26| 0 Q@ 9174817 4 5.8 &
SHELTON 359 |3]3] 79 82 a9 9% 67 60 75 70 68 6.8 | 21265349 21| 1 6264272015 6 5.4 &
SHERMAN 30 lel2| i3 70 97 97 87 90 77 75 S0 1 [ 23136351 25| 3 7235 7301317 5.6 10
SIMSBURY 281 |aj1] 81 80 95 9% &1 73 91 84 84 7.7 9 20 72 B4 9| 6 220 26261514 6.7 2
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM

STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT

PAGE 5

OBJECTIVES TESTED
LANGUAGE ARTS e | READING. WRITING SAMPLE
GRADE 4 u‘ggﬂ:&:s N OATION coéﬁégﬁéﬁ%m com%%heﬂgr?smrq ARTS POWER (DRP)
P ~ P2 Pr 2 » ¢ S -
L% % \as2\% %\% % %\% \%%2% N7 °7° %%
% 2 5 \%e% \ ° % ” % % % R % %
%,,- o’e, % \2%% £ % % 4 > % % % %
%, % > 2%, ) . D % % %
%, 2, 2 % v % %
% L) %% ) % Q% % %
% o) (A ‘fo/ ’o QL % “% %
TEST DATE: 10/90 % 2 % o s 9% Y
y % % ) 2, 5
%, % ® % %, %
% % ) KX .
% {2 Q %
9 % ) %,
% Q % %
e o [ »
MASTERY CRITERIA
{(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE)
#OF |T]E SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS
DISTRICT S;gsofggs 8 g MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
SOMERS 9 le|3] 81 78 89 92 80 61 81 80 56 6.9 |21 156350 21| 1 6232016528 7 5.5 7
| SOUTHINGTON 409 |35 80 70 90 9% 76 66 79 72 68 6.9 (18295249 18| 0 21126292311 5.9 2
& SOUTH WINDSOR 308 |2]2] 76 70 a1 95 76 66 76 7% 59 6.8 | 192160861 19| 1 622192619 9 5.5 7
o SPRAGUE 27 la|s] 81 67 8B I$t 89 59 70 63 48 6.4 | 26306667 26 | 19193311 7 6 7 4.1 37
! STAFFORD 145 |5|5] 61 74 @6 9% 66 59 77 13 72 6.6 { 29264567 29| 1 92719221610 5.3 9
STAMFORD 86 {1]16] 5¢ 65 71 75 50 41 57 53 48 5.2 | 412536643 41 | 912302116 8 4 G.6 21
STERLING ;7 lels] 73 62 86 81 65 43 65 57 46 5.8 | 641303043 41| 01930261116 0 4.8 19
STONINGTON 1.0 [6l8] 727 65 90 92 Ta BB 76 76 B4 6.6 | 21186150 21| 3 620271317 8 5.3 8
STRATFORD 459 [2{5] 76 78 <0 91 72 59 72 66 66 6.7 | 202656 50 20| 31131221512 6 4.9 14
SUFFIELD 136 [6|3] 81 75 96 95 71§87 81 81 65 7.0 | 193647649 19| 1 428262113 9 5.3 5
THOMAS TON 89 lo|5] &1 83 9 90 69 57 78 6t 61 6.8 | 19285368 19| 1 12626261115 5.6 2
THOMPSON 120 |6l6] 63 67 @B 9. 66 65 7% 11 55 6.6 | 25284747 25| 51133221412 3 4.8 16
TOLLAND 149 [5{3| 772 8 91 40 77 70 81 76 68 71 (112065852 11| 3 114252623 9 5.7 5
TORRINGTON 339 |3l6] 74 67 86 92 69 89 72 68 50 6.6 |232051 69 23| 11029251712 5 5.0 11
TRUMBULL 363 |2]2] a5 83 91 93 76 n 82 82 70 7.3 | 111772855 11| 1 219282323 5 5.6 2
UM N 7 le{5| 86 @6 86 100 86 100 | 100 86 100 8.3 0 16 86 58 6| 0 0431642916 ¢ 5.1 0
VERNON s08 |sla| a7 87 96 97 73 65 8 75 66 7.3 | 16256151 14| 1 2212226161212 5.6 3
VOLUNTONN n lels| 81 5 87 97 71 55 77 77 8B 6.5 | 292964246 29| 0 035262613 0 5.2 0
WALLINGFORD a30 [3]5] 66 76 89 9% 76 66 7¢ 72 67 6.8 | 252664948 25| 2 332202210 6 5.2 5
WATERBURY 9ot |1le| 53 63 70 76 46 31 1 45 34 4.7 | 46272862 46| 513402216 5 1 4.4 18
WATERFORD 166 |Gle| 76 77 93 9% 78 60 80 73 63 6.9 [192258850 19| 1 827252210 6 5.1 10
WATERTOYN 231 [2|5] &3 77 94 95 72 62 & 77 64 7.1 [ 13276051 13| 1 726252315 & 5.2 9
WESTBROOK 63 |6lal 76 73 89 100 75 56 83 73 &7 6.8 | 17325149 17| 2 229163510 8 5.6 3
WEST MARTFORD 546 |2f2{ 75 72 89 9% 77 69 79 77 59 6.9 (17196452 17| 2 42021261513 5.6 6
WEST LAVEN 439 |2]6] 72 76 92 9% 71 58 82 72 62 6.8 | 15305450 15| 1 3312352610 6 5.3 3
WESTON o1 |5]1] 91 e0 95 97 85 85 93 87 76 7.9 9 19 72 54 91 1 02118261818 5.9 1
WESTPORT 219 [3[1] 81 83 o5 97 82 66 36 92 76 7.7 3 16 83 58 3| 1 528222511 9 5.3 &
WETHERSFIELD 213 {2|s] 85 80 92 95 73 66 80 77 63 7.1 | 16206655 14| o 731222112 » 5.2 8
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM PAGE 6
STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT
OBJECTIVES TESTED
LANGUAGE ARTS TOTAL, DEGREES OF
GRADE 4 WRITING LOCATING LISTENING READING LANGUAGE READING WRITING SAMPLE
MECHANICS "NFORMATION ICOMFREHENSION| COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER (DRP)
Z P % P 2 I T I -
5 0% % 42\% A\% % %\ % R ‘8.% o \" % e
% 2 %3 352\ % > % % % : g % % %o %
S, A q%:@% S ® % % > o % % %
% % 293 % % B % % %
. ) o, O, [0y}
TEST DATE: 10/90 LU <, 5 > 3 % 3
2 %,
%éf 3'& ® ,Q‘/ 2;. ‘2
() ) A =5 %
? % % C3 CX
Y % S, %
% ‘%% Y %,
% > % 513
MASTERY CRITERIA
{NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE)
HOF [TJE .
SCORES REPRESENT THE PERCENT OF STUDENTS
DISTRICT S o 12 l3 MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
WILLINGTON 56 |5i4| a0 67 85 94 65 70 78 79 70 6.8 20 22 57 50 20 0 727132520 9 5.5 7
WILTON 212 l4]1] a3 82 92 94 82 80 89 83 72 7.6 16 17 70 53 14 0 3122229 2014 5.9 3
WINCHESTER 133 [6{5] 66 64 85 19 66 54 66 62 58 6.1 36 32 32 45 36 814381616 8 & 4.5 21
WINDHAN 239 [6]6]| 55 59 69 €2 56 4% 62 55 44 5.3 49 19 32 ¢2 69 | 121331 2012 8 3 4.4 26
WINDSOR 338 [2]4] 70 72 a8 91 69 53 71 68 56 6.4 31 26 43 46 31 31425192013 7 5.1 17
WINDSOR LOCKS 113 |a|5] 80 76 92 96 8l 58 88 78 67 7.2 521 73 53 5 1 621153119 9 5.6 5
WOLCOTT 147 |2|5] 8¢ 70 95 96 71 60 82 78 66 7.0 15 26 61 51 15 1 514272125 8 5.7 6
WOODBRIDGE 82 la|1] 70 72 Y 90 73 549 79 72 67 6.6 19 20 62 51 19 2 230351210 9 §.2 5
WOODSTOCK 86 |6|3] 74 60 85 92 76 64 78 66 65 6.6 30 30 40 46 30 2 3501915 9 1 4.7 6
REG. DIST. NO. 06 72 |6|a] 81 72 93 94 mn 60 80 69 56 6.7 21 21 58 49 21 0 117 292818 7 5.7 1
REG. DIST. NO. 10 167 [5]|3] 77 72 5 95 75 60 86 79 66 7.1 11 23 66 53 11 1 519262519 7 5.5 7
REG. DIST. NO. 12 81 lel2| &0 77 90 96 80 80 81 84 6% 7.3 12 31 57 51 12 0 019331826 5 5.7 (1
REG. DIST. NO. 13 131 {5|3| 7s 72 84 9% 79 63 81 70 57 6.8 18 28 53 49 18 3 5262228 9 7 5.2 8
REG. DIST. NO. 14 111 |4|2| 75 83 92 95 82 70 76 70 59 7.0 13 25 62 52 13 2 639202111 6 5.1 8
REG. DIST. NO. 15 233 {a|3] &2 78 99 97 78 79 91 87 68 7.6 12 18 70 53 12 0 316322615 7 5.5 4
REG. DIST. NO. 16 146 {a|5] 77 66 86 Y 70 66 73 69 64 6.6 18 23 59 49 18 5 732212110 3 4.9 12
REG. DIST. NO. 17 133 {6|3] a7 83 97 9% 78 67 81 8 53 7.2 8 16 76 54 8 1 314 26 26 18 12 5.8 a
REG. DIST. KO. 18 89 |62} 76 75 95 98 77 63 88 83 72 7.2 16 20 6% 52 16 5 8292421 7 8 50 10
I l) ‘
1 ‘3 ! ) K, 4
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CONNECTICUT MASTERY TESTING PROGRAM PAGE 7
STATE BY DISTRICT REPORT
OBJECTIVES TESTED
LANGUAGE ARTS Lot DER%%ES OF
WRITING LISTENING READING ING WRITING SAMPLE
GRADE 4 MEGHANIES WFORMATION] COMPREHENSION  COMPREHENSION ARTS POWER (DRP)
@ P % % 2 ) P, [N A - LI B <
% % N\ YE AR EEEAN % %
2. i) -® %
% % 5 \%%% % 5 5\ %\ % & , &
% % 0 \*%a % % R % % %
% Y 5 5 % 4 % % %
o S @
TEST DATE: 10/90 %, % <, % @ %% Y %
% % % % 2 )
% % ’ % : ‘
5% 3 % %
% % 2 Q
% K
% 2 % 5
< [ ® @
MASTERY CRITERIA
(NUMBER CORRECT/NUMBER POSSIBLE)
HOF |T[E
SCORES REPRESENT THE PERGENT OF STUDENTS
DISTRICT STUDENTS|O|R
resten lols MASTERING EACH OBJECTIVE
TOC 1 TOTAL 6273 47 59 60 67 a1 29 4% 40 31 4.2 | 57201960 57 { 1115352112 4 2 4.3 26
TOC 2 TOTAL 7000 78 15 9 9% 73 64 79 74 65 6.9 [1824 %951 18| 2 62202114 7 5.3 8
TOC 3 TOTAL 8097 69 71 83 8 65 56 71 66 58 6.3 | 26254747 28| 4 929231911 6 5.0 13
TOC 4 TOTAL 6524 & 17 92 % 76 67 82 77 68 71 | 16216351 16| 2 5222523515 9 5.4 7
TOC 5 TOTAL 3711 79 17 91 9% 77 69 83 78 70 7.2 | 15206151 15| 1 422262615 8 5.5 5
TOC 6 TOTAL 2712 72 70 86 91 71 6l 77 1 6o 6.6 | 20265148 2¢ | 4 726232013 7 5.1 11
ERG 1 TOTAL 2055 83 80 93 9% 81 73 88 83 75 7.5 | 11187155 11| 1 31924251711 5.7 &
ERG 2 TOTAL 5786 81 77 92 95 77 N 83 79 70 7.3 | 15206552 15) 2 5222352416 9 5.5 6
ERG 3 TOTAL 3738 80 77 92 9% 76 67 82 77 65 7.1 | 15266151 15| 1 B526262515 7 5.4 6
ERG & TOTAL 5202 77 24 89 93 71 63 78 73 64 6.8 | 21248549 21| 3 820222115 8 5.3 10
ERG 5 TOTAL “483 75 76 90 93 71 e 77 7% 65 6.8 | 20275369 20| 2 728202012 7 5.2 9
ERG & TOTAL 8535 63 68 79 84 59 49 66 66 50 5.8 | 3204045 36| 5103223518 8 4 4.8 15
ERG 7 TOTAL 4526 44 58 86 6% 38 27 @2 37 28 .0 | 62201438 62| 1316352110 ¢ 1 4.2 29
ST'TE TOTAL 34317 71 a3 88 66 57 72 67 58 6.3 | 27204948 27| 4 827232012 6 5.1 12
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APPENDIX J
Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal
In Each Content Area

By District
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Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal *
In Each Content Area By District

DISTRICT READING WRITING MATH
ANDOVER 59 31 86
ANSONIA 60 25 77
ASHFORD 51 18 74
AVON 74 33 90
BARKHAMSTED 60 13 72
BERLIN 70 21 78
BETHANY 63 21 73
BETHEL 67 30 69
BLOOMFIELD 35 12 A
BOLTON 69 25 79
BOZRAH 56 9 53
BRANFORD 69 23 75
BRIDGEPORT 16 4 26
BRISTOL 50 20 59
BROOKFIELD 49 29 66
BROOKLYN 55 24 74
CANAAN 56 28 72
CANTERBURY 55 11 81
CANTON 70 21 78
CHAPLIN 32 8 44
CHESHIRE 67 22 73
CHESTER 64 35 69
CLINTON 66 32 72
COLCHESTER 56 20 58
COLEBROOK 44 0 38
COLUMBIA 60 14 81
CORNWALL 83 25 92
COVENTRY 51 21 60
CROMKELL 57 27 65
DANBURY 37 12 60
DARIEN 68 39 82
DEEP RIVER 5% 11 62
DERBY 47 4 66
EASTFORD 45 15 40
EAST GRANBY 77 21 7
EAST HADDAM 63 20 75
EAST HAMPTON 56 24 66
EAST HARTFORD 44 13 65
EAST HAVEN 45 11 69
EAST LYME 64 26 64
EASTON 67 20 78
EAST WINDSOR 47 1 64
ELLINGTON 66 43 71
ENFIELD 55 17 73
ESSEX 64 3 73
FAIRFIELD 66 20 82
FARMINGTON 75 36 85
FRANKLIN 52 12 48
GLASTONBURY 67 3 69

50 DRP UNITS WITH 70% COMPREHENSION
HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8
22 OF 25 OBJECTIVES MASTERED

* READING GOAL
WRITING GOAL
MATH GOAL
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Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal *
In Each Content Area By District

DISTRICY READING WRITING MATH
GRANBY 65 22 71
GREENWICH 63 24 78
GRISWOLD 44 10 85
GROTON 44 8 53
GUILFORD 66 23 74
HAMDEN 52 20 60
HAMPTON 62 15 77
HARTFORD 10 4 18
HARTLAND 65 K} 73
HEBRON 67 22 79
KENT 66 34 86
KILLINGLY 47 17 64
LEBANON 66 37 75
LEDYARD 61 20 65
LISBON 47 8 69
LITCHFIELD 56 24 67
MADISON 73 27 75
MANCHESTER 59 21 78
MANSFIELD 64 39 73
MARLBOROUGH A 30 86
MERIDEN 37 15 52
MIDDLETOKN 43 7 36
MILFORD 49 17 61
MONROE 65 23 83
MONTVILLE 45 20 59
NAUGATUCK 49 14 7
NEW BRITAIN K} 7 53
NEW CANAAN 68 32 18
NEW FAIRFIELD 54 21 63
NEW HARTFORD 49 16 67
NEW HAVEN 17 6 32
NEWINGTON 73 12 83
NEW LONDON 26 8 34
NEW MILFORD 51 35 66
NEWTOKN 64 15 73
NORFOLK 56 4 80
NORTH BRANFORD 62 20 66
NORTH CANAAN 51 20 38
NORTH HAVEN 55 16 64
NORTH STONINGTON 69 24 75
NORWALK 36 N 48
NORWICH 51 16 57
OLD SAYBROOK 58 13 12
ORANGE 65 15 68
OXFORD 58 15 66
PLAINFIELD 32 8 61
PLAINVILLE 51 16 62
PLYMOUTH 62 19 82
POMFRET 47 28 65

* READING GOAL = SO DRP UNITS WITH 70% COMPREHENSION
WRITING GOAL = HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8
MATH GOAL = 22 OF 25 OBJECTIVES MASTERED
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Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal *
In Each Content Area By District

DISTRICT READING WRITING MATH
PORTLAND 4] 25 57
PRESTON 58 13 60
PUTNAM 39 9 67
REDDING 54 23 62
RIDGEFIELD 76 32 87
ROCKY HILL 57 K} 74
SALEM 59 10 56
SALISBURY 50 16 44
SCOTLAND 55 5 64
SEYMOUR 58 11 58
SHARON 48 22 43
SHELTON 52 20 65
SHERMAN 63 30 77
SIMSBURY n 28 82
SOMERS 63 35 76
SOUTHINGTON 52 33 72
SOUTH WINDSOR 60 28 67
SPRAGUE 44 11 63
STAFFORD 44 22 65
STAMFORD 34 12 46
STERLING 30 16 57
STONINGTON 61 25 79
STRATFORD 5% 17 64
SUFFIELD 47 22 79
THOMASTON 52 26 63
THOMPSON 47 15 58
TOLLAND 65 32 63
TORRINGTON 50 17 67
TRUMBULL 72 28 78
UNION 86 14 86
VERNON 61 28 70
VOLUNTOKN 42 13 7
WALLINGFORD 49 15 60
WATERBURY 28 5 29
WATERFORD 58 16 57
WATERTOWN 59 19 77
WESTBROOK 51 17 54
WEST HARTFORD 63 27 A
WEST HAVEN 54 16 79
WESTON 70 35 80
WESTPORT 83 21 86
WETHERSFIELD 66 19 74
WILLINGTON 55 29 71
WILTON 70 33 82
WINCHESTER 32 11 49
WINDHAM 32 10 58
WINDSOR 43 20 58
WINDSOR LOCKS 73 27 76
WOLCOTT 61 32 69

50 DRP UNITS WITH 70% COMPREHENSION
HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8
22 OF 25 OBJECTIVES MASTERED

* READING GOAL
WRITING GOAL
MATH GOAL
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Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal *
In Each Content Area By District

DISTRICT READING WRITING MATH
WOODBRIDGE 61 18 76
WOODSTOCK 40 10 55
REGIONAL DIST 6 58 25 65
REGIONAL DIST 10 65 26 79
REGIONAL DIST 12 57 31 74
REGIONAL DIST 13 53 16 65
REGIONAL DIST 14 62 17 67
REGIONAL DIST 15 70 22 84
REGIONAL DIST 16 59 14 62
REGIONAL DIST 17 76 30 82
REGIONAL DIST 18 62 14 84

* READING GOAL = 50 DRP UNITS WITH 70% COMPREHENSION
WRITING GOAL = HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8
MATH GOAL 22 OF 25 OBJECTIVES MASTERED

2
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Grade Four Connecticut Mastery Test
Percent of Students Meeting the Statewide Goal *
In Each Content Area By TOC

READING WRITING MATH

TOC 1 TOTAL 19 6 28
TOC 2 TOTAL 59 21 12
TOC 3 TOTAL 47 16 61
TOC 4 TOTAL 63 24 12
TOC 5 TOTAL 60 23 10
T0C 6 TOTAL 51 19 66
ERG 1 TOTAL n 29 81
ERG 2 TOTAL 65 25 74
ERG 3 TOTAL 61 21 N
ERG 4 TOTAL 55 22 06
ERG 5 TOTAL 53 19 67
ERG 6 TOTAL 40 12 55
ERG 7 TOTAL 14 5 25
STATE TOTAL 49 18 61

50 DRP UNITS WITH 70% COMPREHENSION
HOLISTIC SCORE OF 7 ON A SCALE OF 2 TO 8
22 OF 25 OBJECTIVES MASTERED

* READING GOAL
WRITING GOAL
MATH GOAL
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APPENDIX K

Type of Community Classifications




TOC 1
TOC 2

TOC 3

TOC 4

TOC 5

TOC 6

Type of Commu»ity

LARGE CITY - a town with a population of more than 100,000.

FRINGE CITY - a town contiguous with a large city and with a
population over 10,000.

MEDIUM CITY - a town with a population between 25,000 and 100,000 and
not a Fringe City.

SMALL TOWN (Suburban) - a town within an SMSA* with a populetion of
less than 25,000, not a Fringe City.

SMALL TOWN (Emerging Suburban) - a town with a population of less than
25,000 included in what was a proposed 1980 SMSA but not included in a
1970 SMSA.

SMALL TOWN (Rural) - a town not included in an SMSA, with a population
of less than 25,000.

*Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area
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APPENDIX L

Education Reference Group Descriptions
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Education Reference Group Descriptions

The education reference groups were formed from an analysis of districts'
median family income, a percentage of high school graduates, a percentage of
those in managerial/professional occupations, a percentage of single-parent
families, a percentage of those below poverty and a percentage of non-English
home language from the 1980 census. The groups have rot been named, but have
been labeled I through VII. Note, however, that the groups run from extremely
affluent suburban communities (I) to our three largest cities of Hartford,
Bridgeport and New Haven (VII). Some differ widely with respect to all of the
family background variables; others differ slightly with respect to one or
two. In addition to the six variatles used to classify districts, the group
descriptions below also include superintendents' comments that were provided
in a Department survey in 1988.

Group I. These 13 districts were wealthy, professional suburbs. The median
family income in 1979 averaged $40,425. Residents were extremely well
educated. Nearly 90% had at least i« high school diploma, 42% had a bachelor's
degree and 49% had a managerial or professional job. There were relatively
few children with educational disadvantages here. Only 7% of the families
were single-parent, about 8% spoke a language other than English at home and
almost no one €2%) lived in poverty. Superintendents within these towns used
the adjectives "suburban," "affluent," "growing" and "bedroom community" to
describe them.

Group II. Residents in the 29 districts of Group II were affluent,
well-educated professionals, but to a lesser extent than residents of

Group I. The median family income averaged $28,113, more than 83% of the
residents had high school diplomas, 29% had a ccllege degree and 36% had a
managerial or professional job. Like Group I, this group had a low percentage
of people who spoke anoiher language at home (8%), almest no one in poverty
(2%) and relatively few single-parent families (9%). Like the superintendents
in Group I, superintendents irom these towns described their communities as
"affluent," “"bedroom communities," “"growing" and "suburban."

Group III. These 34 districts were mostly rural bedroom communities. Like
Groups I and II, these towns did not have many disadvantaged children. There
were only 7% who spoke a language other than English at home, only 7% who were
from single-parent families and oniy 3% who were poor. Adults were slightly
less affluent (median family income of $24,431), less likely to have a high
school diploma (77%) and less likely to have a managerial or professional ‘ob
(28%) than people in Group II. Like the previous two groups, these towns were
described by superintendents as "suburban," "growing" and "bedroom
communities." Several superintendents used "rural" and "middle class" (as
well as "affluent") to describe their communities.

IBL)
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Group IV. This group of 37 districts was probably the most diverse set of
towns, containing a number of coastal,and resort communities, as well as rural
and suburban areas. Group IV was similiar to Group IIl in median family
income ($22,609), percentage of high school graduates (77%), percentage of
managyers/professionals (29%) and percentage of non-English home language (7%),
but had a significantly higher percentage of single-parent families

(12% versus 7%) and a slightly higher percentage of families below poverty
(5% versus 3%). Superintendents' descriptions reflect this group's

diversity. They describe their towns as "bedroom," “growing," “rural,"
"suburban," "middle income" and "affluent."

Group V. These 30 districts made up the first group of working class/blue
collar communities. This group had a significantly lower percentage of high
school graduates (68%) and percentage of managers/professionals (19%) than
Group IV. Other characteristics were similar to Group IV: the average income
was $21,920, there were 11% single-parent families, 5% below poverty and 9% of
the population spoke a language other than English at home.

Group VI. This group of 23 districts included the state's medium-sized
cities, the larger cities of Stamford and Waterbury, severai former mill towns
and some densely populated blue collar suburbs. Group VI had similar
socioeconomic characteris*ics as Group V, but significantly greater
proportions of single-parent families and families in which English was not
the primary home language. The median family inccme of $20,325 was below the
state average. An average of 16% of the residents spoke another language at
home and 17% of the families were headed by single parents. Only 63% of the
residents had high school diplomas, and 6% 1ived below poverty level.

Group VII. Hartford, Bridgeport and New Haven were vastly different from
other communities in Connecticut. An average of 28% of the families spoke a
language other than English, 46% were headed by single parents, 20% lived in
poverty and the median family income was $15,240.

34
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APPENDIX M
Student Participation Rates

135
ERIC ~101-




PARTICIPATION RATES FOR FOURTH GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1990-1991

TOTAL STUDENTS PERCENT OF STUDENT PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED
FOURTH-GRADE ELIGIBLE POP EXEMPT = =s=e=eec=cemcccccssescescososssosssssses ceesmeecw
DISTRICT POPULAT I ON FOR TESTING FROM TESTING MATHEMAT I CS LANGUAGE ARTS  WRITING READING
ANDOVER 30 29 3.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
ANSONIA 180 167 7.2 99.4 98.8 99.4 99.4
ASHFORD 49 39 20.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.90
AVON 174 173 .6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
BARKHAMSTED 55 53 3.6 100.0 98.1 98.1 98.1
BERLIN 207 203 1.9 100.0 100.0 99.5 100.0
BETHANY A 71 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
BETHEL 228 223 2.2 99.6 99.1 97.8 98.7
BLOOMF IELD 150 139 7.3 100.0 100.9 97.8 100.0
BOLTON 76 71 6.6 100.0 98.6 97.2 o4. 4
BOZRAH 35 32 8.6 100.0 93.8 90.6 90.6
BRANFORD 215 203 5.6 99.5 99.5 98.5 99.5
BRIDGEPORT 1,646 1,506 8.5 99.5 98.5 96.3 98.5
BRISTOL 644 619 3.9 99.8 99.7 98.2 99.7
BROOKF 1 ELD 176 176 .0 100.0 100.0 98.3 100.0
BROOKLYN 110 105 4.5 100.0 100.0Q 100.0 100.0
CANAAN 20 18 10.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 88.9
CANTERBURY 84 80 4.8 100.0 97.5 97.5 97.5
CANTON 103 100 2.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
CHAPL IN 27 25 7.4 100.0 100.0 96.0 100.0
| CHESHIRE 357 348 2.5 99.7 99.1 98.3 99.1
= CHESTER 56 55 1.8 100.0 98.2 92.7 98.2
8 CLINTON 199 182 8.5 98.9 99.5 99.5 99.5
) COLCHESTER 161 153 5.0 100.0 100.0 98.7 100.0
COLEBROOK 16 16 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
COLUMBIA 48 43 10. 4 100.0 95.3 93.0 95.3
CORNWALL pL} 12 4.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
COVENTRY 128 118 7.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.2
CROMWELL 11 136 3.5 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
DANBURY 618 554 10. 4 99.5 99.5 98.2 99.3
DAR!EN 210 204 2.9 99.5 97.1 96.6 97.1
DEEP RIVER 48 47 2.1 100.0 97.9 97.9 97.9
DERBY 106 99 6.6 98.0 98.0 98.0 96.0
EASTFORD 22 20 9.1 95.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
EAST GRANBY 53 52 1.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
EAST HADDAM 88 84 4.5 100.0 100.0 98.8 100.0
EAST HAMPTON 135 131 3.0 100.0 100.0 99.2 100.0
EAST HARTFORD 469 &10 12.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.8
EAST HAVEN 258 229 11.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
EAST LYME 179 179 .0 100.0 100.0 99.4 100.0
EASTON 83 83 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
EAST WINDSOR 96 92 4.2 100.0 100.0 96.7 100.0
ELLINGTON 158 LY 10.1 100.0 100.0 $9.3 100.0
ENFIELD 505 u86 3.8 99.8 99.2 98.8 98.6
ESSEX 68 67 1.5 180.0 100.6 98.5 98.5
FAIRFIELD 508 460 9.4 100.0 99.6 97.8 99.6
FARMI NGTON 284 273 3.9 99.6 99.3 97.8 1006.0
FRANKL IN 25 25 .G 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
GLASTONBU®Y 374 368 1.6 99.7 99.7 99.7 99.5
GRANBY 117 115 1.7 100.6 100.0 100.0 100.0
GREENWICH 468 429 8.3 99.8 99.3 98.4 99.1
GR I SWOLD 130 126 3.1 99.2 100.0 100.0 100.0
GROTON 530 513 3.2 99.8 99.6 98.8 98.8
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PARTICIPATION RATES FOR FOURTH GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1990-1991

TOTAL STUDENTS PERCENT OF STUDENT P&.RCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED
FOURTH-GRADE ELIGIBLE POP EXEMPT =~ =cceccccccccmceccceccccmcmcnmcecmcccceeencaoe
DISTRICT POPULATION FOR TESTING FROM TESTING MATHEMAT ICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING READ:NG
GUILFORD 301 291 3.3 99.7 99.7 97.9 99.3
HAMDEN 428 411 4.0 99.5 99.8 94.6 99.5
HAMPTON 13 13 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
HARTFORD 2,107 1,823 13.5 97.0 96.9 90.9 95.5
HARTLAND 26 26 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
HEBRON 136 130 b.u 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
KENT L3 35 4.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
KILLINGLY 218 21 3.2 99.5 97.6 98.1 97.6
LEBANON° : 101 93 7.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 98.9
LEDYARD 222 219 1.4 100.0 99.1 98.2 99.1
L i SBON 50 49 2.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
L{iTCHF IELD 92 87 5.4 100.0 98.9 7.7 98.9
MAD ISON 213 208 2.3 100.0 99.5 100.0 100.0
MANCHESTER 582 573 1.5 99.7 98.8 97.0 98.3
MANSF LELD 136 131 3.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
MARLBOROUGH 72 69 4.2 100.0 98.6 98.6 98.6
MERIDEN 658 612 7.0 99.8 99.7 98.9 99.5
MIDDLETOWN 339 326 3.8 100.0 99.7 99.4 99.4
MILFORD K74 451 4.9 100.0 100.0 97.8 99.6
MONROE 234 232 .9 99.6 99.6 97.8 99.6
_L MONTVILLE 207 203 1.9 99.5 100.0 99.0 100.0
o NAUGATUCK 396 354 10.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
w NEW BRITAIN 21 613 15.0 100.0 100.0 99.3 99.5
{ NEW CANAAN 194 191 1.5 100.0 100.0 99.5 100.0
NEW FAIRFIELD 201 200 .5 99.5 99.5 96.5 99.0
NEW HARTFORD T4 73 1.4 100.0 100.0 98.6 100.0
NEW HAVEN 1,465 1,266 13.6 99.3 99.3 97.6 98.4
NEWINGTON 287 283 1.4 99.6 99.6 99.3 100.0
NEW LOIDON 270 242 10.4 100.0 100.0 97.9 99.6
NEW MILFORD 319 307 3.8 100.0 99.3 98.7 99.3
NEWTOWN 287 282 1.7 100.0 99.3 99.6 99.6
NORFOLK 26 25 3.8 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
NORTH BRANFORD 187 186 .5 100.0 100.0 99.5 100.0
NORTH CANAAN 49 45 8.2 100.0 93.3 93.3 93.3
NORTH HAVE® 232 221 4.7 99.5 99.5 99.1 99.1
NORTH STO.i!NGTON 59 59 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
NORWALK 718 674 6.1 93.6 99.4 98.8 98.5
NORWICH 406 381 6.2 100.0 100.0 99.2 99.2
OLD SAYBROOK 121 114 5.8 98.2 9%.1 97.4 98.2
ORANGE 166 164 1.2 100.0 100.0 98.8 100.0
OXFORD 149 141 5.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
PLAINFIELD 184 183 .5 99.5 99.5 96.7 97.8
PLAINVILLE 193 184 4.7 100.0 100.0 100.0 98.9
PLYMOUTH 138 127 8.0 99.2 99.2 96.9 99.2
POMFRET 45 43 .y 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.7
PORTLAND 84 83 1.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
PRESTON 49 48 2.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 97.9
PUTNAM 99 96 3.0 100.0 99.0 97.9 97.9
REDDING 103 103 .0 100.0 99.0 99.0 98.1
RIDGEF IELD 258 257 ) 100.0 100.0 99.6 100.0
ROCKY HILL 155 150 3.2 100.0 98.7 97.3 97.3
SALEM 71 68 4.2 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
SAL ISBURY 52 50 3.8 98.0 98.0 98.0 98.0
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PARTICIPATION RATES FOR FOURTH GRADE STUDENTS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1990-1991

TOTAL STUDENTS PERCENT OF STUDENT PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED
FOURTH-GRADE ELIGIBLE POP EXEMPT =  <w===ccccec--- Semeesccccec--e-ss S-=se--c-scc-o----
DISTRICY POPULATION FOR TESTING FROM TESTING MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE ARTS WRITING READING
SCOTLAND 23 22 4.3 100.0 100.0 95.5 100.0
SEYMOUR 177 159 10.2 100.0 100.0 99.4 100.0
SHARON 25 23 8.0 100.0 100.0 160.0 100.0
SHELTON 387 362 6.5 100.0 99.2 98.6 98.6
SHERMAN 30 30 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
S I MSBURY 290 283 2.4 99.6 99.3 99.3 98.9
SOMERS 102 98 3.9 100.0 100.0 98.0 100.0
SOUTHINGTON %37 412 5.7 99.5 99.3 98.1 99.3
SOUTH WINDSOR 312 308 1.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
SPRAGUE 28 27, 3.6 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
STAFFORD 168 48 11.9 100.0 98.0 93.9 98.0
STAMFORD 870 825 5.2 99.8 99.9 98.1 99.5
STERL ING 39 37 5.1 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
STONINGTON 153 146 4.6 100.0 100.0 97.3 100.0
STRATFORD 466 461 1.1 99.6 99.3 98.7 98.9
SUFFIELD 136 136 .0 100.0 100.0 99.3 100.0
THOMASTON 95 90 5.3 100.0 98.9 97.8 98.9
THOMPSON 127 120 5.5 ©9.2 100.0 100.0 99.2
TOLLAND 149 149 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
| TORRINGTON 382 349 8.6 100.0 96.6 96.6 96.6
— TRUMBULL 372 365 1.9 99.7 99.5 99.2 99.5
o UNION 7 7 0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
f‘ VERNON 336 309 8.0 100.0 99.7 99.7 99.4
VOLUNTOWN 35 N 1.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
WALL | NGFORD £51 439 2.7 99.5 100.0 97.5 %8.9
WATERBURY 1,083 924 4.7 99.9 99.8 98.7 99.7
WATERFORD im 166 2.9 100.0 100.0 99.4 100.0
WATERTOWN 254 232 8.7 100.0 99.6 99.6 99.6
WESTBROOK 63 63 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
WEST HARTFORD S84 551 5.7 99.6 99.1 98.4 98.7
WEST HAVEN 495 441 10.9 99.8 99.5 98.9 99.5
WESTON 95 92 3.2 97.8 98.9 97.8 96.7
WESTPORT 226 219 3.1 99.5 100.0 100.0 99.5
WETHERSFIELD 224 213 4.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.5
WILLINGTON 59 56 5.1 100.0 96.4 100.0 96.4
WiLTON 212 212 .0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
WiINCHESTER 137 133 2.9 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
WiNDHAM 272 241 1.4 100.0 99.2 97.5 99.2
W1NDSOR w7 339 2.3 99.4 99.7 99.7 98.8
WiNDSOR LOCKS 120 113 5.8 100.0 100.0 99.1 100.0
WOLCOTT %7 47 .0 100.0 100.0 99.3 100.0
WOODBR | DGE 82 82 .0 100.0 100.0 98.8 98.8
WOODSTOCK 89 86 3.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
REG. DIST. NO. 06 75 72 4.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
REG. DIST. NO, 10 175 168 4.0 100.0 99.4 99.4 99.4
REG. DIST. WO. 12 87 81 6.9 100.0 100.0 98.8 100.0
REG. DIST. NO. 13 132 131 .8 100. 100.0 98.5 100.0
REG. DIST. NO. 14 128 m 13.3 100.¢ 100.0 99.1 100.0
REG. DIST. NO. 15 244 233 4.5 100.0 106.0 99.6 100.0
REG. DIST. NO. 16 148 146 1.4 100.0 100.0 100.0 99.3
REG. DIST. NOo. 17 142 133 6.3 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
REG. DIST. NO. 18 96 950 6.3 100.0 97.8 96.7 97.8




PARTICIPATION RATES FOR FOURTH GRADE STUDENYS BY DISTRICT
SCHOOL YEAR 1990-1991

TOTAL STUDENTS PERCENT OF STUDENT PERCENT OF ELIGIBLE STUDENTS TESTED
F OURTH=-GRADE ELIGIBLE POP EXEMPT ~ =cmeeec-ce-- R e cemeeccecaans wemmeean
DISTRICT POPULAT I ON FOR TESTING FROM TESTING MATHEMATICS LANGUAGE AR .S WRITING READ I NG
TO0C 1 TOTAL 7,171 6,344 11.5 98.8 98.5 95.6 97.9
YOC 2 TOTAL 7,462 7,027 5.8 99.8 99.5 98.7 99.4
TOC 8 TOTAL 8,684 8,134 6.3 99.8 99.5 98.5 99.0
TOC & TOTAL 6,730 6,538 2.9 99.8 99.7 98.9 99.5
TOC 5 TOTAL 3,891 3,726 4.2 99.8 99. 4 98.9 99.2
TOC 6 TOTAL 2,885 2,731 5.3 99.8 99.2 98.6 98.9
ERG 1 TOTAL 2,093 2,063 1.4 99.8 99.% 99,2 99.2
) ERG 2 TOTAL 6,041 5,809 3.8 99.8 89.5 28.7 99.4
éé ERG 3 TOTAL 3,898 3,744 4.0 99.9 99.6 99.0 99.5
| ERG 4§ TOTAL 5,461 5,224 4.3 99.7 99.5 98.3 99.0
ERG 5 TOTAL 4,727 4,498 4.8 99.8 99.6 98.6 99.3
ERG 6 TOTAL 8,796 8,567 2.6 99.8 99.5 98.6 99.2
ERG 7 TOTAL 4,824 4,595 4.7 98.5 98.1 94.5 97.3
STATE TOTAL 36,823 34,500 6.3 99.6 99.3 98.1 99.0
14.;
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It is the policy of the Connecticut State Board of Education that no person shaii be excluded
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